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MOBILIZATION AT THE MARGINS:
RESOURCES, BENEFACTORS,AND THE VIABILITY OF
HOMELESS SOCIAL MOVEMENT ORGANIZATIONS*
Daniel M. Cress

David A. Snow

University of Colorado at Boulder

University of Arizona

For over two decades, resources have been assumed to be a fundamental
determinant of the course and character of social movement organizations
(SMOs) and their activities. Yet surprisingly little research evaluates this
taken-for-granted assumption. Using data from ethnographic fieldwork on
15 homeless SMOs in eight U.S. cities, we construct an empirically grounded
typology of resources and assess the combinations of resources necessary
for the viability of homeless SMOs. We then examine the sources of support
for these organizations, highlighting the influence of benefactor organizations on SMO viability and tactics. Employing qualitative comparative analysis, we identify three resource configurations among the viable SMOs and
find that certain resource types contributed more than others to viability.
Support from benefactors also ensured viability of these organizations without moderating their tactics. We explain the implications of these findings
for understanding the roles that resources and sponsorship or patronage play
in the careers of SMOs and the relevance of resources, sponsorship, and
organization to social movements of the poor.

early two decades after the flowering
of the resource mobilization perspective on social movements, many of the perspective's assumptions have been "assimilated as the routine and unstated grounds of
much contemporarywork" (Zald 1992:327).
One such taken-for-granted assumption is
that resources are a sine qua non determinant
of the course and character of social movement organizations (SMOs) and their activities. Indeed, no other assumption is so fundamental to the resource mobilization perspective and a plethora of derivative work.
Yet there is little definitive understandingof
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several resource-related issues relevant to
the dynamics of SMOs. One such issue concerns the conceptualization and identification of resources; a second issue addresses
whether some types of resources are more
important than others for mobilization and
collective action; the third issue concerns resource derivation, particularly the relative
importance of externally derived versus internally derived resources; and the fourth issue concerns the implications of external
support for SMO viability and tactical actions. We address these four issues with data
on 15 homeless SMOs in eight U.S. cities,
and we explore the implications of our findings for a more nuanced understanding of
social movements of the poor.
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UNRESOLVED ISSUES IN THE STUDY
OF RESOURCE MOBILIZATION
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Rogers 1974), but this overlooks the plasticity of many resources (Jenkins 1983a). Thus,
most researchers merely list the resources
Resource mobilization theory generally has used by the SMOs they study. The problem
been regarded as the dominant perspective with this strategy is that it seldom goes beon social movements since the mid-1970s. yond identifying the general categories of
Its central premise is that the principal ante- money, legitimacy, people, and occasionally
cedent task to collective action is resource expertise (Freeman 1979; Gamson et al.
aggregation and that fluctuation in the level 1982; Lofland 1993; McCarthy and Zald
of discretionary resources accounts, in large 1977; Oliver and Marwell 1992; Tilly 1978).
part, for variationin the activity levels of so- As a consequence, it is usually unclear
cial movements (Jenkins and Perrow 1977; whether the listed resources include all reMcCarthy and Zald 1973, 1977; Oberschall sources mobilized or only those deemed
1973). Despite all the research generated un- critical by the researcher.Thus, the resource
der the rubric of resource mobilizations our concept remains nearly as ambiguous as it
understanding of the presumed relationship did when it was introduced more than 20
between resources and social movement ac- years ago. We empirically identify all retivity is surprisingly limited. This is due sources mobilized by the 15 homeless SMOs
largely to three oversights: (1) the failure to we study and assess their relevance for the
clarify and empirically ground the resource viability of the SMOs.
concept, (2) the failure to examine the link
between types of resources and various mobilization processes or outcomes, and (3) the Resources and Mobilization Outcomes
failure to clarify empirically competing Given the assumption that resources are a
claims about the sources of resources, in par- necessary condition for successful mobilizaticular whether sources are external or inter- tion, a detailed understandingof the link benal. These three oversights give rise to the tween specific types and combinations of refour issues we seek to explore.
sources and mobilization outcomes should
be a matter of course. This, however, is not
the case. Instead, understandingof the relaConceptualizing Resources
tionship between resources and mobilization
The resource concept is surprisingly slippery remains mired at a very general level. For
and vague given its ubiquity in the social example, McCarthy and Zald (1973, 1977)
movement literature. This ambiguity has argue that general levels of movement activbeen a source of concern among students of ity are related to overall levels of discretionsocial movements for several years (Freeman ary resources in a society. Likewise, Jenkins
1979; Jenkins 1983a; Marx and Wood 1975; and Perrow (1977) contend that changes in
Morris and Herring 1988; Piven and Cloward the external sponsorship of the farm work1977; Zurcher and Snow 1981), but little ers' movement account for the successful
headway has been made in anchoring re- mobilization campaign of the late 1960s in
sources conceptually or empirically. Concep- contrast to the unsuccessful efforts to orgatually, the tendency has been to include as nize farm workers in the late 1940s.
resources anything that SMOs need to mobiMore recently, Oliver and Marwell (1992)
lize and deploy in pursuit of their goals examined the consequences of mobilizing
(McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald 1988; Mc- one type of resource ratherthan another (laCarthy and Zald 1977; Oberschall 1973; bor versus money), arguing that the resources
Tilly 1978). Attempts have been made to add pursued constrain tactical action. Their regreater specificity to the concept by consid- search takes a step in the right direction beering how resources are used (Gamson, Fire- cause attention is focused on the conseman, and Rytina 1982; Jenkins 1983b; quences of mobilizing particulartypes of resources. We extend this line of inquiry by
examining the significance of a variety of reI For a summary of this literature, see Buechler
sources and resource combinations for SMO
(1993), Jenkins (1983a), and Pichardo (1988).
viability.
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Resource Derivation
A third issue concerns the source of resources. One argument sees resources as
emanating primarily from external sources,
namely "conscience constituents"(those who
support movement activity without benefiting directly from attainmentof its objectives)
and extramovementorganizations(McCarthy
and Zald 1973, 1977). A second argument
focuses on the indigenous character of resources, arguing that they are provided
mainly by an SMO's constituency (McAdam
1982; Morris 1981).2 We explore two questions: Are the resources mobilized by homeless SMO's derived externally or internally?
And does their source affect SMO viability?
External Support and Control
The fourth issue we examine flows from the
resource derivation debate: Does external
support or patronage lead to co-optation or
control? There are two overlapping hypotheses: The social control hypothesis argues
that external sponsorship moderates SMO
goals and tactics, thus dampening the prospect of militant collective action (Haines
1984; McAdam 1982; Piven and Cloward
1977). A second hypothesis contends that
external patronagedoes not necessarily mute
radical dissent, but channels it into more
professional and publicly palatable forms
(Jenkins and Eckert 1986). Although these
two hypotheses provide a useful point of departure concerning the effects of external
support on SMO activities, they focus exclusively on support from elite external organizations. Thus, the effects of sponsorship by
nonelite organizations remains an empirical
question.
CONTEXT, DATA, AND PROCEDURES
We examine the foregoing issues with data
derived from fieldwork conducted between
1989 and 1992 on 15 homeless SMOs and
their organizational supporters and antagonists in eight U.S. cities. Homeless activists
and their SMOs are particularly well-suited
for addressing the issues we have identified.
2 For furtherdiscussion of these contrasting po-

sitions, see Pichardo (1988).
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Given their overwhelming poverty, homeless
individuals are able to provide little more
than their voices and physical presence to
SMOs. Consequently, differences in the durability and accomplishments of homeless
SMOs across the country must be partly the
result of differential success in mobilizing
resources, presumably from external organizations. Thus, a comparative study of homeless SMOs provides a unique opportunity to
assess the importance of specified resources
in relation to mobilization outcomes.
The 15 SMOs were local variants of a
larger social movement that emerged in the
1980s with the proliferation of homelessness
throughout the United States, and this issue
generated a voluminous research literature
and a great deal of public interest during the
decade (Burt 1992; Rosenthal 1994; Rossi
1989; Snow and Anderson 1993; Wagner
1993; Wright 1989). Relatively little was
done, however, on the state or federal level
to remedy the problem. In part because of
this apparentindifference and because policy
initiatives did little more than expand the
nation's network of shelters, the homeless
began to mobilize in one city after another in
the 1980s. Although it is difficult to pinpoint
the emergence of this movement, it first
gained national visibility in 1983 with Mitch
Snyder's 60-day fast and the Community for
Creative Non-Violence's embrace of homelessness as its focal concern. The pinnacle of
the movement's mobilization occurred in October 1989 when an estimated 250,000
homeless individuals and their supportersassembled at the foot of the nation's capitol under the bannerof "Housing Now!" Although
these two events gained national visibility for
the homeless movement, most collective actions by homeless people, such as protest rallies, marches, housing takeovers, and encampments on government property, were
local. These local activities, however, were
widespread, as collective actions occurred in
over 50 cities in the 1980s.3 Although at3 This figure is based on our inspection of
newspaper reports assembled through the 1980s
by the NewsBank Newspaper Index, which collects selected articles from over 400 newspapers
in the United States. Little research has been published on these protest events or on the homeless
movement in general (but see Rosenthal 1994;
Wagner 1993; and Wright 1995).
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tempts were made to coordinate some of
these local mobilizations by the National
Union of the Homeless, which surfaced in
1986 in Philadelphia, and although approximately 15 local SMOs affiliated with the National Union, the movement was primarily a
city-level phenomenon.
Because of the local characterof the movement, we focused our research on homeless
SMOs in eight cities: Boston, Denver, Detroit, Houston, Minneapolis, Oakland, Philadelphia, and Tucson. Two factors influenced
our selection of these eight cities. First, given
our interest in the relationship between resource aggregation and mobilization outcomes, the cities needed to vary in level of
mobilization. We determined this by a content analysis of newspaperaccounts of homeless collective actions in 18 U.S. cities that
had a daily newspaper indexed throughout
the 1980s.4 Thus, the eight cities had to be
selected from these 18 cities. We were also
constrained by time and access. Because of
funding requirements, the fieldwork had to
be conducted during a three-year period. To
avoid having to gain access anew in each
city-a time-consuming process-we selected cities in which we already had contacts with leaders of the local homeless
SMOs. These contacts were made during a
year of pilot fieldwork in Minneapolis, Philadelphia, and Tucson.
The eight sampled cities and the 15 SMOs
analyzed are shown in Table 1. The cities
sampled are among the 50 largest cities in
the United States, and the sample appears to
be representative of these cities in size, re-

gion, and homeless rate. Our primary concern, however, is not with generalizing to the
universe of homeless SMOs, but with using
our case findings to address the unresolved
theoretical issues we identified earlier.5
The principal objectives of our fieldwork
were to map the organizationalfield in which
the SMOs were embedded in each city and
to discern patterns of interaction, such as resource flows, within these fields.6 We employed an "onion-snowball"strategy that began with an SMO and moved outward in a
layered fashion contingent on the information and referralsreceived. Thus, in each city
we began with a homeless SMO with which
we had already established contact. We interviewed its leaders and cadre, attended
meetings, and participated in collective actions when they occurred. Based on these
contacts, we then moved to the facilitative
organizations-service providers, churches,
and activist organizations-that provided information regarding their ties to the homeless SMO and their resource contributions.
Next, we gathered information on the targets
of the SMOs, such as mayors' offices, city
councils, police departments,and the Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD). In addition to allowing us to map the
relevant organizational field, this onionsnowball strategy provided us with several
validity checks on our various sources of information.
We also used this onion-snowball strategy
to gather information on homeless SMOs no
longer in existence. In each case, former
members and affiliates of other relevant or-

4 We had hoped to take a random sample of
the 50 largest U.S. cities, and use the New York
Times Index and Newsbank Index to determine
the incidence and intensity of homeless collective actions across the cities sampled. However,
fieldwork in Minneapolis, Philadelphia, and
Tucson, including a summer spent working with
the National Union of the Homeless in Philadelphia, indicated that accounts of homeless mobilization were underrepresented in these two indexes. Thus, we turned to local dailies for information on homeless mobilization and collective action across U.S. cities. Our content analysis of the 18 dailies found over 500 homeless
protest events during the 1980s across the 18
cities, ranging from a low of 5 to a high of 74,
with a mean of 32.

5The use of case studies to extend and refine
existing theoretical positions is consistent with a
growing literature exploring the rationale and
uses of case studies (see Burawoy 1991; Feagin,
Orum, and Sjoberg 1991; Glaser and Strauss
1967; and Ragin 1987).
6 By organizational field we mean a set of organizations that share overlapping constituencies
and/or interests and that recognize one another's
activities as relevant to those concerns. This
conceptualizationencompasses all facilitative and
antagonistic organizations with which links might
be established. It is consistent with the institutional perspective on organizations (DiMaggio
and Powell 1983) and with work on multiorganizational fields in the study of social movements
(Klandermans 1992).
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Table 1. Cities and Homeless SMOs Used in the Analysis
Population Rank
among 50 Largest
Cities, 1988

Region of
Country

Homeless Rate
per 10,000
in 1989a

Boston

19

Northeast

46.7

Boston Union of the Homeless
Homefront
Homeless Civil Rights Project

Denver

25

West

29.7

Denver Union of the Homeless
Homeless People United

Detroit

7

Midwest

12.2

Detroit Union of the Homeless

Houston

4

South

8.7

Minneapolis

46

Midwest

32.8

Alliance of the Streets
Minneapolis Union of the Homeless
People United for Economic Justice

Oakland

44

West

11.7

Oakland Union of the Homeless
Membership Caucus

5

Northeast

32.3

Philadelphia Union of the Homeless

35

Southwest

27.2

Tucson Union of the Homeless

City

Philadelphia
Tucson

Homeless SMOs

Heads Up!
Houston Union of the Homeless

a

Derived from Burt (1992, app. A)
Note: Other cities that comprised the initial sampling frame include: Atlanta, Chicago, Cleveland, District of Columbia, Honolulu, Los Angeles, New Orleans, New York, St. Louis, and San Francisco.

active homeless members to those with 30 or
more active members.All claimed broad support among their local homeless constituents
but differed in their abilities to mobilize
homeless people for collective actions: Some
SMOs drew upwardof 500 homeless people
to their rallies and protests, while others
managed to attractonly a handful. Such differences were partly due to their differential
7 Since it is reasonable to wonder if the found- success in mobilizing other resources we
ing and careers of each of the 15 SMOs were af- identify shortly.
fected by different period effects, it is important
Table 2 provides a composite typology of
to note that all 15 were founded between 1984 the organizational field in which the SMOs
and 1989. This was a period in which homelesswere embedded and in which homeless moness escalated and became increasingly visible in
occurred. The typology classifies
bilizations
the United States (Burt 1992; Jencks 1994; Rossi
that constitute the field in
organizations
interest
in
the
probin
which
public
1989), and
lem intensified, judging from media coverage of terms of their general responses to homethe problem (Bunis, Yancik, and Snow 1996). It lessness and their specific operating perspechas been speculated that homelessness has de- tives, which reflect what they actually do
clined since the end of the 1980s (Jencks 1994) ratherthan their official objectives or proclaand that public interest in the problem has mations. Theoretically, any of these organidwindled owing to a combination of compassion zations could be and indeed were targets of
fatigue and issue competition (Bunis et al. 1996).
homeless collective actions, with the excepHowever accurate these hypothesized changes,
they would not appear to account for variation in tion of activists. In contrast to the targets of
the careers of the SMOs in our sample as they SMO attacks, the facilitative organizations
were all founded during the same time period be- were associated solely with an activist or
caretakerorientation.
fore 1990.

ganizations were tracked down and interviewed. Ultimately, data were gatheredon 15
homeless SMOs that were active between
1984 and the end of 1992 in the eight cities.
Nine of the SMOs were still active duringthe
course of our fieldwork from 1989 through
1991.7 The 15 homeless SMOs varied in size,
ranging from organizationswith a half-dozen
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Table 2. Composite Organizational Field of Homeless SMOs
Orientation

Operating
Perspective

Examples

Caretaker

Accommodative

Shelters,soup kitchens,clothes closets

Restorative:
Medical
Salvationist
Service provision
Market

Exploitative

Activist

Advocacy

Social control
Apathy/
indifference

Detoxification,mentalhealth,and healthcare facilities
Skid row missions, 12-step substanceabuse programs
Transitionalhousingprograms,job trainingand
referralprograms
Plasmacenters,day laboroperations,liquor stores,
single-roomoccupancy
Service providercoalitions (e.g., Communityfor Creative
Nonviolence;NationalCoalitionfor the Homeless)

Empowerment:
Humanist
Social gospelite

Jobs with Peace, WelfareRights, UrbanLeague
CatholicWorkers,AmericanFriendsService Committee

Expulsionist
Containment
Lip service and
foot-dragging

Merchants,universities,residentialneighborhoods
Police departments
Housing and UrbanDevelopment,Departmentof Labor,
VeteransAdministration

Our fieldwork roles resembled those assumed by Snow and Anderson (1993) in their
research on the homeless in Austin, Texas: a
buddy-researcherrole when dealing with the
homeless and their SMOs, and the role of
credentialed expert when dealing with other
organizations.8 In addition to the data gathered via these fieldwork roles, we examined
documents from the homeless SMOs, facilitative organizations,and targetorganizations,
as well as newspaper accounts of the SMOs
and their collective actions in each city.
These additional data sources provided
greater understanding of the SMOs and allowed us to cross-check informants' claims
and to compare documents against one another.
Our observations and interviews yielded
over 1,500 pages of field notes. The data
were coded into master empirical and conceptual categories that dovetailed with issues
in the study of social movements. For ex-

ample, one category included all information
pertaining to the goals of the homeless
SMOs; another category included all data
relevant to relationships with facilitative organizations. The materials in the master categories were then coded to highlight the
variation within each category. This process
helped to organize and make sense of the
data and clarified the organizational dynamics and resource relationships in each city.
FINDINGS
A Taxonomy of Resources

Previous discussions of resources tend to
overlook their fungibility and emphasize the
generic categories of money, people, and legitimacy. We attempted to avoid these problems by identifying the range of resources
mobilized by the 15 SMOs and then noting
their specific uses or functions-drawing on
the resource-type and resource-use strategies
8 Whereas the buddy-researcher assumes a
while avoiding their shortcomings. We
sympathetic but curious stance, the credentialed
expert assumes a nonpartisanstance in which his grouped the resources we identified into four
or her professional identity legitimates the re- categories: moral, material, informational,
search inquiry (Snow, Benford, and Anderson and human. These categories are exhaustive
in that they contain the range of specific re1986).
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Table 3. Types of Resources Mobilized by Homeless SMOs
Type of Resource

Description

MORAL

Endorsementsby externalorganizationof the aims and actions of
homeless SMOs.
Statementsby externalorganizationthat are supportiveof the aims and
actions of homeless SMOs.
Participationby an externalorganizationin the collective actions of the
SMO.

(A) Sympatheticsupport
(B) Solidaristicsupport
MATERIAL
(C) Supplies
(D) Meeting space
(E) Office space
(F) Transportation
(G) Employment
(H) Money
INFORMATIONAL
(I) Strategicsupport
(J) Technical support
(K) Referrals
HUMAN
(L) Captive audiences
(M) Leaders
(N) Cadre

Tangiblegoods and services mobilized by homeless SMOs.
Basic goods that help maintainthe SMO (e.g., paper,posterboard,
telephones).
Area controlledby externalorganizationused by homeless SMOs.
Areas controlledby homeless SMOs to conductbusiness.
Use of cars and buses to take the homeless to meetings and collective
actions.
Provisionof jobs for membersof SMOs.
Cash received by SMOs.
Knowledgecapitalpertinentto the organization'smaintenanceand
mobilization.
Knowledgethat facilitatesgoal-attainmentcollective actions, like sit-ins
and housing takeovers.
Knowledgethatfacilitatesorganizationaldevelopmentand maintenance
(e.g., how to run a meeting and delegate tasks).
Provisionof connectionsto potentialexternalorganizationfor resources.
People who donateresources,time, and energy to the SMO.
Constituencyandbystanderpopulationsassembledfor recruitmentand
resourceappeals.
Individualswho providerelatively stable organizationalguidanceand
who function as spokespersons.
Individualswho function as lieutenantson a relativelypermanentbasis.

sources that the homeless SMOs mobilized;
they are also mutually exclusive inasmuch as
the specific resources fit logically into only
one category. Table 3 describes the resource
categories and the specific resources included within each.
The resource categories build on prior
conceptualizations. For example, the moral
resources category dovetails with the concept of legitimacy used by others in that external legitimation may be a consequence of
sympathetic or solidaristic support. But our
conceptualization also emphasizes the internal validation and support that external endorsements provide for the homeless SMO.
The sense that other organizations shared
their concerns and supported their actions
was an important morale boost for many of

the homeless SMOs. Likewise, the material
resources category includes mundane items
that are typically overlooked or subsumed
under the category of money. Although
money is a frequently noted resource in the
social movement literature (Jenkins and
Eckert 1986; Lofland 1993; McCarthy and
Zald 1977; Oliver and Marwell 1992), we
were more concerned with the specific resources that money was used to acquire.
Moreover, the homeless SMOs seldom received funds directly, and when they did, the
funds were used to acquire the resources
listed in this category.
Our informational resources category
builds on other conceptualizations of "knowhow" (Gamson et al. 1982; Oliver and Marwell 1992) by including knowledge relevant
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to conducting collective actions. But we also
include knowledge about building and maintaining the organization and knowledge
about potential supporters in the homeless
organizational field.9 Finally, our human resources category elaborates on general references to people power or labor by noting
three types of human resources: captive audiences, leaders, and cadre.10Thus, the resource categories presented in Table 3 are
empirically grounded in the homeless SMOs
we studied, but are linked to and extend previous conceptualizations of resources.
Resources and Viability
We begin our examination of the relationship
between the resources mobilized and SMO
viability by first conceptualizing viability.
The baseline barometer for viability is survival, which is consistent with the emphasis
in the organizational literatureon survival as
the primarygoal of organizations (DiMaggio
and Powell 1983; Hannan and Freeman
1989; Pfeffer and Salancik 1978; Stinchcomb 1965). We operationalize survival by
whether an SMO existed for one year or
more. The one-year criteria is used because
it elicited the most reliable responses from
our informants when assessing the longevity
of SMOs that were not in existence while we
were in the field.
Because organizations may persist without
engaging in much activity, we also measured
viability by considering the core activities of
the SMOs: meetings and collective actions.
We looked at how frequently an SMO met
and categorized SMOs by whether they met
at least twice a month. We also examined
whether SMOs planned and conducted protest campaigns. Protest campaigns refer to
packages of collective actions organized
9 Oliver and Marwell (1992) identify mobilization technologies as intraorganizational knowhow, but this is limited to knowledge about resource acquisition.
10We did not include turnout at collective actions as a labor resource in part because we conceptualized it as an outcome of SMO mobilization activity. Most SMOs could not predict how
many people an action might draw, so it was an
unstable resource at best. We felt that leadership
and cadre best captured the labor resources of the
SMO.

AMERICAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW

aroundparticularissues. All homeless SMOs
protested, but much protest was reactive and
short-lived. Protest campaigns represent a
higher order of viability in that they are proactive and more complex to execute because
they involve a series of interrelated events.
Thus, we conceptualize SMO viability in
terms of temporal survival, meeting frequency, and the capacity to conduct collective action campaigns. Social movement organizations that meet all three criteria are
categorized as viable.
How did the homeless SMOs do in terms
of resource acquisition and viability? Table
4 identifies the array of resources mobilized
by the 15 SMOs and indicates whether they
were viable. A homeless SMO was credited
with a particular resource if it reported ongoing access to that resource.11
Table 4 indicates that the SMOs demonstratea wide range of success in securing different resources. One-third of the SMOs received 5 or fewer resource types, one-third
secured 8 to 12 resource types, and one-third
acquired 13 or more of the resources. Table
4 also suggests that those SMOs with more
resources were more likely to be viable. But
we are also interested in whether some resources were more important than others to
the viability of an SMO. What resources and
resource combinations were necessary and
sufficient for SMO viability?
To address this question, we employ qualitative comparative analysis (Ragin 1987).
This analytic framework, which is based on
the logic and techniques of Boolean algebra,
identifies the multiple and conjunctural
causes of an event when comparing a relatively small number of cases. More specifically, it identifies the necessary and sufficient conditions for an event to occur, and is
especially suited to situations with complex
patterns of interactions among the specified
conditions. In addition, the product of Boolean equations represents the conjunction or
interaction of present and absent conditions.
11 We were unable to distinguish SMOs by
amount of each resource mobilized. This was unavoidable because the SMOs did not have systematic accounting procedures. Also, because different resources have different utilities, comparisons
of resource amounts among particular types of
resources (e.g., material versus informational) are
inappropriate(Freeman 1979).
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Table 4. Resources Received by SMOs and SMO Viability
Resources
Moral

Material

SMO

A B

C D E F G H

I

Alliance of the Streets

1 1

1

1 1

Oakland Union of the Homeless

1 1

1 1 1

1 1

Philadelphia Union of the Homeless

1 1

1 1

Detroit Union of the Homeless

1 1

1 1 1

1 1

Information

1 1
1

1

1 1

J K

Human
L M N

Viabilitya

1

1 1 1

I

1

1

1 1

1

1

1 1

1

1

1

1

1 1 1

1

1 1

1 1

1

1

1 1 1 1

Tucson Union of the Homeless

1 1

1 1

1

1 0

1

1 1

1 1 1

1

Homeless Civil Rights Project

1

1

1 1

1 1 1

1

1 1 1

0

1 0

1

People United for Economic Justice

1 1

1 1

1 0 0 0

1 1

1

0

1 0

1

Boston Union of the Homeless

1

1

1 1

1

1

1 0

0

Homeless People United

11

1

1 0 0 0

1

1

1 1 1

0

0 0

1 1 1

0

0

1

0

0 0 0

1 0

0

1 1 1

0

1

1 1 0

0 0

0 0

0

0 00

1 0 0 0

0

0 0

Denver Union of the Homeless

1 1

1

Homefront

11

0 0

Heads Up!

11

1 1 0

Houston Union of the Homeless

1 1

0

Minneapolis Union of the Homeless

0 0

1 1 1 0 0 0

Membership Caucus

1 0

1 1 0 0 0

0

1 0

1 0

0 0 0

0

0

0

0

1 0

0

0

0

1 0

0

0 0 0

0

1 0

0

0

0

0

0

a An SMO is viable if it survives at least one year, holds meetings at least twice a month, and sponsors
collective action campaigns.

Note: In this table, 1 indicates that an SMO received the resource/was viable; 0 indicates that it did not
receive the resource/was not viable.

Thus, qualitativecomparativeanalysis allows
us to identify the simplest combinations of
resources that lead to viability from among
the many possible resource combinations.12
What resources were most important for
SMO viability? Using Boolean reduction, we
can simplify Table 4 for viable organizations
with the following equation:
V = (ABCDEIJKM) (fghln + FGHln +

FHLN),
where V is viability, and the remaining letters correspond to the specific resources
12 Research employing qualitative comparative
analysis has typically used fewer independent
conditions than we use (Amenta and Poulsen
1994; Ragin 1987). The greater the numberof independent conditions, the greater the likelihood
that the number of possible combinations will increase, thus making it more difficult to discern
patternsamong the cases. This would be problematic for our analysis if each SMO had a unique
resource combination. However, our SMOs cluster into relatively few resource combinations.

listed in Table 3. In Boolean equations, capital letters indicate the presence of a condition, while lowercase letters indicate the absence of a condition. Letters not present in
an equation indicate that a condition is irrelevant.13Indicators of multiplication are read
as "and," while indicators of addition are
read as "or."Thus, the nine resources in the
first term after the equal sign (ABCDEIJKM)
are necessary for viability as all viable SMOs
received these resources; and these resources
13 Equations that are identical in all but one aspect can be reduced by that aspect. For example,
if two viable SMOs have the same pattern of resource acquisition except that one provides employment and the other does not (e.g., FGHLN
and FgHLN), employment can be dropped as a
necessary causal condition. Stated another way,
in the presence of the other resources mobilized,
it does not matterif employment is present or not.
This is indicated by the absence of the appropriate symbol in the equation (e.g., FHLN). This is
similar to experimental controls in which only
one aspect is allowed to vary while others are
held constant.

1098

AMERICAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW

Table 5. Resource Paths to Viability for Homeless SMOs
Path

Necessary Resources

Additional
Resources

Homeless SMOs

1

(ABCDEIJKM)

(fghln)

2

(ABCDEIJKM)

(FGHln)

Homeless Civil Rights Project

3

(ABCDEIJKM)

(FHLN)

Alliance of the Streets, Detroit Union of the Homeless,
Oakland Union of the Homeless, Philadelphia Union of
the Homeless, and Tucson Union of the Homeless

People United for Economic Justice

Well, I think that giving people space makes
are sufficient in conjunction with one of the
life possible. You know, I mean what's the difthree resource combinations that follow.
ference between a person who is homeless and
Table 5 lists the three possible pathways to
a person who isn't homeless? The person who
viability and the SMOs associated with each.
isn't homeless has a home. Well the Homeless
We illustrate each of these pathways and disUnion when it was homeless had a different
cuss how the resources contributedto the vicharacter than when it had some place to be.
ability of the respective SMOs.
There is a kind of franticness when you don't
A combination of nine resources was necreally have a place where you can invite anyessary for each viable SMO. Each of the vibody into. But when you do, people can find
you. Strategies can be developed. You can get
able SMOs mobilized the moral backing of
a sense of your own identity.
other organizations, receiving both statements of support(resourceA) and active participation in their collective actions (resource
There are three reasons for the salience of
B). The leader of the Oakland Union of the these material resources in relation to SMO
Homeless provides an example of this sup- viability. First, having a reliable place to
port when discussing a Christmas Day pro- meet centralizes an SMO's day-to-day operatest:
tions and lessens the prospect that the SMO
We had a bunch of ministers from all over the may be harassed for conducting its business
Bay Area come and their basic statement was, in public spaces intended for other activities.
"I'm not here to say that our church can solve Second, a regularmeeting space is important
homelessness; I'm here to say our church can symbolically in that it signifies the acquisistand in solidarity with the homeless." And so tion and control of a rare commodity for the
they all stood there and pledged that night that homeless: physically bounded, private space.
even though their churches needed them on Third, the provision of office space by a faChristmas, they would commit civil disobedicilitative organization strengthens its comence with us.
mitment to the SMO and helps legitimate the
Moral support facilitated viability in two SMO.
ways. First, the backing of organizationslike
All three informational resources-stratechurches and labor unions provided legiti- gic support (I), technical support (I), and remacy for the homeless SMOs among other ferrals (K)-were also necessary for viabilentities in the organizational field. Second, ity. The importance of these resources to
moral support gave the SMO a sense that SMO viability is not difficult to understand
others were behind them, an important mo- given the general resource deprivation
rale booster for a population that typically among the homeless. Most homeless people
endures a pariah-like status.
come from backgrounds of extreme poverty
The viable SMOs also mobilized three of (Burt 1992; Rossi 1989; Shinn and Gillespie
the six material resources: supplies (C), 1994), they typically have lower educational
meeting space (D), and office space (E). A levels than the general population (Rossi
regular place to meet and adequate supplies 1989; Snow and Anderson 1993), and their
are requisites for doing regular organiza- employment experience and skills are usutional business. A supporter of the Detroit ally associated with jobs at the bottom of the
Union of the Homeless discussed the impor- occupational structure (Rossi 1989; Snow
tance of these resources:
and Anderson 1993). Additionally, the grow-
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ing professionalization of the social movement arena (Jenkins and Eckert 1986;
McCarthy and Zald 1973, 1977) has placed
greateremphasis on managerialskills and organizational abilities-talents that are in
short supply among homeless people.
Because of these deficits, the survival of
homeless SMOs is partly contingent on their
abilities to mobilize the requisite informational resources. Thus, the Detroit Union of
the Homeless established an advisory board
of sympathetic organizations that could be
called upon to provide informational assistance. The director of the United Housing
Coalition, a member of the advisory board,
explained how it worked:
If the president of the Detroit Union calls and
needs something, we try to assist him. For example, right now they are working with HUD
to obtain some houses. They wanted to put together the application form. The president
called us last week to meet with the new head
of the Union Business School that's going to
provide all the labor. So, you know, we help
provide what is needed on an on-call basis.

Similarly, the director of the Women's Economic Agenda Project in Oakland explained
how her organization assists poor people's
movements, like the Oakland Union of the
Homeless:
Well, we try to assist (them) from the standpoint of helping them with technical assistance.
... It can be anything from sitting down with
people and showing them how to make an
agenda, to helping them with an outline for a
speech for someone who knows how to raise
hell but, you know, never intended to be involved politically, but needs that confidence
there. We also try helping them to do research,
putting their issues into a broadertopic.

And a lawyer for a Philadelphia law firm that
specializes in civil rights and property law
and does pro bono work for the Philadelphia
Union of the Homeless described the strategic assistance he provided:
My role is to assist them in how to use the law
affirmatively, like in terms of lawsuits; how to
force the city to comply with certain terms and
agreements they've made. I also work on defense cases for their civil disobedience trials.

These comments from personnel in facilitative organizations in three cities illustrate informational assistance and underscoreits im-
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portance for the viability of resource-impoverished SMOs.
Finally, all viable organizations had relatively strong leaders (M), one of the three
human resources. Leaders contributedto the
viability of homeless SMOs in several ways.
Often they were the primary source for the
critical informationalresources mobilized by
the organization. As an organizer with a local community center in Denver noted when
discussing how the lack of leadership contributedto the demise of the failed Homeless
People United:
I'm convincedthat had there been somebody
who could have workedwith that group full
time, some thingscould have happeneddifferently. I was doing it as a part-timekind of
thing,doingotherstuff as well, andit was real
clear to me thatdoesn't work.We had a core
groupof people who politically,at least, and
ideologically,hada senseof thingsthatneeded
to be done. But I thinkthey had to have more
supportthere. I think they needed somebody
who understoodorganizingwell, who could
spend the time working with them to do
that.... They neededsomeonewho had more
time than an hourper day, [and then] Homeless PeopleUnitedcouldhavedeveloped.
In addition, leaders provided continuity for
the organization and helped counter the persistent problem of turnoveramong the ranks.
Although all movements confront this problem, it is particularly pressing for homeless
SMOs, whose adherents are often tenuously
committed because of the uncertainty of
meeting their basic survival needs and/or the
necessity of looking for opportunities to get
off the streets.
These nine resources represent the minimum resources necessary for viability, as six
of the seven viable organizations needed to
mobilize additional resources. The exception
to this tendency was People United for Economic Justice in Minneapolis, an example of
the first pathway listed in Table 5. This organization was somewhat distinctive in two
ways. First, as a splinter SMO from another
viable Minneapolis SMO (the Alliance of the
Streets), People United for Economic Justice
operated in a context of ongoing homeless
activism. Second, and perhaps most important, it benefited from an experienced and tenacious leadership. Its president had been
active in the Alliance of the Streets, and he
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was sufficiently skilled and aggressive that
he affected a coup that elevated him to the
chairmanship of the local coalition of social
service providers to the homeless. Once this
happened, the resource situation of the SMO
improved. But before that, because of their
prior experience in homeless activism and
their leadership skills, he and a few associates were able to steer the SMO through an
eight-month period without any external support-a period that included meeting in parks
and libraries. Knowing some of the inherent
difficulties in organizing the homeless enabled them to foresee and weather resource
deficits that discouraged and sometimes
doomed novice activists.
The other two pathways to viability required the mobilization of additional resources. One path is illustratedby the Homeless Civil Rights Project in Boston, which
acquired the additional material resources of
transportation (F), employment (G), and
money (H) from a facilitative organization
that was attemptingto organize the homeless
in Boston. A leader of a local activist group
that helped form the Homeless Civil Rights
Project explained their involvement with mobilizing the homeless:
We thought that the best way we could organize the homeless was to essentially come up
with the funding to back a homeless-run organization and, you know, allow for homeless
people to build their own organization from the
ground up, and that is what we wound up doing.

The activist organization provided transportation for SMO members to organizational meetings and collective actions, which
contributedto viability by increasing participation. In addition, the provision of transportation enabled the SMO to demonstrate in
different locations across the Boston metropolitan area and the New England region,
which increased their visibility and staturein
the eyes of the local homeless.
Perhaps even more important was the facilitative organization's hiring of a homeless
activist-the job enabled him to devote his
full attention to the SMO. The leader of the
activist organization elaborated:
With Jack, we had the foundation for recruiting homeless people into the Homeless Civil
Rights Project. He was able to do the outreach
and be there to do the work to draw people into
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the organization. So after a couple of weeks, I
hired him. And that was how Civil Rights
Project started.14

Providing a job for the homeless leader facilitated organizationalviability by maintaining the involvement of a skilled homeless activist who might otherwise have been sidetracked by subsistence activities. It also provided leadership stability and continuity-a
necessary resource for viability. Thus, for the
Homeless Civil Rights Project, the additional
materialresources of transportation,employment, and money (used primarily for supplies) in combination with the necessary resources was sufficient for viability.
The third pathway to viability also involved securing the additional material resources of transportation(F) and money (H).
But pathway 3 is distinguished from pathway
2 by the need for the two additional human
resources-captive audiences (L) and an activist cadre (N)-and the irrelevance of employment if both of these were secured. This
was the most common pathway-five of the
viable SMOs followed this track. Since we
have illustrated how money and transportation influenced SMO viability, we focus on
the contribution of human resources to viability, as exemplified by the Tucson Union
of the Homeless.
The Tucson Union of the Homeless (TUH)
was led by an activist from a local Catholic
Workercommunity. Although there was high
turnover among the homeless rank and file,
there was typically a cadre of a half-dozen
homeless people who were the core active
members in the organization. This cadre exercised strong influence on the issues that the
Union pursued, and they carried out the dayto-day work of the organization.They played
key roles in executing collective actionsdeveloping and distributingfliers, mobilizing
other homeless people, preparing food for
demonstrations, speaking, and getting arrested. Thus, the cadre contributedto the viability of the Union by providing membership continuity as well as providing the
muscle behind the work of the organization.
14 This is a striking example of employment
serving as a selective incentive for participation,
but it was not common across the 15 SMOs we
studied. Moreover, it was a necessary condition
only for the Homeless Civil Rights Project.
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In addition to a cadre of homeless activists, the TUH had access to a captive audience of homeless who ate the only noonday
meal served in Tucson at a soup kitchen run
by the Catholic Workers. This resource facilitated viability by supplying the SMO with
a pool of homeless to offer feedback on their
concerns and grievances and the issues they
wanted the Union to pursue. It also provided
a relatively large and concentrated group of
homeless who could be targeted for mobilization.
Having identified the three resource pathways of the viable homeless SMOs, and suggested how the resources contributedto their
respective viability, the question arises as to
the causal order of the resource-viability relationship: Is viability a function of the mobilization of a pool of salient resources.?Or
do viable SMOs attractsalient resources?We
suspect both processes occur, but we are certain about the first-that the acquisition of
salient resources is a necessary condition for
SMO viability. We say this not only because
of the impoverished condition of the SMOs'
homeless constituents, but also because we
consistently observed that SMOs with fewer
resources held fewer meetings and engaged
less frequently in protest actions. Meetings
and protest actions were essential to maintaining connections and a semblance of solidarity among the homeless, whose street relationships and agency ties tend to be highly
tenuous and transient (Snow and Anderson
1993). Particularresources, such as meeting
space, transportation,and strategic and technical support, clearly increased the probability that regular meetings and collective actions would take place. In turn, SMOs that
conducted these activities were more likely
to survive. The case of the Denver Union of
the Homeless is illustrative. In the early
days, it was barely able to survive because it
had no regularplace to meet. As its president
explained:
We were meeting in the shelter still, and we'd
get other people to come in. We'd go and talk
to them, like on the street, and tell them we're
meeting at this place at a certain time, you
know, and then we'd try to meet outside a few
times. And a lot of things didn't work out.
We'd try different things and they didn't work
out. It was exhausting sometimes, and sometimes we couldn't get anybody to meet.
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But its fate changed when a sympathetic supporter provided a house to be used as its organizational base. This enabled the SMO to
enjoy a relatively stable period in which it
engaged in a number of collective actions,
the last being a highly publicized housing
takeover. Because of the attention this takeover attracted,however, the supporterevicted
the SMO and closed the house. Lacking a
regular meeting place, the SMO soon dissolved.
In this case, the failure to secure essential
resources signaled the demise of the SMO.
Thus, for the homeless SMOs we observed,
organizational viability was contingent on
the acquisition of the resource combinations
identified. Viability was initially a function
of successful resource mobilization, but once
visibility was achieved, it facilitated the acquisition of subsequent support.
Resource Derivation, Organizational
Benefactors, and Viability
There are two lines of argumentregardingthe
sources of acquired resources: One focuses
on external sources such as conscience constituents (McCarthy and Zald 1973, 1977);
the other stresses the role of indigenous constituencies (McAdam 1982; Morris 1981).
Are the resources mobilized by homeless
SMOs externally or internally derived? Do
SMOs' external relationships affect their viability?
Table 6 indicates whether the resources
mobilized by the 15 SMOs were externally
or internally derived. Resources coming primarily from external sources are indicated
with an E; those derived internally from the
SMO constituency are signified by an I.
Dashes indicate that the resource was not
mobilized by the SMO.
Although the homeless SMOs secured resources from both external and internal
sources, 75 percent (104 of 139) of the resource types were derived from external
sources. In addition, all but one of the viable SMOs mobilized the majority of their
resource types from external supporters,
thus highlighting the importance of facilitative organizational support for homeless
SMOs. The only exception to this pattern
was again the People United for Economic
Justice (PUEJ), which relied heavily on the
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Table 6. Source of Resources and Presence of Benefactor for Homeless SMOs
Resource
Moral

Material

SMO

A B

C D E F G H

Alliance of the Streets

E E

E

Oakland Union of the Homless

E E

E E B E

E E I
E

Informational

Human

I

L M N

J K

E E E
E

E E
EB I

E EE

Bene- Viafactor ble
1

1

1

1

Philadelphia Union of the Homeless

E E

E E E I E E

I

I E

I

I

I

0

1

Detroit Union of the Homeless

E E

E E E E E I

I

I E

I

I

I

1

1

Tucson Union of the Homeless

E E

E E E E -

E

E E E

E E I

1

1

Homeless Civil Rights Project

E E

E E B E E E

E E E

-

I

-

1

1

People United for Economic Justice

E E

I

I

I E

-

I -

0

1

I

I E

Boston Union of the Homeless

E E

Homeless People United

BE

Denver Union of the Homeless

E E

Homefront

E E

Heads Up!
Houston Union of the Homeless

I E -

-

-

-

E E -

E E --

I
-

-

0

0

--

I

0

0

I

I E

-

I-

0

0

-

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

E E -

-

-

E

I

I

-

-

E E

E E -

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

E E

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

E E E -

-

-

-

-

-

-

E -

-

Minneapolis Union of the Homeless

-

Membership Caucus

E -

-

E -

E E

-

E I

E E E

I
-

a

A supporting organization that supplies at least one-half of the resource types used by an HMO.
Note: E = resource externally derived; I = resource indigenous or internally derived; 1 = situation present;
0 = situation absent.

meager resources of its members to remain
viable. However, this was not by choice, as
PUEJ competed with two other homeless
SMOs, the Alliance of the Streets and the
Minneapolis Union of the Homeless, for external support. PUEJ had a difficult time
distinguishing itself from the better-known
Alliance of the Streets when it sought resource support in the community and often
had to explain why it was not affiliated with
the Alliance. Thus, the lack of external support was more a result of competition with
other SMOs in the organizational field than
a lack of PUEJ effort or need.15
15 This

finding, coupled with the fact that all
but 3 of the 15 SMOs were situated in cities with
2 or more homeless SMOs, raises two confounding propositions. First, the presence of 2 or more
homeless SMOs in a city may overtax the carrying capacity for such movements and increase the
competition for limited resources. We cannot assess this proposition directly, but our data do not
appear to support it, as viable SMOs are found in
cities with 1 SMO (Detroit, Philadelphia, and

Our findings underscore the importanceof
external support for homeless activism. Almost all SMOs studied, whether viable or
not, mobilized most of their supportfrom external sources. What distinguishes viable
from nonviable SMOs is the range of resource types provided by external supporters:
Viable SMOs mobilized an average of 9.7
external resources, while nonviable SMOs
mobilized an average of only 4.5 external resources (p = .08, using Levene's test for
equality of variances).
Tucson), 2 SMOs (Oakland), and 3 SMOs (Boston and Minneapolis). A second proposition
raises the .possibility of a "radical flank effect,"
which suggests that the presence of more radical
or extremist SMOs in a movement industry encourages support for the more moderate SMOs
(Haines 1984). We find little support for this
proposition, as the more radical SMOs in cities
with multiple SMOs were often the more viable
ones (e.g., the Oakland Union of the Homeless
and the Homeless Civil Rights Project in Boston).
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Table 7. Viability by Benefactor Relationship for
Homeless SMOs
Viable
SMO

Nonviable
SMO

Total

Yes
No

5
2

Totals

7

0
8
8

5
10
15

Presence of
Benefactor

X2 = 8.57, d.f. = 1, p < .05

Given this dependence on external resources, what accounts for variation in the
levels of external support? One factor that
stands out from our field observations is the
type of relationship established with facilitative organizations: Five of the seven viable
SMOs were involved in relationships with a
single facilitative organization that supplied
at least 50 percent of the resource types mobilized by the SMO, whereas none of the
nonviable organizations had such a relationship. We refer to this type of relationship,
summarized in Table 7, as a "benefactorrelationship."
Although the relationship between organizational patronageand (social movementshas
received considerable attention (Gamson
[1975] 1990; Jenkins forthcoming; Jenkins
and Eckert 1986), such patronage typically
refers to any type of external supportor sponsorship. Our conceptualization for "benefactor" is more specific.
Benefactors facilitated SMO viability not
only by providing resources but by providing those resources necessary for viability.
This finding was underscored by the leader
of the Boston Homeless Civil Rights Project:
We've been trying to create a homeless empowerment organization but it's tough to figure out; it's a really tough thing to do. So we
looked at the successful models, and we found
certain things that were in common. And what
they were was that you had leadership development, ownership of the project by homeless
people, and you had a sponsoring organization
that was able to provide the sort of resources
and financial backup that made the thing go.
All the successful organizations had sort-oflike parent organizations that provided the resources.

A benefactor produces stable resource
flows that facilitate viability by allowing the
SMO to devote more time to collective ac-
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tions. SMOs depended on sustained protests
to maintain mobilization among the local
homeless population. Because of the tenuous
ties in this constituency, periods of inactivity
usually resulted in membership attrition.
SMOs that were less preoccupied with resource concerns could concentrate on organizing collective actions that in turn enhanced the prospect of viability. Thus, having a benefactor within its organizational
field greatly increased the chances of an
SMO's survival.16
The two viable SMOs that lacked a benefactor relationship were the People United
for Economic Justice and the Philadelphia
Union of the Homeless. The Philadelphia
Union of the Homeless was also an anomaly. Shortly after its formation by two
homeless men, the SMO applied for and received a $21,000 grant from the city to open
its own shelter-the first in the nation to be
operated solely by the homeless-and to
purchase necessary supplies. However, we
did not classify the Philadelphia Union of
the Homeless as being involved in a benefactor relationship for several reasons. First,
it did not meet our benefactor criterion: The
external provider did not supply at least
one-half of the resource types. Additionally,
having its own base of operations early in
its career, it was less dependent on subsequent organizational support than other
homeless SMOs. Furthermore, the SMO's
collective actions often targeted the city, so
it is equally plausible to interpret the city's
"support"as a collective action outcome. In
each of these ways, the Philadelphia Union
of the Homeless did not have the type of interactive relationship with the city that the
other SMOs had with their benefactors.
16 The high level of resource
support that characterized the benefactor relationship raises the issue of organizational boundaries. Are the homeless SMOs in these relationships merely "front
organizations" for their organizational benefactors? We believe that the SMOs involved in these
relationships were essentially autonomous organizations operating on their own initiatives. Even
in the cases of Alliance of the Streets and the
Homeless Civil Rights Project, in which benefactors created the SMOs, there were deliberate attempts to keep separate the SMO and the benefactor. Also, SMOs formed by benefactors did not
differ in viability from those that were not.
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Benefactors were not scattered at random
throughouteach SMO's respective organizational field, but were concentratedamong the
activist empowerment-oriented organizations. Two types of empowerment organizations worked closely with the homeless. One
type was characterizedby a general "humanist" objective of securing dignity and equality for all people. Because of the breadth of
this mandate, local examples of such organizations-such as the Urban League, Jobs
with Peace, and Welfare Rights-were committed to a range of issues in addition to empowering the homeless. The second type of
empowerment organization working among
the homeless we termed "social gospelites"
because of their commitment to the Christian
ethic to "stand with the poor." This ethic
typically manifests itself through what the
leader of the Catholic Workerhouse in Tucson called "acts of mercy" and "acts of justice." "Acts of mercy" refer to charitable
work conducted for the poor; "acts of justice" refer to empowerment efforts. Acts of
justice distinguish the social gospelites from
other religiously oriented caretakeragencies
that service the homeless, such as the Salvation Army and the spate of missions and soup
kitchens.
Of the two types of empowerment organizations, the social gospelites were clearly
more prominent, as they accounted for four
of the five benefactor relationships. The social gospelites established benefactor relationships with homeless SMOs because
their calling to stand with the poor placed
them in greater association with the homeless and their SMOs than was the case for
the humanist organizations. Furthermore,
commitment to this "calling" provided the
social gospelites with greater staying power,
because assisting the homeless and other
impoverished groups was seen as an end in
itself. In contrast, most humanist organizations, with their broader mandate, tend to
work on behalf of a greater variety of causes
and SMOs, and thus tend to be more diffuse
in their focus and action.
Patronage and SMO Control
The literature suggests that external support
comes with a cost: generally a loss of SMO
autonomy; more particularly, a moderating
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Table 8. Militancy among Homeless
Benefactor Relationship

SMOs by

Use of
Militant
Tactics

Use of
Nonmilitant
Tactics

Total

Yes

3

2

5

No

5

5

10

Totals

8

7

15

Presence of
Benefactor

X2= .135 (not significant)

influence

with respect to SMO objectives

and strategic actions (Jenkins and Eckert
1986; McAdam 1982; Piven and Cloward
1977). If the general thrust of the literature
is correct, these tempering influences should
be even more pronounced among those
SMOs with greater resource dependency.
Thus, we should expect to find less stridency
or militancy among homeless SMOs involved in benefactor relationships.
Table 8 assesses the relationship between
the presence of a benefactor relationship
and the use of militant tactics. We define
militant tactics as those that intentionally
break laws and involve the risk of arrest for
participants-blockades,
sit-ins, housing
takeovers, and unauthorized encampments.
In contrast, non-militant tactical actions include petitions, rallies, and demonstrations
that typically have been negotiated and
sanctioned in advance.'7 Dividing the range
of tactical actions engaged in by the 15
SMOs into these two categories, we discern
no significant relationship between the establishment of a benefactor relationship and
a propensity of SMOs to engage in militant
action: 3 of the 5 SMOs with a benefactor
engaged in militant action, as did 5 of the
10 SMOs without a benefactor. Thus, a
benefactor relationship appears to enhance
the viability of SMOs representing homeless
constituents, but does not necessarily moderate tactical actions.
17 Although there is no single, accepted scheme
for distinguishing radical/militant tactics from
negotiated or less institutionally threatening
forms of protest, our distinctions are consistent
with other treatments of this issue (Lofland
1985:260-69; Piven and Cloward 1992; Sharp
1973; Tarrow 1994:100-17).
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DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS
Currentunderstandingof the resource mobilization process in social movements has
been plagued by a lack of specification of the
resources that SMOs commonly mobilize, by
the absence of an empirically based understanding of the relationship between different types and combinations of resources and
mobilization outcomes, by empirical and
conceptual ambiguity regarding the relative
importance of externally derived versus internally derived resources, and by the dearth
of research on the consequences of different
relationships with facilitative organizations
for SMO viability and tactical actions. We
have attempted to shed empirical and conceptual light on these ambiguities using data
drawn from our research on 15 homeless
SMOs in eight U.S. cities.
We summarize our findings below in the
course of discussing their implications for
understanding four broader issues in the
study of social movements: the role resources
play more generally in the careers of SMOs;
the importance of externally derived versus
internally derived resources;the role of benefactors; and the relevance of resources and
organization to movements of the poor.
Resources
Two general implications regardingthe relationship between resources and social movements can be drawn from our findings. First,
some SMOs clearly require a broader array
of resources then do others. Most of the literature has focused on money, labor, and legitimacy, and even some dimensions of these
resources typically have been glossed over.
The underspecified conceptualization of resources is largely the result of schemes that
are too narrowor too general. We proceeded
inductively to identify the range of resources
accumulated by the 15 homeless SMOs and
then categorize them around common functional dimensions. Although the resultantcategories-moral, material, human, and informational-and their variantspertain directly
to the homeless SMOs we studied, they build
on and extend prior conceptualizations.Thus,
we believe our elaborated typology is sufficiently general to be applicable to other
movements and contexts. As well, our ex-
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panded taxonomy of resources underscores
the utility of conducting more refined empirically grounded analyses of the resources
SMOs need and secure than has been customary in the research literature.
Second, our findings affirm the cornerstone assumption of the resource mobilization perspective: The mobilization of resources profoundly affects the course and
characterof SMOs. Although this seems selfevident, this has been a link based more on
theoretic assertion than on empirical demonstration. We extend this cornerstone assumption in several ways. Concerningthe relationship between the number of resources mobilized and SMO viability, we found that nine
of the resources, when joined with other resource combinations, yielded three pathways
to viability. Thus, it may not be the absolute
number of resources that determines the viability of an SMO but the type of resources
and the way they combine and interact.
Regarding the relative importance of some
kinds of resources vis-a'-vis others, we found
that informational resources, leadership, and
having a place to meet were the most important in relation to viability. However, the salience of any particularresource or set of resources probably varies by type of SMO, the
class or socioeconomic status of its constituents, and desired outcomes. Again, these issues beg for further empirical examination.
It is clear, however, given our findings, that
analyses that focus solely on the link between the availability of broad categories of
resources and mobilization miss an important
part of the resource mobilization dynamic.
Resource Derivation
Our findings are also relevant to the debate
between the variantof resource mobilization
theory that accents the externally derived
character of resources (McCarthy and Zald
1973, 1977) and the political process model,
which emphasizes the indigenous or constituency-based character of resources (McAdam 1982; Morris 1981; Tilly 1978). Our
findings indicate that the debate may be
overstated as the homeless SMOs secured
both external and indigenous support. However, the bulk of resources acquired by 14 of
the 15 SMOs came from nonconstituent facilitative organizations, indicating the
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greater salience of external support for
homeless SMOs.
This finding hardly seems surprising. Not
only do the homeless suffer extreme resource impoverishment, but it would seem
that the greater the resource deprivation, the
greater the dependence on external sources
for resource mobilization. Yet those who
have argued for the importance of internally
derived resources have typically focused on
movements of the poor to make their case
(McAdam 1982; Morris 1981; Piven and
Cloward 1977). What distinguishes their arguments from our findings is that they assumed the presence of resources (i.e., indigenous organization and leadership) that are
in short supply among the homeless as well
as necessary for organizational viability.
Thus, the relative importance of external Qr
internal support may vary considerably
across movements within a particular category of movements, such as poor people's
movements.
Patronage, Benefactor Relationships,
and Control
Documentation of external organizational
support, and particularly the existence of
benefactor relationships, raises the question
of co-optation or control: Does resource dependency transform SMO goals and tactics?
Or, more colloquially, does the piper call the
tune? One argument noted earlier is that resource dependence alters an SMO's original
goals and tactical proclivities (Haines 1984;
McAdam 1982; Piven and Cloward 1977). An
alternativeargumentis the "channeling"thesis: External support or elite patronage may
modify the appearanceof an SMO, dressing
it up a bit and professionalizing it, but not
necessarily changing its objectives (Jenkins
and Eckert 1986); the means change, but not
so much the ends.
Neither scenario fits our findings neatly:
Militant and nonmilitant actions were pursued regardless of a benefactor relationship.
This is not to say that the benefactor did not
affect the SMO. To the contrary,we observed
that both the SMO and the organizational
benefactor often marched to the same tune,
but in some cases it was moderate and in
other cases it was more radical and militant.
Such findings fit the resource dependency
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perspective in the broaderorganizational literature, which argues that the goals and actions of resource-dependent organizations
are likely to resemble those of the organizations on which they depend (Pfeffer and
Salancik 1978). Thus, the acquisition of resources from facilitative organizations does
not automatically alter an SMO's objectives
or course of action. Rather, it depends in
large part on how radical the resource provider is. This suggests a "correspondence
thesis," one which posits that the character
of tactical action is a function of the perspective of the facilitative organization rather
than of resource dependency per se. Hence,
radical SMOs tend to be associated with
radical supporters.
This finding suggests that the traditional
conceptualization of patronage is too narrow. Patronagetypically has been associated
with "elite" support and has been viewed, in
part, as a mechanism of control. But benefactors of homeless SMOs, typically social
gospelite organizations located within the
homeless organizational field, were not elite
organizations. This suggests that patrons
may be motivated by interests other than
control or co-optation. It calls for more
careful research on different levels or types
of patronage and corresponding differences
in effects. We know a good deal about the
influence of elite sponsorship on SMO tactics from research on the support of national
foundations, but relatively little about the
characterand consequences of local activist
patronage of the kind we have examined.
For example, one important distinction between elite patronage and benefactor patronage concerns the timing of support. Jenkins
and his colleagues (Jenkins forthcoming;
Jenkins and Eckert 1986) have shown that
patronage by national foundations typically
follows heightened periods of protest. This
is contrary to McCarthy and Zald's (1977)
assertion that resources precede protest, and
it directs attention to the social control motives associated with the support. In contrast, the benefactor organizations in our
study actively supported homeless SMOs
prior to enhanced protest activity, suggesting that there may be importantdistinctions
in intent and outcome between local and national patronage as well as between different types of patronageorganizations.
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Organization, Resources, and
Movements of the Poor
Finally, our findings shed light on movements of the poor, particularly with respect
to the role of organization. Much has been
made of Piven and Cloward's (1977) thesis
that building mass organizations is antithetical to the interests of movements among the
poor (Cloward and Piven 1984; Gamson and
Schmeidler 1984; Hobsbawm 1984; Piven
and Cloward 1992; Zald 1992). Their argument has often been interpreted as suggesting that the poor should not organize (Gamson and Schmeidler 1984; Hobsbawm 1984).
But Piven and Cloward's concern is not so
much with organization per se as with the
consequences of alternative forms of organizing. They are pessimistic about building
mass organizations because they are skeptical about the effectiveness of what they see
as interest-group approaches to improving
the conditions of the poor (Cloward and
Piven 1984; Piven and Cloward 1977). They
argue that the political power of the poor resides in their ability to disrupt the routine
functioning of political and economic institutions, and that the most effective organization for doing so is centralized but loosely
structured"cadreorganizations."These organizations are coalitions of leaders that activate people in existing networks and institutions. Thus, the issue is "not about organization versus no organization; it is about the
political effectiveness of different kinds of
organizations" (Cloward and Piven 1984:
588).
Our findings complement and challenge
some implications of Piven and Cloward's
work. The homeless in our study typically
were not in the types of preexisting networks
and institutions that are assumed by Piven
and Cloward. Thus, organization-building
was a necessary substitute for the absence of
everyday connections in orderfor the mobilization of disruption to occur. Furthermore,
ratherthan organizationfollowing and dampening disruption as Piven and Cloward suggest, homeless organization typically preceded protest because of the resource poverty
of the homeless. Yet Piven and Cloward
(1992) downplay the role of resources in protest activity. Citing Oberschall (1973), they
contend that the necessary resources for pro-
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test consist simply of shared grievances and a
common target.Although few resources may
be required for episodic outbursts of protest,
like rioting, to sustain mobilization over time
as a social movement, like the SMOs we studied, requiresa significant numberof different
types of resources.
Given the relatively nonproblematicrole of
resources in Piven and Cloward's approach
to insurgency among the poor and their corresponding skepticism about external sponsorship, they must assume that the requisite
resources exist within indigenous communities. Our findings clearly challenge both assumptions. Not only did the homeless SMOs
depend on external support to organize protest, but those that established relationships
with benefactors were much more likely to
remain viable and be involved in sustained
protest because it allowed them to focus on
protest activity rather than on resource mobilization.
In sum, sustained, effective protest for the
poor requires strong organizations predicated on the mobilization of essential resources. For impoverished constituencies,
this typically requires support from nonconstituency-based facilitative organizations.
While we do not discount the potential moderating influence of conscience-constituent
support, we argue that moderation is far
from inevitable. Thus, regarding movements
of the poor, the real issue is not whether the
poor should organize, but in what ways and
with whom?
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