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other scholars claim there is relevance for the use of political process 
theories in Latin America, and Mexico specifically, because of the focus 
on grievances as articulated to the State (Foweraker 1~~5; Shefner 
IYYY).” While the State has a history different from that of the U.S. 
and Western Europe, it is for exactly this reason that understandmg 
the role and nature of the State is salient for collective action in 
particular and political participation in general. 

In addition to the identity and structure conundrum and the 
relevance of models for regions other than Western Europe and the 
U.S., much of the debate in the collective action literature concentrates 
on what is new about new social movements. The expression of a 
multiplicity of collective identities is what is new about new social 
movements. In addition, new social movement theorists correctly 
assess that it is the visibility of identities that illustrates a widening of 
civil society to challenge the State (Cohen 19x5). 1 purport that current 
collective action scholarship derived from the political process theories 
continues to ignore gender (and race/ethnicity) as guiding structures 
for a movement. Conversely, the complete reliance on gender as an 
identity runs the risk of obscuring the social context within which 
that identity develops. 

1 suggest in this article that consideration of both structure and 
identity are of importance because as Piven and Cloward (1977, p. xi) 
argue, political participation “flows from historically specific 
circumstances: it is a reaction against those circumstances, and it is 
also limited by those circumstances.” Therefore, individuals are not 
simply “detached cultural actors, given that they are also embedded 
within structural contexts that shape their actions and limit their 
options” (Morris,t%iz, p. 351). In fact, the women’s movement and the 
race/ethnicity-based movements civil rights in the U. S. and the 
Zapatistas in Mexico are exemplars. Traditional channels of accessing 
the political system (i.e., the structure) have remained particularly 
closed for many of these social groups (Morris, 1992; 2000). 1 suggest 
here that it is the structural contexts that shape the degree of citizenship 
actors have within a society. Therefore, these actors have had limited 
options in formal politics and have found new avenues for having 
their voices heard. Their strength has been in part their collective voice 



or identity as women, as African Americans, as “Mexican” Zapatistas 
(Harvey 1~8; Morris 1y42; Ramos Escandón 1~94; Schulz IYYX). 

Therefore, understanding the link between political participation 
and the role and nature of the state is an important example of the 
need to further study NGOs because it is the NGOs that are bridging 
organizations between the Mexican citizens and the Mexican State. 
The power relationships among these three actors is an unequal one 
and requires exploration in how NGOs represent the citizens’ interests, 
as well as, how NGOs strategize their relationship with the State and 
other institutions of power in order to reach their stated goals and 
objectives. In other words, do the strategies of these organizations 
include clientelism, institutionalization, co-optation, populism, 
alliances, or associations, for example (Chalmers, Martin and Piester 
1~~7; Ferree and Martin IYYS; Scott IYYX)?‘” Importantly, this also 
includes an examination of what the relationship between the Mexican 
State and NGOs is, as well as Mexican citizens and NGOs with respect 
for the definition of those goals and objectives. This means, who has 
defined those “needs” (i.e., the goals and objectives) for the 
subordinate group in each relationship? In any unequal relationship 
there is a struggle over how to define what is important, what is 
political, what the solutions are, and who should provide those 
solutions (Fraser 1~8~). In the next section, 1 outline my analytical 
framework in light of these recent debates in political participation 
generally, and collective action specifically. 

Analytical Framework 
In order to understand the role of NGOs in facilitating citizen 

political Qarticipation in Monterrey, Mexico, 1 suggest a framework 
for analysis based primarily on the analytic concept by Diane Davis 
(1~9) of citizens’ distance. Davis (1999) proposes this concept as a new 
theoretical framework with which to think about collective action, 
specifically social movements, in the Latin Ameritan context and to 
move beyond dichotomizing political process and new social 
movement paradigms. Accordingly, citizens’ distance from the state 
has four dimensions, which include geographical, institutional, class, 
and cultural distance. In this article 1 use the categories of geographical 
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and institutional distance, and then 1 refine a third dimension, which 
1 cal1 identity distance. 

Below 1 expand upon each of the analytical dimensions. In the 
section on identity distance, 1 provide an in-depth discussion of why 
1 refine this and illustrate some examples of the importance of identity. 
1 conclude each distance component with a series of general questions 
to exemplify the type of information encapsulated in that component. 

Geographical Distance 
Geographical distance refers to the degree of space between the 

federal government and the citizens’ physical locations. That is, 
strategies and tactics of collective action will vary because of citizen 
location within the country. Davis argues that this is important because 
highly centralized governments characterize Latin America generally 
and certainly Mexico in particular. Collective action located in 
secondary cities or rural areas far from the capital city of a country 
have greater isolation and estrangement from the government and 
administrative apparatuses (Davis IYYY). Therefore, collective action 
in these locations may rely on more radical tactics. Conversely, 
collective action closer to the center of power have “privileges with 
respect to material conditions.. . and symbolic and substantive access 
to the State that affects strategies and responses by the State” (Davis 
1999, p. 603). Here she suggests that collective action located closer to 
the formal power structure will use more mainstream strategies to 
access the formal political system. 

The case of Monterrey is interesting because it is located in the 
north, fairly far from the capital City, which suggests, according to 
Davis, a reduced capacity for collective action and thus a heavier use 
of more radical strategies. As discussed previously, it was Monterrey 
and other areas of the north that first had a flurry of urban popular 
movements in the 1970~ prior to the development of these types of 
movements in Mexico City, whereby many of these movements were 
strong and radical (Bennett 1992; Castells 1982; Pozas Garza 1995). Since 
the mid-1980s the vast majority of the developments of urban popular 
movements have been in Mexico City, but not in Monterrey. What 
accounts for this change? 1s it the idiosyncratic sociopolitical structure 
of Monterrey? And, importantly, what remains to be seen is whether 



or not the change in party leadership, which has had a stronghold in 
Monterrey for the past decade, will affect the development of social 
movements. Therefore, there may be an increase in collective action 
through the use of more mainstream tactics in Monterrey because of 
the strength of the PAN party in this region. 

This component captures the overa11 strategies and tactics, the 
severity, and the frequency of political participation. The following 
questions focus on the types of strategies and tactics that the NGOs 
use to access the political power structure. 

What strategies and tactics do NGOs use to challenge the State for 
their demands (i.e., large or small-scale protests, petitions, road-blocks, 
etc.)? 

That is, are the NGOs in Monterrey exhibiting more radical strategies 
and tactics (i.e. severe) because Monterrey is farther from the 
centralized power structure in the capital city of Mexico? 

How often do NGOs use various strategies 
of protest)? 

and tactics (i.e., frequency 

What is the nature of the demands (Le., particularistic with little or no 
interest in systemic change, seeking systematic change or an altemative 
form of social organization, formation of collective identity, etc.)? 

And, how do these strategies and tactics differ across the type of NGO 
and the overall gender and class composition of the leadership and 
the base participants? 

Institutional Distance 
Institutional distance refers to the degree of access to formal 

institutions and the interaction with those institutions (Davis 1999). 

She suggests that communities or localities that are farther from the 
State are not under the control of the centralized power, but rather 
under that of local authority structures. Davis (19%) argues further 
that because of geographical distance, citizens often lack access to 
formal institutions that have control over decisionmaking that affects 
their everyday life. This also suggests the need to examine the 
relationship not only with formal institution but also with informal 
ones. Institutional distance differs from geographical distance in that 
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Davis refers specifically to those formal institutions that are located 
in the region of interest. Therefore, whereas geographical distance 
refers to overa11 strategies and tactics, severity, and frequency, 
institutional distance refers to the types of relationships organizations 
have with other institutions, such as clientelistic, co-optative or 
associational, for example. 

In the case of Monterrey, there are three main power structures: 
the industrial bourgeoisie, the Church, and the PAN political party. 
Therefore, the strategy and tactics for collective action not only depend 
on where they are located geographically but also depend and vary 
on the institutions available for making demands. Again the case of 
Monterrey is interesting because of the party leadership change and 
the historically strong industrial base (Vellinga 1979; Vellinga, Vera, 
and Rae-Lee 1993; Saragoza 19%; Walton 1977). Due to the lack of access 
to formal institutions, local communities look for other avenues to 
bridge the distance between themselves and the institutions unique 
to their region. 

NGOs are‘one type of avenue that citizens use to articulate their 
demands to the local goveming authorities. Therefore, 1 supplement 
the institutional distance concept with Nancy Fraser’s work on the 
“interpretation of needs,” as this article examines how NGOs’ 
represent a link between citizens and the State. Fraser (1989, p. 166) 
argues that this is important because “needs” become a site of struggle 
when social groups with unequal “resources compete to establish as 
hegemonic their respective interprrtations of legitimate social needs.” 
Moreover, an analysis of who represents and defines a community’s 
needs illustrates the gendered, classed, and racialized structures of 
power. She argues further that there are three moments of the politics 
of needs. First, there is the struggle as to whether or not the need is 
even a legitimale political concem or not. Second, there is the struggle 
for the power to define (or interpret) that need and thus determine a 
satisfactory solution. And, third, there is the struggle to “secure or 
withhold provision” of the need (Fraser, 1989, p. 166). 

Because NGOs are bridging institutions and claim to represent 
certain populations, they raise questions about how citizens’ demands 
are articulated on their behalf. In the era of political accountability, 
NGOs are increasingly coming under investigation for the leve1 of 



accountability they have with those they claim to represent (Fox 2000). 

The relationships among NGOs, their constituents, and the formal 
local (and national political) arena are constantly shifting, whereby 
organizations may modify their agendas to fit the current political 
climate. 1 argue in this article that this element is important as NGOs 
claim to represent the needs of a particular constituency and function 
as an intermediary primarily between local communities and local 
and/or national political structures. The degree to which an NGO in 
fact “represents” the needs of citizens is an empirical question. If  the 
NGO co-opts the citizens’ needs and reinterprets them in a different 
manner, then NGOs may represent an old form of hierarchy in new 
clothes. On the contrary, if the NGO remains “true” to the citizens’ 
needs, then the NGO may represent a new avenue for expanding 
citizenship and hence accessing political power. 

1 argue that this type of inquiry into the politics of needs 
interpretation informs the concept of citizenship in that NGOs claim 
to represent the interests of marginalized groups and empower them 
to engage in social action. Interests are always contextual, however, 
and differentiation within a group may undermine commonalities of 
interests (Craske 19~~; Molyneux 1985). The question becomes who 
-the NGO, the constituents the NC0 claims to represent, or some i 
other actor- defines what the need (or demand) is, how to frame it, 
and how to go about finding a solution to the need. 

Therefore, in order to examine institutional distance, 1 suggest a 
number of questions: 

What formal and informal institutional structures (i.e., polrernment 
departments, political parties, local businesses, or the chwch) are the 
tArgets of the NGOs’ demanci-making? 

What are the primary demands and interests (i.e., types of citizenship) 
of the various organizations, and who decides what those demands 
should encompass? 

How has each organization been able to meet those demands? In other 
words, what is the relationship between the NGOs and the targets of 
their demand-making (clientelism, co-optation, institutionalization, 
alliances, populism, associational, competitive, sponsorship, etc.)? 
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How do the types of linkages and relationships with the formal and 
informal institutions differ across the type of NGO and the overall 
gender and class composition of the leadership and base participants? 

Identity Distance 
Davis identifies class and culture as two other forms of citizens’ 

distance from the State. In class distancing, Davis (IC)V<)) argues that 
some social classes have more access to the State and institutions than 

other classes. For example, marginalized social classes in “colonias 
pobres” (slum areas) may feel “distanced” and therefore more willing 
to join informal means of political participation, such as social 
movements or other forms of collective action, in order to demand 
housing and other urban services. Conversely, other social groups, 
such as laborers, have a tradition of representation through unions or 
other often hierarchical organizations that create, a link between the 
citizens and the State (Davis, 19~). 

Independent from class, Davis (IYYY) argues for a fourth concept of 
distance: culture. Here she suggests that there are cultural attributes 
and identities that often differentiate the politically powerful from 
the politically powerless, such as women and indigenous groups. Her 
basic argument for the class dimension then is extended to this fourth 
dimension whereby the marginalized population is more likely to 
participate outside of formal political channels. 

While 1 agree with Davis that “culture” or “class”, when combined 
with other forms of marginalization, such as geographical or 
institutional, may result in differentiated access to the State, 1 argue 
in this article that the conflation of culture to subsume gender, race, 
and ethnicity, for example, de-emphasizes the political nature of 
identity and does not allow for the separation of multiple identities. 
That is, a citizen who is a male ethnic minority has a different degree 
of distance from the political system than does a female ethnic 
minority. Therefore, rather than “class” or “culture”, 1 use “identity 
distance” as this allows me to not presuppose the forms of collective 
identity that may help to unify and mobilize collective action. 

In the process of refining the dimension of identity, 1 draw heavily 
on the work of scholars such as Mary Bernstein (19%‘) and Kevin 
Gotham (1999) who argue for a more nuanced use of identity that would 



help to bridge current debates between political structure and the 
formation of identity. Specifically, these scholars argue for a more 
distinctive use of identity which will shed light on how an individual’s 
place in the social structure affects the development and use of identity 
in collective action. As 1 briefly outlined in the theoretical framework 
section, understanding the importance of identity is crucial for 
analyzing collective action, including the emergence, the impact, and 
the survival of the social movement. 

In this article, 1 use the term identity to refer to specific social 
characteristics, such as gender and class. In that way, 1 am investigatmg 
the ways in which gender and class are embedded in social, economic, 
and political relationships. 1 have intentionally selected the use of the 
word “identity” rather than “gender” or “class” in order to leave open 
the ways in which leaders and members of the organizations frame 
their collective consciousness. Scholars have long recognized that a 
collective consciousness or identity is not the sole foundation of 
mobilization, but it is a necessary one. This is also one of the major 
debates between the political process or resource mobilization scholars 
and the new social movement scholars: 1s it identity or is it structure? 
Most now agree that both are necessary components for effective 
mobilization. 

Therefore, the role of identity is still poorly understood by scholars 
of collective action. For example, Bemstein (1~~7) raises questions about 
the degree of “celebration” or “suppression” of differences by 
marginalized social groups from the majority in order to challenge 
existing social structures. The various women’s movements 
throughout the world certainly are exemplars of the struggle between 
emphasizing the differences or the similarities of gender. One of the 
major debates among scholars is how to handle issues of gender 
inequality -by emphasizing that women and men are similar or by 
emphasizing the differences between women and men, in spite of 
their equality. The universal venus difference debate is also visible 
within the movement with regard to issues of class, race, ethnicity, 
and geographical location. The Zapatistas’ social movement in Mexico 
as briefly discussed before is another example that demonstrates the 
complexity of identity (Harvey 1998). On the one hand, the Zapatistas 
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demand to be treated as Mexicans, but on the other hand they decry 
the Mexican government as not recognizing their unique culture. 

The different uses of identity (suppression or celebration of 
difference) directly correspond to the “rights” discourse that has 
become increasingly visible in collective action. That is, how does 
collective action “frame” the identity and demands of a group? Actors 
in a social movement or some other form of collective action are 
arguing that as citizens of a country they are entitled to rights, whether 
human rights, social rights, political rights, or economic rights. The 
question becomes which strategy is the most beneficial for the 
collective action and under what political conditions do these 
strategies change. To answer this dilemma, Bernstein (1997) suggests 
that it is dependent on the structure of the movement or other type of 
collective action, including the structural locations of the actors and 
the strength of the organizational base, the extent of political access, 
and the type of opposition. In that regard, she identifies three levels 
of analysis within the concept of identity. 

The first leve1 is identity for empowerment, whereby a shared 
collective identity is necessary to mobilize the movement and to 
develop the sense that political action is feasible. In essence, this leve1 
of identity is analogous to Marx’s concept of class-consciousness or 
what Morris (1~2) deems “political consciousness,” which includes 
various possible identities, such as class, but also race, ethnicity, and 
gender, whereby the participants recognize their shared social, 
economic, and political circumstances and then act on those 
circumstances. 

The second leve1 is where identity is the goal, whether it is to gain 
acceptance for a stigmatized identity or to deconstruct identity so that 
it reflects difference. This type of identity is most visible in the women’s 
movement, the Civil Rights movement in the United States, and the 
gay and lesbian movements. Al1 of these social movements at one 
point emphasized their respective identity in order to achieve 
recognition of the identity or acceptance of that identity. Again, this 
goes back to the degree of emphasis movements place on the social 
group’s differences or similarities with regard to the majority. For 
example, one of the, if not the main goals, in the case of the gay and 
lesbian movement across the globe is to gain acceptance by the broader 



population for these groups’ identity and ultimately their right to 
that identity as gay or lesbian (see for example, MacRae 1992). 

And the third leve1 is where the social movement actors use identity 
as a political strategy, including both cultural and externa1 goals. The 
use of identity as a strategy, or what Bernstein (1997) calls identity as 
“deployment” occurs at both the individual and collective levels of a 
movement. The collectivity may challenge stigmatized social identities 
in an attempt to transform mainstream culture. This strategy is identity 
for critique (Bernstein 1997). The collectivity may also choose to 
transform its participants (i.e., consciousness raising) or educate 

legislators or the public through the use of identity for education. 
Therefore, understanding the role of identity includes examining if 
the collective action challenges the dominant culture’s perception of 
the marginalized group, tries to strategically gain legitimacy, attempts 
a combination of the two, or simply disregards identity in the process 
of mobilization. 

Ultimately, 1 argue and agree with scholars that the use of identity 
is then linked back to the political conditions that encapsulate the 
collective action (see also for example Gotham 19~~). Therefore, 
collective action will strategically deploy identity whose basis is 
dependent upon the context -geographical and institutional 
distancing. Analyzing identity thus becomes vital for the study of 
collective action because as Radcliffe and Westwood (1993, p. 161) argue, 
“subjects express complex ideas about how they see the national 
community and their position in it.” Using Bernstein’s (1997) enhanced 
vision of the concept of identity allows a researcher to explore in more 
detail the role that it plays in the crafting collective action. 

For identity distance 1 propose the following types of questions: 

How does each of the NGOs use identity to mobilize demands (i.e., 
empowerment, the goal, or the strategy)? And, what is that overa11 
identity (i.e., class-based, gender-based, etc.)? 

How does the use of identity differ from type of NGO as well as the 
gender and class composition of the leadership and base participants? 

How do the base participants perceive the identity of the NGO 
comparison with the perceptions of the leadership structure? 

in 
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Finally, as Davis (1999) argues, these components do not stand in 
isolation from one another. Therefore, an important aspect of this 
component is how identity distance intersects with geographical and 
institutional distance. Hence, any analysis using this framework must 
compare how the strategies and tactics (geographical) and the types 
of relationships (institutional) differ across the identity composition 
of each NGO. 

Concluding Remarks 
The debate of culture (or identity formation) and structure in the 

struggle for citizenship requires moving beyond industrialized 
countries and exploring these linkages under very different 
circumstances in the developing world, particularly in those countries 
that are experiencing political transitions. Latin America, as with the 
rest of the developing world, has followed a very different pattern of 
modernization and industrialization when compared to First World 
countries. This is most evident in the recent processes of political 
transformation from various forms of authoritarian rule to some form 
of democracy. And, although Mexico has never been as authoritarian 
as much of the rest of Latin America, nor has it experienced military 
rule once the Mexican Revolution consolidated power in 1921,X would 
argue and agree with scholars that Mexico still does not represent an 
“actually existing democracy” (see for example, Middlebrook 1986 and 
Álvarez 1997 for the concept of “actually existing democracy”). 

What is interesting about the growth of NGOs is that they occurred 
under a variety of political and economic conditions. It appeared in 
countries such as Chile and Argentina, which were under authoritarian 
military govemments and a system where it seemed impossible that 
any form of political participation could exist. It also appeared in 
Mexico, where there was a one-party state for 71 years. When NGOs 
first exploded on the scene in the mid-1980s as a new political actor 
offering new ways of doing politics, there was much praise for them 
as exemplars of the widening of civil society. Nevertheless, 
understanding their ful1 impact has been empirically both under- 
theorized and under-studied. 

Even though it is unclear if NGOs will have a major transformative 
effect, they appear to provide an altemate avenue of voice, other than 



political parties and unions, for citizens traditionally marginalized 
from the political process. Having multiple sources of political 
participation is essential in establishing a democracy, where citizenship 
rights and a greater plurality of voices exist. Citizenship is not new, 
and many scholars argue that the concept, as classically defined, is a 
masculine or male-centered version and requires reconceptualization 
in light of gender, race/ethnicity, class, and geographical location. 
Linking citizenship and political participation within the context of 
the recent transitions in the case of Latin America is still poorly 
understood, and what role NGOs have in advocating citizenship in 
this context is still unclear. 

Notes 
’ This article is a revised version of a paper prepared for the XX111 Intemational 
Congress of the Latin Ameritan Studies Association, Washington, D.C., 
September h-8,2001.1 would like to thank all those participants who provided 
me with excellent feedback at the conference. 1 would especially like to thank 
April Brayfield, Kevin Gotham, Beth Rubin, and Maria Elena Ramos for their 
insightful comments on earlier versions of this article. 
2 The concept of “NGOization” was developed by Sonia Álvarez (1998) in a 
chapter where she discusses the “NGOization” of Latin Ameritan Feminisms 
on both the local and global Ievels. 
3 Scholars of Social Movements continue to debate the different types of 
collective action whereby social movements represent one form of collective 
action. Most scholars define social movements as collective actions “that are 
explicitly intended to change social relations of power in key are& of society” 
(Bennett 1992, p. 241; Castells 1982; Touraine 1984). Changing power relations 
in key areas of society then includes social and/or economic changes, where 
collective action can only be called a social movement if it seeks social 
transformation. Other forms of collective action include human rights 
associations, voluntary organizations, or neighborhood associations whose 
visibility is more sporadic and short-term rather than sustained collective 
action seeking to change social relations of power (see discussion in Slater 
1985). Thus, the issue of whether or not NGOs constitute a social movement 
is crucial because they have variable degrees of strength, goals, and continuity 
throughout the world, and because they are relatively new actors; the impact 
on social transformation is still unclear. Therefore, whether to classify NGOs 
as a social movement or as another type of collective action remains contested. 
My position in this article is that NGOs do appear generally to represent 
some form of political participation, but it is not clear if that form is a social 
movement or some other form of collective action. 
’ Of considerable debate in the literature is what democracy is. The concept 
of citizenship and democracy are inextricably linked because political 
citizenship rights are associated with democracy in that free and fair elections 
provide the fundamental basis of a democratic society (see discu&ions in 
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Jelin and Hershberg 1998; Lister 19%‘; Marshall and Bottomore 1992; Mitchell 
and Wood IYW). Despite this link, 1 do not attempt in this article to measure 
the leve1 of democratization in Mexico. Rather, 1 focus on the concept of 
political participation and how various forms of political participation can 
work to expand citizenship whereby political citizenship is just one of the 
aspects. Certainly, however, this research will contribute to the on-going debate 
of how to define democracy and whether or not these new forms of political 
participation are part of that process. 
’ In this article when I use the term “citizenship”, 1 mean all three aspects of 
citizenship: rights (political, civil, and social), obligations, and access. 1 argue 
that the three aspects are inextrincably linked because while a government 
may have stipulated rights, access may be denied or curtailed because of 
gender, class, race/ethnicity, and education, and thus may affect the ability 
of citizens to exercise their civic obligations. 
’ 1 would suggest that this is a good example of how often scholars writing in 
different specialties talk past each other. As McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly (1996, 
p. 18) argue: the work on contentious politics “has devolved into a number of 
highly specialized literatures in parts of at least four disciplines - sociology, 
history, political science, and economics - with few opportunities to synthesize 
theory and research across these increasingly distinct scholarly communities.” 
The reviva1 of the concept of citizenship points to this in that the discussion 
of what is political participation is rehashed. Importantly, many scholars 
studying “high” politics continue to dismiss informal or noninstitutionalized 
politics. The hck of linkages, particularly on collective action, social 
movements, political participation, or what McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly call 
contentious politics, is unfortunate because work being done in one speciality 
or discipline may help to inform another. 
’ While some of these organizations do not fit the traditional notions of non- 
governmental organizations, they illustrate another new trend whereby 
collective action that traditionally represents a social movement now refers 
to their organization as an NGO. Thus, these organizations may engage in 
political strategy, whereby the designation allows for more benefits, such as 
funding from local, national, or even international levels. This strategy by 
many organizations in civil society creates further difficulty for analyzing 
the role of NGOs, but nonetheless highlights the importance of more research. 
” It is important to note that controversy still surrounds exactly what happened 
that day and the number of individuals killed. 
’ Haber (19%) documents the three most important coordinating bodies during 
this time as (1) the peasant-based movement coordinated by the National 
“Plan de Ayala” Coordinating Committee; (2) the National Coordinating 
Committee of Education Workers, a movement toward union democracy 
within the PRI-affiliated teacher’s union; and (3) the National Coordinating 
Committee of the Urban Popular Movement. 
loAs with NGOs, some scholars have argued that Urban Popular Movements 
(UPMs) do not represent a type of social movement. Rather, UPMs are just 
another form of collective action (e.g., conflictual action according to 
Touraine’s delineation). UPMs typically represent collective action by the 
urban poor. Scholars argue that UPMs are not social movements because they 
are not aimed at change at the larger structural level. Recently scholars have 



begun to argue and suggest that UPMs are in fact social movements because 
it is their strength in numbers (i.e., frequency and severity) collectively that 
has indeed affected social transformation (Bennett 1992). My use of the term 
social movements includes Urban Popular Movement but does not include 
other forms of collective action, 
or voluntarv orEanizations. 

such as NGOs, neighborhood associations, 

” For an exielle& study on gender and informal and formal leadership roles, 
see Robnett 1996, lyy7. 
l2 Identity in New Social Movement theory typically refers to gender, race, . 
ethnicity, and sexunlity, whereby these scholars argue that social movements 
have changed and what is new is that individuals are collectively mobilizing . 

than the traditional class-based movements, such as around an-identity other 
the labor movements. 
” For exnmple, Gcr~&r nrrrl Socic$/ recently dedicated two issues to the topic 
of gendering social movements (Taylor and Whittier 1998, 1YYY). While these 
two issues contribute to the project of linking gender scholars and social 
movement scholars, the articles also illustrate that this project has a long way 
to go. All the nrticles in these two volumes focus on the industrialized world 
of the U.S., Europe, and Australia (with the exception of one article on the 
Pnlestinian women’s movement). Moreover, another recent article that 
attempts to synthesize issues of gender and social movements still remains 
Incking (Einwohner, Hollander, and Olson 2000). Again, while providing 
importnnt insights into gendering social movements and including a brief 
discussion of Latin Ameritan social movements, the article relies on previous 
research to make its points rather than applying the ideas to a current case 
study or studies. In fact, it is the reliance on previous research in the application 
of ‘,new” theoretical frameworks that 1 argue illustrates the need for new 
empirical resenrch that uses as Its foundation some of these important 
theoretical contributions. The McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald 1996 edited 
volume represents this type of research and theoretical thinking. A caveat is 
in arder in that this literature is from English sources. 
” For a good overview of the main theories of the state and their relationship 
to collecti\re action, see Isaac and Kelly (1yXl); Rubin, Griffin, and Wallace 
(1983); and Alford and Friedland (1985). For more specific arguments related 
to gender and the role of the state, see Gordon 19%; Lewis 19%‘; Lister 19%‘; 
and Orloff 1993. 
I5 This same argument has been extended to other countries that are still in 
the proces;; of developing. One study demonstrates the usefulness of the 
political process theory for understanding the different outcomes of social 
movements pushing for a transition to democracy between Burma and the 
Philippines (Schock 1999). Similar to Latin America, both Burma and the 
Philippines have a history of authoritarian military dictatorships. 
Ih I use these concepts as they are typically referred to in the collective action 
literature and the literature on Latin America. “Clientelism” is a form of 
representation that exchanges votes for favors, typically through a broker or 
patron. “Instititutionalization” is the development of regular and routinized 
relationships with other organizations. “Co-optation” is the incorporation of 
part of an organization into official channels of politics, usually the leadership, 
with promise to fulfill the demands of that organization. “Populism” is the 
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interplay between one leader’s charisma and promises and the demands of 
the masses. “Alliances” are agreements between two or more organizations, 
social groups, or social movements, whereby they work together toward a 
very specific goal or demand. “Associations” are looser structures than 
alliances in that associations are “non-hierarchical structures formed throuah 
decisions by multiple actors who come together to shape public poli$” 
(Chalmers, Martin and Piester 1997, p. 567). 
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