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Introduction

Over the last twenty years my research has focaedtie transformations of the ways party
activists relate to politics and on changes intmali parties. In spite of their efforts to adapt
to what they perceived as growing demands for idd& participation, many major political
parties have faced a spiral of demobilisation.

Political parties have provided a point of entry ander to reflect on the process of
individualisation in European societies becausanass organisations, they are particularly
affected by these evolutions. Indeed, one of thelies since their creation had been the
integration of the newly enfranchised masses ih® polity. They mobilised large social
groups that could identify with their political pests and saw them as defending their class
interests. We are now far from the time of presatidentities and my intent is not to add to
the nostalgia of a Golden Age — in which | don’tié&ee. On the contrary | try and understand
the implications of the process of individualisation political engagement and how it is
compatible with representative government as wenkitoThe legitimacy of our institutions
depends on their capacity to mobilise electorapsup The decline of electoral participation,
the growth of populist parties and the multipliocatiof protest lists signal a crisis of political
representation and its key actors. All is not glgorthe diversification of the forms of
politically or ethically motivated participation @s that the issue is not disinterest in politics
but distrust in political parties as the teams framich governments are selected — and a
search for alternatives.

Through my work, | have contributed to breach savheéhe disciplinary boundaries that
delineate sociology, political science and anthlogy in order to shed new light on social
change and how it affects politics in contemponafgstern societies. The theoretical tools |
have mobilised have allowed me to take into accotn& interdependence between
organisations and their cultural, political, instibnal and social environments. Comparison
has been a useful tool to explore the plausibdftthe explanations and interpretations | have
formulated in regard to changes to modes of pagtmn and of organisation.

My research has followed two underlying currenisstf an analysis of the ways in which
contemporary processes of individualisation aftgtizens’ conceptions about their place and
role in relation to political and social change ahds about their engagement in politics;
second, the question of power and democracy itigalliorganisations. There are many ways
to think the impact of social change. Political tger have allowed me to reflect on the

articulation between different levels of social amgsation: activists in their groups (micro)
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contribute to social structuration (macro) and tevio reflect on the role of organisations
(meso) in the process.

The contradictions between activists’ aspirationd #he reality of their everyday practices
became obvious when | confronted how party memibeinsived in presence of each other and
the rationalisation they provided in private iniews. The variety of ways of being/being
seen to be green led me to talk okftitudes$ (the title of my PhD, which has since been
adopted by the French greens). The life storiesativists highlighted how “inherited”
practices (drawn from primary socialisation) andseh adopted later in relation with their
social environment required justification and geigrderived their significance from their
articulation with green thought. The social movetrgarature focused my attention on the
role of interactions — in particular everyday Hdn the processes and dynamic of secondary
socialisation and in the construction of frames.\Wdb some individuals consider that their
private life is inseparable from their public engagents whilst others strive to maintain a
distinction between the two? Such different wayghafking about the self can be in part
explained through the cultural context that frarttes ways in which one rationalises one’s
decisions and behaviours. However, national cudtume complex composites from which
actors draw and interpret according to the sitmatio which they are placed: they do not
explain behaviours as such. Beyond the greensisidbt interested in the articulation of party
cultures within a national political culture.

Comparisons of the Labour, Conservative and Greetieg with the Liberal Democrats can
be found in most textbooks about British politicGew however pay attention to
organisational convergence and the role of ingbiha, political and systemic constraints in
such an evolution. My research has contributechtaralysis of the role of competition in an
isomomorphic process influenced by the booming strguof public relations and by the now
dominant model of the market. The period of timerywhich | studied British parties was
characterised by a rhetoric of modernisation thhodgmocratisation that pervaded public
policy as well as political parties beyond Labotself. Party conferences are a British
phenomenon. They follow a remarkably similar forraat offer a unique vantage point into
party organisations, one surprisingly neglecteghdiitical and party analysts. They have been
profoundly affected by changes in the media anthbypolitical competition. They were the
target of a number of reforms and good window intaa-party democracy. They allowed me
to analyse not only the particular context of eganty but also how each changed. |
considered the role of leadership, dominant caalgiand resistance to change. | highlighted

how parties strive both to be distinctive, to mainttheir identity (change remains usually
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constrained by internal traditions and practices) to adapt to the common frame (parties
compete within a system, with a common if contestistbry) considering their position and
prospects (it makes a difference to have no petispeof forming a government or to be
desperate to regain power).

The question of causality is complex, much morenthashed for by those searching for
relationship between dependent and independentblas. To challenge the idea that
attitudes or values lead to specific behavioursnepgbe way to reflections on the effect of
social practices. My initial interest for “meaningaking” morphed into an attempt to analyse
the role of such practices in social integrationthfe micro-level of interactions, group styles
are shaped - and shape — the attitudes and cenolugtrticipants. Through these processes,
party conferences contribute to produce, and t@xdant homogenise, a party culture that
nevertheless bears the trace of its social and lomaponents. Party organisers also use
ritualised practices to help naturalise and leggemew procedures, modes of interaction and
relationships of authority. Party conferences hbhp diffusion of new practices (sometimes
the “best” ones) in relation for instance to eleat@ampaign, mobilisation of volunteers, etc.
This works primarily through participants, who leathe conference changed by their
experience and prepared to tell their local grouplewever, television coverage creates an
opportunity to work, at the same time, on the imagehe party. Thus, rituals are neither
indicative of a relationship to something sacradofohidden significations, but, rather, are a
means to mark practices symbolically and to comdégitimacy onto them. Ritualisation
mobilises cognitive, affective and physical dimensi that contribute to the internalisation
and naturalisation of ways of doing. Thus, rituatiisn (the pump and repetition and global
performance of both orators and audiences) creagesnpression of consensus (whether or
not there is actually an agreement on the intemicet of what goes on) and is an attempt to
impose a particular definition of a situation. Ril are reproduced every year but are also
adapted with every performance and thus nevertlgtimtentical. Despite the resistance of
actors and analysts to the idea of the existene#ficacy of rituals in contemporary politics, |
consider that they remain an important dimensiogoaial integration and thus their analysis
should not be confined to marginal, non modernaor political groups.

Although French political science, and in particutee sociology of mobilisation, has largely
eschewed such trends, it is fair to say that owetstanding of collective mobilisations —
whether lay or social scientific — is often (atdeanplicitly) influenced by the premise that
individual actors are mostly self-centred and unstentally rational. It has become common

sense to say that those who get involved in psligiee motivated by their personal interest.
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The attention given to the role of selective inossd contributes to narrow the scope of
analysis to perspectives more or less inspirechbyrtarket analogy or model. The problem is
that it does not suffice to explain the procesgaenabilisation anymore than a focus on social
structures and heavy variables. Research on théextsnand social enbeddedness of
individual actors can enrich approaches taking attoount the diverse rationalities grounding
and framing decisions and actions. As we know howartant others are to humans as
profoundly social animals, we need to take intcoaot the interdependence and interactions
between actors and the various groups in which #@reyinvolved. This also applies to
political parties and how what is expected of rank fle members has evolved from regular
interactions with local members (or at least theniership secretary delivering monthly
stamps) to a merely virtual connection through ranlmembership forms, newsletters and
credit card subscriptions. What happens when mesnh&ve hardly or no interaction with
each other because the party leadership fearsataditton and loss of control over policy and
strategy? Without much chance of meeting, memlanshardly develop affective attachment
with the organisation; they cannot discuss poliptians and thereby be educated in the way
one expects citizens to be transformed throughqggaation. “Engagement a la carte” if it is
primarily a credit card membership might favour dity card bonds and therefore a
consumerist approach to politics. If party leadgrsiseek a massive but passive collection of
card holders, occasionally mobilised in supporpafposals emanating from the centre, it is
paradoxical to bemoan the inability of the partytlo® ground to mobilise voters.

To the extent that the individualisation of partgmbership has been built on the voluntary
erosion of processes of identification and on t®u$ on individualised citizens rather than
on social groups, one can hardly be surprisedriaatmembers are less loyal, more transient,
and more difficult to mobilise. Parties have triedbehave more like businesses (organising
audits, outsourcing activities, incentivising theamployees and treating voters like
customers). These evolutions are particularly istgikn the UK, where the legacy of the
Thatcher era has been confirmed and embedded bgntihesiasm of New Labour for the
markets, but not limited to the British isles. Eueanisation has contributed to upload
national practices and diffuse them beyond thegimal shores or borders.

There is a widespread concern across Western daniesr that the legitimacy of
representative regimes is being undermined: conaethe decline of electoral participation
are rife and usually combined with an analysisesfliie of trust in political — and particularly
elected — institutions (Stoker 2006, chap. 2).iRstance, during the last thirty years, electoral
participation in the UK has declined sharply, framre than 80% in the 1950s to around 60%
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today.The decline was slow at first until the precipitiyugll of 2001 (59,4%). Although the
figure has improved to 65% in 2010, it remains piganting if one considers that the
election was closely fought and the outcome uncedatil the very endAt the same time,
partisanship declinedrastically over the last half-centufWhiteley 2009, 252)as well as
party membership: aggregate party enrolment caldfiom 3.4 million in the 1950s to about
800,000 members in the mid 1990s or a mere 1.3theoélectorate in 200 arshall 2009,
11). The number of citizens involved in political pastidlas declined steadily in most
European countries even when one takes into acecbenquestionable reliability of figures
provided by political parties (Mayer 2010, 246—¢aBow 2000, 89-90; Scarrow and Gezgor
2010; Van Biezen, Mair, and Poguntke 2013jizens show no sign of disinterest in political
matters but a good deal of cynicism towards pdlitinstitutions and actors and conventional
parliamentary processes.

Before turning to a detailed discussion of my cbution to social science and the study of
political parties and participation, | would like tinderline a few traits of my career so far.

* | have tried to debunk disciplines and sub-disogdi and drawn from sociology and
anthropology as well as political science in mylagtions on changing forms of
partisan mobilisation. Efforts to foster dialogwesl cross fertilisation have driven my
investment in the committee for political sociologlyIPSA/ISA since 2006. And my
participation in many international conferences aougresses.

* Extended stays in the UK and the US have led meatagate between different
research traditions and in particular to move betwea context dominated by
positivism and rational choice in the US and a Elngpolitical science at times bitterly
resistant to outside trends. My own research hasn baspired by inductive,
interactionist and social constructivist approachdsese were choices as well as a
product of circumstances. | see my work as an giteémbridge research traditions,
methods and cultures.

» By training as well as by conviction, | am a congtevist. | have compared parties
within an ideological family, within a single coupt between countries but | have
always privileged familiarity with the context oviarge N, preferring the devil in the
detail to the satisfaction of neat models. | alsasider that one can, through such
comparisons, generate generalisable interpretat@mak plausible explanations. An
anthropological lense, as well as a comparative baee contributed to challenge my
preconceptions and denaturalise what | might haes bempted to take for granted.
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* My research has tended to be empirical, in theesthrett it has been grounded in field
work, but | consider that such grounding is esséiftr sound theory building. | am
sceptical of models derived from second hand in&tiom such as expert surveys and
overly ambitious datasets. Nevertheless, the issndsheories my work engages with
are about social processes and social change atitbfamatter | also appreciate what
guantitative analyses can yield. Political partesl their activists are just ways to
understand and analyse these processes rathasrtiamn themselves.

* From the early days of my career in Oxford andli8gr | have combined and
sometimes alternated periods of research and geabohtense teaching. Half of my
career has taken place in an Anglo-Saxon cohtestill to date do most if not all of
my teaching in English and now contribute to Scémneo’s collaboration with British
academic institutions. | have also taken an aate in the coordination, animation
and development of research and teaching in theetimstitutions (and academic
system) | have worked for as well as through iragamal research organisations.

In the following pages | discuss my main contribo§ to the study of political engagement
and political parties. | start with a reflection ony trajectory from the early days, its
theoretical foundations and methodological choicéshen discuss approaches to activism
and mobilisation, contrasting new and old politipatties. From there, | reflect on processes
of change within organisations. | pay particuldeation to the use ritualisation as one of the
processes insufficiently analysed in political acie. Democratic rituals as performances and
performative actions provide good illustrationglué pragmatic and strategic use of symbolic
practices in competitions for power. The last cbagxplores how the individualisation of
political participation needs to be analysed bathesulting from deep social changes (and
demands for participation) and as a by-product oblip policy and of the offer of
participation by parties, governments and assariati| contend that ideas are important
because they shape how we talk about, think alstwdy and thereby classify and construct
individuals and how they expect/are expected @atedb politics (Hay 2011)

! Considering how much easier it is to write in myivealanguage | sometimes wonder whether | am nfasbor simply
obstinate.
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Chapter 1

A theoretical and methodological journey

My initial attraction to the newly opened graduatedies programme in Aix-en-Provence
was linked to the focus on comparative politicgiténded to work on the emergence of the
environment on the political agenda as well ashenelectoral scene. By the beginning of the
1990s, green parties had been elected to the Eamogied some national (most notably in
Germany) parliaments and had representatives at bud regional levels. Environmental
issues had burst on the media agenda and a nuingrerups were drawing attention to a new
array of issues from world solidarity to resourcanagement and interdependence between
species and societies on a finite planet. | wasr@sted in the issue attention cycle (Downs
1972) and its new ebb as well as in claims that om@nisations, particularlyes Vertswere
challenging traditional political parties and intieg new ways of “doing” politics.
Explanations in terms of sweeping cultural change @ ‘silent’ revolution (Inglehart 1977)
did little to clarify the ways in which claims toebradical and different - and radically
different - translated effectively into practicdsat would change the political system and
bring about a sustainable society.

| was a reader of the Terre Humaine Collection #mg familiar with a particular literary
genre, lying in between the ethnographiémoiresand therécits de voyagéa la” Triste
Tropiques(Levy-Strauss) oDerniers rois de Thul¢dMalaurie) and therefore interested in
exoticising the familigt Thus, despite studying the West in a programrae rigtained the
then Area studies framework, | was looking forwaratore courses in political anthropology.
Alongside Ronald Inglehart, Norbert Elias and StRiokkan, we read authors from Louis
Dumont to Edmund Leach or Clifford Geertz and F.Git, who are rarely part of the
mainstream political science curriculum, and disedsthe deliberations in the Ancient Orient
(Schemeil 1999), attitudes to authority ipravencalvillage (Wylie 1957) or the importance
of saving face in Goffman (Goffman 2005) or in Jaga country interestingly included in the
OccidentWestin Aix). This training has been crucial to theslatlevelopment of my approach
to political behaviours and organisations. Throughmy work, | have used insights and
perspectives drawn from various disciplines and -digbiplines. Sociological and
anthropological theories and methods have inforthedways | have approached political

2 This collection privileges a specific narrativatitombines anecdotal evidence, the personal exmeriof the author with
his fieldwork. It may explain some of the charaistir of French fieldwork literature which eithegklops grand theorising
or focuses on personal accounts (Copans 2008, 14)
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parties (from the standpoint of their members oorgsnisations) as well as my reflections on
social change. | have tried to analyse the constru@and the transformation of partisan
cultures in interaction with their political andcsal environment (Sawicki and Siméant 2009).
| also retain from these early days a particulaeragst to the emergence of the individual
through slow historical and social processes. Trg @eading ofEssai sur l'individualisme
Homo Aequalis ZDumont 1991b; Dumont 1991ajhe Society of Individual¢Elias 2001),
L'Individu, la mort, I'amour(Vernant 1996) ando Kamo (Leenhardt 1985; Métais 1950)
highlighted for me how one tends to take-for-grdnt®ntemporary understandings of the
relationship between self and society. Questiorsuiathe individual thus run as threads
through my work and ground my interest in an argblogical perspective that articulates the
study of micro-political phenomena to theoreticakstions about macro-social evolutions.
Green party activism thus provided an opportungyréflect on new forms of political
engagement that placed a particular emphasis avidondl agency (Faucher 1999a).

| was fortunate that my attention turned to padpnferences as Tony Blair was re-founding
Labour with an ambitious communication strategytyaonferences offered the set for the
projection of the image of a renewed professional anited organisation offering a credible
alternative to the incumbent government and lead blgarismatic and decisive young leader.
British party conferences were not only fascinafuugjtical events in themselves but also a
means to analyse processes of organisational chaihgé contingent and strategic
dimensions as well as how the institutionalisattmew modes of conduct rests on their
incorporation by individual actors (Faucher-King03). Whilst parties respond to their
environment, they also contribute to shape it tglopublic deliberations, legislation and
public policy. The activism of New Labour in goverant from 1997 contributed to drive
through public policies that confirmed, acceleratew radicalised some of the changes
introduced by the Conservative, contributing to ¢éineergence of a market society (Faucher-
King and Le Galés 2010a). It thus became clear tthatpolicies that promoted the citizen-
consumer in British society were manifest in theysvan which parties had changed their
attitudes to their members. If one considers tlmtceptions of the individual are social
constructs, then one needs to reflect on the imfpdios that the recent construction of the
subject as a consumer or as narrowly instrumentatipnal has on the ways in which she
makes sense of and gets involved in politics.

There is a degree of contingency in the developro€iat research career and path and it is
important to pay due attention to the choices thatmake and that we learn to justify

professionally even when their happening also owedhance encounters (or funding



13

opportunities). |1 want to acknowledge the momenhiat thave inadvertently inflected my
intellectual journey from an interest in the emegeof a new issue on the political agenda to
a career mostly devoted to understanding changingd of participation in political parties.
Two moments were key: first | was fortunate enotghbenefit from a speedy introduction to
the local group of.es Vertsin Aix. Then, | agreed with Yves Schemeil thatdwd use the
opportunity to explore questions of political madation through an ethnographic study of
their electoral campaign for the regional and Id¢cahtonales) elections (1992). Within a few
weeks | started attending the nearly weekly mestimgere leaflets were written, newsletters
produced and electoral strategies devised. Soorad @n the campaign trail with their
candidates, attending public gatherings in the meaillages, or observing marketsquare
interactions.

Another important turning point came with the ogpaity to apply for external funding for a
PhD to a specific Franco-British CNRS programmesTias all the more attractive as | had
explored British politics in an undergraduate ditg@®n on women and politics in the UK.
Most studies of green parties then focused on Geyraad the UK seemed at first sight an
unlikely country for a comparative analysis of greparty development. However,
exploratory work highlighted the surprising popuhaof the green vote at the 1989 European
elections, the oldest green party in Europe stingghgainst hostile electoral rules, several
studies of its electorate and membership (Rudig01%8idig, Bennie, and Franklin 1991;
Rudig 1992). In the few existing international caripons,Les Vertsand the British Greens
were also contrasted to Die Grinen for their “glrte environmentalist orientations as
opposed to the radical alternative offered by thern@an party. Both parties were also
constrained by closed political systems, in whicaré were few opportunities for them to
thrive. After meetings with activists from CanterpuCroydon and Oxford as well as with
specialists of environmental politics and socialveraents in the UK, | decided to focus on
Oxford. The CNRS gave me a grant for fieldwork, ethcomplemented the PhD scholarship.
When | started my PhD research in 1992, the objecivas to explore institutional and
political constraints/opportunities in majoritariaectoral systems and its influence on
political strategy (parliamentary, social movememjthough | had already experimented
with embeddedness and ethnographic data colleatgninitial research questions were in
line with a traditional political science focus @olitical parties in their institutional and
political contexts.

The opportunity offered by a lecturship in politaisStirling University in 1997 contributed in

no small part to my deepening interest in Britighitges. Whilst | had plans to pursue my
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cross Channel entreprise through a comparisonrdf panferences, | found myself spending
more time than | had anticipated working on, andimtain. What was meant to be a part of a
larger project became its core: although | attendederal French party congresses, the
project | developed increasingly focused on a campa between British parties.
Observations in France played an important rola &®tour’ and as raising questions about
taken-for-granted practices, exoticising the faaniin both France and the UK.

This chapter investigates the methodological clitat | have to answer questions about
political engagement and how it is changing in thatext of societies that are profoundly

affected by the ongoing process of individualigatio

Methodological choices

| had explored during my Masters thesis the matwet of Les Vertsand tested hypothesis
about incentives and instrumental rationality, destiating how qualitative work based on
observations and interviews could provide in depthderstanding about the social
construction of activism and the complex motived ties between party members. Whilst my
study was concentrated on a local group, it shgddt bn the importance of social interactions
in the construction and evaluation of what couldrtaas costs or as incentives beyond Aix-
en-Provence. The processes analysed were not louhd particular group, even if some of
the tensions between members were. The questiograted to answer in my dissertation
focused on new forms of political engagement, rathan on ecological discourse, changing
values, or the emergence and mobilisation of a smuial class (Cotgrove 1982; Eder 1985;
Offe 1985). Instead, | wanted to analyse the malitand institutional contexts in which a new
politics party could be successful in mobilisingiasts and analyse the extent to which such
contexts influenced the modes of engagement andoersmworldviews.

| retrace my steps to analyse the combination ebriétical and methodological choices and
contingent factors that have shaped over the ygaapproach and the questions that drive my

research.

Immersion

There are always opportunity costs in the selecbbra particular method, in terms of
expertise and training, availability of the dataamcess to the field. Luck meant that | was
able to start field work as soon as | had decigetbtus on the party rather than political
ecology as an ideological phenomenon, or the grelectorate or the environmental
movement. Through a fellow student in the Compegapolitics programme, | met the

secretary of the local group. He was a recent gitadof the local Institut d’Etudes Politiques
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and keen to facilitate a study of his party thatildademonstrate how differebes Vertsvere
from their political opponents. He was also actvéhe national level and was happy to act as
my informant, guiding me through my first natioma¢etings. He was a close friend of one of
the two city councillors elected in 1989, who whe tocal and regional spokesperson, and
stood as a candidate on the regional list as wseibathe conseil general, and, in 1993 for the
legislative election. This allowed me later on towa my research to the regional and then
later national levels quite easily. Of coulses Vertsand the other green groups that were
competing with them in the early 1990s also pradssansparency and openness, which
meant that attending meetings was never an issuey Tolerated, sometimes at their own
expense, the presence of all sorts of observerpaiticular journalists who, to no small
extent, have contributed to fuel and reinforce itihage of amateurism and self inflicted
chaod. | attended every meeting locally and many redlgnduring the 1992 regional
campaign, then legislative 1993 campaign and @horein the following years until the 1995
presidential campaign.

From 1992, | embarked on a comparative study cérgparties and | added a new field site.
Considering the institutional obstacles to the tgwment of the Green party since the
foundation of its predecessor in 1973, its mereterce could be seen as a puzzle from a
rational instrumental perspective: the party haty @anhandful of councillors at the parish
level, no foreseeable prospect of ever getting aedected at the national other than through
a reform of the electoral system. The astoundirg d%the votes it had received at the 1989
European Parliament election had brought instamefabut the thousands of new members
never renewed their membership and internal dispoteer strategy and party structure
eventually led to a bitter dispute, a reform of plagty constitution and finally the secession of
the “realists”. | intended to start the comparis@mtween the two parties with an exploration
of activists’ motivations and, following my previeuesearch | was particularly keen to focus
on interactions within a group and its influencepamnceptions and understandings of politics
and the role of green activists. | thus contackedsiecretaries of several potential sites, set up
meetings in the summer in the Midlands, in Canterbin Oxford and in the periphery of
London. Oxford soon appeared as an obvious chbiake gresented many advantages: the
cities were comparable in social makeup as webizs and in both cases the local greens
were relatively successful and active. Moreovewnak quickly accepted within the Oxford
Green party.

3 Activists have tended to use the media as extaeslurces in the internal conflict that opposedous factions and
individuals, thereby contributing to the image qfaty unable to sort itself out, as it did in trely 1990s.
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Green activists consider that openness is oneeottiteria of truly democratic organisation.
They also saw positively the prospect of someomepeagning with them. As in Aix, there
was no hostility to social investigation. | rentadoom from the party secretary during my
first long term stay, and in the following yearfduse-sat regularly for the then election
officer. This allowed me to spend long periodsiofet in the field between 1993 and 1995,
when | moved to Oxford. In both cases, | immersethe group with relative ease and was
able to follow one candidate closely, partly beealissolunteered on the campaign trail,
delivering leaflets, canvassing and attending megsti The sociability of the Oxford group
(and in patrticular their tendency to conclude waretings in a pub) made immersion within
the group culture much easier than the slow burdemgions that were rife in Aix-en-
Provence.

In 1992, | went to Chambery with a small group fréir-en-Provence to attend the national
general assembly dfes Verts The following year | followed the Oxonians to t@eens’
Wolverhampton spring conference. At the time, | tedrto understand what their involvment
with the party beyond their local activities me&mthem. This was all the more relevant as
the issue was hotly debated within both partiesvds a particularly sore point in Oxford
where several members had either withdrawn fronp#rey following the resignation of Sara
Parkin as party chair (either in support of hea®®a protest against the “national party being a
waste of time” and “detrimental to the local pdityObserving the ways in which Oxford
Greens organised their participation in the plemalyates as well as how they interacted with
others on the fringe drew my attention to the meonference in building a party identity
and a sense of belonging through symbolic practisethe same time, | became aware of the
British conference season and the many ways inlwitideparted from what | expected of
party congresses from my experience of Frenchgsariihus, it contributed to raise questions
about political parties, the greens, as well asualdemocracy, competition and a national
political culture. | was still working on the greewhen | decided to apply for a pass to attend
other party conferences.

Immersion was a condition of success for the typstdy | had in mind. | was trying to
understand the rationality of their mobilisatiordahe logic of their strategical and individual
choices as well as analyse the forms of partiapathey were allegedly inventing in an
institutionally and politically constrained contex®articipant observation allowed me to
explore how groups of activists practiced what thegisidered to be radical and alternative
forms of decision making (through the search fonsemsus) and therefore to ground

empirically theoretical reflexions about democraty non-experimental setting. Beyond the
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concrete case of the greens, and thanks to its @@tipe dimension, the study wértitudes
(greenness) opens up to generalisation about tigroation of party identity, the importance
of symbolic practices and existence of repertanresaditions that inform these constructions.
If 1 had obtained fairly rapidly as a graduatedsint entry to parties in opposition, the
guestion of access to the field was asked in a wdéfgrent setting when | developed a
research project on the annual conferences ofhtlee tmajor British parties. Attending green
party general assembly meetings had brought upsthee of identity construction and the
ritualisation of democratic practices. It had alsttracted my attention to the unusual
conference season in the UK, which has no realvatgnt anywhere (neither the American
Party Conventions nor the French Universités d&&é really compare). The paradox, as |
soon discovered, was that they were largely ignarednubbed by party specialists, who
dismissed them for their lack of direct influence party policy or leadership. Only two
studies focused on them: Lewis Minkin’s exhaustivg now dated analysis of the Labour
conference through the 1970s (Minkin 1978) and &idKelly’'s much lighter book on the
Conservative conference “system” (Kelly 1989). Tdenference season intrigued me on
several grounds. Nearly a centurylthe tradition had been maintained throughout with
sole interruption of WW2. It involved every yeamdeng most of the Westminster village
(politicians, journalists, lobbyists and hangersén)the seaside for a week or more. It
benefited from remarkably widespread coverage m fverbatim transcripts of the debates in
the Timesto hours of live coverage on the BBC. If the coefees were as useless as some of
my colleagues surmised, why would parties spenahigch of their resources on these events
and why would activists come every year as if glgrimage? To what extent did processes
of identity construction, which | had analysed lie tase of green parties, take place in well
established and instutionalised organisations? W they a British idiosyncrasy?

| attended the Labour and Liberal Democrats confee in 1995, but failed to get entry to
the Conservative conference. Luckily, Vernon Boganvho was then tutor at Brasenose
College and whose seminar | regularly attendeceeajto recommend me to the Secretary of
the National Union of Conservative Associationsti# end of a long discussion where | was
quizzed over the purpose of my research, my acaderadentials and my connections with
the press, the Secretary explained how the corderamas the remit of the National Union as
well as the odd organisational structure that cotetethe National Union, Central Office
where his office was located, and the Parliamenpanyy. | then filled a form for security

4 The first Conservative conference was gathered®8v land the Labour party was founded during a ap&6i00 congress
of trade unions and socialist societies.
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checks. The conference pass | received a few wdates mentioned that | was
“Representative for Constituency Party X”, in castr with Labour and the Liberal
Democrats where delegates and representativedeantycdifferentiated. Good behaviour (I
did not create embarrassment for my sponsors) tiekmrure success in my future
applications to the precious conference passess&cto conference was granted every year
through appeals to the party general/national usemretary or conference organiser, usually
(though not each time). As | would find out ovee years, the hierarchy and nuances of the
badge colour meant that in some years | couldrsthe floor of conference with the Labour
delegations, go into policy seminars closed to nkess, but in others | was confined to the
Balcony and the public spaces. Once | got a passalso allowed me access to the back
stage, including the pressroomAs noted by a number of fellow ethnographers adftipal
parties (Ait-Aoudia, Bachelot, and Bargel 2010; IBzlot 2011; Ait-Aoudia, Bargel, and
Ethuin 2010; Lefebvre 2010; Bachelot et al. 201@nmani-Chraibi 2010), a number of
factors cannot be dismissed when accounting foratteessibility of a field. When 1 first
approached them | was a foreign female PhD stud#hta temporary research fellowship at
Oxford intent on exploring British politics and twe. By the time | started researching party
conferences and party change, | was a young ledtugeBritish institution but | had already
attended 2 or 3 annual conference and seemed édifitesthreat.

If the 1995 Labour and Liberal Democrats confersricad allowed me to begin to understand
the importance of the events in the internal lifgarties of the “left”, | came back from the
Conservative conference in Bournemouth in 1996 l@keone of the season) convinced that
party subcultures also deserved to be taken intoumt. In the space of a few weeks, | had
moved from the Greens (and their attempts to reamimsensus at the end of careful
deliberations in small groups) to the Blues (whmresensus and unity where a key part of the
spectacle being staged by a doomed government)h&i®eds (convinced that the shades of
purple behind their speakers would contribute tange the image of their party) and the
Yellows (who had debated the abolition of the mohgr and allowing the sale of
pornography to 16 year olds). | had been attendjregen conferences for years and was
familiar with “the fringe”. | had listened to mamyebates about philosophical principles,

structural reforms and political strategy as wedl specific policies. | had chanted and

5 This was a great opportunity to observe how jolistsaoperate, the briefing sessions before aret #fie main speeches.
Work with BBC political journalists on the French pichl scene also lead to interviews with theirleayues within the

Corporation or in other outlets, including tBen who worked in the lobby on the conference frings.l wandered in the

coulisses of the Labour conference | interviewadtdam that worked with the Chair to preselect sprsa&nd got to try the
prompters that help British politicians give effess speeches without appearing to read.
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“‘ommed” with the pagans. | was not quite preparedthe cultural shock that the 1996
Conservative conference would be: ladies in bloeej teenagers in pinstriped suits, a lot of
champagne on the fringe and oyster bars for thegyurstalls inviting participants not to

forget the party in their will
Ethnography as a method

Both of my major research projects implied ethaphic work and different use of the
material | gathered, particularly notes and intews. | found inspiration not only in the
classics of ethnography (Malinowski 1989)but alsthie works of urban sociologists (Whyte
1993; Goffman 1990). | diligently filled noteboottgat were not intended to be shared as they
contain not only drawings of settings, sitting @aend stage directions sketches, but also
dialogues, deliberations, bits of interviews bwoatioodles and comments on what document
or book to look into, frustrated comments abouageland obstacles, etc. (Erny 1988). | took
notes during meetings, making sure | noted who espaken, how and the reactions of others.
| drew the stage and the evolution of settings, dbleurs and images, the use of lighting,
videos, pot plants, wives and family members. é alsote every evening and whenever there
was a chance to do so. | had paid attention tongsttvhen attending green party meetings, in
particular sitting arrangements and rules of irdeoa (who spoke and how) but the very
mediatisation of the events that were the objeangpfconference study contributed to make
settings and stage managing particularly sensitisges (Faucher-King 2005, chap. 6). | had
to reflect on them just as conference organisedsttradespite denegations that the set or the
choreography of speakers were important, hundrétieoasands of pounds were spent every
year on designing lecterns and backdrops, devigiegprogramme and the succession of
speakers. Access to key players and organisemnwealldo ask some of the key actors what
they thought about what they did and why in terinstage direction.

Many ethnographers have written, in their notebboksn their published works about their
ambivalent relationship with their subjects (BarR941; Turner 1970) ; others underline the
need for a reflexive analysis (Weber 2009; RabirZ®07). For that matter, my two fields
proved quite different: | was immersed in both grgeoups, meeting many of them weekly
over several years to the point of developing r@ships that have evolved beyond the end

of the work. | am still in occasional contact wihcouple of greens from OxfdrdWorking

5 43% of members were over 66 (Whiteley, Seyd, amti&ilson 1994, 43)

" Malinovski's notes were not written to be readdmyone but himself and many ethnographers woulddefied to have
theirs so published (Erny 1988).

8 | kept in touch with Mike Woodin for instance, oogthe first elected to the City Council and a fell;m psychology at
Balliol with whom | had regular conversations abguten politics and questions of democracy and tsade until a few
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on conferences was very different and far lessopeis although | met a few people every
year and interviewed repeatedly some of them | magmtained no connection but with the
exception of a couple of informants (one of my ferrnature students for Stirling in Labour
and a Conservative, now a péer)l interviewed party members and conference
participants/organisers about their experiencesy tinderstandings of what went on and of
changes but never explored their worldviews or watibns. Many interviews stemmed from
discussions in corridors or at the café with vistadelegates, exhibitors, etc. Others were
scheduled across the country with conference osges)i general secretaries, members of
national committees, or party staff. My participatiin the observations at conferences was
limited to crashing receptions in the evenifigsd eating sandwiches on the fringe, sharing a
drink in the bar, queuing for the leader’'s speamttasionally standing or clapping when
doing otherwise would have exposed me as an outsdiea couple of occasions, | took part
in training seminars for delegates (Labour) or espntatives (Liberal Democrats) but felt too
ill-at-ease to stay to the end and either perfdongpeech rehearsal) or engage in the one-to-
one exercises that were sometimes set.

| used ethnographic material for different purpdsetsin both cases I did not stop at the thick
description advocated by Geertz (Geertz 1993) hatldometimes seems to be the primary
objective of ethnographic approaches to politicavements (Sawicki and Siméant 2009).
Although understanding in depth the context, | 8Bmion using this understanding to answer
specific questions about changing modes of padimp in politics (green parties as
alternative organisations offering new modes ofagiegnent and claiming to reinvent politics)
as well as within parties (how and why parties sash abour and the Conservatives created
new modes of joining and of taking part in polislideration).

| set out to analyse the meaning-making activibiehe greens: what it meant for them to be
green; how they understood participatory democeay performed it; how their commitment
to authenticity could translate into routinised ghiges so apparently antithetical to their
aspiration to spontaneity. | conducted systematiddapth and personal interviews with local
activists and party members in both groups, ashkingut their childhood recollections and

their dietary habits as well as on their involvetand their views on party strategy and

months before his premature and sudden death i B¥e also (Bachelot 2011, 122-4)

° | was recently contacted by a Labour party menhtierd interviewed a couple of times as she was mlyee of both the
National Executive Committee and the National Pokoyum after she had recognised me doing the BBC cotsnoa the
French presidential election.

10 This was part of « doing as the Romans do » : mecgptions are by invitation but admittance polgometimes loose
and could be negotiated with gate keepers. ThecBidatothers’ Conservative receptions were partigugmod, as well as
their champagne. There are advantages as noteallbggues to being a young and foreign resear@wahelot 2011).
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organisational structure. | complemented the warkh® local group with interviews of other
key national actors met at party conference orxat@tive meetings. | used direct extracts
from my notes and lengthy passages from interviévsthe other hand, my forey into the
national organisations and settings remained ldhtibeattending a few meetings per year but |
also developed distinct contacts with activistgrfrother regions. The “conference project”
implied observations in similar, recurrent thoughmamrging (Bournemouth, Brighton and
Blackpool) venues, in line with recent debates altlo®i advantages of working on multi-sites
in order to follow practices beyond spatially aodially delimited settings (G. Marcus 1995)
Ethnography is often criticised for being mosthodat descriptive local analyses, voluntarily
embedded in localities or settings, and for itstieh ambition at generalisation or its failing
to connect the micro-social with historical treratsd macro-social evolutions (Sawicki and
Siméant 2009, 13). However, this criticism misusthands research with theoretical ambition
that explores social and cultural trends and presti(Eliasoph 1998; Lichterman 2005;
Schatz 2009) or sheds light on political processeganisations and contexts (Nielsen 2012;
Walsh 2003; Pader 2006). Although ethnography tspnienarily about testing causal chains,
it can assist such a process (Bayard de Volo antht3c2004). It can be used with a
combination of other methods, whether qualitativejeantitativé®. | used ethnographic data
collected at party conferences in order to dematestnow symbolic practices are an integral
part of the process of change rather than immutadflections of deeply held values. | have
not used my ethnographic work to give voice tohieless (Beaud and Weber 2010, 7) or
as an end in itself, or as bearing-witness to ifieevorld of those | observed but as a good
method to gather information on subtle differenicethe ways democracy is interpreted and
practiced. The peculiarity of the current exerdiss required me to take a more central role
than | have in any previous writing but my inclioat is for a narrative form that do not
centre-stage the author (Olivier de Sardan 2008, @éertz 1989, 9).

An interpretative approach
Interpretations are “community affairs and not sgbye (or individual ones)" (Rabinow

1986, 256), they are therefore replicable in thesedhat subsequent researchers can go to the

field and, even if they do not talk to the samepgbe@r have different experiences doing so,

11 Good surveys such as the Afrobarometers are desetland used in combination with in depth knowled@ehe
countries, groups and societies. “Surveys are gabd for telling you if someone is a man or a wojraard they're not even
very good at that” (Gavin Williams, quoted by Nic&&iseman in « The use and abuse of surveys in AffiS@minaire Les
sciences sociales en question: controverses émikigigues et méthodologiques, Sciences Po, 15 2@t2 — Gavin
Williams was the politics tutor at St Peter’s cgiein Oxford where | spent two years. | am gratébulhis support and
advice whilst | was finishing my PhD as well as lgpyg to positions in the UK).
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nevertheless be made aware of the range of mearshgsant to a particular phenomenon
under study (Wedeen 2010).

Thus, | consider that what one learns about annisgion or a process can shed light on
other locales/organisations/behaviours (Joseph, levlatand Auyero 2007): focusing on
elucidating the meanings embedded in actions amdtipes (Bevir 2006, 284) is not
incompatible with an accumulation of knowledge othwgeneralisation. For that matter, the
conclusions drawn from the work dres Vertsd’Aix and the Oxford Greens also apply to
other groups and help us understand how greensnergl bricolent’ forms of participation.
Beyond making a difference between a wink and &chwiGeertz 1993, 6-7), ethnographic
data helped me answer questions about the diffsteategical and organisational choices of
French and British greens. Similarly, the analyseBritish party conferences were used to
reflect on how political parties change the imageyttry and project to the electorate as well
as the ways party members interact and conceitbenf role in the organisation and in the
polity.

All data “in the human studies (...) are construdtghe process by which we acquired them”
(Robert Bellah in (Rabinow 2007, xxxi)) and thigphs to qualitative as well as quantitative
research. It is important for the ethnographer docalvare of what the subjects expect from
cooperation with the study (Weber 2009; Rabinow720@st as it is important to avoid
priming and other parasitic effects in survey redea(Zaller and Feldman 1992). In
gualitative work that requires repeated interactiomith the subjects, relations can be
instrumentalised: the presence of the researchebeauseful in a multiplicity of ways from
increased self-worthiness to self-promotion witthieir group or a wider community, for the
information can benefit their own career, theiramgation or for their cause. They are also
infused with emotions, ranging from dis/trust teMdship, jealousy, solidarity, etc, some of
which | have discussed abdte

Politicians, staffers and public relations professis are usually good at staying “on-
message” (Norris 1999) and have probably becomeeasingly good at it. Through my
research | have used different types of intervigust as | paid attention to different aspects
of interactions and settings when observing). Tlheodten more about a situation or an event
or an organisation than actors are prepared talayt what they do and think they do. The

interviews | did with the greens in Oxford and Aexplored their life narrative and

12 During my first year in Aix-en-Provence, | was asionnaly greeted as “'espion qui venait du froidfelt | was finally

accepted after my Masters thesis had circulatedngstothem. A number of them admitted how they heaghed at
themselves, even though my analysis had also mbattpainful dysfunctions and tensions of the lagalips. Interestingly it
did not seem to have much effect on their inteoastiand practices.
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worldviews. | paid attention to the settings in @hil have conducted them, privileging
whenever possible their home or an informal locatichere they could feel confident and
relaxed to talk about their lifestyles and theie Istory. Such in-depth interviews were thus
very different from those | did in relation to thenference project, where we discussed party
procedures and reforms and their experiences, dwistx; party staff or elected
representatives on different internal bodies. b afgerviewed political journalists, lobbysts,
MPs and political advisors. Not all stayed ‘on naggs and the source of information they
provided was anonymised except when they spokeein official capacity.

Over the years, my practice evolved as researcstigne were inductively produced (Yanow
and Schwartz-Shea 2006; Lichterman 2005): theainitnpetus for the green comparison was
the mobilisation and motivations of activists but/ént on to answer theoretically grounded
guestions about intra-party democracy and its pexdoce, about meaning-making activities
and the use of symbols. In a process akin to whatheen labelled “grounded theory”, my
research has involved an interplay of data germratihrough fieldwork, data inspection
during periods and theoretical reasoning in araiteg-cyclical procedure (Strubing 2011). |
initially considered conferences primarily as angessentially British ritual but later also

moved to questions about their uses by modern govenmtal parties.

Anthropology and theoretical work

Following my study of_es Vertsthe project on conferences presented severdeokals as it
focused on institutions at the meso-level. Whilsy mork on the greens focused on
interactions in local groups and looked to genseafrom the micro-level to develop a better
understanding of new modes of political activisrfigdused here on practices developed at the
national level of organisations. Although | obsehateractions and therefore retained a
micro-social dimension to my analysis, the idea waeflect on the effects of such practices
beyond their immediate context, i.e. on how theyl@éaontribute to change group norms. |
spent little time with delegates/representatived laow they experienced the event but used
the information collected to reflect on intra-padgcision-making and power relations as well
as on organisational change. As these events aceglunder the intense scrutiny of the
media, they also present the particularity of beangminal space, combining front stage
politics with an important backstage, where mosttha action takes place. Whilst | had
followed closely a relatively small group of peopteAix and Oxford, | did not attach myself
to any local or union delegation but moved betwten different spaces of the exhibition

center, the fringe, the backstage of corridors aoffee stands, the auditorium and the
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newsrooms. Sifting through years of press cuttiagd video clips of conference plenaries
and interviews, grey activist literature and faegtb newsletters commenting on rules,
atmospheres, debates, votes and strategy | triethpack what rules and routift@swhat
rituals of interactions (Goffman 1990)were derivieom party tradition, and the influence
exerted on them by national political instituticarsd culture or by the media.

For that matter | would label myself an “anthrogg&” more than an ethnograpfitbecause

| am influence by the British tradition of socialtaAropology and endeavour to make general
claims about structures, social change and pdlif@aties as organisations beyond any
description (however thick) of practices and socggresentations. So, whilst | have used
ethnographic methods of observation and data ¢amlgecl am mostly interested in what we
can learn about general political processes tharthbyidiosyncrasies of local practices,
however fascinating.

The cross Channel comparison of green partiesrharvied juggling two sets of literary and
philosophical references for thinking about natanel political involvement. | showed that
many of the differences between French and Brigiglen activists needed to be analysed in
relation to the social and political history of bBacountry. A comparison of institutional
constraints weighing on the greens, such as ebdatales and the their position in the party
system and political spectrum, could only yieldtighranswers. It was in fact necessary to
take into account the genealogy of social movemantsthe nationalisation of repertoires,
the role of religion in attitudes to nature, in ceptions of the individual, and of the
separation between the public and the private.

If one takes culture as the framework out of whiatonalities emerge, it provides the context
in which actors can justify their actions and atite meaning to them. So, when | turned to
other political parties and to the institution detannual party conference, | was drawn to
reflect on the polysemic nature of symbols, takemf national (and ideological) repertoires
of practices but performed and interpreted in &waof ways across organisations.

| reflect in this section on the concept of cultared how social anthropology has inflected

much of my research on social processes and ablgarties.

13 distinguish here rules (explicit and often fotraach as party constitutions) and routines (repgtactices that are often
unreflexively reproduced but can be justified aalgsed by Giddens (Giddens 1986)).

14 Ethnography, ethnology and anthropology are sonetitaken as synonymous, however they refer terdiif levels of
analysis and research practice. Ethnography focasethe description of observed practices and tifteys atemporal
shapshots, ethnology grants more attention to fiyistbpeoples and their cultures. Claude Levi-Stsaarsd later Balandier
have contributed to popularise the Anglo-Saxon afsthe term anthropology in France, that is asiansific approach to
cultural and society of humans. One can considarttiere is a progression from ethnography (desenjpto anthropology
(theoretical generalisation) (Copans 2010).

15 See, for instance, the varieties of conductinglantoral campaign (Faucher 1997, chap. 10)
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Reflecting on culture

The notion of political culture is both frequentdacontroversial in contemporary political
science. Since the pioneering work of Almond andodgVerba and Almond 1963; Almond
and Verba 1989), culture is often taken as a sysitmttitudes and values, which can be
guantified, measured and analysed through attitldinrveys. Going beyond cross national
comparisons of political cultures, Inglehart (197990) identified generational cultural shifts
in values and linked broad social, economic andtipal change with a ‘silent revolution’,
linking new modes of political engagement to theesgence and generalisation of post
materialist values amongst babyboomers. Whilststnedy by Almond and Verba offered a
view of national political cultures that was botat& and homogenous, Inglehart sheds light
on cultures as internally diverse and dynamic systeHis approach tells us nothing about
how these subsets of the population can/are medilis the social movements and parties
that they are expected to support or supporting.

These approaches rely on the implicit idea thatethe a universal underlying means/ends
schema that governs actions and that culture shagles/iours by defining what people want
(Swidler, 1986: 274). In other words they startnirdhe premise that there is a clear
distinction between beliefs and actions. When itassidered relevant, culture is reduced to
“deeply held” values that shape action because fneyide the ends towards which these
actions are oriented. Cognitive items can be moadarexplicit and this allows a survey-
based approach and cross-national comparisons (&lmad Verba, 1963; Inglehart, 1990).
Here, culture is given an explanatory role in corapae politics whilst numbers and
regressions provide the impression that results “algective”, that is consistent with
scientific standards. At worst, “the analysis obuyp values or customs such as those
associated with the term culture [is] irrelevanpaditical inquiry” and “symbolic displays and
rhetorical practices are epiphenomenal” (Przewoesloted byWedeen, 2002: 714). The
same need to assert the scientificity of the dis@peads to forgetting that political science
offers interpretations of “facts” and data that édoeen constructed through implicit theories
and views of the world.

Against this backdrop nevertheless, a number atigall scholars have argued in favour of
interpretative approaches to politics and for teechto reassert and renew the methodological
and theoretical underpinnings of qualitative sos@éntific work (Yanow and Schwartz-Shea
2006; Bevir and Rhodes 2006a; Bevir and Rhodes )2003hese approaches build from

Geertz’s concept of culture as symbolic action, leaspsing the need for a “thick-description”
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of events and social contexts (Geertz, 1993; S@3; Welch, 1993) and reject the
dichotomisation between beliefs and practices. Taeknowledge that “practices could not
exist if people did not have appropriate beliefg] deliefs or meanings would not make sense
in the absence of the practices to which they téievir 2006, 284). They reaffirm the need
to pay attention to culture as the background oithvlactors construct meaning. Embedded in
theses “webs of signification”, individuals are ltretant to abandon familiar strategies of
action” (Swidler 1986) but at the same time arewdraconstantly to reassess their
interpretative frameworks in sight of their praatiexperiences. As they act in situation, they
draw from what could be seen as a repertoire dapreated chains of actions (rather than
individual acts) that can be strategically usedoatiog to circumstances. If individuals
construct their strategies from limited repertginge can understand how they appear at times
to “cling to cultural values” (Swidler, 1986: 281).

Culture is not an explanatory factor or an indeehdariable: it needs to be analysed as a set
of resources from which actors draw to interpret World, decide what action to take and
how to justify their decision. If anything, it ioshsimple or homogeneous and the analyst is
left to interpret the meanings actors are makinghag go along. In most situations, culture
offers the social scientist an array of possibterpretations that are not necessarily exclusive
of each other as shown by Hay in his discussioKinfj Canute getting his feet wet (Hay
2009) or by Schemeil highlighting how negotiatansimtercultural relations tend to reach
agreements because they behave reasonably inrsgtpmf their interests rather than stick to
predetermined identities and positions (Schemello2@25-7). As Rabinow writes so well,
“culture is interpretation. The ‘facts’ of anthrdpgy, the material, which the anthropologist
has gone to the field to find, are already themeseinterpretations. (...) Facts are made (...)
and the facts we interpret are made and remadeefbine they cannot be collected as if they
were rocks, picked up and put into cartons andpglighome to be analyzed in the laboratory”
(Rabinow 2007, 150).

Literature on new social movement in the 1990srdiee on both sides of the Atlantic. Whilst
many American authors focused on access and usssofirces (Zald and McCarthy 1979;
McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald 1996), a number of adhsuch as Melucci (1989), reflected
on identity construction or, more recently on emasi (Goodwin, Jasper, and Polletta 2001,
Traini and Collectif 2009; Berezin 2001; Goodwirdalasper 2004). Research also developed
on the role of framing, biographical narratives aodial networks and sociologists of culture
advocated a complex understanding of culture asokit, as an element of strategy and
power (H. Johnston and Noakes 2005; Benford andv&aD0; McAdam 1990; Diani and
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Eyerman 1992; Diani and McAdam 2003). Far fromtingaculture as theleus ex machina
for explaining political behaviours, they advocate#ing into considerations other factors
where sociological and political explanations wergufficient. Considering political culture
does not necessarily imply a static or culturadigproach: it is indeed more interesting to
analyse how groups not only locate themselves wigtalitical traditions but also how they
invest and interpret these tradition to articult#teir own position. Although individuals
remain to an extent constrained by a cultural fraork that structure and oriente the
meanings they construct, there is no need to asdiaie everybody shares the same
interpretations of rules, symbols and situationglii@e is both objective (it exists as a social
construction beyond the individuals that shareu) subjective. Following Swidler (1986), |
am interested in the ways in which culture can balysed as repertoires of actions and
interpretations that contribute to shape our rgatitso far as it provides cues or guidelines for
action, particularly at times of uncertainty.

| started to think about the influence of politicallture whilst comparing how French and
British greens organised and invented new modedoofg politics. Greens shared ideals
about interdependence and interconnection as veeld &ritical approach to institutional
politics but they referred to different politicahtlitions, conceptions of the civic society and
participation, separation of the public and theqte spheres of action. Whilst challenging the
national tradition in which they evolved, theirtmisms were themselves inscribed within
intellectual, political and social histories. Thé@ve been, for instance, intense debates about
what constitutes “greenness”. Activists have prepoa diversity of theories of green action
or green value, professed beliefs, and discusspériexces. The rhetorical violence of some
of these debates have reflected how ideologicagdeements at times were combined with
strategic thinking about how to affirm one’s leatep position within the organisation or the
movement. It is one thing for greens to be retiabdut the idea of having a leader and to be
therefore keen to preserve collegial directionsibistclear that some groups have been better
than others at dealing with conflicts associateth e assertion of personal influence or the
constitution of groups of followers. One of thedess of the comparison of both parties
involved drawing attention to the processes ofrliggy from experience and drawing from
various traditions in order to either deflect comfiation or foster cooperation. The
valorisation of the individual at the heart of theeen movement can lead to a diversity of
practices, more or less competitive and with nudncenception of what individualism
means. In 1992, the British Greens split over tthe@péion of a party constitution that created

an executive committee with the functional positmiparty chair. In 2008, they elected a
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party leader, conforming to the model of organatihat the media could understand and
that would help communicate with the British publRarty rules and roles are explicit and
detailed. On the other hah@s Vertshave, through each of their organisational refosinse
1984, maintained or increased the complexity ofirtls¢ructure (most notably with the
creation of Europe Ecologiees Vertsin 2010. Thus, they have failed to respond to the
demands expressed by members and voters aliker. &leetoral success has not translated
into the creation of a more effective — if not @edional or professionalised — organisation.
One of the intriguing contrasts between the wagegs approached every day practices on
either side of the Channel related to their disawgrents about food(Faucher 1998). It is easy
to mock or take as stereotypical the French obsessith regional cuisine or the lack of
interest of the British in the quality of their dong. As a writer or a speaker, one can always
get cheap laughs and exploit the proclivity of en@aders and political science colleagues to
look down at a not terribly electorally successhnid ideologically unfathomable political
party. However, everyday practices and diets amticpéarly interesting if one wants to
analyse diverging ways of interpreting individuahlviours in both countries. Through food,
one can explore deeper national cultural associstas well as analyse the repertoires of
justification, the emotional and rational argumethtat can be mobilised by activists. In the
1990s, the French greens could not — for mostexhthbe seen to be vegetarians. Abstinence
from meat was then a stigma, a sign of danger atréraism. The press warned against
“Khmers verts” and academics against faséfsrilany of theVerts | interviewed ate little
meat but almost all insisted that they did eat sqradicularly when invited to dinner parties,
even though they hardly ever bought any for themeselThey consistently toned down such a
choice and focused discussions about everydayigeacand food on organic and/or local
produce. They talked aboterroir'” and sensibility towards the plight of farmed anlsnaas
rarely voiced. In the UK on the other hand, mohtiisn against live export of animals had
made front page news and, following the BSE crsid various food alerts, vegetarianism
was relatively popular at the same period of titeughout the country and the official
position of the party (Faucher 1998).

In the political science subfield of political pad, precious little attention is devoted to
understanding and analyzing the process of chahdleealevel of members. Research on

political cultures usually focuses more broadlytlb@ values shared by supporters and voters

18 The argument of course stems in part from the tfat Hitler was a vegetarian (Ferry 1992). See éBsamoullé 1991;
Bramwell 1989)

17 Bess notes in his astute analysis of French agtittid technology and nature the central role pléyethe idealisation of
thepaysanand the connection totarroir (Bess 2003).
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than on party members (Céfai 2001) Such a negiecbe explained in a variety of ways. It is
important to highlight here the positivist turn political science at the international le¥el
and how it has affected the study of political jgstt. Beyond claims to scientificity, one can
also underline a conviction that governmental parind competition for the exercise of state
power makes these organisations intrinsically ciifié from those that sociologists analyse.
The distinction is particularly striking in the W#ere in many universities political scientists
and sociologists barely interact and see clear tanigs between social movements and
political organisations.

The work | carried on party conferences allowed toeanalyse the cultures of each
organisatiof’ but also, and probably more importantly, to reflen the evolution of these
cultures, i.e. not to stop with a snapshot. To@mftculture is taken as one stable, if not
constant, component, it is at best expected togehaery slowly and usually imperceptibly.
Changing partie®n the other hand looks at the ways in which aatise strategically — or not
— the formal and informal rules and norms of thegpective organisations in order to change
the group and its identity. Sometimes the advantagebe individual, sometimes the purpose
is better to prepare the party for its competitoieallenges. How do old and complex
organisations change? Somehow, the most insti@itsed and rule-bound (Labour) changed
whilst the older but less institutionalised Conséixes (for whom changing rules was easier)
resisted changing their practiéesWhat is the role of the leadership and their teamd how
does one resist change? Party cultures can behho@igas repertoires of action that are a
hybrid between national political culture (a numloérpractices derived from the need to
abide by constitutional rules) and the local tiadsg within the party: for instance in Labour
the unions and socialist societies, regional trast to name but a few that together are
combined to create Labour’s culture. The analogg aielting pot would not be appropriate
here since these traditions are not totally subsuiey persist outside the party and can be

seen on the fringes of the annual conferénce

18 This evolution is particularly striking in the Uad States, notably at APSA and in a number ofaofed political science

journals. Debates however have meant that in tteféav years, political theory and qualitative aygmhes have reaffirmed
their position. To a large extent, French politiseience has remained isolated from these develognaed exhibit strong

resistence.

19 The evolution is noticeable in the number of pedtions in comparative politics using statistigaatment, usually with

large N. A browsing of recent issuesRHrty Politicsoffers an excellent example of this development.

20| am talking about the culture of party membetheathan the culture of the organisation itse#f, of its apparatchiks (see
(Bachelot 2006a))

2! The Conservatives thus exhibit far less flexibilihan the UMP, a party that changes is rules amgestaccording to

circumstances (Haegel 2012).

22 For an analysis of a comparable juxtapositionutfuces see Haegel (2012, Chapter 4).
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Comparing conferences is a good way to measureftibs to differentiate each party (actors
are keen to underline how different their own ttiadi is from their political opponents) as

well as the common denominators, the natidealeau one could almost say that persists
beyond the variations in practices. One could atntlusk of conferences as wines: for the
neophyte (the foreigner here) British party confiees are strikingly and oddly similar but the
connoisseur (and the British voter is for that erathuch more of an amateur than s/he would
imagine) can see/taste the difference between gadarand an Irancy from afar — or could...
The variations in practice are influenced by theugfs position on the political spectrum.

Unable to reach power, the Greens can cultivate tharginality and focus on identity

building. Their eagerness to be elected at lashinbat Labour was prepared in the 1990s to
take an instrumentalist approach, buy the rhetorimodernisation and change some of its
most sacred symbols. If New Labour was establistedugh the repetition, almost the

incantation, that it had changed, the adoption e mules (whether selection of delegates,
deliberative procedures, internal electoral procesiuwere insufficient in themselves to

change the image of the party or some of the moti@seractions. Both the Conservatives
and Labour actually changed formal rules in the 1#890s but only New Labour endeavoured
to change the party culture. It worked on speeaimeqhow one calls each other, dropping
comrademost famously but amongst other things) as welbmsymbols (colours, music,

dress codes, rhetorical styles for delegates spsebhffets on the fringe...) and thus affected
a number of the ways of interacting at confereri®ecause the annual conference is an
intense moment of sociability as well as strategisipoliticking and manoeuvering where

activists (delegates, party workers and advisersficia of all sorts, politicians and hangers-

on) converge, it also provides a unique window agipropriate ways of interacting, i.e. in the
1990s how to “behave appropriately dew Labour”. Moreover, in this case, resistance to
change and to the imposition of “New Labour” wastinmental in demonstrating that there
was indeed change (since there was opposition)tanibdernisers strategically used the
opposition between old and new and the internaatdsbas public relation opportunity as well
as means to measure support for their vision op#réy. In contrast to Labour’s determined
far reaching cultural strategy for change, the @oretives approached the adoption of a
party constitution as a public relation opporturtiyt had little intention of changing their

ways of doing that had been governed informallytegsatisfactorily. The rapid succession of
leaders, just like the change in rules, did litibe convince the public that the party had
changed (and it hadn’t!), and little to convincdiasts that the party was indeed changing

and that what was a state was more than a cosmetie (Faucher-King 2005, 67-8).
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Social anthropology

Whilst | had read anthropology almost as a hobby,emcounter with Victor Turner's work
on structure and counter-structure was somethirggenfreka moment (1969). My interest was
also spurred by the momentary fame his study omndiity and play sparked in French
political science. For instance, the first congreéshe AFSP | attended devoted several
sessions tola métaphore du jeul found in his reflections on rituals and sym$alhe roles
and playfulness of the social drama and the arsalysthe polar opposite of structure and
communitas, the new theoretical tools with whichrterpret the greens’ efforts to foster a
democratic group that would be bound by the sp@was commitment of individuals
identifying with a greater whole. Anthropology hglps put in perspective the opposition
between us ‘moderns’ and our ‘others’, to consitdew decision making is linked to
representations and symbolic practices and thuslativise power (Schemeil 2006). Indeed
we are thus brought to reflect on how power is dwomhl, controlled, constructed,
negotiated. Anthropology underlines the alteritysotial moments, the transitions from one
state to another and the conversion of resourcewedls as the rituals that mark such
transitions.

Turner’s polarity of structure/communitas allowstagontextualise the greens’ aspirations to
a society of voluntary simplicity, spontaneity arduality. It stresses their ambivalence
towards rules and rituals. The former are seenvaayato protect democracy but there is also
an acceptance of deviance, the affirmation of iwldiglity as well as a possibility to abstain
from applying a decision (ihes Vert}. The latter are rejected as artificial and supigdf but
observations of their meetings reveal a tendencyitt@alise many of the interactions.
Thinking about the communitas as a social formssful to put in perspective the greens’
attitudes to self-expression, individuality, bus@lto asceticism and identification with the
excluded, the downtrodden and the threatened. Tikere necessary ideological relationship
between a concern for environmental protection soalal “downshifting” (Faucher 1999a,
chap. 5). The polarity also invited me to reflect the greens’ complex relationships with
rules and thus proved more fruitful than the gnidegp framework put forward by Mary
Douglas and Aaron Wildavski’s “Culture Theofy” Turner argues that that there is a
constant movement between the two poles: as ruéebraught in to try and institutionalise

the effervescence of the communitas it contribtadsetray the very ideals that animated the

2 See Douglas and Wildavsky (1992). | appreciatedu@aitheory’s heuristic potential, but | also fouhe categories too
rigid and restrictive as well as unnecessarily raiive. Food for thought on group boundaries anitud#s to rules, but |
only explored it in an article focusing on approgglo internal democracy (Faucher 1999b).
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participants of the communitas (Turner 1969). Stmeclasts but it needs the appeal of the
communitas to renew commitment, drive and the “f@m the “highs” of the communitas
means that there are needs for moments of inverskallenging if only for a few hours or
days of celebration the rules, boundaries, hierascland bureaucracies that characterise
structure as a social formation. Carnivals — aodyt extent, annual conferences — offer such
opportunities for inversion of status (Coulon 1988, Faucher-King 2005, 54).

The cultural exoticism that the anthropologidgtour allows means that | did not take for
granted institutions and practices such as theetente season: neither their role in the
British political system, nor their importance fible parties themselves was obvious to me. |
not only tried to maintain the candid eye of thésaler but also tried to exoticise familiar
institutions and forms of political participatiowe take them for granted whilst they reveal
interestingly diverging approaches to the politiédectoral rituals are striking for that matter,
whether one pauses on campaigning (the Britisht lndilputting a poster in their window or
canvassing are deeply challenging to the Frenchcfiex 1999a, 289), who have internalised
the secrecy of the vote and the need to keep tmivs private in a strange extension of
laicité®®) or on thdsoloir?® and the ballot papers themselves (Bon 1991; D&6WS; Déloye
and Romanelli 1998; Garrigou 1992). Although fewertah citizens actually do it, it is
possible for every registered voter to take parth@ counting of the votes, whilst public
officers do it behind closed doors in the UK. Thare no acceptance speeches in France... If
political behaviours are sometimes subjected taaghaphic enquiry ((Treille 2000; Bachelot
2011; Bachelot 2008), anthropological frameworke &ar less frequently applied or are
limited to the margins of the system: marginal igartand organisations (Kertzer 1996;
Faucher 1999a), the rituals and pomp of specificramote institutions (Abélés 2001; Crewe
2005; Crewe and Muller 2006; Déloye 2008; Fleurédzg01).

The conference seasonpgar excellencea moment “betwix and between » (Turner 1970), a
time of transition noticeable in the media’s cogeraf the “silly season” (the summer) and
the reopening of Parliament. The conference se@sarBritish political ritual that also plays
an important role in each individual party: hietaes are affirmed as well as solidarities.
Celebrations and full blown shows, conferencessapposed to impress, to demonstrate the
authority of leaders, to instruct activists andwaes about the stakes of the year ahead, the

rules of game and the players. They occasionalhgdyre open crises and social dramas

2 Note that the legislation daicité and the banning of ostentatious signs in schqmifies to religions as well as political
symbols.

2 Theisoloir or voting booth totally closed by curtains wasaduced to ensure the privacy and secret of the (@arrigou
1992).
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(Turner 1982) that they also help to resolve: tthesy recreate social order, end with the
demonstration of the group’s urfiy Conferences construct party identities and coutei to
create specific party subcultufésTheir evolution over the years reflects not otihe
transformations of British society: their decline a major event of decision making and
televisual drama parallels the weakening of pdlltjgarties and, to an extent, of Parliament
itself. The comparison with French congresses atbwne to analyse the British political
dimension in rituals that could otherwise pass dissyncratic manifestation of political
ideologies and tribal politics.

Another British social anthropologist influenced rpgrspective on the greens and what
appeared to be their reverential though criticgrapch to political power. Douglas’s focus
on purity and danger (2002), helped me think thhotige polarity of sacred and profane and
therefore to integrate ambiguous and contradicattiyudes and behaviours towards power
and politics. According to Mary Douglas, there amesocial relationships that do not entail
symbolic acts. She suggests that one takes riaigaise basis for such a language. In a classic
anthropological perspective, rituals are supposektintrinsically linked to myths, as if the
former derived from the latter and expressed themractice. Rituals would then somehow
help the anthropologist explore the deeply embeddddes and beliefs of a society or a
group. As | was influenced by a classic approadtitaals, this is also how I initially reflected
on them. Following this approach, the democratitais staged by greens invite an
interpretation of power as sacred and thereforemiatly dangerous and thus taboo. In this
approach, the meaning of rituals is not always @bsiand can be elucidated by the cunning
observer who can extricate values and norms helthbymembers of the group. Practices
reveal the deep-seated values that are expectdm@ worldviews and act as a guide to
action. | considered that Greens’ democratic r#uakre a symptom of their attitudes to
politics: this was useful in so far as the greeesenalso at the time learning to deal with the
exercise of power at the local level: some of thed just been elected to local councils; they
were learning to negotiate and compromise. Whihgtytclaimed they aspired to reach
decisions by consensus, they were confronted \uiir fear of power as corrupting and the
challenges of preserving their radicalism; theyenesmposing with rules just as well as they

were organising factions and planning strategiegaio or maintain control within their own

% |nteresting examples include the congresses opdni socialiste, culminating with the synthedibe importance of this
outcome was demonstrated with the Rennes congrd®9mh British conferences are often occasionsdbgl unfold plots
(for instance against the leader with lain Duncenit® and Gordon Brown).

27 Following Haegel's analysis (2012), it appears tha UMP congress fails to do so as very littlpantunity is provided
for the mixing of preexisting social groups andtgrés and the emergence of a distinctive partgsif/interaction.
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party. Thus, the ritualisation of democracy wagtadl more important to them. Such a staging
of democracy could be found, in different guises@tferences of the Liberal Democrats,
Labour and théarti socialiste If | had followed my initial approach, | would V& sought to
explore myths of collective decision-making in eaeinty.

Like many social anthropologist | became fascindigditual practices (Copans 2010, 87)
and approaches disconnecting their analyses freeaiech for embedded meanings, collective
representations — and increasingly from religiomir(@s 1990; King 1999). My foray into
anthropological approaches led me from an anabfsigual as social drama (Turner), key to
variability in social forms (Leach), conflict (Glkiman) and eventually Catherine Bell’s ritual
theory (Bell 1993; Bell 1998). Along contemporanttaopologists, she argues that one takes
ritual practices as performances and focus on Hwmvstaging and directing of the ritual
contributes to naturalise and legitimise proceduaed power relations. The meaning of
rituals does not lay so much in the symbols thatraobilised but in the very manipulation of
these symbols by actors. In this sense, rituatisathould not be taken as referring to a sacred
dimension and political ritual as a testament Bogacredness of power. Instead, they invite us
to think about how the authority of ritual can cenfo a practice the legitimacy of tradition. |
moved to an approach of rituals and ritualisatisparformance and practice, and about their
strategic uses by actors/organisers within confegemand the conference system. This means
exploring and taking into account their interprietas in context rather than rituals as immune
to change and as revealing deep meanings/valuds atfea not necessarily clear for
participants/practitioners.

Beyond anthropologists, a number of political stogcsts have been interested in the analogy
of the performance as a way to understand and ssalgcial interactions and in particular
contention and social movements (Tilly 2008). Iedakes rituals as “performances” then one
needs to worry less about what they mean and nimoetavhat they do (Polletta and Jasper
2001; Jasper 2005). Rituals mobilise cognitivee@ffe and physical dimensions that
contribute to the internalisation of practices el svident, natural. Thus, party conference
rituals (and in particular plenary debates andéhder’s speech) provide great opportunity to
create at least the appearance of consensus gnd forward a particular definition of the
state of the party. It is not necessary for paréiots to agree on the content of the consensus:
they only need to even temporarily believe in iissence. More than speeches, rituals
contribute to create a sense of solidarity, a sefsghe existence of the community and its
identity. Their impact on participants is emotioraid/or physical (through singing for

instance) rather than solely cognitive. As Ervingfi@an writes, identity is the outcome of
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the spectacle, not its cause (Goffman 1979, 23&)aR can change the mood with which an
event is experienced, it can foster a feeling ehicwnion with the group — as do, to various
extent, the minute of silence that marks the begmof Green party meetings or the singing
that close conferences or the standing ovationsatecustomary for party leaders. Rituals
are more than representations: they help map pmiaionships. They are used strategically
by actors to try and comfort, establish or chaleepgsitions and perceptions. For that matter,
they are more than a means to legitimise or expseperiority and domination as they
contribute to impress them (without however guaardf success). Every enactment updates
its precedents: it reproduces what has “always’hbmeé actualises it. The performance of a
ritual is never a perfect reproduction of an afsstend immutable forfi. In fact, every
performance offers opportunities for innovation.tugdls are constantly interpreted: the
performance reproduces and adapts at the sam@astevays of behaving.

* ok *
In this first chapter, | have retraced my stepsng to unravel some of the early influences on
the research questions, theoretical framing andhodeiogical choices. In the next chapters, |

engage in a discussion of some of my main findargs contributions to social research.

2 Richard Dirks recalls how he was asked to provideéic® on how to conduct a relatively rare ritual thed come to
witness. As it was his second time, he was morempced than most participants (Dirks 1992).
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Chapter 2

Making sense of party activism “old” and “new”

My interest in political ecology and green movernsestemmed less from questions about the
emergence of environmental issues on the poliigaihda and electoral scene than from the
inability of political parties to respond to parpiatory demands articulated by new social
movements (Lawson and Merkl 1988; R. J. Dalton dodchler 1990; Scott 1991; Muller-
Rommel and Pridham 1998) These newly founded parties challenged the exjdtialance

in a context of contestation of the bureaucratsatf dominant parties that translated into a
rising levels of abstention as well as electorahls. Whilst in France the extreme-right
entered the National Assembly in 198@&s Vertsgot their first elected representatives in
numbers in 1989 at the city and European electibhs was not an isolated phenomenon as
Die Griinen had held seats since 1983 in the Buage€n the other hand, the British had the
oldest European green party and kept campaignisgitéelittie prospect of electoral gain.
The scientific literature explored emerging demarfidis participation that translated in
particular into alternative organisations thatred they were inventing new ways of doing
politics (Kitschelt 1989a; Kitschelt 1990; Poguntk®93). Some of these studies focus on
postmaterialist values (Inglehart 1989; Cotgrov82tBetz 1990), identity construction and
ideology (McCulloch 1988; Rohrschneider 1988; Eyammand Jamison 1991), framing,
alternative forms of mobilisation (Nedelmann 198dmondson 1997). Another trend looks
at the paradox of collective action (Olson 1971pQ886) and mobilisation processes (how
do issues such as the environment and democraticipation mobilise (Klandermans 1984;
Klandermans 1997)), resource mobilisation (whattheeincentives ands organisations that
can be fostered (Zald and McCarthy 1979; McAdamChithy, and Zald 1996; Morris
1992)), the sociology of green support (who voted pins and to what extent is it a new
middle class (Boy 1981; Boy and Mayer 1990; Kitdch®88; Riidig, Franklin, and Bennie
1996; Cotgrove and Duff 2003; Muller-Rommel anddRam 1990)), political opportunities
structures (institutional factors that facilitate binder success of organisations and can
therefore create explain strategic choices (Jendnts Klandermans 1995; Koopmans 1999;
Tilly 2008)) .

My initial project focuses on the paradox of collee action and seeks to evaluate the

motives of green activists in Aix. The choice ofxAurned out to be particularly interesting

2 |gnazi has analysed how the emergence of the regtréght can be compared and contrasted with whatsually
considered as “new social movements” (i.e. rankiom environmentalism to feminism, pacifism, etign@zi 1992).
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not only because the group had two elected reptasess in 1989, including oredjoint au
maire, but also because it was, in the early 1990s amyn and relatively effective local
group. The idea was to explore on the ground tpegyof incentives, collective as well as
selective, that can contribute to explain the emecg and likely success/persistence es
Vertsin Aix and beyond. It starts from Olson’s paradd@®71), and the analysis of Gaxie
(1977) and sets out to test hypothesis about ti@ned instrumentality of individual actors.
Observation proves a much better tool to exploee diversity of costs of all sorts from
membership fees to time and energy devoted to cgmpg and organising, to
psychological/physical costs of electoral defeadl &rn outs. Similarly, rewards proved
diverse (Faucher 1992; Faucher 1997).

Fieldwork carried out during the electoral campaigaf 1992 (regional) and 1993
(legislative§°, underlined the abnegation of some of the acsyistvolved beyond the call of
duty. Les Vertsactivists in Aix did not appear to be rationalan instrumental perspective
(Faucher 1992): they worked tirelessly for little o obvious reward. Neither of the two
councillors had hoped or wished to win and the grbad actually coalesced to support them
in their new official position. One long term undoyed found a part time contract for a
year. The electoral success of the 1989 city electisnbrought a lot of work — attending
meetings at the group’s office but also followingsely city council decisions — the feeling of
being endowed with huge responsibilities in relatio their fellow citizens, to the
transformation of local political practices, to th&ure of humanity. Activists were also
actively and intensely discussing political ecologgrking out what it meant to be green and
arguing over the best strategy to promote ecolbghtaking into policy-making and society.
Interviews about their individual trajectory reveglthe complex articulation between their
personal history, their worldviews, their practicasd the role of their fellow activists in
shaping all of these. It also appeared that thestogpre of alternative ways of doing politics
was crucial for most of them, much more importantmany ways than environmental or
ecological concerns (which could be pursued throt§hOs). At the same time, what
participative democracy meant was disputed andsthiee of ruthless internal battles within

the local group and, more acutely still, at the atpental and regional level. Electoral

30 Much more so than for the 1994 (European) and {p@sidential) elections.

%1 Twenty years later, Les Verts have been in andblacal coalitions in Aix and there has been @ thirnover. One of the
two city councillors has been elected to the Redi@uancil and the other one had left politics — thloine worked in the
environmental sector. Most of the rank and filetld time had moved on and were no longer membegs) & they
occasionnally gave a hand or came to an eventlodat party group remained fractured by factionad @ersonal disputes,
the most recent one involving an appeal to theonatiparty and the exclusion of several members.
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success also triggered (sometimes legitimate) #egieabout authenticity and entryism
(Faucher 1997, 286n24).

Different institutional and political contexts (Fdner 1999a, 70—-74; Kitschelt 1986; Kitschelt
1988; Rootes 1997; Jenkins and Klandermans 199%;Déa Heijden 2006; Koopmans 1999)
shape perceptions of opportunities and constraiessticts political options and the prospect
of political alliances, electoral prospects. Thecabral system for instance is a major factor in
explaining the “rationality” of the creation of @wutonomous political party. Why were the
British Greens the first ones in Europe to creafmliical party when the political system
was so hostile to such a route for a small, newagPoWhy would individuals dedicated to
politics and to a specific view of how it should tiegoose to pursue a political career in an
organisation unlikely to provide much support? Whdinst interviewed Caroline Lucas in
1993 a few weeks after her election as county dbant, she asserted her trust in the party
against a number of self-labelled “Realists”, wlaal iollowed Sara Parkin and resigned from
the party. The secessionists believed that the rGpaaty was unwilling to accept the
organisational changes that would allow it to eualty be integrated within the political
system. They believed the Greens needed to adeiptpidrty along the models of their rivals
and thus elect a leader with decisive influencer ®ategy and policy. Indeed, in contrast
with the Realists’ positions, many party membergewarguing for a purely localised or
protest-oriented focus and some were willing tonaloa the electoral route Twenty years
later, the party has increased its representatitin Members of Parliament, of the Scottish
Parliament, of the European Parliament, of the bond\ssembly and in many local
government councils. Since 2008, it also electartyg_eader.

With the same criticism of how bureaucratic andamdcratic their opponents were, it was
striking howlLes Vertsand the Green party chose rules, forms, that wemnsistent with their
national context: whether the type of proportiomapresentation (with implication on
conceptions of representation, role and strengtiaofionssensibilités which lose their
ideological core to be mostly abouabterieg, or the purpose and form of the national
conference/general assembly/congress.

This chapter explores successively different apgrea to mobilisation and activism. It first

takes stock of the development of surveys of pamgmbers and how this method has

%2 caroline Lucas was the first green elected at go(district) level in 1993. She became one of i fwo green MEP in
1998, the first party leader in 2008 and then thet MP in 2010. In the early days, green elecegtesentatives seemed to
approach their new status with sacerdotal rever@fexecher 1997, 557—-60).

33 The Oxford greens, however, remained committeahtelectoral strategy involving intensive campaignon the ground
(canvassing round the year and candidates in etgryvard). Their efforts over the years allowednhto gain a pivotal role
in the City council.
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benefited from technological developments and thmeaton by parties of national
membership lists from the 1980s. The 1990s wercpéarly fruitful and comparative data
was generated for the first time in a concerted .wayorder to answer puzzles about
mobilisation, it then broadens the lens to includatributions of the sociology of social
movements. This makes it possible to reflect on dmectical processes of identity
construction, such as I/We tensions and the roksoofal interactions in shaping worldviews
and lifestyle choices. Finally, it questions theibdaries of the public and the private through

an analysis of the greens’ search for consistency.

Surveying the field: party organisations and part y members

Since the 1950s, the subfield of political partiesearch has produced a number of models
about party organisations, mapping the evolutiemfparti de cadreghrough a cartel party
via a variety of mass party, electoral professiquaaty, catch all party etc (Duverger 1992;
Panebianco 1988; Kirchheimer 1966; Katz and Ma®41¥XKatz and Mair 1992). Besides
large N studies, comparative work on parties eijhetapose country cases (Katz and Mair
1994; R. J. Dalton and Wattenberg 2002; Lawson 1B8@son and Merkl 1988; Ignazi and
Ysmal 1998; P. Webb, Farrell, and Holliday 2002rrélh Holliday, and Webb 2004) or
juxtapose parties (McKenzie 1964; Judge 1999; 12¢ie8; P. D. Webb 2000; Haegel 2007;
Lefebvre et al. 2009; Delwit, Pilet, and Haute 208maller organisations are often ignored
whilst most attention is devoted to significant‘@levant” organisations. A few works focus
exclusively on small parties or on small famili€sankland, Lucardie, and Rihoux 2008; Betz
and Immerfall 1998; Muller-Rommel and Pridham 1990kry few books encompass parties
across the political spectrum and fewer still takediachronic perspective to reflect on
organisational convergence and the many factortscibiatribute to explain it (Seiler 2003).
There are on the other hand a growing body of rebeasing datasets to compare
convergence on manifestos, candidate selectioregues, responsiveness to public opinion
and/or interest groups, access and use of respuntesactions with institutions, etc. Since
1995, the journaParty Politicshas become the reference in the field. | explor€hanging
parties how Labour and the Conservatives have innovatepikg an eye on their
competitors (the Liberal Democrats and the Greand)thus incessantly invoking democracy
and participation.

Most works on party organisations have paid scah@on to what is meant to members on
the ground. This is often considered as a rathes lateresting and political dimension

compared to the party in public office or the partycentral office (Schonfeld 1976). Of
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course any work on the organisation at the levahefparty member implied access to the
field and it is not until quite late that relialdata on party membership at the aggregate level
has become available. Until the 1980s at bestarelehad to rely on figures provided by a
central organisation, which was in some casedf itegy unclear about who was a member or
not. Indeed, membership management was controtlédealocal level and officers would
only pass on upwards the information that was @irtadvantage. The most striking example
being probably the British Conservatives who clainmillions of members, but for whom
membership involved in some cases no fee (when raeship was through a Conservative
social club for instance), no registration of aagni. As the General Secretary of the National
Union of Conservatives Associations told me wheantérviewed him in 1996, a local party
chairman may see it as advantageous to his owtigabicareer in the party to claim that the
local membership is growing at 10% per year and/ideml his local party could pay the
national contribution equivalent to whichever menshg level, noone would query his
figures.

So long as there was no national membership h&itet could only be surveys of party
delegates to the national party congress or quesices distributed with the party newsletter.
A large international project on middle level elisas conducted at the turn of the 1980s
(Reif, Cayrol, and Niedermayer 1989) It highlighted the importance of access to
membership data if one was to get any grasp ofetl@ution of political parties on the
ground, to assess their claims to mass membenstgasure their popularity and penetration
of society. Only in the 1980-90s, did parties startentralise their membership lists, making
national studies a more plausible endeavour. Iflistuof party organisations had been
common in particular in France up to the 1970sEGLavau 1953; Rimbert 1955; G. Lavau
1969; Charlot 1971; Lagroye et al. 1976; Gaxie 1Iverger 1992), interest had waned by
the late 1980s and shifted to movements and assmsgPierre Bréchon 2005, 13).

One key obstacle was access, which restricteddbgesand ambition of any survey. More
importantly from my point of view, what existed nigsfocused on socio-demographic and
attitudinal characteristics (Lagroye et al. 197@&yRand Subileau 1991; Bennahmias and
Roche 1992), telling us very little about what ieant to be a party member. However, the
availability of data and the opening up of accessamh that extensive surveys with relatively
good returns were conducted in the early 1990sarlK (Rudig, Bennie, and Franklin 1991;
Seyd and Whiteley 1992; Whiteley, Seyd, and Rickamdl994; McCulloch 1990). Seyd and

34 This remains a solution in many cases, in padicii France (Bargel and Petitfils 2009). | conddcwith Haegel and
Sauger a survey of participants to the 2004 UMRyoess (Haegel, Faucher, and Sauger 2005).
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Whiteley’s works set a new trend in party reseamstl brought precious new information on
membership. They spearheaded a number of similadiest in Canada, Belgium, the
Netherlands or Norwdy. Until these coordinated studies, crossnationanmarisons
presented well known difficulties and particulaftystrating challenges. Disparate datasets
simply provided different information or scales aonde could only infer trends and
generalisation. The more recent surveys, partilyuthose designed after the pioneering work
of Seyd and Whiteley included information aboutrugment networks, practices and
motivations or focused on testing explanatory meder membership and participation
(Whiteley and Seyd 2002), thereby highlighting tencomitance between the decline of
social norms as motives for joining/recruiting (8eand Whiteley 1992, 203) and the decline
of communities that provided the background for rsddion.

Membership surveys tell us who the members are, they differ from one party to another
and from the majority of voters, who does not jdimdeed, there are traits that tend to be
shared by greens and distinguish them from theafete population but at the same time,
these labels provide very limited indications abthg ways in which individuals relate to
social groups or about the effect of belonging oftipal action. We know for instance that
green party supporters and members tend to be apeslworking in the “non productive”
sector and quite often in the public sector (Catgrand Duff 2003). According to a survey
conducted in 2002, 86% dfes Vertshad a university degree in 2002 (26% in the génera
population) and 51%worked in the public sector (Z8¥ahe general population) (Boy, Rey,
and Subileau 2003). Such circumstances were atirtiee often linked to what the “post-
materialist values” that also characterize greepgsrters (Inglehart 1989; Cotgrove 1982)
Despite their ideological proximity, post-materstdi never joined green parties en-masse, nor
necessarily voted for them (Rudig, Franklin, anchi.y1993). There appears to be a drop in
post-materialist values in some green parties iuéar stark in Belgium) (Rudig 2009, fig.
Table 13) althougNWertsmembers remain clearly more post-materialists th@th the public
and their electorate (Boy 2009, fig. Table 3). Geeg@rofess a greater lack of religious
affiliation than the general population (65% deelap religious affiliation versus 49% of the
public and 78% of their supporters (Boy 2009)). gbrgoarties have “aged” over the years

(Bennie 2004). Although they profess to embraceféhgnist cause, they remain dominated

% See for instance the spécial issue of Party psligdited by Seyd and Whiteley and dedicatedettblication of some of
the membership surveys that they contributed tadinate, volume 10, issue 4, 2004 (Seyd and WHhit2@04; Saglie and
Heidar 2004; Pedersen et al. 2004; Cross and Yo0084)2

36 See also (Inglehart 1989; Cotgrove 1982; BennahamidsRoche 1992; Riidig, Bennie, and Franklin 1991).
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by meri’. Similarly studies of the comparison on party mersbhave reminded us of how
parties have traditionally tended to recruit in@fe social groups.

Beyond socio-demographic and attitudinal data, neesibp surveys provide raw information
about how many members take part in leafletingaovassing, who attends meetings or stuffs
envelopes. They bring into light factors linkedjoining and leavingBennie 2004) such as
collective and selective incentives that help ander participation. In the case of green
parties, surveys have looked into the changesatBhbrt stint in power might have had on the
membership (Boy 2009; Rudig 2009; Benoit Rihoux &idlig 2006; Frankland, Lucardie,
and Rihoux 2008). Thus, in the early 198pthe British greens appeared far less active than
Les Verts who sustained into the following decade high Ievef membership of
environmental association or of trade union andelkevof participation in public
demonstration well above the rest of the Frenchip{Boy 2009, Table 2). About 60% of
members do not take part in any activity. In 199% spent more than 2 weekly hours on
party matters and 1,5% more than 20 hours (Rudenni, and Franklin 1991, 40-43).
Surveys of mainstream parties conducted in the 4390w that 50% of Labour members
spent no time on party activities but that 20% i@&rieh Socialist and British Labour members
devoted about 5 hours a week (Seyd and Whiteleg,188; Rey and Subileau 1991, 183).
The succession of surveys that came out in the sL1980ght us much about the socio-
demographic differences between parties, the geba@nce in each organisation, whether
members self described as religiously affiliateshat or their levels of education.

However exciting the findings of these new membersurveys, | had already started
working on the ground with greens in Aix and thoughe results left many questions
unanswered and unanswerable. Even when studiesugageeat details about the number of
hours devoted to voluntary work or meeting attecdanvhether people joined the party of
their parents or were chaperoned by a friend, tmyd not tell us what people attending
meetings did there. Did they talk, interact, siylghat the back? How effective were
interactions between members in changing attitudégeyming about party programmes?
What membership surveys (Bennahmias and Roche Fa8flg, Bennie, and Franklin 1991)
told us about the greens could not provide anyaqilon for subtle differences: in the nature
of academic degrees (science in France vs libetairathe UK) or in political and everyday

practices. Scholars who ponder about the declinemeimbership or the spiral of

3732% of Les Verts were women in 2002 but 27% in9l@oy 2009, 5).

%8 994 declared they were not doing anything whils¥56pent 1 to 10 hours a week and 12,5% over 10shaureek
(Bennahmias and Roche 1992, 134). The French surasycanducted via the party newsletter than by arail the method
may have selected activists whilst the British reailvey covered the entire membership.
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demobilisation (Whiteley and Seyd 2002) usuallywéanexplored the meaning party activist
attach to their involvement and the ways in whiclteiactions and experience shape
understandings and therefore attitudes and modastimin. True, this is difficult to measure
(not to say impossible). It is not enough to corepthe relative representation of women (for
instance) in the membership, or at elected positmanderstand how a green commitment to
parity translates into seats or women-friendly pcas or how a commitment to participative
democracy can translate into practices that mapiinparticipation.

Surveys can underline the heterogeneity of valBes,(Rey, and Subileau 2003, 124-5) or
attitudes towards the leadership and intra partjsiten making® but they also provide crude
measures of members’ attitudes and motives. Ifjthestionnaires can reveal “four reasons to
belong to PS” (Boy, Rey, and Subileau 2003, 138), éxtent to which the question meant
something for members before being asked is at lredear. Following from the heuristic
implications that “people do not merely reveal prasting attitudes on surveys; to some
considerable extent, people are using the questitnto decide what their "attitudes" are”
(Zaller and Feldman 1992, 582), we need to conshi®v individuals talk about their
motives.

Since surveys tell us little about what it meansn@mbers to belong to a political party or
about the influence interactions with other membexge on their political worldviews it is
fruitful to complement survey questionnaires withat interviewees say about themselves
and about being a party member outside of the ostegprovided by questionnaires. We
need however pay attention to the fact that inesvsettings are a setting and therefore bear
an influence on the discourses that are produckas@ph and Lichterman 2003, 743; Knorr-
Cetina and Cicourel 1981). Because it is diffidolttake the implications into account, it is
tempting to hold the setting as constant but myegepce of interviewing green activists
tends to support the hypothesis that narrativeshef self-as-an-activist are ad hoc
production in which the setting influences the wrdt vocabularies/narratives selected.
Stories collected in the bar of a conference vemudhe office attributed for an elected
position and those obtained on the home sofa #iéirdn what interviewees are comfortable
to talk about. At home, French greens open uptle ktbout their interest in homeopathy,

yoga, fasting and a dislike for mé&atin Oxford, there were very few discussions about

3 For instance Sey and Whiteley showed that theeelittke evidence to support the leadership’s fefaactivists’ extremism
(Seyd and Whiteley 1992, 210-5). Later studies $eduon attitudes to party reforms and the evoluttamards a more
plebiscitory organisation (Seyd and Whiteley 2002)

0 One even offered a demonstration with his pendudfithe effect of Cernobyl and microwave ovens ofb@nd plants.
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lifestyles and a number of members considered ¢tet long as it's just me living a green
lifestyle then it'll always be a bit of a joke».

My first steps in the field of political party remeh took place in reaction to the limitations of
studies that privileged the socio-demographic grait members, their political socialisation
(Lagroye et al. 1976; Subileau 1981; Subileau aladoRe 1976) and to those of a more
organisationally focused, institutionalist one fRril 1990; Borella 1990; Seiler 1986; Seiler
2000; Offerlé 1997; P. Bréchon 1999; Charlot 19Duiverger 1992; Mény 1991; Platone
1996; Ysmal 1998). | took them at the time whenstdstorical research and a rediscovery
of the rootedness of parties in their local conteas leading to the publication of fascinating
works on the communist party (Hastings 1991; Pa88&80). These works were renewing the
study of party organisations at a time when motnébn was drawn to new social and
political movements. From the 1990s, the focus atimparty research in France contrasted
with international preoccupations for large crosstional comparisons and quantitative
approaché$ in favour of a preoccupation for the embedded-mégsarties in local/regional
networks (Lefebvre and Sawicki 2006; Sawicki 19%Ijategies of actors (Massart on UDF)
and how parties “really work” (Haegel 2007; ComB641; Ait-Aoudia, Bachelot, and Bargel
2010). The detailed knowledge that is thus developmkes it possible to use experts’
surveys and to compile detailed information (Ga2§d0; Hooghe et al. 2010). However,
what these monographs get in depth though, theyitobreadth: they offer thick description
and an incredible amount of contextualise and nednmformation about a single
organisation, sometimes about very localised prestiOn the other hand, they sometimes
voluntarily fail to engage with international wook political parties, creating isolation that is
not so much a testimony of the exceptionalism ehEh parties as one of the peculiarities of
French political science. Thus, they potentiallyfgum one extreme to the other: they shy
away from ambitious theoretical questions and ggregmpiricism and grounded-ness
(Sawicki and Siméant 2009).

Membership surveys leave a lot of unanswered questiSo do, to my eyes, localised,
ethnographic and socio-historical monographs. Akess points in my career, | considered
mixing methods, either through use of existing syrdata (collected by Roche and Rudig for
instance) or, in the case of the conference projcbugh a survey of delegates and
participants. For this purpose | coordinated, est fnvestigator, two grant applications with
the ESRC, in collaboration with Paul Whiteley ore tbonference system (1998) and in

41 Gauja notes the apologetic tone with which quiigaresearch in Noel’s methodological chapterhef ©xford Handbook
of American Parties and Pressure Groups (Gauja, B)I0oel).
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collaboration with Paul Whiteley and Eric Shaw amference delegates in the three major
parties (1999). Failure to obtain the adequate iupdor postal surveys of conference
delegates and participants meant that | focused less expensive but more time consuming
research design, involving repeated observatigoadfy conferences between 1995 and 2002
as well as interviews with key actors (party sffthe national and regional level such as
conference organisers and party apparatchiks batMPs, trade union workers and as well
as delegates/representatives, journalists and istshy

Indeed, the type of research | have conducted wegotlata collection over several years and
do not lend themselves to quick turn around pubbtoa. This is a serious issue for the future
of social science research as a large share ofutiding available tends to go to project
designs requiring heavy equipment or investment data collection, international or
interdisciplinary collaboration and susceptibleyield deliverables, outputs and intermediary
reportd?. It also raises the question of the sustainahilftyesearch involving long periods in
the field: the structure of academic careers intipal science has tended to favour the
publication of journal articles. It is not clear gther similar work can be produced by teams
of researchefé or whether it is compatible with different stagesthe private lives of

researchers.

Exploring the process of political engagement

In this section, | go back to the work | conducteith green activists to shed light on the
processes of political mobilisation. Drawing fromc®logical approaches, | underline how
individuals’ narratives of themselves and theirresa” are socially constructed and how their
behaviours as well as worldviews change througlakoteractions. Finally, | consider how
the concept of group style can help us understdmat Wvames interactions and the extent to
which it facilitates or hampers change.

The puzzle of mobilisation

People who explain or justify how they act chogsectic repertoires, which are validated by
the groups with which they identify or with whomethwish to identify (Wuthnow 1993).
There is a multiplicity of possible justificatioasid individuals unconsciously sift through the

repertoires available to them; they tailor theiswto the frames (Benford and Snow 2000; H.

42 There are a number of complicated issues relatéhet storage and sharing of qualitative data. i8sused above there
are ethical issues relating to privacy, anonymiyweell as with the extent to which the data codctan usefully be
revisited by other researchers. The newly fundeBlEBSHS (Données, Infrastructures, Méthodes d’Eregién Sciences
Humaines et Sociales) includes an exploratory apérémental division focusing on qualitative datedalirected by Sophie
Duchesne. It is funded as a grand project by tvemunent as part of Equipex 2010 «investissemeat@ir».

3 There are a few examples of such ambitious pmjeete for instance the work of Braconnier and Dganis work on
voting practices in a housing estate (Braconnierl2meinagen 2007).
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Johnston and Noakes 2005) they share with the@rlodutors. The existence of a shared
language is crucial for the communication and aléiton of motives (Wuthnow 1993).
Justifications and rationalisation may be “congedt on the spot, but they use codes that are
not randomly selected (Della Porta 1992, 181) bat drawn from narratives that “make
sense”. Individuals pick a language - and a canghasguments - in relation to others and in
the process they also assert group belonging (Eaudhg 2010§%. These efforts reveal the
tension in our social identities: choosing a lamguto talk about one’s experience is a way of
showing acceptation of a cultural heritage (Céfad hichterman 2008; Fillieule 2001, 205).
It tells others what values we cherish and helgsriirrator label and make sense of his/her
behaviour. Individuals do not articulate tales ohweersion or sudden awareness out of their
blank imagination. They pick a language and a ces1@ arguments in relation to others and
in order to assert group belonging. These repedadrise as a consequence of interactions
and are co-constructed from the experiences andceqmons of participants (i.e. from the
collective representations and practices that iddals bring from the outside). The
languages of political participation have beconwaasingly dominated by references to self-
interest and utilitarianism even when people tél&w “altruistic” involvement in charities or
civic association (Wuthnow 1993) to the extent thay deviation from this norm is now
perceived as hypocritical or “irrational”. The “lgmage of motives” may ultimately convince
actors that they do, or should, think in termshefit own self-interest (Eliasoph 1998, 253f)
Greens’ tale® of joining tend to fall into 2 main categories:ns® admit to a moment of
awakening when they understood what they had nigtduasped before (Faucher 1997, 110;
Klandermans 1992, 81-82; Snow and Machalek 1984gre claim they have always been
green and therefore membership of the party canaenasural move once they discovered its
existence (Faucher 1997, 125-132). When theydadentify the key moment, they point to
a succession of events when they “connected thg’.dbor the first group, there was a
moment of “conversion”, or rather “alternation” (ger 1991, 65). They remember a book or
a lecture that changed their perceptions of thddvamd led them to search for like-minded
people. For the majority, being green provides dbetinuity in their narrative of the self:

childhood memories, inherited values and affiniithwnature lead to lifestyle choices. “When

44 Bizeul conducted a similar project within the Fréstional (2008).

45 However, when activists are mostly focused onrtbein feelings, the expression of any motive becoswf-referential

and the only common ground for deliberation imphssuming that everyone feels the same. This &adpx as the focus
on the individual is, in part at least, groundedtlo& belief that individuals are “unique” (and thugsumably all different
(Seligman et al. 2008, 133-4).

6 The use of life stories can be problematic as #reythe ad hoc production of a linear narrativehzpeculiar context of
the interview.
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one looks back, one realises that there must hlvays been something within. | have
always been green, without even knowing it", claiome, “I've always been green, except
that the word did not exist”, considers anothereréhis no moment of awakening but a path
of discovery, which did not stop with party memibgps Indeed, they usually underline how
their worldviews have firmed up as they have endageolitical discussions and learnt more
about the state of the planet (Faucher 1997, 123-18e act out routines without engaging
reflexively until prompted (by the interviewer, fmistance). It is usually easy for us provide a
discursive rationale that uses codes that makesderthe group we are identifying with — and
sometimes to the interviewer (Giddens 1991; Duls&8).

One should not be surprised: people join an orgépis based on imperfect information
(Rothenberg 1988; Faucher 1999a, 102-6), througheskind of “experiential search”
(Morales 2009, 16%J or because someone asked (Verba, Schlozman, aatly BI995;
Klandermans 1997, 67; Faucher 1999a, 91-98). Meremlly speaking, the sociology of
mobilisation has shown how activism should be raadan “individual and dynamic social
activity” (Fillieule 2001, 200), a process or even career rather than a moment
(Agrikoliansky 2001; Simeéant 2001; Ollitrault 2004nd the product of a dialectic between
the individual and the organisation (and the cantegre generally). This means that a lot
depends on the recruitment strategies of groupsd+ aome back to this question later when
discussing the implications of parties targeting tcruitment of particular social groups.
Contemporary society offers a diversity of posshil&ies and the greens produce a narrative
that reflects at the same time their “true” andeasial naturé and the complexity of their
personality. The “masters of doubt” have contrildui@ a hermeneutic of suspicion bolstered
by the pervasiveness of the modelhaimo economicuand the paradigm of instrumental
rationality: altruism as a motive is often suspdabdé hiding other more selfish motives. A
body of English language literature on activisnuévoted to testing Olson’s paradaxThe
premise of a rational instrumental individual doates the resource mobilisation approach
and limits its ability to explain mobilisation asich (Fillieule and Péchu 1994; Fillieule
2001). There is a scientific as well as a commarssexpectation that collective action and

party membership needs to be explained througlttsedeincentives that groups can offer

47 This suggests that in many cases, hew memben®akimg for information (Faucher 1999a, 102—-106)gaging in an
experiential search (Morales 2009, 161).

“8 This is how increasingly contemporary Westernensgive themselves (Lahire 2005; Le Bart 2008). &aeurological
perspective on this see tBelf lllusion(Hood 2012)

4% On the other hand in France, more attention ha® loevoted to structural determinants of mobilisatisuch as the
trajectory of individuals is social space and/a@itthbelonging to social groups) as illustratedhia tase of political parties by
the (by Ysmal 1998)
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their participants. This also applies to party mership, even though the testing of
alternative models shows that it is not the beptamatory model for participation (Whiteley
and Seyd 2002).

Activists tend to emphasize what maintains theorfmalcy”. As a consequence, one should
not be surprised to see the French greens dowrbkayghing that could make them appear
“sectarian”, from lifestyles to ide#s They expressed scepticism, often without knowing
much about it, towardsétologie profondeand anything that could appear as diverging from
an authorised scientific perspecfieSuch resistance can be connected to the comiinati

a French fascination for science and technologyawdntradictory romantic attachment to
their roots in the countryside. This particular feguration contributes, according to Michael
Bess, to the making of a “light-green society”. fithdove and fascination for technology,
progress and growth leads to a degree of selffaetiisn in having considered environmental
implications (Bess 2003). Beyond Bess’s sensitivé mauanced interpretation of currents of
French political culture, one can also underline slocial composition of respective green
parties at the time. In the early 1990s, 59% oh€&nd/ertswith a degree had studied science,
whilst this was only the case for 7% of the UK Gre€Faucher 1997, 69). Several of the
French activists | interviewed underlined how stifentraining and pursuit was paramount in
guiding their political commitment. At the same #&ma number of UK activists contrasted
ecologists (who study ecology as a science ana aft@an abstract and a political take), with
greens (who have a much wider perspectivé)hus, it is important to bear in mind that
political culture is not an explanation by itselfitbalways needs to be contextualised and

analysed in its complexity.

I/We questions

Fieldwork (observations and interviews conductedmasch as possible at the home of
activists) with the greens led me to interrogate thken-for-granted causal link between
attitudes and conducfs the existence of a green « faith » of sort anotgmvironmental

behaviours enhanced maybe by the secondary satiatiof the new party member attracted

%0 This is a peculiarly French concern as shown & dreation of an Observatoire interministeriel s sectes in 1996
(www.prevensectes.com). This is more than a palificeoccupation: it is linked to their immersiona hostile milieu and in
particular in one in which there has long beentirady little tolerance for alternative styles.

1 The concept of deep ecology, proposed by Arne N¢#973), meant very little to French activists wienerally

associated it with dangerous radicalism.

%2 n 1985, the Ecology Party became the Green Ranyder to follow the European trend but also bisea'ecology” was
considered a technical, difficult — and middle-slasconcept for effective promotion of the causel{fn 1991, 18; Button
1991, 254).

53 The direction of this relationship is also ques#id by Yves Schemeil in his chapter ooukures politiques (Schemeil

1985).
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to the party by environmental issues and progresidiscovering the array of policies and
behavioural changes that are supposedly requineslidh a perspective, the adoption of green
behaviours reduces cognitive dissonance linkeahtaveareness of the consequences of one’s
lifestyle. However, some change their behavioursediey have joined out of mimetism or
social pressure but later learn the rationalelfes¢ behaviours. In many cases though, the life
stories of activists reveals how many « practicdzegause they had « inherited » ways of
behaving, family habits of recycling, reusing, tiew lightly that are justified when green
arguments bring a rationale that was sometimestgoug

My research has focused on how individuals and ggazhange, together. Initially, such an
approach was justified because the greens clailmeg were seeking personal consistency
and that the alignment of different aspects ofrthiges allowed them to be more true to
themselves. They translated their political proiestheir life choices and bodies (Micoud
2000). Moreover, as | spent several years followmg two groups of Oxford and Aix-en-
Provence (and a few other individuals in the regimmationally whom I'd met at party
conferences), | was able to note how people chaagddhow the group evolved. In many
cases, they had joined the party because they Ipagtiaular sensitivity to an issue and had
been mobilised around it, sometimes through a éngg event (Cernobyl for instance). The
discovery of political ecology was on the other dhan process that was closely linked to
social interactions and discussions with othervests or resulted from a desire to learn (and
thus read) once they had joined (Faucher 1999a;7)0&iterature on social movements has
explored the importance of social interactionspriocesses of socialisation, construction and
change of ideational frames (Faucher 1997, 109nddamans 1992, 81-2; Hirsch 1990;
Goffman 1986; Benford and Snow 2000). If one waatanderstand how frames evolve and
the evolution of modes of conduct (in particularéhation to lifestyles as in the case of the
greens) one needs to look at the influence of agsgoarticular style or subculture (Eliasoph
and Lichterman 2003).

Individuals’ identities are multifaceted and compl@n terms of class, gender, nationality,
age, education or religion but also parent, amatausician...) Not only are these facets not
all equally salient at the same time but individyatho move between different contexts of
interactions, adapt to their settings in many Waydary Douglas thus draws our attention to
the multiplication of categories used to study daee in the 19 century. As the number of
labels grew, it became possible to think of oneselerms of these multiple categories and

54 See the discussion of the misinterpretation afiffaesponse to the invasion in 2003 (Chabal aatbD2006, 94-95).
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therefore to orientate behaviour in relation to lmwve conceived of oneself. There is therefore
an interesting circular process whereby people teraastitutions, institutions create
classifications, classifications shape actiondpastneed names and people respond to these
names. Belonging to an institution, and espoudmglassificatory system is not a conscious
process but it affects the ways we think (Dougl@86l chap. 8)As individuals move
between different contexts, they resort to diffedegic at different times in their ordinary
activities: what makes sense when one acts as plogee may not if one thinks as a parent
or a citizen. We know that actors do not think e same way, let alone about the same
things, in different settinga In other words, the cultural context providesarfework for
the enunciation of rationality (Chabal and Dalo9@0135) or for thgost hocenunciation of
rationale for action. Similarly, the meaning ofimsim — be it green or otherwise - is not
given but is the product of meaning-making actegtilt is formulated and expressed using
cultural codes that members of the group use amgrstand. Humans are social animals:
“webs of signification” are spun collectively, inpgeted in relation to a group. “Individuals
necessarily construe their experiences using teedhey inherit. People’s experiences can
lead them to beliefs only because they are alreatlyedded in traditions” (Bevir 2006, 287).
In order to understand activism one needs to loekhat it means to those engaged. We need
to listen to what activists say about what theybdowe also need to interpret their discourse
and their actions because what they mean for iostdny “participative democracy” or
“equality” can in practice be understood or expsreal rather differently. Thus, in one sets to
to understand the decline in activism in the Labparty (Seyd and Whiteley 1992), one
needs to reflect on how the meaning of membershgpchanged (Faucher-King 2006).

Friendship and congeniality

When | started followind.es Vertsin Aix in 1991, | was told thatcbnvivialité€ was a key
concept for them and a distinctive quality of thaarty. The reference to lllich was implicit
but what most members referred to was quite diffefeom the concept developed by the
philosopher and social crititand more akin to a different acceptance of thedwionplying
sociability and hospitability. There were seldommds when members did not invoke what
made, according to them, their party different frothers: a way of relating to each other, of
respecting individual contributions, of being frilsn(and therefore equals), of having fun. In
contrast with other political groups.es Vertsclaimed they were welcoming, open and

%5 Mathematic abilities, for instance, are influentgtthe environment in which they are mobilisedvg.4988).
%6 Jllich articulated a non Marxist critique of indtial societies and advocated a (sustainable) goaiewhich tools and
institutions would be defined by their use rathert define their users (lllich 1990).
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respectful of difference. This was all the moreresting as, in practice, there were few signs
that those who attended meetings and events dratvntluch pleasure from their social
interactions. Almost all encounters between memb#rare related to party business. Social
events were organised formally. Those who attertdesttribed their participation as part of
their commitment to greerconvivialité. If it was not a burden it was not particularboked
forward to either. In fact, in private, some partgmbers complained to me that there seemed
to be no joy, no sense of humour (Faucher 1997), 327

Regularly, a renewed sense of having to foster eernongenial atmosphere emerged when
fruit juices left over from a press conference wdiscovered and were thus shared by
members. These were consumed during the meetingrriitan at the end or at the beginning
of the meeting partly because the group found fiicdit to delineate the border between
sociability and work. Purely social events were fawd far between. Those on the edge of
party involvement deplored the situation. The agmeup never really complained about not
meeting fellow members enough and the ethos ofitbep heavily emphasised work. Indeed
endless meetings mostly drained their energiesdifapl004, 181).

Les Vertsinteracted in what seemed to be dominated by arosyhere that emphasised
seriousness. Some members even complained thatatiye lack a sense of humour and
lightness. It is not that they were motivated bgease of doom and a generally pessimistic
approach’. Activism for them was asacerdock a vocation - that is to say that the reward
was in the dedication itself, not in the enjoymene could find in it (Faucher 1997, 187).
And they showed it! They met each other not bec#usas fun but because they had things
to discuss. There were always on a misSioim some ways, partying with other greens was
seen as a chore, an activist’'s duty rather thahesréul opportunity. The seriousness with
which Aix members envisaged their membership eclioesational organisation’s culture
(Villalba 1995, 255).

In Aix, the local party was the product of a sustelselectoral campaign for which two
environmentalists had banded together and mobiltbeir associative networks to put
together a list of candidates. This, however, ditl melp to create or maintain ties between
members. For many years, the two networks wereapoded rather than intertwined. New
members were usually brought to a meeting by soméuwey knew beforehand. Spontaneous

memberships were rare or short-lived. Friendsh@s but of activism were not the norm. In

57 British greens were for that matter much more pronmention “the end of the world as we know it"asotivation for
their action.

%8 See Daniel Gaxie's revisit of the question of \d@sth's rewards and his discussion of the “sacritisd of some
behaviours and frowning upon others (Gaxie 2008-6%



52

the 1990sl.es Vertanformally maintained a tradition of grooming aéw members that has
been practiced by the Communists and the Soci&distdecades (Lefebvre and Sawicki 2006,
163): new members have to be introduced and in stTases had to defend their wish to join
in front of a commission. This applied in the 1990s time wheres Vertsvere anxious to
avoid what they perceived as opportunistic entryagrwould-be politicians. (Faucher 1992)

In the absence of social events, did the greemkifirbusiness meeting arguments to support
their ideal of a convivial green community? How ddrtstypically meet in Aix? Meetings
always started late and many arrived deliberataigrland later to avoid wasting their time
waiting for others. Not only was there no real tihmit but meetings dwindled on until too
many members had left to carry on a meaningfuludison. At about 11pm everybody was
just too tired to carry on socially with a driflkAs a consequence of the lack of unwinding
times, there were few opportunities to smooth adiapgreements and make sure that they
were not taken personally. The implicit rules of thcal group did not allow for moments of
decompression or simply a break and those who dagd@mply left for a breath of fresh air.
There were many occasions were real tensions eohefpey were stirred up by competition
between members who wished to stand as candidiabgsdisputes over electoral alliances at
the local or national lev& Tensions simmered rather than exploded but werpatpable
that women took the habit of leaving the room fairiak, a biscuit and a small chat before re-
entering the ring.

Similarly, British greens often enthused about rible of social contacts and interactions in
helping them develop and anchor their understandingreen politics. They emphasised
conversations and debates, people who were friemddtl cared about othéts Sociability
relied on semi-organised events taking place bi&ffiez the official business meeting of the
group.

It is important to remember the broader culturahtegt in which groups operate. When |
started meeting British greens | was struck byulhiguity of the tea and coffee mug (Faucher
1999a, 167-9). No encounter, no interview, no férmeeting even could apparently start
without the offering of a “cuppa” (and the choiagtween soy or dairy milk). This contributed

to create an atmosphere that was more relaxed emsdfbrmal. In many ways, this is an

% This is by no means unique to Les Verts, as nbgetbn (lon 1994, 32). Similarly, many meetingsrstate in France and
Mitterrant himself was known for always arrivingdgFaucher-King 2005, 83)

% In the 1990s, tensions were about the authentifitplternative green organisations and alliand&92-3) with the
extreme left (1994-5) or the mainstream left (148 1996-7).

b1 Research on social movements has highlighted thee afosmall groups on collective representatiots more one
identifies with a group, the more open discussiaith other group members will contribute to shiftitades and beliefs
(Duriez and Sawicki 2003, 151; Duriez and Sawidd2, 34). Similarly, there is growing interest e teffect of context on
political opinions through a neighbourhood effdtaiconnier 2010).
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extension of British practices: meetings have suleeticoffee breaks unless there are so short
that participants start the meeting with their magd cup¥. Moreover, in the Oxford group

in particular, every effort was made to create ofyties for social interaction and to ease
off competition, political disagreements and tofudi€ personal hostili§. Party meetings
concluded with biscuits and tea and this seconidfighe meeting could last up to an hour. In
the UK, pub culture helps create further opportasitfor sociability: a smaller group
invariably carried on the conversation even furihghe local pub, mostly including the most
committed members, but quite often also outlieesy ror little engaged but interested in
pursuing the political conversation. During eleatarampaigns, a number of green candidates
to the city council meet up after long leaflet-ting canvassing weekend expeditions in the
wards where they are standifigThey share a Sunday (nut) roast or a beer akdatmut
party business.

However, beyond the core groups of activists, ame®xford most members never met up
socially with others and only a tiny minority maaited personal friendships with each other
beyond party activities. This is true in many lopalties and associations, even when their
membership lists counts several dozens of merfibers

The “styles” of groups

The concept of group style provides an interedemg to analyse patterns of interactions and
the diverse shades of green (or any other polipealy or group for that matter) styles. It is
all the more interesting when one then reflectshow these styles create paths and thus
constrain the possibilities of change. Eliasoph amdhterman invite us to consider how
groups provide specific contexts in which indivitlaators understand, think and act out. The
“recurrent patterns of interaction that arise frangroup’s shared assumptions about what
constitutes good or adequate participation” (Elds@nd Lichterman, 2003: 737) can be
identified as different “styles” or filters for dekttive representations. Symbols, stories,
vocabularies or codes are shared with the widemuanity but interpreted and practiced in
specific ways (Eliasoph and Lichterman 2003, 782)ee dimensions can “sensitise” the

52 An interesting hybrid institution is the MaisonaRcaise in Oxford, where the tea break was inititatised by the
Director many years ago: all staff and academidesgs are expected to attend, to the chagrin somestof French students
who perceive this ritual (Faucher-King 2005, 8aasunbearably quaint practice and a waste of time.

53 Activists expressed in private concern about temsibetween activists but collectively the groupermhelmingly
managed to prevent these feuds from damaging thesghere of meetings or derail the group fromtppse.

% Oxford greens do not target seats but stand caregiceverywhere. As a consequence most campaigmesrown, with
the exception of a few winnable wards in the ceafr®wn.

% In Scotland 65% of Greens never or rarely meeh edlser socially and only 13% do this often (Ben?@®4, 197). The
survey of Scottish members also reveals that 53%mdt take part in any meeting in the year prioth® study and about
22% described themselves as active (very or faiMy) own interviews confirmed that friends and telas played minor
roles in joining for the British greens compareatoer parties (Bennie 2004, 112; Whiteley and S&}aRp.
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observer and help the interpretation of the impharms of interaction in a group (Eliasoph
and Lichterman 2003, 784-7): group boundaries (lmdlongs or not and how does one relate
to outsiders, such as political opponents, joustslimembers of the wider public); group
bonds (solidarity and how members conceive of theationships with other members and
their commonalities) and speech norms. Discoursesdeeds are shaped through constant
mutual adaptation between individuals involvedha group. Interactionist approaches, such
as this one, have received a good deal of attemtidfrench political sociology (Fillieule
2001; Céfai 2007; Sawicki and Siméant 2009).

Whether at the local, regional or national levegetings inLes Vertsnever start or end on
time, last too long and reach no conclusion (BeRlitoux, Faucher, and Peirano 2002).
There are few breaks and participants tend to giriind out of the room according to their
need for a “pause-café”, “pause-cigarette” or otliee. When a pause is agreed (in some
cases because there are more people outside thiagrban within), it overruns. When there
is an agenda, it is neither followed nor carriewtigh, or only remembered several hours into
the meeting as it is time to wrap up. Some disonssinever reach a conclusion and the
facilitator fails to, or is unable, draw a synttsesr a conclusion. Minutes are not taken or
circulated. Decisions are not implemented “becaheg are un-implementabféor they are
brought back to the discussion table (and sometichaienged) because someone who did
not attend nevertheless had something to say abdhen a decision has been taken and
someone entrusted with the task of implementinghig runs the risk of being criticised for
her actions as consensus disintegrates on whanalfigwas a collegial decision.

Why are some groups not reflectively engaging witir style especially when it makes a
number of them unhappy and fails to convince pigdits that it is “working”? In Aix, a
number of attempts were made to improve what wias feub-optimal way of acting together.
These involve classic rules of conducting meetimgsl distributing speech, of doing
introductory roundtables. One member would ostéyngity to enforce the official code of
conduct by raising a hand before speaking. Whemdweed to a different city, no-one was left
to remind the others to take turn. The group disedswvhether to change meeting times so
that schedules could be more reliable for thosh feitilies or coming from out of town, but
to no avail. Over the years, the group profounéiyewed itself as many members left and

others joined. In 2009, the group’s style remaioledracterised by a rather tense atmosphere,

% |nterview, quoted in (Benoit Rihoux, Faucher, aniid®e 2002, 43)
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reflected in a history punctuated by personaligshloften clad under the veil of ideological
and strategic feuds, leading to expulsions andumsecto outside arbitratibf

It can be difficult to perceive the filters of gmstyles outside of the moments when the
implicit rules are broken, eliciting awkwardnessdagmbarrassment. These moments are
important as they reveal what is out of boundsctmllenging for themodus operandiln
1994, a green from Oxford attended a meeting osganduring the European Parliamentary
election in Aix, he reported with horror in the &mewsletter « No chair, no agenda, no
introduction. Most arrived late and left early. Amber of those who spoke were not even
party members. A red green spoke for half an hatlrowt taking a breath and at some point a
socialist city councillor even turned-up uninvitead spoke for 15 minutes. | was told ‘if you
think that is bad, you should see what happens ansillle’ ». It is interesting to note what
shocked the Oxonian, i.e. the many ways in whichtwie took for granted as the proper way
of conducting a meeting (group boundaries, speeems) were challenged. On the other
hand, Aix greens shrugged his comments away. Thiegat really understand why they were
being criticised when they thought it all worked ORhey were not prepared to see their
certainties questioned. Organisations, and thevithgials within them, can be conservative
even when they see themselves as radicals. Morestyds of interactions are so taken-for-
granted that they are almost invisible to thoselived.

Collective identity is (re) constructed in intefaat through doing and meaning-making.
Solidarity bonds are created through the perforraasfcverbal and nonverbal acts that draw
the boundaries that define ‘us’ and distinguistr@ug from another. In many cases, symbols
help brush over the diversity of views and values persist. ‘We’ is in part the product of
such performative practices — that is patterned/iies that create a collective identity as
they enunciate it or as they act it out. Confersrgige an immediate and concrete dimension
to the idea of a green community: they are formagigned®: “green friends” are greet&or
thanked at the beginning of each speech/contribuparticipants giggle and lauhwhen
they get in-jokes (about electoral campaigningher process of deliberation for instance).

Sharing emotions creates a bond that is now wellloegd by the social movements

57| caught up with Aix Verts in 2009 during a 6 miasitstay in Provence. In 2008, the local party irdptb when an
outgoing city councillors decided to seek an aliwith MODEM, the centrist party rather than tef.IThey were expelled
by a decision of the national organisation white&t faction reasserted its influence.

% See the interesting opening by a local green dbanstanding in lieu of the Mayor: “Welcome tavierpool for the 2007
Autumn conference of the green party of England\@es. | think that’s the hard bit over now: we knahere we are and
we know which political party we are in” http://wwyoutube.com/watch?v=IFOcCENjSR2Y

% This would be “comrades”, “colleagues” in othertjes.

0 British Greens’ conferences are peppered with huritoa way that contrasts with the severity of Masts. A notable
example is the Conference Review with its songs antkdy acts (Faucher 1997, chap. 7). In the UK,g@lke obligatory in
speeches from conferences to wedding banquets.
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specialists (Traini and Collectif 2009; Goodwing@er, and Polletta 2001) whilst jokes draw
attention to the crossing of boundaries (Seligmaal.e2008, 94) and thus the closure of the
in-group.

Moreover, interactions contribute to promote roegithat members do not necessarily follow
in their private lives. It is the repetition of $ugractices that make them appear less
problematic, and ultimately taken-for-granted. tattions contribute to legitimise and
routinise “greenness” in the daily activities ofgeoup: reusing envelopes and printing on
recycled paper, vegetarian options wherever mealpravided and soy milk for tea. In most
cases, there has been no formal conversation hdicipants nevertheless realise that
somehow to “be” green means that one “acts” as(@ufman 1990). The spill over into
private life can be a consequence (and many Briskns for instance become vegetarian or
at least eat vegetarian in the presence of otlemgj®. On the other hand, members clearly
felt there were rules to follow when in the compafypthers. When tea is offered, soy milk is
always available alongside dairy. Organisers of amgnt always cater for vegetarians,
usually also for vegans, and the party programnveaates vegetarian diets. When they eat
out together (at conference for instance), therggedl order a variety of vegetarian dishes. At
home, however, a number of those | had always f#lenv a vegetarian diet explained they
ate meat occasionally or regularly and complaineauathe hypocrisy of others. One, who
had been vegan and vegetarian in the past butevadted to eating meat because it was “too
socially awkward not to do so” when travelling admlp mocked the fact that vegetarian food
always disappeared faster at green events becamseares did not dare to come out in
public. Neither Oxonians nor Aixois engage in casadons about green lifestyles and
exceptions were generally seerfasx-pasby an overzealous member.

These hardly noticeable acts, repeated at eacueter become habits that create solidarity
and bonds (Goffman 1990) and are markers of antitgernn the 1990s, British greens
systematically reused envelopes two or three titndbe point that | started doing the same
when writing to them. Symbolic practices have inddige effects because collective
performance is rarely just about shared values samied symbols. Collective enactments
paper over social and cultural divisions. Perfogmihese acts creates the appearance of a
common culture without actually needing to creatéEliasoph, 1998: 112). The collective
nature of the performance is what makes the ritnpbrtant, not a common set of “beliefs”

within. Speech norms frame members’ assumptionsitatbmv and why they speak to each

| have discussed lifestyles as identity constoncélsewhere (Faucher 1999a, chap. 5)
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other. It encapsulates much more than the jargomesmes used. It is about a corpus of
references (from authors to obscure party docurpemtemories of past battles and
personalities or events, images and symbols, whgddressing “comrades”, of sharing ideas,
enthusing or criticising. It also includes what ¢entalked about and thus invites to reflect on
self-censorship as well as Lukes’ third dimensibpawer (Lukes 2005).

We will come back to the question of how groups dlep their own style and the
implications of these in the context of other pgtin chapters 3 and 4.

Challenging the boundaries of the public and the pr Ivate

In the 1980s and 1990s, many European green pavées in a situation not dissimilar to
labour movements of the early"™@entury and torn by ideological disagreementseihko
strategic choices. Whilst “Realists” pleaded for engagement within the institutional
framework and system of political alliances, actepthe risk of compromise for the promise
on an influence on policy, Radicals feared that ivdtremediably damage their role as a
political spur and would lead them to losing thetegrity (Doherty 1992). The debate took a
particular virulent form in Germany but could als® found in other countries. In France and
in the UK, the electoral system meant that the gosof parliamentary representation was
remote and their electoral results excluded themmfrany potential electoral pacts.
Nevertheless, the early 1990s where marred in tedbs by strife, division and secessions. In
France, the creation of a rival, initially more bty aligned with theParti socialiste
contributed to accredit the idea tHa#és Vertswere dangerous anti-humanist fanatics who
would impose green behaviours. As the 1992 regietedtions allowed the greens to win
enough seats to hold the balance of power in acteses, a firsBocialistesvVertscoalition in
Nord-Pas de Calais helped the greens get usec tinle¢la of political compromise. Within 5
years they managed to broker a pre-electoral peadt dllowed them to win seats in the
Assemblée Nationaland portfolios in government. At the same times British Greens’
success at the 1989 European elections contritiatadflash rise in membership, leading to
tough disputes about organisational reforms andasttous split in 1992.

Green parties were analysed as the product oflentsievolution” (Inglehart 1977, 1989,
1990), which was characterised by cognitive madtiics. Sometimes derided as the
“chattering classes”, they were seen as cognitieehare, politically competent as well as
sceptical towards the failure of traditional pal#tito solve contemporary problems (Eder
1985; J. Cohen 1985; Cotgrove 1982).
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One of the great benefits of research on greenepart the early 1990s was that | explored
two subfields of political sociology (political gaas and social movements/mobilisation),
which references tend not to overlap (Sawicki 2014Y) the time, Les Vertsfancied
themselves as a movement and rejected the padydad the Green party was condemned to
the political margins and the Conservatives dewadoprepressive policies towards
environmental mobilisations that contributed toicatise the movement. The literature on
small parties was limited (Kitschelt 1989a; MulRommel and Pridham 1990; Poguntke
1993; Laurent and Villalba 1997) and provided fevol$ to analyse the processes of
mobilisation through which individuals became caigely mobilised by political ecology,
decided to join a new political organisation, wehanged (or not) by their interactions within
groups, invented modes of deliberation. On therdtla@d, new social movements had led to
a flurry of English language publications (Meluct®89; Morris 1992; J. Cohen 1985;
McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald 1996; Tarrow 1998; Klandans et al. 1989; McAdam,
McCarthy, and Zald 1996; Giugni 1999; R. J. Dalammd Kuechler 1990; Eyerman and
Jamison 1991; H. Johnston and Klandermans 1995;rsCil 1995; Jenkins and
Klandermans 1995; Edmondson 1997) that | startedimg in the Bodleian library when
taking a break from the Greéfslt was all the more pertinent as the Green paey then
debating reorienting its strategy. Indeed, manymembers had been involved in protest
action (including protest at the Newbury bypass @adford Downs®) and, frustrated by
lack of progress on the electoral front, they a@ted a recentring on nonviolent direct
actior(*.

It is useful, when trying to understand the moimag of political activists, to explore the
genealogy of their political movement, the intelled and theoretical sources, as well as the
vernacular of the party. In the case of the greens, needs to interrogate in particular in
attitudes to nature, to animals but also to ecolagya science, and to religious and
philosophical roots. It was quickly striking howfeeences and authors are different in both
countries whether one focuses on ideological/thaalesources or on members’ worldviews
as expressed in long semi-directive interviews.yVearly on, | explored the writings of

authors who articulated a green political theorgl§fon 1991; Eckersley 1992; Goodin 1992;

"2 This literature was popularised initially in Franby Fillieule and Péchu and has contributed tewethe interest in the
political sociology of mobilisations (Fillieule arREchu 1994; Fillieule 2000; Céfai and Trom 2001aC2007).

3 One of the members | interviewed at the party erfce had been ran over by a truck at Newburyaarstal supporter
of NVDA. Other key figures at the national levelr@eengaged in lifestyle activism: several liveddpees in Wales, one was
very active in Reclaim the Streets, another onerosgd green summer camps...

" This did not happen, partly because the confrimtat mood of the Conservatives was replaced in 189& new Labour
government that was, initially at least much marediliatory and open to discussion with environna¢pntganisations.



59

Dryzek and Schlosberg 2004) whilst reading the rniags and references quoted by
activists (Faucher 1999a, chap. 1). The gap betweademic thoughts and party members’
views was nearly as wide as the Channel, not totiorethe mosaic of approaches within
each movement (Faucher 1999a, 145; Pucciarelli Bodonnet 2000). Some of the
divergences could be traced back to the influencetber intellectual and ideological
currents: feminism, pacifism, vegetarianism, pemntace, third world solidarity, New Age).
The connection between the thoughts of the philosgp Arne Naess and Ivan lllich for
instance and of party activists (for instance caminom the anti-nuclear movement)
sometimes could be found in magazines or througtasional lectures or in discussions
around a drink after a meeting. Readerd®kesurgencdan intellectual, artistic and slightly
new age journal) have references that contrast thidlse who readEcologie Politiqueou
Silence 94% of the Greens surveyed in 1991 considerednétaire had an intrinsic value
(Rudig, Bennie, and Franklin 1991). Those | intewed a few year later liked, or at least
appreciated, the intellectual stimulus of the mietap chosen by Lovelock to name the fragile
system that had provided good conditions for thergence and the flourishing of life on
Earth (Lovelock 2000). At the same time, the mantal the Gaia hypothesis triggered
negative and sometimes emphatic reactions arivants Most only had a vague idea about
what it entailed but some feared sectarianism afmtessed concern that talking about a
spiritual dimension would distract from the poliajuest. Only one, broadly read but also
denounced in Provence askamer Vert could explain why it was both interesting and
problematic in the French context (Faucher 1998a48; Faucher 1997, 160-2). In France,
more than in the UK, activists were prone to fothusir attention primarily onto practical
political and policy issues and to separate prit¥edéings and public action.

Rather than draw me to political theory, the exgion of green ideas and worldviews
pointed me in the direction of the diversity ofiaists’ subcultures and their embeddedness
within wider social and political contexts and itamhs. It also highlighted the need to reflect
on the articulation of the public and the privatieerging views about the “good life” and the
appropriate way to act and the search for consigtefhis was manifested in lifestyles as
well as in their political organisations since thegry constitutions and practices were meant
to implement here and now a miniature of the goociety, a sustainable and democratic
microcosm that would respect individualities. Theaming that actors attribute to their action
is constructed through interactions with othersl @nparticular within the party.

Some of the differences between the GreensLasdVertsare linked to the institutional and

political opportunities and constrains on thein@ts within their respective polities. Others,
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however, are more difficult to pin down becauseratuires exploring historically the
construction of modes of thinking about the pland ¢e role of humans in relation to the
non human world. Although my research then focuseda marginal political group, it
required reflecting on more general political pisgas and cultures. The comparison in this
case allowed me to highlight the influence of nadioreligious history on green conceptions
of political activism, such as the complementabiggween associations and political parties or
the politicisation of private behaviours (Fauch&97, chap. 13). This was particularly
interesting as it forced me to reflect on the dpmety of French political-religious
articulation. As noted by Claude Dargent, Francerigue in the ways in which religion
structures political choices to the extent thatehe almost a homology between degree of
religiosity and Left-right placement (Dargent 2010here is also a rare antagonism between
Catholicism and ir-religiosity. To understand hosligion plays on political practices and
orientations one needs to go beyond surveys tooexphe history of religious and social
conflicts. Considering the greens thus allowed onstart unpacking the complex relationship
between conceptions of the private and the pulbiccthus to understand how activists could
make sense of their engagement through politidalisgl dimensions that were not
necessarily strictly distinct in their minds.

Why do some people consider that their privateslit@nsumption, employment, lifestyles)
are inseparable from their political identity andnmonitment whilst others assert the
separation of the private and the public spherezsctbn? Such differences can be usefully
explored through the prism of national politicastory. In the UK, bishops sit in Parliament
and schools have maintained a religious educatiamicalum. Many universities have
religious studies and/or theology departments. {wesrning BBC radio 4 broadcasts a short
“Thought for the day” slot that is open to membefrall religions, including (though rarely)
Pagans and Wiccas. At the same time, 50.7% of edpulation considered in 2009 that
they had « no religion » (British Social Attitud8sirvey 2009). To understand the apparent
paradox, one needs to remember how protestant ldsitearnt to cohabit during the™9
Century and to tolerate Catholics as equal citizéhg legacy of these battles is that the UK
now boasts its pluralism and religious toleranceliglous non-conformism is a legitimate
pursuit and a spiritual quest another way to expoeee’s individuality. In contrast, 66 % of
the French population surveyed by IFOPlfarCroix, declared themselves Catholics (though
religious practice has dropped to 15% of regulassrettendanc&- a figure similar in the

™ «Lla France reste catholique, mais moins pratiguan La Croix, http://www.la-croix.com/Religion/S-
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UK’®). Similarly more Greens (72%) thavierts (45%) claimed to be a-religious at the
beginning of the 1990s (Faucher 1999a, 79). Althatlhgy were just exiting the “neither left
nor right” period of their history (1986-1993)es Vertscould be seen as influenced by the
laic if not anti-religious tradition of the French Lethe Catholics | interviewed rejected the
idea that their faith bore much relation with thaftitudes to the environment and some were
clearly reluctant to talk about religion at all. Aaver their religious affiliation, British
Greens did not shy away from affirming their preetipagan as well as Christian non-
denominational rituals were performed on the friofehe Green party conference. Quakers
were over represented in the party and seen asj@ swurce of inspiration for the strong
commitment to decision-making by consensus. Manyhef British activists | interviewed
mentioned the “spiritual dimension” of ecology watft being prompted whilst, once back in
France | realised | had to raise the questiontfto be touched on. Not only did members of
Les Vertsnever mention spontaneously a personal connewgtittnnature that could open up
to a discussion about a spiritual dimension, astandence of any shape or form, but when |
brought it up, it often meant that they were evegrier to profess moderation in everything
from eating organic or vegetarian to their usagepovate transport, insisting on their
rejection of fundamentalism.

| explored further these puzzles whilst in Vanderbirough collaboration with colleagues at
the Center for the Study of Religion and Cultureniiessee was everything laic and bore
little connection with the nonconformism of the tigfh green movement. Between 2005 and
2008, the group kcology and Spiritualityy held an interdisciplinary seminar focusing on
Southern (i.e. Southern US) attitudes towards ¢knchange. Beyond academic seminars, we
organised outreach panels and consultations witl leeligious leaders (mostly Protestants)
in order to explore the resistance of Southern canities to the ideas of climate change and
global warming. We interviewed the leader of theutBern Baptists as well as invited a
number of prominent theologians and religious &sidpecialists to talk about theological
conceptions of nature and creation in the majordvagligions. | also seized the opportunity
to attend Tennessee green party meetings andybeimikidered developing a research project
that would extend my work in France and the UK. Mthihe Nashville greens met at the

Downtown library and were dominated by academia$ @ban intellectuals, the state party

informer/Actualite/La-France-reste-catholiqgue-maisins-pratiquante-_NG_-2009-12-29-570979

8 "Churchgoing in the UK", Tearfund research, 2007 @B. The survey involved 7000 UK adults aged 16ower,
interviewed between 8th February to 5th March 2006.

7 Seeing GreeifPorritt 1984) remained a key reference to Britifieens much after Jonathan Porritt had left theyfart
many members considered his book, as well as t88 éctoral manifesto as a keystone because atkisowledgement of
the spiritual dimension of political ecology.
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held its annual congress at the First Unitarianversalist Church and attracted not only the
usual educated middle class (teachers, social wsjrkmit also a number of activists who
stood out from the Tennesseans | met elsewherediBstd, pagans, architect specialising in
straw buildings, downshifters who had chosen adffidency or moved to what used to be
the local hippie communif§, midwifes on a mission and many others who haddeecto
explore alternative lifestyles or become educaborsustainability and survivalism.

These tentative explorations and academic exchaimg&ennessee as well as interactions
with Religious studies academics between 1997 &bt 2(notably at Stirling and at
Vanderbilt) allowed me to develop a better undeditag of the complex implications of
diverse national religious histori@sand cultures. | became aware of the influenceligious
education and identification bears on political difdstyle choice¥. It also drew my
attention to the narrow focus that some politicalestists take when they consider the
influence of religion on political attitudes andhawiours (Norris and Inglehart 2004). For
instance in the French context, according to Boglii “la socialisation religieuse n’a d’effets
politiques réels que dans les cas ou la transmissles valeurs religieuses (ou de lir-
religion) a effectivement réussi: avoir des pareptatiquants ou agnostiques n'a guere
d’influence sur les attitudes politiques des adhée/erts ou socialistes mais se percevoir soi
méme comme pratiquant ou sans religion (disposeioigrande partie héritée n’est pas sans
conséguence sur le positionnement politiguéBoy, Rey, and Subileau 2003, 60). It is
striking how the impact of a religious educatiorassumed to be unproblematically reducible
to a simple binary (with or without) rather thantémms of content of the religious message in
relation to God’s Creation, human dominion, etclyQhe position on the left/right political
axis is considered, even though it would be intergsn the case dfes Vertdo cross check
with values ((Boy, Rey, and Subileau 2003, chap- $ee table p140). In the same book,
women are said to be closer to environmental valWghilst the influence of social
characteristics and education is checked but motdligious backgroundPlus on est éduqué
moins on partage ‘une certaine mythologie qui ergdas animaux (...) moins on est éduqué
et plus on est proche des valeurs environnementalems on est critique a leur encontre

(Boy, Rey, and Subileau 2003, 14). The least prorenmentally inclined are the better

8 http://www.thefarm.org/

®The contribution by Mark Stoll (Texas Tech Univéysion “Religious Roots of France’s Light-Green Sogigrovoked
remarkably hostile reactions in the audience of4hdne protection de la nature et de I'environndénaela francaise ? »,
organized by the Association pour I'histoire deplatection de I'environnement et de la nature irthet Sorbonne, in
September 201h{tp://ahpne.fr/spip.php?articleb&His paper explored the influence of protestard aatholic upbringing
on key thinkers and actors of the French environatenovement.

8 paul Lichterman has worked on the American gréwisre turning his attention to religious movemaans their role in
building political communities and action (Lichteam1996; Lichterman 2005).
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represented and are dominant lies Verts(Boy, Rey, and Subileau 2003, 140). Such
treatment of the category of religion in surveysasnmon place, one of the best (or worst as
the case may be) was co-authored by Norris ancetiagl (Norris and Inglehart 2004).
However interesting it can be to find a correlatibetween levels of education and
“mythological views about animals”, one is leftwmnder what exactly we have learnt about
green conceptions of the environment and whallg tes about the survey questions and the
inference that is made by analysts.

* ok *
Challenge the idea that previously held values amphlctions opens the door to new
guestions and the ambivalent relationships thagrgrehave to rules and established ways
(such as established ways of doing politics). Gndhe hand, they reject social norms and
idealise spontaneity as the proof of authentic cament. On the other hand, they consider
that rules are paramount to avoid the emergencah@rconsolidation of leadership, of
bureaucracies and hierarchidses Vertsare remarkable in that they are an organisation
paralysed by rules that are impossible to reformléave most dissatisfied (Benoit Rihoux,
Faucher, and Peirano 2002). When my attention tutoébig” partie§’, | was interested in

applying the theories and frames | had found udefahalyse and understand the greens.

81 As opposed to the “small”, “marginal” or “irrelevd, which have all been used to qualify greenipart
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Chapter 3

Power games inside parties: change, rules and ritua  lisation

My second major research project focused on pastfferences as a comparable point of
entry into major parties that would also allow needevelop an approach to mainstream
organisations similar to the one | had tested enntlargins of the political spectrum. Despite
the competition brought by new parties and altévadbrms of participation through NGOs
in particular, such an apparently archaic form afty activism persists. As more than one
conference organiser told me during the course wfstady, these events are primarily an
event that pleases the “tribalists” who enjoy megetiegularly with people like them. | knew
from working with the greens how important confexemwere for the construction of identity
and feelings of belonging. | hoped to explore hoambers develop identification and loyalty
as well as develop strategies for their own caredns British annual party conference is a
semi-private meeting, gathering elected represeetat local delegates and middle-level
elites. They are the best opportunity to obserw aralyse how different strata of the party,
different subgroups (whether regional or functipradalesce and cohabit. Historically, the
Conservatives gathered as the National Union ofs€wmative associations and merely invited
the parliamentary party. The leader gave a speftehthe closure of the official gathering.
The heterogeneity of party cultures transpireshi ¢ontrasting staging of the events, the
vocabulary, the self-presentation and dress coithesrituals of opening and closure, the
fringe meetings and receptions. At the same titme elxistence of a national pattern is clear:
periodicity, formalisation, role, place, structuaad style of the debates even through the
innovations in session formats of the last 15 yeéies posturing towards political opponents,
the opening of the fringe meetings and the comrakexhibition.

The conferences are a contemporary entertainmemt sitreasingly designed for televisual
audiences with very careful attention given toghe(expensively designed and subcontracted
every year), the choreography (strictly timed sesmn of speakers), audio effects (singing,
clapping, etc) and to the formal and patently titii@ elements of pomp and ceremony
(awards, opening and closure, leader’'s speech)y ©ften involve social drama as power
balance shifts, careers are influenced (if notrdeiteed by conference performafifeand a
few ballots still take place (most of them though held at other times). Negotiations go on

in the backrooms, the bars and the corridors d®fecget an opportunity to meet and debate

82 One recalls how Ann Widdecombe’s 1998 conferepeesh transformed her into a media star, a roldabéept despite
leaving Parliament in 2005.
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strategy. If British party conferences rarely hdke intensity of the social drama that the
French socialists usually play at their congres@@snnes and Reims being the most
prominent examples to date), they neverthelesgiboig to the restructuring and renewal of
the party’'s sense of identity and unity — indeedityuis often a paramount theme at
Conservative and Labour conferences.

My interest for the performative role of these oa#l meetings stemmed from an
interactionist perspecti#® With the greens, | had looked at the constructibra green
identity through the ritualisation of participatodgmocracy. But beyond self-presentation, |
became increasingly intrigued by politics as the#tat contributes to enshrine and naturalise
practices and worldviews. Thus, | not only consdemwhat rituals could mean for the
participants but also what they did to them andtlh@ organisation. At the micro level, the
style of a group (Eliasoph and Lichterman 2003)wvasr from what participants bring (in
terms of their habitus) but is more than the singaldition of their expectations and ways of
behaving. In many ways, the annual conference isrevta party culture is constructed
through the interactions and rubbing of variouscsitiires. The outcome is a hybrid of
national traits (there is a particular debatindestiearnt at school and through debating clubs
and societies such as the Oxford Union) and ingiital constraints (for instance the
programme is to a large extent determined by elakcteeeds as a response or an anticipation
of the conference of political opponents), localfsmal colour (in particular regional
character but also the influence of specific growpsse influence may be tangential (Church
of England, trade unions, regional groups, the &ahi increasingly lobbyist and PR
specialists..§". The group style that emerges then contributahépe the party culture with,
in some cases, the potential to also influence vedymiteracting and influencing what it
means to behave like a good party member. | sho@hanging Partieshow New Labour
actively worked on the potential of the party coafee to transform the party image (through
the intense mediatisation of the event) as wethasparty culture (through diffusing a sense
of responsibility in relation to the party’s sucseand through different speech norms and
styles of interaction) (Faucher-King 2005, chamn@l 6). This process of internalisation of

behaviours rests on the production of a discuratienalisation of the new practices as well

8 Symbolic interactionism has been my main sourfcenspiration, in particular through the work ofviirg Goffman.
(Goffman 1986; Goffman 1990; Goffman 2005).

8 The Greens’s minute of silence was introducedhensuggestion of Quakers and Buddhists. The Conassatiscussed
doing away with Church of England prayer but fedrading to accept a variety of other faiths if tretgrted including other
Christian denominations. A symptom of the influenésuch groups is the nickname given to the estagtl Church, which
used to be called «the Tory party at prayer». sThHs still debated (for instancéhttp://archbishop-
cranmer.blogspot.fr/2009/03/is-church-of-englaritiHstry-party.html). Similarly Haegel shows the influence of Christian
subculture in the UMP (2012).




66

as a ritualisation of new ways of behaving. Fot timatter, the business language of “best
practice”, public relations (PR) and bench markpngved particular helpful in a party trying
to emulate the model of business to demonstratpritiessionalisft. Moreover, ir reflects
the elites’ growing conviction that they need pssienal tools to measure and deliver on
what voters warif.

Held within a month, British party conferences ar@ational phenomenon and a political
ritual dating back to the time of enfranchisemerttiey mark the beginning of the new
political year and their mediatisation ensures ttmaparty can do without one. Small and new
parties mark their launch through such an evenif as party could exist without partying.
They are largely routinised but the political cotiteevertheless bears on the atmosphere. It
leads parties to open or close the proceedingshrendllocation of passes, to pay attention to
the unfolding of news, occasional demonstratiortside, as well as the life of the city they
are temporarily located in. One cannot fully gréspv conferences are interdependent and
interconnected through observing one single evemtthe addictive nature that they seem to
have for many activists who have come back eveay f& decades, whether or not they are
delegates/representatives. Within each party, tienan meeting is one key cog in a complex
architecture of meetings that structure and punettree life of party activists. The rhythm of
British conferences contrasts with Continental ceages, held every three years and
interspaced with smaller gatherings that attracy Uitle attention. In the French system one
can think of universités d'étéand journées parlementaire®n the one hand, topical
conventionsand statutoryconseils nationauthat attract far less attention from the media but
contribute to keep communication flowing betweeffiedent levels of the party, ensuring that
leadership positions can be explained, that paliiemands can be expressed and feedback
be voiced) but also that sociability and ritualisatcan construct emotional bonds, feelings of
belonging and of sharing a history, an identity aatlies The influence of factions (however
informally structured) as well as the boundariesveen these groups fluctuate: some play an
active role in writing and submitting policy pro@s or organisational amendments, others
run slates of candidates or merely act as supmiviarks for officials or would-be officials.
They play a role in the allocation of rewards, mateprocess and symbolic incentives.

Party conferences are important for identity camgion and for the mobilisation of

supporters (“go back to your constituency and pedar government” as David Steel

8 A similar trend is analysed by Haegel (2012) ia tase of the UMP.
8 See Herbts' study of American Conventions and terasts between what staffers, journalists andgaés think public
opinion wants (Herbst 1998, 138).
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famously urged the Liberal conference in 1981)thay also, though increasingly marginally,
play a role in the elaboration of policies (thedsasf electoral manifestos). They promote and
help the legitimisation of policy options and peide party activities and key actors
(something that is important when the party is vang its team of frontbenchers as was for
instance the case for the Conservatives after 190ig) striking that party conferences have
been consistently overlooked by political analysten they occupy such a central position
on the diary and the agenda of political paffie§he transformation of British party
conferences since the 1990s is important becauseaiteflection of changes in the political
system and particularly of the demise of politigarties, these venerable (read old) and
formerly well respected institutions. One can dfsgk an evolution in the democratic models
and the growing use of ballots, consultations asf@érendums. Conference speeches are
dramatic performances but also verbal jousting whedividual qualities and potential are
judged® Careers are influenced by conference performanoesnly because of the media
impression but also because of the networks tleatlaveloped and supports mustered. Thus
career paths are chartered and discussed in c@yidspecially in parties where executive
elections are held at conference.

| start this chapter with a reflection on theorgdsstability and change in political parties. |
highlight the need to go beyond the easy analyselamges in rules, policies and officials or
leaders and | suggest we take seriously the stcatisgs of symbolic practices that contribute
(through the emotions they stir, the expectatitvey treate and the disbelief they suspend) to
change the ways party members think about and exmer their organisation. In the second
part, | explore examples of ritualisation of inparty democracy, mostly drawn from my

work on party conferences.

Reflecting on stability and change in political par ties

Although political parties are central cogs ofelil representative systefsthey have

remained relatively opaque organisations to theergxthat, in 1992, Katz and Mair
complained that we knew little about their interrmdwer dynamics, structures, modus
operandi (Katz and Mair 1992, 3). In the years tudibwed, a number of comparative

87 There are of course two note worthy exceptionkewis Minkin and Richard Kelly (Minkin 1978; KellyaB9). In France,
interest in these events is equally rare notwitiditay a conference on conferences organised in 20@% Sorbonne and a
few articles (Sawicki, Bergounioux, and Serne 2@¥helot 2006b; Faucher-King and Treille 2003; ErilA&2007)

8 william Hague, leader of the Conservatives betwk@97 and 2001, was famous for having been oneeojdhingest ever
speaker at conference (he was then 14 years oldaseBative Ann Widdecombe’s performance at the 18®#erence
transformed her image.

8 One knows of course the famous quote by Schatdln that democracy would be unthinkable withduent
(Schattschneider 1942, 1).
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volumes were published (Katz and Crotty 2006; M#dyller, and Plasser 2004; Pelizzo
2008; Poguntke 2002; Ware 1995; Whiteley and S&@P2P. Webb, Farrell, and Holliday
2002; Cain, Dalton, and Scarrow 2006; R. J. Da#tod Wattenberg 2002; Farrell, Holliday,
and Webb 2004; P. Webb, Farrell, and Holliday 20G2yson 1994; Lawson and Poguntke
2004; Ignazi and Ysmal 1998; Rommele, Farrell, &mhzi 2005) andParty Politics was
launched. However, an analysis of articles pubdisimethe journal between 1995 and 2010
shows that about 15% of articles only were devotedempirical studies of party
organisations, about 8% tested models and 20% thecgetical (Gauja 2010, 3—4).

In line with comparative politics, the sub-field pblitical parties has, under the influence of
US political science, recently moved increasingiwards large-N quantitative studies and
testing general hypothesis (about party systemseégadorates, responsiveness and levels of
trust, policy orientations) and away from organsad as such. In this respect, the prospect of
producing a grand theory of the relationships betwparties, civil society and the state has
appeared increasingly remote since Katz and Maiadel-model (Katz and Mair 1995).
Beyond models of party organisations and the rateto explain how parties adapt to their
institutional and political context, ambitious atjets to provide simple and testable
hypotheses to analyse a vast diversity of phenorhera mostly failed. The theories that
have been the most convincing have also largelyamesd untested or untestable, sometimes
too simplistic or mechanistic to be of much helydoed providing shopping lists of either
exogenous (electoral shocks, institutional reforrsbange in the party system) and
endogenous (change of personnel and in particaldhe balance of power and dominant
coalition, varying levels of membership or professilization) stimuli, or reflections on the
nature (policies, personnel, organisational stmejfu pace and degrees of change
(contingency, radical or staggered). Some of th&tnom 1990; Harmel and Janda 1994)
build on Downs’ insight (Downs 1957) on the ratilityaof internal actors, sometimes
neglecting the complexity of systems of actors vehiaslividual rationality may not produce a
collective one. Overall, the disappointing outcoofethese theories of party change could
legitimately lead to give up on a general law (Rik@001, 220). Political organisations are
particularly difficult to research (Gauja 2010; Aibudia, Bachelot, and Bargel 2010); they
operate in hugely different and often complex cetsteand in competitive if not volatile
settings. As a result, analysts may have to comtgtiduseful heuristics. For my part, | have
focused on in-depth comparison of how parties reggerimented and influenced each other
in order to reflect on convergence andF contintgefitaucher-King 2005; Grunberg and

Haegel 2007; Judge 1999)). My interest has liethéanalyses of processes of change, such
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as the role of professionalization and outsourcingesistance to change (Faucher-King 2005,
21; Faucher-King 2009; Faucher-King 2008).

We begin by looking at change in rules and in moafegteraction before we turn to the
concept of ritualisation and how it can help us ersthnd the strategic uses of symbolic

patterned practices to naturalise behaviours.

Changing rules and changing patterns of behaviour

Analysing change is a more or less subtle affails tempting to focus on the most obvious
dimensions, or at least the easiest to measurechange of leadership and dominant
coalition, policy and strategy variations, and d¢iduasonal reforms (such as changes in
internal electoral rules, whether to party office as party candidates). The degree of
institutionalisation, i.e. the degree of formalisatof rules varies a great deal. My first foray
into party change was with the greens, who exhib#gecific and ambiguous relations with
rulesper seas they hoped to combine spontaneity (seen asrleemaf authenticity) with a
stickler’s eye for the respect of democratic cortiars.

At the national levellLes Vertshave never really stopped reflecting on theircties and
several reforms have been adopted since 1984. 082, 20contributed to théarticipative
audit (API) of Les Verts an unusual organisational audit conducted uperrglquest of the
then National secretary Dominique Voynet. Aftereavfyears in government, Voynet had
taken the position at the head of the executivensittee and set, as one of her key tasks, the
objective of improving the efficacy of the partyganisation. Three academics familiar with
green parties but external tees Vertswere mobilised and the principal investigator vaas
Belgian political scientist, Benoit Rihoux. Althdugthe decision to audit was largely
predicated on the dissatisfaction of party membeesistance was anticipated. To
accommodate the participatory inclination of thetypand to take into account the ongoing
reflections on reform of the organisation, it haabb agreed that party members and officials
would be playing a key role. Several years afterghblication oles Habits Vertsthe Audit
provided me an opportunity to observe national mgst(includingCollege exécutjfand to
help Les Verts reflect on internal malaise. Party members andca& answered
guestionnaires, took part in meetings, respondeliafts and suggested areas of concern.
Several months of consultations, observations aridniiews allowed us to identified
structural weaknesses and pointed at debilitatiragtiges (Benoit Rihoux, Faucher, and
Peirano 2002, 42-44). The study highlighted thestfation of party members and elites

towards dysfunctional practices, such as the pmdpparent inability to implement decisions
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and its lack of coordination. It was clear that samfithe problems were not so much linked to
party rules as a consequence of ideological angbpat rivalries or of a group style (Eliasoph
and Lichterman 2003) allowing decisions to be cstei@ incessantly by those who disagreed
with them. The audit (API) then led to a proposefbmm (RPI), more meetings (including
discussions at thdournées d’éfgand the circulation of documents highlighting tieed to
promote “best practices”. Even though the init@tcame from below, was widely supported
by the membership, pushed by key party officerdaiied to transform the party. Minor
statutory changes were introduced in 2003 and 2068 the process overall led to very few
effective changes in decision-making and no reed gepolitical efficacy. Although | haven't
gone back to measure change, the more recentcpblitevelopments seem to imply that the
group style has not changed and thus remains a mlagtacle for the future development of
the party.

Such work on procedural experimentation and denticcreanovation stimulated my
reflections on how major parties chose, in the $9%0 import some of the practices, or at
least some of the rhetoric of new organisationgerms of participative democracy. It also
drew my attention to party cultures as a complestesy of traditions and practices rather than
primarily about ideologies and discourse. Thus, trganisational audit olLes Verts
contributed much to my reflections on change intjgal parties and thus to the writing of
Changing Parties

| had, for some years already, been regularly ditgnparty conferences and my focus had
moved from the conferencgeer seto what we could say about party organisations and
change through the particular window of the confeee Comparing Labour and the
Conservatives immediately raised the question sfitutionalisation and attitudes to rules.
Party constitutions and rules can appear as a tegniitnot solid ground for a comparative
analysis but one is soon confronted with eitherahsence or voluntary imprecision of rules
or simply the disregard of rules (Noel, 57-58).dbour has been known for its attachment to
rules (Drucker 1979), the opposite can be said tatimiConservatives (Faucher 2003) and
the French UMP (Grunberg and Haegel 2007, 77; Ha&@@/). Both latter parties exhibit
similarly contrasting attitudes to rule change: lathihe adoption oPartnership in Powein

1998 was the outcome of a long process of delilmeraConservative William Hague “gifted”

% Of course, the most important change in the afighrof the Audit is the foundation of Europe Ecaéoges Verts, though
the merger of Les Verts with the umbrella environtaéist organisation set up for the 2009 Europeaatiens. Sadly
though, even this opportunity for radical changesdnot seem to have resolved the problems we Hpddchthem identified
and for which we had offered suggestions for change
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a constitution to his party. Indeed, if rules maysome cases be difficult to amend but they
are not the main element at stake.

In this conventional vein of institutionalism, Iflected on the crucial role played by informal
rules as well as rule manipulation in the elaboratdf the conference agendas in British
parties (Faucher-King 2005, chap. 5). If it hadrbeasy for the Conservatives to accept the
merger of the three organisations, changing waysebiaving seemed much more difficult
and the leadership stopped short of playing witih &gmbols of party identity, preferring
instead to move them to less prominent slots orcdiméerence timetable. Such resistance can
also be found in the French socialist party: Lefeband Sawicki conclude that failure to
reform is linked to the group culture and practideefebvre and Sawicki 2006, 254).
Although a lot has been written about the consimacof Old Labour as a communication
device and a scapegoat designed to construct NeaukgdShaw 2002; Shaw 2007), the Blair
years have presided over a number of profound @sagd the success of the enterprise is in
no small way due to the transformation of partyture (in ways that the Conservatives did
not dare to do). Meg Russell identifies new attido rules - and an increasing tendency to
either avoiding the adoption rules or in fudgingrth(M. Russell 2005a) — as a key element
allowing increased flexibility and control on behal the party leadership.

An important step in my reflection thus came witly renewed interest in the literature on
rituals by anthropologists and religious studiegcggists. To my mind, one of the key
contributions ofChanging Partiedgs the analysis of practices in the process |lgptbnparty
changé". Despite the resistance from political scient{§aucher-King 2005, 5-9) and from
actors to the idea of taking seriously the roleitfals, what | tried to do was to demonstrate
the strategic manipulation of symbolic practicésitts to say how ritualisation contributed to
alter modes of interacting as well as collectivenitity (Berezin 2001, 93). Ultimately, it also

contributed to weaken feelings of belonging, idgraind thus loyalty.
Ritualisation

Working with the greens helped me understand tleeafosymbolic practices in (re)creating a
political party’s identity. Although they are hightritical of the political rituals performed by
their political opponents (because of the failurdive up to the promise of democracy), they
invented a whole range of patterned practices dedigo allow an “authentic” participation.
Eliasoph however reminds us that a distanced a#itto ritual may precisely be the
competent performance of it if the group’s stylérafs distance to rules, conventions and

1 One could say these practices are performatitiesinthey create a new situation as they enunaiztte/
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traditions (Eliasoph, 1998: 113Rart of the exercise was to demonstrate (to themmsdbr a
start) that they successfully rejected hierarchirgeaucracies, and the personalisation of
power. | take rituals as performances (Handelma®81®8ell 1993; Grimes 1990; Turner
1982) that contribute to the naturalisation andtilegsation of power relationships (Bell
1998, 82; Barker 2001) rather than as reflectiohslaep seated beliefs. Rituals mobilise
cognitive, affective and physical dimensions thalphithe internalisation of practices so that
they become a “second nature. Patterned activgige institutions their stability and
individuals a sense of “ontological security” (Geds 1991). Moreover, ritualisation creates
the appearance of consensus on values, evenabsénce (in other words, not all participants
will share the same interpretation of what is repreed or acted out). They thus carry out
important ideological work as they patch over caditctions that might otherwise break the
system apart: they allow people who disagree talhmrer practic¥: greens will fight over
strategy or policies but agree to vote on whethesta ought to be taken.

What do rituals do? They contribute to create anoaphere, expectations and emotions.
They frame the interaction and constrain the behasi of those who take part in it. The
British greens introduced in the mid 1980s a minaiftsilence to begin any party meeting, at
all levels of the organisation. Few people know wdrywhen it was introduced (Faucher
1997, 290-93). Nevertheless they can all ventureaénhoc explanation: it is simply
something the greens do and whatever it is, ithehgetings start on time. The ritual is
invented anew as it happens and its authenticity @ower is in its performance not the
authority of tradition (Dirks 1992, 237). The attument is particularly interesting as it is
declined in all settings and they all “do it” diféstly. Some explain they use it to reflect on
the objective of “consensus seeking”, others lolfough their papers or choose which
restaurant they will got to in the evening. It laalsminal quality (Turner 1987) that marks the
beginning of political deliberation and democraiarticipation. At the annual conference, all
the doors are shut and no-one can momentarily gomeout. Activists who were wandering
in the hall usually stop moving. At the local leuelOxford, it marks a smooth transition from
private conversations around the room to focusssmigsion.

Annual national meetings (conferencg¢surnées d’étg congress as well as the French
CNIR%) constitute key ritual events in the life of smadirties. They are performative in that

they create, as they go, green deliberation ansideemaking. They create bonds and group

92 When the constructed nature of this collectivenfiomon sense” comes into view, it is denaturalisedilases its taken-for-
granted status and much of its efficacy.

9 Conseil National Inter-Regional, the “parliament” laés Verts, elected now every other year on a regi¢3/4) and
national (1/4) basis, meets a minimum of 4 timgear to deliberate policies and give instructianthie executive college.
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boundaries. They stage social dramas, give meanimgtivism and deliberations (Faucher-
King and Treille 2003). As activists perform paifiEtory democracy, they learn the rules and
the stakes of power games (Faucher-King 2005).hAg listen to orators and interact in the
hallways, novices discover patterns of interactionFrance, they find out that planning to
contribute to a debate does not imply that onenisto what others say. In the UK, they learn
that to contribute to a plenary debate, one needisst attend at least one topical workshop,
engage with others’ views and be prepared to changi& own.

Physical settings are part of the ritual apparahey provide the stagéécrin) and key clues
about what goes on. The centre in which confereéales place, the design of the stage and
rostrum, the seating arrangements can intimidaticyants or on the contrary suggest
intimacy. They can invite serious deliberation omare passive spectator-like attitude. We
have all experienced the qualitative differencesstudents’ participation that comes with
moving from a lecture theatre to a seminar roomsnde the 1980s study circles of all kind
have become the craze. The Green party’s confe@gemisers have taken this into account:
venues where it is possible to set up round taiolegbe hall rather than rows of seats are
preferred; microphones are installed on the flddhe conference, the rostrum being reserved
for keynote speeches. British green deliberatiores thus structured around face-to-face
discussion: orators address a small group, oraatb a small group of interlocutors. On the
other hand, with the exception of tjeeirnées d’'été@and small group meetings (local groups or
committees)les Vertsaadopt the classic stage/floor design.

Not only actors are embedded in culture but thesp,athrough their social interactions,
contribute to change it. If one takes seriouslyagency of actors and their need and ability to
construct meaning and rework their interpretatianse needs to take a closer look at the
process of change within political parties. Theeektto which New Labour departed from
“Old” Labour has been discussed and disputed butii@ve looked from the bottom up at the
ways in which party members have understood angtedao the intense push for change
brought by the New Labour team. Moreover, oncedieas are taken, the process through
which it is accepted and implemented within theaoigation has received little attention.
Indeed, the alleged “re-foundation” of the party ats overnight transformation was never
formally approved or even debated within the paftyus, the success of the rebranding of
Labour can be understood as a successful imposfian particular narrative that turned a
slogan into evidenéé

% The dispute over the name helped the advocateswfLabour in that it created an opposition to ¢hange who could
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It might be useful here to reflect on rituals, whiadefine, following anthropologist Catherine
Bell, as embodied practices. Although they may hawascious or explicitly cognitive
dimensions to them, what gives ritual acts theffetdive’ power lies in the fact that they
operate at a largely ‘unconscious’ level. They ewastitutive elements in the performative
production and re-production of internalised val(®sll 1993). Performance analogies allow
us to focus on what the ritual does, rather thaatwthmeans, and to highlight the extent to
which symbolic activities are “part of a historicatocess in which past patterns are
reproduced but also reinterpreted and transforniBdil 1998, 83). They “enable people to
appropriate, modify, or reshape cultural values @edls” (Bell 1998, 73). Despite what is
often assumed, they are less about conforming toutable rules than they are about the
“strategic reshuffling of cultural categories irder to meet the needs of a real situation” (Bell
1998, 78). For that matter, they incorporate thespmlity of change.

In his studies of ritual in modern Italian politic®avid Kertzer suggests that ritual
“discourages critical thinking” (1988: 85) becausgeplays a major role in conferring
legitimacy through the “naturalisation” of ways béhaving. “Through ritual, as through
culture more generally, we not only make senséefiorld around us, but we are also led to
believe that the order we see is not of our owrtical) making, but rather an order that
belongs to the external world itself” (Kertzer, 8985). This was particularly efficiently used
during the period. As we are going to discuss, NeWwour used the capacity of rituals to
naturalise and legitimise particular interpretasioof the party, its past practices, what it
needed to become, or its environment. How canlsitba organised to manage change? The
need to abide by rules, be they formal or inforrhake often been frustrating to modernisers
and in this case a number of the changes that seerght had to be voted by conference, the
very body which powers would be limited. At the samme, such a constraint and the
symbolic weight of the conference would confer fiaghcy and contribute to eliminate
dissenting narratives. Other changes could alsoectmrbe taken for granted if sanctioned
informally by their performance at conference. Tgo the gentle manipulation of what
seems to be immutable, untouchable, essentialketodhy identity of the party, new routines
of interactions (such as conference debates) odellthctocontribute to the introduction of
new beliefs and values (in democracy as essentddbut empowering self-affirming and
choosing individuals). Another interesting perspectiays in a reflection on how rituals
work, that is in the creation of a world of “as {{8eligman et al. 2008): as if the party were

thereby be labelled archaic.
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united behind a charismatic and uncontested leadeif, all agreed on policies, as if plenary
debates were transparent democratic deliberatidios.an extent, the ways in which
Conservative representatives have tended to bemldar’ divisions illustrates this, as does
the wilfulness with which Labour delegates maintaia illusion, and sometimes self-delusion
of internal party democracy and conference sovetgighat had, for a long time, been so
central to Labour identity. This “world as if” igimulated through the sharing of emotions.
Although the recent decades’ obsession with ralignhas tended to eclipse the role of
emotions, there is renewed interest in them in gbeial movement literature (Goodwin,
Jasper, and Polletta 2001; Jasper 1998; TrainCatidctif 2009; Polletta 2006; Goodwin and
Jasper 2004)as well as in the growing subfield alitipal psychology. Emotions create
mental states that facilitate bonding, partisanshilpoking for more informatioh.

“Each ritual event is a patterned activity to beesiut it is also invented anew as it happens.
(...) The authenticity of the event [is] inscribed its performance, not in some time and
custom sanctioned version of the ritual” (Dirks,929237). It is important to bear this in
mind when one considers a contested process ofgehanch as the one that led to the
creation of “New” Labour. In British political pages, national gatherings such as the annual
conference play a central role in the definition @onstruction of cultural codes, and they are
only the culmination in a series of regional andiamal gatherings where practices,
interpretations, and beliefs are reproduced andtoacted. They weave public and semi-
private events that contribute to the “objectifioat of practices (Bell 1993): not only do
they help confer performances the aura of tradibah they also naturalise them. The first
mention of the new label was at the 1994 conferamckthe new leadership team made great
use of the visibility and pomp of the event.

It is common for conference organisers to denigoatdeny rituals. Their resistance reflects
how they aspire to use the annual event as thengta§ a ‘modern’ organisation — and thus
as a public relations opportunity with clear ingtental objectives. They resent what they
perceive as the archaic constraints of traditiacabsee it restricts their ability to innovate. The
conference cannot be designed solely for the perpbpolitical communication and electoral
campaigning. It cannot be effective, practicalwrdtional.

For instance, in the late 1990s, New Labour orgasisvere often contemptuous towards

useless rituals, which were unfortunately preserted‘please activists8®. They were

% George Marcus, paper presented to the seminarsttieaces sociales en questions: grandes contesvépistémologiques
et méthodologiques”, Sciences Po, June 2011. Sef&lE. Marcus, Neuman, and MacKuen 2000)
% In a way, contempt for party conferences as ritsialidely shared. The majority of political joutisss | interviewed on
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convinced that these practices and symbols weneatlpss or counterproductive. They were
therefore initially happy to eliminate or modernisat they could: red was replaced by
purple, theRed Flaggave way to pop music, etc. Their objective wasldmonstrate to the
public that the party had changed, that Labour keaceforth ‘new’. With the help of public
relations specialists, this was largely succesaifdl the conference became, in the image of its
Conservative equivalent, a well choreographed amearsed show. However, some of the
New Labour elites were determined to use symbatts & transform not only the party
image but also its internal culture. | interviewBodm Sawyer (General Secretary of Labour,
1994-1998) twice. When we met after he had stejjoeeh, he explained how changes were
justified in the name of efficiency and outside gaures (cost reduction, rationalisation,
expediency, media pressure). “Once it's done iwsed nobody thinks about f’and the new
practice can be reproduced in the future, even whiegit precipitated the change no longer
applies. Because Tony Blair “had an acute undedstgrof the links between politics, culture
and organisation” (Sawyer, 2000: 12), symbolic gemnwere carefully picked to foster the
creation of a “New” Labour pari§; But with the benefit of hindsight, he also comsatl that
disrespect for tradition profoundly hurt sectiorighe party and contributed to erode a sense
of belonging (Faucher-King 2005, 61-62). The deirmsdiion of members who feel they no
longer belong because their organisation has claisgeertainly not surprising and has been
well researched (Fillieule 2005; Klandermans 20@x)e can certainly consider that part of
New Labour’s project was to convince “old Labourmers” that the party had radically
changed. A decline in membership and activism sheéllis have been anticipated if not
welcome.

| come back in chapter 5 on the implications ofgihety targeting different social groups. It is
only when new recruits failed to compensate satisfdy for the “spiral of demobilisation”
that party officials rediscovered the importancenfattachment to the party that goes beyond

instrumental considerations (Ware 1992) but betlmg so it is necessary to analyse how

the conference circuit considered conferencesrgsliauseless in terms of news content (see aoyst (2001): there are
few policy debates and decisions worthy of realectage and these “tribal” meetings (i.e. self-raféed and identity
building) are mostly a catwalk. Indeed, conferera@snot so much interesting for their role in dixi or policy-making or
for their impact on public opinion but because they a window into party organisations and pdallticetworking, processes
of mobilisation and identity construction.

7 Sawyer, interview, House of Lords, May 2002.

% If the reform of the policy-making process was lg@bly the most noticeable change (and the outcofngears of
discussions and experimentation taken to a neve satiier than solely an instrumental and stratelgimgeattention given to
internal and external communication. The reformsavtbe. Sawyer admitted that the effect of newtmras (such as making
mandatory and equal representation of men and wamire conference delegation or introducing aredised membership
system) were not all well anticipated.
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the staging of conference illustrates the useymwib®slic practices by mainstream (as opposed

to marginal) actors.

Staging party democracy

My research shows that the ritualisation of demibcrdeliberation is a way to create a
consensus and a collective identity (Faucher 198Bap. 8; Faucher-King 2005, chap. 3—4
and 99°. Whilst what it implies is unclear and sometimeste contrasted if one take only
parties of the left who consider this to be keytheir organisation (greens/verts, socialists,
labour, liberal democrats) and what participanéspaepared not to question. It is important to
reflect on what is at stake for internal and exaerudiences, for the participants and how
traditions is used as a resource that can be wsestrtegic purposes. There is a suspension
of disbelief that comes with the habituation obiait the expectation of familiarity can help
construct internal legitimacy, loyalty and solidariConferences and congresses provide the
ideal setting in which to analyse how ritualisatan be used by parties to serve a variety of
purposes such as constructing identity, buildintidadty, staging unity, competence and
purpose, energising support&fs British conferences are unique in many ways (tae,
their regularity, their agenda and the structuretludir time table, their length, their
geography, the media coverage they receive...). hirast with the party congresses that
European parties hold every two or three yearsy thave provided British parties
opportunities that escape others, or rather, oppities that may not be fulfilled as well
elsewhere. It is therefore probably no surpriseniil recently political parties remained the
uncontested centre of the UK representative irgirg. Although it is impossible to establish
a causality link, there is an interesting concongabetween the growing distrust of parties
and parliamentary politics (Schmitter and TrecH&@04), the recent changes within party
organisations that are visible through the evolubbthese conferences (Faucher-King 2005)
and the social experimentation undertaken by Nelouain government (Faucher-King and
Le Galés 2010b; Crouch 2004; Leys 2003; Clarke. &087; Power 1999; Hay 2007)

For most contemporary parties, internal democragy tricky issue. It contributes to external
and internal legitimacy so that even parties tt@aindt consider that members should play

much role in policy-making want to pay lip servicethe parliamentary procedures and stage

% The paradox is that New Labour largely contributethe destruction of the Old Labour identity amahtributed to replace
it with something that seems in a way less aboaliéctive” identification and more about a readsés use the party as a
means to an end, as a marketing product, a lograde mark. It is only when they realised what badn lost that New
Labour reintroduced some of the symbols and rittrelshad been discarded (colours, hymns) andmeduto (just) Labour.
100 This remains true even though most members never)go to conference, in part because of confeetand to a much
lesser extent congresses) are media event (Dayat).19
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some form of debate. Most of my research and vgiitbn conferences and ritualisation has
focused on British parties, even if | have alsoerbsd French meetings, as counterpoints and
implicit comparative references. One can deconsth&e annual conference as composed of
many ritual elements, encapsulated within a laggting. To use Mitterrand’s phrase, the
congress is la Paque des socialistesa key calendar ritual celebrating a renewalthfai
affirming and enthusing.

In the following pages | analyse how political pestuse ritualisation to create emotions and
practices that contribute to bolster the legitimaog the authority of the leader as well as to
demonstrate to themselves and others that theyarhey claim, democratic organisations. |
then analyse the strategic use of the annual camterto create New Labour as a platform to
rebrand the party as well as melting pot in whightransform how members thought they

ought to act and interact.

Leadership: legitimacy, authority

When thinking about ritualisation at party conferes, the first thing that comes to mind is
probably the leader’s speéth To date it remains the crucial moment for the imeahd the
party and is probably the most important (and na@gthed) speech for the party leaders. It is
a unique opportunity to spell out party policiesdetail and the best opportunity for free
publicity when launching an electoral campaign.isitalso a defining moment for the
incumbent. Leaders have explained how importargven how terrifyind® the event is. |
analyse inChanging Partieshow the event is ritualised, staged, placed inistohcal
perspective as well as adapted to the needs obrtfenisation and those of the leader, the
timing in the electoral calendar (Faucher-King 20H#ap. 4).

Whilst everything is set to ensure the succes$si®fetvent, the stirring of the right emotions,
and the construction of a legitimate, unifying, rersing leader, there is, like in any such
event, the potential for challenge and for failare@hether mishap, coup or poor performance.
Not all rituals of legitimisation work (Faucher-Kjr2005, 84—86%% One could for instance
take the (in)famous speech in which lain Duncantgnthen leader of the Conservative
party, thought he would use to his advantage hiskmewn lack of charisma and the media

101 1n the last decade, the leader’s speech has hemresnented in all three main parties by otherestggpearances of the
leader, for Question and Answer session for ingtafhis reflects an attempt to capture more ofathring media interest in
conferences but probably reflects also a banatisatf the event, almost a desacralisation of thdde

192 |nterview with Neil Kinnock at the party conferen2002. See (Faucher-King 2005, 80).

193 Humour is a necessary component of speeches taifB(and contrasts sharply with the French or&heerican style for
that matter). Self-deprecatory humour is all theenwelcome for a leader (and Prime Minister) mocfadhis messianic
style. In 1998, Blair famously made fun about higitgl(or lack thereof) to speak French: he haegdidly put his foot in it
when talking to French journalists with Jospin. ISaa example illustrates how conference temporatigpends hierarchies
and rules and can be likened to a ritual of inwersis analysed by Victor Turner (Turner 1970).
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platform to fight off the plots against his leadepsthat were rumoured. He was then the first
party leader ever elected by the entire party meshiig and hoped that the legitimacy
derived from the procedure by appealing to theypegpresentatives in the hall and TV
audiences. In 2002, the stage was set to give nipgession of a man rising above the
surrounding crowd of members and his speech stedtuaround the idea of the
“determination of a quiet man”. The following yed#ine tactic changed and IDS adopted a
much more aggressive style: "the quiet man is tesgay, and he's turning up the volume.”
Although the practice was by no means new, thespegsorted for the first time how stooges
where standing in the crowd to cheer during anekr &fis speech. Because there is so much at
stake, the masters of the ritual work on the sgtind the play. They also produgest hoc
interpretations, in order to ensure as much asilplesthe desired effect in a media saturated
aged. The culture of PR and spin that developethguhe New Labour years brought for
instance a systematic debriefing of the leaderéeesp between the journalists and the Prime
Minister’s Press secretary (Faucher-King 2005, 81).

All political parties have to deal with the opponities and the constraints presented by the
system in which they operate, whether or not trgrg@with the rules or demand that they be
changed. One of the characteristics of the gretiseir opposition to the presidentialisation
or personalisation of power and their preference dollegial decision-making. Their
reluctance to elect a party leader means that hlagg tended to be extremely uneasy about
creating the space — and particularly the spacstage — for individual personalities. Rather
than leaders, greens have several spokepersons aetretary or chair of the national
executive. Individuals tempted to take centre stage receiving more attention from the
media than judged acceptable by activists havendfézn viciously attacked (Faucher 1999a,
216-20). On the other hand, they have had to adape constraints of the political systems
in which they operate and the pressure of the maaliéind reliable sources has been
relentless. They have given up rotation for théeceed representatives in the European
parliament; they have fiddled with their rules aboultiple office holding and found ways to
allow devoted activists to move about official pmsis to go around the rule about not
holding on to internally elected positions for mdhran a couple mandates. The biggest
constraint for the French is of course the pregiderelections. They have presented
candidates on their own since 1989 (the party dit axist in either 1974 or 1981 when
Dumont and Lalonde respectively stood on polite@dlogy platforms) with mixed successes
and a lasting unease about selecting one of their. despite their resistance to the

personalisation of politics, the British decidedetect a party leader in 2008. Caroline Lucas,
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first county councillor, then MEP became leader amentually the first — and to date only —
green MP in 2010. Once they accepted the institatisation of the position, British greens
also followed in part the standards for the stagphghe leader's speech imposed by their
political rivals.

Comparing British parties on the other hand hiditegthe national debating styles and
tradition. Moreover, the presence of television eeam has contributed to a particular style of
smooth delivery, of apparent dialogue with the ande rather than elaborately written
speeches. Microphones have eliminated the neeal bmoming voice and cameras allow TV
audiences and now those in the hall itself to $esecups of the orators — and sometimes of
selected individuals in the audience (wives, parentcolleagues on the frontbench), who can
look straight into the camera. We find a fascinatior an illusion of spontaneity and
authenticity. For some time, the ability to perfoasif-not-reading was helped by devices
such as prompters and mirrors, used now across blKical conferences. The art of
conference rhetoric has evolved from the haranigaievtas still prevalent in the late 1980s. In
the last decade, the fashion has been for poliscta deliver their speeches without notes
(Faucher-King 2005, 90), as if talking to the ande and to free themselves from the
rostrum. On the other hand, French politicians stieking to humourless and often
comparatively pompous style, historical and litgreeferences. They come to the rostrum
with their (sometimes handwritten) speeches, thay hmave been circulated to the press but

mostly have not —nor will B&”,

Pluralism, debate and dissensus

Individuals are always in part restricted by theateat in which they evolve and which
provides filters through which to make sense ofwteeld. However, one need not assume that
all individuals will necessarily draw the same iptetations of rules, collective
representations or situations. Lively political degs within green parties themselves (or any
other) illustrate how cultural change emerges frdhe frictions between different
interpretations and the efforts of actors to akgperience with interpretations and to promote
and assert their own sets of theories and b&ifefsThus, one can understand the culture of

any given organisations as the product of complekieperfect weaving between a variety

104 Note that in the UK, speeches by members of ietliench teams are all cleared with party leadershsiually sent (and
embargoed) to the media as bullet points on theogtiee event, as full texts on the morning andedaafter the event by
debriefing. Stanyer has analysed in detail theafdae news media at conference (Stanyer 2001).

105 See the discussion on how greens are changedveyrgoental experience (Benoit Rihoux and Riidig 208&nkand,

Lucardie, and Rihoux 2008). Bevir and Rhodes sug@estoncept of “tradition”, understood as “a conéingproduct of
struggles over different ways of conceiving of aesponding to constructed dilemmas” (Bevir and Rh@®&s€h, 79).
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of threads brought by individuals, themselves dlycembedded in a variety of groups. It is

not difficult to conceive how the “tradition” or ¢h“group style*’®

can be complex and
pluralist at the same time: political parties dre product of decades of debates and internal
conflicts, of successive periods of revision armhsformations; they are also composed of a
plurality of factions orsensibilité$®’, regional and local organisations with their owayvof
interacting with their local environment (Eliasoghd Lichterman 2003; Sawicki 2011, 6) and
sometimes contrasting views over strategy or osgaiti®®. What party conferences do is
create a space for interactions and therefore dhective production of a “style”, a culture
that is more than the addition or the juxtapositidthe threads brought by local, sectional or
social groups.

Party conferences are at a critical juncture ag #re semi-open, or semi-private, meetings.
They are by excellence the place for internal debhtt the presence of the media means that
controversies are likely to be portrayed as signdivasion, and thereby proofs that the party
is divided, the leader unable to lead his orgameatet alone the country. The question is
particularly tricky for parties of the left attacheo internal diversity, deliberation or
structurally organised aroundcdurants, such as theParti socialiste or Les Verts®.
Transparency is a central tenet of green conceptodrdemocracy (Faucher 1999a, 181-6)
but it has also been the source of some of thenwr ponage in the media. However, other
parties have actually benefited from such transmatesuch as the parti socialiste die
Grunen others like British Labour have grown paranoidwht since the 1992 defeat and the
relentless attacks from the press. There is aliimebetween staging diversity and internal
strife, between a healthy debate and open warfmtsyeen controlling the party image and
letting factions or individuals use the media asougces to gain advantage in the internal
competition. In the 2006 closed presidential priegrthe televised debates exposed the
ideological divisions (Grunberg and Haegel 2007, EQperience with such risk is one of the

explanations for the moderation and good tenute@®011 open left presidential primary.

1% Bevir and Rhodes use Gadamer to articulate the pooéétradition” (Bevir and Rhodes 2003). Eliasopidd.ichterman
are inspired by Bourdieu in their research on sogialps and thus in their elaboration of the cohadg'group style”
(Eliasoph and Lichterman 2003; Lichterman 2005a&dph 1998). Both are efforts at narrowing and dejirprecisely
something usually quickly labelled as “culture” thvall the problems associated with the use ofraamilar concept. The
sociology of culture and cultureal studies remaprimarily anglo-saxon academic field (Mattelartdadeveu 2008).

197 This is the preferred label in Les Verts to ddserihe fluid factions that come together as graafpsignatories of a
general assembly motion. The British greens havéhadtstable factions since Green 2000 in 1992 .almour, it would be
interesting to contrast for instance the style dfatvwas dubbed the “prawn cocktail tendency” (Rams898) with
traditional “old” Labour ethos (Drucker 1979).

198 whilst the British greens have adopted a natiomategyy of targeting key constituencies, the Oxigmuup has followed a
different route presented candidates in every vedrevery local election every year (city councitewred by third for a 4
year mandate, district council every four years).

109 Factions within Les Verts have called themselvesta/Pluriel, Vert ouvert... and green ideology bensas a camaieu, a
mosaic or a kaleidoscope (Faucher 1999a, 60).
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National meetings®illustrate this. At théAssemblée généralthe main item on the agenda is
a general policy motion that will guide the worktbe College exécutifor following years.
Prior to 1997, the annual national conference ettthhundreds of members but few spoke.
The constitutional reform aimed at remedying thaskl of participation thanks to the
organisation of decentralised general assembliessd were thought to be less intimidating
and of easier access. However, whether at therralgow the federal level, time for discussion
is still usually split between the motions in prapm to their electoral result and this is
where factions, however fluid and informal, playcaucial role. For the French greens,
pluralism is about the preservation of a balan¢e/éen factions.

Although only 15% of members are involved in théBerfoit Rihoux, Faucher, and Peirano
2002, 1.1.1.32)sensibilitésstructure debates and effectively restrict paréition. Each group
of motion signatories is then free to choose ifgasentatives, often allocating more time to

“celebrities™*?

than to novices or grassroots membersContributions to debates are
occasions to express a personal take in line \ighntotion one is supporting. It is thus not
surprising if debates rarely amount to a deliberain which participants engage with the
ideas of others with the objective of coming tooasensus that could imply a modification of
their initial position. They are delegates, defegdihe positions decided in a priaetinion

de motiofi. In other cases, when the debate is open toltloe, fwould-be speakers are asked
to register their names at the beginning of theat®Y. They then queue until they are called
to the microphone - quite often they do not listerspeakers who precede or follow them as
they are busy discussing in the hallway. Oratoesnaminally called after they put their name
down on the list. When open debates are organibede are sometimes contributions taken
from the hall without such a list. There is no aipe to pretend not to know who'’s who.
Rather than deliberations in which contributors prepared to engage with others’ ideas,
these debates often end up as a succession of ogolest orators want to express their
personal views and will do so, irrespective of vieetit is relevant to the discussion topic. In
the process, what comes out is the staging of gme’sonality and her and ideas with little

consideration for understanding the positions diiet and the search of consensus.

110 This applies in particular to the general assefratiyhe national or regional level. Debates in@NIR tend to focus on
more specific policies and discussions focus aglastand amendments rather than general orientatio

11 This echoes how the Socialists and Labour apprpaehlism (Faucher-King and Treille 2003).

112 That is, activists with a national profile, acauarthrough their work in national committees, thyloyarticipation in the
CNIR, as elected representatives or as historicalrdigy in the movement. DespiMerts’ commitment to equality,
alphabetical order is not always adopted to listha signatories of a motion.

113 Activists always describe themselves as “grasstomt “de base”, even when to the hilarity of ttesembly a cheeky
member in IT, added to the name of the orator erldtge screenconseiller regional de bas¢éAG 1993).

114 They are then and are organised as much as posdibtnating male and female contributors. Pasitglso sometimes
called ‘chabadd because of the famous tune in the film by Lelguiecln homme une fengh
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Interestingly, this model of debate is importediirthe Socialists, who adopted proportional
representation with lists in 1971 in order to pcbtihe various groups that were merging for
the foundation of the party at Epinay. In the A& valorisation of debates creates new
opportunities for the expression of individuals acmhtributes to undermine sources of
unanimity and homogeneity that helped the constmcof a collective “we”. Debates
challenge faith and the ability to construct megrimgether as individual interpretations are
valorised (Lefebvre and Sawicki 2006, 184).

International comparison within a party family pides interesting insights into party
traditions, for instance on the subject of how @pknd strategy debates are understood and
practiced. In the article | published with Eric illee we compare different approaches to
deliberation. We show the Socialists’ reliance loa Written word, proportional allocation of
time, a hierarchical understanding of factional amigation and of the legitimacy of
expression. The flowery and very literary speecblethe French socialist congress would
sound terrible at the Labour conference. Thereedpes tend to have become policy oriented,
fact-based with a grounding in individual experiencThey also usually eschews
intellectualism in favour “common sense”(Fauchendcand Treille 2003).

Internal democracy is a central tenet of the pamtiglentity of social-democrats as well as
greens. Therefore, members’ contributions to pedielfberation (in one fashion or another) is
of crucial importancE®. Interestingly, individual members’ knowledge otdrnal politics,
their pragmatism about electoral strategy or tlwsun realistic ambition means that they
experience varying degrees of cognitive dissonamten their normative ideals are
confronted with existing practices (Faucher-Kin@20153). The staging of random selection
of speakers seems to be an important part of thaligation of intra-party democracy in the
UK and is a peculiar way to demonstrate equalitypafty members as contrasting in
particular with the succession of keynote speakeis front bench politicians. Hierarchies
thus appear momentarily suspended but it is a waddif’ (Seligman et al. 2008; Turner
1969). As | explored iles habits verf3® the staging of participatory democracy is largely
an exercise in identity building: it contributes ¢onvince the activists of how they are
distinctive from their political opponents — andsitactually a common trait across conference

goers on the left: whether greens, liberal demeciicialists or Labour, they all claim that

115f the Conservatives have no expectations abotinbact of conference debates on party policy —rapdtly expect the
leadership to get the pulse of the party (Kellyqd;9Baucher-King 2005, 113, 149).

118 Thanks to Colin Hay for pointing to me the inteimgtpotential double-meaning/cross cultural purhabits verts The
book explores green habits/habituatioNertitudes which was the title of my PhD) more than cloth€ke habit, in this
case, makes the Green/ I'habit fait le vert, if thet monk.
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their very own party is the “democratic-est of thalfi. Thus, despite the double-speak and
somehow the manipulation of the credulity of fiiste conference goers, the Labour party
machines performs through the ritualisation of spoeity and chance an important service to
its members who want to believe in what is preskebig also want their party to present the
best image of itself.

Thus, following Goffman, one can fruitfully reflecn the metaphore of the stage when
thinking about the show that is put together atfe@nce, in a way just as the conference
organisers do. The metaphor of the front and tlok Istage has been acutely understood by
the parties most exposed to media intrusion (wliclso a great public relation opportunity)
and they play on the tension to convince confergpasicipants to behave in the most
appropriate way (Bachelot 2011, 128). In the cdddew Labour, it was seen as paramount
in the mid 1990s to demonstrate and stage thedupaety. Delegates, including those most
sceptical about the leadership’s ideological oagahs, were keen to play their role in the

presence of journalists (Faucher-King 2005, 134).

Strategic uses of the annual conference

| now want to turn to a particular example in whtble conference was used strategically and
an instrument, amongst others to transform theypdhat is to introduce new ways of
interacting, new modes of thinking, facilitate tbareer of individuals exhibiting qualities
different from those that had been preferred prgslyo My contention is that the ritualisation
of conference contributed to insure that changem@a® than cosmetic.

The rebranding of Labour was a success but it wats solely an exercise in image
management. Nor was it a smooth and uncontesteggsoModern communication strategies
make great use of the endless repetition of thesages to the point were audiences can
almost believe it is “fact’’. The New Labour team used marketing techniqugsdmote a
narrative that suited the image of a political partdically transformed, thoroughly
modernised, professionalised and fit to govern.thi@rpurpose they made full use of a whole
array of means of symbolic communication. Theystged the logo, developed the strategy
of a brand and reflected on the various dimensioth@r product. They ensured everyone
was “on-messagé™® and centralised campaigning. For several yeafisjal$ and politicians

used a Manichearhetoric emphasising the opposition between goew/)rand bad (old) and

17 The juxtaposition of clips of various mainstrearadia repeating ad nauseam the same expressiomi@rés is used to
great comic effect by the American satirical newsgpam, the Daily show by Jon Stewart http://wwwdhilyshow.com/

118 They demonised (sometimes vilified in the preseugh unnamed leaks) those who did not abide de#pitcombination
of incentives and punishment.
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applied to various aspects of the organisationedéimg on the audience and the objective.
“Old Labour” became a scapegoat charged with allawls from which the party wished to
distance itself. Self-labelled modernisers congidethat a reform of the organisation was
necessary to convince voters that the party wakerdiit from its earlier unelectable
incarnation. “The past [was] recreated to serve phnesent's strategic needs. To the
modernisers the central problem was the inabilitthe Party - ‘Old Labour’ - to obtain the
trust and confidence of the public. (...) To masethe public impact of the new name, the
contrast with the old had to be as stark as passjBhaw 1996, 217).

Clearly, to a large extent, the strategy was daeett the electorate and the “hostile press” but
it also served to convince the party base. Chaagaeat be imposed from above. It is usually
met with some resistance because organisationsaservative and actors strategic (Crozier,
Friedberg, 1981). Those who understood how to hiseystem worked and could manoeuvre
within it were understandably reluctant to seertidluence wane (even though they would
in time find ways to work under new rules). Thegcahad to be convinced that they wanted a
“New” Labour rather than a new leader and a stsategwvin the elections. Hence, one must
not neglect the fact that a good deal of the rliebforce was directed at party members and
affiliated organisations, who were bombarded withdiacourse presenting change as a
necessity. Tony Blair has many times expressediarvof change that combines fatalism and
voluntarism and denies any other alternative: “idseie is: do we shape [change] or does it
shape us? Do we master it, or do we let it overmhet? That's the sole key to politics in the
modern world: how to manage change. Resist itiefuet it happen: dangerous. So - the third
way - manage it*®. This voluntaristic attitude to change was oftssagiated with another
leitmotiv of the New Labour team, that is “modeatien”. Because it merges teleological
undertones, the idea of ineluctable progress amsitip® connotations of technological
developments, “modernisation” is a highly ambiguamsl thus powerful rhetorical tool
(Finlayson 2003). It also served as an argumethencontest over the nature of the Labour
party under the new leadership.

A perspective from below can help us understandpttogesses through which individual
members understood and adapted to the introducfioew organisational rules and norms of
conduct. “In rendering tacit knowledge explicintgrpretive work] makes silenced discourses
speak, thereby engaging questions of power” (Yaaond Schwartz-Shea 2006, xx). How did
members respond to the barrage of propaganda thitesly confronted them and that

119 gpeech at Tiibingen University, 30 June 2000.
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challenged, derided and rubbished the organis#tieyn loved and thought they belonged to?
Did they change their beliefs about what the pattpd for or about their role in response to
assertion from the leadership that the party haghgéd? How did they react when their
practices were denounced as archaic? How did thegpa the leadership’s claim that the
party needed to be modernised, its policy-makirggss transformed.

In the following section | analyse some of the atves that were spun in a reflexive process
of change and adaptation. Large organisations, agcholitical parties, are made up in a
variety of local and regional contexts (Sawicki T9%Hastings 1991), which have a
considerable influence on their practices, eaclha@a®d with its own styles of interaction.
Despite the existence of a strong industrial hystmked to car manufacturing West Oxford
Labour constituency party (CLP) contrast with theot8sh mining StirlingCLP. Members
are likely to both recognise each other as “collesd and to note differences in the ways
they interact within their local group that go bagiche way the Scottish accent some of them
are likely to have. Indeed, speech styles and ations as well as dress codes and
demeanours have long been social and class markete UK. They operate similarly
transparently in organisations that pride themseiuecreating a brotherhood or a family that
transcends outside classifications (Faucher-Kir@h26hap. 3).

A group’s culture is built from the experience obmbers and the embedded-ness of the
group within a wider social framework. People instively recognise different group settings
and adapt their thoughts and behaviours to theenelty reacting on occasions differently in
different contexts. They navigate constantly betweiferent settings, which does not imply
schizophrenia or instabilit§’ but an ability to juggle with the nuances of erchilentities.
The relative success of Scottish Labour comparets$ tenglish counterpart would contribute
to shape members’ perspectives on the party. Thaninn particular, that it is likely that the
message about the urgency of modernisation souiadéess convincing North of the Border.
Stories about the failure of the internal policpgess to respond to voters’ demands or the
outdated local management structures were alsly likebe perceived differently by passive
members or activists. Did they know how the comjrogiprocess worked? Had they ever
submitted a motion or been a delegate for the pargw ready were they to take part in
policy forums? Actors may interpret loosely newmserof behaviour, or chose not to comply.

As organisations composed of volunteers, they neagdsticularly vulnerable to either voice

120 5ee also Douglas (1986).
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or exit (Hirschman 1990) if they felt the organisatthey belonged to had moved beyond
themselves.

What makes regional and national party meetings®vesting is that they draw together
participants from diverse territorial and sociatibons. They interpret what they see and what
they are expected to do according to their traditiorThey are sometimes forced to reassess
their beliefs in light of new information that posedilemma. In such situations of co-
presence, practices are both reproduced and ctedreRarticipants are changed by these
experiences and take back to their local settihgsmged beliefs and expectations about what
the appropriate way to behave is. Conferences nbt objectify the continuity of the
organisation but they also create seeds of chargevariety of party contexts.

Conferences are one of the key arenas, beyondotad group, in which activists get first
hand experience of what it means to belong to thardsation*.. British party conferences
offer a useful illustration because in the spaceadew weeks, each party enact its own
interpretation of what it means to them to orgamiesmocratically, debate political ideas and
policies??. In each case, conference goers behave largelgrdiog to what is the
accepted/anticipated practice in their group ofi@oThis work remains largely below the
surface of consciousness as we learn to check bat wthers do in order to pick up the
explicit and implicit norms that structure inteiacs. This of course also means that new
comers are mostly unaware of past habits. New Labsed the influx of conference novices
(brought about by new rules regarding their sed@jtio promote new routines and rules of
interactions, with a visible impact on party cuiifFaucher-King 2008, 140).

Face-to-face meetings contribute to the incorponatind the institutionalisation of social
norms because they allow individuals to “walk treghg (Eliasoph and Lichterman 2003;
Giddens 1986). Although speech is the main dime&nsfocommunication, we also need to
take into account what Goffman called the “rituafisnteraction” (Goffman 1990), that is the
non-verbal means used by actors to convey, andore@ an impression. Such practices
reveal different levels of self-reflexivity and amgaess of constraints. Little of what we do in
daily life is actually specifically thought througive act out of habit and we follow routines.
When placed in a new situation, we transpose wieahave successfully done in the past. We
act out of a competence that is embodied rather digcursive. Embodied practices exceed

the limits of rational discourse and are not strH@ywardly accessible through reflexivity.

121 Only a small fraction of the membership attendsfex@nce even though the number of participantated during the
period of my study, to reaction 25000 participaatsthe 2003 Labour conference. Many pass holders yarnalists,
lobbyists and exhibitors in the conference fringevertheless, the number of visitors’ passes heeat greatly increased.
122 A great deal goes on at these conferences a®léalained elsewhere (Faucher-King 2005).
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This does not mean that we are unable to proadposteriori justification, only that
calculations about costs and benefits do not beathese micro decisions because we are
influenced by ouhabitus(Bourdieu, 1974) or act within a tradition. In @wmcontext, we also
check out what others do in order to pick up thieroimplicit, norms that structure
interactions. Such structural guidelines give tnstins their stability and individuals a sense
of ontological security (Giddens 1993) Such patterns are not enforced as such but it is
striking to witness the caution of “freshers”, bey new members or long time ones who are
attending their first meeting and are careful t@widvblunders(Gellner 1991). Most first
comers observe the ways more experienced membeavdén order to fit in. “Doing what
the Romans do” is a condition of social integration

Conferences and forums provide the context in wkocbbserve the dynamic construction of
a party culture. Whilst a large number of partiaizaare seasoned activists, such events also
swarm with newcomers. In some cases, these “freshave been party members for years
but never had the opportunity to attend, if onlgdnese most constituencies and parties used
delegation as rewards for dedicated activists. étediand local policy forums were created
not only to increase participation and inclusiyisihs was the official rationale, but also as
efficient arenas in which to diffuse favoured ipt@tations and practicel other words,
members could be “educated”. Ministers and senastypfigures have been encouraged to
attend these policy events because they provideorappties to present pedagogically
governmental policies. Study circles have also bseown to enhance the participants’
ownership of ideas.

How do novice delegates encounter the intimidatingumstances of the annual conference,
with its thousands of delegates, visitors and diciof — and more recently its bewildering
crowd of media and lobbyists (Faucher-King 2005ph€iituency and trade union delegates
sit close to each other in the hall but do notlyealix. The former, are mostly left to their
own devices - unless they come from a very largestitnency or benefit from the presence of
experienced friends or colleagues who attend a®rss Novices are often confused by the
process and sometimes struggle to follow debatimdy\ating procedures. Keen to do well,
they sometimes spend hours listening to plenarsices before rushing to a fringe

meeting®®. They are also often surprised to discover hoverifit the conference is from

123 5ee Balsiger as well as O'Brien, Penna and Hay ddtieism of the empirical basis of Beck and Gidsleheories of the
modern individiual (Balsiger 2011, 38; O'Brien, Penaad Hay 1999).

124 |_uckily for her, the success of the party mearat thany fringe events now include a buffet or asterefreshments,
thanks to the generous support of commercial spensothe mid 1990s, Labour discovered that thefeence could be a
major fundraising exercise(Faucher-King 2005, cbap0).



89

what they have been reading in the press or froratwiey imagined — in particular in
relation to spontaneity and democracy. A numbemnadices | spoke to had been shocked to
discover that delegates wishing to speak were gadvice on how to dress and how to
prepare their speech. On the other hand, few expeed activists seemed to volunteer
information that could reveal how the apparentlgrépneous and authentic event is carefully
managed, sometimes scripted.

On the other hand, union delegates are chaperdmeyglreceive instructions on how to vote
and explanations about what happens. Even thoughbkbck vote has been abolished,
meetings help them coordinate votes. “I cannot \ameording to my conscience, but it is
better because there is accountability,” explaindNISON delegate who attends her first
conference. Often integrated in large delegatitmsy are given a readily available frame to
make sense of the procedures and the implicatidnisalbots and conference decisions.
Regular discussions provide fresh interpretatiomays to solve dilemmas and conflicts
between beliefs and practice. They hang aboutonpg and go to union sponsored parties.
The interactions of such a diverse membership m®a@ucommon culture that nevertheless
also preserves distinct traditions.

In 1995, the Labour party adopted a number of rulest changed dramatically the
composition of the national conference, boostingsaterably the proportion of inexperienced
participant$®. The unions’ share of the vote at conference wealsided to 70 per cent in
1993, then to 50 per cent when direct memberstip above 300,000 members in 1995 and
at the same time, conference votes were to be acedun percentages rather than millions,
as it was the custom. Parity and rotation were ntadepulsory by 199%° and the process of
selection also changed, so that delegates wereeeélbg members rather than selected by the
members of the constituency party general managecoammittee. As women had been rare
in delegations, the new rule necessarily brought fimers in the following years. in 1996, 80
per cent of delegates were first timeFey brought their dress cod&sand their norms of
interaction, their expectations about a moderntipali party or a democratic process. As a
result the group style was adjusted, reflectinglbwious tmbourgeoisementdf the Labour

conferenc¥®, In the 1990s as in the past, the leadership hdpedthe “humility [of new

1251t only because delegations needed to abide byuleeof parity: unions and constituency parties k@ select women,
who in many cases had often not gone to confereefure.

126 \Where only one delegate is appointed, this must Wweman at least every other year (Rulebook, se&jio

127 Delegates wishing to speak may not only increhsi thances by wearing a tie, they also often wamtresent well for
their few minutes of celebrity: they dress up arghmsuits.

128 The rise of the “prawn cocktail” tendency has beeiticised (Ramsay 1998). Indeed, an urban prafessistyle

increasingly prevails over the union dominated wagkclass atmosphere. In the absence of statisticthe social
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delegates] could be turned into conformity” (Minkih978: 163) or that they would be
impressed by the governmental power and more lit@lgssert®. They believed that they
would not dare challenge the leadership or wouldknow how to use the rulebooks to their
advantage. They also thought that women would to nbere malleable and less
confrontational. The promotion of women was botiohtical commitment and a promotional
argument (with the election of “Blair babes” in I98nd the nomination of more women in
positions of power).

A concern over the need to manage better plenabatde is also linked to another
constitutional change, brought about in 1993: thd ef the trade union domination of
conference votes. Whilst delivering the votes hadnba simple task, mapping delegates’
position mobilised a growing number of party stadicause constituency members could be
more easily swayed by powerful oratdfs It was important for the success of the New
Labour transformation that conference delegategnstobd that a good party member would
talk positively about the government and articulateoncise argument illustrated with an
anecdote or a story demonstrating the authenteitypersonal dimension of the point raised.
Delegates determined to speak are encouraged timakklp from the regional staff. “I was
asked to produce a draft and to state how | woeldressed. The draft came back with very
helpful comments and dressing tips: a tie and bhig. | bought both but it still did not work
and | wasn't called,” explains Samuel who adds teno check: “is it because others had
nicer ties¥*" Delegates react in various ways to the discowafryhis informal system of
speaker selection. Most newcomers initially takefaate value the appearance of chance
selection by the Chair that is given when “the wamath a green jacket and a yellow folder”
is called to the rostrum. Julie was shocked toadiscthat she had been groomed to speak on
education because her views were on-message. 8inghthdebates reflected spontaneity and
authenticity but was invited to attend a workshap low to speak in public and given
suggestions on how to best present herself. Otltvisis are given helpful figures,
encouraged to bring to the fore the human, theviddal, the emotional connection.

Both on and off the platform, the general groupeshas evolved and its effect was visible not
only to journalists but also to participants. Effeely, what was attempted was a remodelling

of the imagined community (Anderson 1991). In 1898 1996, a number of the delegates |

background of activists, evidence can only be @eriivom the transformation of the conference atresp

129 The idea that activists are more radical thannamyi members as well as elected representativesaacs is not novel. It
was theorised in 1973 by John May in his "law afvdinear disparity”.

130 The media are not the only one to blame for thgestnanagement of debates.

1311997 conference.
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spoke to considered with a mixture of suspiciom @emocratic process was being tempered
with and the leadership wanted control over theéypaand fatalism (the media brought a
deleterious influence that restricted the possybhf genuine debate). Five years later, they
were more sanguine about it but there was alsear distinction between participants. The
ambitious and the experimented (PPCs for instanoéficers and visitors such as trade union
workers, former NEC representatives etc.) tookgi@nted the staging of debates or the fact
that party staff had been politicidédand that their role was no longer to merely help
delegates find their way around conference. Thahr glso involves offering “on-message”
advice and supplying the party organisers with nimfation about the political leanings and
reliability of delegates.

*
This chapter has explored how political partiesngfeaby looking not at rules, policies or
leaders but at the ordinary and often overlooked #aken-for-granted practices that
contribute to shape how party members think abdwdtw means to them to belong to their
party and how their identity as Greens, Consereatinr otherwise informs how they interact
with each other. It underlines how these practicas be strategically reoriented and the
impact these apparently unimportant changes patbntnave. It highlights how modern
organisations (so keen to demonstrate how profeskiand rational their processes are)
remain on-going social constructions.

132 This trend was nevertheless seen as a worryinglolgment by several.
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Chapter 4

Processes of “democratisation” in political parties

A substantial part of my research on political easrthas focused on the question of
democratic processes and democratisation. My siterethe question stemmed from the
greens’ claim that they were inventing new wayslaihg politics: they would resist the iron
law of oligarchy, avoid the emergence of a leadw &ork towards participatory democracy.
They believed green politics was about giving admbbers of the political community the
opportunity to take part in the decisions affectihgir lives. These aspirations were not
particularly new - since parties of the left hacdg similar aspirations in the past and were
still proclaiming their belief in the ideal. Howavyereens considered that their party should
function as a micro-cosmos of the sustainable ardodratic society they aspired to. The
analysis of their efforts to innovate and experitmieas proven fertile ground to reflect on
democratic practices and the difficulties of impeaming them for all parties engaged in
electoral competition.

Confronted with the early successes of new partigsether right populists or left
libertarians), more established parties felt cimgléxl to respond and embarked in what they
presented as processes of democratisation. This cheparted from the competitive model of
democracy, which disregards internal processesisigctions from the main scene, i.e.
competition between parties. In this view, actwisire considered with suspicion because
their presumed radicalism (May 1973; Kitschelt 1988nd their expectation to have a say in
decision-making could be detrimental to the pargdity to adapt and compete. And indeed,
it has been tempting to blame actividts In this context, it may seem paradoxical thaties
from all sides have since the 1990s proclaimed these deepening, broadening, widening
participation and internal democracy. On the Lsfich claims could appear as a move to
reassert their founding ideals but parties of tighRhad not previously shown much interest
in the sacred grail of internal democracy (Scard®®7; Faucher 2003; Haegel 2012).
Nevertheless, democracy (like excellence in otletds) is difficult to oppose and therefore a
useful rhetorical argument in the electoral contjueti

On the surface, the reforms are not very dissimdaect ballots are now organised for the
selection of key positioh&" internal referenda are organised on manifestospalicy

133 As the PS could after the 2005 referendum on theoean Constitutional Treaty or as the Blair govesmimdid
whenever the party conference voted against ifsqeals (Faucher-King 2005, 281n23).
134 Following the success of the 2011 primaries orLgfeit is likely the right will follow suit in 2Q6.
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positions; some decisions are decentralised orldet5> parties make a point to be seen to
listen and consult their members and their potematers. Moreover, they share a concern for
the promotion of individual participation at thepexse of intermediary groups. In a way they
respond to a perceived expectation that everyetitizants/ought to be consulted, empowered
and to have her personal views taken into accdurgy thus somehow depart from a vision
of political parties as mobilisers, educators, agesf political integration or preference-
shapers, to present themselves as preference-aanating (Maor 1997, 217; Hay 1997; P.
D. Webb 2000), as responsive to demands expressttelpublic. To what extent are these
reforms in line or in tension with party traditiomarked by participative democracy (greens),
representative practices (social democrats) or plilasophy of strong leadership (Gaullists,
Conservatives)? To what extent have these changesoatatised political parties and
transformed their decision-making processes? Regeats have brought organisational
reforms claiming to empower the individual membet bBs they have granted very little
power to a very large membership, the alleged demtisation may amount to a re-
centralisation of power in the hands of those wiganise the consultations (Mair 1997).

In this chapter, | analyse how the empowermenhadividual members was at the heart of the
green alternative party organisation project anit lom the emergence of “new politics”. |
then explore how the themes of participation, @gghlbion and individual empowerment have
inspired its’ opponents’ rhetoric of democratisatidhe multifaceted and ambitious reforms
of the Labour party provide a point of entry toleet on the tension between conceptions of

democracy and the role of individual citizens aadymembers.

“Empowerment” and participatory aspirations

As | have shown previously, sociability is highligd by greens as a key aspect of their

political community — as opposed to the perceivede@ucracy and hierarchical nature of

other party organisations, participative democraggears as a far more essential principle of
organisation, a defining trait of “being green”.e@n parties have been characterised by their
critiqgue of representative institutions: they comaethe professionalisation of politics and the

role played by traditional parties in subvertingresentative democracy. Even in the UK

where parties retained until the 1990s a certama @s the key actors in a parliamentary

system, the greens complained about the developofiémternal hierarchies, the disciplining

of individual members (in particular in Parliame&htough the whip system but also on the

135 Of course, democratisation sometimes entails akentordination, for instance for the selectiorcahdidates reflecting
the diversity of the electorate (in gender and ietterms, etc) or electoral pacts with other partie
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ground>®, the emergence of bureaucratised organisatiohss,Tgreen parties developed
procedures that were designed to limit the instihalisation of their party. They adopted
complicated rules enshrined in their constitutiasswell as complex procedures to change
these very constitutions (Rihoux 2001). These ihetli rotation of elected representatives
(only possible when elected on a proportionaldigtem and abandoned in the case of French
MEPs as early as the second term), a point sysidimit the number of offices (internal and
external) an individual could hold at the same tisteict parity rules, a collegial executive,
frequent meetings of the general assembly of mesnftben provisions for the selection of
representatives to the assembly) exercising clbeeks on the executive, a body for the
representation of regions, etc.

Observers, in particular journalists, are often tifigsl by green decision-making processes.
Efforts to maintain openness have greatly contebdud a negative image, fed by the fact that
competitors have used the media as external resouto weigh in on internal
disagreementd’. The transparency that greens contributes to exgebates that other parties
are at pains to hide for fear that they might app®aded. The press also enjoys reporting
“newsworthy” item$®. Members themselves do not hesitate to expresisigm towards
party structures and organisation (Benoit Rihowydher, and Peirano 2002) and splits have
several times threatened to turn them from mardmatelevant parti€s’. Some of the rules
that greens have adopted, and their enforcemeny, apaear counter-productive if one
considers that a political party is seeking eitates, office or policy implementation (Strom
1990}*°. Green parties have limited access to resourceéscannot afford to offer much to
their members in terms of material selective iniwest (such as elected positions). If one
takes for granted the instrumentality of actorg, dedication of activists is problematic and
can lead to a circular arguments concluding thawviats find “something in it” and the

rewards of activism must therefore be psychologiéakn if one considers that the ultimate

138 A similar criticism was made of mainstream envimemtal associations such as Friends of the EartiGaeenpeace by a
former member.

137 A similar issue plague the Labour party and cooted to the public relation revolution introdudedNew Labour in the
mid 1990s (Faucher-King 2005, 129). Coverage of@amices andssemblées généraleften dwells on divisionsA recent
example relates to the 2007 presidential campdigdominique Voynet and discussions within the CNIRtbe destructive
behaviour of unlucky competitors for the positiohaxcriticised her in the press.

138 1n 1995, theGuardian and thelndependentvanted to covered a fringe meeting on “politicadtyrrect hugging”. The
event was cancelled for lack of participants, Imat greens were convinced to stage it as meanstainaioverage of their
conference.

139 Key examples are the 1992 resignation of SaraifParkd many others or in France, the disputes afdB@nération
Ecologie in 1993, the selection of a presidentaididate in 1995 and 2002.

140 Rules about rotation and/or limits to the numbemahdates, internal and external, held simultadgarsconsecutively
has been abandoned or amended. In France and theeph€sentatives are sent to the general meetihg held every three
years in Les Verts (since 2008).
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goal of the greens is internal democracy (Harmdl Zanda 1994}, the ways in which they
are seeking to reach such a holy grail can be mgz#l one does not attempt to understand
the meaning they attribute to some of their arcates.

Green parties have worked hard to facilitate pigditon. In the British Green party,
concerted efforts at the local and the nationakllesontributed to a more inclusive and
participatory organisation. On the other hand, @irdeto facilitate self expression
occasionally lead to cacophony. Despite the obvidumvbacks in terms of efficacy of
decision-making, greens initially tended to reffi& temptation to institutionalise procedures
that might increase electoral efficacy. Some ofrtpeocedural rules appear unnecessarily
arcane, combining measures destined to maintagmnialt pluralism, a superposition of rules
leading at times to proceduralism. Greens, jughad.iberal Democrats, are known to vote
on the opportunity to vote. They also count “ayéstes”, “abstentions” as well as those who
refuse to vote! The many and complex rules desigaeglarantee pluralism and democracy
are all the more the more important as diminishewgls of trust between members render
participative democracy more cumbersome. Indeegl,pttactice of decision by consensus
requires open-mindedness from participants and lingviess to be swayed or to change
one’s mind in light of deliberation. In social maowents, friendship is a good way to
compensate for de facto inequalities and it gre&yps smooth communication. But
friendship is ineffectual in the face of stark ittepcal differences or strategic disagreements
on electoral alliances. Thus, group styles mightiueial to explain party developments and
success but also very difficult to change (Faudi®&9c; Faucher-King 2007).

Greens usually use a very personalised langudge:gbnna do what | feel right doing and
what | feel is good and if | have the energy tagband to speak to a hundred people and try
and encourage thénbut, as Lichterman has shown in the case of tBeGJeens, their very
understanding of individualism is conducive to ntishtion (Lichterman 1996) as their
emphasise individual’s role in producing both pesh$ and solutioris>. “People know be'st
comes back as a leitmotiv in many interviews amxtstéthe people have to be involved in the
decision making because if that's the case thenwulié make the best decisions for them and
for their community and everything following frohat you'll have the best social decisions
for all, the best decisions for education, peopksib needs will be satisfied and the
environment will look after itsélf“Every human is responsible for the fate of humia(...)

because only individuals can say what their adpinat desires or rejections are” (Waechter

141 This has been debated (Goodin 1992; Dobson 20@fmBell 1989; Faucher 1999a; Ferry 1992).
1424t you are not part of the solution, you are pafrthe problem”.
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1990, 213). This is important becaugee6ple are so educated to believe that someone out
there is going to make the decisions for them dad they can have no control, the people
don't know how to take responsibility, people ddmbw how to make choidédndeed,
greens insist on the need for each individual tp slelegating her powers to politicians
(Faucher 1997, 284) and to take action — at whiehdevel is deemed appropriate to
give/take back power. If both French and Britiskegrs value participation, their approaches
differ in the ways in which they understand howirthhespective parties will play a role in
helping individuals take responsibilities.

In Britain, the emphasis is on empowerment becassene puts it:I‘feel powerlessness [is]
outrageous Therefore, as much as possible, local endeavéoaras on harnessing the
goodwill of newcomers. A number of activists aréheisiastic about the ways in which their
good will was welcomed, fostered, harnessed angatgd when they joined. It has long
been a practice of voluntary organisations to emtroles and responsibilities to new recruits
as a means to cement their participationdén't know who's been more motivating: me
coming along — enthusiastic and wanting to do sbimgt(...) or the local party saying ‘will
you do this?” and me sort of saying, well OK if ytbink | cari. This is easier when local
groups have a core of active members and thereégrdar activities. In Oxford, the yearly
electoral cycle creates a clear routine and dom@thte group’s calendar (candidate selection,
fundraising and leafleting and canvassing, celewadf the end of the cycle and new
beginning).

The determination to enrol and foster a sense oipetence, initiative and self-realisation is
also found at the national level, where a numbegreéns have invested their energy when
lack of members made their local group wantingss Itikely that these efforts have been
reinforced by years of campaigning in the wildegi€s The desire to increase participation
was at the heart of their annual general meetirgclwwere open to the entire membership.
They only reluctantly moved to the selection ofresgntatives from local organisations: in
1992 in the UK, in 1997 in France with the creatajra two tier system combining AGM at
the regional level and delegates to a nationalayityf** Because they were interested in
developing innovative means of including memberdetiberation, the Green party set up a

group to reflect on ways of working in the 1980s. remit was broader than constitutional

143 Although the British green party was created in3L@Ihder the name of People), its first distriatelecouncillor was
elected in 1993, first MEPs in 1999 and first MP2BD8 (in each case, Caroline Lucas). It also garepresentation to the
Scottish Parliament and the London Assembly in 1#8comparison, Les Verts (founded in 1984) entarigg councils
and the European Parliament in 1989, regional atauimc1992, Parliament in 1997 and governmentd@7l

144 In keeping with mainstream French parties, Lestd/bBave also reduced the frequency of their meetingvery other
year. From 2011 Europe Ecologie Les Verts will omiganise a congress every three year.
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rules (on which it had little say) but its legasynevertheless still palpable. It introduced
many of the small details of organisation, manyhef rituals that effectively foster a sense of
empowerment in many participants. It created sestatmind that permeated the party and
resisted the divisions of the early 1990s.

It is interesting to contrast the twice a year gdtlg with the every other year French
Assemblé&> British activists dissect contributions and anmmeedts in small groups and
report their conclusions to the plenary sessionsrevtthe debate is short, strictly structured
around pros and cons and leads to a “dteeproducing the structure of parliamentary
debates. When deliberations get tricky or heatkdy tare broken up into small groups.
Workshops tend to select novices as thegporteurs Facilitators are asked to ensure that all
participants have had a chance to talk and have ime@ed to contribute (sometimes, the
facilitator solicit contributions from individualwho have not spoken yet to ensure they are
not hindered by shyness or a difficulty in joiniag ongoing discussion). Plenary orators are
called to the rostrum by the session chair in angmous way that erases party ranking (the
executive chair wishing to speak could be calldg iman with a beard and a green jacket).
Booklets are now regularly produced for conferegoers®’ as well as for new party
member&®. They include not only the timetable and the mwi®@n the agenda but they
explain the minute of silence, how to speak in gignsession or how to be selected as
conference chair, a job description for positiorss edected officers, schedule of fringe
meeting$*® and panel discussions.

Green party workshops were introduced in the 198@s effort to promote decision-making
by consensus. Even though they mostly fail — dexssiare taken by a majority vote — the
rituals that have been developed contribute toteraatyle of speech-making that draws from
the British party conference tradition but also@dat to the Green’s ideal of empowering
individuals: ‘if people are to participate you have to find wayfsencouraging them to
participate” A great deal of attention has been devoted toomg®ss that allows for the
expression of dissent imtiite small groups so that people can hear eackrdthn this case,
what is seen as a green way of doing politics sedie paying attention to the differentiated

individual, to what makes her contribution uniqddée myriad of individual viewpoints is

145 Every three year from 2008.

148 plenary sessions are short, rarely over 2 houisWhs designed in order to ensure maximum coragmirand facilitate
the participation of the least policy-minded (Faerch999a, chap. 8)

147 http:/ivww.greenparty.org.uk/conference/springt@9the 2009 online edition. Similar documents waiready produced
in the early 1990s.

148 The first one was produced in 1992.

149 Not officially organised by the party but by var® groups and individuals associated to the parijiscuss the
conference fringe phenomenon elsewhere (Fauchag-k005, chap. 10)
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considered as a complexity that can be boiled dmidma radically different proposal. The
argument is that small groups makes it possibexpresswhat really matters andto] listen

to that communication at all levels, spiritual, d@maoal, physical, the whole logand [the
processjs enabling people to cherish and value their ypphaess’so that they can reflect on
the views they are prepared to change

Being inclusive and empowering is easier to say firactice: a declaration of intention is not
enough. The difficulty appears more clearly througimparison: even thoughes Verts
proclaim a similar commitment to participation, ithgractice focuses more on creating the
conditions of an equal participation than on emsuthat all members do indeed pick up on
their chance to contribute. During electoral camgpsj would-be supporters or members turn
up. In many cases, when this happened in Aix, tlesyer came back. | have seen a number of
them: shy and looking for clues about the rulemtdraction, standing awkwardly and lonely
whilst party members chatter amongst themselvesclimg eye contact and indications
about where they should sit and whether they shimitdduce themselvé¥. A number of
members express frustration that their goodwill andrgy had met no response, that no-one
came to talk to them, or offered them a chair. Vittlials join because of the need to “do
something” but the enthusiasm for equality paraciky restricts the ability of newcomers to
fully join in.

The lack of pro-active and gentle pressure on nevecs can be read through the green filter
of respect for individual participation coupled fwia strong antipathy towards hierarchical
structures. Aix-en-Provenagerts like many otherS? have an explicit aversion for would-be
leaders or anyone telling them what td*doNo one presses anyone and one should only do
what one wishes to be involvediA A faux-pasconsists in making suggestions for actions
that one cannot personally implement: the morentbiese, of course. When this happens with
a new member, the offender is not told off but tfaimiles appear on the faces of experienced
activists, they exchange oblique looks. It is netessarily hostility, merely annoyance or

maybe condescendence. After a few months, if nakeethemodus operandhas been

150 Small groups discussions have been introducehidr_abour party through the reform knownRestnership in Power
adopted in 1997. | analyse culture shifts in Lakemut the policy-making reform i@hanging PartiegFaucher-King 2005).
151 The local party has expanded according to thedfuxembership usually triggered by electoral caigmpand the need to
find a large number of candidates for the city &dec.. and retracted after rows, disappointments expulsion. Half of the
local group, including several former city counmifi, were expelled in 2008 after the other halfeagd to the national
organisation for breach of electoral strategy. D ?

152 Considerable energy has been devoted to the gnestier the years even if maturity seem to have rimried to
sidelining the issue (Carter 2008).

153 They have clearly been sufficiently convincingsabolars of political parties have sought to expthiem by adding to
vote, office and policy a fourth goal of internamocracy (Harmel and Janda 1994).

154 Anti leader sentiments as well as a reluctan¢prmselytise” come up often in interviews.
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learnt: the offender has either adapted to the rmrgiven up. This shows how the issue with
suggestions was not so much their nature but ttietfiat they were unlikely to be born to
fruition because of the lack of time and voluntesnsl because the person who was making
them was unlikely to carry them through. In thisse he breached the implicit rule of the
group (Eliasoph and Lichterman 2003, 773): onlypps®e what you can /are prepared to do
by yourself and maybe get the individual help ofnsone else. Aix activists limited their
suggestions to what was “realistic”, in other wottley used three filters: what they felt
needed to be done, what they felt could be donef wiey could themselves do. They often
did what they had taken upon themselves to do (Isecaf their official position for instance)
on their own. If they asked for help, they wereshikto solicit the support of a close friend
rather than other activists. Paradoxically the giewstyle ran against the participatory ideals
of Les Verts

In Aix, some activists (and passive members) haddkling that understanding what is going
on meetings was the preserve of a select castepeeple elected to positions at the
departmental or regional board or as members o€tHER. In order to limit the unreliability
of commitments, that is individuals turning up, idans being made that exceeded the
capacity of regular participants the Aix group died to formalise these roles. After a couple
of years, such a formal structure was abandoneeh Bi/the local level, where meetings were
open to the entire membership and everyone colkdnteembers felt diminished that they did
not have the right to vote unless they had beeotesleas representatives at the annual
gathering and had therefore committed themselvesnonimum of a monthly meeting. The
Participative Auditrevealed that many activists within the party fdienated by factional
developments (Benoit Rihoux, Faucher, and Peirad@2)2 In France, respect for the
individual and cherishing of participation does m@inslate into efforts to empower but in
creating opportunities to participate. Little effas made to ensure that meetings are not
dominated by a handful and to invite the quietestantribute and the focus is more on debate
than deliberation. Occasional activists explaint ttheey only attend meetings where they
know they have something to say.

Each party’s style combines and recombines traits fother contexts to produce its own
interpretations of codes. Valorisation of indivitlyerticipation is practiced in the British
green party as an ongoing effort to be inclusivé ampowering — allowing members to feel
useful and valued — whildtes Vertsrely more on the sense of initiative of individual

members: whilst equal participation is possiblegduires a certain self-confidence.
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One of the puzzles associated with the emergengeeeh parti€s® relates to what quickly
appeared like counterproductive or ineffective psses of decision-making. Observers
sometimes sneer at a party prepared to exposetéshal disagreements, convoluted voting
procedures and lengthy debates. From the pointegf of instrumental rationality and if one
takes for granted that political parties can bengef by a primary goal (maximisation of
votes, office or policy), such behaviours do nokenaense. Lest one is prepared to write off
green party followers as being mad, one needkwitdo account alternative logic to explain
collective behaviours. Internal democracy has kmehe nexus of debates about the creation
of autonomous green partte%

The research | conducted for my PhD took seriotiséy aspiration to increased political
participation that were articulated by new sociavements. | carried on in this direction by
looking at the impact these demands had on edtebliand governmental parties. Indeed,
from the 1990s internal democracy, deliberation padicipation were not only buzz words:

they were translated practically into organisatioréorms.

Democracy as the new panacea

Measured in terms of seats in parliament or minatgortfolios, the successes of green
parties are fairly limited. However, their mark the political scene could also be measured
by how much of their agenda their rivals have adomir gestured toward. Experiences with
participatory democracy have had echo beyond tiasiks and beyond academic circles of
political theorists. Most major parties were staet! around the model of representative or
delegatory democracy but references to deliberatimd participative democracy have
become commonplace.

Whilst most attention, including mine, has beenatled to parties of the left for which
internal democracy as an identity issue, the ewwmiubf parties of the right is equally
interesting. Indeed, parties, such as the Conseegabr the UMP, that did not focus much on
internal democracy (Faucher 2003) have felt thednie adopt the rhetoric, prompting
interesting questions about power and competifpoilic relation and isomorphism (Meyer
and Rowan 1977).

The Conservatives had never demanded more poweeriabers but had kept rather carefully

the autonomy of local associations in relationhie procedure of parliamentary candidate

155 Whilst the British greens adopted the party labminftheir start in the mid 1970s, the French reedhireluctant to use the
term and kept referring to themselves as a “movéhieto the 21st century.

1581t has been the source of vivid internal contrsies and in some cases, such as France, slowed amagiderably the

foundation of such parties. Although the forbearttod British greens originally avoided such disanissi when it was

founded in 1973, the question became promineritari980s.



101

selection. Their conference had never been a kageplin policy-making. However, the
creation of a unitary organisation implied a degyepower loss for local party officers whilst
the ballots organised thereafter confirm that membe®nsidered them of little political
efficacy (Faucher-King 2005, 205-6). Internal bilevere organised to give credence to the
idea of internal democratic accountability but thembership proved all the more difficult to
mobilize than very little was at stake (Faucherg<i005, 208): the 2005 ballot on the
statement of aims and value mobilised only 27% atypmembers eligible to vote (Bale
2008, 273)°". This contrasts starkly with the UMP where turnisubigh (81% in 1998 with
Seguin, 70% in 1999 with Michele Alliot-Marie, 71%th Juppé 2002 and 53% Sarkozy in
20048,

In the 1990s saw many major European parties, fefihand right, adopt new rules regarding
the election of party officers, candidates or ilatien to policy consultation. With the benefit
of hindsight we can now also contrast the rhetofidemocratisation with its practice. Indeed,
some of the reforms introduced in 1998 by the neagpointed leader of the Conservative
party could be seen as a good marketing strategytiate when its main rival benefited from
a democratic aura gained through the well publitisadership election in 1994, followed by
the organisation of several internal referenda dlanise 4 in 1995 and on the manifesto in
1996) and the adoption of new policy making procedu(1997). In most cases,
democratisation has been synonymous with grantiogep to individual members. The
introduction of “One Member One Vote” in British lhaur was the eventual and contingent
outcome of the conflict between Neil Kinnock and téft of the party. It was seen as a good
way to help contain the influence of activists, Mhiit was difficult for them to resist
arguments about democratisation and empowering medgainst unpopular trade unions.
The PS has also multiplied ballots of its membeaisd @oportunities for consultations with the
broadening of the selectorate for the presideet&dtions to members, then to new members
(2006) and finally to the citizens’ primaries (Bartb and Treille 2010; Olivier 2003; Lefebvre
2011).

157 For example, 27 per cent of the Labour individuambership took part in the key 1995 vote on clauaad 25 per cent
in the internal elections for the National Execati@ommittee in 2000 (Faucher-King 2005, 207-8). Wpanicipation is
higher, the parliamentary leadership secured stgitar excessively expensive internal campaigmghése conditions the
party leadership preferred to keep the old rulégir(@ greater weight to the unions), particularty the election of the
national leader. It is ironic that a procedure tias seen as maintaining leadership control themksion support led to the
surprise election of Ed Miliband as leader in 2010.

158 Turnout is also relatively low in the parti sotséé (Barboni and Treille 2010). Haegel shows thate is a plebiscitory
tradition in the UMP that needs to be taken intooant to explain such disparities (2012).
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Internal reforms granting new powers to the mentbprsan be found in many European
parties and one can note a substantial rhetoricalenfrom representative to other forms of
democracy, be it participative or deliberative.

The promotion of individual members’ participation

Most of my attention has focused on the evolutibthe Labour party during the New Labour
years, at a time when the party had made “moddioisaits motto (Faucher-King and Le
Galés 2010a). The New Labour leadership promotedatises of democratisation and
empowered individuals. Opening up the black boxpafty reform unearths conflicting
objectives, strategies, as well as normative modeldemocracy and participation. Agency
(exercised through reforms and rhetoric) combings gontingency.

One could compare the power of “democratisation'hodernisation”, a potentiot valisé
used by the promoters of New Labour (Finlayson 2008hen the modernisers won the
leadership of the party with Tony Blair in 1994, mgavere convinced that communication
was key. They decided to use the annual conferaadie main shopwindow to convince
audiences that the party had changed, that it rest fitself up from the archaic control of
trade unions. It was now united behind its leatfethe space of a few years, the party built
an effective and offensive communication strategyuad a new team and the argument of
democratisation was to attract voters to a “nevisbla party and to reassure activists about
the rhetoric of modernisation. The analysis of éfiect of new procedures over the years
invites scepticism because it focused primarily pamty image and centralised control of
policy and strategy.

Initially, avoiding debates where disagreementdacte portrayed by the media as internal
strife was paramount. As it has been noted in meases, the presence of camera and
journalists may be consistent with an ideal of s@arency but it also favours the
dramatisation of conflicts, the use and abuse déreal resources for internal disputes
(Lefebvre 2011; Faucher-King 2005, chap. 6; Star@$1). The (increasingly invasive and
very visible) presence of journalists at the anmaiference and the exposure of conflicts
through the 1980s has thus contributed a greattdeile conviction that the policy-making
process could no longer happen as it had underanssdutiny during an event that tried to
combine two radically divergent role: publicity fpolicies and politicians and serious policy
deliberations. By 1997, most Labour members hac@ed the idea that the conference
projected a negative image and were also ineffedtivterms of effective and democratic

policy-making.
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One member one vote

These narratives provided rationales for the refomt also resonated with the post —
Thatcher context of late 20century British politics. This rhetoric would ndtave
encountered the same success a decade beforesa=miéld by the saga of the introduction of
One Member One Vote procedures. Kinnock, who hdpatit would reduce the influence of
the left in internal bodies, had tried and failadtie 19805°. At the time, it clashed with the
party tradition of representation and delegatorgnaeracy. OMOV was adopted ten years
later, under Smith. The reform was again promotedhe name of democracy but trade
unions had lost a great deal of their assurancéngluthe Thatcher years. Moreover,
individualism was no longer the preserve of the $eowatives: their governments had
developed public policies inspired by public mamaget theories based on the idea that
individuals were “naturally” rational and instrumeh The figure of the consumer had
become the reference for policy makers (Fauchegléind Le Gales 2010a; Needham 2007;
Leys 2003). Selfishness was a virtue thanks toirkissible hand of the markets. OMOV
initially produced the intended effect in the paayd the modernisers were elated. It was
expanded in the early years of Blair's leadershilect democratic procedures were to
replace archaic representation. Ballots were osgahito demonstrate the membership’s
support. OMOV became so popular as to be irretestib those who had opposed it and
became the benchmark for intra-party democracydg even copied by the Conservatives in
their 1998 reform).

The individualization of party relations was abalbeconceived as a way of creating a base
that was simultaneously “massive” and “passive’-+thasupportive of leadership initiatives
when called upon (Faucher-King 2005, 201). Disamiog levels of participation were
therefore scarcely a cause for surprise: interfedtiens regularly involved only a small
fraction of members, in fact favouring the lefttbé party®®. When participation was greater
(as in the internal 1996 referendum on the eleatn@mifesto), the parliamentary leadership
secured more clear-cut support, but at the coatvalry expensive internal campaign. In these
conditions the party leadership preferred to kéepdid rules, particularly for the election of
the national leader, and the Welsh and Scottistielsa and for the selection of candidates,
which make it possible to influence the resultsnksato union support. “When the party

moved to OMOV it became impossible to control etetd but the NPF is probably the only

159 Kinnock, Blackpool, 2002.
180 This allowed mobilised factions to elect their neentatives against government sponsored slatiesthe case of the
Grassroots alliance in 1998.
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major one they can control,” explains a represamat'you need nominations from 5
Constituency Labour Parties then conference dedsgaite by region at conference. You can
go round delegates, you can phone, you can ex&ssypre”.

With the failure of direct democracy to deliver tiepected effects, the leadership turned to

yet another way to involve individual members: detfative procedures and “consultation”.

A touch of deliberative democracy

The membership — and the conference — reactedyabgito most of the changes that were
initially proposed (M. Russell 2005a). The mosticed and anticipated reform concerned
policy-making. An alternative system to the confee and its compositing process was
debated throughout 1996 and the party leadershijgated a great deal of energy to “selling”
the reform through documents as well as workshiojpgie meetings and plenary conference
debate¥™. In 1997, the Policy Unit headed by Matthew Tayémdeavoured to explain to
conference delegates how the ide®&aftnership in Powerwhich was to be adopted the next
day by the conference was to move to a deliberatigeess no longer dominated by majority
votes but instead seeking consensus and involvethemighout the year. Delegates were
concerned that policy documents submitted for disicin would not emanate from local
groups but were assured that a national thoughngex deliberation on the same topics
would be more effective. Women were particularlgsstive to the need to make the meetings
convivial enough so that all participants couldl feenfident to speak. The reform was
supposed to create a “new party culture, at thdreeof which would be a genuine
‘partnership’ between different levels of the partyfhe promotion team insisted on
inclusivity and deliberation, the need to maintdirect and permanent contact between the
government and its party base. The new policy m®osas thus adopted by the 1997
conference during the “honeymoon” following Labauelectoral victordf2 It built on years

of debates within the party (M. Russell 2005a; Randing 2005) and the New Labour team
worked hard to convince that in modern Britain, iwdluals expected more than a
representative or direct democracy. This highligisy organisational change needs to be
analysed as the outcome of complex factors thahar@nly endogenous and exogenous but

also impact the party at different levels: microd{viduals’ personal career strategies and

161 A similar approach was taken later for furtheeml reforms such as 21st Century Party.

162 There was a greater pliability in Labour's eagesné win in the 1990s and loyalty was probably aravprevalent
strategy to dissenters than a few years later. cidlapse in membership figures illustrates well wto the use of exit
(Hirschman 1990).
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interactions), meso (organisational dynamics arslohy) and macro (the enthusiasm for
deliberative democracy as well as the processdwintualisation of European societies).

The existence of general agreement on the problemsrent with the old compositing
process predates New Labour and reflection had beeducted for some time. It did not
mean that all partners in the process interpretedchanges in the same manner. From the
point of view of “modernisers”, this partnershipsmv@a be based on members recognising the
“fundamental truth” that leaders have "ultimatepassibility for policy-making” and that
members could not act as “watchdogs” (Fielding 2080). Beyond the space allowed for
“genuine, if non confrontational, discussion”, eaips Matthew Taylor, who played a key
role in the conception of the reform, there is “tteal politics perspective which is that
ministers control the proposals and therefore tiemonsensus®. During fringe meetings
dedicated to the promotion &?iP, his tasks was to assure activists that “changdéls w
effectively ‘empower members’ because policy forumeuld be like ‘brain-storming’
sessions and would serve as permanent soundingldbdar government policy”. Many
grassroots supporters of the reform, and, somésoérchitects, had a more idealistic and
egalitarian perspective on the relative role of hedpartner” than what was initially
developed.

The organisational changes did not stop at conferéut focused on an overhaul of policy-
making and deliberation processes in the party.cFbation of a National Policy Forum was
accompanied by the organisation of local ones. @hesre however met with some
scepticism as activists questioned their influeanepolicy®®. This meant for instance that
local parties were required to put on policy forumnggering either enthusiasm or resistance
and varying degree of succE8s Former NEC member Diana Jeuda considered that the
success of regional forums in London and the Smattier than the North of England was “a
reflection of machine politics: northern organisas remained “not very engaging” so that it
took longer for a culture of political discussiam go through*®®. Despite encouragements
(and orders) from above, the organisation of loimabms depends on the good will,
individual strategies, ideological orientationsthe New Labour project so that activists with

political ambition would be keener than othersatsfy the requests of national headquarters.

163 |nterview at the Institute for Public Policy Resgfat.ondon, January 1999.

164 At the same time, constituencies strapped for @dst renounced the idea of funding the partioguatif conference

delegation.

185 |n a number of cases constituencies organisedusters (for instance in Edinburgh or in Yorkshire) save on costs,
energy and help weaker local groups. Hazel Bleassome of the early convert to policy forums. As shganised the events
in her constituency, she was picked up as a ridieng Labour star.

188 |Interviewed at conference in 2002.
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It could be anticipated that the reality of the neawty policy-making process would create
tensions and disappointments. This is probably émesr with further attempts to reform the
organisation and in particular to do away with GNIC Further “modernisation” projects
followed Partnership in Poweand each time a similar maieutic process helpedterat least
the appearance of a consensus. In that senseis&ctivere never taken for granted. The
strategy involved repeatingd nauseanthat the changes had wide-ranging support from the
membership thanks to consultation and the pubtinatif reports that emphasised all-round
dissatisfaction with old structures. “Women seedwatparty politics as being adversarial and
not sufficiently focused on practical achievemen(isdbour, 1999: 34). There were indeed
many women, and many men who agreed that the cotmgosystem no longer worked
satisfactorily. The leadership promoted relentlesglrratives contrasting “dull”, off-putting
“outdated”, “arcane” and “non democratic” procedungith new, inclusive and outward-
looking “forums”. Declining numbers of activists #te local level were a sign that the
traditional format of meeting was no longer populart whether members shared the
“logical” solution that was proposed in tB&™ Century Partyis a different questidft.

Drucker (1979) has argued that the Labour cultbmeved a particular fondness for rules and
linked this to the ethos of working class membetaving little experience of them in their
ordinary lives, they therefore held them in grespect®®. Nevertheless, many practices (such
as voting procedures or “compositing”) were defirgdcustoms (Minkin, 1980: 148) and
informally passed down over the years. Ways of glovere learnt from experience and
knowing either rules or norms were essential foyoae keen to exert any kind of
influencé’®. As experienced activists are more likely to be@nof the rules, the swell of
novice delegates makes conference management nasddr @s they were more likely to
accept as given what is presented to them as {h®m@ate ways to behal/é However, as
noted by Minkin “it would be highly unusual for theabour party if (...) rules were fully
observed” (1980: 135). The election of Blair to tleadership created the opportunity to
update some of the unobserved rules. At the same ihnovation was viewed much more
positively than in the past, so that a good dealirafertainty predominated for a while the

introduction of the system of policy forums. Moreovin this case, many of the rules

187 General Management Committees that had been tregsiold of “old Labour” activists are describedamsobstacle to
the “modernisation” and the “democratisation” of tharty.

168 1t suggested in particular abolishing general mangent committees and opening up local meetingsetanembership
and the community.

189 |Interestingly it was combined with pragmatismmghie case of the leadership position.

170 Exceptionally, the 1995 Conference Handbook stéted card votes should be granted whenever askezh Gseful
advice disappeared in the following years.

171 At the beginning of each day of conference, th&&Nfives recommendations on how to vote.
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remained sketchy and a number were amended inutteeguent years. “As a mover of the
amendment on House of Lords Reform,” | should haveeed it but | did not want to be on
national television, because of my job as an acadand working in the field, so they made
up the rule at the time that you could nominate edmmdy else. It's an indication of how the
rules are made up these days, very ad hoc,” notegl Russel?. Under Blair however, the
dominant view among party managers seemed to beules prevent the full blossoming of
an entrepreneurial spirit. Rulebooks were “modewtisto be “in line with current
practices*”® but a large number of grey areas subsist, in qudati as far as the National
Policy Forum is concerned. “There is no rule fowhmolicy commissions work (...) and with
no rule it is easier to control”. Members of policgmmissions, or of the NEC “or the like”
usually chair NPF workshops: people from Head @fficst ring somebody they think should
facilitate'’*. In spite of claims that it would ensure the ceation between the national
organisation and the grassroots, no formal chanmefe conceived to allow representatives
to report to their constituents. As many other NBfresentatives, Ann Black expresses her
disappointment about the failure of the policy msxto fully engage members: “they haven't
got a clue who [their representatives] are andtdmt'a chance to talk to thet”.

From 1998, policy forums were set up to delibeqaddicy proposals through the year in
smaller and private settings. The leadership hathized that effective means would allow a
two-way communication and guarantee that memberysterns would be better heard. In
practice, the forums also served as instrumenksgitimisation of governmental policies and
as forums to educate the membership (Faucher-K@@$)2 Interestingly, one can consider
that New Labour elites were so convinced that tpelicy proposals, inspired by “fact-based
social science”, were the best ones that they conlg envisage that they only needed to
“educate” their base and that any disagreementdvbelresolved with pedagogy and better
communication. If members’ representatives to tlaidwal Policy Forum were invited to
take an active part in deliberation, the means tre)/to interact with those who had elected
them remained insufficient. Members were also eraged to submit individual contributions
to the policy process but the lack of responsiverfeam the party machine contributed to
convince members that their participation was pibbpaointless. Such a feeling of political

inefficacy is likely to have played a role in denigation, as hinted in membership surveys

172 |nterviewed in 2003, London.

173 Some of the changes were discreetly brought ith sis the extension to two years of NEC membersdaignadopted in
the subdued conference atmosphere following th& &&@orist attack on New York.

174 NPF representative, March 2002.

75 Interviewed in Oxford, 2002.
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(Seyd and Whiteley 1992; Seyd and Whiteley 2008t @s activists have expressed concern
that the forum had primarily served to neutralisent. Playing down internal debates and
reducing overt conflict could thus be ultimatelytrdeental to participation. Democratisation
as the empowering of members through deliberatias promoted to a good compromise
allowing the expression of members whilst keepiogvgr firmly in the hands of the party
central office.

Despite proud announcements of widespread participin policy forum$’® there was, a
few years down the line, few illusions amongst senificers and activists about the personal
efficacy of forum participation. “People go [to @y forums] and we tell them it makes a
difference to policy-making but they don’t actuabiglieve us. In fact, it is probably true to
say that it does doesn’t make a difference on tag @ordon Brown for instance will develop
his policies” but it does bring something: for exste, at the last election, people had told us
how there was a lack of access to NHS dentistsvangbaid attention to that, so it really
changed government polity’. Because they distrust the system, local partiee reluctant

to waste resources and energy on policy forumsmts to get them set up by regional
organisations also faltered on lack of resourcésg. fE€nsion lies in the yet to be fully thought
through conception of a democratic intra-party @ofprocess. Most of those who have taken
part in policy forums had a positive experienceetimgs were “very open and very courteous
meetings”, “very professionally run”. — if sometimmétoo deferential, especially when
Cabinet ministers are present”. As Eddie MorgaantAssistant General Secretary, admitted
“we are desperately keen for people to get invalMdahisters attend many more party
meetings than they used to” and it is an “oppotyuta hold [them] accountabl&®

“There is a democratic process and mostly it wolk3,js the comment that a number of
“loyal but free thinking” members are prepared teuwhen they are pressed to articulate a
view on the policy process. This, however, comethatend of interviews recalling stories
about tough negotiations with ministers over amesninto NPF documents, coaxing and
bullying when “the problem with this is that ‘it it in line with government policy’, or ‘it
costs too much, won’t you accept a new form of w8t Such bargaining can be “very
intimidating” because it takes place in the “intogaof a private meeting with a minister,

party staff from the policy unit and commission niers. Although New Labour has often

176 « In 2002, four times more submissions to the IR in 1998 and the aim in 2003 is to get 60 pet of constituencies

involved”, Morgan, Party HQ, May 2002.
17 Former NEC and NPF member, September 2002.
178
Idem.
17 Diana Jeuda, September 2002.
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been criticised for its heavy handed techniquesutde of bullying and threats, most analysis
of party policy overlook the face-to-face situasoand the contingency of decision-making
that pepper what can sometimes appear seamlessmvd heard terrible stories about the
minister strutting around the room outraged, whigherrifying for CLP representatives,”
explains an NPF representative, rather proud te Inaaintained her amendment. Another one
mentions the efforts to which politicians can gtwd young men where invited to lunch by
Gordon Brown who wanted to convince them to withdtaeir amendment, and they did.
They can be very persuasive”. A member of a poliognmission admits “sometimes you
receive documents before meetings, sometimes y@otolt the way it is and that is basically
it”.

The introduction ofPartnership in Powemas justified with arguments pleading for better
deliberation and empowerment of individual memberthe process. The promoters talked
about a more inclusive organisation. At the endhef New Labour period, more pragmatic
interpretations dominated the interviews | conddctnd conversations in the bars of
conference. One of the mature students | had ding§twas a Union and Labour activitst. We
remained in touch long after he had graduated ave lhhad many conversations about the
party over the years. He invited me to meeting®uld not have attended otherwise and
helped me decode power relations, individual antective strategies around reforms,
policies and internal elections. He worked for gnemotion of New Labour in Scotland and
was thus part of the “machine”. Later, he was aasgntative in the NPF and took his
distance with the modernisers, shifting his pditicommitment (and employment) to related
causes outside of the party. He summarises whave heard from many of the activists |
spoke to in the last couple years of my field wdihe system has been abused but | haven't
given up on that and | still think it is a bettgiseem than the old fixing methods. If you are
known to be taking a position, which is not aligiveith the leadership, it is likely there will
be a sanction: they will rubbish you and block yiam any position. The major incentive in
Labour is office. It is more a sanction than aremtove: if you toe the line you'll get support.
However, | worked for them and | know they are astpowerful as a lot of people think they
are™®,

The democratic project implied Bartnership in Powecame into direct conflict with a very
different model for party organisation, one insgilg/ the market an a belief in the supremacy
of competition over all other considerations.

180 \illie Sullivan, interviewed in 2002.
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Motivating and mobilising stakeholders

To gain a proper understanding of how British pcdit parties have changed, one must
consider broader trends within British society. &ehce has been eroded through social
mobility and the decline of class-based politiche TThatcher revolution facilitated the
development of a new kind of entrepreneurial indlinalism, challenging traditional
hierarchies and communities. Information techn@egiand mass media culture have
contributed to a further individualisation througiass-marketing techniques. The ascendency
of the market model started under Thatcher butaeasinued under Blair (Faucher-King and
Le Gales 2010a) to the extent that it has becoraerd@ference for making sense of social
organisations and collective action. Individuale aeen as consumers and treated as such in
all sectors of life from private businesses to emsities, social services and local government
(Faucher-King and Le Gales 2010a; Power 1999; NewB@01; Lascoumes and Le Galés
2005).

Thus, if Partnership in Powers the most visible of the many changes introdwbadng the
New Labour years, one should also pay attentidh@éamew interpretative framework that was
promoted by the team around Tony Blair. In theitedmination to take their party back to
power, they accepted the cultural inheritance ddt@lmer and contributed to further naturalise
a specific vision of individuals, their interact®@and motivations. Whilst Labour had been
created as the political arm of trade unions, thedemisers worked to shrink (if not
eradicate) the association of the party with thekimg class and its organisations. Until 1918,
one could not be an individual member of the phttyby the end of the New Labour period,
the era of “collectivist” Britain (Beer 1982) wasellvover: the party was focused on social
entrepreneurs (Leadbeater 2004) and aspiring mdd#ses (Gould 1999). The vision of the
party that was promoted was that of a collectiveemgmise, serving its stakeholders and
striving to do so with the highest business andgzional standards.

Tom Sawyer took over as General Secretary in of gimur party in 1994 and, as he proudly
records, he presented the first ever party busipkessto the NEC within 10 weeks of being
appointed (Sawyer, 2000: 8). Less than a year, latersent the NEC to workshops at the
Cranfield School of Management. Under his managénaeticultural’ change i.e. new ways
of working, relating and behaving together” was lexgd in order to prepare the party for
government. It was deemed as “more difficult toi@ed but also more fundamental to the
process of chang&. Inspired by new management techniques, the psiambitious as it

181 Note by General Secretary on the party in pow#t1/2996.
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included "improving democracy" and "building a higlparty” through the development of a
"listening and responsive culture (...) and a revief methods and styles of
communications”. In a party, which organisation Badhetimes been chaotic and influenced
by trade unions, the objective was no less thamntipertation of the private sector model and
the creation of a “professional” organisation (HaereKing 2008).

Party managers discovered quality control and sooglv ways to motivate their staff, which
were largely inspired by a vision of the individael instrumentally rational and selfish. New
Labour’s modernisers were convinced that the celtdrthe party had to change because, like
a business, the members (staff) who promote (ealprganisation and its policies (products)
have to share the values of the company to be gyopenvincing as “ambassadors in the
community”. The motivational frameworks of privaiasiness were thus introducgd staff
were given targets to achieve; “team-building awlays were organised to “improve
communication and provide opportunities to revisit mission statemertt®. The war room
interior design had proven very effective during #1997 general election campaign, and the
entire headquarters were thus designed with theenfimm Smith House to Millbank. The
work atmosphere was radically transformed. Contiogeover the ways in which reforms are
interpreted is also manifest in the leadershipestfl General Secretaries. Whilst Sawyer
introduced many symbolic changes and contributedittingly to an erosion of Labour’s
tradition of suspicion of the business world, his@ssor remained famous for her ferocious
enforcement of discipline. The party transferrexvises that had for years been organised at
the London headquarters to the North of EnglandeyThlso outsourced tasks, such as
membership services for the cost of about £6 peninee per year. “We cannot get out of the
contract for a while, but at least the system waykise well in this ared®* As the party was
becoming a “professional” organisation, its manageiof human resources also came under
criticism, notably from long serving loyal staff mbers who suddenly faced radically
changed working conditions. From 1995, a paperl treas developed to establish
“benchmarks” for accountability and ensure effitidelivery of objectives. All levels of the
party were required to produce action plans. Lacal area parties are bound to “performance
indicators™®®. Party structures were audited, consultations weganised, task forces were

created and “turn around teams” tackled moriburglligarties. The naturalisation of new

182 They relate closely to the policy reforms introdddyy New Labour governments in the country. Thst fieports on
delivery published in 1998-1999 (Labour Party, Gwvernment’s Annual Report, Stationary Office).

183 |_abour party (1996), NEC report, p.9

184 NEC member, May 2002.

185 Djana Jeuda, Blackpool, October 2002.
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management approaches within the party can berdhesl by the ceremony of “Best practice
awards™®®. Participants in forums or at conference in tHefang years could regularly hear
self-congratulatory speeches on the improvemerasight through “best practice training
sessions”. Similarly, the language of the busingedd progressively seeped through and
Labour delegates, who were still interacting asvicades” in 1995, became “colleagues” and
“friends”. The occurrence of collective terms, suwsh“Conference” decreased in delegates’
speeches.

S—_—
This chapter analysed how the rhetoric of demasatitin translates in practice in political
parties. If the British Labour party is, in manyysaexceptional by the speed and depth of the
changes undertaken during the reforms implememeernithe leadership of Tony Blair, it is
not the exception that proves the rule. It is @agmrty which success has inspired many of its
sister organisations across Europe: a number otdte ideas (and its success, at least
temporarily) have impressed actors in other orgaioss and other countries so that they
have quite widely exported.

186 Awards have been distributed for years, along wittdals for longest membership or most successfl, @hat is new
however, is the language, directly inspired by bess motivational practices.
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Chapter 5

The process of individualisation and mass political
participation

| have a long standing interest in the processoofstuction of modern individuals, as we
now understand them in the contemporary West, fongesometimes how our predecessors
and our contemporaries in different societies thatlout their self. It stems from early on
readings of Norbert Elias, Louis Dumont and JeanBiVernant (Dumont 1991b; Elias
1991; Vernant 1996) and was fuelled over the ydammugh reflections on divergent ways of
understanding individuality in narratives of paldal engagement. Analysis of this process has
repeatedly led some to worry about individualism wsdermining social integration
(Durkheim and Neuburger 2008; Durkheim and Paug@@72Le Bart 2008, 120-1; Macedo
2005; Bellah 1991). In different ways, analystxollective action have also been concerned
by the “selfish individual’, as seen through the@gaage of “what feels good to me” or
“what’s in it for me” (Bellah 1991). However, my j@gtive is not here to bemoan the good
old days.

Moreover, over recent years analytic lenses thate hsometimes tended to take the
instrumentally rational actor as the norm (as tiohetypal individual rather than a convenient
abstraction allowing modelling in a way that woulok be possible with a more realistic, and
therefore complex, understanding of human behayioave gained greater purchase. These
conceptions are not dominant in France, but | hepent the past twenty years observing,
analysing and, some of the time, living and workingcountries where governments have
actively sought to encourage consumerist behavi¢iaduding in relation to politics”)
and/or where more or less narrow rational choicpr@ghes have dominated political
science. It has been also striking to see howahguage of self interest has become dominant
to the point that Americans involved in collectigetion cannot publicly articulate their
motives for joining the cause safe in terms of thelwves or their close family (Eliasoph 1998)
or that the paradigm remains central even when agshimptions are insufficient to explain
mobilisation (RFSP, 2001, volume 51, numérol-2).

Similarly, a degree of cynicism is taken for grahte politics, in particular among political
elites (Bachelot 2011, 123; Hay 2007; Stoker 20@&y and Stoker 2009). In contemporary

187 | have analysed with Patrick Le Galés the pubbdicies that have, thanks to a series of rewards @mishment,
contributed to normalise such calculating (indidtiand collective) behaviours (Faucher-King anddaés 2007).
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discourse “politics is synonymous with sleaze, gption ad duplicity, greed, self-interest and
self-importance, interference, inefficiency andansigence” (Hay 2007, 153). One needs to
reflect on what we (analysts, observers, citizgme)ect onto political practioners as well as
how politicians have internalised an instrumentaiaeption of their roles (Hay 2007). It is
important to note here how the heuristic analogyhef market and its language of demand
and supply has come to dominate political sciencthe last 20 years. However useful and
effective this has proved in explaining politicalrpcipation, the logic of collective action and
the focus on the individual actor may lead us tesnailternative insights or to contribute to the
construction of the phenomenon we are trying tolas®p Indeed, the attention given to
selective incentives and instrumental motivatiogsalbademics is matched by the interest
devoted to them by organisations (Jordan and Mal@@©7) and more recently by political
parties. In the latter, recent reforms have focusedhe individual member/supporter and
how to attract her. Her integration within localogps has comparatively tended to be
neglected, in large part because there were sosgithat new recruits could be put off by
activists or because the onus was on numbers rttaerretention. However, sociability has
tended to play an important role in drawing membeets activism as well as in providing
networks of recruitment and means of socialisateonal political education (Diani and
McAdam 2003; Klandermans and Oegema 1987; Reccbi)20Nhen they do not meet
fellow partisans, members are indeed less likelpeqoliticised and implicated in factional
politics. How do credit card members become moae thyalty card supporters?

188 means little to French audiences

The notion of a “citizen-consumer” (or any variatiof it)
and tends to be understood primarily, if not exelkly, as politically motivated consumer
and thus the object of economic sociology (DubuisQoellier 2009). As such, it is usually
taken as a positive category reflecting the blossgraf new forms of participation. This is at
odds with Anglo-Saxon political science where titezen can be understood as a consumer
of political goods and where the market analogy beome embedded. One can hope that
French political science’s unease with the vocatyutd the “citizen-consumer” reflects the
fact that there is a greater resistance to theloggoof the market society in a country with

either a republican tradition or a strong antic@t/antiglobalisation political history (or

88| the UK, on the other hand, the New Labour gorents have talked about the citizen- consumeisweoer-citizen and
citizen as consumer and academics have embracetertime (Scammell 2000; Scammell 2003; Lees-Marshn2&tl;
Micheletti and Peretti 2006)or challenged it (Clag@04; Clarke 2005; Clarke et al. 2007; Newman 208yman, Janet
2007; Soper and Trentmann 2008; Needham 2003)
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both). One can be a little sceptical when one amrsihow political parties have adopted the
rhetoric and the practices of the business worttlaimew public manageméfit

In the following sections, | explore how changirmgns of political participation need to be
analysed not only as the result of citizens’ grayihesire to find ways to express their
individuality but also as political organisationspecific targeting of social groups and
promotion of certain forms of participation ovehets. The analytic distinction between the
demand and the supply side may thus here find énts dimits. Indeed, | contend that a
causal relationship is impossible to demonstrat¢hag are two sides on a spinning coin.
Nevertheless, the crisis of representative govemrm@nnot, in my view, be attributed solely
to citizens withdrawing into the private sphere aell-centred pursuits. One also need to take
into account the ways in which governments haveauted the delivery of public services,

demanded more responsibility and autonomy froraemits.

Changing forms of political participation

It can be tempting to idealise the second halfhef XXth century as the Golden Age of
representative democracy, a period during whiclitipal parties boasted mass memberships,
penetrated civil society through a range of angillarganisations and campaigned on clearly
defined program that defended the interests of thieictorate (Katz and Mair 1995). The
legitimacy of representative institutions was higind so were levels of (electoral)
participation and of trust in politicians and thenganisations. To do this would be to forget
much of what European societies were like in teohsocial and economic inequalities,
social mobility, respect for individual rights.iftvolves overlooking the weight of prescribed
identities, political and electoral alignment. Ratithan bemoan the end of this mythic era or
consider the following period marked by the emecgeaf new social movements and the
banalisation of what used to be labelled “non cotieeal forms of participation” (S. Barnes
and Kaase 1979; Klingemann and Fuchs 1995), | wambcus in this section on forms of
participation that involve not the generic indivadluepresentative of her category (the citizen,
the trade unionist, or even the post-materialistyt hhe reflexive and choosing
“individualised” individual (Kaufmann 2007; Giddenk991; Strenger 2011; Elliott and
Lemert 2009)

189 Florence Haegel analyses how the UMP has becdinericed by a social category (the world of businesarketing and
public relations) whose ascendency within the oisggion has considerably grown and who now inflgsnits the ideology
and practices and (Haegel 2012).
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The “personalisation” of political participation

The greens | worked with expressed that they wesding personally challenged by the
contemporary ecological crisis and believed thay ttould — and should —contribute to social
change. They considered that other parties wetmdaio offer adequate solutions, partly
because they did allow the full participation diiz@ns and therefore relied on bureaucratic
structures and closed elites unable to take intcowtt radically transformed global
environment. They were determined to use theiraitis prerogative to influence political
decisions at all level of their political systenhely claimed that they were different from their
environmentalist competitors because of their caiment to “new politics” and in particular
to alternative ways of doing politics, more incltesiand respectful of individual abilities to
contribute (Faucher 1997, 346-8).

Fairly early on, it became obvious that the cladigiore of the devoted activist, all absorbed
in the « we » did not work for the greens. Thisaitked if ideological altruist was partly built
from the Republican ideal of separation public/atés but, as pointed out by scholars of
mobilisation has become increasingly irrelevanh (8905, 73). In the traditional picture the
ego is a hate figure that needs to be educatedhant?” can only be tolerated in so far as it
belongs to a ‘we’ (lon 2005, 74-75). Fusion in greup (the communist ideal-type) no
longer works as an attractive mode of engagemenrt @005, 79) partly because the
contemporary individual looks for a link to othést allows her to remain herself within the
group - or even to find herself (Singly 2003, ché&p.

The greens, for instance, could barely toleraté sbeneone speak in their name and we have
discussed earlier their opposition to the emergeheeparty leader, often justified by a belief
in “everybody” having leadership qualities in soarea (Faucher 1999a, 217-20). The greens
were also hostile to the thought of beirentarté and therefore expected to be loyal to a
group or organisation (Kitschelt 1990). On the canyt, they were keen to affirm that they
could make their own mind up and were not prep&oete any party line. They were even
reluctant recruiters (Faucher 1997, chap. 2). Theeye imagined party rules allowing dissent
and some of the problems bés Vertscame from members being allowed to contest any
decision they disagreed with. Despite their iddalamsensus-seeking, some of them came to
meetings to win the argument rather than be chatigedigh deliberation but no expected
loyalty meant that they would feel the need to clymphis is in line with many new social
movements demand, such as feminists. AlthoughdBrigjreens understood differently the

ways in which their sense of individuality playeda their partisanship, there was in both
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countries a contrast between the green activisteetviewed and those | met at the Socialist
and Communist congresses or at Labour and Conservamnferences.

One of the ways in which greens claimed to be diffewas that they aspired to be consistent
in their private and public identities and behavsourhis was what | ended up labelling
“vertitude *°°. Instead, the ideal of a “good” green encompapseate choices beyond those
expected from communists. Daily life practices are important constituentaoEommunity
feeling, of a feeling of lived conviction. Beyondpeessivity, there is also social and
sociability dimension to the choice of shops andule pursuits. Greens argued for
consistency between private and public behaviouttsowt however implying that both were
equally effective in bringing about the social charthey aspired to. To understand such
nuances, surveys are of little help. One of thetmasent one found that pro-environmental
behaviours were not very common amargrts members and primarily defined by “values”
(Boy, Rey, and Subileau 2003, 1¥4) These studies do not link up with the growing
literature on tonsommation engagééCherry 2006; Dubuisson-Quellier 2009; Allen &t a
2000; Bostrom and Klintman 2009; M. Cohen, Comrand Hoffner 2005; Hobson 2004,
Soper and Trentmann 2008). Across the Channelpgregked and understood consistency
differently: Les Vertdended to be discrete about their lifestyle chomed usually prioritised
public action over private commitments; the Grespscted what they would almost perceive
as split identities. According to them, private mhas were also potentially politically
efficacious, if only through example. One couldwedhat the British greens cautiousness in
relation to partisan political efficacy could meréle a sign of their good judgement about the
prospect of their party on the political sceneOixford, the group had presented candidates
every year at local level without success. The Wileaugh eventually came in 1993. The
institutional/political context thus also explaitise temptation for party members to turn
inwards and towardsommunitasbut one cannot reduce the British greens polétes of

their lifestyles merely through the marginalitytbéir party.

10 The label was picked up by Verts after the puliticeof lesHabits Verts

191 The ideal figure of the good communist activistoagéxtended outside of the cell, in the exemplafyalviour of the good
neighbour, trade unionist, etc. but did not encasapdestyle choices as it developed in a contéxaseribed identities,
particularly class identity.

192 The same survey of members came up with 7% veagesa(Boy, Rey, and Subileau 2003, 142) againstthess 2% in
France, according to the Centre d'information demndes (http://sante.lefigaro.fr/actualite/2009/@8470-vegetariens-
sont-moins-touches-par-cancer). There were 3% adgas in the UK in 2009 and also 5% of partialetagans according
to figures from the Food Standard agency (http:iimegsoc.org/page.aspx?pid=753). A figure down ftem years ago,
when it was estimated at about 7% (Pollard, Kinmkgd &ade 2002, 382). Surveys usually do not allovdiszriminate
vegetarians from partial meat eaters very easily, Bey and Subileau thus add that 45% of Vertdiglet meat and 3%
none at all. It is rarely clear whether “none dt ebvers vegan (no dairy, no honey) or merely geamt eating meat but
eating fish. One cannot make green lifestyle/engege: choices something idiosyncratic, a personaicehas they would
themselves argue. It is much more interestingdoetrsocialisation processes as Traini does whepaamg animal rights
activists (Traini 2011). On can also take into actdhe influence of groups (Cherry 2006).
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Indeed, Lichterman’s work on the American green emgnt underlines similar articulation
of public/private identities (Lichterman 1996). G@sting with concerns over individualism
and collective mobilisation, Lichterman shows hogople who engage in such movements
sometimes also invest their individual identitythvaiut the selfish motivation that is often
presumed. Some activists concerned with sustaityabéve articulated traditional political
action with private lifestyle choices and indiviluesponsibility. Does it reveal a particular
form of individual engagement, one that insistgrafividual consistency and the search for a
holistic understanding of the individual’s partiatpn in social life? “Personalized” politics
involves, for those concerned, a politicized lijgstand the conviction that solution to global
social problems will be resolved through persoraponsibility and individual empowerment
(Lichterman 1996; Faucher 1999a). If our lifestydlects our identity, it may be tempting to
see them as a source of social distinction (Boutdi€d79) rather than as political
engagement. What are the motivations for pro enwmental behaviours (PEB) (Hobson;
Berglund and Matti 2006)? Greens, in particulamehaften been accused of adopting holier-
than-thou attitudes or self-centred preoccupationsa path to individual enlightenment
(Faucher 1999a, 159-164). To what extent doesriglfeousness contribute to give green
lifestyles negative connotations? The small, ifvgrm, interest in voluntary simplicity as an
important personal step towards a sustainable tyoE#zioni 2004; M. Cohen, Comrov, and
Hoffner 2005) is a challenge is societies preoadipiith growth and consumerism to the
extent that politically and ethically motivated somption becomes easier to envisage than
other forms of private modes of action. As ultradeity is seen as challenging the
prescribed identities that we could derive from @patial and social location, flexible
individuals are supposed to be free to define dugseaccording to our aspirations and our
actions; ontological security is supposed to bévddrfrom the narrative of ourselves we can
spin. As a consequence, lifestyles and life cholmese become important ways to assert and
understand who and what we are (Giddens, 19919.dtobably not surprising that the idea
that everything the self does is politically andieally relevant is expressed in the US and, to
an extent in the UK. The puritanical history of lb@buntries has left traces in the ways one
conceives the self (Ehrenreich 2010). As noted leandPaul Willaime, pour les
évangéliques, l'idée reste qu'étre croyant, cela si® voi''®, a similar logic is somehow at
play: one is what one is seen to be doing. Alseresting is the focus on the unique self and
its responsibility (Kaufmann 2007; Le Bart 2008).

193 jJean-Paul Willaime http://iwww.lemonde.fr/societt¢ée/2012/02/03/pour-les-evangeliques-l-idee eagt-etre-croyant-
cela-doit-se-voir_1637267_3224.html#ens_id=1637398
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“Individualised” forms of participation?

A number of studies have emerged that argue thatdécline in collective forms of
engagement (such as membership of political parfe@sning a group, or taking part in
activities such as strikes, public meetings antieslis matched by the emergence of new,
“individualised” collective action and often havepeedilection for politically or ethically
motivated consumption. What we are witnessing tisushe transformation of modes of
political engagement rather than a wholesale nejeadf politics (Mayer 2010, 271-283).
Russell Dalton for instance argues that a generatishift needs to be taken into account as
younger US citizens no longer hold citizenship nedoased on duty and the vote. On the
other hand, their vision of a good citizen encomspasngagement and direct or civic action
(R. Dalton 2006; Zukin 2006; R. Dalton, Van Sickéad Weldon 2010). His study has been
replicated in Canada (Raney and Berdahl 2009) arsdrélia (Aaron Martin 2011).

The process of individualisation raises questidymiathe representative institutions of liberal
democracies that have relied on the political ireggn of the masses through collective
organisations such as political parties and tratlens (Birnbaum and Leca 1991). What is
beginning to sound like keu commurof political comment nicely chimes with the idefaao
rational instrumental individual. A key argumenthst citizens are seizing the opportunities
offered by markets to influence politics. Consuroptis analysed as one of the many forms of
participation in which highly educated and politiganotivated individuals engage (Forno
and Ceccarini 2006; Stolle 1998; Micheletti, Fallals and Stolle 2006) and the high
politicisation of consumers (Balsiger 2011, 43)séen as a criteria for the construction of
consumption as a new object of political anafyéislronically though, political science
appears less sceptical about the existence or ffilmoy of a political consumer than
marketing specialists (Balsiger 2011, 38-46) topghiat that one finds normative invocations
of political consumerism as a taken-for-grantedureit form of political participation
(Micheletti 2010; J. Johnston 200%) The “political consumer approach” tends to apphoa
politically motivated consumerist behaviours athéy were carried by autonomous subjects,
free from idiosyncratic political convictions or mune from the web of factors constraining

their choice¥™. However, sociologists show that political constiompis given meaning and

194 Note that many studies seem to use the same Eamdpecial Survey (Bozonnet 2010; Pattie, Seyd, ahileldy 2004).

As the question on political consumption was n&edspreviously, how can one note whether it is\ggir not.

195t is worth noting that political consumerism seemostly common in countries with protestant hggtéBozonnet 2010),
where public choice approaches have played a ¢rpaitical role (Hay 2007) and where policies @mereasingly targeting
individual behaviours as a way to get leverage @d0b2004; Hobson; Balsiger 2011; Rumpala 2009; &hal. 2011;

Thaler and Sunstein 2009; Gladwell 2002).

19 The sociology of consumption has tended to focwsenon the social stratification of choice, tasseaamarker of
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effectivity by the social movements that defin€btibuisson-Quellier 2009) and by the many
actors that try and weigh on it (Balsiger 2011, %B-

| have approached these questions through the fignlitical parties and, to a large extent,
of British politics. The UK presents many speciltaracteristics, linked to the succession of
governments convinced by the superiority of theketamodel and therefore keen to press to
promote attitudes to politics akin to an idealisesion of the consumer as a rational and
instrumental actd?’. Nevertheless, the evolutions that | have analyisethis particular
context also shed light to similar processes oividdalisation in other Western countries and
the challenges these raise for representativealilpaiitics as we have practiced it in the last
century.

The proportion of British people who believe thaitizens have a moral duty to engage Iin
local political life’ has fallen from 70 per cent 1959 (Almond and Verba, 1963) to 44 per
cent in 2000 (Pattie, Seyd, and Whiteley 2004, 2T2)1959, only 6 per cent of those
guestioned in the UK declared themselves in fawafysassivity; in 2000 the figure was 18
per cent. Attitudes have changed as regards thes asere government is supposed to
intervene and where citizens can make a differembe. traditional influence of groups on
political behaviours seems to have waned as presedmt used to be eminently social or
marked by collective identities such as social gldamily, neighbourhoods... (R. Johnston
and Pattie 2006) have been dis-embedfamhders 1998) and are to be understood as
stemming from individual choic&¥. Detailed information about political participatican be
found in the studie2004 Citizen Audif{Pattie, Seyd, and Whiteley 2004) supplemented by
surveys tracking civic participation at the locavél conducted every other year since 2001
(http://www.communities.gov.gkor by the Hansard Societyfudit of Political Engagement

a time series conducted since 2004 (Hansard So2@9}°°. In contrast with the morose

account of a general decline in political partitipa, the authors o€itizenship in Britain

distinction (Josée Johnston 2010; Bourdieu 1979 Sdtiological literature on the topic shows thatsumption tends to
flow from a social logic and is highly routinisethis is often glossed over in political sciencerfiture on political
consumerism.

197 David Miliband recognised the problem of New Labtreating citizens too much like consumers : “Déffatatism turns
citizens into consumers and makes government d prablem solver, which only increases our technicanagerialism.
This meant that our response to the Big Society medigo engage with its weaknesses, its lack of laiq@ economy, its
refusal to allow the society to challenge the madsewell as the state, and this undermined oueksm. A life fit for a
human being is about more than money and bendfissabout, responsibility, love, loyalty, frierlig, action and victory,
values that used to be engraved upon the Labout aawhich we have carried too lightly of late..\We renewed schools
and hospitals throughout the land, we improved ipga@rvices but people felt like consumers andpaotners in the services
they received. We talked about ‘we’ but it measihot them, so the workforce often felt neglected eitizens the same; the
drive for managerial efficiency became seen as gen arrogance. ” (http://davidmiliband.net/sge&eir-hardie-lecture-
2010/).

198 See however (Heath and Andersen 2002) for an sisadgnfirming class de-alignment but disputingitfaividualization
of the vote. Braconnier offers an interesting argutnie favour of ecological approaches to the v&e¢onnier 2010).

199 5ee http://hansardsociety.org.uk/blogs/parliamamd_government/pages/audit-of-political-engageraspk
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present a picture that is neither a decline inr@stein politics (in the broad sense) nor a
wholesale reduction in participation (Pattie, Sesud Whiteley 2004}° but an evolution of
the forms of engagement (Henn and Weinstein 20@81nHWeinstein, and Forrest 2005).
Indeed, over a period of 12 months (2000-2001)uBad 4 people in Britain performed at
least one type of action aimed at influencing rulag/s, and public policy. In fact, Patii

al. found both a decline in collective forms of pagation and a rise in forms of political
action involving little or no contact with otherShese mostly individualistic political acts
purposefully oriented to affect the decisions actibas of representatives of state institutions
include not only voting and signing petitions (42%uyt also financial donations (62% of
respondents) and politically motivated consump{@®26) (Pattie, Seyd, and Whiteley 2004,
78). The Citizenship Auditreveals that there is a potential growth in inclireorms of
participation (or micro-politics), whereby individis attempt to influence indirect actions of
the state (such as the numerous service proviberi,the NHS, schools, etc). These usually
imply personal contact and individualized forms mdlitical action (Pattie, Seyd, and
Whiteley 2004, 266).

As in the US, giving money had become the most [ao@ctivity (Pattie, Seyd, and Whiteley
2004; Skocpol 2002; Macedo 2005). The evolutiocoisfirmed by research on the evolution
of interest groups in the UK (Jordan and Malone@7)00n the other hand, 45% of Britons
were, in 2004, members of an association (Patagd Sand Whiteley 2004, 78) and many of
them did little else than pay an annual membertdep Although, financial contribution are
included in the list of forms of participation, omeust remember that many ‘visa card’
members mostly sub-contract their political invahent to bodies created and led by political
entrepreneufS’. Research on charitable donations over time givelightly more pessimistic
picture in terms of participation trends; if amaumiiven by individuals increased almost
three-fold (most notably since 2000), the numbep@&dple contributing has fallen 1978, so
that the proportion remains stable in terms of studiithe GDP. Recent studies note a decline
in donations to Charities and political partiescsira peak in 2005 (44% of Britons gave to
Charities in 2005 compared to 37% in 2009 — therég are respectively 6 and 3% for
political parties (Hansard Society 2009, 25). Tiggbest change relates to methods of giving
as direct debit and other forms of automatic paysibave become more prevalent. Although

poorer household give proportionally more of theaome, most of the expansion is linked to

200 38 per cent of people felt in 2007 that they colitience decisions in their local area and ofté-fihat they could
influence decisions affecting Great Britain (Commigsitand Local Government 2008). This shows a skiagine in
feelings of personal political efficacy since tH#60s (Verba and Almond 1963).

201 gee for instance http://38degrees.org.uk/.
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increased donations by the richest 50% of the @bjounl. Moreover, financial participation is
also higher among older generations and the betiezated (Cowley et al. 20f9)

Interestingly, the authors of th@itizenship Auditconsider that individualistic participatory
practices “makes it meaningful to talk about ‘cameu citizenship™ (Pattie, Seyd, and
Whiteley 2004, 267). Politically motivated consunaation is not new (Micheletti 2010,
chap. 1; Dubuisson-Quellier 2009) and may be irsinggy relevant as corporations have
expanded their role in globalised societies. It tealed to provide avenues of participation
for political minorities such as women and ethnioups who felt illegitimate or ill-equiped
on the political scerf€ In the UK, people increasingly use their purchgspowers: 31%
have boycotted a product whilst 28% have purchasmdething for political or ethical
reasons (Pattie, Seyd, and Whiteley 2004, 77). idfiscts a general pattern across European
countries where one finds political consumerismilsitty associated with interest in politics
and engagement in a diversity of forms of actiongther words, boycotting and buy-cotting
are not substitutes but rather the “pursuit oftpall participation by other means” (Neilson
2010; Whiteley 2011). Micheletti looks with gregitionism at the political efficacy derived
from “individualized forms of collective action” (Mheletti 2003), which also reflect a great
sense of creativity and a need for self-expreskiosely connected to a collective endeavour
(R. Dalton 2006). Social networks and blogs areduse give a collective dimension to
isolated acts of political proté8t The very positive figures on politically motivdte
consumption choices established in the early 2008g be an artefact: the most enthusiastic
studies seem to use data collected during the gemed®. The Hansard Society found in
2009 that only 18% of those surveyed had boycgiteducts for political reasons.

The 2001 study of British Citizenship also reveafkettuations in British potential for
protest. High in the 1970s and very low afterlts battles with the Thatcher government, it
appears to be experiencing a new lease of lifeti@@&@eyd, and Whiteley 2004, 279). In
2001, 23 per cent of British people were readydmanstrate and 81 per cent believed that
demonstrations were a legitimate way of making ®neice heard by government (Sanders et

al. 2003). During the latter part of the New Labowars, large demonstrations became

202 The European Social Survey shows that new formsadicipation reverse inequalities in gender agd hut increase
those based on education (Marien, Hooghe, and €ign2010).

203 |t appears that women are much more likely tham riwe engage in such behaviours, particularly asafrfood
consumption is concerned (Bostrém and Klintman 26@®%no and Ceccarini 2006).

204 5ee for instance the one-woman protest relayechanpdified through testimony blogging in relatianWKUncut.org.uk,
a loose campaign coordinating protest events faggeusiness suspected of tax avoidance. httpoyryposterous.com/my-
one-woman-top-shop-protest-4th-december-20.

205 For instance the European Social Survey (Bozon@20:2Micheletti and Stolle 2008; Stolle, Hooghed aviicheletti
2005)
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routine in British political life, mobilizing numeus intermediate groups. The record for
turnout had long been held by demonstrations aggiespoll tax°®, which at the start of the
1990s attracted around 100,000 people and eveyntoaalt Margaret Thatcher her job.
Demonstrations have been both more frequent agdraDemonstrations by the Countryside
Alliance in the streets of London mobilized 250,08&xticipants in 1998 and 400,000 in
2002; 200,000 marched against poverty in Scotlan@002. The largest protest marches
were prompted by the military intervention in Ira#p0,000 demonstrated in October 2002
and then in March and April 2003. The march ofFebruary 2003 brought together more
than one million demonstrators. On the eve of 2866 Labour Party conference, 60,000
marched in the streets of Manchester against tlweipation of Iraq and Afghanistan,
budgetary constrictions in the health system, ardetmand Blair’s resignation.

With a long-lasting Labour government and an irettfal parliamentary opposition, the right
turned to protest (to defend rural life, againsibsexuals, and against fuel taxes) thereby
contributing to the banalisation of such a formmagbilization. Not only did the Conservative
leader march, but so did Labour ministers, pratgstiecisions of their own government
(Faucher-King and Le Galés 2010b, 185), and thusodstrating the erosion of the category
of “non conventional forms of participation” (S. B&s and Kaase 1979). The tactics used
now usually combine mass mobilization, lobbying] aarefully planned media strategies, the
articulation of competing discourses and the spahgo of celebrities. Appetite for protest is
not abated by the election of a Coalition governimand may on the contrary be bolstered by
policies aiming at a rapid reduction of the pulsjpending and a reluctance to negotiate with
the affected groups.

On the other hand, although direct action has loeethe rise (Schwedt 2007), it is the prevail
of a small minority of about 10% (Pattie, Seyd, &vlliteley 2004, 80). It contrasts with large
demonstrations because of its confidential appeath in terms of participants (Doherty,
Plows, and Wall 2003, 678) and of media coveragaali€tive studies of environmental
groups have insisted on participants’ assertiongheir identity, personal coherence and
determination to take control over their own liweghout the need for mediation (Plows
2002; Faucher 1999a). The growing use of anti-tesmo legislation and the sometimes
heavy-handed police interventions used to contrthsprotest explains its relatively
confidential appeal (Faucher-King and Le Gales PQ1T93). Whilst the expression of
individual needs has been encouraged by policiasimd the consumer at the heart of its

206 This was a residential tax per capita (and hemteproportional to living space) introduced by ffeatcher government
in 1990.
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reforming agenda, New Labour also developed an rappma of controls and sanctions
designed to ensure that actors behaved respomsitdlyationally (Faucher-King and Le Gales
2010a, 59).

Beyond direct action, a wide variety of action abbk included if one tried to list examples
of individualistic political protest (Reed 2005).elN technologies have given rise to
opportunities for engagement and they have somstimen presented as a means to foster
participation, deepen and broaden democracy tadecthe private sphere and the market.
One of the early examples is the “Nike SweatshopiBrfMicheletti and Peretti 2006). New
technologies have contributed to the emergencecaftare of self-expression (Stanyer 2005)
potentially open to everyone as the costs involaesl minute in time, energy or resources.
Indeed, signing online petition only requires a fegconds, very low commitment and the
presence of noone else.

Are these new modes of political expression brosuethe social make-up of participants?
The answer is clearly negative: not only is the afseew technologies for such political use
limited to the highly educated (Ward, Gibson, angali 2003, 665; Milner 2010) but the
public involved in online activity tends to be noamulative and only engages in one or two
activities (Lusoli, Ward, and Gibson 2006). Cybethasm and other new forms of
participation offer alternative to activism in acéb group: they diversify the options of those
who would mobilise anyway, without opening up papation to new categories of the
population (Marien, Hooghe, and Quintelier 201@ole getting involved in individualized
actions tend to be mostly recruited amongst thedhlaichged, those in professional and
managerial occupations, the rich, the highly edeatand those living in London and the
southern counties (Pattie, Seyd, and Whiteley 2884, The highly educated are three times
more likely to engage in these forms than those Veffioschool at 15 (Pattie, Seyd, and
Whiteley 2004, 86—88). Although the individualisati of political participation, through
information technologies and the multiplicationsagiportunities to express choice through
voice, seemed to promise greater broadening demygdtdhas delivered little. It is correlated
with the reinforcement of the role of the middlasdes, more likely to engage in political
participation whatever its form (Pattie, Seyd, awtiteley 2004, 79), and the social
categories that participate the least are thosesavinterests have the least chance of being
taken into consideration. Protest occurs becaudigiduals can mobilize rather than because
they have a grievance to do so. Thus, the higheeldeof protest among the socio-
economically advantaged challenges the principlecpfality supposed to be at the heart of
democratic regimes (R. Dalton, Van Sickle, and Wel&010, 72).
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What are the consequences of a system in whiclicipation is socially structured to the
detriment of the least advantaged, and where pulelatsions tend to favour groups that can
defend their interests? The widening of inequaitivat began during the Thatcher years
scarcely decreased under the Blair governmentgh&anore there is an encouragement of
individualized forms of participation, the more aedikely to discriminate against categories
of population that tend to not engage in such antsthe more policies are directed towards
the publics that engage in them (Pattie, Seyd, \&hdeley 2004, 109). People “who lack
education, have little political knowledge and ac interested in politics favour state action
to provide jobs, housing and to fight against pgwerOn the other hand, “cognitive
engagement motivates a sense of obligation to ¥@éurwhile at the same time inhibiting the
demand for state action to support economic ri¢fPédgtie, Seyd, and Whiteley 2004, 173-4).
Demands for individual rights, which stress the ami@nce of the state interfering less (Pattie,
Seyd, and Whiteley 2004, 184), do exist but thesdn® be analysed with precaution. Those
who see participation as costly and who recogrexe lhenefits from involvement want the
state to intervene on their behalf even if theynddo want themselves to be involved (Pattie,
Seyd, and Whiteley 2004, 176). However, one maytwatake into account suggestions that
lack of involvement is linked to feelings of exdlus and alienation in response to inadequate
opportunities to express voice (Li and Marsh 20083) rather than free riding or apathy.
Solutions therefore may lie in devising proceduted do not exclude lay people, the young
(O'Toole et al. 2003; O'Toole, Marsh, and Jones30those without economic social and
cultural resources to feel they can meaningfullgtabute (Li and Marsh 2008, 271).

Let us now look through the looking glass and aatwie find there.

Changing opportunities to participate in politics

One can argue that, in order to understand pdlipagticipation, one needs to go beyond the
individual characteristics that have largely andsttyobeen studied to focus on the political
context and in particular on “the opportunities fmarticipation that mobilisation processes
and political institutions grant to citizens” (Mdea 2009, 210). If the political context is
taken into account it may be more difficult to blrthe lack of engagement on citizens
(Morales 2009, 206; Hay 2007, 157). The discussabnindividual forms of political
participation contributes to their normalisatiordaheir social construction. The availability
of the data creates the object.

From the 1990s, it looked like demands for polltiparticipation changed. Established

political parties felt the pressure of the partatgry enthusiasm of the “new politics” and of
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the preference for mobilisation “a la carte” (1089Y; lon 2001) and considered for a while
that they might do better without members (Scar2@@0) or at least without activists.
Apparently more radical than their party’s electeréMay 1973) and annoyingly demanding
some form of control on politicians and policigse fatter could be seen as a hindrance at a
time when the professionalization of PR and manketiechniqgues meant that activists
seemed no longer as necessary as foot soldier¢ectokal campaigning (Nielsen 2012;
Pedersen et al. 2004; Denver, Hands, and MacAllZ184). Parties could wonder what the
point of having members was. However, members pgeofinancial resources, legitimacy in
numbers and some free labour that has proven nue s tokenistic as thought in the 1980s
(J. Fisher and Denver 2009). A “massive but passivembership (that could be mobilized
on specific issues or campaigns but would othenl@aee most of the decision-making to the
leadership) was advocated in a pamphlet (Labourddoating Committee 1996) that marked
a shift in party’s attitude to members. The ideas vased on distrust of radical activists
within the party a keen interest in the growingesgth of associations involved in “protest
business®”. However Labour, like most European parties, fiesti the organisational
reforms in the name of individual participation.eTthetoric of democratisation is difficult to
resist and an argument in the electoral compethiainthe reality of practice might diverge if
only because the individualisation of participati@fers to particular models of democracy.
Whether newly acquired members’ rights have indeddo parties being more responsive to

them or their supporters is a different matter kool | turn now.

Marketing approaches to membership

A great deal of research on political behaviour ahdnging patterns of participation has
focused on the demand side (citizens’ attitudeskatdhviours) but the crisis of participation
in representative democracies maybe more thanearifter problem, that is to say linked to
rational actors benefiting from citizenship withoogaring its costs (Bang and Sgrensen
1999), or “rights without responsibilities” (Gidderi998, 65). It seems fruitful indeed to
consider also how opportunities to participate hakanged. Although recent research on
electoral mobilisation has demonstrated the impegaof personal contact in mobilising
voters or the vote as collective process (J. FishdrDenver 2009; Braconnier and Dormagen

2007), there is precious little on how politicabanisations recruit members and supporters.

207 The analyses of the protest business sector inUthdJordan and Maloney 1997; Jordan and Maloney72@choes
equivalent research in the US (Skocpol 2004; Dheéti2006)and in France where, accordinyateurs 2008preference for
intensive participatory forms of political mobiligan stalled at the beginning of the millennium @h&Berton 2009, 247).
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New individualized forms of participation may bepeoduct of the opportunities that are
offered to citizens as much as a symptom of chandemands.

The last few decades have seen a dramatic incierasembership of charitable organisations
and assoiations thanks to the adoption of pro-aciind targeted strategies of recruitment
imported private sector (Jordan and Maloney 200&pc 1; Duriez and Sawicki 2003, 20;
Haegel 2012). Large figures are indeed seen asraesof legitimacy and credibility as well
as funding and a number of associations and urasmsiow turning to members as financial
contributors rather than as activists (Duriez aawigki 2003, 25). Competition for the finite
resources of donors has encouraged an escalatinect mail recruitment as well as door-
to-door canvassing (D. Fisher 2006; Nielsen 20B&th techniques increase the ability of
groups to target audiences with great precisionvéirtkDuclos and Nicourd 2005; Sawicki
and Siméant 2009, 19). The increased dependen@ssiciations towards their funders
(sometimes as suppliers of public services) hasmgact on their activities, their members
and what they do, hence a greater interest in preirles (Smith and Lipsky 1995; Sawicki
and Siméant 2009, 19). Although the clear advantaggroups is the improved efficacy of
their recruitment efforts, it restricts the poabrit which future members are drawn just as
reliance on networks did — and this evolution isiifest in the skewed social stratification of
individualized forms of political participation (R, Seyd, and Whiteley 2004, 109).
However, they are also more capable of alteringléivel of demand for membership, of
shaping the construction of attitudes that leachémbership and thus of choosing the sort of
member they prefer (Jordan and Maloney 2007, 83-Bb)recent decades, they have
“evolved into low cost/low demand organizationsimarease the likelihood that rational
individuals will join” (Jordan and Maloney 2007: )830ne should not think, argue the
authors, that chequebook contributions are spoatandt is a social constituency that is well
identified, thoroughly exploited through a reguflew of direct mail, and the price of fierce
brand competition (Jordan and Maloney 2007: 118 phenomenon is by no means unique
to the UK but also affects other European countaesvell as the US (W. A. Maloney and
Deth 2008; Beyers, Eising, and Maloney 2008; Joraash Maloney 1997; W. A. Maloney
and Deth 2010; D. Fisher 2006; Smith and Lipsky 5t9Brouteau and Collectif 2004;
Kleidman 1994). The sociology of mobilisation hasaim to gain from a reflection on the
logics that contribute to influence the offer oflipcal participation and the social
transformations that affect social and politicaiaments (Sawicki and Siméant 2009, 21-22;
Boltanski and Chiapello 2007).
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Contrary to the expectations of most of the soomvement scholarship, groups offer
participation in the deliberative process. Ratlteey underline as a selling point the few
demands made on their membership in organizatiwatsatre often run as businesses and are
usually controlled by paid staffs and by oligareh{dordan and Maloney 1997; Jordan and
Maloney 2007). It is therefore not surprising teatective incentives (Jordan and Maloney
2007: Chapter 5) are privileged over ideologica®nas. The marketing strategies focus their
efforts on members who are likely to content thduesewith selective benefits (bird feeding
tables for the RSPB, access to parks and monurnfantise National Trust, hiking maps for
the Ramblers, etc.) and with preferential inforrmaton the lobbying activities conducted in
their name. Even though there are clear provisiomsany groups to accommodate the small
proportion of the membership who might prefer a enactive involvement, the vast majority
of their supporters do just that — they supporgariicially the policies developed by the
permanent staff/elite (W. Maloney 2009). In the tgdi States too, citizen’s readiness to
contribute financially favours groups for whom tlssue of participation is not relevant,
because they are content to mobilize supportendilly (Skocpol 2004). Such groups
launch campaigns according to the prospects andtrammts of political marketing by
appealing to various professionals (Skocpol 2002).

The aim of large groups is not to offer their memstkae forum in which to discuss the policies
to pursue; deliberations are minimal. Far from s&glparticipation, the most visible groups
now focus on media campaigns, lobbying, and exgeeriihe Royal Society for the Protection
of Birds for instance maintains bird reserves,fethfvith ornithologists, but also permanent
officers in Westminster and in Bruss8fs In fact, political debate is restricted to a diale
between professional lobbyists, elected officials] civil servants. However, integration into
policy networks allows large activist organizatiof@articularly multi-national ones, like
Greenpeace or Amnesty International) to offer theembers an apparent guarantee of
effectiveness. The only democratic check on orgdiumal leaders is the threat of exit
(Hirschman 1990). It is ironic that the expansidthe voluntary and charitable sector has led
to the creation of audit agencies that claim temothe generous actors of British public life
ways of assessing and comparing the supply of teltiei activity on the ultra-competitive
market of good work8®. Because it is always possible in case of didsatisn to find

different organizations supplying comparable s&wicand more appropriate selective

208 jke many Charities, the RSPB sent lobbyists andbitens to the three main British party conferences.

29 gee for instance the conferenceAs$ociations, action publique et évaluatiororganised by the GIS
(http://lwww.participation-et-democratie.fr/fr/lnod®20) and the Société francaise de [I'évaluationpitfe-asso.fr/sfe-
evaluation.php?menu_id=937), May 2012.
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incentives, groups ensure they keep track of tHitiqad wishes of their supporters through
again professionalized techniques such as surpells,and focus groups and thus offer them
the policies and orientations that are most likelgatisfy them.

Not-for-profit organizations are presented as ingoar factors in democracy in the United
Kingdom not because they are themselves democtaticbecause they contribute to an
image of pluralism and personalized participatiaifoted to individual demand. Thus, they
participate in the discourse that place individclabices as a central aspect of a democratic
system — in fact they have also embraced the piomof their role as essential actors in the
co-production of public services that lies at treath of the communities praised by New
Labour (Faucher-King and Le Galés 2010a, 112-1H®¢ouraged by both Conservative and
Labour governments, the “third sector” has grovgmsicantly in terms of the number of paid
jobs and hours of voluntary work in social, cultusporting, or health sectors (Kendall and
Knapp 2000). On account of this growth, a numberoajanizations are involved in
commercial activities or have entered into contractelations with the state, so as to reduce
their dependence on members and less regular lootars. For these organizations,
patronage and expertise offer routes to influehe¢ are much more rapid and effective than
mobilizing members. They help facilitate accesthostatus of co-opted into policy networks
linked to Whitehall. In effect, non-governmentaganizations play a role in the formation of
public policy as well as its delivery. ‘Quasi ngavernmental organizations’ (Quangos) and
agencies have helped to involve individuals in jupblicy networks without necessarily
ensuring openness and transparency. As the newi@oajovernment is setting to reduce
costs, it is scrapping quangos and looking cangfulio its relationship with the third sector.
It is not clear yet how these organizations wilhpidto the coalition government’s rapid
reduction in public expenses. The termination efrtbontracts (at a time when the economic
crisis is likely to further affect the resourcesytdraw from volunteers and individual donors)
may challenge their ability to respond to the exgan of the Big Society that they will be

able to provide services from within the community.

The rise of the individual party member

As we have seen group membership is largely cartetitthrough the targeting of particular
categories of supporters. Similarly, the evolutadnparty membership and activism can be
thought of as the product of an active strategyphsty organisations. Indeed, after many
years of neglect of their membership, during whaittivists were suspected of being

dangerous radicals, British political parties redisered the importance of “ambassadors in
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the community” (Alan Martin and Cowley 1999, 43)hel success of large campaigning
groups was evident on the party conference ci(gaticher-King 2005, 221-227) where the
RSPB celebrate its millionth member in 1997. Thbedwa party’s fascination for the success
of not-for-profit-organisations was intense atragiwhen it was also trying to boost its base.
Since the mid 1990s, parties have sought to emulagg seemed to work so well elsewhere
and endeavoured to recruit members who would bgyhap let leaders lead and would
provide legitimacy in numbers as well as throughatmns and (occasional) voluntary work.
By the mid 1990s, a number of the new Labour eliegight to the party their experiences
from a first job in lobbying or PR firms, in the dia or in think tanks (Faucher-King and Le
Galés 2010a, 47-49). They shared few of the workilags hang-ups about money and
business. They were prepared to follow the exaroplihe Conservatives and to introduce
new management practices within the party. Thislugm, which had implications
throughout the organisation, needs to be placethéncontext of the transformation of
relationships between business and government #irec&970s. As Thatcher’'s government
withdrew from direct ownership and became primaailyegulator, lobbying appeared as the
best way to influence political decisions (Harr32; D. Miller and Dinan 2000). Moreover,
ideas about how to “reinvent government” spreadmfrthe US thanks to influential
consultants (Saint-Martin 2001). Whilst analysistloé decline of the vote has paid a great
deal of attention to the paradox of collective @atiothers point to the decline of direct (such
as personal contact and canvassing) and indirebiliration (through ancillary organizations
and networks) of their voters by political part{&een and Jennifer Smith 2003, 327). With
the professionalization of campaigning, partieseh&ecome increasingly concerned with
attracting floating voters and winning the electiduilding lasting relationships on the
ground was far less of a concern and even ‘getiinigthe vote’ was clearly less important
than getting out the right kind of voter (Green &mdith 2003). Marketing techniques used to
attract voters beyond the traditional constituen€ya party contributes to break down the
relationship between the organisation and its mesbed loyal supporters (Lilleker 2005),
probably because voters who do not fit the targefilp are less likely to feel engaged by
political parties (A. Russell 2005, 559). The irgencompetition in a declining number of
marginal constituencies in the UK may further atgate the disconnection.

If legitimacy is in numbers, it is important to rait large memberships and compensate a
decline in identification with effective loyalty semes and regular recruitment drives. A
number of parties in Europe, such as the PS (Badah Treille 2010), have thus opened up

their membership through incentives, discounte@sraand new forms of affiliation. The
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evolution over the next few years was towards cagmiag organizations (Farrell and Webb
2000). From the late 1990s, many parties changedavtys in which they appealed to voters
as well as new members.

Labour’s new focus on recruiting individuals imli@ radical evolution in a party that did
not accept individual members until 1918. Withir §harty, the role of intermediary groups
(the Constituency party, the socialist societyhar trade union)was successfully downgraded
through the transformation of the role of the ahrnamference, the creation of the National
Policy Forum or efforts to transform the role ofdbparties (M. Russell 2005a; Faucher-King
2008), the focus on personal stories (Faucher-KR@D5, 158) rather ideological
arguments®. A key argument was that a supportive mass orgéniz could be used to
increase the legitimacy of the organization throtighstaging of a vibrant internal democracy
(contrasting with the Conservative partyhe membership could be granted “a lot of very
little powers” as incentives for participation watilproviding a large body of potential
volunteers, stirred from the national level for gagning activities.

The narrative of the empowered individual and unsientally rational actor is also associated
with the vast recruitment campaign, launched in41@8ing new marketing methods. The aim
was to attract managers and members of the lipeodéssions and of the middle and upper
classes from outside traditional Labour networksocPdures for joining were simplified,
thanks to the centralization of applications (itswe longer necessary to go through a local
section), the creation of a national membership B&d the use of payment facilities
(especially debit and credit carflé) They also created new incentives for joining: new
members had the right to vote during internal éest for the leader and for party posts, as
well as for the selection of candidates; they dlad a right to information thanks to the
creation of personalized mail and magazines for beem Finally, they enjoyed a new right
to participate in forums presented as a way ofrdmuting directly to policy formation. These
“rights” received abundant publicity and were prdsd as proof of the party's
democratization. In truth they represented vetielin the way of concessions, and activists
perceived them as a dilution of their (already negagnfluence. To begin with, the
recruitment strategy was effective and it madeogsible to move away from a working class

and trade union culture characterized by activesitact, local anchorage, sociability, and

291t is as if, the need to demonstrate that politicaot remote involved staging the personal diritensf policy and to

develop narratives of individual experiences.
211 A comparable evolution took place at the same timthe voluntary sector
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identification with a tradition—a culture that wisisthe process of disappearing in the Britain
of the 1990s, especially in the south of the countr

In the past, contact with the local party was esgerthe secretary collected membership fees
on a yearly or monthly basis and passed on to dtierral organisation information as well as
fees. For many parties, this contributed to mamgasocial network and grid that facilitated
mobilisatiorf*2. Such a system not only granted a great deal wiepdo local activists but
also explains why parties were unable to providielse membership figures. In the run up to
1997, Labour launched a recruitment campaign wikv marketing methods, aiming to
attract managers, members of the liberal professiand of the middle and upper classes
from outside traditional Labour networks. The siggt worked as the membership rose to
over 400,000 members. Direct debit members werghgppartly in an effort to limit contact
between the local activists organization and newnbess for fear that they would either
intimidate and scare them away or contaminate tidewlogically (Faucher-King 2005, 208).
The new recruits were barely encouraged to mak&acbwith the existing local sections, out
of a fear that they would be put off or, alternalyy “contaminated” by the archaisms and the
jargon of Old Labour activists. Such (atomized) rbems would only be connected to the
national organisation, thereby avoiding the nuisaot “anoraks” who might put them off.
From the point of view of activists, their very liatoon meant that they could not appreciate
how the party ought to be run and were likely to sapportive of a more centralised
organisatiof*> and of plebiscitory decision-making (Whiteley a@dyd 2002, 214). On the
other hand they were invited to take part in foruamsl could identify with the suited-up
delegates giving polished speeches at the confera@strum.

The reforms were presented as a guarantee of gencomsultation, the process of
individualization was also a way of creating a bidmsg would be more likely to be supportive

of leadership initiatives when called upon.

Members, campaigners and supporters

Many parties across Europe have simplified procesiufor joining, thanks to the
centralization of applications, the creation of a@ional membership list and the use of
electronic payment facilities. They also offer sélee incentives such as access to regular and
exclusive information, opportunities to take parta variety of consultation efforts or to

attend party events (conferences, fundraising amdpaigning events with opportunities to

212 As the French communist and socialist parties hgiven up on the regular neighbourhood work, thayehbeen
succeeded by the Front National (Tristan 1987).
213 This was the case for instance when Green 200Gdested in 1991.
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meet ministers or senior politicians) themselve®fgssionally organised and often
outsourced. Some of these incentives met expeaati@ranik 2005}, Strikingly though,
“supporting the left” was the most popular respo(88%), hinting at an ephemeral and
conjectural commitment. The influence granted byjemf these new rights was limiféd
that it is not clear to what extent they indeed/etha role in recruitment or retention.

British parties have adopted the language of rigimd incentives and now focus on the
individual member at the expense of intermediargié® with the idea that there should be a
direct communication link between the leadershigh #tne members (Routledge 1999, 277-78;
Faucher-King 2005, 210).

The idea of an instrumental individual looked &k tmore attractive as both party leadership
had by then accepted the premise of the superiofitthe business model as a form of
organization (Meyer and Rowan 1977) and Labour lwaking to demonstrate that it had
become “modern” and “professional”. Politicians @aa fact mostly adopted the dominant
consumerist language and talk about the naturkenf ffer' in a political 'marketplace’ (M.
Russell 2005b).

The Parti socialistecreated in 2006 a discounted rate membership auP@s and Labour
announced in 2011 that it would create one at £hild3tVthe PS attracted a host of new
recruits (up 60000 to 218000 members), it proveabley and to an extent, unwilling to retain
them (Grunberg and Haegel 2007, 56). If membersnaterepresentative of the electorate
(Grunberg and Haegel 2007, 62), there could be geasons to open the membership or at
least consultations beyond their ranks. The suatfetbe semi open primary of 2006 provided
arguments to advocates of French sociealist presaiDespite the mixed consequences of
American primaries, European parties are likelyntport a practice that is attractive to their
supporters and promotes a positive image of derap@ad transparency. The Conservatives
adopted a party constitution and provisions fortypanembership in 1998. Until then, one
joined local associations or clubs, which “Natiokldion of Conservative Associations” was
informally linked to the Parliamentary party andn@®al Office. Although gaining some
control over the membership has made it possibtadganise ballots, one can hardly say that
members have gained much power. If anything, ciksdteon has limited the autonomy of the

volunteer branch.

214 \When asked what they aspired to, new socialisislits responded that they wanted to vote for siele®f candidates
(65%), to debate political issues (51%), to take jpalocal political life (48%) (Grunberg and Ha#@007, 54).
215 And underused as seen in the turnout at interaiits.



134

Despite these initiatives, both Labour and the €oraives have seen their numbers dwindle
down. Studies of party members have been extegsoaiducted in the UK in the 1990s
(Seyd and Whiteley 2002; Whiteley, Seyd, and Ridban 1994; Whiteley, Seyd, and
Billinghurst 2006) and we know now a lot about wthe members are, what motivated them
to join or to leave their party. As they discussnpeting explanatory models of activism,
Whiteley and Seyd conclude that a rational chomar@ach, based solely on individualistic
motives, fails to explain high levels of particijpet within political parties because it neglects
social norms and affective attachments (Whiteleg 8eyd 2002, 217-9). As parties have
shown a lack of trust in their members and disneant/hat contributed to give meaning to
party membershff® can one be surprised that they are facing a lspfrademobilization
(Whiteley and Seyd 1998)? The failure to take th&iseensions into account could be an
underestimated explanation - amongst several @yi2011).

A “sense of belonging” is crucial for membershipergion. Those who do not get it tend to
be less stable memb&rS Eventually, Labour party officials in London lieét declining
levels of activism to lack of opportunities to irget at the local level, to bond and to share
interpretation$® Substituting contacts with activists suspectedbeifig dangerously radical
with information directly provided by the centredhédeen a way of controlling internal
pluralism and internal dissent; moreover, localtiparhad been encouraged to “abandon
boring matters such as policy and become more facep” (Fielding 2002, 141). It is unclear
whether efforts to faciliate socialising that wile enough to give meaning to party
membership and activism for those who are not pilynenotivated by selective incentives
and a political career.

When faced with decline in membership and the rteedemonstrate their embeddedness
within society, many parties (including the Britigines) have created opportunities for
members of the public to join the party as ‘frienois'supporters’ (Barboni and Treille 2010;
Gauja 2009). Similarly to campaigning groups, theme few efforts to stimulate supporters’
active participation beyond electoral campafghsind consultations via referendums or

policy forums. Most communication seeks to providem with information about national

218 sych as the belief (however delusional) in poéifficacy through conference deliberation in Labouidentification with
the imagined community of the party as a familypadthers and sisters (Faucher-King 2005).

217 A survey of Labour leavers show that 16% of thahke lapse after a year intended to do so but 30#lchisave changed
their minds if locally involved (Granik 2003). Aviffers an excellent analysis of Finchley’s lopalty (E. Avril 2008). See
the edited volume on disengagement (Fillieule 2005)

218 The paradox is of course that New Labour itselfkgd to limit such interactions for fear that newmbers might be put
off by “anoraks”.

29 gyccessive studies have demonstrated the impertriocal (and traditional) campaigning in delimervotes, hence the
renewed interest in voluntary workers (J. Fishat Benver 2009; Denver, Hands, and MacAllister 2004)
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policies and campaigns, or sometimes involve speffars from insurance companies or
from businesses providing a wide selection of gand$services (Faucher-King 2005).

If examples of individualised political behavioussem to confirm the idea of politicians
condemned to being responsive to the political delsaf their target electorate, one can also
highlight how political organisations have souglat mobilise instrumentally rational
individuals and how public policies have rewardeaths behaviours. When all actors are
expected — and encouraged — to seek the satisfaatitheir needs and desires, it becomes
difficult not to read with suspicion the actions thiose who claim they are driven by a
collective purpose and a vision of the public go@dnsidering the crucial role of political
parties in representative regimes, there are reasmrbe concerned about their apparent
inability to reconnect with potential members. #ems unlikely that more individualised

rights and incentives will be enough to solve thabfem.

Depoliticisation and outsourcing government

New patterns of individualised political participat or of disengagement should be
interrogated in the light of a political discoutb@at has become dominant over the years and
has actively sought to produce new subjects, neepreneurial and competitive individuals
(Andersson 2010, chap. 8). Doubting that their mensbvere anything but representative of
the electorate, parties have sought to outsourlieedation and policy-making through new
technologies as well as a flurry of political forsrand focus groups. They justified their
initiatives through a discourse of participatiordéom deliberative democracy — which also
revealed their lack of trust in their own membend ¢he belief that they needed to look for
legitimacy outside the party (Routledge 1999, 27 1-e8ebvre 2011; Lefebvre et al. 2009), as
well as through the necessity to be responsivetozahds of the electorate.

Again, | will take examples in the UK, though tlegolution is by no means exclusive to that
country. In fact, consultations and forums haveetlgyed so much that have contributed to
the emergence of a new sector of commercial andcoommercial activities with consultants
specialising in the organisation of events(C. L&6& C. W. Lee 2011). Consultations of
different format and purpose have now been helguiic services, GMOs, the state of the
BBC, nano-technology, or services for the eldealjjongst many others. Sponsors (be they
political parties, local or national government,aQgos) usually outsource the organization of
these forums to a new range of professionals. Fatiorss, think tanks, charities and
universities have thus participated in the creatbmgroups facilitating consultative events.

One of them, Opinion Leader Research, boasts abeuirganization of the largest “listening
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study ever to take place in England on behalf efNiHS” in 2005 Opinion Leader Research
2006). E-petitions were initially launched for Nuemb10 but Parliament and other
governmental institutions were urged to follgwMiller 2009). In 2004, theBig Conversation
invited individuals to submit comments and suggestion the issues of their choice to the
government by internet or e-mail, text-messagederebr telephone. Despite its limited
success, it was followed up het's Talkthree years later. This exercise allowed ministers
respond to public questions without really provglan opportunity for participants to engage.
Because it failed to reach the definition of a “eersation” it opened up all the more to
criticism and cynical views of being a manipulatgesture (Coleman 2004).

Whilst the British public has more than ever beksténed to”, it is not clear how these new
processes indeed “empower” them. Consultation éegcare instruments of choice when
assessing which public expense can be disposeditloftve least protest. In such cases, the
process usually starts from the “common sense’magsan that a cut is inevitable. Similarly,
they rarely challenge existing social hierarchigs Barnes, Newman, and Sullivan 2007).
They have also been seen as helpful to move alohticpdebate but in fact, the government
has, at times, adopted positions different from ¢beclusions reached by Citizen juries or
tried to manipulate the proceediftfs Such situations echo the attitude adopted byNibhe
Labour leadership in relation to the party’s polioyum (Faucher-King 2005, 185): they
simply believed that they their approach was “pdstlogical” and based on “facts” and
could therefore provide indisputable technical 8ohs and deliver the “best” policies,
because (Finlayson 2003; Andersson 2010). Irorjicalhere there has been a lively public
debate (on the war in Iraq for instance), it hagnbéargely ignored and bypassed by
government (Beetham 2003). Up to what point caicgsses for legitimating policy decisions
prolong the illusion of democracy without undermupitrust in political institutions?

The press itself may now act as stirring agentpfotest, according to Kirsty Milne (2005).
Increased competition leaves the media dependenfpromiding coverage of popular
mobilization. She demonstrates how 2000 mobilisatitanti hunt/pro hunt and Clause 28,
paedophile hunt and fuel protest) were partly ostlagéed by newspapers, rather than by

political parties. Political cynicism and the csiif political representation have contributed

22010 1999 the polling institute MORI revealed that & cent of British people rejected GMO agricultarel 60 per cent
also doubted its safety but in 2003, Food StandAgincy used a citizens’ jury to demonstrate howrdormed public
would welcome the availability of GM food in the UKThe full report can be found at
http://www.food.gov.uk/gmdebate/citizens_jury/?vieBdM%20Microsite. The government was itself condethire 2007,
following a complaint from Greenpeace about a chiasue forum on renewing the nuclear energy stdiok, having
deliberately supplied incomplete and partial infatibn to the participants: Tony Blair hastened tofeom that his
government’s policy would nevertheless not be chang
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to encourage the press enthusiasm for direct deropas an excuse to mount campaigns and
organize mock up referendums. Transparency hasdemwanother argument for a new style
of investigative reporting through the exposurevadws expressed off the record, and
sometimes in private, blurring the boundary of plblic and the private. In the age of mobile
phone equipped with cameras, few can escape thengcof the web, whether they are being
cruel to a cat or taking part in a public demongira The media have surfed on the
promotion of the individual and the valorisation thie consumer-citizen in a context of
intense competition. However, one could see thebaealy filling in the void left by political
parties in the organization of political mobilizati In this context, the professional
organization of campaigns by interest/campaign gsand the media are one of the few offer
of political participation open to citizens.

Most of these initiatives discussed above stem fiteerassumption that the problem is one of
costs/benefits ratio and that the solution liesoimering barriers to individual participation.
However, where they have been introduced, pogs#silof voting by email or by post do not
increase the participation of those targeted, thahe poor, depoliticised and uneducated
(Braconnier 2010, 134): this disappointing outcaroenes from an erroneous understanding
of what voting means. Far from being an individsedi act, it is all the more collective as the
citizen is less politicised. Therefore, strippiihg tvote from its rituals (when voting at Tesco)
or delocalising it (through postal ballots) may oe@ whatever collective stimuli remain
when it is embedded in the local context (Bracon@i@l0, 135). As Johnston and Pattie
demonstrate, the influence of the social contexblires more than conversations with
strangers and needs to be understood in terms adnglex neighbourhood effect (R.
Johnston and Pattie 2006, 143).

There has been a growing interest in participaforyns of democracy as an addition to
representative institutions. In France, experimatthe local level have been conducted, in
Poitou-Charente (Mazeaud 2012) and other regiomsir@sies 2010). In academic terms, a
new journal (Participations) and a series of cafee organised by @roupement d’intérét
scientifique Démocratie et Participatitii have maintained the issue at the top of the agenda
and it has become and extremely dynamic field afeaech ranging from theoretical
perspectives to ethnographic studies of procesgkg@antitative assessment of achievements
(Bernhard and Buhlmann 2011).

* % %

21 The GIS is presided by Loic Blondiaux. http://wwarficipation-et-democratie.fr/fr/node/507
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This last chapter explored changes in forms oftipgali participation and turns to more
general questions and social processes. It engagbssocial theory and reflections on
processes of individualisation. It starts from ampeical analysis of the ways in which greens
think about their political commitment and from aolgas in the types of members sought for
by political parties. It departs from fieldwork ¥@nture in the direction of the formulation of
hypotheses about the self-fulfilling prophecy ofresis of mobilisation when the normative
models for representative democracy and parti@patio longer match the ways individuals
are encouraged to think about their place in spcaetd their role in political and social
change. Rather than nostalgia for a so-called Goklge of mass democracy it invites self-
reflection on the social impact of political scienesearch and the need to think through how
political institutions and norms evolve with sogmbcesses.
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Conclusion

The reflexive work conducted in this volume invavarticulating and exploring my
intellectual and methodological trajectory over thast twenty years as well as reflecting on
some of the results of my research. This exercseatiowed me to insist on the importance
of the détour (geographic, linguistic, disciplinary, culturallyp stimulating new research
guestions, bringing new perspectives and exposisgidéosyncrasies what one could
otherwise take-for-granted. Although the objectsrof research have been political parties
and their members, my ambition has been to coréjkiirough this particular angle, to our
understanding of the process of individualisati@mvpding our societies. There are many
other avenues of enquiry as the changes that @ilerdre multifaceted and by no means
univocal, simple, circumscribed or predictable. Aspolitical scientist 1 am particularly
intrigued by the implications of how one thinks abone’s role in social change on political
participation.

It has been argued that the modern state and kamithuilt individuals in the name of social
integration, focusing on the emergence of geneitividuals, autonomous and responsible
for themselves but disciplined into social rolesialised into values and perspectives centred
around the collective, the nation state or the ipugod. Generic individuals were mobilised
to take part in political processes through theeniéss work of organisations largely
dedicated to the task. Over the years, these thails gained autonomy whilst being
increasingly motivated by economic self-interest arason rather than passion but they
remained defined by their social roles (the citjzéme doctor, the patriot...) (Le Bart 2008,
91-95). Such a social construction of the individoarelation to a collective that gave her
meaning constrained for a while alternative formfs idividualisation, focusing on
differences and on a core, authentic, often psydheéd self (Le Bart 2008; Elliott and
Lemert 2009). In recent decades, indeed, the fbasstended to be placed on the unique
individual and the need to tailor services to heeds and choices, conforting the “illusion”
(to use the expression of neurologist Bruce Hood)ope could also say the social
construction of the choosing, self-centred andimsentally rational individuaf?

Although involvement in civic life is usually takeimto account in studies of political
participation (Pattie, Seyd, and Whiteley 2004; §lad and Fiorina 1999), surprisingly little
attention has been paid to institutions as deteanigof political participation. The role of

222 This is of course no more a social construction than at any previous stage of the process of

individualisation {Citation}
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organisations is now better accounted for by spietsaof social movements than by
psephologists. However, literature from a differsabfield of political science suggests that
we reflect on feedback loops and the effect of sdaad social practices. In a key 1993
article, Pierson considered that political scidatiwere at pains to analyze and understand
systematically the politics impact of policies (RB@n 1993). Ten years later, Mettler and Soss
assessed the, by then, wider body of researclttimsiders the ways in which public policies
can contribute to shape the subjective experieheéat it means to be a citizen (Mettler and
Soss 2004). These works invite us to take into@achow policies influence the resources of
the people they target as well as affect theirpretations of their role in society. They show
how policies define the political community and trdsute both to the determination of group
membership and the eventual activation of such ggotPolicies have an effect on civic
participation through material incentives, disttihg social skills, creating resources for
mobilization, creating processes of learning antlepas of beliefs about government and
their roles. Therefore, they predispose individuatsgroups to participate in civic and
political activities — or refrain from it (Mettleand Soss 2004, 62). A number of studies of
policy feedback focus on welfare (Soss 1999; Li&#7; O’'Toole et al. 2003; Mettler 2005)
and their effect on recipients’ learning about hpuolitics responds to their needs. “By
shaping citizens’ encounters with government, agigh and implementation of public policy
constitute important forces shaping citizen’s aiéions toward the institutions and policies
of government” (Mettler and Soss 2004, 62).

There are many policy developments that would behwiovestigating when considering the
evolution of social norms. | have explored the ¢omi a book co-authored with Patrick Le
Galés, in which we analyse the UK as an object amfia and policy experimentations
(Faucher-King and Le Gales 2010a). In the UK, sitiee Thatcher era, consumer choices
have been construed as inherently liberating imash as they confer power on individuals.
They became a leitmotif of draft policies and swymous with liberalization and
democratization. The ultimate objective was theattom of a classless society offering
opportunities for upward social mobility and suscés the most deserving. These projects
took concrete shape in public policy encouraging itdividualization of relations to the
political and lauding the merits of the pursuitimdividual self-interest. Tony Blair, for one,
frequently used the language of enlightened indi@idm as a justification for his policy
proposal$®® This approach, which he regarded as democraticram-ideological, in fact

223 Tony Blair, World Economic Forum, Davos, 27 Janl2095.
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challenged traditional forms of political actiondanested on faith in an ‘invisible hand’
regulating economic and political conflicts (Hay0Z0 57). For New Labour, the egoism of
the citizen-consumer engaging in decisions thateonhim/her personally makes it possible
to encourage individuals to take responsibilityd am exercise their freedom (as consumers)
by intervening on the supply-side or mobilizingarcommunity framework. If one thinks in
terms of policy feedback into politics, it is pattlarly interesting to note how New Labour
governments can be characterized by their socgikherring approach and their concerted
efforts to develop a whole array of incentives pndishments designed to help individuals to
act instrumentally (Faucher-King and Le Gales 2010a

It is not easy to analyze the chain of causes #edtg, the extent to which a policy responds
to popular demands, anticipates them or becomesf-fuHilling prophecy that creates the
attitude it was supposed to respontftoHowever, there are good indicators that poirthe
emergence of the “citizen-consumer” as a good el@mipa product of social engineering
(Clarke 2004). The *“citizen as consumer of publevies” was promoted during the
Thatcher years alongside the taxpayer (who seek&iidmize the efficiency of her taxes) and
the scrounger (who lives off various benefit). TB#izens’ Charters of the Conservatives
created a distance between the government andetiveny of public services, the former as
the champion of the public against the interestgrofiders. Far from being rejected by New
Labour, this approach was generalized from 199hagparty distanced itself from the trade
unions (Faucher-King 2005, 196).

| hope to have shown how an effort to understaredltigic behind culture as it emerges
through interaction can offer promising avenuesrésearch on activism. When symbols are
challenged and landmarks moved, when interactianarid between, it becomes difficult to
justify one’s action to oneself and others. Coutis thelp us understand the profound
transformation of British Labour over the last 1&ays The logic of membership and of
activism within a group remains tied to the measiagout their own identity or about their
role in the political world that individuals canrdes from their engagement. An exploration
of meaning-making activities within mainstream prtmay lead to a better understanding of

demobilisation and demoralisatféh Could this alter our perception of the evolutioh

224 For instance, attitudes towards the poor changedees 1994 and 2003: the percentage of those whogth that
poverty was a question of social justice declinexnf30 per cent to 19 per cent; in 2007, 28 pet oérmBritish people
thought that the poor were shirkers — the figuomdtat only 15 per cent in 1994 (Faucher-King arddalés 2010a, 115).
At the same time during this period, public pokcleave targeted “scroungers” and “cheaters”.

25 Could this contribute to explain how the French socialists have gone from soul searching exercise to

collective therapy (Treille 2000; Lefebvre and Sawicki 2006) but failed to engage their members?
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British politics over the last 30 ? Could this maleponder how isolated these developments
are? Could this shed light on the changes in d#guo, and in particular declining levels of
trust in, political parties, parliamentarians anepresentative institutions? There are
connections to be made between the emergence “ahéspolitical” and sometimes populist
anti-establishment culture and the promotion pégicular model of human behaviour.

While there are on the whole few indication thardpean citizens are “avoiding politics”
(Eliasoph 1998), there are interrogations aboutrtipications of “consumer citizenship” and
the growing popularity of forms of political parpation that do not require joining up with
others (Pattie, Seyd, and Whiteley 2004, 275; Maitie2010). Are these changes the
consequence of a withdrawal to self-actualisatiothe private sphere (Hirschman 2002), a
rejection of representative institutions or the idaace of responsibility? The rhetoric of
governments, left and right, in recent years haslired an insistence on balancing rights and
responsibility and public policies have targetedividual behaviours (Borraz and Guiraudon
2010, 15; Faucher-King and Le Gales 2010a). Imigdrtant to interrogate the link between
the current challenge to the collectivist age (whembership of a trade union was the norm
and engagement was based on a strong sense dftigellaction and solidarity) and the
relentless promotion diomo economicuas the “normal” and appropriate way to behave in

all fields of life including politics.
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