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Passionate Political Processes:
Bringing Emotions Back into the
Study of Social Movements

DEBORAH B. GOULD

BRING YOUR GRIEF AND RAGE ABOUT AIDS TO A
POLITICAL
FUNERAL
IN WASITINGTON D.C.

—ACT UP/New York (1992, emphasis in original)

ACT UP/New York issued this invitation/leaflet announcing its October
1992 ““Ashes” action.! The image that accompanied the headline was
modest, the outline of an urn, with the following text filling out its con-
tents:

You have lost someone to AIDS. For more than a decade, your government
has mocked your loss. You have spoken out in anger, joined political pro-
tests, carried fake coffins and mock tombstones, and splattered red paint to
represent someone’s HIV-positive blood, perhaps your own. George Bush
believes that the White House gates shield him, from you, your loss, and his
responsibility for the AIDS crisis. Now it is time to bring AIDS home to
George Bush. On October 11th, we will carry the actual ashes of pdople we
love in funeral procession to the White House. In an act of grief and rage and
love, we will deposit their ashes on the White House lawn. Join us to protest
twelve vears of genocidal AIDS policy. (ACT UP/New York, 1992)

On the day of the march, as hundreds of people assembled, a small
group met together. Holding the ashes of their loved ones, they would
lead the funeral procession. Arthur, from Chicago, held up a worn sack
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that contained the ashes of his lover, who had been a member of ACT
UP/NY and ACT UP/Chicago. “This is Ortez”” (Finkelstein, 1992b:10).
ACT UP/NY member Bob Rafsky later wrote about the political funeral:

At the front of the march was a single line of people carrying urns. . . . Behind
them were about a hundred of us who were willing to be arrested helping
them to the White House fence. Behind us were three drummers playing
rhythmic patterns that worked into our bodies: 1-2-3, 1-2-3, 1-2-3-4-5.
Finally came the supporting marchers, more than 1,500 of them. . . . A few
feet from me a young man in a white T-shirt was shouting at an imaginary
George Bush, “It's vour fault! It's your fault!” before he broke down and
sobbed. . .. The action had been coordinated by a 22-vear-old classics gradu-
ate student at Columbia University who had joined ACT UP . . . | saw him
pressed by our bodies against the White House fence, kneeling and weeping
as ashes soared over him. (Rafsky, 1992:22-23)

ACT UP/NY member David Robinson’s announcement that he
planned to scatter his lover’s ashes on the White House lawn had inspired
the “Ashes” action. Interviewed the day of the march, Robinson drew a
contrast between the political implications of the Names Project Memorial
Quilt,? which was on display in D.C. that weekend, and ACT UP’s funeral
march: “George Bush would be happy if we all made Quilt panels. We're
showing people what the White House has done: they've turned our
loved ones into ashes and bones” (Wentzy, 1995). During the procession,
participants chanted ““Bring the dead to your door, we won't take it any-
more” (Wentzy, 1995).

The predominant theorists in the ficld of social movements—political
process theorists—rarely focus their analytical lenses on stories like this
that foreground participants’ reflections about specific movement actions.
A primary reason is that political process theorists focus on political
opportunities that facilitate protest and on questions of movement emer-
gence and decline; data like those cited above seem irrelevant to such
inquiries. Equally important, the dominance of rational actor models in
the social movement literature has proscribed investigation into the emo-
tional components of movements; given the centrality of emotions in the
above story, political process theorists would have a hard time fitting such
data into their framework. But what do we lose when such stories are
absent from our analyses? The motivating role of strongly felt emotions—
what I would call the force or power of emotions—seems apparent in the
details of the ““Ashes” action, inviting our attention and luring us in, sear-
ing in our minds any number of images, perhaps of public mourning ritu-
als, or of urns and ashes hurling through the sky, or of fury and grief
combining into a combustible form. We get the sense that the protest con-
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cerned an issue about which people felt deeply. T tind this tvpe of data
compelling in part because | participated in ACT UP tor six vears, but my
interest is broader than that. Investigations of such storics, and analvtical
attention to the power of emotions evident in them, can provide us with
important insights, illuminating, for example, participants” subjectivities
and motivations, and helping us to build compelling accounts of a move-
ment’s trajectory, strategic choices, internal culture, conflicts, and other
movement processes and characteristics.

Over the past twenty-tive years, political process theory has gencrated
important new knowledge of social movements. But as is truc in any arca
of knowledge, while the prevailing models sensitize us to a set of ques-
tions and approaches, they also foreclose other avenues of inquiry. Politi-
cal process theory has narrowed the research agenda to questions of
movement emergence, decline, and outcomes, and has pointed us toward
investigations of the external environment to see how shifting political
opportunities (in interaction with resources and frames) affect movement
trajectories. Again, the rescarch that political process theory has gener-
ated has been fruitful, but the costs of remaining wedded to its narrow
agenda are high. As an increasing number ot analysts are now arguing,
political process theory is unable to make sense of a host of movements
that arisc and thrive in the face of tightening political opportunitics or
decline as political opportunities expand (Goodwin, forthcoming; Gould,
2000). Similarly troubling, in cases where the political process framework
seems able to explain the trajectory of movements, we neglect other fac-
tors that might provide more compelling accounts. As Jasper and Good-
win note, “when a paradigm works well, alternatives to its main
assumptions cannot even be imagined” (chapter 1). Political process the-
ory also has narrowed the questions we ask about social movements, priv-
ileging investigations of emergence and decline over issucs like
movement sustainability, internal conflicts, ideological cleavages, rituals,
and so on. In this chapter, drawing from my work on a larger project that
explores the militant street AIDS activist movement, 1 join with others in
calling for a reintroduction of emotions into the study of social move-
ments.* [ argue that attention to emotions generates a new landscape tor
social movement research that attends to causal mechanisms inclusive of,
but also distinct from, political opportunities. A focus on emotions prolit-
erates questions about emergence and decline but also about other move-
ment processes that are currently understudied. Such a focus also
encourages investigations of human behavior that are not bound by ratio-
nal actor assumptions, providing greater insight into people’s motiva-
tions for participating in movements.
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POLITICAL PROCESS THEORY AND THE
STRATEGIC USES OF EMOTIONS

1 want to start with a challenge to my claim that political process theorists
would be inclined to ignore stories like the one cited above because they
are emotion-saturated and thus ditficult to reconcile with an assumption
of rational actors. Rather than ignoring such data altogether, political
process theorists instead might try to domesticate the emotional compo-
nents by emphasizing the strategic uses of emotions and thereby incorpo-
rating them into a rational actor model. Each exhortation to feel a given
emotion and everv expression of an emotion could be read as an attempt
by activists to mobilize others into the movement. Political process theo-
rists would not necessarily be wrong in rcading such data in this manner.
There is a wealth of evidence showing militant AIDS activists attempting
to inspire others” anger, for example. At ACT UP/NY’s first meeting,
there was a discussion about how to shift the focus of the upcoming Gav
and Lesbian Pride Parade from “Gay Pride” to “Gay Rage” (ACT UP/
NY, 1987); a photograph from ACT UP/NY’s first action shows a placard
with the message, “Turn Fear into Rage” (Freiberg, 1987). In a similar
vein, the mecting minutes from a C-FAR (Chicago For AIDS Rights)*
meeting in October 1988 record an outreach committee proposal to
change C-FAR’s name to ACT UT, with the following rationale: ““the name
[ACT UP] gives us a sense of anger which the name ‘C-FAR’ . . . is lack-
ing”’ (C-FAR, 1988). Viewed from this angle, emotions might fit quite
neatly into political process theory via the framing concept (Snow et al.,
1986). One leading political process theorist, in fact, has pointed to the
intentional emotionality of collective action frames: “The culture of col-
lective action is built on frames and emotions oriented toward mobilizing
people. . .. Symbols are taken selectively by movement leaders from a
cultural reservoir and combined with action-oriented beliefs in order to
navigate strategically. . . . Most important, they are given an emotional
valence aimed at converting passivity into action” (Tarrow, 1998b:112).
Robert Benford, an originator of the framing concept, argues for a similar
recognition of the role of emotions, writing that emotions are "a vital
social movement resource’”’ that movement actors “produce, orchestrate,
and strategically deploy” (1997:419).

Furthermore, as political process theorists would probably note, ACT
UP/NY’s leaflet announcing the ““Ashes” action was intended to mobi-
lize. In using the actual ashes of dead people, the action would itself be
an escalation in tactics, a shift from actions that deployed representations
of death (e.g., mock tombstones and fake coffins) to a funeral procession
that was centered around the actual remains of loved ones dead from
AlDS-related complications. The leaflet offered—and thereby tried to
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mobilize—the appropriate emotions and the appropriate activist
response to “twelve years of genocidal AIDS policy’’: grief and rage chan
neled into a funeral march that would “bring AIDS home to Georpe
Bush.”

ACT UP/NY soon escalated even turther, shifting from ashes to actual
dead bodies. Two weeks after the “Ashes” action, an anonymous person
with AIDS issued a statement, “Bury Me Furiously,” calling on AlIDS
activists to hold a political tuneral when he died, carrying his body in an
open casket through the streets. The person, later revealed to be ACT UP/
NY member Mark Fisher, wrote:

Iwant to show the reality of my death, to display my body in public; | want
the public to bear witness. We are not just spiraling statistics. We are people
who have lives, who have purpose, who have lovers, friends and families,
And we are dying of a discase maintained by a degree of criminal neglect so
cnormous that it amounts to genocide. ... Oppressed people have a tradition
of political funcrals. . . . Evervone who sces the procession pass knows that
the living, those who love the deccased, are bereaved, furious and
undefeated. ... Twant my own tuneral to be fierce and defiant. (Anonymous,
1992)

Weeks later, the funeral for Fisher slowly wound through the strects of
Manhattan, “urged on by a single drum” (Finkelstein, 1992¢), ending at
then-President George Bush's campaign headquarters. Over the next few
vears, ACT UDP chapters held a number of political funerals, carrying the
bodies of their dead through the streets and attempting to deposit them
at strategic sites, including the White House.

It makes sense to understand ACT UDP’s political funerals as, in part,
strategic mobilizations of emotions designed to motivate greater activist
participation and to force concessions from those the movement was tar
geting. The strategic nature of such actions, in fact, seems evident in the
very concept of ““political funeral,” which links a public procession mark
ing someone’s death to political demands.

But is that all that these stories reveal? While an investigation ot the
strategic uses of emotions illuminates one important role that emotions
play in social movement processes, this instrumentalist view of emotions
is only partial, and in fact quite unsatisfying, leaving crucial questions
unasked and unanswered. Recognition of their strategic deployment
raises questions about emotions whose investigation demands much
more than a mere assertion of their strategic uses: Why do people
respond to such deployments, and why does the purposive articulation
of emotions sometimes seem to mobilize successfully but at other time
seem to fail? Such questions, about what we might call emotional rewo
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gay men were seen as expendable, and in fact, better off dead; that type
of analysis of the epidemic became widespread after Hardwick.

In a context of mounting deaths from AIDS, government failure to
address the epidemic, increasingly repressive AIDS legislation, and grow-
ing homophobia, Hardwick thoroughly transformed the ways that many
lesbians and gay men thought and felt about themselves, about dominant
society, about the AIDS crisis, and about what kinds of politics were
acceptable and necessary. The old emotion culture was shattered and a
new one began to take hold. Operating in this changed environment,
AIDS activists then bolstered and extended this new and emergent emo-
tional common sense and linked it to militant AIDS activism. Militant
AIDS activist groups formed across the country and offered a new resolu-
tion to lesbian and gay ambivalence about self and society, linking emo-
tions such as indignation, anger, self-respect, and grief to militant,
confrontational AIDS activism. ACT UP made anger and militance
acceptable, even necessary, given the dire crisis. Thousands of lesbians
and gay men around the country responded, participating in militant and
angry street AIDS activism to fight the epidemic.

As [ have suggested, ACT UP intentionally and strategically mobilized
anger. But why was ACT UP successful (at least for a period of time) in
augmenting and extending this emerging emotional common sense and
legitimizing and mobilizing anger and militant action in lesbian and gav
communities? | have suggested that anger is alwavs at risk, historically
easily submerged given emotion norms in mainstream U.S. society, and
perhaps even more apt to be submerged in this case, given an instability
that is constitutive of the structure of lesbian and gay ambivalence
(where, again, anger is both encouraged and discouraged). Why, then,
did thousands of lesbians and gav men take to the streets in response to
ACT UP’s call to anger and action?

I argue that although ACT UP’s mobilization of anger (and other emo-
tions) was in part strategic; it succeeded in mobilizing lesbians and gay
men into angry and militant AIDS activism because, in the context of the
Hardwick decision and the growing AIDS crisis, it succeeded in altering
how many lesbians and gay men felt. That is, to understand the phenome-
non of ACT UE, we have to move beyond a strategic view of emotions and
recognize the force of, or the sensuous experience of, emotions.

The following story provides a means of understanding ACT UP’s
attempts to amplify lesbians’ and gay men’s growing anger and tether it
to AIDS activism, and its success in doing so.'"* Militant AIDS activists
from across the country converged in Washington, D.C., the weekend of
October 10-11, 1988, for an action targeting the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration (FDA). That same weekend, the Names Project Quilt was dis-
played on the Mall. As part of its mobilization for the FDA action, ACT
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UP passed out a leatlet at the Quilt. One side blared: “SHOW YOUR
ANGER TO THE PEOPLE WHO HELPED MAKE THE QUILT POSSI-
BLE: OUR GOVERNMENT.” Text on the reverse read:

The Quilt helps us remember our lovers, relatives, and friends who have died
during the past cight years. These people have died from a virus. But they
have been killed by our government’s neglect and inaction. . . . More than
40,000 people have died from AIDS. . . . Before this Quilt grows any larger,
turn vour grief into anger. Turn anger into action. TURN THE POWER OF
THE QUILT INTO ACTION. (ACT UP/NY, 1988, emphasis in original)

A number of things are evident in this ACT UP leaflet. ACT UDP was
acknowledging lesbian and gay grief about the unceasing deaths of peo-
ple with AIDS. Then, through a series of rhetorical moves, ACT UP
located the source of that grief at the government’s murderous doorstep.
To fully appreciate ACT UP’s strategy, it helps to recall that the earliest
public expressions in lesbian and gay communities about the AIDS epi-
demic were candlelight memorial vigils, somber affairs that allowed par-
ticipants to share their grief and publicly remember their loved ones.””
The Names Project Quilt encouraged lesbians and gay men to express
their grief on an even larger public scale. In its leaflet, ACT Ul began with
lesbian and gay grief, an uncontested, uncontroversial emotion, and then
attempted to link that grief to anger, a more difficult, disreputable emo-
tion. ACT UP offered the following logic: 1f you feel grief, you should also
teel anger toward those who have caused you to feel grief; if you feel
anger, vou should join us in militant action to tight the AIDS crisis. ACT
UTP’s logic both acknowledged, and offered a resolution to, lesbian and
gay ambivalence about self and society: Given our grief and under these
dire circumstances, anger and militant, confrontational action targeting
state and society are acceptable, legitimate, justifiable, and indeed neces-
sary.

The numerous militant actions and demonstrations by thousands of
lesbian and gay AIDS activists around the country—on the heels of a gen-
eration of lesbian and gay engagement in more or less routine, interest
group politics—suggest that ACT UP chapters were successful in generat-
ing and mobilizing anger. As many as 1,500 people participated in the
FDA action (with almost 180 arrests) as well as the “Ashes” action. ACT
UP may have intended to link and mobilize people’s grief and rage, but
such intentions do not explain why people put their bodies on the line
and participated in those actions (or, for that matter, why people turn out
for any action). Because emotions typically are opaque, we cannot know
with certainty what participants were actually feeling, but video footage,
photographs, and personal accounts of the “Ashes’ action and other ACT
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UP political funerals suggest that the marchers felt, and in part were moti-
vated by feelings of, grief and rage.'

Drawing on the work of William Reddy (1997), 1 would like to offer a
theory of emotions that can give us some insight into ACT UP’s success
in bolstering and mobilizing lesbian and gay anger. Reddy argues that
emotional utterances, what he calls “emotives,” alter the feelings to which
they always imperfectly refer. Language cannot adequately represent or
characterize a subjective feeling state; when an emotive is articulated (e.g.,
“I'm angry”’), it is an attempt to name and categorize a subjective fecling
state, making legible what was previously nonverbal, but it does so by
necessarily eliding the gap between language and the sensually experi-
enced feeling(s). In the process, some components of one’s feelings fail to
be brought into the verbal realm; they might be repressed, or displaced,
or simply never made meaningful through language. That which goes
unnamed, that excess, drops out and the articulated feeling is thereby
made understandable by being named. The emotive has enacted this slip-
page, thereby actually altering the feeling(s) to which it refers. Like per-
formatives (Austin, 1962), emotives do something to the world in that
they atfect how people feel, ““directly changing, building, hiding, intensi-
fying emotions” (Reddy, 1997:331).

The concept of emotives provides us with insight into the mechanism
behind the workings and power of feelings, feeling and expression rules,
and emotion cultures. Reddy focuses on first-person emotives that alter
the feeling state of the individual who utters them, but his concept of emo-
tional conventions conveys the idea that normative emotives have a wider
impact on the emotional tone of the commumnity as a whole. He suggests
that specific communities may strive to shape, manage, contain, repress,
channel, organize, orchestrate, promote, and /or intensify their members’
emotional expression and emotions themselves. Reddy has more recently
noted that second-person emotion claims like ““you are angry”” have emo-
tive-like effects on the hearer if she or he reflects on the claims (2000:117);
[ would add that first-person plural emotion claims, e.g., ““we are angry,”
are also emotives, potentially affecting the emotions of the speaker and of
those members of the “we” who hear the claim. Again, a community’s
feeling and expression rules and normative emotives are powerful not
simply because they encourage appropriate emotion management but
also because emotives, particularly when repeated over time, actually
aftect how people feel. Reddy’s insight about emotives allows us to see
that emotive conventions can help manage a deep ambivalence that is
widespread within a community by setting out rules and norms but also
by magnitying one of the contradictory feelings and suppressing the
other and thereby actually altering people’s feelings.

ACT UP’s success in mobilizing lesbians” and gay men’s anger derived,
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in part, from its ability to alter the prevailing emotion norms in lesbian
and gay communities and make anger acceptable and legitimate. Reddy’s
concept of emotives helps us to understand why and how ACT UP was
able to do so. As | have said, the evidence reveals that lesbian and gay
ambivalence, and (conscious and unconscious) attempts to resolve it
through emotional utterances, shaped lesbian and gay responses to AIDS
during the first five yvears of the epidemic, encouraging vital activist
responses like service provision, lobbying, and candlelight vigils and dis-
couraging anything more disruptive or militant. External events—the
Hardwick ruling in particular—decimated the prevailing emotional com-
mon sense that had elevated tear of social rejection, shame about gay sex-
ual practices, taith in the government, and an internally oriented pride
and had suppressed anger. On the heels of Hardwick, ACT UP augmented
and extended an emergent emotional common sense, in effect offering a
new resolution to lesbian and gay ambivalence by naming a new constel-
lation ot appropriate emotions. Given the changed context, ACT Ul”s
repeated articulations and elicitations of emotions like anger about gov-
ernment inaction and genocidal neglect, indignation about the ill-treat-
ment ot queers, pride about militant “in-your-face”” activism, and
hostility toward dominant society altered lesbians’ and gay men’s feel-
ings about the AIDS epidemic by nanming these “nmew’”” emotions and
thereby displacing or submerging emotions like shame and fear of rejec-
tion that had prevailed earlier. ACT UP”’s emotional utterances, repeated
over and over again, altered people’s feelings, animating their support
for, and some people’s turn toward, militant street AIDS activism.

The following account ot one HIV-positive gay man’s decision to join
ACT UP reveals the emotions motivating his decision and indicates how
ACT UI”s protfered resolution to lesbian and gay ambivalence success-
fully altered emotion norms in lesbian and gay communities in part by
affecting people’s actual feelings. In a 1994 interview, G’dali Braverman
described his initial contact with ACT UP/NY: “l had received a couple
of flyersin the mail about ACT UP | breezed through them and, basically,
tossed them” (quoted in Shepard, 1997:113). Braverman experienced an
enormous transformation while watching New York’s Gay and Lesbian
Pride Parade in 1988. “When ACT UP passed .. . | took one look and said,
‘I am going to go to the next meeting of that organization.” There was a
sense of power, a sense of action. It didn’t appear to be about pity or
shame or sadness or guilt. It seemed to be about anger and action” (113).
Given Braverman’s previous lack of interest in ACT UP, it seems possible
that his witnessing of ACT UP/New York's anger in the streets altered his
own feelings."” Having tested HIV-positive the previous year, Braverman
may have initially felt a variety of emotions about AIDS and the epidemic,
perhaps including the shame and guilt that he mentions, emotions that
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were commonly elicited in both mainstream and lesbian and gay dis-
courses about AIDS. ACT UP’s expression of anger may have allowed
Braverman to feel anger, by legitimating that emotion but also by naming
it and, coincident with that utterance, suppressing some of the other feel-
ings that Braverman may have previously experienced.'

Braverman’s description of ACT UP/NY’s preparations for demonstra-
tions indicates similar emotion processes at work:

We helped perpetuate that anger in the discussions that we had around the
actions so that you [were| a bottle of emotions with a great sense of purpose.
When you were at the demonstration you sustained yourself on an adrena-
line rush because you were chanting the whole time. . . . Physically maintain-
ing that energy level does incredible things to you. You walk away from the
demonstration feeling clated, really clated and purposcful. (Shepard
1997:114)

The repeated expressions of anger at ACT UDP meetings and actions
made anger normative and amplified the feeling itself, suppressing other
feelings that might have arisen or intensified during the AIDS crisis—for
example, shame about one’s sexual practices and fear of social rejection—
or, on a different register, feclings that might accompany participation in
militant activism—fear of social rejection (again), anxiety about defying
authority, embarrassment about appearing hysterical or overwrought, or
even uncertainty about the utility or necessity of the action. Through the
emotional preparations, each participant’s feelings were given meaning
through language—Ilabeled as anger—and thus could be felt as anger,
perhaps producing the sense of being “a bottle of emotions with a great
sense of purpose.”” Braverman’s reflections about the adrenaline pro-
duced at demonstrations add an interesting bodily component to Reddy’s
more linguistic idea about emotives and feelings. Reddy points to the
ways in which emotional utterances alter our feelings, but there may also
be a bodily dimension to the process by which a feeling beconmes legible
to a person: A person’s very enactment of anger at a demonstration—
through chants and facial and bodily gestures, for example—may sup-
press her other feelings, making the anger physically legible to herself
while displacing the sensation of other emotions that simply are not
enacted.

CONCLUSION: EMOTIONS, SOCIAL
MOVEMENTS, AND SOCIAL THEORY

The sketch I have provided is only suggestive, but I think it demonstrates
the purchase of considering the emotions of social movements. First,
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attention to emotions undermines political process theory’s rational actor
assumption, showing how participants in social movements, animated by
an entangled mixture of feelings and calculations, are much more than
rational actors; the inclusion of emotions allows fuller investigation of
people’s motivations, resulting in a thicker and deeper understanding of
movement processes. Second, analysis of emotional processes unsettles
political process theory’s political opportunity thesis. The example of
ACT UP”’s emergence shows how emotional utterances and performances
alter people’s feelings and, in interaction with other factors, can affect
social movement trajectories, sometimes in a manner inexplicable by
political process theory. Investigation of emotional processes, then, offers
another causal mechanism that can help us to think more rigorously
about the central questions in the ficld, movement emergence and
decline. Third, attention to emotions illuminates, and facilitates investiga-
tion into, additional questions that are currently understudied, including
the question of movement sustainability. Following a rational actor
assumption, we might wonder why people continue to participate in a
movement once it has taken off and they could easily take a free ride and
reap the benetits from other people’s work. Attention to the emotion cul-
tures of movements challenges the assumption that underlies the free-
rider problem—that people are atomized, isolated utility maximizers.
Attention to emotions can also provide insight into other perplexing and
understudied questions about social movements, including trame reso-
nance, internal conflicts, contlicts between movements and the communi-
ties from which they arise, rituals and symbols, identity construction
through activism, choice of tactics, and the like. Space limitations prevent
me from addressing those questions here, but it seems clear that a focus
on emotions, in interaction with other factors, can only strengthen our
analyses.

1 would like to conclude with a final observation about political process
theory. Although the study of social movements provides fertile territory
for exploring such questions as the sources and processes of social
change, the texture and scope of human agency, the processes of mean-
ing-making, the workings of power, and the relationship between the
individual and the collective, our prevailing social movement models and
analyses leave those questions largely unattended, contributing to an
unnecessary and unproductive divorce between the field of social move-
ments and the concerns of social theory more generally. We have become
so focused on questions of movement emergence and decline that we
tend to overlook broader questions of concern to social theorists, and per-
haps for that reason, social theorists largely ignore our literature. But our
research can add to their inquiries, and our own analyses would be
strengthened if we drew on their insights. In evaluating the state of the
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field, we should attend to this divorce and consider how our analyses
might be revised in ways that would help to rectify it. Attention to the
emotions of protest reveals some of the benctits that might accrue were
we to bridge this gap between the two literatures. Questions about the
relationship between the sensuous experience of teelings, emotion rules,
and protest, for example, require attention to questions of power, resis-
tance, agency, subjectivity, structural reproduction and transtormation,
and historical change; at the same time, insights derived trom an explora-
tion of the role of emotions in protest could advance these broader theo-
retical inquiries. We must continue to explore movement-specific
questions, but our analyses should make clear that social movements pro-
vide important insights into social life more generally.

NOTES

Acknotoledgnents: T would like to thank the editors of this volume for their com-
ments on an carlier dratt. [ also want to express my deep gratitude to all of my
co-conspirators—dead and alive—in ACT UP/Chicago. All errors, of course, are
mine.

1. ACT UP (AIDS Coalition To Unleash Power) was tounded in New York City
in March 1987, It quickly became a national movenment of street ATDS activists,
with dozens of chapters across the United States. T indicate when I am speaking,
about a specific chapter; otherwise, T'use “ACT UP” to refer to the national move-
nment.

2. The Quilt, first displayed in 1987 and increasing, in size ever since, contains
thousands ot three-by-six-inch panels that commemorate people who have died
trom AlDS-related complications.

3. A number of scholars have recently started to analyze and theorize the vari-
ous roles that emotions play in social movements. See Aminzade and McAdam
(2001); Goodwin (1997); Goodwin, Jasper, and Polletta (2000, 2001); Gould (2000,
2001, 2002); Groves (1995); Jasper (1997, 1998); Morgen (1983, 1995); Taylor (1995,
1996); and Taylor and Whittier (1995).

4. C-FAR was a militant street AIDS activist group that tormed in January
1988 out of two groups, Chicago For Our Rights (CFOR, a lesbian/gay rights
organization) and Dykes and Gay Men Against Repression (DAGMAR, a militant,
anti-imperialist group that began to address the AIDS crisis in early 1987, around
the time that ACT UP/NY formed). C-FAR changed its name to ACT UP/Chicago
in November 1988.

5. In an insider’s critique of the framing perspective, Benford initially seems
to be making a similar point about the necessity of exploring the (nonstrategic)
emotions of social movement actors. He argues that movement scholars should
consider the “affective dimensions of movement participation’”” as one way to rec-
tify the “overly cognitive conception of movement actors” (1997:419). However,
his instrumentalist view of emotions that I quoted above, where he characterizes



Passionate Political Processes 175

emotions as a “social movement resource” that movement actors “strategically
deploy,” undermines his own argument and simply magnifics, rather than recti-
fies, our already-existing ““overly cognitive coneception” of social movement parti-
cipants.

6. These earlier models, widespread in the 1950s and 1960s, prior to the rise
of resource mobilization theory, posited an unmediated and deterministic link
between feelings (which were cequated with irrationality) and action (always
viewed as disruptive and threatening).

7. See Ferree (1992) for a similar critique of the assumption of rationality in
the dominant social movement models.

8. Two other points might similarly lead us to denaturalize fesbian anger
toward the government about AIDS: first, lesbians and gay men formed largely
separate communities in the decade prior to the AIDS epidemic; second, AIDS
was not striking lesbians in the same way that it was decimating gay men.

9. Please note that whereas carlier 1 cautioned against adopting a view of
emotions that stripped them of all of their noncognitive characteristics, now T am
warning against adopting a view of emotions as natural, involuntary impulses
that automatically attach to objects, people, or events. There is no contradiction
here. Emotions are neither entirely social nor entirely natural. We construct them
through, but can never entirely contain them within, language; the opacity of
emotions makes the failure of language most apparent. Although language makes
our feelings legible to us, and in that sense constructs our feelings, and although
cultural norms similarly shape our feelings, there is an excess of emotion that
escapes language and culture, that cannot be symbolized and thus has no social
positivity, but that still exists. I discuss this below.

0. Consider, tor example, that the concept of “rightcous anger” is only neces-
sarv in a society that disapproves of most forms of anger. On shifting norms about
anger in U.S. society, see Stearns and Stearns (1986).

11. Although my analysis is specific to lesbians and gay men, similar structures
of ambivalence about selt and society and contradictory messages about anger are
likely prevalent among other marginalized groups.

12. Sce, for example, Apuzzo (1986); Gans (1986); Morris (1986); Bockman
(1986); and letters in the July 21, July 28, and September 1, 1986 issues of the Newe
York Native.

[3. When interviewed, lesbians and gay men who later participated in ACT
UP/Chicago indicated that they had believed that a quarantine might actually be
implemented. See Edwards (2000); Eggan (1999); Kracher (2000); McMillan (2000);
Miller (1999); Patten (1993); Sieple (1999); and Thompson (2000)

14, T analyze these data in greater detail in Gould (2002).

15. For press accounts of earlv candlelight vigils, see Arvanette (1983); “Central
Park Memorial” (1983); Chibbaro and Martz (1983); Cotton (1985); and Walter
(1983).

16. Sec, for example, Finkelstein (1992b); Rafsky (1992); Ricketts (1995); and
Wentzy (1995).

17. Recall that a year tal‘]ICI‘ ACT UP/NY had strategized about how to shift

‘gay pride” to “gay rage.”” ACT UI”’s Pride contingents typically projected anger.

In a similar vein, Avram Finkelstein, another ACT UP/NY activist, noted,
“Fear and grief faded away when 1 discovered action”” through ACT UP (Fin-
kelstein, 1992a:48).
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