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Abstract

This study is one of the first to systematicallysider variation in effort among activist
leaders in social movement organizations. We devahal test theoretical accounts of activist
participation to predict weekly effort among loealti-drunk driving chapter leaders, including
measures of chapter structure (e.g., bureaucratnplexity and the diversity of victim support
activities) and individual leader characteristieg(, objective grievance, employment, maritalustat
number of children, and gender). Taken togethernmdels explain over 43% of the variation in
reported weekly leadership effort. Further analysegal that gender almost wholly conditions the
effect of bureaucratic complexity on leadershipgfso that increasingly complex chapter structures
are associated with substantial increases in woudkshfor women, but not for men. We conclude by
pondering whether the strong effect of grievanaggender on how much work leaders do in this
movement is a general one or is particular to matriented and female dominated movements

and/or movements at the peak of their influence tikis one.
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Why Do Some Leaders Work Harder than Others?

The Role of Gender, Grievance, Biographical Avdligh and Bureaucratic Complexity

Introduction

Why do citizens participate in collective actioihe question has motivated a substantial
and diverse research effort since the rebirth ofssanovement scholarship three decades ago
(Lofland 1995). Most of that work attempts to amebfor who becomes an activist, failing to
distinguish between those who participate now ayadrafrom those who are more regularly active.
Studies that attempt to describe and account owv#hniation in the extent of participation by those
who have already become activists are relativaly. rAnd, studies that attempt to account for who
becomes an activist leader and/or that exawémition in the amount of effort leaders devote to
leadingare, as far as we can determine, non-existerthislis a fair representation of current
scholarship on activism, then the lack of attentmteadership activism is puzzling since few would
doubt the central importance of activist leadersath creating the organizational vehicles for
collective action as well as facilitating subsedumilective action by members (Oliver & Marwell
1992; Morris & Staggenborg, 2004).

In an effort to fill this lacuna in past researale develop a set of theoretical expectations
about the variation in weekly labor grassrootsvigttieaders provide to their organizations based
upon a synthesis of past research on activistggaation (Klandermans 1998; 2004). We then test
these theoretical expectations with an analysisdi€ators of chapter structure (e.g., bureaucratic
complexity and diversity of victim services) andiwvidual leader characteristics (e.g., grievance
level, gender, employment status, educationalrattant, marital status, number of school age
children, and age) on the amount of effort leadepsrted each week. Our evidence was gathered
from more than 350 presidents of local chaptefdathers Against Drunken Driving (MADD) and

Remove Intoxicated Drivers (RID). This is an esplgiappropriate sample for investigating



leadership effort because the estimates of hourkeslgper week vary quite dramatically among the
sample; 25% of the leaders reported devoting lems 5 hours a week to their leadership activities
while 43% indicated devoting more than 16 hourseekuo being leaders, equivalent to holding a
part-time job, and 19% reported spending more 8tahours a week on average, almost equivalent
to holding a full time job. As well, a little ovéxalf of chapter leaders were victims of drunk drgyi
while the rest were not, providing an ideal oppoitiuto assess the impact of experiencing an
objective grievance upon leader effort. Whetherfoudings about the impacts of these factors are
general or germane only to leaders in victim-oeemmnovements like this one is a question we will
address in our conclusion.

After first describing the activist leaders who #re focus of our attention here, we nest our
research questioriiew to best explain variation in the number of l®lacal leaders spend leading
their group in a typical weekn the theoretical discourse about how to accéoméactivist
participation in social movements. We then extidrode explanations to the question of leadership
effort, suggesting that theories applicable togleeral membership may be adapted to account for
variation in levels of effort by leaders. We com#wur theoretical arguments by bringing the
question of gender to the foreground, suggestiapgvitomen may be expected to respond to

organizational context in distinctive ways that caat with men’s typical responses.

The Activist Leaders of MADD and RID

Beginning in the late 1970s and gaining momenturar the next decade, the social
movement opposed to drinking and driving had spawnere than 450 local chapters by 1985, with
the vast majority of groups affiliated with Mothekgainst Drunk Driving (MADD). Fewer groups
were associated with Remove Intoxicated Driver®{RWhich had begun earlier than MADD but
remained far more decentralized with its natioriaites providing fewer chapter services and less

support than did MADD (McCarthy and Wolfson, 198 Carthy, Wolfson and Harvey, 1987,



Weed, 1990). The impetus for establishing thesamggan one’s community was rather broad. Most
commonly the chapters were formed by citizens wdygplened to have been victims of drunk
driving, and sometimes around existing communibugs that supported the movement’s agenda—
such as church congregations—and even by clustesworkers with the help of their employers.
Regardless of the circumstances that brought tinediag members to together, once they
established a chapter they more or less closdiywed standard procedures in selecting a president
to oversee the day-to-day operations of the grauta coordinate with the national officeSince
most of the MADD and RID chapters had only beeexistence for a few years when they were
surveyed in 1986, over two-thirds (71%) of the ¢dkapresidents had been one of the founders of
their local group with most able to glean expereimcoperating an organization from activism in
other community groups. In fact, 75% of the presideeported current participation in up to three
other community organizations during the year wetacted them, with most participating in groups
broadly defined as church, welfare, civic, politiaad/or school.

Consistent with the public image of the movememt i@inforced by the name of the
dominant federation of groups, MADD, over three1tss of the presidents were women and
slightly over half of the leaders had a school agjattl in the home. And in line with victim’s
organizations more generally, the national facthisf movement was dominated by self-identified
“victims” such as Candy Lightner, the founder of BB, who lost a daughter to a drunk driver. At
the chapter level, however, only a little more tffitg percent of the presidents were victims as
strictly defined by movement members as a persamivald themselves been (8%) or had a close
relative (44%) who was injured or killed by a drusidver. The local groups these leaders headed

were, for the most part, rather modest enterpri3é®y reported an average membership of about

! Interestingly, presidents in chapters that orgathiaround an existing group (and therefore buittruprior
institutional and human resource knowledge as agfire-established bureaucratic structures) waaksdhilar
number of hours each week and led groups with dasisncomplex organizational structure as prestdevho led
chapters not organized around an already establigtuaip.



125 people (median = 35, with 80% reporting lessth00 members) and a mailing list with about
275 namesThe median annual revenue of these groups washles$1,500, and there was an
average of about 50 aggregate hours of voluntéert @ month, and less than twenty members in
attendance at typical chapter meetings. Howeveretivas great variation among the groups, with
some of them being relatively inactive while otheinewed signs of great vitality.

The chapters focused their efforts on three prinkawgls of activities that they defined as
public awareness (including many kinds of actigitie bring the issue of drunk driving to wider
public attention), legislative action, and victinpport activities. Of these three activities, vitti
support tended to be the most labor and time intendnd, even though chapters varied widely in
their monthly effort in this area, most groups eigreced great pressure to provide resources for
such activities, often because of the inevitableractions between chapter leaders and each new
cohort of local victims who sought relief for th@ersonal grief resulting from drunk driving
incidents. Groups developed distinctive profilesdealing with such potential case loads such as
informal counseling with new victims, taking on gmr term management of specific victim cases as
they worked their way through the court systemyel as the development and management of
victim support groups. Beyond the burden of manggfie day to day activities of their local
chapters, presidents found the provision of vicimpport activities to be an especially time

consuming and emotionally demanding set of tasks

2 Later in the 1980’s when MADD was very activelyrguing telemarketing campaigns to raise resouxmeshéir
work, they reported more than 5 million contribsttm the organization and the mailing lists grevckjy.

3 Around the time of the survey, a national direcbvictim services was hired to interview hundred®UI
victims and develop a unified system for providgugpport (http://www.madd.org/About-us/About-us/idistaspx ,
25th Anniversary). Two decades later, the victipprt services offered by MADD were administeredédy at
the national level in the form of an advice hotlimkeere victims speak with trained advocates, aorinational
website with a chat room for victims, and accessfarmation regarding legal support for bereavemijury,
justice advocacy, and financial recovery afterimtation (see http://www.madd.org/Victim-Servicaspx).
Because the chapter presidents in our study wer@a@ng and implementing grassroots approachggtion
services without professional support, it is likeigt the effort required to maintain victim suppservices was
greater at this time then for any subsequent waiADD leaders.



The data we draw upon to assess our theoreticalceadons pertain to the activities of local
anti-drunk driving groups for the year of 198By then the movement against drinking and driving
was thriving in several countries, including theitdd States, Canada, and Great Britain (Rock
1988a; 1988b). In the U.S., the movement had aeligxde national recognition as part of a
broader victim’s rights movement that was integngdassing th&ederal Victim and Witness
Protection Act(Marion 1995: Weed 1995) and in institutionalizemgvictim’s bill of rights” in more
than 30 states (Weed 1995). Furthermore, the gragatied to the successful passage of over 130
state-level anti drunk driving laws and in raisthg federal minimum drinking age to 21
(http:/mww.madd.org/About-us/About-us/History.agthe time of the survey the movement was
at or near its peak and enjoyed tremendous pdlgigacess and organizational legitimacy. Over the
next two decades, however, the leadership directivauld be debated, professionals would come to
replace many grassroots activist leaders, anduhwar of local groups would decline 33% by 2008
(authors calculations, http://www.madd.org/Locala@ters.aspx). Whether the findings we report
here are limited to only to victim’'s movements og an some way shaped by chapter leaders having
worked in the midst of a movement at the peaksoiifluence are questions we will consider in our

conclusion.

Theoretical Accounts of Activist Participation

Among a population of sympathizers (both victim éfésiary constituents and conscience
constituents) who share the concerns of a movemrytdo some participate while others do not?
Recent theoretical and empirical efforts to andivisr question tend to stress either sheictural

approach—how extensive and active are the mobilizing vedscthrough their representatives)

* As will become clear below our analyses dependgross-sectional data, while our theoretical argis make
strong assumptions about causal direction. Thesenast plausible for individual level charactedstibut more
tenuous for contextual characteristics. For conxtharacteristics, reciprocal directionality isipably the most
plausible assumption. We attempt to address tlssses$ with control variables that will be discusaethe
appropriate point in our paper.



whose aim it is to turn bystanders into adherentsaalherents into organizational constituents, in
contrast to théndividual attributes approach-what are the personal characteristics that maivat
individuals to respond positively to organized mipgs to engage them in social change effofitke
availability of opportunities for activism deperftst upon the vitality of mobilization efforts tha

are tied to the structure of an organization itsélfe sympathizers asked by individual activisid a
SMO representatives to do anything? But it algmedds upon what potential activists are asked to
do, where and when they are asked to do it, and sdrhaof activist or organizational representative
does the asking. To date, substantially more rekestention has focused upon individual
characteristics than upon the contextual featufes@al movement organizations (Schussman &
Soule 2005).

And as we have noted, little of the past work rdbgss of its theoretical bent has tried to
account for variation in activist effort, and ndmeve attempted to explain, as far as we are aware,
variation in leader’s time investments. We belithat all of these questions can be addressed by
jointly assessing the structural and individuakleaccounts of activism—what do citizens bring to
the civic arena (individual) and what contextuatés (structure) shape the way these things
determine whether they participate, and if theyhdny extensive is their participation?

Leading Individual Level Accountsdividual level accounts are designed to expletio
participates in social movements and often focusupe stable personal characteristics of potential
activists, such as their gender, level of formalaadion, their feelings of efficacy, their ideologi
commitments and the extent to which they experigmiggrances central to the movement’s goals.
While the last three factors are considered commisnaf cognitive availability for participation, it
is also important to consider whether peoplebdographically available to participate (McAdam

1986). This is usually assessed in terms of the@rppities and constraints associated with work and

® This distinction is also widely articulated as dem and supply accounts of social and activisig@pation by
Finke and others (Finke, et al., 1996; Warner, 19&3religious groups and Klandermans (1998; 2Go4}social
movement mobilization.



family life, such as the number of children a parbkas, their marital status, job demands, and the
amount of free time available, all of which areugbt to increase or decrease the likelihood that
potential activists who are personally motivated asked to participate will actually do so.

Extensive research has evaluated the utility ofdewange of individual level explanations
of who participates. Overall, the pattern of resaktross these factors is mixed, although findings
consistently demonstrate very weak predictive pdaealmost all individual level indicators. This
is likely a result of the basic fact that very fpatential activists ever actually participate isazial
movement while the pool of those predisposed tealby their personal characteristics is typically
quite largé.

Leading Structural Account¥he key mechanisms for structural accounts oigpation are
the extent to which potential activists have soggtivork connections to ongoing mobilization
efforts and whether or not they are personallyactetd and asked to participate. Activist leaders
supply potential activists with opportunities tatpapate by contacting them (Schussman & Soule
2005). Each of these factors has a strong impaeatotential activist’s likelihood of becoming a
participant. While those who are cognitively (tlngh efficacy, ideology, or experiencing a felt
grievance) and biographically most available fattipgoation should be more likely to respond to
appeals to participate, the predictive power afcitrral level factors usually outweighs the
importance of individual level attributes. It iethistorically specific contingencies that provide
opportunities to participate that seem most impurteere. That is, particular movements emerge and
their emissaries reach out to mobilize potentitivests through a variety of channels putting a kma
sub-set of citizens at substantially higher riskeing asked to participate, which in turn predicts

involvement in movement activities.

® For example, Kilpatrick and colleagues (1990)resatid that in the late 1980s 1.6% of the adult PoBulation
were victims of drunken driving deaths and thatthen2.8% of the adult population reported haviag b friend
die in a drunk driving incident. Thus the pool otgntial recruits for the movement was enormoudenthie actual
number of activists was rather small.



Extending Structural and Individual Accounts to Explain the Effort of Leaders

These two alternative, but complimentary approatiae® been widely used to explain
whether potential activists cross the thresholdasficipation, but have rarely been used to explain
how activeparticipants are once they become engaged. Therb@vever, some exceptions
(Wiltfang & McAdam 1991; Barkan, Cohn, & Whitake®95; Cohn, Barkan, & Halteman 2003;
Passy & Giugni 2001). These several studies seekgdlain the variation in effort that rank and file
activists devote to the Sanctuary Movement, Breadhe World, and the Swiss Solidarity
Movement. In each case the average level of eémadrted by activists is quite modest. The studies
show, in contrast to the recruitment to activisiarlture, that measures of commitment to a
movement’s concerns and grievances (cognitive alvititly) do a better job of predicting level of
effort, but that biographical availability, measuitey extent of family obligations and competing
demands of full-time work, have rather little expl¢ory power. We suspect this latter finding is
linked to the truncated range of effort seen antbiege activists—since most of them devote very
little time to their respective movement the conmgetiemands of home and work life have very
little effect on their level of participation. Tistudies also show that micro-structural networkdin
to other movement activists, a contextual feat@iiedividual environments, continue to have
significant explanatory power.

We want to explain in this research, however |¢hel of effort expended by an activist
leader, in contrast to that of one of her voluntesivists, as she orchestrates the many taskathat
embodied in her leadership role. Leaders ask pateattivists to become active and try to motivate
existing activists to become more active amongihay other things they may do (Oliver &
Marwell 1992). But being a leader means you area#iker, not the one who is asked.

Is there a functional structural equivalent of kadbeing asked to participate? We argue that

organizational vitality, in this case tapped by gahbureaucratic complexity and, for local groups



concerned with drunk driving, the diversity of watsupport services offered by a group, functions
to create a series of pressures that expand araobiihe amount of effort a leader is expected to
devote to her leadership activities. The more hwresically complex a group is in terms of
recruiting and fielding many volunteers, engagimgvide contacts with other groups in its
community, sustaining a large number of task cote®s, and meeting with other officers quite
regularly, the more the demands on its leader’s ttan be expected to rise. As well, to the degree
that a group takes on labor intensive tasks refai@d social change goals—in this case providing
more or less diverse and extensive victim supposices such as putting an emphasis of victim
assistance, working with specific victim cases, daedeloping victim support groups, a leader’s
responsibilities can be expected to escalate. @@xtent that this logic is convincing, then, we
would expect the necessities of leadership of thstmctive local groups to impel their leaders to
devote more time to leading. This leads us to st $et of hypotheses:

H1 Structure: Bureaucratic complexity is posityvetlated to presidents’ weekly leadership

effort.

H2 Structure: Victim support services are posifivelated to presidents’ weekly leadership

effort.

In addition to our structural hypotheses, we belithere are individual-level characteristics
which can also be useful in predicting leadersfiipre Specifically, we expect that weekly effort
will be influenced by a President’s cognitive aahility (measured here as objective victim status o
‘objective grievance’) and biographical availalyil{measured as work and family obligations and
gender). In terms of cognitive availability, wetiaipate that leaders who are more strongly
motivated by having been a victim will, all oth&irtgs being equal, devote more effort to their
leadership activities than those who are not vistiFor anti-drunk driving activists, being a victim

means that oneself, or one’s spouse, child, oth@n close relative has been killed or seriously
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injured by a drunk drivér Many social movement analysts suggest grievaihegstem from
personal victimization (known as objective grievasicare often the motivations for people’s initial
involvement in social movement organizations (G@70; Klandermans 1997; Piven & Cloward
1977) because “Felt injustice is at the rootrof protest” (Klandermas1977:205). A key cognitive
process underlying the transformation of objectjxievance into action rests upon the understanding
that personal troubles are the result of publiblenms, and a corollary belief that these public
problems can be solved through activism (see Mé@dr®94). Yet, as we have noted, most of those
who experience appropriate grievances do not getvad in social movements in the first place, so
the role of grievances in explaining who crossestineshold of any participation has receivedlittl
empirical support. What is explored for the fiigté in this paper, however, is whether or not
objective grievances—when they are widely undesemgrievances—predict levels of effort
among leaderalready deeply immersed in a movement

The focus on objective grievance as the key companfecognitive availability is an unusual
feature of this study given that most researchativiam assesses cognitive availability as a
subjective grievance which may motivate people wafeonot directly victimized, as well as those
who are, to act collectively because of their con@dout a particular social issue. Through the
indicator of victim status, this research evaluéitesrole of objective grievance directly. Pastkvor
here is scarce but suggests the important rolectimization as an objective grievance. For
example, Jennings provided evidence that the lgivattivism by rank and file members of the

AIDS movement is significantly associated with thamber of close contacts who had died of

" We do not distinguish here between types of vist{mg, between self versus relatives or betweechwilatives,
spouse vs. children, or between ages of childisthough Weed (1990; 2005) has demonstrated tlzdinvieaders
who are victims by virtue of having children victzad appear to have the highest status within theement
against drinking and driving. We return to thisuissn our analyses.
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AIDS or who were HIV positive” (Jennings, 19991 his reasoning leads us to our third
hypothesis:
H3 Individual: Personal grievance stemming fromrdkrdriving victimization is positively

related to presidents’ weekly leadership effort.

A second important component of individual leveltéas is how a President’s biographical
availability influences her weekly labor contrilarti There are two relevant but conflicting views to
be considered here. The first approach relieswidaly held economic perspective that suggests
that people must substitute time in one arenarioe th another. According to thisne-constraint
approach,people who are married, have children, or are eyeul outside the home have more
demands placed on their time by these obligatibas those who are unmarried, have no children, or
are unemployed (Bianchi, Milkie, Sayer, & Robingf)00; Coltrane 1996). The more time-
constrained an individual, the less ability helog will have to participate in other activities,
including volunteer work (Hook 2004). This expeicta flows from Becker'sime availability
hypothesiavhich suggests that because people are limitddrbity and work needs, individuals
must act rationally to allocate their time in thegneffective manner possible (Becker 1981; Huber
& Spitze 1983). When applied to social movemeniveh, a time-constraint approach can be used
to think about how time is allocated to movemehblawhen it conflicts with actual or perceived
work and family responsibilities. Because voluntaetivities come in addition to the performance of
work and family roles (Gerstel 2000) it is oftefa that as the number of responsibilities in the
home or office increase the amount of movemenigygation decreases (Corning & Myers 2002;
Hook 2004; McAdam 1986; Wall 1995). Given thisgmctive, we would expect that leadership

effort will decrease as family and work obligationsrease regardless of any structural pressures fo

8 Jennings (1999: 1) finds that the “number of closetacts who had died of AIDS of who were HIV pivsi’
experienced by activists in that movement was st predictor of “the number of specific politicattivities they
had performed in the AIDS issue domain.”
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more extensive effort. Squeezing out an hour oraweaeek to devote to activism seems possible no
matter how busy a person’s life, but finding arr@x5 to 20 hours a week is likely far more
constrained by one’s available time. We build aurth hypothesis on this substitutive notion that
for every hour spent at work there are fewer htmitze spent in leadership effort:

H4 Individual: The amount of time spent in work side the home is negatively related to

presidents’ weekly leadership effort.

In direct contrast to the substitutive approachdusepredict biographical availability in
terms of work involvement is a perspective thatlbesn employed to understand volunteering effort
among couples. Themplementarity theorgredicts that family obligations implicit in oneisarital
status may actually facilitate greater volunteéoréfespecially if the volunteer work is importdot
activities and functions of the family (Rotolo & 1&bn 2006). This view relies on the notion that
spouses complement one another in their volunteek autside the family, and that when one
spouse volunteers the other is more likely to vidanas well (Freeman 1997). This perspective is
rooted insocial cohesion theomnyhich suggests that people are strongly influermethose with
whom they are intimate and “through a process diadwsocialization, spouses come to think [and
act] alike about volunteerism” (Rotolo & Wilson 20806). Because family members have similar
exposure to drunken driving victimization it is ydikely that they have together developed a shared
grievance and activist ideology which may lead tdually reinforcing the motivation for
volunteering. Furthermore, families are likely #® dctively involved with a president’s weekly
leadership activities in the local Chapters bec#luisenovement is a nurturing, victim-based one that
is primarily led by women and incorporates a fanfillgndly organizational form. For example,
many anti-drunk driving groups “operate out of ader’'s home and are typically quite small, labor
intensive, and leader-centered projects wherehtidren are often included in the day-to-day work

of the movement” (McCarthy 1994)Given the shared grievance, high levels of sddusaophily,
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and the relatively non-bureaucratic organizatidoah, it can be expected that the families of
chapter presidents hold similar views about theadirigmce of the organizational work. As a result,
we believe that time spent in presidential duties instead be complementary to family roles and
obligations, rather than a substitution or disicactrom them. This leads to our fifth hypothesis:
H5 Individual: Family demands such as being mdraied having children are positively

related to presidents’ weekly leadership effort.

A final individual factor affecting biographical drtognitive availability is the gender of a
leader. While feminist scholars have paid quiteesgive attention to the role of gender in feminist
movements, very few social movement researchers in@erporated gender into their analyses of
activism as more than a control variable, with soroble exceptions (Adams 2002; Einwohner,
Hollander, & Olson 2000; Einwohner 1999; Taylor 29®cAdam 1992). The present study allows
us the opportunity to address women'’s participaitioa movement led mostly by women, but one
that is not typically thought to be a part of teenfnist movement Given the strong nurturing focus
of this movement, the family friendly organizatibfarm, as well as the gendered identifier of the
lead federation as ‘mothers’ we believe that, lak deing equal, women leaders are likely to become
more invested then men in these groups and wiletbee spend more time each week tending to
their leader duties.

H6 Individual: Female presidents will devote mtinee in their weekly leadership efforts

than male presidents.

° Popierlarz (1999) differentiates between gendgresgated voluntary associations where either germtaprises
90% or more of the total membership and gendegrated voluntary associations where women makestipden
11-89% of the membership. By this criterion ouiast leaders are part of a gender-integrated ma&rgmwhich
happens to be female dominated.

14



In addition to its possible direct effect on weeé&ffort, it is plausible that gender may
interact with other factors that drive leaders’disvof participation. Because gender embodies
learned attitudes and behaviors which differ fonraad women it is reasonable to assume that
gendered realities may influence the relationskeipvben participation and the other key variables
such as work and family constraints, grievanceg,a@ganizational complexity in unique ways. As
noted by McAdam, “Given the male/female differenicesocialization and the powerful ways that
differences in gender-based behavioral expectadodsopportunities get embedded in social
structure, why should we presume that males andlBexperience any social phenomenon in the
same way?” (1992:1215).

While research on activism provides only a fewtdhabout how the gender of an activist
interacts with other factors that produce leveladafvism, a large literature exists on voluntegrin
which offers strong support for our general exp@mta about such interactions. For example,
Rotolo (2000) found that a volunteer’s decisiooia or leave a volunteer association is gendered
and is tied to life cycle transitions such as gettinarried and having children. Similarly, Musick
and Wilson (2008) reported that gender consistentlyences the number and type of groups people
join across a variety of studies. Specifically, vesmare more likely than men to volunteer and to be
involved in more associations then men. Partefgnder difference in volunteering has been
traced to the interaction between sex and sekegalactors, such as: (1) women are less likelp tha
men to hold blue collar jobs which are tied toltheest overall rate of volunteering, (2) women are
more likely than men to be recruited to organizatiof all types, and (3) women are more likely to
attend church where a substantial portion of vaarihg occurs. Underlying each of these findings is
the supposition that men and women are socialzelifferent ideas about their caregiving roles and
responsibilities in society (Musick & Wilson 200&urther, while men may focus on employment as
the key to fulfilling their role of family provideswvomen may turn to volunteering because it

reinforces the feminine goals of being nurturingnpassionate, and self-sacrificing (Musick &
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Wilson 2008). Finally, Scott argues that when womelunteer they are able to extend their
idealized role of wife and mother into the publierza, and thus retain their sense of femininitylevhi
justifying their time away from children and honi®©91).

These studies of volunteering in America, of ceud® not explore levels of participation
among leaders, but we believe they offer importéunts as to how gender may interact with other
factors that influence social movement participatibor example, it is likely that number of childre
in the home will influence men and women'’s sociavement participation much as it does their
volunteering. The time constraint approach suggbsit men’s volunteer effort may not be as
heavily affected by the number of children in a$ehold as that of women because women perform
more child-related duties than men (West & BlumbE®§0). In addition, women are less likely than
men to view their housework as discretionary (H20R4), and as such, even when men and women
have an equal number of responsibilities in the dn@mamen may be more likely than men to curb
their weekly volunteer effort in order to fulfilhése obligations”.

Beyond the potential interaction of gender withestimdividual level attributes, it is equally
plausible that gender will interact with structucahracteristics of collective action environments,
consistent with a research literature we will digcbelow. For instance, women may be more likely
than men to increase their weekly effort in theefat more complex organizational structures
because they tend to lead organizations in difter@ys than do men. Finally, given the female
dominance of this movement the men who become iisaday be quite different, and less energetic,
than men who become leaders of male dominated mawvsm

This leads us to our final hypothesis:

H7 Interaction: Gender will interact with eachtloé independent variables to predict higher

levels of Presidents’ weekly leadership effortvi@men rather than men. Specifically,

female presidents who experience higher levelsiodducratic complexity, victim support

services, personal grievance, marriage and childréme home will have higher levels of
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weekly leadership effort than male presidents wipegence similar conditions.
Furthermore, as the amount of time spent workirtgida the home increases, female

presidents will increase their weekly leadershipréfat a higher rate than male presidents.

Data Collection and Measurement

The data used in the following analyses come fr@uraey of anti-drunk driving activists
who were the leaders of MADD and RID groups knowbé in existence in 1985. The investigators
designed a self-administered survey schedule wdeelit with substantive questions about each
organization, its members, its activities, the eknd scope of its community involvement, and the
leaders themselves. The survey was mailed to #sdent of each group, as identified in the census
of 458 groups. Follow-ups were made by telephomktlarough the mail. These procedures resulted
in relatively complete responses from 370 localigsy comprising a 78% response rate (see
McCarthy et al. 1987; McCarthy 1994; McCarthy & Wain, 1996 for more details). Respondents
were asked to report details of their chapter dies/for the 1985 year.

As noted previously, at the time of the survey sép@ine percent of the leaders were
women, with average tenure as president of abaui/ears (see Table 1 for a more complete
description of the president’s characteristics) sMaresidents worked full time (59%), were married
(85%), and had school-aged children in the homeoj5#eaders tended to have some college
experience (mean of 14.7 years education) and ereeverage about 44 years of age. Most groups
depended exclusively on volunteer labor and typiagberated from the president’s home. And,
although the founders of anti-drunk driving orgatians are most often people with little or no
previous experience in mounting citizen’s advooceaypaigns (McCarthy et al. 1987), most (75%)
were actively involved at the time of the surveyamaverage of two other community organizations
in addition to the chapter they oversaw. Intenggyi enough, this profile of activist leaders pkeial

to a large extent the findings of decades of refeaxploring the social characteristics of the ¢gpi
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volunteer (Musick & Wilson, 2008), except for treet that these leaders’ volunteer effort far

exceeds that of the typical volunteer.

Table 1: Characteristics of Chapter Presidents Affiated with the Movement Against Drinking

and Driving, 1986

Dependent Variable

The MADD and RID chapter presidents reported vegh tevels of weekly labor which
ranged from 2.5 to 33 hours per week, with a mddrbdours worked per week. Their reports serve
as our dependent variable in the analyses and easume of leadership effort. To put this level of
effort in context we note that while about 75%lodde leaders reported spending more than three
hours a week in their Chapter activities an Indelpeh Sector Report for the same year (1986)
estimated that only 20% of a national sample of. ddbilts reported spending that much time in any
volunteer activities. In fact, most Americans deaatmuch less time than this to volunteer work.
Analysis from the 1985 American Time Use Surveygasis that on average, Americans spent about
one hour per week in all organizational activitesnbined, including political, union, and/or social
movements (Bianchi, Robinson, & Milkie 2006). —@iucse the vast majority of Americans were
not leaders of voluntary associations, and so wadvexpect them to volunteer much less time than
the chapter presidents who are not only activizisthe leaders of other volunteers.
I ndependent Variables

The key independent variables in our analysis sbra$imeasures of the structural
characteristics of the local groups and the indialdattributes of the leaders. Table 2 provides
descriptive information on both types of measusewaell as the bivariate correlations between each

measure and presidents’ weekly effort.
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Structural Characteristics: Bureaucratic Complexitya standardized and summed scale of
four variables that tap into the organization dedsaof a particular chapter, including the number of
volunteer hours that must be supervised each mtrmumber of committees formed by the group,
the frequency of chapter meetings, and a consttu@gable of the reported proportion of contacts
with a list of a wide variety of existing communigyoups. The alpha reliability for this scale is
.6010°. Victim Support Services a standardized and summed scale of three itegasding the
amount of victim services provided to the communiitgluding whether or not the chapter has an
emphasis on victim assistance, whether the grougsmeith specific victim cases, and whether the
chapter has developed victim support groups. THeargse categories for these questions were
O=none to 3=a great deal. The alpha reliabilitytfos scale is .8329. For both measures of
organizational context, we also evaluated the aa@gaf the measures and their theoretically chosen
indicators by conducting individual unrotated pipat-component exploratory factor analyses in
STATA. For both scales, the created factors pattbas predicted by our expectations and displayed
reasonable eigenvalues and factor loadings; buratticomplexity had an eigenvalue of 1.83 and
factor loadings that ranged from .58 to .73 whilgimn support services had an eigenvalue of 2.25
and factor loadings that ranged from .80 to .92.

Individual Attributes: Victim Statuswas the primary measure of cognitive availab#ibg
was assessed with a single question that askedherhat not the leader was a victim or victim’'s
relative, as was the common nomenclature for tire téctim’ among participants of this movement

(victim=1, non-victim=0). As shown in Table 1, 5a63fthe leaders report being a victim of drunk

19 While the models presented here use the constrmegasure of bureaucratic complexity we have desdrithe
four individual components were evaluated separditelthe final models presented in Table 3 (Tallesilable
from the senior author by request). Overall, theleloesults were surprisingly robust whether thestmcted scale
or individual items of bureaucratic complexity wéneluded, with no changes between models in thiepaof
association, size of coefficients, or level of digance for all of the independent variables. Hoere the model fit
was poorer for the analyses that utilized the fmparate measures. Furthermore, when a 3-itemwaale
constructed for the most influential items, thelacaliability coefficients and eigenvalues were/éw. Given the
robustness of the model findings, we chose to husdtitem scale so that results are more easilypeoed with the
victim services construct.
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driving. For practical purposes, our measure dimigtatus is a proxy for cognitive grievance and
will be evaluated as such in the final modelsiographical availability for participation was
measured with four separate items, including: egmpknt status (O=not employed, 1=part time
employment, 2=full time employment), marital staflsmarried, 0=not married), the number of
school aged children living in the home (reportadge from 0 to 3), and gender (1=female, O=male).

In addition to these items we considered severarandividual characteristics in our
models, including race, age, education, the nurabehildren of any age, the number of very young
children, and broader constructions of maritalustgincluding divorced, separated, and widowed).
However, none of these measures improved modal &kplained any unigue variance in leadership
effort. As a result they were dropped from the [fmadels.

Control Measures:Because our data is cross-sectional we cannattstally establish the
order of effects we have posited from structural idividual characteristics to weekly effort, and
since over two-thirds of the presidents are fousidiiere may be a legitimate question about
whether founders are responsible for determininy bte scope of a group’s operation (structure) as
well as the number of hours she worked per weehkidfis the case, then the associations between

bureaucratic complexity and victim support serviaed the dependent measure may be spufious

1 Wwhile victim status is not predictive of who istapter leader (roughly equal size groups amonsjqeats),
victimization appears to influence the type of wprksidents do. Overall, victims provide an averaige extra
hours of work per week. And, victims report sigeeintly higher likelihood of presiding over groupst provide
victim support services and more bureaucratic cexify. In work not presented here (available byuesyi from the
senior author), we found that victims worked mooens than non-victims when their groups providetigher
number of victim support services. Furthermoreg three way interaction we found that women whovasgéms

are more likely than male victims to increase tinaekly effort when faced with extensive victim popt services,
and both men and women tend to work longer houeswthey are victims compared with non-victims.

12 While we acknowledge the difficulty of establispicausal direction, preliminary analyses suggestttie path
between structural characteristics and leaderdfopt é& not conditioned by founding status. Whideinders and
non-founders have mean differences in weekly effeith founders working more hours (15.4) compakéith non-
founders (13.6), these differences are not stedidyi significant in bivariate models, conditiomabdels that include
all structural and individual level characteristiosin two-group mean-comparison t-tests Furtteeanwhen we
test the possibility of a link between foundingtgsaand both bureaucratic complexity and victimpsupservices
we find that founding status i®t a significant predictor of either of the outconmebivariate models or two-group
mean comparison t-tests, nor does it moderateetaganship between the structural characteristics weekly
effort.
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Consistent with this concern, we include in eaclideh@ control measure establishing whether the
president was one of the founders of her local giéounder =1, non-founder =0).

A second control is the level of activity presidergported in community groups during the
previous year beyond their work in the anti-drunkidg movement (e.g., church, civic, fraternal,
political, and social groups). This is an importaamtrol since involvement in other areas of social
and political activity can be thought to constrie amount of time and effort available for
leadership activitiether activisns measured in four categories of 1=not at alvadhrough
4=very active. The level of activity in other orgeations was, as might be expected, quite high with
75% of the sample reporting being somewhat or aetive in other groups.

Gender InteractionsWe created six gender interaction terms to evaltred possibility that
gender may interact with structural and individciaracteristics in predicting weekly effort. A
gender value of 1 for women was multiplied by eatthe following variable values to create gender
interaction terms be included in the final modeirdaucratic complexity, victim support services,

victim status, employment, marital status, and nemab children.

Table 2: Variable Descriptions and Correlations wih Presidents’ Weekly Effort

Results

Table 3 displays the results from a series of destdinary least squares regression analyses
designed to answer the central question posedsmp#per Why do some victim movement activist
leaders work harder than othésin a stepwise fashion we evaluate the uniqueente of
structural characteristics (Model 1) and individattibutes (Model 2) on leadership effort. Thee, w
combine the elements of the two models to comgeeie telative influence to one another (Model 3).
Finally, we consider gender as a moderator ofitlledetween measures of structural characteristics

and individual attributes and weekly effort (Mod@! The non-italicized coefficients in Model 4 are
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the reported coefficients for the full model whiakludes the gender*bureaucratic complexity
interaction. The italicized coefficients are bide associations between the specified interaction
terms and the dependent variable, controlling flosther relevant structural and individual
characteristics included in the full model. Thaséidized coefficients are presented in their bisiar
form because there is no significant interactiogearider with the effects of the independent vagiabl
on weekly effort.

Since the metric for the dependent variable imaltels is the number of hours worked per
week by activist leaders, the intercept reflecesdterage effort, in hours, after controlling fack
of the indicators in the model. In Model 1, for exae, leaders work an average of 16.2 hours per
week when controlling for the structural conditiafghe chapter. And, both increases in
bureaucratic complexity and victim support indepenity predict increases in the number of hours
volunteered per week. Specifically, a one standaxdation unit increase in bureaucratic complexity
is associated with a little more than a 5 hour aknacrease in volunteer effort after controllirog f
victim support and founding status. This findingahsistent with our first hypothesis that for
chapters where leaders report more structural aexitpl(e.g., have more meetings, more
committees, more volunteer hours to oversee, amrdased contact with outside groups) tend to
have presidents who work more hours per week. Tisaeimilar finding for victim support
services. As predicted by hypothesis two, thegepssitive and significant association between
victim support services and presidents’ voluntéreper week. For every one standard deviation
unit increase in victim support services (e.g.réases in victim assistance, help with victim cases
and the development of victim support groups) tleen associated 4 hour increase in weekly
leadership effort, after controlling for bureauaaiomplexity and founding status. The adjusted R
squared for Model 1 indicates that the structurahsures explain nearly 32% of the variation in
weekly leadership effort. And, if a leader was e over a group that was both more complex

(+1sd) and provided more extensive victim servigdsd) than the average group, we would expect
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them to be volunteering almost 25 hours per wedlkchwis equivalent to holding a demanding part
time job. Comparing the standardized betas in Madeé see that victim support services and
bureaucratic complexity are roughly equal in impode when trying to understand a president’s
weekly labor, and both are about three times mdteantial than founding status and president’s
other activism in predicting weekly effort.

Model 2 (of Table 3) assesses the influence oiddal characteristics on weekly leadership
effort and explains about 18% of the variationhia tliependent measure. A comparison of the
standardized beta coefficients indicates that deeds’ employment status is the most important
individual characteristic in predicting weekly etféollowed closely by victim status, and then much
less so by president’s gender and marital stayeerall, most of the individual attributes display
associations with leader effort that are in theaion and magnitude anticipated from our theoaétic
discussions and previous research. For exampleéhwdrhypothesis predicted that personal
grievance would be strongly and positively reldmaveekly effort and our findings support this
notion with victims working, on average, over fiadditional hours per week compared with non-
victims, even after controlling for all other leaddaracteristics. This is an important finding
because it suggests that while objective grievamag not be a useful predictor of initial activise a
we have suggested above, it may be a powerfulania on how much work leaders perform once
they are deeply embedded in a movement. Also comfig to expectations are the findings related
to our fourth hypothesis—as employment obligatimesease there are significant declines in
weekly activist effort. In fact, for each increaseemployment status from not employed to
employed part-time, and from part-time work to fithe work there are associated decreases in
weekly effort of a little over three hours, aftemtrolling for all other individual characteristics
Taken together, these results indicate that falktivorkers spend about 6 %2 fewer hours per week

leading their local chapters than their countegpatio are not employed.
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Unlike the results for grievance and employmedd, findings related to marital status and
children in the home were unexpected in terms i&ftion and magnitude. Drawing on the
complementarity theory, we hypothesized (H5) theekly effort would be positively associated
with marital status and the number of childrenhi@ home. In contrast to that theoretical expeatatio
marital status had a significant and negative asson with work hours, such that married
presidents worked about 3 hours less per weekttignnon-married counterparts. While
unexpected, this finding may still be relevant tw conceptualization of complementarity in that the
negative effect of marital status may simply beralcator of spousal involvement in the movement
relieving some of the leadership burden, and tagsiring fewer hours of labor by the president.
Because we do not have a measure of spousal supmont data, we are unable to determine
whether this finding supports a complementarityrapph or if it is better explained by an economic
substitution perspective. This alternate approaggeasts that people who are married volunteer less
time because they choose not to substitute fiaitalf hours for volunteer hours. Although we can
make no definitive claims either way, a substiteitapproach appears less plausible given that the
interaction between gender and marital status pteden Model 4 is not significant—meaning that
marriage does not influence work hours differefdlymen and women, a finding that stands in
contrast to the time constraint hypothesis whiajgssts women are much more constrained by
family demands, such as marriage and children, eoeapwith men.

A similarly unexpected finding is seen for the aenof children in the home; rather than
having a positive association with work hours, uggested by hypothesis five, the presence of
children in the home has no discernable impactrenmigents’ effort inconsistent with both the
substutitive and complimentarity approaches.

In line with hypothesis six, we find that women wamn average of 3 hours more per week
than their male counterparts, holding all othenirtihal attributes constan&iven that the majority

of the local groups are female dominated and ‘nrothréented it may be that women are simply
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more comfortable than men with working within tbrganizational structureNevertheless, this
finding coincides with the widespread belief amomgny activist women that they do the bulk of the
work in activist organizations. This is in corsfravith the few studies we cited earlier that fail
show any gender effect on the amount of effort r@md file activists report devoting to movement

activities.

Table 3: Nested OLS Models of Structural Charactestics and Individual Attributes on

Presidents' Weekly Effort

Model 3 (of Table 3) compares the relative influeit structural characteristics and
individual attributes on presidents’ weekly lab@iven that the variance explained by the structural
level model—in terms of the adjusted R2—was nefavilge as large as that explained by the
individual level model, it is not surprising thaetstandardized beta coefficients for the combined
analyses indicate that bureaucratic complexity\actiim support services have the greatest impact
on weekly effort, followed closely by presidentsthployment status and then trailed by grievance,
gender and marital status. In the full model thenber of children in the home remained an
insignificant predictor of weekly effort while fodimg status and president’s other organizational
activity both significantly predicted the numberhmfurs worked per week. Taken together, the
structural and individual characteristics do annesgive job of explaining leadership effort fordhe
chapter presidents. In fact, the adjusted R2 fod@&I8 indicates that a sizeable 42% of the vamatio
in leaders’ weekly labor can be explained by cagrsind) the simultaneous influence of structural and
individual characteristics, a notable improvemerdraeither model run separately. Interestingly, the
key variables that were significant in lower ordesdels remained significant in the full model and,

with the exception of grievance, retained similaxgmitude of effects.
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The final model (Model 4) in Table 3 illustraté®timportance of gender as both a direct and
moderating influence on leadership effarive assessed the effect of the gender interadibons
each of our independent variables on leaders wesidyt and found only one of them to be
significant in the full model, that between bureatic complexity and gender. The findings show
that the strength of the effects of bureaucratrmoglexity on work hours is almost wholly
conditioned by the gender of the chapter presidémt is, when bureaucratic complexity increases
by one standard deviation for male presidents tisemémost no increase in leadership effort.
Conversely, when bureaucratic complexity incredsesne standard deviation unit for female
presidents there is a corresponding increase iklwe&ort of about 5 hours. The difference in
slopes between men and women is graphically disdlay Figure 1. When bureaucratic complexity
is at its mean, women volunteer about three howsek more than men, controlling for all other
variables in the model. When bureaucratic compjagitow (one standard deviation below the
mean), men and women have nearly identical rateseekly effort, just below 12 hours a week,
controlling for all other variables. Most interasgly, when bureaucratic complexity is high (one
standard deviation above the mean), women workyh@drours more than men each week. The

comparison of men and women'’s slopes in this ioterma suggests that rising bureaucratic

Bitis important to consider whether gender candegjaately addressed with the data at hand. Giverethtively
small universe of anti-drunk driving groups and thi@ority of male leaders in the sample it is intpat to verify
that the basic requirements for multivariate modeésmet with this data. We have preformed sestasiltical
tests which confirm the sample size is adequatthfomultivariate models we ran, including the iattions
described in hypothesis 7. Furthermore, we emplegaeral types of sensitivity analysis to verifgttthe results
related to gender were not an artifact of the sanfftst, we conducted a DF beta test of the fultlet in STATA
which provided a measure of the influence of edideovation on the entire model before and afteluelikag each
case. After removing outliers, the models werenefihe results were similar in significance, dii@ct and size of
coefficients to the original model, suggesting tihat regression results are robust and are notodaileomalies in
the sample. A second form of DF beta was run onntiggaction term itself. Similar to before, thenstrained
model was nearly identical to the original, andititeraction term remained significant, suggesthag the
relationship between gender and bureaucratic codtpleas not being overly influenced by a few oddes. And
finally, we ran a set of robust regression analyserify that there are no outliers which ardughcing the
coefficients themselves. The robust model reslsts suggest that original regression results drasband the
findings are not due to outliers in the sample.
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complexity has an exponential effect on increasigien’s work hours while only slightly bumping
up men’s leadership effort.

Because the level of effort among movement lealassanot been previously investigated, we
proceed with little guidance about how we shoutdnpret these gendered findings. There is,
however, a possible explanation given in reseancleadership styles more generally, which suggest
that women are more sensitive to the pressuresadilrship created by highly complex bureaucratic
structures. In an exhaustive meta-analysis of tyveight studies of gender and leadership style,
Eagly and Johnson (1999) found consistent diffezertetween men and women in whether they
lead their organizations indemocratiq(allow subordinates to participate in decision mgkor
autocratic(discourage subordinates from participating inglen-making) manner. Women were
consistently more democratic than men, even thoogst of the studies were done in highly
bureaucratic organizations. The authors reasoradrtisuch settings one might expect
organizational role demands to dampen any genfferetices stemming from gender role
socialization. Even in those settings, howeverdgeulifferences remained strong. Their findings
suggest that women, though their distinctive choickeadership style, may need to devote greater
effort than men as the bureaucratic complexityhefrtgroups increases. We will revisit this

possibility in our conclusion.

Figure 1. Presidents’ Work Hours and the Bureaucraic Complexity * Gender Interaction

In addition to gender, founding status was an irtgod predictor of weekly effort in our
models. Notice that in Model 1, president’s fourgdstatus has a statistically significant and
noticeable impact on president’s effort, as it dodsoth Model 3 and 4. This strongly suggests that

there is some direct effect of being a founder ath bhe extent of victim activities of a group asliw

27



as its level of bureaucratic complexity. By incluglifounding status in the models, however, we

have held constant such effééts

Summary and Discussion

We were motivated in these analyses by one majgstoun: why do some victim movement
leaders work harder than others? And, we hoped spweifically to understand the unique role of
gender in answering that question. While we hypsieel grievance affects, we were surprised by
their magnitude and robustness in predicting leddpreffort. Our analyses have produced what we
judge to be quite dramatic findings, and we wiljjimeby summarizing them. Then move on to place
this movement and its leaders in the broader sooratext with the aim of trying to specify the seop
of our findings. First, of course, our findings apecific to small local groups. But, might we eatpe
to discover similar patterns for leaders in otloeal social movements? We clearly recognize that
the movement against drinking and driving, a vistimovement, differs in important ways from
more traditional class, ethnic, regionally, anchiity based social movements. And, it is a movement
led mostly by women, though it is not a feministumment. And, finally, given that our data was
collected from leaders when the movement was asegnae will ask how we might we expect that
historical moment as well as the several otheirdjaishing features of this movement to limit the
generality of our central findings?

We attempted to answer our central question thr@ugilultivariate examination of seven
hypotheses derived from structural and individeael theoretical accounts of activist participation
Our full model explains over 43% of the variatiorréported weekly leadership effort and showed

that some of the theoretically relevant constriaeid a negative impact on weekly leadership effort

4 The there is no significant bivariate relationsh@ween founding status and weekly effort, so xeerened all of
the possible interaction effects between foundtatus and the other independent variables, onenbyfor Models
3 and 4. We found none of them to be significihts further buttresses our suspicion that by aslimig for
founding status we are able to discern the diréeteof structural context upon the weekly effoftpresidents,
controlling for the impact of a founder upon eaéthese features of a local chapter.
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(e.g., employment status and marital status), duwadea positive influence (e.g., bureaucratic
complexity, the provision of victim support sensdceictim status, and being female), and some had
no influence at all (e.g., the presence of childrethe home). And while measures of structural
complexity had more impact than measures of indi@idttributes, we found evidence that both of
these clusters of factors had noticeable effeats iqow hard a leader worked. We believe this is the
first systematic assessment of the correlatesriditi@n in activist leadership effort.

Second, we were motivated by the question of whetleegender of a leader had an
independent impact upon effort, and whether gemieracted with any of the other variables shown
to be related to activist effort. We found that okall other factors, female leaders worked harde
than male leaders, and we also discovered a stnomgignificant interaction between gender and
bureaucratic complexity suggesting that gendertdwdd a direct and a multiplicative effect on the
effort of leaders in this movement.

The movement aimed at curtailing drinking and arivivas founded and led by women
during its first decade ( the 1980’s) in the midfstvhich we surveyed its local leaders. It is
reasonable to ask whether the strong differencesneevered between male and female leaders
(that the women work harder and are more heavilyeénced by context) would hold up had we
surveyed leaders of a predominantly male led logatement. There are a variety of reasons why we
might doubt their generality, maybe the most plalesbeing that males who become active and
choose to lead in female dominated groups are asuah group of men, maybe men who are more
comfortable with female leaders, and hence we neageleing merely the effects of selection.
Whether or not this is the case, however, thestrigig evidence to suggest that more than 40% of
local voluntary associations are female dominade€ined as those with at least 90% of their
members being women (Popielarz 1999). Consequeawdyn if our findings are only applicable to
female dominated local social movement groups,itttlsides a significant proportion of them. But,

a recent survey of leaders of local Sierra Clulugsocaround the United States also found female
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leaders to report volunteering more hours a mdmh tnale leaders (Andrews, forthcoming) in a
movement with more gender integrated membershigeadership, making up more than 30% of
local voluntary associations by Popielarz’'s ester(@©99: 242). So, while we cannot rule out the
importance of selection effects with our datappe@ars that the scope of the gender effects we have
uncovered may be quite broad.

Now, let us reconsider our finding that genderriatés with bureaucratic complexity to
condition its impact on leadership effort. Recait discussion of male and female leadership styles.
We have no independent indicator of how these hsadeeracted with the volunteers who helped
them carry out the many tasks of their local grotag a large number of studies (Eagly & Johnson
1999) suggest that there are consistent differelnetgeen men and women in how they approach
their leadership roles. Women tend to adopt moneaeatic and consultative leadership styles, and
men more autocratic, non-consultative styles. Rebeegrthat most of these anti-drunk driving groups
were modest enterprises which had not been inedstfor very long when the leaders were
surveyed. And while MADD and RID provided some gglides for chapter operation, those
guidelines were not very extensive, nor did theyehauch to say about how to lead. In more
laissez-faire settings like these, then, in conti@the highly authoritarian settings studied anlier
research (Eagly & Johnson 1999), we would expexptrsonal inclinations of leaders about how to
lead to be more likely to translate into actuatilErahip styles than in more rigid bureaucratiarsgst
and in larger organizations. Consequently, we shexpect that gender related leadership styles
should predominate in settings like this one. Iditioh, we reasoned that democratic, consultative
styles should be more labor intensive—it shoule tadore time to consult with volunteers about how
to proceed than to issue orders about how to ddlge.chain of reasoning provides us a strong
interpretation of the interaction we found betwgender and bureaucratic complexity—the more
complex and vital a group, the greater the laboessary to lead it when leading in a democratic

fashion. Whether or not our interpretation of fingling is a reasonable one or that is has any

30



generality awaits future research. We suggestttieae exists great promise in extending the
pioneering work we have reported here on variatiorativist leadership effort, and that especially
great promise lies in comparisons between predamtiijnfemale lead movements with those led
predominantly by men.

As well, recall that we surveyed these leaders &t years after the movement emerged,
and that many of them were among the founderseif kbcal group. And, at the time we surveyed
them the movement was growing rapidly, enjoyedptiglic support of the popular President,
Ronald Reagan, and was achieving wide successiomber of legislative and organizational fronts.
In our analyses we have controlled for the effe€twhether a leader was a founder, but we have no
way of determining whether leaders are more hightyivated or motivated by different factors
when a movement as ascendant than later whenatriEcmore rountinized, or when it is in decline.
Although, researchers typically study social movetseluring their ascendant phases and this
research is no exception.

And finally, the movement against drinking and drgis widely recognized as a “victim
rights” movement (Weed 1995), and, as we have shasbroad representation of victims among
its leaders and members, although large numbdesadérs and members are not victims, motivated
by sympathy with the cause of their group. Redthdlt our findings show that being a victim in
contrast to a sympathizer does indeed have an tamgampact upon level of effort for our leaders.
As we noted in our initial discussion, one’s legkfrievance is typically a weak predictor of
crossing the threshold to activism simply becabseetare usually many people with grievances and
very few activists. We also pointed to some rede#rat suggests modest impacts of grievances on
volunteer activist effort in the low range of atdim where low costs and low time investments do
not vary substantially. But, if the patterns we énawncovered for the anti-drunk driving activist
leaders are general to other victim’'s movementgsctiexperience with a movement’s foundational

objective grievance appears to be a powerful mugivaf effort. Interestingly enough, while social
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movement researchers have devoted extensive wankderstanding the framing of grievances
(Snow 2004, there exists no well accepted typolafgyrievances that would allow us to
theoretically differentiate victim grievances (lideunk driving, AIDS, and crime victim-hood) from
others like those resulting from strong sympathyeiovironmental protection or from category
membership in ethnic and identity based movemdsghy rights and African American civil
rights. Did black leaders in the civil right movemh@ut in more effort than white leaders? Do gay
activists work harder for their local groups thamight activists in the gay movement? Pondering
the generality of our finding that victim leaderenk harder than non-victim leaders lead us to raise
these questions, one we are unable to answer witbaia, and one that awaits the study of

leadership in local movement groups based in dstpers of grievance.
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Table 1. Characteristics of Chapter Presidents Affiated with the Movement Against

Drinking and Driving, 1986

Characteristic

MADD/RID
Sample

Gender

Employment, F
Employment, An
Educatiol

Marital Status

Young Kids at Home
Victim/Victim's Relative
Tenure in Social Moveme
Activism Leve

Labor, esmear

Labor, above 3 hrs
Founder

Time as president

% female
% full time
% any worl
Mean year
% Married
% with kids 5 or less
% victim
mean montt
% Very Active
Mean weekly houl

% > 3 hours per week

% yes
Mean Months

79.00%
59.30%
66.50%

14.7 year

85.10%

42.30%
56.00%
31.3 month
427
15.0 hour
76%
71.00%
20.2 months
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Table 2. Variable Descriptions and Correlations wih Presidents’ Weekly Effort

Bivariate
Min Max Mean SD Correlation
Dependent Variable
President's estimated labor hours per week 250 3250 14.84 10.93 1.000

Structural Characteristics of the SMO
Bureaucratic Complexity
Standardized, summed scale of 4 items (below) -1.85 1.56 0.00 0.67 0.455 ****

Estimated hours for all volunteers, per week 0 400 95.33 120.91 0.313 ****
Proportion of existing groups in contact 0 1 0.69 0.20 0.412 ****
Number of committees 0 8 1.81 2.08 0.248 ****
How often do you meet per year? 0 40 7.46 5.58 0.268 ****

Victim Support Services
Standardized, summed scale of 3 items (below) -1.45 1.47 0.00 0.87 0.466 ****

Emphasis on victim assistance (none- great deal) 0 3 1.73 0.98 0.444 ****
Work specific victim cases (none- great deal) 0 3 1.75 1.06 0.396 ****
Develop victim support groups (none- great deal) 0 3 0.99 1.04 0.369 ****
Individual Attributes of the Presidents
President's victim status (1=victim) 0 1 0.56 0.50 0.271 ****
President's employment status (none, PT, FT) 0 2 1.12 0.91 -0.302 *xxx
President's marital status (1=married) 0 1 0.84 0.36 -0.082
President's number of children under 18 0 3 0.92 1.04 -0.113 **
President's gender (1=female) 0 1 0.79 0.40 0.252 ****
Controls
President's founding status (1=founder) 0 1 0.71 0.45 -0.074
President’s other activism (none-very active) 1 4 3.05 1.03 -0.080

****Correlation is significant at the 0.001 leve2ailed). ** = 0.05 level (2-tailed)
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Table 3. Nested OLS Models of Structural and Indivdual Characteristics on Presidents’ Weekly

Effort with Gender Interactions Included

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
N= 354 N=354 N=354 N=354
Structural Featur:
Chapter's Bureaucratic Complexity 5.31** 4,980 **** 0.821
(.3218) (.3018) (.0497)
Chapter's Victim Support Servic 4.21¢ HRx 3.69¢ rH** 3.60( ****
(.332)) (.2917)) (.2839)
Individual Attributes
President's Victim Status 5.021 #x** 2.741 *** 2.924 x**
(.226¢) (.1238 (.1327)
President’s Employment Status -3.346 *Frx -3.244 *xxx -3.192 Frxx
(-.2738) (-.2654) (-.2612)
President’'s Marital Stat -3.062 ** -2.48¢ * -2.21¢
(-.097%) (-.079¢9) (-.0709
President’s # of Children Under 18 -0.338 0.157 -0.090
(-.0320) (.0148) (-.0084)
President’'s Gender 3.072 ** 2.169 * 2576 **
(.113)) (.0799 (.094%)
Key Contro Variable:
Founding Status 3.166%** 0.940 2.075 * 1.958 *
(.1304) (.0387) (.085%) (.0807)
Other Activisn -1.09¢ ** -.76¢ -1.04¢ ** -1.13( ***
(-.1028) (-.0718) (-.0982) (-.1058)
Gendellnteraction
Gender * Bureaucratic Complex 5.25¢ x**
(.2841)
Gender * Victim Support Services 2.079
(.1443)
Gender * Victim Statt 2.79¢
(.126%)
Gender * Employment 2.298
(.1863)
Gender * Marital Statu 2.90(
(.1245)
Gender * # Children Under 18 -.9308
(-.08E1)
Intercep 16.212 x*** 18.165 x*** 19.24E5  xxk* 18.847 x***
R2 0.3233 .1984 4334 .4495
Adjusted r2 0.3155 .1822 .418¢ 4334

k<, 001 ***<.01 **<.05 *<.08

Standardized beta coefficients are in parenthdétsdisized gender moderation coefficients repoe lthivariate

relationship of the gender interaction for the fathdel (complete model results for non-significiabgraction

findings are not reported).
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Figure 1. Presidents’ Work Hours and the

. Bureaucratic Complexity * Gender Interaction
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