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Abstract

This study focuses on the importance of internal, external, and cultural factors in determining the success of social movements under authoritarian regimes. I posit that under dictatorial governments, in countries such as Argentina and El Salvador, social movements are most likely to succeed when external factors first cause a weakening of governmental entities and then an organization employs a powerful cultural symbol to further undermine the regime’s legitimacy. Through a comparative study of the Madres of the Plaza de Mayo and the Co-Madres, this project discusses the importance of creating social movement theories that emphasize the unique experience of organizations outside of a democratic context. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction

“Our struggle is forever.  In Argentina torturers and murderers walk the street freely…. But they know we are fighting so that one day we’ll have a government that will condemn all those who have forced us to live through such horror for all these years.”

- Hebe de Bonafini, Leader of the Madres of the Plaza de Mayo

The role of women in Latin American societies and their power in both the casa and the calle are by no means static.
 Scholars have traditionally argued that women in countries such as Argentina and El Salvador have been forced to succumb to a “Machista” culture that favored the power and discretion of men in all aspects of social and political life.
  This stark portrayal of Latin culture, however, fails to recognize the power that women have exerted in both the casa and the calle throughout history. During the rule of a repressive dictatorial regime in Argentina
 and the existence of a devastating civil war in El Salvador,
 mothers in both countries refused to silently accept the “disappearances” and murders of their children. This paper will explore the role that two social movements,
 The Madres of the Plaza de Mayo (“Madres”) from Argentina and the Monseñor Oscar Arnulfo Romero Mothers Committee (“Co-Madres”) from El Salvador, played in creating the conditions necessary for social change within their respective country. 

The question of why mothers were empowered to form strong and viable social movements has been widely discussed in the extant literature. Many scholars have formed a general consensus arguing that Salvadoran and Argentine women took to the calle only after they were unable to perform their traditional duties of child caring due to the governmental policy of “disappearing” their husbands and children (e.g. Molyneux 1986; 
 Malin 1994; Kaplan 2001;
 Stephen 2001;
 Bejarano 2002). Many of the women involved in the Madres and the Co-Madres have confirmed this theoretical explanation for their actions. As Hebe de Bonafini, a leader of the movement said, “I was worried for my own children … for all our children” (Fisher 1989: 48).

The emergence of movements such as the Madres and the Co-Madres has been widely studied. The majority of literature addressing these social movements, however, has failed to address the larger implications of these movements in terms of outcomes. The broader social movement literature has attempted to address questions of organizational success. For example, William Gamson, in his book, The Strategy of Social Protest (1975), produced a system to classify the success of social movements, which became the foundation for future work in this field.  His typology, which conceptualized “degrees” of success, caused an intense debate among scholars concerning the question of whether internal or external factors are critical to movement success.
The application of broad social movement theory does not fully translate to movements such as the Madres and the Co-Madres. 
 Drawing from North American and European thought, the major authors provide theoretical frameworks and supporting case studies that analyze social movements in Western democracies.  This “democratic-centric” approach, however, is not adaptable to the unique experience of social movements operating under Latin American authoritarian regimes.
 
This focus within the social movement field has resulted in the trend of simply applying theories developed for movement operating under democratic regimes to movement outcomes outside of this context.
 The differences between democratic and authoritarian governments make this analytical process problematic. For instance, movement participants in democratic countries are routinely ensured humane treatment, freedom of speech, and a certain amount of access to the government.  Movements operating under authoritarian regimes do not enjoy these privileges and protections. While it may be acceptable to employ some aspects of well-established social movement theories to the Latin American experience, it is important to distinguish and re-theorize those aspects that fail to grasp the complexities of movements that arise under Latin authoritarian regimes, specifically when those movements are comprised of traditionally silent actors (e.g. Latin American women).

The existing academic discussion surrounding the emergence of movements such as the Madres and the Co-Madres is by no means matched by the democracy focused debate surrounding social movement outcomes. The extant literature fails to connect the existence of women’s social movements in Latin America to the reasons for their success under authoritarian regimes. The scholarship, therefore, lacks a theoretical framework through which it is possible to comprehend when and why women’s social movements succeed outside the democratic sphere. 

This paper evaluates the outcomes of social movements in Latin America, such as the Madres and the Co-Madres, and proposes a new theoretical framework to understand the success of women’s movements operating in non-democratic countries. Specifically, what constitutes “success” for movements operating outside of the democratic sphere and why do they succeed or fail? 

In an attempt to answer these questions, this project focuses on the importance of internal, external and cultural factors in determining the success of social movements outside of the democratic sphere. I posit that under an authoritarian regime, social movements are most likely to succeed when external factors first cause a weakening of the government and then the movement employs a powerful cultural symbol to further undermine the legitimacy of the regime. 

The expansion of the social movement literature by this paper necessitates an understanding of the specific experience of movements operating under authoritarian regimes.  The cases of the Madres and the Co-Madres will be employed. The Madres were chosen due to their well-documented ability to influence people and governments all over the world on human rights abuses in Argentina.
 The Co-Madres were selected due to their similar goals, but divergent experience from that of the Madres. While the Co-Madres and the Madres shared the same guiding image, the Co-Madres have not received widespread attention in both academic and governmental circles.
 The similarities between and Madres and the Co-Madres as well as their overarching differences (i.e. divergent levels of “success”) made these cases compelling examples for a study of social movement outcomes. 

The method of difference will be used to guide my comparative analysis of the Madres and the Co-Madres and explain the diverse outcomes in their cases. The realities of each of these movements has been examined through research of relevant books and articles in addition to close analysis of personal interviews of participants of each of the movements.  In terms of defining the level of success for each of these movements, this paper explores Gamson’s typology of ideal types and proposes an alternative typology to better classify differing levels of social movement success. After establishing a solid definition of success, a causal schema is used to understand the success of movements under authoritarian regimes. The resulting framework will also focus on the importance of time, as articulated by Marco Giugni, in order to understand why movements succeed or fail outside of the democratic realm (Giugni and Passy 2001: 3). 

This paper provides tools to understand and analyze the reasons for the success or failure of movements such as the Madres and the Co-Madres by enhancing existing theories and applying a new model to movements operating under authoritarian regimes. Chapter 2 outlines the benefits and limitations of Gamson’s typology and expands his theory in order to effectively classify movements in the authoritarian contexts. The Madres and the Co-Madres will then be analyzed within the expanded typology in order to determine their relative levels of success. Chapter 3 explains the existing theories of movement success and analyses their shortcomings when applied outside of the democratic sphere. Based on the limitations of these frameworks, I develop a new conceptual model, called the structural-effect model, to understand the reasons for social movement success under authoritarian regimes. This chapter will also include an application of the structural-effect model to the cases of the Madres and the Co-Madres. 

Before delving into a thorough discussion of Latin American social movements in relation to the existing theory it is important to recognize the goals and scope of this project. This paper in no way attempts to recognize why all social movements succeed. Rather, I attempt to explain the shortcomings of an approach to researching social movements that does not recognize the importance of looking at specific geographical areas and types of movements. In essence, I attempt to explain the phenomenon of women’s social movements in Latin America. While it is possible that this project could be used as an explanatory model for other social movements around the world, this project does not supply ample research to support that conclusion. 

Chapter 2

Reconceptualizing Success
The larger question of this work, namely why movements succeed under authoritarian regimes, presupposes a common understanding of the definition of success. This assumption, however, may be misguided due to the routine use of varied definitions of success. The most common definition only credits a movement when its stated goals are realized on a large scale.
 Some take issue with this characterization, claiming that it disregards central aspects of success, such as the internal growth of members of the organization or the impact of the movement on unintended actors. The importance of including other factors is even more pertinent for movements operating under authoritarian regimes, because these regimes repress oppositional activity. Under the most simplistic notions of success, therefore, movements under authoritarian regimes would never “succeed.” 

The discounting of movements that are unable to obtain traditional markers of success, disregards the potential impact of movements such as the Madres of the Plaza de Mayo and the Co-Madres. These women risked their lives in a quest for answers about their “disappeared” children and an end to the ongoing violence. In both Argentina and El Salvador, they were among the first to publicly search for the truth and insist on change.  If the marker of success is based merely on whether a movement has attained the totality of its organizational goals,
 we would fail to recognize the potential importance of the movements due to the artificial limits by which the definition of success is measured. 

The scope of possible conceptions of success, in addition to the potential exclusion of certain movements, necessitates a discussion over the most useful definition. A clearer understanding of what constitutes success provides the background necessary to question why certain movements are more successful than others when operating under authoritarian regimes. This chapter expands current conceptions of success within the social movement literature in an attempt to develop a more comprehensive tool to classify movements in non-democratic contexts.  

In this chapter, I will first explore the extant literature on social movement classification by focusing on William Gamson’s highly influential typology that champions acceptance and new advantages as central characteristics of success. Next, I will analyze the applicability of Gamson’s work outside of a democratic context and expand his conceptions in order to define success for movements operating under authoritarian regimes. Last, I will place the Co-Madres and the Madres within the expanded typology by extensively examining the formation, demographics and tactics of each organization in relation to the necessary variables of success.  

Defining Success: Adaptations to Gamson’s Typology 

Within the social movement literature many authors tackle the question of how to define success. Examples include Kitschelt (1986), who claims that movement success should be based on the procedural, substantive and structural outcomes, and Gurr (1980), who purposes that group sustainability, policy outcomes and societal changes are better markers for defining whether or not a movement succeeds. While these guidelines have sparked debate within the field, no framework for success has been as influential as the typology proposed by William Gamson in his book, The Strategy of Social Protest (1975).
Gamson’s thesis maintains that a movement, or challenger, succeeds by gaining full “acceptance” and by obtaining many “new advantages” from the opposition (Gamson 1975: 28-29). Acceptance indicates that the stated antagonists of the challenger recognize and collaborate with the movement. According to Gamson, “Acceptance [of a movement] involves a change from hostility or indifference to a more positive relationship” and can be indicated by “consultation, negotiations, formal recognition or inclusion” (Gamson 1975: 31).  New advantages are simply the obtainment of the stated goals of the organization. Gamson explains this category as determining, “whether desired results were forthcoming … during and immediately after the period of challenge” (Gamson 1975: 34).
 

Gamson creates a typology of success based on the level of acceptance (i.e. full or none) and the number of new advantages (i.e. many or none). As can be seen in Figure 1, different combinations of these variables result in four possible outcomes: full response, co-optation, preemption and collapse.  A full response represents success as a movement achieves full acceptance and many new advantages whereas collapse signifies failure as a movement is unable to obtain acceptance or new advantages. Co-optation represents a movement that receives full acceptance without new advantages whereas preemption signifies a movement that receives many new advantages without full acceptance.
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Gamson’s typology provides a method to classify the success of movements. Importantly, Gamson complicates traditional notions of success by disregarding simplistic ideas of complete success and complete failure. His theory includes the possibility that movements can partially succeed through inclusion of the categories of preemption and co-optation. The reliance on ideal types allows for easy classification of movements thereby increasing the usability of his typology in the field. Additionally, the variables of acceptance and new advantages encapsulate the central aspects of previous typologies.
 
In addition to its many critical merits, Gamson’s typology is particularly useful in determining the level of success of movements operating in democratic societies.
  Acceptance and new advantages from the opposition are readily accessible to movements in democracies. Those in power are forced to respond to their constituents and the larger public opinion in order to ensure reelection. Thus, in a democracy, a movement could viably receive both acceptance and new advantages from their government.
 

While Gamson’s typology has been widely accepted throughout the social movement field, there are several apparent shortcomings to his theory. First, his use of a dichotomous schema of ideal types causes certain movements to be misclassified. For example, there are many movements that enjoy some acceptance in addition to some new advantages. With the current conception of Gamson’s typology, critical decisions about placement within the typology may result in the misrepresentation of the success or failure of a particular movement. This is particularly important when trying to conceptualize why certain movements succeed, because placing a movement in the incorrect category may undermine the validity of the results. 

In addition to the predicament of potential misclassification, Gamson’s choice of variables can also be seen as problematic. When discussing both acceptance and new advantages, Gamson argues that the opposition (i.e. the government) must afford these variables to the challenger (i.e. the movement). In authoritarian system, however, the regime is rarely moved to provide either acceptance or new advantages to a movement. Authoritarian leaders routinely refuse to accept the demands of civil society as legitimate, and use repression to silence variant viewpoints and control governmental bodies. The existence of these strict variables within Gamson’s typology, therefore, implies that movements operating under authoritarian regimes rarely experience success.
 This conclusion, however, ignores the smaller successes that movements under authoritarian regimes may realize. In essence, strictly following Gamson’s variables can result in regarding movements as unsuccessful when they actually deserve a more positive classification.   

Gamson partially recognizes this shortcoming of his typology and provides an explanation.  He writes: 

Consider revolutionary groups that have no desire for conventional acceptance by authorities they are attempting to overthrow.  In such a case only inclusion is a relevant measure. … Inclusion, in this case, means self-inclusion.  If the revolutionary group is successful, its members will be included at the expense of existing incumbents (Gamson 1975: 32-33).
It is clear that Gamson has pondered the issue of groups that do not seek traditional acceptance by the acting government.  However, Gamson’s typology fails to include groups that do not desire acceptance by the existing government, but also do not wish to take power once a democratic transition occurs. Gamson’s interpretation underestimates the power and influence of non-violent movements under authoritarian regimes who do not seek traditional political objectives. Under Gamson’s analysis, movements such as the Madres and the Co-Madres could only succeed once the new democratic government has accepted them as the acting representative of their cause.  Their effort to undermine the authoritarian regime is not given serious recognition.
Due to these shortcomings, it is necessary to reconceptualize certain aspects of Gamson’s typology. In response to the rigidity of the categories, I propose rethinking the structure of Gamson’s typology in order to ensure more precise classification of movements. Therefore, I will place his typology within a Acceptance-New Advantages plane. Figure 2 depicts this structural change. 


[image: image1]
 Within this new structure, it is possible to include variations within each of his four categories. Under this expansion, a movement could receive “some” acceptance or “some” new advantages. This can be depicted graphically by placing a movement on the line that divides two of Gamson’s categories. Where a movement is classified as receiving some acceptance or some new advantages, I propose that the term “partial” be placed before the correct classification name. For example, if a movement obtains no acceptance and some new advantages it will be placed on the line between Gamson’s categories of preemption and collapse. In this case, the movement would be classified as partial preemption or partial collapse depending on its relationship to the ideal types. In the previous example, the movement should be classified as partial preemption if it is more closely aligned with the variable of many new advantages.  It should be classified as partial collapse if it is more closely aligned with the variable of no new advantages. Overall, constructing the typology within a graph and providing for an expansion of the current nomenclature, will allow for the typology to be a more precise classification tool.  Figure 3 provides a graphical representation of this new system of classification. 

Figure 3: Inclusion of the Term Partial in the Expanded Typology
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In addition to changing the format of Gamson’s typology, the variables of acceptance and new advantages must be expanded. Instead of the strict interpretation of these variables I propose that movements should be able to gain these variables from other sources. A movement in an authoritarian context may gain acceptance or new advantages from a variety of different sources, including the authoritarian regime itself or “influential” actors in the international sphere (i.e. the U.S. government or International Organizations). The expansion of these variables means that if an international body forced the onset of liberalization, despite the unwillingness of the authoritarian regime, then the movement could be seen as succeeding.
  

By allowing powerful actors to give acceptance and/or new advantages to movements, the classification system better accounts for movements operating under authoritarian regimes. For these movements, much of their activity may be aimed at international actors as they realize that gaining acceptance or new advantages from their government is nearly impossible. For this reason, expanding the notion of these variables more accurately represents the reality of most social movements operating under authoritarian regimes. 

While this new classification system provides for more precise analysis, there are a few potential problems should be addressed. First, the fact that this typology shies away from Gamson’s dichotomous ideal types, may make it more difficult to use. Whereas Gamson’s typology allows for simple placement of a movement within four easily remember categories, my typology adds complexity to the system. For the purposes of this paper, however, a system that favors a more precise understanding of the level of success over a simple method of naming four ideal types if far more useful. 


  Another limitation to this model is that it may seem as though any actor would be able to confer new advantages or acceptance upon a movement.  While this is a valid concern, the movement would have to receive the acceptance and new advantages from an actor who has the power to influence the authoritarian regime.
  Weak actors are inconsequential due to their inability to advance the movement’s agenda. Only actors who can create problems for the authoritarian regime, due to their acceptance of the movement or by their bestowal of new advantages, should be considered in the new model. 


The new typology, with its several potential limitations, better captures how success should be defined for movements operating under authoritarian regimes. The expansion of Gamson’s typology as well as the innovative notions of acceptance and new advantages provide for a more realistic picture of the experience of movements in non-democratic contexts. With this typology it is possible to explore the relative levels of success of movements such as the Co-Madres and the Madres. 

Determining the Success of the Co-Madres: Acceptance without Advantages


It was Christmas Eve 1977, in a small church in San Salvador, when a group of 12 women,
 armed with only the support of the Catholic Church
 and their resolve to find their “disappeared” children, symbolically stood up and formed a women’s organization dedicated to obtaining information about imprisoned and disappeared family members, excavating concealed cemeteries and exposing the repressive actions of the government (Thomson 1986:109).
 This movement, the Co-Madres, was the first to publicly denounce the heinous activities of the Salvadoran government and demand change for the country.
 As the movement grew, the Co-Madres enjoyed several successes while at the same time enduring many defeats. To effectively classify the Co-Madres within the new typology it is necessary to explore their ability to gain acceptance and garner new advantages from both the Salvadoran government and powerful actors in the national and international sphere. 

The Co-Madres employed a variety of tactics in an attempt to gain acceptance and new advantages from the Salvadoran regime. They submitted hundreds of letters and petitions to the government, including one letter to the Salvadoran president that citied the names of 21 disappeared relatives (Schirmer 1993: 32). These requests were strengthened by advertisements in local newspapers and large-scale hunger strikes in support of their cause.
 They held a “Sentada Por la Paz” (Sit-in for Peace) every 15 days, a Catholic mass once a month, and other more impromptu public protests.
 

When they realized that their non-violent tactics were failing to produce results, the Co-Madres engaged in more pronounced protest. For example, they took over several buildings including the UN embassy, the Red Cross building and numerous churches. When discussing these takeovers, an active member of Co-Madres said, “The point of these actions was not only to take the place in a non-violent way but to make sure that it was full of people, especially children. This way they became our ‘hostages,’ and through them we acquired some strength to make the government hear our voice” (Acosta 1993: 134).
The Co-Madres also turned their aspirations to the international sphere in hopes of gaining acceptance and/or new advantages. On one occasion, the Co-Madres sent a delegation of women to Costa Rica to participate in the World Conference for Peace.
 During visits abroad the Co-Madres relied on their own testimony of what was occurring in El Salvador as a means of garnering support.

Based on their tactics, the Co-Madres welcomed some acceptance. On the international sphere the Co-Madres received institutionalized acceptance when they won the Robert F. Kennedy Human Rights Award in 1984. This award represented the small amount of powerful international support for the Co-Madres. 
The movement, however, endured substantial abuse from the U.S. government, thereby signaling that they would not accept them as legitimate. The U.S. Embassy would often claim the Co-Madres were simply a front for the revolutionary party.
 Specifically, “On February 11, 1986, Ambassador Corr of the U.S. Embassy in El Salvador accused the organization of being a front for the [revolutionary party]” (Co-Madres Bulletin Fall 1987).
 The U.S. embassy repeatedly refused to acknowledge the claims of the members of Co-Madres and on several instances they denied visas to the women.
 Not surprisingly, the lack of acceptance of the Co-Madres by the U.S. government also meant that the United States did not afford the movement any new advantages. 

On the national sphere, the Co-Madres also received a mixed reception. While the people of El Salvador responded to the tactics of the Co-Madres with overwhelming support, the same tactics did not ensure new advantages from powerful sources within the country.
 At first, the Salvadoran government routinely dismissed the actions of the Co-Madres as workings of “locas,” or madwomen (Golden 1991:109). Their letters and petitions to the government were routinely ignored by officials, thereby underlining the government’s tacit policy of simply disregarding the movement. As one member of the Co-Madres recounts, “We tried to legally petition the Minister of Justice and the President, but we were told, ‘Women, your relatives are in such-and-such a place [outside the country]. Or they would tell us, ‘Your son is fighting in the mountains as a guerrilla” (Schrimer 1993: 40).
 The Co-Madres were unable to secure new advantages from powerful actors within the country.

As the Co-Madres became increasingly violent and pronounced in their tactics, the Salvadoran military responded with force. Over the years the Co-Madres endured severe and repeated governmental repression including the recurring bombing of their office. Many of the women were detained, tortured, and raped during their tenure with the organization.
 When questioned on the reasons for these attacks, the Salvadoran government justified their actions due to their belief that the Co-Madres were a terrorist organization. 

The response of the Salvadoran government could be seen as a type of non-traditional acceptance. The military clearly changed their narrative concerning the Co-Madres. At first they simply disregarded the Co-Madres as locas and then began a widespread campaign of terror against the movement. These actions can be seen as acceptance, not in the typical understanding of the term, but rather that the Co-Madres were accepted by the government as a “legitimate” threat to the regime. In essence, the switch from simply discrediting the power of the organization to actively attempting to undermine its influence is proof that the regime accepted that the Co-Madres were an organization that had the potential to wield significant power. If the Co-Madres had not been seen as a threat, the government would have continued to casually dismiss them by calling them “las locas” without resorting to violence. 

In sum, the Co-Madres received a minimal amount of institutionalized support from groups within the United States in addition to the unintended acceptance from the military government.
 While the Co-Madres did not obtain concrete acceptance from the U.S. government, there is not enough evidence to claim that they received no acceptance. For this reason, I have chosen to classify them as obtaining some acceptance.
 

The Co-Madres ability to secure some acceptance, however, did not translate into any new advantages for the movement. While is possible to argue that the Co-Madres obtained the advantages of the resources of their international allies, such as publications and financial contributions, the high level of repression and the weakness of these international actors caused the effects of these advantages to be negligible. In fact, the Co-Madres were unable to obtain any major advantages from the U.S. government or from the Salvadoran military. For this reason they will be classified as receiving no new advantages in the model. 

Overall, in terms of classifying the Co-Madres within the expanded version of Gamson’s typology, I argue that they received some acceptance but no new advantages. For this reason the Co-Madres should be placed on the line between co-optation and collapse. In terms of naming this level of success, I have decided to term their success level as partial collapse. This classification was chosen due to the small amount of acceptance that the movement enjoyed. Even though it is clear that the Co-Madres did not have “no acceptance,” they were definitely closer to the no acceptance classification than the category of full acceptance. Figure 4 situates the Co-Madres within the expanded model under partial collapse.
Figure 4: Classification of the Co-Madres 







Comparing the Madres of the Plaza de Mayo to the Co-Madres: Acceptance and New Advantages
With the same resolve as the Co-Madres, 14 grieving mothers in Argentina began their public search for answers from the repressive government in 1977.  The Madres of the Plaza de Mayo, as they became known due to their traditional protests in the Plaza de Mayo every Thursday afternoon, quickly swelled to thousands of members. 
 As one of the members recounted, “We were all mothers together, all mothers whose children had been taken away, and we understood each other’s pain” (Fisher 1989: 106).  While the Madres espoused many of the same goals as the Co-Madres, their ability to achieve these goals differed greatly from the Salvadoran organization. In order to compare the success of the Madres to that of the Co-Madres it is necessary to place them within the same classification system; this section will thus explore the amount of acceptance and number of new advantages garnered by the Madres. 


In an attempt to gain acceptance within Argentina, the Madres engaged in many of the same tactics that characterized the early activities of the Co-Madres. The Madres employed public demonstrations to voice their cause.
 They institutionalized their first meeting at the Plaza de Mayo into a weekly tradition during which women would silently march around the plaza in protest of the government.
 The Madres also published a half page advertisement in a local newspaper, wrote letters to governmental authorities and submitted petitions from thousands of grieving Argentineans.


In addition to tactics that directly challenged the Argentine government, the Madres also engaged in activities to strengthen their organization and increase their support from allies. First, in 1979 they decided to formally declare “Las Madres de Plaza de Mayo” as a legal association of women and, in 1980, they opened their first office in Buenos Aires (Navarro 1989: 248). The Madres also continually searched for ways to gain international support for their cause. They routinely sent women abroad to seek supporters; these meetings included audiences with representatives at the U.S. Department of State and the Pope (Fisher 1993: 113). 


The acceptance of the Madres by actors came from a variety of different sources both outside and inside of Argentina. In terms of the international sphere, the Madres welcomed positive support from a variety of sources. First, the Madres quickly realized that international human rights organizations were extremely receptive to their cause. As one Madre recounted, “We discovered there were people prepared to listen to us. [1978] was the year the support groups began” (Fisher 1989: 113). The organization also enjoyed the acceptance of groups such as Amnesty International, who published reports detailing the horrors that were occurring under the military regime in Argentina. Additionally, the Madres entertained a fair amount of acceptance from the U.S. government as seen by their ability to obtain rare interviews with powerful individuals at the U.S. State Department.

On the national sphere, the acceptance of the Madres was not as broad as with international actors. While the Madres enjoyed the support of many Argentine citizens,
 they received the same backhanded support from the military junta as the Co-Madres had received in El Salvador. At first the military regime easily dismissed the women as “las locas” (Navarro 1989: 251) in the same way that the Salvadoran military had disregarded the Co-Madres.  During this time, the junta legitimized the “Process of National Reorganization,” or El Proceso, by arguing that Argentina would only be saved from the threat of communism and terrorism by eradicating its subversives.
  In a similar manner to the Salvadoran government, however, the military junta changed their strategy to include more direct scare tactics, such as kidnapping members of the Madres and threatening their friends and families.
 The Madres, therefore, received a similar type of acceptance as the Co-Madres in that in both cases the government accepted them as a legitimate threat and thus resorted to violence in an attempt to silence them. 
In sum, the Madres garnered full acceptance from actors in different spheres. In terms of international support, the Madres counted on human rights groups and even the U.S. government to accept their message. On the national level, the Madres received a form of support from the military regime. Even if some of this acceptance was not traditional, such as that coming from the Argentine government, by expanding Gamson’s notion of acceptance to include the opposition and powerful international actors, it can be argued that the Madres obtained full acceptance.

Achieving this level of acceptance allowed the Madres to acquire many new advantages. The Madres secured critical new advantages from the United States.
 In early 1977, the United States responded to human rights abuses by cutting off military aid to Argentina. In 1978, the state department blocked a $270 million Export-Import Bank loan (Navarro 1989: 254). While these financial responses by the U.S. government did not directly aide the movement, they indirectly served to help their cause.

The importance of this advantage to the Madres was realized by the response of the Argentine government. The military junta promulgated “a law permitting a relative of a missing person or the state to seek a ruling from a judge declaring a person who had disappeared between November 1975 and the date of the promulgation to be dead” (Navarro 1989: 254). Even though the Madres and other human rights groups flatly rejected this law, it represented a new advantage to the movement. Effectively, it codified the legitimacy of the Madres. This law proved that the women deserved the respect of the Argentine people while at the same time providing momentum to the Madres. In essence, this law gave a hint of possible change in Argentina, thereby reinvigorating the movement. 
 

Hence, it is clear that the Madres received many new advantages. Most importantly there was the quantifiable advantage from the U.S. government. Additionally, the response of the Argentine regime to the actions of the U.S. government provided the movement with another new advantage.

Overall, an in-depth analysis of the Madres provides ample evidence as to their success as a social movement. Figure 5 places the Madres in the expanded version of Gamson’s typology. Due to their full acceptance and many new advantages they should be placed within the category of full acceptance. 
Figure 5: Classification of the Madres of the Plaza de Mayo 







Conclusion

By expanding Gamson’s typology to better account for the specific experience of movements operating outside of democratic contexts, it is possible to more precisely categorize movements such as the Co-Madres and the Madres. The structure of Gamson’s typology in addition to his use of strict variables made his framework useful for understanding how to classify movements under democratic regimes. However, these characteristics undermined the applicability of this model to movements operating under authoritarian regimes. By modifying the typology it is possible to classify the movements in a more precise manner.  
This new typology better captures the fact that the Madres, with their classification of full response, garnered more success than the Co-Madres, who were classified under the category of partial collapse. These classifications are based on the ability of the movements to garner acceptance and new advantages from powerful actors on a national and international scale. 
The differing levels of success of the Madres and the Co-Madres may be surprising to some due to the comparable goals of the movements in addition to their similar group identification (i.e. the grieving mother). On first glance it may seem that these similarities should indicate equivalent outcomes. However, this analysis is not supported by the evidence of the relative success of these movements, thereby proving the need for further research on the reasons for the differing experience of the Madres and the Co-Madres. The results of placing these movements within the expanded typology, therefore, provide the justification for more extensive analysis of why these movements achieved the level of success that they did.   
Chapter 3

The Structural-Effect Model
  In order to answer the question of why social movements succeed, it is necessary to employ a causal model that attempts to effectively prove which distinct variables are essential to movement success. Social movement theorists have developed several frameworks to account for the success or failure of movements. Focusing on variables ranging from the mobilization of the public to the external political conditions, each distinct theory claims to best understand the reasons for movement success. The problem comes, however, in that each of these models focuses on the outcomes of movements in democratic contexts. The aforementioned limitations of Gamson’s model to movements operating under authoritarian contexts may provide insights into the potential problems of applying the extant models of why movements succeed to movements such as the Madres and the Co-Madres. 
 For this reason, a critical analysis of the current conceptions of why social movements succeed is warranted. Any limitations of the extant models should be examined and a new model that accounts for the unique experience of movements such as the Co-Madres and the Madres should be extrapolated from the existing frameworks. I posit that a new model must account for internal, external and cultural factors in order to adequately explain the success of social movements under authoritarian regimes. 

This chapter will explore existing explanations of social movement success and their applicability outside of the democratic context. Through this analysis, I will provide an alternative framework, which I call the structural-effect model, through which it is possible to explain the success of movements in Latin America. The new model builds upon the current aspects of existing frameworks and makes certain adjustments in order to understand the success or failure of movements in authoritarian regimes. I will apply this new framework to the cases of the Co-Madres and the Madres. Through this analysis, it will be possible to explore the reasons why the Madres were more successful than the Co-Madres. 

Producing a Theory of Social Movement Success for Non-Democratic Contexts

The extant literature on social movements provides a variety of competing explanations as to why social movements succeed. Some authors have traditionally argued that social movement success is caused by internal factors, such as a strong organizational framework (e.g. Steedly and Foley 1979; Kowalewski and Schumaker 1981; Mirowsky and Ross 1981; Gamson 1992; Frey et al. 1992). This direct-effect model establishes a direct, causal link between the ability of an organization to garner resources for effective protests and the response of those in power.
  

A second explanatory framework, the indirect-effect model, disagrees with the direct-effect model and claims that movement success is predicated upon the existence of a favorable external situation, or political opportunity
  (e.g. Lipsky 1968; Schumaker 1975; Jenkins and Perrow 1977; Goldstone 1980; Barkan 1984; McAdam 1999).
 Under this framework, some authors have argued that the political context, such as the existence of powerful political allies, is determinant of success (e.g. Amenta, Carruthers and Zylan 1992; Jenkins and Perrow 1977).
 Others disagree with this focus and instead highlight the importance of a positive public opinion in establishing the success of a movement (e.g. Costain and Majstorovic 1994; Burstein 1998). An emphasis on either variable means that an intervening actor, either powerful allies or the public, is necessary for the movement to succeed. Thus, movement success is due to the indirect actions of others.
 

Some theorists within the social movement field reject the focus on dichotomous variables such as internal movement actions or external environmental realities, as accurate predictors of movement outcomes. For example, Marco Giugni argues that it is necessary to explore the importance of both internal and external factors when determining the reasons for social movement success. Giugni’s joint-effect model has been instrumental in widening the scope of the social movement literature.
   

Giugni combines the direct-effect and indirect effect models and argues that social change occurs when strong social movements work in tandem with political allies and/or positive public opinion (Giugni and Passy 2001). While his model is similar to the indirect-effect model, in that he employs the same variables in order to explain why movements succeed, his model differs in that he does not simply emphasize one factor over the other. He claims that both internal and external factors must occur concurrently in order for a social movement to experience success. Giugni expands his model beyond an analysis of variables to include an examination of the element of time. By merging the internal and external factors into one theory and including the element of time, Giugni is able to provide a complex method of analyzing social movement outcomes.  

Figure 6 outlines the differences between the three models of movement success that are currently debated by social movement scholars.  The arrow in each of the models outlines the causal direction of the variables. Variable “t” in each of the diagrams represents the element of time.
 
Figure 6: Three Models of Social Movement Outcomes
1. Direct-effect model

a. Social Movements                 Policy Changes

    t0                                             t1


2. Indirect-effect model

a. Social Movements                 Political Allies               Policy Changes
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b. Social Movements                 Public Opinion               Policy Changes
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3. Joint-effect model

            a.   Social Movements and Political Allies
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            b.   Social Movements and Public Opinion
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            c.   Social Movements and Political Allies and Public Opinion       Policy Changes
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Source: Giugni and Passy 2001: 47
While the literature on movement success continues to evaluate new theories on why social movements succeed, the choice of variables and time sequence employed by the models calls into question their applicability outside the democratic sphere. Indeed, the majority of case studies focus on movements operating under democratic governments, in conjunction with variables that emphasize the importance of political activity and democratic governance.
 The focus of the literature is worth note, because the extrapolation of existing theories, premised on western classifications of success, to movements in non-democratic realms is relatively common. This may undermine the ability of scholars to understand why social movements succeed under authoritarian regimes. It is thus necessary to examine the applicability of aspects of each of the models to non-democratic contexts. 

The current models used to define a movement’s success rely on variables denoted in the literature as political allies and public opinion.
 Both of these factors play a central role in democratic governments. It is common to have political allies that support many different agendas within a popularly elected government. Additionally, government officials can theoretically openly support a wide variety of initiatives and may engage in political negotiations in order to persuade other officials to join their cause. Public opinion also plays a central role within democratic politics as those in power must maintain a favorable public opinion in order to ensure reelection.    
These variables, however, are not as useful when attempting to understand social movement success in non-democratic settings. First, political allies are almost nonexistent for movements operating under authoritarian regimes. Even if a movement is able to secretly gain political allies, it is highly unlikely that those in power would be able to effectively challenge the overarching structure and ideology of the regime. Second, garnering public opinion is not as effective in a non-democratic context due to the fact that leaders do not have to respond to their constituents in order to secure reelection.  The variables of political allies and public opinion are not effective determinants of success for movements under authoritarian regimes.  In this context new factors are necessary to determine why social movements succeed.  Instead of political alliances and public opinion factors, I posit that the determinative variables for social movement success in an authoritarian regime include a weakened central government and the use of powerful cultural symbols, or “frames.” 

Under an authoritarian regime, the variable of a weakened government is central to social movement success due to the unique reality of this type of political system.  In a democracy, a strong government does not inhibit the success of a movement due to the fact that it takes the opinions of constituents into account.  In an authoritarian regime, however, a strong government routinely dismisses public opinion and embarks on a campaign of fear. For this reason, a weakened central government can be seen as a crucial political opportunity for the movement.  When the military regime is at its peak it can overwhelm social movements.  Therefore, in order for a social movement to succeed, it is critical that the regime is weakened and unable to respond fully to the actions of the social movement.  Additionally, a weakened authoritarian regime often liberalizes certain aspects of its governmental policies in an attempt to gain legitimacy and maintain its power. This process of liberalization could aide the movement by inadvertently legitimizing the opposition and invigorating those who oppose the regime.  

The weakening mechanisms of an authoritarian regime can stem from a variety of sources, but are often the result of poor military or economic decisions.  Militarily, a regime can become weak by engaging in an external war or overextending troops in a military conflict.  In the economic realm, the authorities may engage in incompetent monetary policy or suffer the loss international funding. 

Another variable that encourages social movement success in authoritarian regimes is the ability of the movement to present its cause in a way that resonates with the people. The use of powerful cultural symbols is important and gives the movement the courage to stand up against the repressive regime.  The works of Snow, Burke, Worder, and Benford (1986) popularized the notion of “collective action frames” which provides the theoretical background for this concept. “A frame is a mechanism through which individuals may understand what happens around them, identify sources of their problems, and devise methods for addressing their grievances” (Noonan 1993: 85). Through a variety of case studies and analysis, Snow and others demonstrate the wide extent to which frames are used by social movements to draw support for their cause. 

The concept of frames, however, is not simply the idea that a movement can employ a symbol to garner support.  Rather, according to Snow and Benford (1988), the frames that a movement employs depend on the beliefs and culture in their society. Therefore, each movement must actively “construct” frames to suit their ends.
  Snow and other scholars have focused their attention on the framing mechanisms that occur within democracies.  Accordingly, it is necessary to examine the idea of framing in an authoritarian regime. 

The frames that are available to a movement in an authoritarian regime are limited by the potential repression and backlash by the government.  A movement must employ a frame that is acceptable enough to the government so as to not cause a severe reaction by those in power. At the same time, the message of the movement must galvanize the people and cause the populace to join the cause.  Thus, the variable of a “limited frame” is critical as it allows the movement to gain legitimacy within the country, garner support from international organizations and other countries (i.e. the United States) and increase membership in their movement. 

The new factors of a weakened government and a limited frame are critical to the evaluation of a movements’ success, but the element of time must also be considered.  In each of the three existent models for social movement success a causal direction is established in order to explain why a movement was successful. For example, Giugni’s joint-effect model claims that a movement is most likely to succeed when it works contemporaneously with either political allies or a strong public opinion. 
While the inclusion of the aspect of time is an important step in the social movement literature, Giugni’s timeline is not as applicable in a non-democratic context due to his emphasis on a joint effort by both the challenger and the opposition. In an authoritarian regime, this combination of factors is highly unlikely and thus, Giugni’s timeline must be adjusted in order to adequately explain social movement success outside of the democratic sphere. 

As applied to an authoritarian context, the regime must first be weakened in order for the government to lack the legitimacy and power to fully respond to movement activity. In this moment of governmental weakness, the movement then has the ability to actively resist the regime with less fear of repression or retaliation. However, during this period, the movement must construct an appropriate frame which (i) gives legitimacy to the movement, and (ii) crafts a message that mitigates the possible negative actions of the authoritarian regime. Through this ordering of variables a movement can garner both many new advantages and full acceptance (i.e. full response).  This combination of variables and time sequence for movement success, termed the structural-effect model, is depicted in Figure 7. 
Figure 7: Structural-Effect Model  
The structural-effect model aligns methodologically with the time-sensitive approach of Giugni, but employs new variables thereby allowing it to be applicable in an authoritarian context.  The idea of combining structural and cultural factors within a time sequence to explain a movement’s success is relatively rare in the social movement literature (e.g. Zurcher and Snow 1981; Ferree and Miller 1985; Snow and Benford 1988).  One limitation to this model may be that it is difficult to establish the causal relationship between a weakened regime and a successfully framed social movement. It may also be argued that causality works in the opposite direction, with a strong social movement causing the regime to become weakened.
While it is impossible to objectively prove that a weakened regime must come before a movement’s frame can be successful, it becomes easier when thinking about movements operating under an authoritarian context.  Under the circumstances of a strong regime that readily resorts to repression, a movement will face incredible resistance in its activity.  For this reason, a movement needs the advantage of a weakened regime to be able to apply their frame and gain widespread support. Only after the regime is unable to maintain its stronghold over society will the movement have the chance to employ its limited frame and succeed. 

Not Quite Fitting the Mold: The Lack of Full Response for the Co-Madres
The Co-Madres provide an example of a movement that should be classified under the partial collapse category in the expanded version of Gamson’s typology. This categorization is due to the fact that they secured some acceptance, but no new advantages. The structural-effect model, with its reliance on the variables of a weakened regime and a limited frame, provides the mechanism necessary to understand this outcome. 

The first variable to consider is that of a weakened regime. This variable was not seen in El Salvador due to the valorization of the central government during the era that the Co-Madres were active. While the roots of the Salvadoran conflict date back many generations, the election of General Carlos Humberto Romero in 1977, set in motion political realities that would result in the deaths of thousands of Salvadoran citizens and extreme instability that would plague the nation for years to come.
  In fact, “Between 1977 and 1979, El Salvador was buffeted by a rising spiral of mass demonstrations and protests, government repression, left-wing kidnappings, occupation of government buildings, labor strikes, and death squad murders” (Montgomery 1992; 72).
 

The increasing problems of the Romero administration resulted in differing responses from those inside and outside the country. First, the mounting charges of widespread governmental abuses caused public opinion to swell against the government.  Many individuals even began to organize in local labor unions, peasant communities and universities.
 Second, the Carter administration attempted to enforce its commitment to human rights by threatening to withhold military aid. However, the U.S. ambassador to El Salvador noted that the Carter administration turned a blind eye to the abuses of El Salvador by accepting the claim that the human rights abuses were decreasing without insisting on proper evidence.
   In fact, this period did not represent a move toward a more humane policy in El Salvador, but a retrenchment;
What Romero did … was to have the National Assembly promulgate the Law for the Defense and Guarantee of the Public Order, which gave the military virtual carte blanche to pick up anyone it remotely suspected of being subversive in word or deed. As a result, the number of disappeared doubled, and political assassinations increased ten times. (Montgomery 1992: 73). 

Overall, the threatened actions of the United States did not weaken the Salvadoran government, rather it allowed the Salvadoran regime to continue its policies while being sanctioned by powerful officials in the U.S. government. 
The growing unpopularity of Romero’s government within El Salvador resulted in a joint civilian and military coup, led by Colonel Gutiérrez, on October 15, 1979. While the original goals of the coup included addressing El Salvador’s socioeconomic problems, the right-wing segment of the coup quickly gained complete control of the government. This meant that the top priority of the regime shifted to eradicating subversive individuals from society.  

The first actions of the new governing junta resulted in criticism from all sectors of society including the business class, the revolutionary party, and the Catholic Church. These groups had hoped that the military coup against President Romero would yield possible benefits for their cause. The business oligarchy quickly realized, however, that the proposed reforms would significantly hurt their interests. The revolutionary party and the Church also came understand that the junta would not enact policies to end the human rights abuses. In fact, “More people died in the first three weeks after the coup than had died in any equivalent period during the Romero regime” (Montgomery 1992: 77). 

While the new government endured condemnation from those inside El Salvador, the response from the U.S. government was far more positive. The Carter administration was pleased with the removal of Romero from office and thus responded to the new government with an increased commitment to military aid. “The United States thereafter fell silent in the face of an escalating number of massacres and assassinations at the hands of the Salvadoran security forces and ‘men in civilian clothes’” (Montgomery 1992: 78). The increase in repressive measures, all under the watchful eye of the United States, demonstrates that the governing junta in 1980 enjoyed enormous power and influence.  
As the regime became increasingly violent, the Frente Frarbundo Martí de Liberación Nacional (FMLN) revolutionary movement strengthened its base in order to strike against the Salvadoran government.
 In 1981, the FMLN organized their first offensive against the regime, but it was a military failure.
 The results of this attack were twofold: (i) the Salvadoran government publicly claimed an overwhelming victory and (ii) the U.S. government dramatically increased aid to the Salvadoran military to combat the growth of left-wing paramilitary organizations in El Salvador.
 Additionally, Ronald Reagan was elected president of the United States in 1981, which led to further increases in aid to El Salvador.
 Reagan’s deep desire to eradicate communist forces from the Western hemisphere led him to exert enormous resources into the Salvadoran government.   

 Even with the United States’ support of the Salvadoran military, the FMLN continued its military resistance against the government. However, they faced some severe problems in attempting to gain support for their cause. In addition to the substantial foreign support of the military, the Salvadoran government lacked a figure head against which the FMLN could unite the Salvadoran people. Even with these substantial barriers to their success, the FMLN refused to surrender thereby ensuring that El Salvador would plunge into a civil war. It is important to note, however, that even the growing chaos in El Salvador did not overwhelm the Salvadoran government; it remained in power and continued relying on the United States for aid and support. 

As the situation in El Salvador continued to deteriorate, the United States pushed for a democratic change in government in an attempt to regain order and undermine the FMLN. In 1984, José Napoleón Duarte from the Partido Democrata Cristiano (PDC) became president. Duarte made several initial attempts to stop the horrifying civil war such as enacting agrarian reforms and engaging in negotiations.
 These compromises did not lead to significant changes due to the lack of power yielded by Duarte.
 
Despite the formal election of a presumed centrist, the oligarchy and military retained enough real power to impose severe limits on reform and perpetrate a system of widespread repression, which served only to highlight the inconsistencies of US policy. Elections, far from democratizing El Salvador, merely worked to rationalize increased US aid to a counterinsurgency government; thereby strengthening the armed forces and economic elites who were most implacably opposed to democracy (Stahler- Stolk 1994: 3).

Duarte’s term was seen as failure during which the civil war only intensified. 

During the rule of Duarte the overall power of the Salvadoran government grew substantially. The U.S. government, due to their growing fears about the power of the FMLN, decided to substantially increase military aid to El Salvador. In fact, U.S. officials “concurred with the Salvadoran assessment that substantial increases in the armed forces are a precondition for a military solution to the civil war” (Montgomery 1992: 147-148).
 The United States employed their counterinsurgency doctrine which called for “low intensity conflict” against the FMLN. With their goal to “win the hearts and minds” of the Salvadoran government, the U.S. government stuck to their strategy of “‘KISSS’ – Keep it Simple Sustainable, and Salvadoran,” thereby bolstering the Salvadoran government (Montgomery 1992: 148). The U.S. government ensured that the Salvadoran government remained a force that maintained power within the country. 

As the war between the FMLN and the military grew, another election was scheduled. The PDC lost substantial ground and Afredo Cristiani, the candidate from the far right coalition,
 was elected president in the 1989. As president, Cristiani attempted to stop the raging civil war, but was only met with guerrilla activity by the FMLN and calls for a stronger military response by the powerful armed forces. Cristiani quickly lost faith in both the FMLN and the military and turned to the United Nations to help him broker a peace deal. The UN negotiations began in the spring of 1990, and a peace accord was signed at Chapultepec Castle, Mexico City in February 1992.
 Cristiani’s ability to use his governmental post to broker a deal through the UN underlines the continuous power of the regime. 


The distinct history of the Salvadoran government provides insights into the continuous power of the regime during the civil war. The structural-effect model dictates that the first necessary variable of a weakened regime must be present in order to predict a successful outcome for a movement operating in an authoritarian context. In El Salvador, the ongoing support of the U.S. government ensured that the regime was able to maintain it influence over society. The lack of political opportunities for movements such as the Co-Madres can be seen by the fact that there was never a specific point during which the government was severely destabilized. The case of El Salvador does not exhibit the first variable necessary in the structural-effect model. 


In addition to evaluating the existence of a weakened regime, it is also necessary to examine the variable of a limited frame. The Co-Madres used their internal resources in order to employ the frame of the grieving mother to the Salvadoran people and the rest of the world. This symbol was powerful for several reasons. First, most Salvadoran women could associate themselves with the concept of the mother. The idea of a strong mother, which has its roots in Latin American cultural history, enshrines women with the responsibility to protect their family.  For this reason, all women throughout the country could associate the role of the mother in a larger political context.


In addition to maintaining a wide base that could associate with their message, the Co-Madres’ use of this frame allowed them to co-opt the powerful language of the regime. Ironically, one of the main tenets of the conservative military regime had always been the importance of the woman’s role within the home.  “Much of [the government’s] claim to moral legitimacy was based on its defense of the Christian values of family and motherhood in the face of a godless communist threat from the left” (Fisher 1993: 109).  When the women became unable to fulfill this role, and decided to protest against the government, the fact that they were reiterating the mantra of the regime gave legitimacy to their cause. The Co-Madres fulfilled the variable of a limited frame as called for in the structural-effect model.

The structural-effect model, in addition to outlining distinct variables that are determinant of success, also requires that events occur according to a unique timeline. It dictates that in order to be fully successful, the regime would first have to be weakened, after which a limited frame could be employed. In the case of the Co-Madres in El Salvador, the movement never enjoyed the crucial weakening of the regime. This meant that the organization was continuously forced to deal with a strong government that was able to repress their movement. The Co-Madres were, therefore, forced to employ their limited frame while the regime was powerful, this only served to undermine the power of the frame. Figure 8 outlines the trajectory of El Salvador.

Figure 8: Salvadoran Historical Progression
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The Co-Madres were able to gain some acceptance due to their framing efforts, however they were ultimately unable to gain new advantages due to historical reality of El Salvador. I posit that they did not achieve full acceptance due to the lack of a weakened regime in El Salvador. Rather, their use of a strong cultural symbol without the precipitating factor of a crumbling regime meant that they were classified under partial collapse.
The Story of Success: The Madres and the Structural Effect Model

The Madres, unlike the Co-Madres, were classified under full response in the expanded version of Gamson’s typology. In accordance with the structural-effect model this outcome is predictable based on the differing historical reality of Argentina as compared to El Salvador. A close analysis of the variables of a weakened regime and a limited frame in conjunction with the imperative of time allows for an appreciation of the reasons for the Madres’ and Co-Madres’ differing levels of success. 


With respect to the first variable of a weakened military regime, the experience of the Madres differed greatly from that of the Co-Madres. Whereas the Co-Madres were forced to endure a military structure that maintained its power, albeit during a civil war, the Argentine government suffocated under economic and military mismanagement.   The destabilization of the authoritarian system, an evolutionary process that began shortly after the 1976 military coup, was accelerated by several severe blows that proved catastrophic for the stability and longevity of the government. 


The first president of Argentina after the military coup, Lieutenant General Jorge Rafaél Videla, spent his first days in office closing congress, imposing widespread censorship, and developing the rhetorical rationalization of his Process of National Reorganization or “Guerra Sucia” (Dirty War).
 The new military regime justified their actions as a response to the growing threat of communism and the attempts of “subversives” to wreak havoc on the social and political culture of Argentina.
 


Despite the similar ideological currents in both the United States and Argentina, the United States quickly cut off enormous sums of military aid to the burgeoning regime.
 Under the leadership of President Carter, the U.S. government enforced their commitment to grant loans only to those countries with a clean record against human rights.
 Whereas President Carter had been unable to implement this rule in the case of El Salvador, upholding his pledge to curb human rights abuses became important in the case of Argentina. The decision by the U.S. government to renege on promised loans was not only embarrassing for the military junta, but it also forced the regime to embark on several economic policies, in both the monetary and fiscal realms, that would create future problems.


A few years after the debacle with the U.S. government, the results of these economic programs were noticeable throughout the country. First, the regime was forced to set high domestic interest rates which led foreign capital to be placed into short-term deposits in order to make fast earnings (Fisher 1989: 110). Second, the government overvalued the peso which increased foreign debt for the military government. These problems strained the Argentine economy and “in 1980 four of the country’s most important financial institutions collapsed as crippled industrialists failed to meet their repayment obligations and depositors transferred their funds abroad, plunging the military’s monetarist policies into crisis” (Fisher 1989: 109). 

Additionally during this time, bankruptcy skyrocketed for both individuals and businesses by 74% (Fisher 1989: 110). These severe problems signaled the unraveling of the military regime due to its inability to effectively manage the national economy.
 By 1981 the dismantling of the military government became more pronounced as economic problems were exasperated by internal dissent. 


The floundering regime took drastic measures in an attempt to salvage its power. Successive leaders of the military government, including General Roberto Viola and Lieutenant General Leopoldo Galtieri, proved ineffective and the dire situation deteriorated further. The intensifying economic crisis led to rampant protests over the policies of the regime by several sectors of society.  “The era of plata dulce [sweet gold] came to an abrupt end and with it middle-class acceptance of a regime they were prepared to tolerate just as long as they were able to satisfy their taste for conspicuous consumption” (Fisher 1989: 110). As previously strong proponents of the regime, such as the church, professionals and even individuals within the military
 began to reject the government due to their economic policy, the political space for protest over human rights abuses grew substantially.
 On both the national and international sphere the loss of faith in the ability of the military to effectively run the country led to larger questions about the morality of the regime itself.
 


With the growing internal dissent, the military regime attempted to create an external distraction to save the dilapidated regime. On April 2, 1982, the Argentine military took over the Falklands Islands, small South Atlantic islands that had long been a source of dispute between Argentina and Britain (Fisher 1989: 114).
 “The decision to invade the islands was an act of desperation by a government facing billions in foreign debt” (Bouvard 1984: 119). Military officials within the Argentine regime theorized that invading the Falklands islands would not elicit a response from both the United States and Britain due to the small size of the islands. While the invasion initially increased support and solidarity for the Argentine regime,
 the military had severely miscalculated the response from both the U.S. and British government and within a couple weeks,
 a large fleet of the English naval forces was sent to reclaim the islands.
 The resulting expulsion of the Argentine military from the Falklands Islands led to fervent protests against the military government. Overall, this endeavor was a complete failure, and served to expose the many shortcomings of the military regime thereby securing the fate of the governing junta.  The decision to hold general elections was made soon thereafter. 

The events that transpired in Argentina from the day of the military coup until the fall of the regime represent a clear progression from a strong and coherent government to a regime that was desperately clinging to power. The decision by the U.S. government to deny loans to the Argentine regime combined with the choice by the military government to fully support free market economic policies led the regime down a quick path to total economic failure. The economic crisis, the resulting protests and the defeat in the Falklands represent three clear weakening mechanisms to the military regime. In this sense, the Argentine experience differed greatly from that of El Salvador; whereas the Salvadoran government remained strong enough to successfully engage in a civil war, the military regime in Argentina was decapitated by structural factors. In essence, the Madres enjoyed the political opportunity of a weakened regime while the Co-Madres were forced to endure a continuously strong regime. 

These blows to the regime created a situation in which the regime did not possess the political capital to successfully silence all oppositional activity, including that of the Madres. The Madres used their resources in order to employ the same limited frame of a grieving mother that had been used by the Co-Madres. The cultural similarities between El Salvador and Argentina, specifically the unique importance of the mother in Latin culture, help explain why the image was so powerful in both countries.

Additionally, the Argentine government valorized the mother in the same manner as the Salvadoran military; in both cases this served as a source of legitimacy for the cause of the mothers. As was seen in El Salvador, the image of the mother proved to be uniquely powerful in garnering legitimacy and power both within the country and abroad. In this sense, the Madres not only enjoyed a weakened regime but they also employed the necessary limited frame, thereby fulfilling both variables of the structural-effect model.  

After establishing the presence of both variables in Argentina during this era it is possible to evaluate whether the Madres fit the time sequence outlined by the structural-effect model. The model dictates that a weakened regime must occur first in order for a movement to be successful.  In the case of Argentina, the military regime endured several striking blows to their legitimacy and efficacy. Straddled with inefficiency and humiliation, the regime was severely weakened at distinct points through its tenure. 

The structural-effect model articulates that when the regime is sufficiently weak (i.e. large scale repression is highly unlikely), then the movement must utilize a limited frame in order to garner the support of the people. The Madres, while employing the same grieving mother frame as the Co-Madres, enjoyed considerably more acceptance. I posit that the differing level of acceptance for the Madres is due to their ability to capitalize on the inherent power of this frame (in both Argentina and abroad) during those moments military crisis. In essence, the Madres effectively obtained more acceptance and recognition for the image during moments when the regime was unable to silence them. The Madres capitalized on the political opportunity of the crumbling regime thereby securing acceptance and new advantages from a variety of sources.  Figure 9 outlines the trajectory of the Madres. 
Figure 9: The Madres’ Success in Argentina

Figure 9 diagrams the fact that the Madres’ success was predicated upon the existence of the political opportunity of a crumbling regime followed by the mobilization of internal organization order to effectively employ the limited frame of the grieving mother.  This combination legitimized the Madres in the eyes of world and ultimately led to their success. 
Conclusion
The theoretical question of this chapter, mainly why some movements succeed while others fail, was posed in order to explain the divergent levels of success of the Madres and Co-Madres. Within the social movement field scholars have attempted to create models to effectively explain which variables are critical to movement success.  Varied explanations have been constructed in order to explain movement success with the direct-effect, indirect-effect, and joint-effect models representing the major currents of the academic debate. The goal of broadly answering this question, however, has led these theorists to overlook the specificity of experience for movements operating under different types of regimes. As a result none of the theories sufficiently understands why social movements succeed or fail under non-democratic regimes. 

In this chapter, therefore, I have attempted to construct a theory that better accounts for movement success in Latin American authoritarian regimes. I posit that in this context success is predicated upon the existence of a weakened central government and a limited frame. I explain that in my structural-effect model movements are most likely to succeed in an authoritarian context when the regime is first weakened and then the movement employs a limited frame. This new model provides insights into the circumstances under which a movement such as the Madres or the Co-Madres be classified in the category of full response. 

Armed with the structural-effect model it is possible to ascertain the reasons for the differing levels of success of the Madres and the Co-Madres. The Co-Madres classification of partial collapse and the Madres classification of full response can be better understood based on their relation to the model. While they both employed the limited frame of grieving mothers, the Madres were more successful due to the fact that the Argentine regime was severely weakened by economic and military problems. The initial weakening of the regime allowed for the Madres to fully employ the limited frame and gain the support of the Argentineans and the world. The Co-Madres, on the other hand, were thwarted in their efforts to successfully employ the limited frame due to the continuous ability of the regime to repress the activities of their movement. 


The structural-effect model, therefore, captures the unique experience of the Madres and the Co-Madres in order to effectively account for their differing levels of success. By exploring these cases through this model it is possible to understand importance of structural weakening factors to the success of a movement. The existence of this variable gave the Madres the space they needed to employ their powerful frame, and its absence strongly undermined the Co-Madres ability to employ the same frame.  In essence, while the significance of the variable of a limited frame should not be overlooked, the structural-effect model emphasizes the importance of a weakened regime in understanding the success of social movements operating under authoritarian regimes. 
Chapter 4

Conclusion


 Scholars disagree about the role of women within Latin American culture. Many argue that the culture of machismo has produced a society in which women are silent in both the casa and the calle. Others cite the experience of women in movements such as the Madres and the Co-Madres and claim that women have the potential to play a central role in social change within their societies. The intricacies of the women’s experiences in countries such as Argentina and El Salvador further complicate this ongoing debate and raise interesting questions about the ability of women to wield power to positively change.    


The extant literature within the social movement field on why movements succeed, however, has traditionally omitted a distinct analysis of movements in Latin America. With a focus on democratic institutions, this scholarship has produced varied theories to explain movement success. Often, these theories are simply applied to movements outside of the democratic sphere. This method effectively disregards the unique experience of movements operating under authoritarian regimes such as the Madres and the Co-Madres. 


This paper has outlined an alternate theory of why movements succeed that specifically applies to women’s movements in Latin America. An examination of internal, external and cultural factors is central to understanding the success of movements such as the Madres and the Co-Madres. 

In order to examine the validity of this hypothesis, I have designed a typology that analytically captures a definition of success for movements operating under authoritarian regimes. By expanding Gamson’s typology into a framework that allowed for the more precise classification of specific movements, I have been able to analyze the relative success of movements such as the Madres and the Co-Madres. The resulting classification of the movements has shown that the Madres were more successful than the Co-Madres due to their ability to garner both acceptance and new advantages. 

I have analyzed the possible reasons for these distinct outcomes in the cases of the Madres and the Co-Madres. I have found that the existent models, including the direct-effect, indirect-effect and joint-effect models, have employed variables (i.e. political allies and public opinion) and time sequences that are not conducive to understanding movement success under authoritarian regimes. 

Due to my concerns about the applicability of the extant models to movements such as the Madres and the Co-Madres, I have expanded the current frameworks. My new structural-effect model, which champions the variables of a weakened central government and a limited frame, better understands the experience of movements in Latin America. I have also analyzed the element of time in terms of my model and concluded that a movement is most likely to succeed when the political opportunity of a weakened central government precedes the use of a limited frame by the movement.  


I have employed the structural-effect model in order to explain the differing outcomes of the Madres and the Co-Madres. I have argued that the placement of the Madres in the full response category was predicated upon the severe weakening of the Argentine government due to economic and military problems. During these moments of political opportunity, the Madres effectively used internal resources to employ the limited frame of the grieving mother. This sequence of events allowed the Madres to garner full acceptance and many new advantages. 

I have contrasted the experience of the Madres with that of the Co-Madres, who were classified in the category of partial collapse. The Co-Madres were less successful due to the continuous strength of the Salvadoran government during the civil war. The lack of this political opportunity meant that the Co-Madres were forced to employ their limited frame of grieving mothers during the time when the regime was extremely capable of brutal repression.  While the activity of Co-Madres under this political climate allowed the movement to garner some acceptance, they found it nearly impossible to obtain any new advantages. This meant that they were ultimately unable to attain the same level of success as the Madres. 

The comparative study of the Madres and the Co-Madres emphasizes the central argument of the structural-effect model. In both cases the variable of a weakened central government proved to be critical in predicting outcomes. In this sense, that which is outside of the movement’s control has proven to be the most determinant aspect of their level of success. This conclusion is further emphasized by the case studies. Due to the fact that both the Madres and the Co-Madres employed the same limited frame, of a grieving mother, this variable can be held as a constant. Under these assumptions, the underlying differences between the Co-Madres and the Madres can only be explained by the differing power of each of their respective government.  

This conclusion about the centrality of a weakened central government is only substantiated, however, for the experience of the Madres and the Co-Madres. While this project attempts to extrapolate a theory of movement success that is applicable to movements under authoritarian regimes, it does not provide ample research to substantiate this theory for different movements, geographical regions, or governmental structures.  A future avenue of research might contain a discussion about the applicability of the structural-effect model in differing contexts. Possible research questions might include: Does the structural-effect model successfully explain the outcome of other movements in Latin America? What about movements operating under differing types of regimes (i.e. communist governments) or in diverse geographical regions? 


These unexplored aspects of the structural-effect model, however, do not undermine the importance of this model in the social movement field. My emphasis on the significance of creating social movement theories that accentuate the unique experience of organizations outside of a democratic context adds a nuanced theory to a broad field of literature. Future research in this field should continue this trend thereby focusing the literature on the need for different explanations for distinct cultures and people. 
 The structural-effect model provides a small insight into the movements of the Madres and the Co-Madres. These women stood up in their respective countries when the majority of the populace remained silent. As mothers they joined together in a never-ending search for the truth about their children. Their activism was undoubtedly an example of the power that women can wield in Latin America. The structural-effect model, however, proposes that while this frame was important to the movements, the critical factor of a weakened central government was even more significant in determining the success of their movements. This conclusion points to the fact that in an authoritarian context, the power of the maternal instinct cannot overwhelm an entrenched authoritarian regime; a mother’s resolve must be preceded by the severe weakening of her opposition. 
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Figure 2: Structure of the Expanded Typology of Success








� The distinction between the casa and the calle was a common differentiation that distinguishes the internal life of the house from the external life of the street.  In traditional Latin American culture, it is assumed that men rule both realms. “Derived from gender roles are familiar spatial relation: women in the casa, the home or the private sphere, and men in the calle, the street or the public sphere” (Chassen-Lopez 1997: 179).


� The idea of Machismo refers to the culture in which the power of men overwhelms the rights of women.  “Historically, Latina mothers’ responsibilities and assigned roles are strictly placed within the confines of the home and the workplace, and they are forbidden by gendered norms and standards of citizenship to use their status as mothers for anything other than the proper rearing of children” (Bejarano 2002: 126). 


� The military junta (1976-1983) was widely recognized as one of the most brutal regimes in Latin America during this era. The regime routinely marked its own citizens as “subversive” and attempted to eradicate them from society. It is believed that their campaign of terror left between 15,000 - 30,000 individuals murdered and “disappeared.” Individuals were often taken from their homes and never heard from again.  When family members would question authorities as to the whereabouts of their loved ones, the government would respond that the individual had “disappeared,” and that a search was not warranted. Due to the horrendous tactics of this era, it is commonly referred to as the “Dirty War.”  A more thorough discussion of the history of Argentina is discussed in detail in Chapter 3. 


� A civil war raged in El Salvador from 1980 until 1992. During this time it is believed that over 75,000 Salvadoran citizens were murdered by the military. The specific details of the Salvadoran case are discussed in Chapter 3.  


� For the purposes of this paper I will define a social movement as what is popularly called in the literature a “protest group.” Major social movement theorists have defined protest groups as a group of excluded individuals “seeking the mobilization of an unmobilized constituency [against an] ... antagonist [lying] outside its constituency” (Gamson 1975; 16-17). I have chosen to refer to protest groups as social movements within this paper due to the fact that the term is ambiguous within the literature and thus expanding the concept within my text allows for me to analyze a larger body of scholarship.  


� Maxine Molyneux’s (1986) argues that women must recognize their role within society and choose to fight for their “practical gender interests” or their “strategic gender interests.” She claims that movements based on practical gender interests, those that are rooted in culturally accepted gender roles such as female subordination in Latin America, do not challenge the overarching structure of society. Movements based on strategic gender interests, on the other hand, attempt to change subordination and discrimination throughout society. By recognizing this divide, and choosing which gender interests to pursue, groups such as the Madres and the Co-Madres inherently had to engage in a form of identity politics.  Others scholars such as Femenía 1987 and Navarro 1989 disagree with Molyneux. They argue that while the Madres and Co-Madres believed that their emergence was based solely on their desire to be better mothers, they soon realized that their intentions were to protect their children while at the same time to gain their own rights as women within Latin American society. According to these authors the Madres and the Co-Madres became part of a broader struggle of identity politics, even if they did not realize this reality at the time of their emergence. 


� Temma Kaplan (1982, 1990) introduced the theory of “female consciousness” which argues that when women have internalized the importance of their role as mothers in the private sphere and where they are subsequently unable to fulfill these duties, they will be urged to form movements against the state. This explanation is employed by many theorists (e.g. Sarti 1989; Franco 1992; Neuhouser 1995; Bejarano 2002) to understand why movements emerged in Latin America with mothers as their primary members.


� Lynn Stephen (1997, 2001) provides a different explanation of why women were able to enter into the public sphere in Latin America. She claims that while these groups formed around the idea of the mother, the entrance of the mother into the public sphere was not unknown to the traditional women of Latin America. Rather, women had many experiences in the public sphere such as taking their children to market or attending church. Therefore, according to Stephen, when women decided to protest the disappearance of their children in the public sphere their entrance was an extension of their everyday life. 


� Specific inquiries into Latin American social movements are uncommon within the widely published social movement literature (e.g. Slater 1994, Davis 1999). 


� For purposes of this paper, an authoritarian regime is defined as a system that has no regard for the substantive rule of law and thereby arbitrarily limits freedoms and rights of the citizenry.  This type of government is usually led by a small group of individuals with complete power and control over society.   It is important to note, however, that an authoritarian regime often seeks to legitimatize its own power, as can be seen in the case of Argentina, where the junta justified their rule as a necessary means to eradicate communism from their country.  (Linz and Stepan 1996).


� The simple application of Western theories occurs even more frequently to women’s movements in Latin America (e.g. Beckwith 2001, 2002).


� The widespread knowledge and scrutiny of Madres’ actions made them an obvious choice for application to new academic theory


� I do not mean to suggest that there has been no writing done on the Co-Madres. See Lynn Stephen, as well as others, for extensive interviews and analysis of this movement. Rather, I am arguing that in comparison to the Madres the amount of literature is relatively small. 


� For example, someone who subscribes to this definition of success would only credit the Civil Rights Movement as being successful when they convinced the government to pass legislation in favor of the movement. 


� The majority of the goals of the Madres and the Co-Madres were never fulfilled by their respective governments. For example, the Madres demanded prosecution of all military officials involved in the Dirty War. While there were some trials the majority of those involved were never prosecuted. 


� Gamson does not demand that these new advantages have been directly caused by the movement rather that they occurred.    


� It is important to note that Gamson clearly articulates the fact that a movement must not be classified within his typology until it reaches its “ultimate” outcome. This occurs when it no longer exists as a formal organization, the organization ceases mobilizing the public toward its cause or the antagonists accept the organization as the “spokesman” for the cause (Gamson 1975: 30-31).


� The one aspect that Gamson seems to disregard is that of internal movement growth. There is little space within his typology for movements that strongly affect individuals without realizing any acceptance or new advantages. In Gamson’s defense, however, it is possible to argue that if a movement grows internally, it may be able to achieve it objectives through new strength and motivation. 


� Gamson’s typology was created to study the success of 53 movements within American society. Therefore, his typology was uniquely created to explain the outcomes of movements in democratic societies. (Gamson 1975)


� For example, it is feasible that movements in the United States, such as the pro-choice movement, could expect acceptance and new advantages from their opposition. 


� There are many movements that have been unable to fully overturn their repressive regime. However they have made some noticeable progress such as gaining widespread support from actors on the international sphere. In this sense, while they may not have received clear acceptance or advantages from their opposition, they have advanced their objective in a successful manner. One movement that displays this type of success, the Madres of the Plaza de Mayo, will be further explored in this chapter. Other movements, such as Hamas or the Zapatistas, could be further explored in another text. 


� In an authoritarian regime, the idea of new advantages can be encompassed in the concept of liberalization.  Liberalization is the relaxing of previously strict economic or social policies.


� Powerful actors include those who are able to disrupt the agenda of the authoritarian regime.  Actions could include sanctions, tariffs, or military threats.  


� One of the founders, María Teresa Tula, has become well known around the world by speaking widely at events and publishing a moving account of her experience in El Salvador entitled, Hear My Testimony. With the leadership of women such as María, the number of mothers involved in the movement increased dramatically over the years. In 1978 there were 20-25 members and in the following years that number grew to several hundred. For example, in 1986 there we 700 members of Co-Madres and the organization employed over 50 full-time workers (Acosta 1993: 132).


� The Archbishop Moñsenor Romero was pivotal in the formation of the group and provided the women with moral and financial support to sustain their emerging organization (Schirmer 1993: 32). In fact, “Romero was a key figure in mobilizing the Co-Madres and it would be difficult to overstate his influence on the organization in its formative years. He was instrumental in creating the organization and continued to meet with the Co-Madres frequently until his assassination” (Denver 1994: 46).


� The specific goals of the Co-Madres read, “(1) an investigation into the fate of the disappeared, (2) punishment for those who have perpetrated the political murders, (3)amnesty for all political prisoners and (4) a dialogue for peace between the opposing political forces” (Boler 1985: 547). It is important to note that the Co-Madres attempted to remain apolitical in all of their activities. 


� The Co-Madres attracted a diverse group of women between the ages of 20 and 65 who committed themselves to working for change in El Salvador even in the face of potential governmental repression (Boler 1985: 546). The individuals were teachers, workers, peasants, students, lawyers, market women, housewives, and small shopkeepers. While 75% of the women were middle aged or older, the most active members of the organization tended to be women under the age of 25 who had lost a loved one.  A small group of women carry out the daily tasks in the office and a few received a modest stipend for their work. The majority of the individuals, however, were poor women who lived in Christian Base Communities in the outer edges of San Salvador and subscribed to Liberation Theology.


� The Co-Madres also employed unique tactics to spread their message. For example, they would place notices in egg crates which they would then sell in the marketplace (Acosta 1993: 136). 


� The Co-Madres employed symbolic images during these activities in a similar manner to the Madres. For example the women wore black dresses to symbolize mourning and white scarves to symbolize peace. The red carnation that many women donned was a symbol of the blood that had been shed by the victims whereas the green leaves that surrounded this flower symbolized hope. Also, many of the women of Co-Madres traditionally wore sunglasses in order to avoid identification by governmental authorities. 


� This is one of the most important similarities of the tactics of the Madres and the Co-Madres. The Co-Madres also traveled to Europe, Australia, Canada, the United States and other Latin American countries in 1980. Through their many travels they became a leading voice of FEDEFAM (The Federation of the Relatives of the Disappeared and Detained in Latin America) (Denver 1994: 43). 


� “The United States Embassy ha[s] accused them of siding with the rebels because they primarily publicize government abuses” (Boler 1985: 547, Taken from an interview with Jack Mack, U.S. Embassy representative in the Human Rights Section, 12 Sept. 1984).


� See Denver 1994, pg. 58 for more information


� “Four members of the Committee of Mothers of El Salvador [Co-Madres] were denied visas to the United States because the United States Department of State accused them of being terrorists” (Boler 1985: 546).


� The people who supported the Co-Madres during this period, such as average citizens, the Salvadoran Church and other Salvadoran groups such as The Non-Governmental Human Rights Commission (CDHES) and Socorro Jurídico (Denver 1994: 42), garnered very little power within the Salvadoran community. Additionally, any power that they might have been able to exert as a collective unit was undermined by the military’s use of death squads. The culture of fear that was effectively established in El Salvador during this time ensured that this group was not powerful. While not able to be used as a source of acceptance, this support helped the Co-Madres to build their organization. In 1979 they acquired a governance structure and permanent office which allowed them to function more effectively. The governance structure was made up of four committees: publicity, finance, organizing and exterior political relations.  Five full time members sat on each committee and met weekly to make decisions concerning the group (Boler 1985: 547).


� Brackets included in original quote. 


� Since 1977, there have been at least 48 detentions, five assassinations and three “disappearances” of women associated with the Co-Madres (Stephen 1994; Schrimer 1993).


� For example there were many organizations called “Friends of Co-Madres” that formed in the United States, Australia, Switzerland, Germany, Mexico and Canada. Their groups’ sole mission was to provide support to the Co-Madres and spread its message all over the world. These groups fundraised and acted as political watchdogs for the human rights abuses in El Salvador. Nine chapters were established in the United States Their basic purposes were, (i) Inform congress, human rights organizations, religious groups, the press, and the general public on human rights abuses in El Salvador, (ii) Organize delegations of North American citizens to travel to El Salvador in solidarity with Co-Madres, and (iii) Seek material aid, especially economic for various Co-Madres projects in El Salvador (Found in a Co-Madres pamphlet. For more information see Denver 1994: 62). 


� It is possible to take issue with this classification due to the minimal amount of acceptance received by the Co-Madres. However, I am uncomfortable with the idea that they received no acceptance, as this was clearly not the case. This highlights one of the shortcomings of the new model, as it is not specific enough to encompass cases such as this. If the model were changed to provide for more variations in each variable then I would place the Co-Madres somewhere between no acceptance and some acceptance.  


� The majority of the women present at these protests had lost a loved one, but the Madres shared other defining characteristics. Most of the women were middle-aged mothers and housewives who had relatively little experience in the political arena. Even through they came from varied social backgrounds, the majority of the women had little formal education and a Catholic heritage (Fisher 1993: 107).


� In order to plan their public demonstrations and support one another in their time of suffering, the Madres met privately at sewing clubs, fashion shows and birthday parties. The Madres used these locations as a cover for their activities in order to avoid governmental repression. 


� The Madres have met almost every Thursday at 3:30 at the Plaza de Mayo (May Square) since 1977. They have only chosen not to march when governmental repression was too severe. The Plaza is located directly across from the main governmental building in a busy area of Buenos Aires. The women originally chose this location due to its close proximity to the governmental offices. At first the women believed that high-ranking officials in the government were not aware of the abuses, and thus they wanted to educate those in power (Navarro 1989: 250).  The tradition of walking around the Plaza was instituted due to a law in Argentina during this era that prohibited individuals from sitting in a group; with those violating this law receiving up to 25 years in prison.  Therefore, when the police told the Madres that they could not sit in the square, they began walking. The women chose to wear symbolic clothing during this weekly ritual in order to increase the visual impact of their protest; the women wore white headscarves with the words “Aparicion con vida” (Return our children alive) (Fisher 1993: 103). 


� The first advertisement that the group published read, “We do not ask for anything more than the truth.” Additionally, during a time of severe repression, the Madres were able to secure over 24,000 names on a petition that denounced the government’s activities. (Brysk 1994: 48).


� It is also important to note that the Madres received acceptance from other human rights organizations and other individuals. “[The Madres] won world attention for their cause and in Europe a number of support groups began to spring up” (Fisher 1993: 114). These groups, however, lacked the influence to help the Madres gain acceptance or new advantages from other sources. 


� There were many individuals and social movements within Argentina that supported the cause of the Madres. The Madres even inspired other movements, such as the Grandmothers of the Plaza de Mayo, to fight for similar causes against the Argentine government. Additionally, membership within the Madres organization steadily grew thereby showing the widespread support for their movement throughout the country.


� The actions of the military regime became known as “El Proceso” throughout Argentina.  During this time constitutional rights were widely curtailed and people were routinely “disappeared” for their beliefs. The governor of Buenos Aires, General Iberico Saint-Jean, explained El Proceso: “First we will kill all the subversives, then we’ll kill their collaborators, then…their sympathizers, then…those who remained indifferent and, finally, we will kill the weak” (Fisher 1993: 104). 


� As one of the members of the Madres recalled, “A group of men seized the two Mothers I was walking with. They said it was a drugs raid” (Fisher 1993: 110). However, it is important to note that the Co-Madres endured much more repression than the Madres; the number of attacks against the Co-Madres was much higher. 


� It is important to note that after the Madres met with the representatives from the U.S. State Department they expected the government to strongly respond to the abuses of the Argentine government. The fact that they did not disillusioned some of the women. The Madres did, however, receive an important new advantage for their cause. 


� The Madres also received financial contributions from other sources such as generous individuals or human rights organizations that helped to maintain their movement.


� In addition to this concrete new advantage from the U.S. government and the Argentine regime, the Madres also garnered other new advantages. First, the support of Argentineans and other international groups undoubtedly helped to spread the message of the group and provide moral support to the movement. 


It is important to note however that the fear of government repression often made it hard for the Madres to capitalize on this potential advantage. While this fact makes it hard to quantify the advantage of widespread underground support, it would be a mistake to simply overlook the effects that this had on the power and influence of the movement. It is possible that underground support, displayed ways that were not visible to the regime and thus not visible to others as well, could have helped the movement to remain strong and continue fighting through years of repression.


� While it could be argued that the Madres only received some new advantages and in many cases the new advantages were not that powerful, it must be remembered that the women were operating under an authoritarian regime. For this reason, the number of new advantages available to them is inherently less than a movement operating in a democratic context. I am confident with my assessment of the Madres as receiving many new advantages due to the concrete examples of the advantages they received from both the U.S. government and the military regime itself. 


� This area of outcome literature has its origins within the Resource Mobilization (RM) subset of the social movement scholarship. RM theorists argue that social movements are a rational attempt by individuals to increase their power in the political sphere. According to RM theorists, movements logically emerge when resources become available that allow for the sustainability of collective action against powerful opponents (e.g. McCarthy and Zald 1973, 1977). The inherent power structure in society, according to McCarthy and Zald, inhibits individuals in society from noticing resources or using them effectively. Oberschall, another main theorist of RM, argues that while resources are central to movements, that individuals are unable to effectively manage those resources.  He writes, “One must realize that a negatively privileged minority is in a poor position to initiate a social protest movement through its own efforts alone.” (Oberschall, 1973: 214).  For this reason, much of RM theory deemphasizes the importance of the individual and instead focuses on the behavior of organizations. Movements rely on social movement organizations (SMOs) as led by movement professionals, the vanguard of the powerless, to make proper use of resources.  McCarthy, Zald and Oberschall provide a clear articulation of an argument that had been developed by many theorists. See Aveni, 1977; Breton and Breton, 1969; Handler, 1978; Jenkins and Perrow, 1977; Leites and Wolf, 1970; Oberschall, 1973; Jenkins ,1983 for the basis of this argument. 


� The idea of political opportunities can be attributed to theorists who write within the Political Process Theory of the social movement literature. Doug McAdam’s � HYPERLINK "http://clicnet.clic.edu/search/aMcAdam/amcadam/1%2C25%2C76%2CB/frameset&FF=amcadam+doug&5%2C%2C6" �Political Process and the Development of Black Insurgency, 1930-1970� (1982), a central text in this paradigm, argues that while movements are capable of yielding considerable influence, their potential is inherently limited by those in power who will instinctively resist change.  Movements only emerge, therefore, when they are able exert their influence. This occurs when external political conditions and internal movement organization allow the group to grow in such a way that it is able to challenge the elite power structure in a sustainable manner. In essence he argues that the formation of a movement can be positively attributed to the existence of certain political structures, including the form of political institutions, actions of elites and the amount of social control present, and the growth of an organic organization. (McAdam 1982: 2). For other authors who have written on the Political Process Model see Kitschelt 1986, Kriesi et al 1995, McAdam 1982, Rochon & Mazmanian 1993 and Tarrow 1994.


� The subset of this literature that questions the role of external factors in determining social movement success is most clearly connected with theorists in the Political Process Model. 


� A main tenet of this analysis has focused on potential opportunities that powerful political allies can bring the movement (e.g. Tilly 1978; Kitschelt 1986; Kriesi et al 1995; McAdam 1999).  Others, such as Amenta argue that it is simply the existence of certain types of political systems that is central to the success of a movement. 


� In the case of political allies, movements succeed when those allies bring the issues of the movement into the public sphere due to their power and influence. Once the goals of the movement are incorporated into an institutional agenda, there is a better chance of actual movement success. Compare, the public opinion theory. Movement protests may increase public opinion about the cause which will force those in power to respond accordingly in order to keep their positions in government. 


� It is possible to see Giugni’s Joint effect model as a better approximation of the theories of the Political Process Model as it incorporates both internal and external factors in the success of the movement. However, the indirect model, with its emphasis on political opportunities, owes its foundations to the Political Process theorists.  


� While Giugni specifically references the element of time within his work, the other two models omit this variable. A time analysis has been included in the following figure, this represents Giugni’s extrapolation of what the time sequence would be if it had been included by the original authors. 


� I have attempted to include the most prominent authors on social movement outcomes when explaining the current trends within the field. Of all of these authors, not one employs a case study outside of a Western Democracy. While an analysis and modeling of movement success in authoritarian regimes has taken place in conferences and journals, this discussion has yet to materialize within the mainstream social movement literature. 


� It is important to note that the direct-effect model does not employ either of these variables in order to understand the success of a movement. Rather, that model argues that the movement itself is central in the success of a movement. 


� “For example, the civil rights movement framed its activity in terms of deeply entrenched and firmly held American cultural beliefs such as inalienable, ‘liberty and justice for all’ and other liberal political concepts…. Clearly, an important reason for the success of the civil rights movement was the extent to which the collective action frame struck a chord in dominant cultural beliefs” (Noonan 1993: 85).


� It is incredibly difficult to pinpoint the beginnings of this era of Salvadoran history. Throughout the 20th century the rise and fall of dictatorial regimes defined the political climate of this small country.  In order to understand the importance of both the military and oppositional groups it is necessary to provide a longer historical analysis. The Salvadoran government has traditionally been led by a small group of elites who have controlled not only governmental affairs but also the economy. In 1930 there was a slight change in power when General Maximiliano Hernández Martínez led a coup to overthrow the existing government.  In a response to the increasing repression under President Martínez, a group of farmers in the Western part of the country led a rebellion in 1932. The revolt, which was led by the communist party and � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Farabundo_Mart%C3%AD" \o "Farabundo Martí" �Agustín Farabundo Martí�, was quelshed by the government and resulted in the deaths of over 20,000 people. The governmental response, which became known as “La Matanza,” was incredibly formative for Salvadoran politics. This event not only served to decrease the power of the left in El Salvador for years to come, it also taught the military elite that a dictatorship was necessary in order to keep control of the country. Over the next 40 years numerous dictatorships ruled the country.


� During this period the Church began to speak out against the abuses of the government. Over time the Church became one of the strongest allies of those fighting for peace and human rights in El Salvador. 


� This period was the first instance where these movements had gained any strength since La Matanza. It is important to note that the government instituted a land reform bill during this era in an attempt to appease these groups. However, the opposition claimed that the bill would ultimately fail and thus continued protesting.


� “[Human rights] was an appropriate emphasis … [but] there is … a difference between doing this in one’s own country and asserting the right or duty to impose our human rights standards upon other countries, which many not be ready for them” (Montgomery 1992: 73). Emphasis present in original text. As Frank Devine, the U.S. ambassador to El Salvador said, “President Romero recognized that human rights had become a serious issue … [H]e terminated the state of siege … took some positive steps, and made certain public commitments that gave rise to at least momentary hope that human rights might be better respected under the new administration” (Montgomery 1992: 73). 


� The name of the FMLN shows the historical reference of the movement to the earlier fighters in La Matanza. This movement was reminiscent of the ideals that served to define the earlier rebellion. The FMLN fought to overthrow an unjust system that was characterized by exclusion from the political sphere, social injustice and governmental repression.


� “FMLN commanders acknowledged that there had been no unified war plan and little coordination among the commanders, a problem exacerbated by a lack of radio communications equipment, and that there had been many tactical errors, such as the failure to cut the supply lines of the Salvadoran army” (Montgomery 1992: 113). 


� The outgoing Carter administration concurred with the analysis of the Salvadoran government and rushed an aid package of $10 million dollars to the Salvadoran military (Montgomery 1992: 113).


� In March 1981 the Reagan administration approved a $25 million emergency aid package for the military. Additionally, the number of U.S. military advisors in El Salvador swelled to fifty-six (Montgomery 1992: 113). The amount of money given to the Salvadoran military grew dramatically once President Reagan took office. In total it is estimated that the United States gave over four billion dollars to the Salvadoran government.


� The United States used covert funding to ensure Duarte’s win as they did not want communism to spread in their “backyard” (Stalher-Stolk 1994: 2).


� It is important to note that during Duarte’s presidency Archbishop Romero was assassinated. Additionally, four American nuns were murdered during this era. 


� Emphasis in original text. 


� Cristiani’s party was called the Alianza Republicana Nacional (ARENA).


� It is estimated that over 75,000 people died during the Salvadoran civil war. The majority of those who were killed were civilians. After the peace accords, the Cristiani government instituted the majority of the recommendations. However, even today there are widespread accounts of problems with the institution of these accords. 


� The dirty war was justified by the regime as they claimed that the country had to eradicate all subversives who were attempting to turn the country into a communist nation.  


� The Argentine junta relied on their national security doctrine to guide their actions. The regime relied on much of the same cold war mentality that governed the U.S. government. 


� For more information see chapter 3. It is interesting to question why the United States refused to give loans to Argentina while continuing to heavily support the military regime in El Salvador. One theory is that Argentina is a much larger country that is more visible in the eye of the world. The United States could not easily dismiss questions about human rights abuses in a county of that size and prominence in the world.  


� See chapter 2 for specific information on the reneging of this loan. Carter made his decision after sending a woman named Patricia Derian to Argentina to investigate the potential human rights violations. After visiting Argentina, Derian returned to the U.S. with harsh criticisms for the Argentine junta on their handling of human rights abuses in their country (Fisher 1989: 72).  


� It is important to note that the decision by the U.S. government to deny loans to the military regime did not cause the government to fail. In fact, the regime was able to gain some popularity and respect from the international sphere due to their decision to host the 1978 World Cup in Argentina. This provided the regime with the opportunity to reconstruct their image and display the positive aspects of the regime. The propaganda employed during this period helped to remind international ‘friends’ about the importance of trade and national security. In this sense it could be argued that “the military … suffered no more than a brief setback during the Carter presidency” (Fisher 1989: 81). However, this positive assessment of the military regime must be contrasted with a realization of the economic problems that began with these activities. In essence, the excessive costs of hosting the world cup, engaging in a propaganda campaign and employing free market economic ideals only served to undermine the future economic stability of the country.  


� During this time there were widespread protests against the military government from many sectors of society. 


� In 1982 individuals within the military government expressed their concern over the direction of the regime. A document was written that expressed a concern by “a number of high ranking officers” over the “‘failure’ of the proceso’s economic plan which ‘has gravely affected’ the credibility of the armed forces” (Fisher 1989: 110 – emphasis in original text). 


� In fact, the debate over human rights abuses moved outside the traditional avenues of protest for groups such as the Madres. Large organizations, such as the newspaper Clarín and the United Nations, began pressing the regime for answers. 


� “The United Nations was pressing for details over 7,000 cases of disappearances and in 1980 Amnesty International published a report on the secret detention camps based on the testimonies of former detainees” (Fisher 1989: 111). 


� The military chose this action due to previous success of diverting the attention of the public through external war. In 1979 the Argentine junta objected to the Chilean ownership of the Beagle Channel (Fisher 1989: 111). 


� The original attack was planned by Admiral Jorge Anaya in 1981 and was supposed to be executed on either May 25, 1982, the anniversary of the military coup, or July 9, 1982, Independence Day. However, these plans shifted due to mass labor protests in late March 1982. Sensing a growing opposition to the regime, the military invasion was changed to an earlier date. On March 25, Captain Alfredo Astiz tested the world response to the military plan by taking a small battalion of troops to the South Georgian Islands. The limited international reaction to this military activity allowed the regime to go ahead with their original plans, and one week later the full scale attack on the Malvinas Islands was launched by the military government. The first battle between Argentine and British forces resulted in the surrender of the Argentine troops. The Argentine attempt to retake the Falkland Islands resulted in a devastating defeat only 72 days after it had begun. General Benjamin Menéndez surrendered on June 14, 1982, with an “unnegotiated cease-fire” (Bouvard 1984: 120-121).  


� It is believed that the response from Margaret Thatcher was so pronounced because of the strong response by the British public against the Argentine takeover of the Malvinas Islands. “Public sentiment in Britain viewed the invasion as a contest between democracy and a despicable Latin American dictatorship” (Bouvard 1984: 120). The United States fervently opposed the invasion of the Falklands by the Argentine regime. The U.S. government quickly imposed economic sanctions against Argentina in addition to aiding the British in their attempts to reclaim the islands. As tensions grew the United Nations attempted to negotiate a settlement between the two sides. This effort proved unsuccessful. 


� In addition to the naval force that headed to the Falklands Islands, the British launched a “long distance bombing attack on the islands’ main airfield from a mid-Atlantic base and imposed a two-hundred mile ‘exclusion zone’ around the islands” (Bouvard 1984: 120). 


� In fact, during this era there were many dictatorial regimes in countries throughout Latin America. In response to these repressive governments women in both Central and South America formed movements based on the image of the mother. One example is the women of Convigua in Guatemala. 





PAGE  
0

