
Scholars have increasingly turned their atten-
tion to the consequences of social move-

ments (cf. McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald 1988
and Amenta and Caren 2004). Much of this
work has focused on the external consequences
of movements, especially those relating to
states and struggles over legislation. Despite
this work, one reviewer (Giugni 2004) recent-
ly argued that our knowledge accumulation
on the subject has thus far been minor. Others

(McAdam 1999; Zald 2000) argue that the
political process and resource mobilization
models do not help to explain the consequences
of these movements. Other reviewers (Burstein
and Linton 2002) claim that quantitative analy-
ses in this area have frequently been misspec-
ified and that when public opinion is taken
into account challengers are found to have lit-
tle direct influence on state-related outcomes.

In this paper, we seek to contribute to this
debate by elaborating and appraising a politi-
cal mediation theory of social movement con-
sequences (Piven and Cloward 1977; Amenta,
Carruthers, and Zylan 1992; Skocpol 1992;
Amenta, Bernstein, and Dunleavy 1994;
Fording 1997; Amenta, Halfmann, and Young
1999; Lipset and Marks 2000). Instead of ask-
ing whether movements are generally influen-
tial or whether certain aspects of movements
are always influential, as others have done, we
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ask under what conditions are social move-
ments likely to be influential. Our political
mediation theory holds that political contexts
mediate the influence of challengers’ mobi-
lization and strategies. We argue that in some
favorable contexts mobilization may be enough
in itself for a challenger to exert influence and
that under more difficult political circum-
stances more assertive strategies are needed. In
yet more difficult political contexts (which we
specify), a movement may not be able to exert
any influence. Moreover, we argue that it takes
a combination of favorable political contexts,
mobilization, and assertive actions to bring
about far-reaching state outcomes. We speci-
fy what constitutes long- and short-term favor-
able and unfavorable political contexts, as
demanded by critics of previous social move-
ment research (Goodwin and Jasper 1999);
these differ from the standard four of the polit-
ical opportunity model (McAdam 1996;
Tarrow 1996). We also reconceptualize what
counts as an assertive strategy (cf. McAdam
1999; Kitschelt 1986), as previous definitions
have been too broad to address different means
employed by state-oriented challengers. 

We appraise the model and some alternatives
by analyzing the impact of the U.S. old-age
pension movement on old-age policy in its
formative years. Though largely forgotten
today, the old-age pension movement was a
major political phenomenon. The Townsend
Plan,1 the largest mass pension organization,
was formed in 1934 and in less than two years
had organized two million older Americans
into Townsend clubs behind the slogan “Youth
for Work—Age for Leisure.” Townsend Plan
supporters made up one of only about thirty

social movement organizations ever to attract
1 percent or more of the U.S. adult population
(Skocpol 2003). In 1936, the Townsend Plan
was the subject of more than 400 articles in the
New York Times, placing seventh among all
twentieth-century social movement organiza-
tions (see Table 1) in number of mentions in
their peak year. In addition to the Townsend
Plan, many notable state-level pension organ-
izations demanded generous support for the
aged—senior citizens’ pensions—rather than
the subsistence-level assistance or restricted,
wage-related annuities provided or promised by
the 1935 Social Security Act. The old-age pen-
sion movement case is a useful one to appraise
political mediation theory as the movement
varied greatly in its mobilization and actions
and operated in multiple political contexts,
across states and times.

In addition, because the theory has impli-
cations for different outcomes, we employ a
variety of data on outcomes. The first data set
concerns state-level Old Age Assistance (OAA)
programs, which were the main support for
the aged from 1936 through 1950. We exam-
ine the generosity of OAA stipends and the
program’s coverage among the aged popula-
tion. These two outcomes add leverage to our
analysis, because the pension movement’s
claims and strategies largely focused on the
amount of benefit, rather than extent of cov-
erage, and thus we would expect that the pres-
ence and activity of pension organizations
would influence the amount of benefit more
than the coverage. We also examine which
senators voted for a 1939 measure aiming to
transform U.S. old-age policy into generous
senior citizens’ pensions for most adults over
60 years. The political mediation model holds
that effecting radical change requires more
extensive determinants than does influencing
more moderate programs, and the voting data
address these claims. We use two methods to
appraise arguments: multiple regression analy-
sis and fuzzy set qualitative comparative analy-
sis (FSQCA), the latter of which facilitates
the examination of complex and multiple
causal arguments (Ragin 1987, 2000), such as
those of the political mediation model. Each
type of analysis supports our claims. 
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1 Although most scholars, following Holtzman
(1963), refer to this organization and phenomenon as
the “Townsend movement,” we call it the Townsend
Plan first and foremost for historical accuracy. Robert
Earl Clements, the organization’s initial leader,
thought “Townsend Plan” was appealing and used
that name. The newspapers did likewise. The New
York Times index accordingly refers to the Townsend
Plan and searching ProQuest for “Townsend move-
ment” misses most articles on the Townsend Plan.
Also, the Townsend Plan was a social movement
organization rather than a movement. In addition,
“Townsend Plan” later became the official name of
the organization.
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THE SSTATE-RELATED CCONSEQUENCES
OF SSOCIAL MMOVEMENTS AAND
POLITICAL MMEDIATION TTHEORY

MODERATE AND RADICAL INFLUENCE

A first step for scholars who seek to study state-
related consequences of social movements is to
define “success” or “influence” for challengers
making state-related claims. We follow in the
footsteps of most state-related research, focus-
ing on new advantages (see Gamson [1975]
1990; Amenta and Caren 2004; Meyer 2005).
But we reject Gamson’s ([1975] 1990) defini-
tion of “success”—whether a challenger’s
claims were mainly acted on—because of its
limitations. Challengers differ in how far-reach-
ing their goals are, and thus a challenger may
fail to achieve its stated program, but still win
substantial new advantages for its constituents
(Amenta and Young 1999). There are also the
possibilities of negligible “successes,” such as
a program that did not realize its intended

effects, and negative consequences, such as
repression or restrictions on movements (Piven
and Cloward 1977; McCarthy and McPhail
1998).

For these reasons, we employ a wider concept
of influence based on collective goods, or group-
wise advantages or disadvantages from which
nonparticipants in a challenge cannot be easily
excluded (Hardin 1982). Collective goods can
be material, such as categorical social spending
programs, but they can also be less tangible,
such as new ways to refer to members of a
group. Most state-related collective action in
democratic political systems is aimed at major
changes in policy and the bureaucratic enforce-
ment and implementation of that policy
(Amenta and Caren 2004). State social poli-
cies are institutionalized benefits that provide
collective goods routinely to those meeting
specified requirements (Skocpol and Amenta
1986). Once enacted and enforced with bureau-
cratic means, categorical social spending pro-
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Table 1. Top 25 U.S. Social Movement Organizations in the 20th Century, by Mentions in Articles in Peak Year,
in the New York Times and the Washington Post

New York Times New York Times Washington Post
Organization (Peak Year) Articles Front Page Articles

01. American Federation of Labor (1937) 1,050 205 476
02. Black Panthers (1970) 1,028 111 617
03. CIO (1937) 786 186 325
04. NAACP (1963) 762 128 446
05. Ku Klux Klan (1924) 672 180 339
06. Anti-Saloon League (1930) 409 99 91
07. Townsend Plan (1936) 402 68 118
08. Students for a Democratic Society (1969) 381 90 174
09. Congress of Racial Equality (1963) 369 32 86
10. America First Committee (1941) 280 24 121
11. American Legion (1937) 263 70 200
12. John Birch Society (1964) 255 32 128
13. League of Women Voters (1937) 246 4 117
14. American Civil Liberties Union (1977) 231 24 102
15. Moral Majority (1981) 221 10 268
16. Southern Christian Leadership Conference (1968) 215 36 142
17. German American Bund (1939) 200 32 71
18. Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee (1966) 195 47 76
19. Veterans of Foreign Wars (1950) 180 22 104
20. American Liberty League (1936) 174 53 136
21. Christian Coalition (1996) 170 52 253
22. Association Against the Prohibition Amendment (1930) 168 56 37
23. Weathermen (1970) 159 22 92
24. Symbionese Liberation Army (1974) 157 23 97
25. Jewish Defense League (1971) 145 31 91

Note: CIO = Congress of Industrial Organizations; NAACP = National Association for the Advancement of
Colored People.
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grams provide beneficiaries rights of entitle-
ment. With bureaucratic reinforcement, an issue
can become privileged in politics, biasing the
political system in favor of the group. Benefits
through legislation can range from structural
benefits that extend the political leverage of a
group, such as enhanced voting, associational,
or civil rights, to one-shot pecuniary benefits,
such as summer jobs, extensions of unemploy-
ment insurance, housing vouchers, or bonus
payments. We argue that effecting more radical
changes requires more extensive favorable con-
ditions, both internal and external. 

The old-age pension movement demanded
generous and unrestricted grants to all nonem-
ployed Americans over the age of 60 for their
lifelong service to the country—or what it called
“pensions” for “senior citizens.” Pension pro-
ponents in individual states demanded that OAA
programs be converted into pension programs.
Their demands were not met. Our focus, how-
ever, is on whether these groups had an impact
on OAA, which permanently changed the rela-
tionship between the state and the aged. We
also address whether the movement affected a
Senate vote for a pension alternative to existing
old-age programs. Finally, we estimate the con-
ditions under which such radical action may
have been possible. 

POLITICAL MEDIATION THEORY

Many scholars have developed (Piven and
Cloward 1977; Amenta et al. 1992; Skocpol
1992; Amenta et al. 1994; Fording 1997;
Amenta et al. 1999; Lipset and Marks 2000) or
tested (Cress and Snow 2000; Soule and Olzak
2004; Giugni 2004) political mediation models
of social movement consequences. The basic
idea is that challengers must engage in collec-
tive action that changes the calculations of rel-
evant institutional political actors and thus
mobilize and adopt strategies in ways that fit
political circumstances. State actors must in
turn see a challenger as potentially facilitating
or disrupting their own goals—for example,
augmenting or cementing electoral coalitions,
gaining in public opinion, or increasing support
for the mission of governmental bureaus.
Political mediation theory rejects the idea that
individual organizational forms, strategies, or
political contexts will always influence chal-
lengers, as is generally argued (see Amenta and

Caren 2004 for review). Instead, the theory
posits that different mobilizations and collective
action strategies will be more productive in
some political contexts than in others. 

The most extensive versions of the political
mediation theory (Amenta et al. 1999; Amenta
forthcoming) build upon arguments that
resource mobilization, strategies, and political
context influence the consequences of move-
ments. These versions argue that mobilizing
relatively large numbers of committed people is
probably necessary to winning new collective
benefits for those otherwise underrepresented
in politics (Rucht 1998; Skocpol 2003; see
review in McCarthy and Zald 2002). In addition,
making claims regarding the worthiness of the
group (Tilly 1999b) and the plausibility of its
program (Cress and Snow 2000; Ferree et al.
2002) is also necessary. Favorable political con-
texts, both long- and short-term, are also help-
ful (Jenkins and Perrow 1977; Kitschelt 1986;
Kriesi 1995; Almeida and Stearns 1998; Meyer
and Minkoff 2004). The political mediation
model, however, helps to explain the impact of
social movements by examining mobilization
and strategies in combination with different
sorts of political contexts. In highly favorable
political contexts, all that should be required is
a certain threshold of resource mobilization and
minimally plausible and directed framing and
claims-making. In less favorable political con-
texts, more assertive strategies of collective
action would be required for a social move-
ment to have influence. In yet other political
contexts, where powerful systemic conditions
work against challengers, it may be impossible
for the challengers to exert much influence. In
short, the context must be extremely favorable
and the mobilization and action extensive for
challengers to achieve the most radical goals.

ELABORATING THE THEORY

According to political mediation theory, the
ability of a challenger to win collective benefits
depends partly on conditions it can control,
including its ability to mobilize, its goals and
program, its form of organization, and its strate-
gies for collective action, including issue fram-
ing and other claims-making. However, the
impact of even well-mobilized challengers also
depends on political context. Political mediation
theory holds that political conditions influence
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the relationship between a challenger’s mobi-
lization and collective action on the one hand,
and policy outcomes on the other. It holds that
mobilization and collective action alone are
often insufficient to effect changes in public
policy that would benefit a challenger’s con-
stituency. The model posits relationships
between mobilization and strategies and struc-
tural and short-term political contexts. The argu-
ment focuses on specific political contexts,
taking into account criticisms that political
opportunity models are often conceptualized
at too broad a level to be empirically tested
(Goodwin and Jasper 1999; cf. Meyer and
Minkoff 2004). Our political mediation argu-
ment also differs from political opportunity
structure arguments (McAdam 1996; Tarrow
1996) in that the latter tend to address the mobi-
lization of challengers than their political con-
sequences (Zald 2000). Also, our understanding
of political contexts is based not on standard
political opportunity factors, but on contexts
found influential in altering social policy
(Mayhew 1986; Skocpol 1992; Amenta 1998;
Hicks 1999; Huber and Stephens 2001). 

The political mediation theory holds that spe-
cific long-term aspects of political and party
systems influence the productivity of chal-
lengers’ action. First, the degree to which for-
mally democratic institutions are bound by
democratic practices is key (Amenta 1998; Tilly
1999a). An extension of democratic rights
entails lowering the legal restrictions on insti-
tutional political participation for the common
citizens, including their ability to assemble and
discuss issues. A highly democratized polity is
also characterized by meaningful choices among
parties or factions. By contrast, an underde-
mocratized polity is one in which political lead-
ers are chosen by way of elections, but in which
there are great restrictions on political partici-
pation, political assembly and discussion, vot-
ing, and choices among leadership groups. An
underdemocratized political system greatly
dampens the impact of the collective action of
challengers, assuming they are able to arise in
these polities. Underdemocratized political sys-
tems are characterized by noncompetitive elec-
tions and formal and informal restrictions on
voting, such as poll taxes, extensive eligibility
tests, harassment, and violence. The United
States, especially the South, included many
underdemocratized polities, as franchise barri-

ers were erected at the end of the nineteenth cen-
tury and persisted through most of the twenti-
eth century (Burnham 1974).

Second, patronage-oriented political parties—
that is, autonomous, long-lasting, hierarchical
organizations that seek to nominate candidates
for a wide range of public offices and rely sub-
stantially on material incentives (Katznelson
1981; Mayhew 1986)—tend to deflect claims
for collective benefits sought by pro-social
spending challengers. Granting automatic and
long-term entitlement claims to groups of citi-
zens limits the sort of discretionary spending,
such as for government jobs and contracts, that
maintains a patronage-oriented political organ-
ization. For these reasons patronage-oriented
parties regard social movement organizations as
a menace and consider programmatic spending
policies a threat to the individualistic rewards on
which such parties thrive. Although it is not
impossible for movements to exert influence
under these circumstances, these structural
impediments make it difficult, and also often
thwart the efforts of state actors and insurgents
in the party system to enact or enhance pro-
grammatic public spending policies in favor of
challenging groups. The United States, espe-
cially in the Northeast and Midwest, was char-
acterized by many patronage-oriented party
systems for most of the twentieth century
(Mayhew 1986).

Medium-range and short-term political con-
texts also influence the prospects of mobilized
groups that hope to gain leverage in political
systems that are mainly democratized and are
not dominated by patronage-oriented parties.
Domestic bureaucrats are key actors here.
Bureaucrats whose mission is consistent with
that of a challenger—assuming they have ini-
tiative, talent, and power—may provide admin-
istrative rulings, enforce laws, or propose new
legislation that aids a challenger’s constituency,
even within the context of an otherwise indif-
ferent or opposed state (Skocpol 1992). These
domestic bureaucrats may advance such legis-
lation further than they had intended if a chal-
lenger summons a show of strength. These
arguments are similar to Kitschelt’s (1986) about
the role of implementation capacities. But our
arguments are both wider, in considering the dif-
ferent ways in which domestic bureaucracies
might amplify the impact of challengers’ col-
lective action, and more localized, as the rele-
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vant bureaucracies will differ according to the
challenger and its constituency. Bureaucracies
centrally concerned with social and labor issues
were inaugurated largely in the 1910s in the
United States; they varied widely in their ori-
entation and power in the 1930s, and continue
to do so today.

Another crucial factor is the partisanship of
the regime in power. A new political regime or
government, hoping to add to its coalition, may
aid the constituency of social movements by
proposing spending or other legislation that
favors a certain group. A regime that is favor-
able or open to the possibility of increased social
spending would be expected to amplify the
impact of a challenger’s mobilization and col-
lective action, while a regime opposed to social
spending would dampen it. Often parties have
long-standing commitments to ideological posi-
tions or groups whose interests and goals may
conflict with those of challengers (Klandermans
and Oegema 1987). For state-oriented chal-
lengers who seek collective benefits through
sustained public spending, the position of the
regime on higher taxation is crucial. Since the
1930s the U.S. Republican party and its repre-
sentatives have tended to oppose automatic,
programmatic spending claims because they
imply higher taxation, whereas the national
Democratic party and Democrats outside the
South have tended to be “reform-oriented”—
more open to policy claims requiring taxation
(Amenta 1998; Hicks 1999). Regime condi-
tions varied widely across the United States in
the 1930s, as some northern states followed the
national trend to elect pro–New Deal Democrats
and others did not. Partisanship variations have
persisted to this day, with the South having
largely turned reliably Republican in the decades
after the Civil Rights and Voting Rights Acts of
the 1960s.

The mediation model expects these contexts
to affect the influence of movement activity. If
the political regime is open to the claims of
challengers and the domestic bureaucrats are
professionalized and favorably disposed to the
challenger’s constituency, limited activity on
the part of the challenger, even simply provid-
ing evidence of mobilization, is likely to be
sufficient to produce increased collective ben-
efits. The challenger needs mainly to demon-
strate that it has support, such as through writing
letters, holding rallies, petitioning, initiating

public awareness campaigns, staging limited
protest, or even engaging in visible internal
events. Members of a reform-oriented regime
are likely to use such evidence of mobilization
as a confirmation of the beneficiary group’s
relative importance in an electoral coalition. If
a reform-oriented regime has many issues on its
agenda, it is more likely to address first the
issues being pressed by mobilized groups.
Domestic bureaucrats are likely to portray the
mobilization as indicating the need for the aug-
mentation or greater enforcement of its pro-
grams. If the regime hopes to add to its coalition
or if domestic bureaucrats have a mission that
is not yet realized, the best-mobilized groups are
likely to win the greatest benefits in public pol-
icy for their constituencies. 

By contrast, achieving collective benefits
through public policy is likely to be more dif-
ficult if neither an open regime nor adminis-
trative authority exists. When the regime is
opposed to the challenger or sees no benefit in
adding the challenger’s beneficiary group to its
coalition and when state bureaucracies in the
area are hostile, the sorts of limited protest list-
ed above are likely to be ignored or to have a
negligible effect. In the face of more difficult
political circumstances, more assertive or bold-
er collective action is required to produce col-
lective benefits. Here we drop the standard
distinction between “disruptive” and “assim-
ilative” (Kitschelt 1986) and “noninstitutional”
and “institutional” (McAdam 1999) strategies,
instead focusing on variations in assertiveness
of action, with “assertive” meaning the use of
increasingly strong political sanctions—those
that threaten to increase or decrease the likeli-
hood of political actors gaining or keeping
something they see as valuable (their positions,
acting in accordance with their beliefs) or to take
over their functions or prerogatives. Sustained
political action to unseat a representative, for
example, would be more threatening than, say,
dispatching protesters to picket or to occupy
the representative’s office. The institutional col-
lective action of challengers works largely by
mobilizing large numbers of people behind a
course of action, often one with electoral impli-
cations. This collective action may be designed
to convince the general public of the justice of
the cause and influence elected and appointed
officials in that manner, but it can also demon-
strate to these officials that a large segment of
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the electorate is willing to vote or engage in
other political activity on the basis of a single
key issue. 

If the political regime is not supportive of the
challenger’s constituency or issue, collective
action will be most productive if it focuses on
elected officials. Such action might neutralize
those who would otherwise be hostile to legis-
lation and win the support of those who would
be indifferent. Assertive action might include
contesting elections, such as endorsing and sup-
porting the opponents of hostile incumbents or
winning promises from them and then provid-
ing support. Newcomers elected with a chal-
lenger’s endorsement and support would be
especially likely to support its program or other
programs benefiting its constituents. Other
assertive action would include attempting to
override legislative authority, as through direct
democratic devices such as the initiative, ref-
erendum, and recall. Such displays of influence
might alter the views of legislators in whose
states the mobilizations took place, even when
the actions fail. In the face of strong electoral
sanctions, legislators previously opposed may
come to support moderate measures that bene-
fit the group represented by the challenger.2

The mediation argument also addresses the
characteristics of outcomes and legislation at
issue. The more radical and far-reaching the
outcome, the greater the favorable conditions
required and the more the movement may have
to do to influence it. Thus for some outcomes,
such as improving existing programs, merely
mobilizing under favorable contexts would be
enough to exert influence. Similarly, employing
assertive sanctions when conditions are struc-
turally favorable but the short-term context is
unfavorable may be enough. Fundamentally
altering policy, however, is likely to take both
strong mobilization and extensive assertive
shows of strength. Even these may not be
enough to create sweeping changes in policy;
more favorable political conditions may also
be necessary. The same is likely to be true for

bids to transform the structural position of
groups, such as through new voting or civil
rights.

To summarize, political mediation theory
holds that the influence of mobilization and
strategies of action are conditional on specific
political contexts. Some systemic political con-
texts—an underdemocratized polity and a
patronage-oriented party system—will deaden
the influence of challengers. Medium-range
and localized political contexts will have a more
variegated effect on the relationship between a
challenger’s collective action and state-related
results. Regimes and bureaucracies open to
challengers’ claims will tend to repay the chal-
lengers’ mobilization. Even in democratized
polities and non-patronage-oriented party sys-
tems, however, regimes and bureaucracies may
still be unfavorable. In these circumstances
social movements would need to engage in
assertive collective action in order to win new
benefits. Before we employ quantitative analy-
ses to appraise the individual influence of var-
ious factors, and formal qualitative analyses
to address the multiple theoretical interactions
and causal pathways, we briefly introduce the
old-age pension movement and U.S. old-age
policy.

THE OOLD-AGE PPENSION MMOVEMENT,
U.S. OOLD-AGE PPOLICY, AAND OOUR
ANALYSES

THE TOWNSEND PLAN AND THE OLD-AGE

PENSION MOVEMENT

The Townsend Plan was founded in January
1934 by Dr. Francis E. Townsend, a laid-off, 66-
year-old Long Beach medical assistant, and
Robert Earl Clements, a 39-year-old real estate
broker (Holtzman 1963; Mitchell 2000; Amenta
forthcoming). The purpose of the organization
was to promote the enactment of the pension-
recovery program Townsend had first outlined
in letters to the editor of the Long Beach Press
Telegram in September 1933. The plan called for
$200 monthly pensions to all nonemployed cit-
izens over 60 years, excluding criminals, and
was designed to end the Depression and ensure
prosperity through the mandatory spending of
these pensions, as well as to end poverty among
the elderly. Clements assembled a hierarchical
organizing staff paid by commission, and
Townsend was the organization’s symbol and

522—–AMERICAN SSOCIOLOGICAL RREVIEW

#2322-ASR 70:3 filename:70308-amenta

2 Assertive action directed at unfavorable bureau-
cracies is also expected to be more productive than
mobilization and limited protest. Unfortunately, we
were unable to gain systematic information across
states regarding this sort of protest and so cannot test
that part of the argument here.
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spokesman, akin to the role that Colonel Sanders
played for Kentucky Fried Chicken. To maintain
enthusiasm and mobilize resources, Clements
and Townsend inaugurated Townsend “clubs”—
local affiliates with no formal decision-making
powers, but that met regularly to hear speakers,
collect donations, and act in political campaigns.
The Townsend Plan grabbed national attention
in late 1935 when it was organizing clubs at the
rate of one every two hours. At that point, leg-
islation it had endorsed would have provided
almost all senior citizens with about $60 per
month, less than $200 but far more than what
was promised by the Social Security Act.

Although Townsend clubs and their mem-
bers remained the backbone of the old-age pen-
sion movement, they were joined by a number
of pension organizations later in the 1930s. A
group known as Ham and Eggs won national
attention in 1938 with its program to provide
$30 every Thursday to aged Californians. Other
notable state-level pension organizations includ-
ed the National Annuity League of Colorado and
the Old Age Pension Union of Washington. In
different states many coalitions formed briefly
around specific initiatives, especially in 1938,
when eight pension initiatives were placed on
state ballots. For the most part, these initiatives
concentrated on providing more generous ben-
efits than existing programs, although the move-
ment also stood for a wider extension of benefits
to the aged. The pension movement existed for
almost two decades under diverse national polit-
ical circumstances and across state-level poli-
ties. The Townsend Plan chose to ignore the
state level in the 1930s, arguing that improving
OAA programs in individual states would hin-
der efforts to enact pensions at the national
level. But the Townsend Plan, too, eventually
began to demand changes in state old-age laws,
placing propositions for $60-per-month pen-
sions on the ballots of a few western states in
1943. These efforts failed, and by 1950 the
Townsend Plan had lost most of its membership.

U.S. OOLD-AGE POLICY

AND THE PRESENT RESEARCH

The 1935 Social Security Act created two old-
age programs. One was a national, proto-old-age
insurance program, which was not scheduled to
make any payments until 1942. The second was
a federal-state matching program called Old

Age Assistance, which immediately provided
benefits to the aged in individual states. OAA
was the workhorse of old-age protection during
the Depression, the Second World War, and
immediately afterward. It was upgraded in 1939
and was not eclipsed by Old Age and Survivors
Insurance (known now as “Social Security”)
until the 1950s. We ascertain first whether the
old-age pension movement influenced OAA
programs and, if so, in what ways and why.
OAA programs are useful in a test of our argu-
ments because the various state programs did
not converge in their generosity and coverage,
and the pension movement sought to convert
them into pension-like programs with more
generous benefits, often through initiatives. We
would expect the pension movement to have
greater influence on the generosity of programs
than on the extension of programs.

We also seek to determine whether the pen-
sion movement induced senators to vote for a
measure to replace the two programs with a
senior citizens’pension and, if so, what types of
activities were effective, by analyzing roll-call
votes (McAdam and Su 2002; Soule et al. 1999)
through multiple regression analyses. We focus
on 1939, the year that the Social Security Act
was amended and the only year that there were
votes on senior citizens’pensions. The so-called
Lee amendment (S76-1061), though not specif-
ically a vote on authorized Townsend Plan leg-
islation, would have created a widespread and
generous $40 per month benefit, twice as large
as the average OAA payment. The $40 figure
was also the median amount that public opin-
ion polls indicated that the government should
pay in monthly old-age benefits (Gallup 1936,
1939). Although the amendment failed, by a
vote of 17 to 56, putting on the Congressional
agenda a radical alternative and lining up votes
behind it (Kingdon 1984) is one way for a chal-
lenger to influence the political process and
public policy, as it can induce opponents to
accept more moderate legislation. Indeed,
observers suggest that this is what happened in
1939 in the case of the pension movement
(Huston 1939). The Lee amendment vote also
gives us an opportunity to compare the deter-
minants of influencing existing programs with
those of altering policy in a more fundamental
way. Because the Townsend Plan was mainly
engaged at the national level and made plausi-
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ble claims about pensions at the time, we expect
it should be influential.

These state and national policy outcomes
provide a large number of cases, making it pos-
sible to control for other variables that might also
have influenced old-age policy-variables that
are often ignored in studies of the impact of
social movements (Earl 2000). Scholars of
social policy argue that democratized political
systems, left-wing regimes, powerful domestic
bureaucracies, favorable public opinion, and
economic and demographic developments might
all influence the policy changes that others
might attribute to the presence or activity of a
social movement (Amenta, Bonastia, and Caren
2001; Skrentny 2002). Worse, some of these
conditions, such as an increase in the aged or the
rise to power of the Democratic party, may have
spurred both the pension movement and polit-
ical action on old-age benefits (Amenta and
Young 1999). Our analyses address these issues. 

EXPLAINING OOLD AAGE AASSISTANCE 
IN IITS FFORMATIVE YYEARS

DEPENDENT MEASURES

We examine two basic components of Old Age
Assistance programs, their generosity and their
coverage, from their first year in operation in
1936 through 1950, when the Social Security
Act was amended to upgrade old-age insur-
ance. The first dependent measure is the aver-
age size of the OAA benefit, an indication of the
relative generosity of states. (For details on the
construction and source of each dependent and
independent measure, see Appendix.) In addi-
tion, we examine each state’s OAA coverage—
the state’s commitment to providing assistance
broadly to elderly residents. State legislation
generally set the parameters controlling these
programs. Benefit levels and coverage varied
dramatically from state to state.

INDEPENDENT MEASURES AND EXPECTATIONS

We appraise the main social movement and
political mediation arguments through a series
of independent measures. Three capture differ-
ent facets of the political institutional aspects of
the mediation theory, and they vary little over
time. As an indicator of voting rights and poli-
ty democratization, we consider the poll tax, a
key, though far from the only, means to restrict

the franchise. Nine states had poll taxes at the
start of the period, but Florida and Georgia
dropped theirs. We expect that underdemocra-
tized political systems, characterized by restric-
tions on the franchise, would discourage
movements for generous public spending pro-
grams as well as OAA benefits and coverage.
We also include a measure of patronage party
organizational strength, with the expectation
that such party organizations would discour-
age categorical public spending, resulting in
less generous benefits and restricted coverage.
We also include administrative strength, a meas-
ure of the strength and structure of the state
labor commissions. Although they did not typ-
ically control OAA, their existence indicates
overall domestic bureaucratic development and
power, and we would expect them to have a
positive influence on OAA outcomes. 

Two measures address medium-term politi-
cal and administrative conditions. We would
expect that control of the state government by
a pro-spending party would lead to higher qual-
ity OAA programs. We model democratized
Democratic control by including a measure for
control of the governor’s mansion and both
houses of the state legislature by the Democratic
party in states without poll taxes. Additionally,
we include a measure of OAA county funding.
We expect that higher county contributions to
OAA would negatively influence OAA out-
comes, as counties had fewer and more con-
tentious taxing opportunities, mainly real estate
levies. 

We also employ several control measures.
Per capita income addresses how much social
spending states could afford; we expect that
higher per capita income would positively influ-
ence OAA (Wilensky 1975). We also include
percentage black to take into account the poten-
tially dampening impact of race on OAA ben-
ef its (Quadagno 1988; Lieberman 1998).
Percentage aged in each state is likely to spur
demands for old-age benefits (Mitchell 2000).
We also include measures of pro-old-age pub-
lic opinion. Public opinion is sometimes argued
to be the only direct influence on public policy
(Burstein 1999) and often is absent in empiri-
cal studies of movement consequences, possi-
bly resulting in their models being misspecified
and their conclusions faulty (Burstein and
Linton 2002). We analyze two 1938 Gallup
polls, the earliest polling efforts on old age that
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survive in forms suitable for state-level analy-
ses. We focus on the question “How much per
month should be paid to a single person?” in our
analyses of OAA generosity. The median choice
was $40. For OAA coverage, we examine the
question “Do you think pensions should be
given to all old people, or only to old people who
are in need?” About 20 percent chose “all.”
Responses are aggregated to the state level.
Although there is no systematic information on
the saliency of the issue, it is likely that old age
was a prominent issue through 1941, when the
Second World War began. We therefore include
control measures for the war and postwar time
periods.3

Finally, we consider three pension movement
measures, Townsend club activity, change in
club activity, and electoral initiatives. First, we
operationalize Townsend club activity4 in two
ways. Given the expectation that high mobi-
lization will have a lasting influence (McCarthy
and Zald 2002), we measure club activity at its

peak value for a state. Second, we measure the
change in activity, which has been argued to be
more likely than the overall mobilization level
to influence politicians who are seeking infor-
mation relevant to their reelections (Burstein and
Linton 2002). We also include a measure for the
most assertive movement strategy to influence
state legislators—the placing of pension propo-
sitions on the ballot. These propositions were
usually designed to make OAA more generous,
and less frequently to relax eligibility require-
ments. While the vast majority of these efforts
failed, and the successes were countered by
subsequent legislation, we expect that proposi-
tions would have a positive impact on OAA
generosity. Propositions usually involve a polit-
ical show of force: their proponents petition,
dramatize an issue, and insert it onto the polit-
ical agenda. In this instance, we expect that
they would pressure politicians to prove their
commitment to their aged constituents. 

Although it is not possible to test all the inter-
actions in the political mediation argument with
multiple regression, the model does provide
different expectations across the independent
measures and across time. First, we expect the
long-term institutional factors to influence both
aspects of OAA, as these are general influences
on social policy. But we also expect the social
movement measures to have a greater influence
on the average benefit than in coverage, because
the claims and demands of the pension move-
ment were largely focused on higher benefits. 

MULTIPLE REGRESSION RESULTS

Our cross-sectional panel data set includes infor-
mation on the 48 states, each over a period of
14 years. Under these circumstances, with mul-
tiple cases from the same state and multiple
cases from the same year, we expect that the
error terms would not be independent and iden-
tically distributed, making pooled OLS regres-
sion inappropriate. Moreover, our data set is
case dominated, with many more cross-sec-
tional cases than years, rather than temporarily
dominated, as is typical in time-series cross-
sectional research (Beck 2001). For these rea-
sons we employ a GLS random-effects model,
which allows for both time-varying and time-
invariant variables (Western and Beckett 1999;
Kenworthy 2002; Beckfield 2003). Additionally,
we expect that spending by a state in a given year
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3 The first Gallup poll on old-age benefits was
taken in 1935, but the data do not survive. Other
data are often not usable, because Gallup’s questions
were often poorly worded. From the first poll forward
Gallup found that overwhelming percentages of
Americans were in favor of government provided
old-age “pensions,” a word used indiscriminately at
the time to refer to all manner of aid to the aged
(Schiltz 1971: chapter 2). Gallup occasionally asked
respondents about the saliency of issues, but they
were usually asked to volunteer answers, resulting in
numbers too small to aggregate to the state level (see
Weakliem 2003) even if they had survived. For com-
prehensive listings of the results of polls on old age,
see Cantril and Strunk (1951:541–46) and Schiltz
(1971).

4 Note that we cannot, unfortunately, appraise
arguments about the strategic capacities (Ganz 2000)
and movement infrastructures of challengers
(Andrews 2001), as these did not vary greatly for the
Townsend Plan, and it is difficult to get information
by state and year for other old-age campaigns. For the
most part, the Townsend Plan would have to be con-
sidered high on strategic capacities and infrastructural
resources. It also had an innovative form of organi-
zation, combining aspects of real estate sales organ-
izations and fraternal organizations in a social
movement organization. To the extent that the
Townsend Plan mobilization influenced policy it can
be considered a supportive result for these perspec-
tives.
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will be related to its spending in the previous
year, potentially producing serially correlated
errors. The Wooldridge (2002) test for auto-
correlation in panel data reports significant evi-
dence of first-order autocorrelation in our
models, and we employ the Baltagi-Wu (1999)
estimator to remove this disturbance. For the
average size of OAA benefits and coverage, we
report an initial model estimating the effects of
political contextual factors and control meas-
ures, and then a full model that adds social
movement measures in order to ascertain
whether they add to the explanation.5

Table 2 presents the results for the average
size of OAA benefit. The initial model, Model
1, yields significant coefficients at the .05 level
or better for the political context measures, with
the exception of democratized Democratic con-
trol. All the control measures, except for the war
period, are significant. The full model, Model
2, which accounts for almost 70 percent of the
overall variance, yields positive and significant
coefficients for Townsend club peak-level meas-
ure at the .05 level and the proposition measure
at the .10 level. Moving up a level in Townsend
club mobilization is worth $1.23 per month,
and placing a proposition on the ballot is worth
about $1.37 per month. Both are substantial
gains since the average payment in 1950 dollars
across the entire period was about $37 per
month. In Model 2, moreover, administrative
strength and OAA county funding remain sig-
nificant at the .05 level, and the poll tax meas-
ure is significant at the .10 level. States with a
poll tax spent approximately $3.90 less per
month on OAA, while those with a tradition of
domestic administrative development spent
about $3.88 more per month, after controlling
for other factors. The public opinion measure
also remains significant and substantial. A dec-
laration of an additional dollar for the appro-

priate amount of stipend was worth 30 cents.
However, when we substitute the measure of
change in Townsend activity for the peak value
of Townsend activity, the measure is insignifi-
cant. This suggests that policy-makers are not
responding to new information about the chal-
lenger. In addition, the coefficient for the World
War II period was positive, which is counter to
expectations given the drop in attention to
domestic issues, though it falls short of signifi-
cance.

Table 2 also presents the results for an initial
and full model on OAA coverage in Models 3
and 4, respectively. Patronage party strength,
democratized Democratic control, and OAA
county funding are significant at the .01 level
in Model 3. States with Democratic control
cover approximately 3.3 percentage points more
of their elderly population, and moving up one
level in Mayhew’s five-level measure of patron-
age party strength diminishes coverage by 2.9
percentage points. Moving up 10 percentage
points in public opinion to cover all the aged
meant an increase of one percentage point in
coverage. These were substantial influences, as
the average coverage across all states and time
periods was about 22 percent. Among the other
control measures, the coefficient for percentage
aged is significant and negative, whereas the war
and postwar period coefficients are both sig-
nificant and positive. The war did not lead to the
reduction of coverage—just the opposite. The
coefficients for race and income are in the
expected directions, but insignificant. Model 4
explains 30 percent of the overall variance.
However, neither of the social movement meas-
ures, when added, has a significant impact on
spending coverage. 

In summary, structural and short-term polit-
ical contextual factors strongly affected both
OAA measures, and in the predicted directions,
although each measure was not significant in all
models. Among the control measures, public
opinion influenced both outcomes. The findings
for the social movement measures were mixed.
Townsend club activity and propositions sig-
nificantly and substantively influenced the aver-
age monthly old-age stipend, but they did not
influence coverage under OAA. These results,
however, fit with political mediation expecta-
tions, as the pension movement’s claims and
collective action were focused largely on the size
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5 For the full models, the Hausman specification
test indicated that the efficient random effects model
was not significantly different from the consistent
fixed effects model, and we performed a Ramsey
regression specification error test (RESET) for omit-
ted variables for each year. The results (not shown,
but available on request) were significant for only one
year, which is additional evidence for the suitability
of the random effects model.
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of the benefit rather than coverage, and thus we
would expect a differential influence. 

QUALITATIVE COMPARATIVE ANALYSES

The expectations of the political mediation
model are combinational, and these sorts of
arguments can often be better assessed using
FSQCA, for which multicollinearity is not prob-
lematic (see Ragin 1987, 2000). Here we employ

crisp rather than fuzzy sets, as most of the inde-
pendent measures are nominal. We located 13
states with GENEROUS OAA benefits.6 (In
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Table 2. Average Size of the Old Age Assistance Benefit and OAA Coverage on Selected Independent
Measures

Benefit Size Coverage

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Institutional Measures
Poll Tax –4.584* –3.897 –3.183 –3.100

(1.88) (1.61) (1.18) (1.14)
Patronage Party Strength –1.220** –0.871* –2.880** –2.858**

(2.50) (1.74) (4.65) (4.45)
Administrative Strength 3.918* 3.879* –0.941 –0.974

(2.15) (2.19) (0.44) (0.46)
Democratized Dem. Control –0.067 0.299 3.265** 3.315**

(0.07) (0.30) (3.34) (3.33)
OAA County Funding –0.104* –0.090* –0.123** –0.123**

(1.96) (1.70) (2.34) (2.33)
Movement Measures
Townsend Club Activity .— 1.229* .— 0.075

.— (2.15) .— (0.12)
Pension Proposition .— 1.374 .— 0.625

.— (1.44) .— (0.74)
Control Measures
Pro-Old-Age Public Opinion 0.306** 0.300** 0.100 0.097

(3.81) (3.83) (1.32) (1.27)
Per Capita Income 0.007** 0.007** 0.001 0.001

(4.86) (5.10) (0.66) (0.71)
Percentage Aged 1.347** 1.323** –0.957* –0.946*

(3.70) (3.66) (2.46) (2.42)
Percentage Black –0.188* –0.119 –0.067 –0.061

(2.11) (1.29) (0.65) (0.55)
War Period 0.971 0.557 2.262** 2.219**

(1.30) (0.73) (3.16) (3.03)
Postwar Period 4.862** 4.354** 1.870 1.788 

(4.93) (4.35) (1.94) (1.82)
Constant 5.184 –0.781 32.778** 32.288**

(1.08) (0.14) (7.97) (6.54)
Observations 672 672 672 672
Number of states 48 48 48 48
R2 0.69 0.70 0.30 0.31
χ2 410.83** 427.25** 59.51** 60.14**
Df 12 14 12 14

Notes: Data shown are unstandardized coefficients from random effects regressions. The absolute values of z
statistics are in parentheses.  For definitions of measures, see text and Appendix. 
* p < .05; ** p < .01 (one-tailed; except for percent aged, war period, and postwar period).

6 To determine which states provided generous
OAA benefits, we average the residuals of a baseline
modeling, including only per capita income and per-
centage aged for each state across our entire time peri-
od. We designate the 13 states that had an observed
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FSQCA notation, a measure written with all
capital letters denotes its presence, while one
written in all lowercase denotes its absence.)
Two of the institutional political measures are
nominal. States that employed a poll tax dur-
ing this period are designated POLLTAX.
Those where the state’s labor commissioner
had rule-making authority over safety laws
throughout the period are labeled ADMIN.
States that were largely controlled by
PATRONAGE party organizations are those
that score either of the top two values on
Mayhew’s (1986) scale. States where the
Democratic party controlled the governor’s
mansion and both houses of the legislature for
at least 40 percent of the time are considered
DEMOCRATIC. As for social movement
measures, states that had reached the highest
level of Townsend club presence at any time are
considered highly MOBILIZED, and states
where the pension movement placed one or
more proposition on the ballot are said to have
had ASSERTIVE collective action. 

We begin by comparing the theoretical
expectations of the political mediation model
with those configurations standard in the social
policy literature. The configurational theoret-
ical expectations from the institutional politics
model of social policy (Amenta and Halfmann
2000) for generous old-age spending, net of
economic controls, are as follows: 

polltax*patronage*ADMIN*DEMOCRAT. 

(In FSQCA notation, an asterisk (*) indicates
the logical operator and; a plus sign (+) indi-
cates the logical operator or.) This expression
reads as follows: States without poll taxes and
without patronage-oriented parties and with
strong administrative powers and with
Democratic party regimes are expected to pro-
duce generous social programs. By contrast,
the political mediation argument suggests that
the mobilization and collective action of chal-
lengers can also spur policy, according to the
following expression: 

polltax*patronage*(MOBILIZED*

(DEMOCRAT+ADMIN) + ASSERTIVE).

This means that in structurally conducive and
politically favorable short-term situations, only
challenger mobilization is needed to produce
collective benefits. When short-term political
conditions are less favorable, more assertive
action is the best strategy. This type of activi-
ty is sufficient to bring results. 

While there are 64 theoretically possible
combinations of the six dichotomous inde-
pendent variables, only 21 combinations
describe the experiences of the 48 states dur-
ing this period. The results indicate that six of
the combinations consist of states that always
exhibited generous stipends.7 (See Table 3.)
The six expressions in Table 3 account for 11
of the 13 positive cases. These reduce to three
that encompass each of the successful cases
and can be combined in one expression (see
Table 3). Necessary conditions for high OAA
benefits were the absence of poll taxes and
patronage parties. However, other conditions
also had to be present to account for high OAA
benef its:  administrative powers and
Democratic party control; Democratic party
control and mobilization; or assertive collec-
tive action alone. 

These results have implications for both the
standard institutional political model and the
political mediation model. First, as expected by
both models, democratic rights and the absence
of dominant patronage parties are necessary for
high OAA spending. This suggests that under
some structural, systemic conditions the activ-
ity of both institutional political actors and
social movements are likely to be thwarted. In
political situations where it is possible to pro-
mote policy, the predictions of the standard
institutional model and the political media-
tion model are all borne out. The standard
institutional model holds that in favorable sys-
temic political circumstances, a favorable
regime and administrative powers would be
likely to produce generous social policy. One
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value that was 10 percent larger than the predicted
value, where there was a large break in the data, as
generous spenders. The 10 states where the observed
value is greater than predicted but less than 10 per-
cent higher are coded as intermediate or “don’t care”
cases, and the 25 remaining states are coded as zeros.

7 Contradictory combinations mainly consisted of
failures and are treated as such.
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of the reduced combinations indicates pre-
cisely that. 

The results also provide strong support for
the mediation model. Two of the hypothesized
combinations expected to lead to generous
OAA benefits are present. As before, only
under some long-term political contextual con-
ditions is movement influence possible.
Necessary conditions for influence include the
absence of both poll taxes and dominant
patronage parties. Under these circumstances
and a favorable short-term political circum-
stance, the Democratic party holding power,
only extensive movement mobilization is nec-
essary to bring about high OAA benefits, and
together they are sufficient. When there are no
medium- or short-term conditions in favor,
neither a long-standing domestic administra-
tive tradition nor a Democratic regime in
power, assertive action is sufficient to produce
high OAA benefits. 

WHO VVOTED FFOR SSENIOR CCITIZENS’
PENSIONS IIN 11939?

Next we turn to the Senate vote on an old-age
pension measure, the proposed Lee amend-
ment to the Social Security Act Amendments
of 1939. Lee’s amendment would have pro-
vided pensions of $40 per month to all aged
Americans and would have replaced existing
old-age programs. Though not specifically a
vote on Townsend Plan-sponsored legislation,
the Lee amendment would have provided a
generous, widespread, nationally financed pen-
sion, which was the hallmark of Townsend’s
proposal. Funding these pensions was a more

radical outcome and one demanded by the pen-
sion movement. The amendment failed, 17–56.
But forming a coalition behind a radical alter-
native is a way to induce legislators to support
more moderate legislation that they might not
otherwise have favored. We analyze the vote for
the Lee amendment both by logistic regression
and FSQCA techniques. The latter are impor-
tant because the mediation theory expects that
many favorable circumstances are necessary to
influence this sort of radical outcome. 

For the regression analyses, we use many of
the previous independent measures, adjusted
for the year. For partisanship, however, we
employ the party affiliation of the senator, not-
ing whether he or she was a non-poll tax
Democrat or a member of a radical third party.
Public opinion in these models is measured by
the state-level support expressed in a December
1938 Gallup poll for the so-called Lodge bill.
That proposal would have provided for $60
monthly pensions for almost all  aged
Americans, with $40 being provided by the
federal government. About 65 percent of those
expressing an opinion were in favor. We also
employ a measure of whether the senator was
endorsed by the Townsend Plan, which urged
clubs to support those whom it endorsed. The
pension measure may be more valid than the
endorsement measure, as only a third of the
senators came up for election in 1938. Because
of the smaller number and the different nature
of the cases, we use a modified version of the
model to explain OAA outcomes. In the first
model, we include the poll tax and patronage
party measures, as well as the partisanship
measure. We also include the control measures

Table 3. Six-Measure FSQCA Results for Generous OAA Benefits

Individual Configurations (and numbers of states)
—polltax * patronage * ADMIN * democrat * MOBILIZATION * ASSERTIVE (5) + 
—polltax * patronage * ADMIN * DEMOCRAT * MOBILIZATION * ASSERTIVE (2) + 
—polltax * patronage * admin * DEMOCRAT * MOBILIZATION * assertive (1) + 
—polltax * patronage * ADMIN * DEMOCRAT * mobilization * assertive (1) + 
—polltax * patronage * ADMIN * democrat * mobilization * ASSERTIVE (1) + 
—polltax * patronage * admin * DEMOCRAT * mobilization * ASSERTIVE (1)

Reduced Forms of Configurations
—polltax * patronage * ADMIN * DEMOCRAT + 
—polltax * patronage DEMOCRAT * MOBILIZATION + 
—polltax * patronage * ASSERTIVE

—polltax * patronage * (DEMOCRAT * (ADMIN + MOBILIZATION ) + ASSERTIVE)

Note: For FSQCA notation and definitions of measures, see text and Appendix.
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for income, percentage aged, and public opinion.8

In a second model, we add the three movement
measures to see if they add anything to the expla-
nation. 

Table 4 shows two logistical regression mod-
els of the vote in favor of the radical Lee amend-
ment. Model 1, including all the non-movement-
related measures, explains about 20 percent of the
variance and correctly predicts about 78 percent
of the cases. Two of the political contextual meas-
ures are significant and in the proper direction,
with a negative influence of dominant patronage
parties and a positive influence of democratized
Democratic or third party affiliation on the odds
of voting for senior citizens’ pensions. The con-
trol measure public opinion in favor of the Lodge
bill has a positive effect, significant at the .10
level, whereas the control percent aged has a
negative effect. 

Model 2 provides a significant improvement
of fit. The pseudo R-squared jumps from about
.20 to about .40, and the increase in predictive
power is from about 78 percent to about 84 per-
cent, which is a shift from predicting 57 of 73
cases correctly to 61—or a quarter of the remain-
ing cases. Townsend club strength significantly
increases the likelihood of a senator’s voting for
the bill. So does a pension initiative, though at
only the .10 level. Having a pension initiative in
a state makes a senator almost three times more
likely to vote for the Lee amendment, from about
9 percent to about 25 percent. The Townsend
endorsement has a positive, but insignificant,
effect, possibly because only one third of sena-
tors were subject to being endorsed. The meas-
ure of patronage party strength becomes
insignificant, perhaps because it was exerting
influence by dampening the pension movement.
Also, in the final model the measure of public
opinion is significant at the .05 level and sub-
stantively important. A movement from 60 per-
cent of the public supporting the Lodge bill to 80
percent would increase a senator’s chance of vot-

ing for the Lee amendment from about 7 percent
to about 25 percent.9

We now turn to examining combinations of
conditions leading to positive votes through
FSQCA. Again, because most of the independent
measures are categorical, as is the dependent
measure, we employ crisp-set analyses. We score
those in favor as one, and those opposed as zero,
and begin our analyses with the same independ-
ent measures as before, though this time we
include whether the senator had a Democratic or
radical third party affiliation (DEM/THIRD) and
omit the administrative variable, which is not
applicable nationally. Although the mobilization
measure is the same, we combine the measure of
initiatives and endorsements (ASSERTIVE), treat-
ing these statewide assertive activities as func-
tionally equivalent, to reduce the complexity in the
results. Our expectations here are that it may take
both high mobilization and assertive action in
the most favorable possible contexts to reach this
more radical result. Because of the low percent-
age of positive votes, almost all truth table com-
binations that include positive votes are
“contradictory,” including one or more negative
votes. Because we are interested in understand-
ing the conditions under which it is reasonably
likely for a senator to vote for a radical program,
we reduce combinations in which at least half of
the senators supported the pension amendment.

Three combinations provide the greatest sup-
port for the amendment:

polltax*patronage*DEM/THIRD*

MOBILIZATION*ASSERTIVE + 

polltax*PATRONAGE*DEM/THIRD*

MOBILIZATION*assertive +

polltax*patronage*dem/third*

mobilization*ASSERTIVE
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8 We also included a control for union density—
union members in 1939 as a share of the nonagri-
cultural employed (see Amenta and Halfmann
2000)—because it is often argued that unions spur
old-age programs. This measure proved to be insignif-
icant in our model (results not shown, but available
on request), and we omitted it.

9 We also engaged in a similar logistical regression
analysis of voting for the Townsend Plan bill, HR
6466, in the House of Representatives that year. HR
6466 also called for senior citizens’ pensions for the
nonemployed who were over 60 years old, based on
a transactions (sales) tax and other taxes, and was
expected to produce initial benefits of about $60 per
month. The bill failed, 306–101. We did not report
these results (available upon request) mainly because
they largely replicate the Senate results. 
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As before, a lack of voting restrictions is a nec-
essary condition. The first combination, which
provides the most positive votes, six, is also the
one closely associated with political mediation
thinking. It includes all possible favorable con-
ditions: a Democratic or third party affiliation,
a strongly mobilized pension movement, and
assertive action. The second combination sug-
gests that high mobilization alone in an already
favorable political context can be influential. The
third indicates that assertive action will pro-
vide an alternative means of exerting influence
in less favorable situations. However, the last two
combinations help to identify only three addi-
tional senators voting for pensions. The results
support political mediation thinking, but also
suggest that yet other factors than those in this
version of the model may be needed to identi-

fy legislators most willing to support the pro-
grams of state-oriented movements. 

CONCLUSION

To summarize, our main claim is that the
collective action of state-oriented challengers
and their influence on public policy is politically
mediated in specific ways. Challengers control
their strategies and, to be effective, must be able
to alter them according to political contexts.
Under certain political institutional conditions,
notably restrictions on democratic practices and
the entrenchment of patronage-oriented politi-
cal parties, the impact of state-oriented chal-
lengers is likely to be greatly dampened. In the
first half of the twentieth century, only about half
of the state-level U.S. polities were structural-

POLITICAL MMEDIATION AAND IIMPACT OOF PPENSION MMOVEMENT—–531

#2322-ASR 70:3 filename:70308-amenta

Table 4. Voting for the Radical Lee Pension Amendment on Selected Independent Measures

Model 1 Model 2

Institutional Measures
Poll Tax 0.196 4.602

(0.13) (1.85)
Patronage Party Strength –0.477* 0.212

(1.92) (0.57)
Non-Poll–Tax Democrat or Third Party Member 1.464 3.220*

(1.56) (2.11)

Movement Measures
Townsend Club Activity 1.279*

.— (2.28)
Pension Proposition 2.018 

.— (1.64)
Townsend Endorsement 1.035

.— (0.83)
Control Measures
Pro-Old-Age Public Opinion 0.045 0.079*

(1.61) (2.09)
Per Capita Income –0.001 –0.001

(0.37) (0.41)
Percentage Aged –0.428 –1.255*

(1.69) (2.48)

Constant –1.606 –7.966 
(0.54) (1.92)

Observations 73 73
Pseudo R2 0.20 0.41
χ2 15.97* 32.24**
Df 6 9

Notes: Data shown are unstandardized coefficients from logistical regressions. The absolute values of z statistics
are in parentheses. For definitions of measures, see text and Appendix.
* p < .05; ** p < .01 (one-tailed; except for percent aged).
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ly open to influence. Under these open condi-
tions and more favorable conditions over the
medium and short term, little more than mobi-
lization is needed for social movements to have
influence, whereas in less short-term political-
ly favorable conditions more assertive action is
necessary. Like scholars of framing, we argue
that the influence of a challenger is likely to be
confined to the issues that it plausibly engages.
To achieve radical results, the most favorable
conditions, mobilization, and assertive action are
required.

The results on the development of Old Age
Assistance and on the Senate vote bear out these
claims. All sets of results also provide some
support for the views that high mobilization is
a key to influence and that strategies matter. In
addition, Townsend club activity seemed to have
a continuing influence on OAA generosity,
whereas changes in activity did not seem to
influence policy-makers similarly. This sug-
gests that organization and mobilization may
pay longer-term dividends for challengers,
though perhaps only so long as the movement
as a whole remains viable. Assertive strategies
also influenced old-age policy. Pension initia-
tives had a signif icant influence on OAA
stipends. The results also suggest that the stan-
dard distinction between institutional and non-
institutional and disruptive and assimilative
action is too broad to address the sorts of col-
lective action that matter in political processes.
Also, the fact that the pension movement large-
ly concerned itself with high benefits led to a
differential influence on OAA generosity and
coverage, with the movement spurring benefit
levels, but not coverage. These results suggest
that movement claims-making can limit the
influence of challengers and that being flexible
in this area may make wider benefits possible
for a movement’s constituency. 

The formal qualitative results also support the
mediation idea: that challengers need to match
collective action strategies to political contexts.
Combinations of conditions associated with
high OAA pensions were as expected by the
political mediation model. One of three com-
binations included a Democratic regime and
Townsend club mobilization, suggesting that
under short-term favorable circumstances,
mobilization was sufficient to bring gains in
OAA spending. Another combination indicated
that when short-term political conditions were

not necessarily favorable, the aggressive strat-
egy of initiatives proved sufficient to bring
about high OAA benefits. On the vote to trans-
form old-age policy, movement mobilization
and assertive action under favorable conditions
brought positive results.

Our research should not be interpreted to
mean that this or that variable should be expect-
ed always to bring influence for challengers or
to mean that social movements are usually like-
ly to produce policy results. Our point is sim-
ply that social movements can be influential
under certain conditions. It seems likely that
most movement organizations are not likely to
be highly influential, given that challengers start
from a position of relative disadvantage in polit-
ical power. The pension movement included a
fairly powerfully organized and mobilized set of
challengers with widespread support, and the
old-age issue was a prominent one in the 1930s
and 1940s. The results we report here may per-
tain only to the most significant and highly
publicized movements. That said, there is no
reason to believe that policy results of the sort
that we find would be confined to a movement
based significantly on one large challenging
organization like the Townsend Plan.
Decentralized challengers and coalition-based
movements combining the same characteristics
might achieve similar sorts of results. 

The results also support the view that public
opinion influences public policy and move-
ments can have a further indirect impact on
policy by influencing the general public about
its mission, program, or constituency. However,
the strong version of the public opinion argu-
ment finds little support. Adding public opin-
ion measures did not mean that other causes
faded into insignificance. Although data limi-
tations made it impossible to appraise directly
the influence of the relative saliency of public
opinion, the old-age issue had a high profile in
the late 1930s, and its saliency was due at least
in part to the pension movement. The Gallup
polls taken in late 1935 and early 1936 were
largely a result of the rise of the Townsend Plan,
and the polls taken in 1938 and 1939 were in a
response to a resurgent pension movement
(Amenta forthcoming). The results here also
line up with the idea that the influence of opin-
ion polls on political actors may be historical-
ly variable and requires explanation in itself. We
hope that promising ideas about the contingent
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impact of public opinion on policy (Jacobs and
Shapiro 2000; Burstein and Linton 2002; Manza
and Cook 2002) are set out more explicitly and
empirically examined. Scholars of the impact of
social movements may need to model the influ-
ence of challengers on opinion and from there
on state outcomes. 

As the results show, the political mediation
model, as currently constructed, seems only
partially adequate to understanding the more
radical and difficult-to-achieve outcomes for
social movements. Favorable shifts in public
opinion (Burstein 1999; Giugni 2004) or inno-
vative framing (Cress and Snow 2000) or gain-
ing ground in discursive struggles through the
mass media (Ferree et al. 2002) may be required
in addition to factors identified by the political
mediation theory to achieve fundamental
changes demanded by challengers. 

Also, as studies mount, both from social
movement scholars and political sociologists
examining state policy, the impact of move-
ments on policy seems to be understood at least
as well as the determinants of mobilization,
which seem considerably more controversial
(cf. Goodwin and Jasper 1999; McAdam 1999;
Ferree and Merrill 2004; Meyer 2004). It is no
longer enough for students of the policy con-
sequences of movements to justify their research
as being on a novel subject. What we need are
theoretical refinements and advancements of
more complex ideas and the types of investiga-
tions, whether quantitative, formal qualitative,
or historical, that can enable us to appraise the-
ory and further our understanding of the influ-
ence of movements on political outcomes. We
also need to address whether political mediation
ideas are applicable or whether completely new
theorizing is needed to understand the many
attempts at influence by movements that are
not mainly directed at the state (Amenta and
Young 1999; Earl 2004).
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APPENDIX

DEFINITIONS, DDATA, SSOURCES, AND

QUANTITATIVE MEASURES

DEPENDENT MEASURES

Average Size of the OAA Benefit
The average OAA benefit in each state for

each year in 1950 dollars (U.S. Social Security
Board/Administration 1935–1950; U.S. Bureau
of Labor Statistics 2004).

OAA Coverage
The percentage of each state’s residents over

the age of 65 years (Gardner and Cohen 1992)
who received OAA benefits in a given year
(U.S. Social Security Board/Administration
1935–1950). 

Radical Lee Pension Amendment
The roll call of the Senate vote S76-1061, the

Lee amendment to the 1939 Social Security
Act Amendments (Rosenthal and Poole 2000):
one for each senator in favor, zero for opposed,
and others excluded from the analysis.

INDEPENDENT MEASURES

Poll Tax
A dichotomous measure that takes a value of

one for a period when states had a poll tax and
zero for a period without a poll tax (Ogden
1958). 

Patronage Party Organizational Strength
A time-invariant expert-judgment measure

of the degree to which each state’s political par-
ties had substantial autonomy, were long-last-
ing and hierarchical, regularly attempted to
nominate candidates, and relied on material
incentives to engage people to do organiza-
tional work, ranging from five in states where
patronage party organizations predominated to
one in states where party organizations had lit-
tle control (Mayhew 1986). 

Administrative Strength
A time-invariant and dichotomous measure

of the strength and structure of the state gov-
ernment that takes a value of one for states

POLITICAL MMEDIATION AAND IIMPACT OOF PPENSION MMOVEMENT—–533

#2322-ASR 70:3 filename:70308-amenta

 at UNIV OF NEW HAMPSHIRE on March 11, 2015asr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://asr.sagepub.com/


where the labor commissioner had rule-making
authority over safety laws and zero where the
commissioner did not (Brandeis 1935).

Democratized Democratic Control
A dichotomous measure for control in each

year of the governor’s mansion and both hous-
es of the state legislature by the Democratic
party (Burnham 1992) in non–poll-tax states
(Ogden 1958).

Non-Poll-Tax Democrat or Member of
Radical Third Party

A measure scoring one for senators from
non–poll-tax states (Ogden 1958) and
Democrats or members of a third party
(Rosenthal and Poole 2000) with others scoring
zero.

OAA County Funding
The percentage of total OAA funding coun-

ties contributed in states by year (U.S. Social
Security Board/Administration 1935–1950; U.S.
Social Security Board 1945).

Per Capita Income
State income per person in each year, meas-

ured in 1950 dollars (U.S. Bureau of Economic
Analysis 2001). 

Percentage Black
The percentage of state residents who are

African American in each year, based on the
decennial censuses in 1930, 1940, and 1950
(Gardner and Cohen 1992), with values for
intercensal years computed based on a linear
growth for each state.

Percentage Aged
The percentage of state residents over 65

years of age in each year based on the decen-
nial censuses in 1930, 1940, and 1950 (Gardner
and Cohen 1992), with values for intercensal
years computed based on a linear growth for
each state.

Pro-Old-Age Public Opinion
Three measures from Gallup polls in 1938 in

which individual responses to the following
questions were aggregated to provide state-level
estimates. Open-ended answers to “How much
per month should be paid to a single person?”
are averaged in our analyses of OAA generos-
ity (American Institute of Public Opinion
1938a). For coverage, we compute the percent-
age of respondents who answered “All” to the
question “Do you think pensions should be
given to all old people, or only to old people who
are in need?” (American Institute of Public
Opinion 1938b). For the Lee vote, we compute

the percentage of respondents in favor of the
Lodge bill, which would have established a
national $60 per month pension, with $40 com-
ing from federal funds (American Institute of
Public Opinion 1938b).

Townsend Club Activity
A measure of mobilization based on a con-

tent analysis of a sample of eight issues of the
Townsend Weekly by year, according to men-
tions of Townsend club activity by state, adjust-
ed by yearly national membership (Holtzman
1963), ranging from one to five, with five indi-
cating a level of activity that would place it in
the top 20 percent of all state-years during this
period. Club activity is measured in two ways:
frozen at its peak value once reached, and
according to the change in activity between
years. 

Townsend Endorsement
A dichotomous measure scoring one for sen-

ators endorsed by the Townsend Plan in the
1938 Senate election (Townsend National
Weekly 1938), with others scored zero.

Pension Proposition
A dichotomous measure of the presence in a

given state and year of a ballot proposition or
initiative designed to increase pension amounts,
coverage, or both, constructed from contempo-
rary accounts in the New York Times, the
Washington Post, the Los Angeles Times, and the
Christian Science Monitor.

REFERENCES

Almeida, Paul and Linda Brewster Stearns. 1998.
“Political Opportunities and Local Grassroots
Environmental Movements: The Case of
Minamata.” Social Problems 45:37–60.

Amenta, Edwin. 1998. Bold Relief: Institutional
Politics and the Origins of Modern American
Social Policy. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press.

———. Forthcoming. When Movements Matter:
The Townsend Plan, the Pension Movement, and
the Making of Social Security. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press.

Amenta, Edwin, Mary Bernstein, and Kathleen
Dunleavy. 1994. “Stolen Thunder? Huey Long’s
Share Our Wealth, Political Mediation, and the
Second New Deal.” American Sociological Review
59:678-702.

Amenta, Edwin, Chris Bonastia, and Neal Caren.
2001. “US Social Policy in Comparative and
Historical Perspective: Concepts, Images,
Arguments, and Research Strategies.” Annual
Review of Sociology 27:213–34.

534—–AMERICAN SSOCIOLOGICAL RREVIEW

#2322-ASR 70:3 filename:70308-amenta

 at UNIV OF NEW HAMPSHIRE on March 11, 2015asr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://asr.sagepub.com/


Amenta, Edwin and Neal Caren. 2004. “The
Legislative, Organizational, and Beneficiary
Consequences of State-Oriented Challengers.” Pp.
461–88 in The Blackwell Companion to Social
Movements, edited by David A. Snow, Sarah A.
Soule, and Hanspeter Kriesi. Malden, MA:
Blackwell Publishing.

Amenta, Edwin, Bruce G. Carruthers, and Yvonne
Zylan. 1992. “A Hero for the Aged? The Townsend
Movement, the Political Mediation Model, and
U.S. Old-Age Policy, 1934–1950.” American
Journal of Sociology 98:308–39.

Amenta, Edwin and Drew Halfmann. 2000. “Wage
Wars: Institutional politics, WPA Wages, and the
Struggle for U.S. Social Policy.” American
Sociological Review 65:506–28.

Amenta, Edwin, Drew Halfmann, and Michael P.
Young. 1999. “The Strategies and Contexts of
Social Protest: Political Mediation and the Impact
of the Townsend Movement.” Mobilization
56:1–25.

Amenta, Edwin and Michael P. Young. 1999. “Making
an Impact: The Conceptual and Methodological
Implications of the Collective Benefits Criterion.”
p. 22–41 in How Movements Matter: Theoretical
and Comparative Studies on the Consequences of
Social Movements, edited by Marco Giugni, Doug
McAdam, and Charles Tilly. Minneapolis, MN:
University of Minnesota Press.

American Institute of Public Opinion. 1938a. “Gallup
Poll no. 130.” Princeton, NJ: American Institute of
Public Opinion [producer]. New Haven, CT: Roper
Center for Public Opinion Research [distributor].

———. 1938b. “Gallup Poll no. 140.” Princeton,
NJ: American Institute of Public Opinion [pro-
ducer]. New Haven, CT: Roper Center for Public
Opinion Research [distributor].

Andrews, Kenneth T. 2001. “Social Movements and
Policy Implementation: The Mississippi Civil
Rights Movement and the War on Poverty,
1965–1971.” American Sociological Review
66:21–48.

Baltagi, Badi H. and Ping X. Wu. 1999. “Unequally
Spaced Panel Data Regressions with AR(1)
Disturbances.” Econometric Theory 15:814–23.

Beck, Nathaniel. 2001. “Time-Series-Cross-Section
Data: What Have We Learned in the Past Few
Years?” Annual Review of Political Science
4:271–93.

Beckfield, Jason. 2003. “Inequality in the World
Polity: The Structure of International
Organization.” American Sociological Review
68:401–24.

Brandeis, Elizabeth. 1935. “Labor Legislation.” Pp.
399–700 in History of Labor in the United States,
1896–1932, edited by John R. Commons. New
York: Macmillan.

Burnham, Walter Dean. 1974. “Theory and Voting
Research: Some Reflections on Converse’s

‘Change in the American Electorate.’” American
Political Science Review 68:1002–23.

———. 1992. “Partisan Division of American State
Governments, 1834–1985.” [Computer File] Ann
Arbor, MI: Inter-university Consortium for
Political and Social Research.

Burstein, Paul. 1999. “Social Movements and Public
Policy.” p. 3–21 in How Social Movements Matter,
edited by Marco Giugni, Doug McAdam, and
Charles Tilly. Minneapolis, MN: University of
Minnesota Press.

Burstein, Paul and April Linton. 2002. “The Impact
of Political Parties, Interest Groups, and Social
Movement Organizations on Public Policy: Some
Recent Evidence and Theoretical Concerns.”
Social Forces 81:380–408.

Cantril, Hadley and Mildred Strunk. 1951. Public
Opinion, 1935–1946. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.

Cress, Daniel M. and David A. Snow. 2000. “The
Outcomes of Homeless Mobilization: The
Influence of Organization, Disruption, Political
Mediation, and Framing.” American Journal of
Sociology 105:1063–104.

Earl, Jennifer. 2000. “Methods, Movements and
Outcomes: Methodological Difficulties in the
Study of Extra-Movement Outcomes.” Research in
Social Movements, Conflicts, and Change 22:3–25.

———. 2004. “The Cultural Consequences of
Social Movements.” Pp. 508–30 in The Blackwell
Companion to Social Movements, edited by David
A. Snow, Sarah A. Soule, and Hanspeter Kriesi.
Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing.

Ferree, Myra Marx, William Anthony Gamson,
Jurgen Gerhards, and Dieter Rucht. 2002. Shaping
Abortion Discourse: Democracy and the Public
Sphere in Germany and the United States.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Ferree, Myra Marx and David Merrill. 2004. “Hot
Movements, Cold Cognition: Thinking about
Social Movements in Gendered Frames.” Pp.
247–61 in Rethinking Social Movements: Structure
Meaning and Emotion, edited by Jeff Goodwin and
James M. Jasper. Lanham, MD: Rowan and
Littlefield.

Fording, Richard C. 1997. “The Conditional Effect
of Violence as a Political Tactic: Mass Insurgency,
Welfare Generosity, and Electoral Context in the
American States.” American Journal of Political
Science 41:1–29. 

Gallup, George. 1935. “Americans Reveal Their
Hopes and Fears in Nation-Wide Poll.” Washington
Post, December 15, p. B1.

———. 1936. “Nation 9 to 1 for Old Age Pensions;
Against Townsend Plan.” Washington Post, January
12, p. B1.

———. 1939. “Political Strength of Pension
Movements Growing, Survey Shows.” Washington
Post, February 26, pp. B2–3.

POLITICAL MMEDIATION AAND IIMPACT OOF PPENSION MMOVEMENT—–535

#2322-ASR 70:3 filename:70308-amenta

 at UNIV OF NEW HAMPSHIRE on March 11, 2015asr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://asr.sagepub.com/


Gamson, William A. [1975] 1990. The Strategy of
Social Protest. 2d ed. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth.

Ganz, Marshall. 2000. “Resources and
Resourcefulness: Strategic Capacity in the
Unionization of California Agriculture,
1959–1966.” American Journal of Sociology
105:1003–62.

Gardner, John and William Cohen. 1992.
“Demographic Characteristics of the Population of
the United States, 1930–1950.” [Computer File]
Ann Arbor, MI: Inter-university Consortium for
Political and Social Research.

Giugni, Marco. 2004. Social Protest and Policy
Change: Ecology, Antinuclear, and Peace
Movements in Comparative Perspective. Lanham,
MD: Rowan and Littlefield. 

Goodwin, Jeff and James M. Jasper. 1999. “Caught
in a Winding, Snarling Vine: The Structural Bias
of Political Process Theory.” Sociological Forum
14:27–54.

Hardin, Russell. 1982. Collective Action. Baltimore,
MD: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Hicks, Alexander M. 1999. Social Democracy and
Welfare Capitalism: A Century of Income Security
Politics. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Holtzman, Abraham. 1963. The Townsend Movement:
A Political Study. New York: Bookman Associates.

Huber, Evelyne and John D. Stephens. 2001.
Development and Crisis of the Welfare State:
Parties and Policies in Global Markets. Chicago,
IL: University of Chicago Press.

Huston, Luther A. 1939. “Congress Wind-Up on or
Near July 15 Again Is Predicted.” New York Times,
July 3, p. 1.

Jacobs, Lawrence R. and Robert Y. Shapiro. 2000.
Politicians Don’t Pander: Political Manipulation
and the Loss of Democratic Responsiveness.
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Jenkins, J. Craig and Charles Perrow. 1977.
“Insurgency of the Powerless: Farm Worker
Movements (1946–1972).” American Sociological
Review 42:249–68.

Katznelson, Ira. 1981. City Trenches: Urban Politics
and the Patterning of Class in the United States.
New York: Pantheon Books.

Kenworthy, Lane. 2002. “Corporatism and
Unemployment in the 1980s and 1990s.” American
Sociological Review 67:367–88.

Kingdon, John W. 1984. Agendas, Alternatives, and
Public Policies. Boston, MA: Little, Brown.

Kitschelt, Herbert P. 1986. “Political Opportunity
Structures and Political Protest: Anti-Nuclear
Movements in Four Democracies.” British Journal
of Political Science 16:57–85.

Klandermans, Bert and Dirk Oegema. 1987.
“Campaigning for a Nuclear Freeze: Grass-Roots
Strategies and Local Governments in the

Netherlands.” Research in Political Sociology
3:305–37.

Kriesi, Hanspeter. 1995. “The Political Opportunity
Structure of New Social Movements: Its Impact on
Their Mobilization.” Pp. 167–98 in The Politics of
Social Protest: Comparative Perspectives on States
and Social Movements, edited by J. Craig Jenkins
and Bert Klandermans. Minneapolis, MN:
University of Minnesota Press.

Lieberman, Robert C. 1998. Shifting the Color Line:
Race and the American Welfare State. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press.

Lipset, Seymour Martin and Gary Wolfe Marks.
2000. It Didn’t Happen Here: Why Socialism
Failed in the United States. New York: W. W.
Norton and Co.

Manza, Jeff and Fay Lomax Cook. 2002. “The Impact
of Public Opinion on Public Policy: The State of
the Debate.” Pp. 17–32 in Navigating Public
Opinion: Polls, Policy, and the Future of American
Democracy, edited by Jeff Manza, Fay Lomax
Cook, and Benjamin I. Page. New York: Oxford
University Press.

Mayhew, David R. 1986. Placing Parties in American
Politics: Organization, Electoral Settings, and
Government Activity in the Twentieth Century.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

McAdam, Doug. 1996. “Introduction: Opportunities,
Mobilizing Structures, and Framing Processes—
Toward a Synthetic, Comparative Perspective on
Social Movements.” Pp. 1–22 in Comparative
Perspectives on Social Movements: Political
Opportunities, Mobilizing Structures, and Cultural
Framings, edited by Doug McAdam, John D.
McCarthy, and Mayer N. Zald. New York:
Cambridge University Press.

———. 1999. Political Process and the
Development of Black Insurgency, 1930–1970. 2d
ed. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

McAdam, Doug, John D. McCarthy, and Mayer N.
Zald. 1988. “Social Movements.” Pp. 695–798 in
The Handbook of Sociology, edited by Neil J.
Smelser. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

McAdam, Doug and Yang Su. 2002. “The War at
Home: Antiwar Protests and Congressional Voting,
1965–1973.” American Sociological Review
67:696–721.

McCarthy, John D. and Clark McPhail. 1998. “The
Institutionalization of Protest in the United States.”
Pp. 83–110 in The Social Movement Society:
Contentious Politics for a New Century, edited by
David S. Meyer and Sidney G. Tarrow. Lanham,
MD: Rowan and Littlefield.

McCarthy, John D. and Mayer N. Zald. 2002. “The
Enduring Vitality of the Resource Mobilization
Theory of Social Movements.” Pp. 533–65 in
Handbook of Sociological Theory, edited by

536—–AMERICAN SSOCIOLOGICAL RREVIEW

#2322-ASR 70:3 filename:70308-amenta

 at UNIV OF NEW HAMPSHIRE on March 11, 2015asr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://asr.sagepub.com/


Jonathon H. Turner. New York: Kluwer
Academic/Plenum Publishers.

Meyer, David S. 2005. “Social Movements and Public
Policy: Eggs, Chicken, and Theory.” Chapter 1 in
Routing the Opposition: Social Movements, Public
Policy, and Democracy, edited by David S. Meyer,
Valerie Jenness, and Helen M. Ingram.
Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

———. 2004. “Protest and Political Opportunities.”
Annual Review of Sociology 30:125–45.

Meyer, David S. and Debra C. Minkoff. 2004.
“Conceptualizing Political Opportunity.” Social
Forces 82:1457–92.

Mitchell, Daniel J. B. 2000. Pensions, Politics, and
the Elderly: Historic Social Movements and Their
Lessons for Our Aging Society. Armonk, NY: M.
E. Sharpe.

Ogden, Frederic D. 1958. The Poll Tax in the South.
Tuscaloosa, AL: University of Alabama Press.

Piven, Frances Fox and Richard A. Cloward. 1977.
Poor People’s Movements: Why They Succeed,
How They Fail. New York: Pantheon Books.

Quadagno, Jill S. 1988. “From Old-Age Assistance
to Supplemental Security Income: The Political
Economy of Relief in the South, 1935–1972.” Pp.
235–64 in The Politics of Social Policy in the
United States, edited by Margaret Weir, Ann Shola
Orloff, and Theda Skocpol. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press. 

Ragin, Charles C. 1987. The Comparative Method:
Moving Beyond Qualitative and Quantitative
Strategies. Berkeley, CA: University of California
Press.

———. 2000. Fuzzy-Set Social Science. Chicago,
IL: University of Chicago Press.

Rosenthal, Howard L. and Keith T. Poole. 2000.
“United States Congressional Roll Call Voting
Records, 1789–1990: Reformatted Data.” Carnegie
Mellon University, Graduate School of Industrial
Administration; Ann Arbor, MI: Inter-university
Consortium for Political and Social Research.

Rucht, Dieter. 1998. “The Structure and Culture of
Collective Protest in Germany since 1950.” Pp.
29–57 in The Social Movement Society:
Contentious Politics for a New Century, edited by
David S. Meyer and Sidney G. Tarrow. Lanham,
MD: Tarrow, Rowan and Littlefield.

Schiltz, Michael A. 1971. Public Attitudes toward
Social Security, 1935–1965. Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office.

Skocpol, Theda. 1992. Protecting Soldiers and
Mothers: The Political Origins of Social Policy in
the United States. Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press
of Harvard University Press.

———. 2003. Diminished Democracy: From
Membership to Management in American Civic
Life. Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press.

Skocpol, Theda, and Edwin Amenta. 1986. “States
and Social Policies.” Annual Review of Sociology
12:131–57.

Skrentny, John D. 2002. The Minority Rights
Revolution. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press.

Soule, Sarah A., Doug McAdam, John McCarthy, and
Yang Su. 1999. “Protest Events: Cause or
Consequence of State Action? The U.S. Women’s
Movements and Federal Congressional Activities,
1956–1979.” Mobilization 4:239–56.

Soule, Sarah A. and Susan Olzak. 2004. “When Do
Movements Matter? The Politics of Contingency
and the Equal Rights Amendment.” American
Sociological Review 69:473–97.

Tarrow, Sidney G. 1996. “States and Opportunities:
The Political Structuring of Social Movements.”
Pp. 41–61 in Comparative Perspectives on Social
Movements: Opportunities, Mobilizing, Structures,
and Cultural Framings, edited by Doug McAdam,
John D. McCarthy, and Mayer N. Zald. New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Tilly, Charles. 1999a. “Regimes and Contention.”
Columbia International Affairs Online Working
Paper. Manuscript.

———. 1999b. “Conclusion: From Interactions to
Outcomes in Social Movements.” Pp. 253–70 in
How Movements Matter: Theoretical and
Comparative Studies on the Consequences of
Social Movements, edited by Marco Giugni, Doug
McAdam, and Charles Tilly. Minneapolis, MN:
University of Minnesota Press.

Townsend National Weekly. 1938–1950. Townsend
National Weekly, Chicago, IL.

U.S. Bureau of the Census. Historical Statistics of the
United States, Colonial Times to 1970.
Bicentennial ed. U.S. Department of Commerce
Bureau of the Census. Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office.

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. 2001. “State
Personal Income 1929–2000” [Computer File].
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Commerce,
Economics and Statistics Administration.

U.S. Social Security Board/Administration.
1935–1950. Annual Report of the Federal Security
Agency. Washington, DC: U.S. Government
Printing Office.

U.S. Social Security Board. 1945. Social Security
Yearbook. Washington, DC: U.S. Government
Printing Office.

Weakliem, David L. 2003. “Public Opinion Research
and Political Sociology.” Research in Political
Sociology 12:49–80. 

Western, Bruce and Katherine Beckett. 1999. “How
Unregulated Is the U.S. Labor Market? The Penal
System as a Labor Market Institution.” American
Journal of Sociology 104:1030–60.

POLITICAL MMEDIATION AAND IIMPACT OOF PPENSION MMOVEMENT—–537

#2322-ASR 70:3 filename:70308-amenta

 at UNIV OF NEW HAMPSHIRE on March 11, 2015asr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://asr.sagepub.com/


Wilensky, Harold L. 1975. Welfare State and
Equality: Structural and Ideological Roots of
Public Expenditures. Berkeley, CA: University of
California Press.

Wooldridge, Jeffrey. 2002. Econometric Analysis of

Cross Section and Panel Data. Cambridge, MA:
MIT Press.

Zald, Mayer N. 2000. “Ideologically Structured
Action: An Enlarged Agenda for Social Movement
Research.” Mobilization 5:31–36.

538—–AMERICAN SSOCIOLOGICAL RREVIEW

#2322-ASR 70:3 filename:70308-amenta

 at UNIV OF NEW HAMPSHIRE on March 11, 2015asr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://asr.sagepub.com/


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [1200 1200]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


