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Economic Outcomes of Social Movements  
Between State, Market, and Society

In his theory of the state as expressed in the Philosophy of Right, Hegel relegated 
the market to the sphere of civil society – or “the system of needs” – as separate 
from both the family, as a private institution, and the state, as politics and the site 
of “ethical life.” He regarded civil society and the market as forming a sphere of 
social life where individuals were set against each other in egoistic terms, each 
searching to fulfill their own needs and desires. An initial theoretical problem in 
discussing the economic outcomes of social movements is thus: To what extent and 
in what sense can social movement action in the sphere of politics change or impact 
the economic sphere?

Recent scholarship looks at how social movements bring contentiousness to the 
market and how they might bring about market change (Davis et al. 2005, 2008; de 
Bakker et al. 2013; King and Pearce 2010; Rao 2009; Soule 2009; Soule and King 
2014; Walker 2012). As a system that generates and reproduces inequality, market 
capitalism centralizes power in the hands of a few. In turn, this spurs contestation in 
the attempt to change these negative economic conditions. Historically, the transcen-
dence of the market and the overall transition to a socialist economic system have 
traditionally been the major economic goal of the Marxist‐imprint labor movement. 
Today, on the other hand, economic outcomes are more likely to be linked to 
reformist trends such as corporate responsibility, ethical business, sustainable 
development, social enterprise, the green economy, and so forth, posing what is nor-
mally a moral critique against some of the more pernicious aspects of the market, 
but rarely posing a challenge to the system as a whole itself.
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Reformist new social movements have campaigned for market changes and 
economic outcomes in relation to issues pertaining, for instance, to global warming, 
child labor, and health care inequalities (King and Pearce 2010). Social movement 
theorists have shown how contentiousness from the political sphere may spill over 
into the economic sphere of the market (Armstrong and Bernstein 2008; Snow 2004; 
Soule 2009; Van Dyke, Soule, and Taylor 2004; Vogel 1978). Given all this, a 
discussion of economic outcomes of social movements in the current historical junc-
ture will tend to focus on various aspects of change related to the market itself, 
market behavior, or regulation of markets.

King and Pearce (2010) in their review identify three pathways that movements 
take: (1) challenging corporations directly; (2) creating transnational systems of 
private regulation; and (3) creating market alternatives through institutional entre-
preneurship. These three pathways suggest that movements may either intervene 
directly in markets or attempt indirectly to involve the state to attain more regula-
tion. Social movement research has traditionally looked at the latter, but recent 
research on social movements in markets focuses on the former (King and Pearce 
2010). The three pathways also underline that movements may be successful in terms 
of getting responses from market actors – procedural or substantive – or may suc-
ceed in altering markets, and that these impacts are not mutually exclusive.

By economic outcomes we mean impacts achieved by social movements that per-
tain to the economic sphere either by calling for government actions to regulate the 
economy or impose redistribution, for reforming the practices of companies and 
corporations, or by changing social practices and individual behaviors with respect 
to consumption. Economic outcomes are one type among a wide range of conse-
quences that movement activities may have. In their broadest meaning, most social 
movements may produce economic outcomes. In a narrower sense, however, 
economic outcomes refer to changes in market rules, discourses, and practices due, 
at least in part, to movement activities.

Our review takes into account previous reviews, most notably the one by King 
and Pearce (2010), but at the same time it reflects the above definition, according to 
which economic outcomes of social movements may affect not only the market, but 
also the political and social spheres. We focus our review on research that examines 
explicitly and empirically the economic impact of movements, as well as research 
that deals with movements and protests that have economic implications in a 
broader sense.

Attaining Government Regulation

Much of the activity of social movements in modernity is geared toward the state, 
to implement or block new legislation and policy (Tilly 1986, 1995). Market‐
oriented movements are no exception to this rule. Given the state’s regulatory 
functions concerning markets, changing market rules and practices necessitates 
challenging the state.

Although much of the new research on social movements in markets focuses on 
their direct intervention (King and Pearce 2010), scholars have also addressed 
movements’ attempts to attain government regulation and the ways in which they 
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attempt to reach economic goals by means of challenges to the state. In the broadest 
sense, movements aiming to subvert a given political regime, if successful, lead to 
economic outcomes, for example, the establishment of a new economic system as a 
result of the Bolshevik Revolution in 1917.

A number of historical and contemporary movements can be seen as aiming to 
produce economic outcomes. Labor movements, for example, whether reformist or 
Marxist, make economic claims and, if successful, can have important economic 
impacts. Work on the impact of strikes on government responsiveness provides some 
insight on economic outcomes (Cohn 1993). It should be noted that attempting to 
secure government regulation is only one way through which labor movements have 
traditionally sought to meet their goals, including through strike activity. They also 
target corporate actors directly, especially in countries characterized by decentralized 
collective bargaining in industrial relations (Katz 1993).

Anti‐tax movements and fiscal protests are another case in point. Neither mar-
kets nor the economy are their primary target. However, if successful, fiscal protests 
may impact the economy more generally. The anti‐globalization and global justice 
movements have also fought for economic outcomes (Epstein and Schnietz 2002). 
Their claims have dealt most often with notions of justice and equity on the world 
scale and of participatory democracy within nations (della Porta 2007). The struggle 
against neoliberalism as an economic ideology and its practices was certainly a core 
aspect of these movements, and much of their mobilization was geared towards 
having states intervene so as to rebalance global (economic) injustices and, more 
generally, change the current logic of capitalism. However, there were also more rad-
icalized wings of the movement which saw these aims as expressions of a more gen-
eralized anti‐capitalism. Similarly, anti‐austerity movements and protests call for 
economic outcomes in terms of halting budget cuts, particularly for key public ser-
vices (Ancelovici, Dufour, and Nez 2016; Giugni and Grasso 2015). By contesting 
the austerity policies implemented by nation states during the economic crisis under 
the leadership of the so‐called “Troika” of the European Commission, the Central 
European Bank, and the International Monetary Fund, anti‐austerity movements 
challenged the economic policies of the governments and demanded economic out-
comes in the form of changes in state policies.

Reviewing the literature on revolutions as well as that on other movements for 
socio‐economic equality mentioned above is beyond the scope of this chapter. 
We focus more specifically on movements and protests that attempt to attain greater 
government regulation in markets. Indeed, market‐oriented movements have often 
sought state intervention. This occurs because of the centrality of the state in policy 
regulation in modern societies. In this way, movements hope that the state’s capacity 
to regulate the market can curb the more devastating social and moral repercussions 
of market growth (Dobbin 1994).

Seeking more government regulation in markets goes back a long way. Religion 
played an important role in this regard (King and Pearce 2010), as seen, for 
example, in the symbolic crusade to curb alcohol consumption by the American 
temperance movement of the nineteenth century (Gusfield 1986). More generally, 
a great deal of the social and environmental regulation introduced in the second 
half of the twentieth century was influenced by social movement activism (Vogel 
1995).
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Scholars have stressed the role of disruption as well as other endogenous charac-
teristics for policy outcomes concerning the economic domain. This has been shown, 
for example, for anti‐privatization protests in India (Uba 2005). Studying whether 
and how social movements can be successful by addressing the state in order to gain 
greater government regulation of markets calls for further investigation of state 
responsiveness to movement mobilization as well as of the factors leading to it. We 
explore this question further below.

Direct Interventions in Markets

King and Pearce (2010) note that most new research on markets tends to focus on 
movements’ direct interventions in the market rather than their attempt to get gov-
ernments to regulate markets (Bartley 2003; Ingram and Rao 2004). Frequently, 
social movements attempt to bypass the state and target non‐state actors, including 
corporate actors and businesses (Soule 2009; Van Dyke, Soule, and Taylor 2004; 
Walker, Martin, and McCarthy 2008). In the absence of state‐mandated collective 
bargaining agreements, labor movements have also targeted businesses directly 
(Ganz 2000; Jenkins and Perrow 1977).

At the same time, markets can provide alternative opportunities when the state is 
seen to be closed or unresponsive to movements’ demands or when it is seen to 
defend the rich to the detriment of those more disadvantaged (Chasin 2000). Soule 
(2009) shows that protest targeting firms is less likely to be policed, which might 
drive protesters to target firms rather than the state. When states tend to favor the 
elites and exclude disadvantaged groups, one alternative entry point for some groups 
and movements can be the market. King and Pearce (2010: 252) note in this regard 
how “owing to reputational concerns and stakeholder commitments, corporations 
are often more responsive to new types of social activism than is the government.” 
They cite the example of the US gay rights movement being more successful in 
securing domestic partnership benefits for employees of Fortune 500 companies 
than for employees of the federal government (Briscoe and Safford 2008; Raeburn 
2004). In this way, companies existing in the market are increasingly seen as rele-
vant political targets  for social movement activism since their reforms can have 
influence on multiple individuals.

While regulation of markets via the state has historically been the primary means 
for disadvantaged groups to lobby for change (Schneiberg and Bartley 2008), more 
recently, it has been argued, globalization and neoliberalism mean that the market 
escapes state regulation since trade is transnational (Campbell and Pedersen 2001). 
In this context, corporations can settle where regulations are the most advantageous 
for their purposes, and this means that states competing for foreign capital investment 
become even less likely to regulate markets (Seidman 2007). While social movements 
have attempted to fight these tendencies (Fourcade‐Gourinchas and Babb 2002; 
Prasad 2006), they face an uphill struggle. Moreover, even where states increase 
regulations, firms attempt to challenge these developments by claiming that they 
undermine global competitiveness (Braithwaite and Drahos 2000; Murphy 2004). 
These issues, in turn, have meant that state regulation itself becomes increasingly 
transnational (Drezner 2007). As a result, international institutions have themselves 
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become the targets of social movements aiming to address these issues (Smith 2001). 
Indeed, the rise of transnational movements and contention has meant that local 
concerns have been brought to global forums, but they have had a difficult time find-
ing influence in international governance arenas that are seen as more able to coerce 
market actors to their rules (Evans 2005), as well as to challenge the powerful cartels 
of international corporations (Bowman 1996).

It is no surprise that corporations are rich and powerful and exert a great deal of 
influence on setting the rules of the market (Fligstein 1996; Perrow 2002). This, in 
turn, has meant that they receive much attention from activists (Fleming and Spicer 
2007; Manheim 2001). Generally speaking, corporations do not have outward 
political visions or ideology, yet in virtue of being capitalist actors they have interests 
in maintaining the status quo system or improving their own conditions of competi-
tion. Moreover, corporations often form cartels and commission research to fight for 
their positions and deter challengers from fighting them. Activists have nonetheless 
found ways to be effective in eroding corporations’ power (Soule 2009). This may 
include influencing firms’ divestment decisions (Soule, Swaminathan, Tihanyi 2014). 
At the same time, corporations may or may not concede, depending on a variety of 
factors. Ingram, Yue, and Rao (2010), for example, have stressed the role of uncer-
tainty over protest occurrence and have pointed to the fact that corporations look 
more like the strategic actors of game theory than the state.

Social movements typically adopt a wide range of tactics and forms of action. 
Thus, there are different types of tactics that social movements can apply, as insiders 
or outsiders, to produce economic outcomes. Balsiger (2016), for example, 
distinguishes between three different roles movements may play in market 
change: (1) contention (insider and outsider tactics, public campaigns, boycotts); 
(2) collaboration (labels, certification); and (3) alternative niches (creation of new 
markets and categories, movements‐as‐market‐actors).

Insider tactics have been adopted, sometimes successfully, by intra‐organizational 
challengers (Briscoe and Gupta 2016). McDonnell, King, and Soule (2015), for 
example, show that firms that are targeted by shareholder resolutions adopt “social 
management devices,” that is, structures or practices meant to demonstrate a commit-
ment to social responsibility and aid in the management of social performance, such 
as enhanced disclosure, externally enforced commitments, or new internal structures 
for managing corporate social policy. However, movements within market organiza-
tions or corporations cannot be as politicized and aggressive as movements in the 
political realm, and they must seek collaboration in order to achieve their economic 
outcomes (King and Pearce 2010). As such, they may seek to tone down their lan-
guage and reframe their objectives so that they emphasize the positive aspects flowing 
to all stakeholders, including investors, consumers, and organizational players (Creed, 
Scully, and Austin 2002; Lounsbury, Ventresca, and Hirsch 2003). For example, activ-
ists, regulators, and corporate representatives collaborated in changing the perception 
of environmental responsibility as corporate liability in the 1960s to a sustainable 
proactive strategy (Hoffman 2001). Similarly, primary stakeholder activism against a 
firm was shown to affect its perceived environmental risk and its financial performance 
(Vasi and King 2012). Furthermore, gay rights activists in the USA were able to change 
corporate practices and win domestic partner benefits by mobilizing LGBT employee 
networks (Raeburn 2004).
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Since there are few conventional access channels to enact economic outcomes 
within corporations, disruptive tactics are often the only means available to push for 
change (Weber, Rao, and Thomas 2009). Disruption can be a very effective means of 
influencing corporate actors and more generally of producing market change. 
Disruptive practices such as boycotts or protests by social movements can impose 
very significant costs on their targets (Luders 2006) and generate significant economic 
impacts, such as a loss of profits, forcing corporations to change their more nega-
tively evaluated practices. Therefore, corporations have developed strategies to try to 
deal with the negative consequences of protest (Ingram, Yue, and Rao 2010). Such 
costs assessments by economic actors have, for example, been examined in earlier 
research on employer responses to strikes and unions organizing (Griffin, Wallace, 
and Rubin 1986; Korpi and Shalev 1980).

Scholars have repeatedly shown the importance of the larger context  –  social, 
political, cultural – for the consequences of social movements. Economic outcomes 
are no exception. Thus, research on movements in markets has stressed the role 
played by the characteristics of corporations and industries regarding the impact of 
movements on markets (King 2008; Schurman 2004; Wahlström and Peterson 
2006). Similarly, the cultural context is important for a movement’s economic out-
comes (Lounsbury, Ventresca, and Hirsch 2003; Schurman and Munro 2009). 
Movements must adapt to their contexts so as to improve their chances of having an 
impact (McCammon 2012). For example, Balsiger (2014) shows how tactics by 
Clean Clothes campaigners were adapted to market contexts in order to have 
retailers adopt and monitor codes of conduct. Indeed, the transformation of markets 
depends as well on their structural and cultural characteristics (Carroll and 
Swaminathan 2000; Sikavica and Pozner 2013).

The media are a particularly important aspect of the broader context for move-
ments in markets. Outsiders often rely on the media to gain public support to their 
cause (Koopmans 2004). The media can be very useful in translating movement 
frames for consumption by the larger public. They can help movements when “sham-
ing the corporation” (Bartley and Child 2014) and for conveying a negative image of 
a given target to damage its public image and reputation (O’Rourke 2005; Schurman 
2004). Such a “naming and shaming strategy,” under certain circumstances, can be 
effective, shaping both the market and the field that firms inhabit (Bartley and Child 
2011). Negative media exposure of corporations can become particularly damaging 
as certain companies come to be associated with shady consumer practices and dis-
trust on the part of consumers. In this vein, King (2008) found support for the 
political mediation model of social movement outcomes, showing that corporate 
targets of boycotts were more likely to make concessions when the boycott received 
a great deal of media attention.

Finally, the creation of alternative market practices and niches can be another 
important pathway through which market‐oriented movements may produce 
economic outcomes. Alternative niches consist in new markets created by social 
movements that rise outside of established market actors (Balsiger 2016). As such, 
activists may become market entrepreneurs or provide resources for entrepreneurs 
(Hiatt, Sine, and Tolbert 2009; McInerney 2014; Weber, Heinze, and DeSoucey 
2008). These types of alternatives forms of resilience generally bypass both the 
market and the state and are dealt with in more detail below.
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Changing Market Rules and Practices in the Social Sphere

Identity movements are especially common in postindustrial society, and consumer 
politics as an expression of these alternative identities has become widespread 
(Micheletti and Stolle 2013). Political consumerism – the “consumer choice of pro-
ducers and products with the goal of changing objectionable institutional or market 
practices” (Micheletti, Follesdal, and Stolle 2004: xiv)  –  has become part of the 
action repertoire of contention today, and social movements often exploit this form 
of political engagement to reach their goals. Political consumerism mostly takes the 
form of buying (buycott) or refusing to buy (boycott) specific products for ethical or 
political reasons. In its contemporary forms, it is mainly adopted by young, urban, 
postmaterialist women who aim to defend, among other things, global justice, inter-
national solidarity, and environmental protection (Stolle and Micheletti 2013). In 
addition to challenging principles, practices, and policies, consumer movements also 
aim to fundamentally change the ideology and culture of consumerism, raising con-
sciousness about consumption and economic behavior to mold responsible citizens 
aware of the environmental and other social repercussions of their consumption 
choices (Kozinets and Handelman 2004).

Individuals coming together to challenge the practices of corporations have been 
shown to have real economic impacts on corporations and market processes, for 
example, by causing a company’s stock price to fall (King and Soule 2007). However, 
while demonstrations matter since they can open up the space and media attention 
for a news story and apply political pressure, individuals can also persuade others to 
change their consumer behavior and engage in boycotts and other types of consumer 
action which can challenge economic practices (Friedman 1999; Garrett 1987). 
Research on movements’ challenges to corporations has shown the effectiveness of 
boycotts via their reputational threats, especially when the challenges attract media 
attention (Friedman 1985; King 2008, 2011, 2016). Boycotts work because they 
damage reputation much in the same way that companies will often introduce green 
policies to project a socially responsible image to stakeholders (Baron 2001; Baron 
and Diermeier 2007). Furthermore, King (2011) showed that firms with high repu-
tational standing are more likely to attract public attention when they are the targets 
of activist attacks.

The creation of alternative markets outside hegemonic practices – “alternative 
niches,” as they have been called (Balsiger 2016)  –  is another pathway for 
economic outcomes of social movements. Studies show that new organizational 
activities are legitimized through activism and the development of an alternative 
culture (Hargrave and Van de Ven 2006; Haveman, Rao, and Paruchuri 2007; 
Rao, Morrill, and Zald 2000; Schneiberg, King, and Smith 2008). Normally, these 
efforts are underpinned by groups or communities of like‐minded individuals 
committed to social change for the good of society as a whole (Carroll 1997; 
Carroll and Swaminathan 2000; Dobrev, Kim, and Hannan 2001; Sine and Lee 
2009; Swaminathan 2001; Swaminathan and Carroll 1995; Swaminathan and 
Wade 2001).

King and Pearce (2010) note the establishment of actual alternatives is often pre-
ceded by movements advocating alternative conceptions, for example, with the 
emergence of cooperatives and developmental associations (Berk and Schneiberg 
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2005; Schneiberg 2002). All these alternative set‐ups are greatly aided by the work of 
social movements to break down cognitive barriers (Lounsbury and Glynn 2001; 
Ruef 2000; Sine and Lee 2009; Sine, Haveman, and Tolbert 2005; Weber, Heinze, and 
DeSoucey 2008). In this way, movements can have both direct and indirect economic 
impacts in terms of creating economic alternatives, including the creation of new mar-
kets (Hiatt, Sine, and Tolbert 2009) and the creation of innovative practices (Lounsbury 
and Crumley 2007; Munir and Phillips 2005; Pinch and Bijker 1984).

Economic outcomes of social movements can also be seen in what have come to 
be known as the social economy, the solidarity – or solidary – economy, or, more 
recently and particularly with respect to the economic crisis, alternative forms of 
resilience. These terms refer broadly to alternative economic practices initiated by 
citizen groups and networks. Similarly, in recent years, students of social movements 
have become increasingly interested in “sustainable community movement organiza-
tions” (Forno and Graziano 2014), new collective initiatives which empower 
consumer and producer networks on a smaller scale, thereby pointing to economic 
outcomes of those organizations.

Kousis and Paschou (2017) note scholars have focused on a wide range of actions 
which can be subsumed under the heading of the solidarity economy (Laville 2010), 
including solidary bartering (Fernández Mayo, 2009), local exchange trading 
schemes (Granger, Wringe, and Andrews 2010), local and alternative currencies 
(North 2007), ethical banks (Tischer 2013), local market cooperatives (Phillips 
2012), cooperatives for the supply of social services, such as in health and education 
(Costa et al. 2012), alternative forms of production (Corrado 2010), critical con-
sumption (Fonte 2013), spontaneous actions of resistance and reclaim (Dalakoglou 
2012), and the reproduction of cultural knowledge via oral and artistic expression 
(Lamont, Welburn, and Fleming 2013).

Social innovation (Moulaert et al. 2010) is a particularly important aspect when 
examining economic impacts of alternative economic practices. When successful, 
these attempts can restructure existing practices and ultimately change power struc-
tures toward greater inclusivity (González, Moulaert, and Martinelli 2010). This 
latter aspect is emphasized, for example, by Vaillancourt (2009), who notes how the 
social economy can contribute to the democratization of the state through co‐
production and co‐construction. The argument here is that a solidarity‐based model 
with an open governance state leads to both social innovation and a more just and 
fit‐for‐people social policy.

Conclusion

Scholarship on the consequences of social movements has traditionally focused 
on three main types of outcomes: political, biographical, and cultural (Giugni 
2008). The former clearly has been the main focus of extant research, with a 
specific stress on policy outcomes. Recently, scholars have started to examine 
other types of movement outcomes, such as those that consist in influencing 
economic actors and/or altering the structure and functioning of the economic 
sphere. Economic outcomes have long been neglected by students of social move-
ments, but this gap has been closing in recent years as scholars have become 
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increasingly interested in understanding how movements may bring about changes 
in the “contentiousness of markets” (King and Pearce 2010).

Our review reveals that social movements and protest activities can have impor-
tant effects both for markets and for the structuring and functioning of the economy. 
We have outlined in particular outcomes located in three substantially interrelated 
and partly overlapping but analytically distinct spheres: (1) effects attained by 
addressing the state in order to secure greater government regulation on markets; 
(2) effects stemming from movements’ direct interventions in markets, which may 
take the form of collaboration or contention; and (3) effects consisting in changing 
market rules and practices in the social sphere, in particular by means of consum-
erist actions, the creation of alternative market niches, and involvement in the soli-
darity economy.

Research on the economic outcomes of social movements also allows for impor-
tant cross‐fertilizations among different disciplines and sub‐disciplines. As we have 
tried to show, economic outcomes cross‐cut the social, the political, and obviously 
the economic spheres. Studying them is a way to overcome the tendency endemic in 
social science to limit attention to a given field and, instead, opens up interdisci-
plinary avenues for research that may bring together sociologists, political scientists, 
and economists as well as organizational and consumer researchers and still other 
specialists interested in discovering how contentious politics may affect the economy 
and wider society at large.

Future research should continue to investigate the economic outcomes and conse-
quences of social movements. Scholars embarking on such an endeavor should per-
haps operate a distinction, rarely if ever applied, between economic‐oriented 
movements – that is, movements that address primarily economic actors or seek, as 
their primary goal, to challenge markets or the economy at large – and movements 
that may produce economic outcomes, as a by‐product, or indirectly, even if they 
have other targets and goals. This might help to identify more clearly the mecha-
nisms through which social movements engender economic outcomes through direct 
and indirect means, which is something which we encourage scholars to pursue 
systematically.

Finally, scholars might also profit from broadening the definition of economic 
outcomes. A great deal of the existing literature looks at economic outcomes within 
markets, thus accepting capitalism as the background condition for these effects. Yet 
a more radical move would be to start thinking about how social movements could 
achieve the restructuring or even transcendence of the market and capitalism to put 
an end to inequalities between rich and poor and the Global North and the Global 
South, for example, and bring about ready social transformation rather than taking 
the “band aid approach” of making capitalism less devastating or pursuing escapism 
into “alternative markets” for the lucky few. In other words, in addition to institu-
tional change in markets due, at least in part, to social movements, we should also 
tackle how movements may bring about a more profound transformation of the very 
underpinnings of market economy for greater social justice. This would be in line 
with recent calls for more attention to capitalism in social movement theory (della 
Porta 2015; Hetland and Goodwin 2013), as we witness ever‐growing inequality 
across the globe.



475ECONOMIC OUTCOMES OF SOCIAL MOVEMENTS

References

Ancelovici, Marcos, Pascale Dufour, and Héloïse Nez, eds. 2016. Street Politics in the Age of 
Austerity: From the Indignados to Occupy. Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press.

Armstrong, Elizabeth A. and Mary Bernstein. 2008. “Culture, Power, and Institutions: 
A  Multi‐institutional Politics Approach to Social Movements.” Sociological Theory 
26: 74–99.

Balsiger, Philip. 2014. The Fight for Ethical Fashion: The Origins and Strategic Interactions of 
the Clean Clothes Campaign. Farnham: Ashgate.

Balsiger, Philip. 2016. “Tactical Competition and Movement Outcomes on Markets.” In The 
Consequences of Social Movements, edited by Lorenzo Bosi, Marco Giugni, and Katrin 
Uba, 237–260. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Baron, David P. 2001. “Private Politics, Corporate Social Responsibility, and Integrated 
Strategy.” Journal of Economics & Management Strategy 10: 7–45.

Baron, David P. and Daniel Diermeier. 2007. “Strategic Activism and Nonmarket Strategy.” 
Journal of Economics & Management Strategy16: 599–634.

Bartley, Tim. 2003. “Certifying Forests and Factories: States, Social Movements, and the Rise 
of Private Regulation in the Apparel and Forest Products Fields.” Politics & Society 
31: 433–464.

Bartley, Tim and Curtis Child. 2011. “Movements, Markets, and Fields: The Effects of Anti‐
Sweatshop Campaigns on U.S Firms.” Social Forces 90: 425–451.

Bartley, Tim and Curtis Child. 2014. “Shaming the Corporation: The Social Production of 
Targets and the Anti‐Sweatshop Movement.” American Sociological Review 
79: 653–678.

Berk, Gerald, and Marc Schneiberg. 2005. “Varieties in Capitalism, Varieties of Association: 
Collaborative Learning in American Industry, 1900 to 1925.” Politics & Society 
33: 46–87.

Bowman, Scott R. 1996. The Modern Corporation and American Political Thought: Law, 
Power, and Ideology. University Park, PA: Penn State University Press.

Braithwaite, John and Drahos, Peter. 2000. Global Business Regulation. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press.

Briscoe, Forrest and Abhinav Gupta. 2016. “Social Activism in and Around Organizations.” 
The Academy of Management Annals 10: 671–727.

Briscoe, Forrest and Sean Safford. 2008. “The Nixon‐in‐China Effect: Activism, Imitation, 
and the Institutionalization of Contentious Practices.” Administrative Science Quarterly 
53: 460–491.

Campbell, John L. and Ove K. Pedersen, eds. 2001. The Rise of Neoliberalism and Institutional 
Analysis. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Carroll, Glenn R. 1997. “Long‐Term Evolutionary Change in Organizational Populations: 
Theory, Models, and Empirical Findings from Industrial Demography.” Industrial and 
Corporate Change 6: 119–145.

Carroll, Glenn R. and Anand Swaminathan. 2000. “Why the Microbrewery Movement? 
Organizational Dynamics of Resource Partitioning in the American Brewing Industry 
after Prohibition.” American Journal of Sociology 106: 715–762.

Chasin, Alexandra. 2000. Selling Out: The Gay and Lesbian Movement Goes to Market. 
New York: Palgrave.

Cohn, Samuel. 1993. When Strikes Make Sense – and Why: Lessons from Third Republic 
French Coal Miners. New York: Plenum Publishing.



476 MARCO GIUGNI AND MARIA T. GRASSO

Corrado, Alessandra. 2010. “New Peasantries and Alternative Agro‐Food Networks: The Case 
of Réseau Semences Paysannes.” In From Community to Consumption: New and Classical 
Themes in Rural Sociological Research, Research in Rural Sociology and Development, 
vol. 16, edited by Alessandro Bonanno, Hans Bakker, Raymond Jussaume, Yoshio 
Kawamura, and Mark Shucksmith, 17–30. Bingley: Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

Costa, Ericka, Michele Andreaus, Chiara Carini, and Maurizio Carpita. 2012. “Exploring the 
Efficiency of Italian Social Cooperatives by Descriptive and Principal Component 
Analysis.” Service Business 6: 117–136.

Creed, W. E. Douglas, Maureen A. Scully, and John R. Austin. 2002. “Clothes Make the 
Person? The Tailoring of Legitimating Accounts and the Social Construction of Identity.” 
Organization Science 13: 475–496.

Dalakoglou, Dimitris. 2012. “Beyond Spontaneity: Crisis, Violence and Collective Action in 
Athens.” City 16: 535–545.

Davis, Gerald F., Doug McAdam, W. Richard Scott, and Mayer N. Zald. 2005. Social 
Movements and Organizational Theory. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Davis, Gerald F., Calvin Morrill, Hayagreeva Rao, and Sarah A Soule. 2008. “Introduction: 
Social Movements in Organizations and Markets.” Administrative Science Quarterly 
53: 389–394.

de Bakker, Frank, Frank den Hond, Brayden G. King, and Klaus Weber. 2013. “Social 
Movements, Civil Society, and Corporations: Taking Stock and Looking Ahead.” 
Organization Studies 34: 573–593.

della Porta, Donatella, ed. 2007. The Global Justice Movement: Cross‐National and 
Transnational Perspectives. Boulder, CO: Paradigm.

della Porta, Donatella. 2015. Social Movements in Times of Austerity: Bringing Capitalism 
Back into Protest Analysis. Cambridge: Polity.

Dobbin, Frank. 1994. Forging Industrial Policy: The United States, Britain, and France in the 
Railway Age. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Dobrev, Stanislav D., Tai‐Young Kim, and Michael T. Hannan. 2001. “Dynamics of Niche 
Width and Resource Partitioning.” American Journal of Sociology 106: 1299–1337.

Drezner, Daniel W. 2007. All Politics Is Global: Explaining International Regulatory Regimes. 
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Epstein, Marc J. and Karen E. Schnietz. 2002. “Measuring the Cost of Environmental and 
Labor Protests to Globalization: An Event Study of the Failed 1999 Seattle WTO Talks.” 
The International Trade Journal 16: 129–160.

Evans, Peter. 2005. “Counterhegemonic Globalization: Transnational Social Movements in 
the Contemporary Global Political Economy.” In The Handbook of Political Sociology, 
edited by Thomas Janoski, Robert R. Alford, Alexander M. Hicks, and Mildred A. 
Schwartz, 655–670. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Fernández Mayo, Manuela. 2009. “El trueque solidario: Una estrategía de supervivencia ante 
la crisis argentina de 2001”. Revista Pueblos y Fronteras Digital 4: 5–29.

Fleming, Peter and André Spicer. 2007. Contesting the Corporation: Struggle, Power, and 
Resistance in Organizations. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Fligstein, Neil. 1996. “Markets as Politics: A Political‐Cultural Approach to Market 
Institutions.” American Sociological Review 61: 656–673.

Fonte, Maria. 2013. “Food Consumption as Social Practice: Solidarity Purchasing Groups in 
Rome, Italy.” Journal of Rural Studies 32: 230–239.

Forno, Francesca and Paolo R. Graziano. 2014. “Sustainable Community Movement 
Organisations.” Journal of Consumer Culture 14: 139–157.



477ECONOMIC OUTCOMES OF SOCIAL MOVEMENTS

Fourcade‐Gourinchas, Marion, and Sarah L. Babb. 2002. “The Rebirth of the Liberal Creed: 
Paths to Neoliberalism in Four Countries.” American Journal of Sociology 108: 
533–579.

Friedman, Monroe. 1985. “Consumer Boycotts in the United States, 1970–1980: Contemporary 
Events in Historical Perspective.” Journal of Consumer Affairs 19: 96–117.

Friedman, Monroe. 1999. Consumer Boycotts: Effecting Change Through the Marketplace 
and Media. New York: Routledge.

Ganz, Marshall. 2000. “Resources and Resourcefulness: Strategic Capacity in the 
Unionization of California Agriculture, 1959–1966.” American Journal of Sociology 
105: 1003–1062.

Garrett, Dennis E. 1987. “The Effectiveness of Marketing Policy Boycotts: Environmental 
Opposition to Marketing.” Journal of Marketing 52: 46–57.

Giugni, Marco. 2008. “Political, Biographical, and Cultural Consequences of Social 
Movements.” Sociology Compass 2: 1582–1600.

Giugni, Marco and Maria T. Grasso, eds. 2015. Austerity and Protest: Popular Contention in 
Times of Economic Crisis. London: Routledge.

González, Sara, Frank Moulaert, and Flavia Martinelli, eds. 2010. “ALMOIN: How to Analyse 
Social Innovation at the Local Level?” In Can Neighbourhoods Save the City? Community 
Development and Social Innovation, edited by Frank Moulaert, Flavia Martinelli, Erik 
Swyngedouw, and Sara González, 49–67. London: Routledge.

Granger, Rachel C., Jonathan Wringe, and Peter Andrews. 2010. “LETS as Alternative, Post‐
capitalist Economic Spaces? Learning Lessons from the Totnes ‘Acorn.’” Local Economy 
25: 573–585.

Griffin, Larry J., Michael Wallace, and Beth A. Rubin. 1986. “Capitalist Resistance to the 
Organization of Labor before the New Deal: Why? How? Success?” American Sociological 
Review 51: 147–167.

Gusfield, Joseph R. 1986. Symbolic Crusade: Status Politics and the American Temperance 
Movement, 2nd edn. Champaign: University of Illinois Press.

Hargrave, Timothy J. and Andrew H. Van de Ven. 2006. “A Collective Action Model of 
Institutional Innovation.” Academy of Management Review 31: 864–888.

Haveman, Heather A., Hayagreeva Rao, and Srikanth Paruchuri. 2007. “The Winds of 
Change: The Progressive Movement and the Bureaucratization of Thrift.” American 
Sociological Review 72: 114–142.

Hetland, Gabriel and Jeff Goodwin. 2013. “The Strange Disappearance of Capitalism from 
Social Movement Studies.” In Marxism and Social Movements, edited by Colin Barker, 
Laurence Cox, John Krinsky, and Alf Gunvald Nilsen, 83–102. Leiden: Brill.

Hiatt, Shon R., Wesley Sine, and Pamela Tolbert. 2009. “From Pabst to Pepsi: the 
Deinstitutionalization of Social Practices and the Emergence of Entrepreneurial 
Opportunities.” Administrative Science Quarterly 54: 635–667.

Hoffman, Andrew J. 2001. From Heresy to Dogma: An Institutional History of Corporate 
Environmentalism. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Ingram, Paul and Hayagreeva Rao. 2004. “Store Wars: The Enactment and Repeal of Antichain 
Store Legislation in America.” American Journal of Sociology 110: 446–487.

Ingram, Paul, Lori Qingyuan Yue, and Hayagreeva Rao. 2010. “Trouble in Store: Probes, 
Protests, and Store Openings by Wal‐Mart, 1998–2007.” American Journal of Sociology 
116: 53–92.

Jenkins, J. Craig and Charles Perrow. 1977. “Insurgency of the Powerless: Farm Worker 
Movements (1946–1972).” American Sociological Review 42: 249–268.



478 MARCO GIUGNI AND MARIA T. GRASSO

Katz, Harry C. 1993. “The Decentralization of Collective Bargaining: A Literature Review 
and Comparative Analysis.” Industrial and Labor Relations Review 47: 3–23.

King, Brayden G. 2008. “A Political Mediation Model of Corporate Response to Social 
Movement Activism.” Administrative Science Quarterly 53: 395–421.

King, Brayden G. 2011. “The Tactical Disruptiveness of Social Movements: Sources of Market 
and Mediated Disruption in Corporate Boycotts.” Social Problems 58: 491–517.

King, Brayden G. 2016. “Reputation, Risk, and Anti‐Corporate Activism: How Social 
Movements Influence Corporate Outcomes.” In The Consequences of Social Movements, 
edited by Lorenzo Bosi, Marco Giugni, and Katrin Uba, 215–236. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press.

King, Brayden G. and Nicholas A. Pearce 2010. “The Contentiousness of Markets: Politics, 
Social Movements, and Institutional Change in Markets.” Annual Review of Sociology 
36: 249–267.

King, Brayden G. and Sarah A. Soule. 2007. “Social Movements as Extrainstitutional 
Entrepreneurs: The Effect of Protests on Stock Price Returns.” Administrative Science 
Quarterly 52: 413–442.

Koopmans, Ruud. 2004. “Movements and Media: Selection Processes and Evolutionary 
Dynamics in the Public Sphere.” Theory and Society 33: 367–391.

Korpi, Walter and Michael Shalev. 1980. “Strikes, Power, and Politics in Western Nations, 
1900–1976.” Political Power and Social Theory 1: 301–334.

Kousis, Maria and Maria Paschou. 2017. “Alternative Forms of Resilience: A Typology of 
Approaches for the Study of Citizen Collective Responses in Hard Economic Times.” 
Partecipazione e Conflitto 10: 136–168.

Kozinets, Robert V. and Jay M. Handelman. 2004. “Adversaries of Consumption: Consumer 
Movements, Activism, and Ideology.” Journal of Consumer Research 31: 691–704.

Lamont, Michèle, Jessica S. Welburn, and Crystal M. Fleming. 2013. “Responses to 
Discrimination and Social Resilience Under Neoliberalism: The United States Compared.” 
Social Resilience in the Neoliberal Age, edited by Peter A. Hall and Michèle Lamont, 
129–157. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Laville, Jean‐Louis. 2010. “Solidarity Economy.” In The Human Economy, edited by Keith 
Hart, Jean‐Louis Laville, and Antonio David Cattani, 225–235. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Lounsbury, Michael and Ellen T. Crumley. 2007. “New Practice Creation: An Institutional 
Approach to Innovation.” Organization Studies 28: 993–1012.

Lounsbury, Michael and Mary Ann Glynn. 2001. “Cultural Entrepreneurship: Stories, Legitimacy, 
and the Acquisition of Resources.” Strategic Management Journal 22: 545–564.

Lounsbury, Michael, Marc Ventresca, and Paul M. Hirsch. 2003. “Social Movements, Field 
Frames, and Industry Emergence: A Cultural‐Political Perspective on U.S. Recycling.” 
Socio‐Economic Review 1: 71–104.

Luders, Joseph. 2006. “The Economics of Movement Success: Business Responses to Civil 
Rights Mobilization.” American Journal of Sociology 111: 963–998.

Manheim, Jarol B. 2001. The Death of a Thousand Cuts: Corporate Campaigns and the 
Attack on the Corporation. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

McCammon, Holly J. 2012. The US. Women’s Jury Movements and Strategic Adaptation: 
A More Just Verdict. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

McDonnell, Mary‐Hunter, Brayden G. King, and Sarah A. Soule. 2015. “A Dynamic Process 
Model of Private Politics Activist Targeting and Corporate Receptivity to Social 
Challenge.” American Sociological Review 80: 654–678.

McInerney, Paul‐Brian. 2014. From Social Movement to Moral Market: How the Circuit 
Riders Sparked an IT Revolution and Created a Technology Market. Stanford, CA: 
Stanford University Press.



479ECONOMIC OUTCOMES OF SOCIAL MOVEMENTS

Micheletti, Michele and Dietlind Stolle. 2013. Political Consumerism: Global Responsibility 
in Action. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Micheletti, Michele, Andreas Follesdal, and Dietlind Stolle. 2004. “Introduction.” In Politics, 
Products, and Markets: Exploring Political Consumerism Past and Present, edited by 
Michele Micheletti, Andreas Follesdal, and Dietlind Stolle, iv–xxvi. New Brunswick, NJ: 
Transaction Publishers.

Moulaert, Frank, Flavia Martinelli, Erik Swyngedouw, and Sara González, eds. 2010. Can 
Neighbourhoods Save the City? Community Development and Social Innovation. 
London: Routledge.

Munir, Kamal A. and Nelson Phillips. 2005. “The Birth of the Kodak Moment: Institutional 
Entrepreneurship and the Adoption of New Technologies.” Organization Studies 26: 
1665–1687.

Murphy, Dale D. 2004. The Structure of Regulatory Competition: Corporations and Public 
Policies in a Global Economy. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

North, Paul. 2007. Money and Liberation: The Micropolitics of Alternative Currency 
Movements. Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

O’Rourke, Dara. 2005. “Market Movements: Nongovernmental Organization Strategies 
to  Influence Global Production and Consumption.” Journal of Industrial Ecology 9: 
115–128.

Perrow, Charles. 2002. Organizing America: Wealth, Power, and the Origins of American 
Capitalism. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Phillips, Rhonda. 2012. “Food Cooperatives as Community‐Level Self‐Help and 
Development.” International Journal of Self Help and Self Care 6: 189–203.

Pinch, Trevor J. and Wiebe E. Bijker. 1984. “The Social Construction of Facts and Artifacts: 
Or How the Sociology of Science and the Sociology of Technology Might Benefit Each 
Other.” Social Studies of Science 14: 399–441.

Prasad, Monica. 2006. The Politics of Free Markets: The Rise of Neoliberal Economic Policies 
in Britain, France, Germany, and the United States. Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press.

Raeburn, Nicole C. 2004. Changing Corporate America from Inside Out: Lesbian and Gay 
Workplace Rights. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Rao, Hayagreeva. 2009. Market Rebels: How Activists Make or Break Radical Innovations. 
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Rao, Hayagreeva, Philippe Monin, and Rodolphe Durand. 2003. “Institutional Change in 
Toque Ville: Nouvelle Cuisine as an Identity Movement in French Gastronomy.” American 
Journal of Sociology 108: 795–843.

Rao, Hayagreeva, Calvin Morrill, and Mayer N. Zald. 2000. “Power Plays: How Social 
Movements and Collective Action Create New Organizational Forms.” In Research in 
Organizational Behavior, edited by Barry M. Staw and Robert I. Sutton, 237–281. 
New York: Elsevier/JAI.

Ruef, Martin. 2000. “The Emergence of Organizational Forms: A Community Ecology 
Approach.” American Journal of Sociology 106: 658–714.

Schneiberg, Marc. 2002. “Organizational Heterogeneity and the Production of New Forms: 
Politics, Social Movements, and Mutual Companies in American Fire Insurance, 1900–1930.” 
In Social Structure and Organizations Revisited (Research in the Sociology of Organizations, 
Vol. 19), edited by Michael Lounsbury and Marc J. Ventresca, 39–89. Bingley: Emerald 
Group Publishing Limited.

Schneiberg, Marc and Tim Bartley. 2008. “Organizations, Regulation, and Economic Behavior: 
Regulatory Dynamics and Forms from the Nineteenth to Twenty‐First Century.” Annual 
Review of Law and Social Science 4: 31–61.



480 MARCO GIUGNI AND MARIA T. GRASSO

Schneiberg, Marc, Marissa King, and Thomas Smith. 2008. “Social Movements and 
Organizational Form: Cooperative Alternatives to Corporations in the American 
Insurance, Dairy, and Grain Industries.” American Sociological Review 73: 635–667.

Schurman, Rachel. 2004. “Fighting ‘Frankenfoods’: Industry Opportunity Structures and the 
Efficacy of the Antibiotech Movement in Western Europe.” Social Problems 51: 243–268.

Schurman Rachel and William Munro. 2009. “Targeting Capital: A Cultural Economy 
Approach to Understanding the Efficacy of Two Antigenetic Engineering Movements.” 
American Journal of Sociology 115: 155–202.

Seidman, Gay W. 2007. Beyond the Boycott: Labor Rights, Human Rights, and Transnational 
Activism. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Sikavica, Katarina and Jo‐Ellen Pozner. 2013. “Paradise Sold: Resource Partitioning and the 
Organic Movement in the US Farming Industry.” Organization Studies 34: 623–651.

Sine, Wesley D. and Brandon H. Lee. 2009. “Tilting at Windmills? The Environmental 
Movement and the Emergence of the U.S. Wind Energy Sector.” Administrative Science 
Quarterly 54: 123–155.

Sine, Wesley D., Heather A. Haveman, and Pamela S. Tolbert. 2005. “Risky Business? 
Entrepreneurship in the New Independent‐Power Sector.” Administrative Science 
Quarterly 50: 200–232.

Smith, Jackie. 2001. “Globalizing Resistance: The Battle of Seattle and the Future of Social 
Movements.” Mobilization 6: 1–20.

Snow, David A. 2004. “Social Movements as Challenges to Authority: Resistance to an 
Emerging Conceptual Hegemony.” In Authority in Contention, Research in Social 
Movements, Conflict, and Change, vol. 25, edited by Daniel J. Myers and Daniel M. 
Cress, 3–25. Bingley: Emerald Publishing.

Soule, Sarah A. 2009. Contentious and Private Politics and Corporate Social Responsibility. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Soule, Sarah A. and Brayden G. King. 2014. “Markets, Business, and Social Movements.” In 
The Oxford Handbook of Social Movements, edited by Donatella della Porta and Mario 
Diani. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Soule, Sarah A., Anand Swaminathan, and Laszlo Tihanyi. 2014. “The Diffusion of Foreign 
Divestment from Burma.” Strategic Management Journal 35, 1032–1052.

Stolle, Dietlind and Michele Micheletti. 2013. Political Consumerism: Global Responsibility 
in Action. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Swaminathan, Anand. 2001. “Resource‐Partitioning and the Evolution of Specialist 
Organizations: The Role of Location and Identity in the U.S. Wine Industry.” Academy of 
Management Journal 44: 1169–1185.

Swaminathan, Anand and Glenn R. Carroll. 1995. “Beer Brewers.” In Organizations in 
Industry: Strategy, Structure, and Selection, edited by Glenn R. Carroll and Michael T. 
Hannan, 223–243. New York: Oxford University Press.

Swaminathan, Anand and James B. Wade. 2001. “Social Movement Theory and the Evolution 
of New Organizational Forms.” In The Entrepreneurship Dynamic in Population 
Evolution, edited by Claudia Bird Schoonhoven and Elaine Romanelli, 286–313. 
Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Tilly, Charles. 1986. The Contentious French. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Tilly, Charles. 1995. Popular Contention in Great Britain 1758–1834. Cambridge, MA: 

Harvard University Press.
Tischer, Daniel. 2013. “Swimming against the Tide: Ethical Banks as Countermovement.” 

Journal of Sustainable Finance and Investment 3: 314–332.



481ECONOMIC OUTCOMES OF SOCIAL MOVEMENTS

Uba, Katrin. 2005. “Political Protest and Policy Change: The Direct Impacts of Indian Anti‐
Privatization Mobilizations, 1990–2003.” Mobilization 10: 383–396.

Vaillancourt, Yves. 2009. “Social Economy in the Co‐Construction of Public Policy.” Annals 
of Public and Cooperative Economics, 80: 275–313.

Van Dyke, Nella, Sarah A. Soule, and Verta A. Taylor. 2004. “The Targets of Social Movements: 
Beyond a Focus on the State.” In Authority in Contention, Research in Social Movements, 
Conflict, and Change, vol. 25, edited by Daniel J. Myers and Daniel M. Cress, 27–51. 
Bingley: Emerald Publishing.

Vasi, Ion Bogdan and Brayden G. King. 2012. “Social Movements, Risk Perceptions, and 
Economic Outcomes: The Effect of Primary and Secondary Stakeholder Activism on 
Firms’ Perceived Environmental Risk and Financial Performance.” American Sociological 
Review 77: 573–596.

Vogel, David. 1978. Lobbying the Corporation: Citizen Challenges to Business Authority. 
New York: Basic Books.

Vogel David. 1995. Trading Up: Consumer and Environmental Regulation in a Global 
Economy. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Wahlström, Mattias and Abby Peterson. 2006. “Between the State and the Market: Expanding 
the Concept of ‘Political Opportunity Structure.’” Acta Sociologica 49: 363–377.

Walker, Edward. 2012. “Social Movements, Organizations, and Fields: A Decade of Theoretical 
Integration.” Contemporary Sociology 41: 576–587.

Walker, Edward T., Andrew W. Martin, and John D. McCarthy. 2008. “Confronting the State, 
the Corporation, and the Academy: The Influence of Institutional Targets on Social 
Movement Repertoires.” American Journal of Sociology 114: 35–76.

Weber, Klaus, Kathryn L. Heinze, and Michaela DeSoucey. 2008. “Forage for Thought: 
Mobilizing Codes in the Movement for Grass‐fed Meat and Dairy Products.” 
Administrative Science Quarterly 53: 529–567.

Weber, Klaus, Hayagreeva Rao, and L.G. Thomas. 2009. “From Streets to Suites: How the 
Antibiotech Movement Affected German Pharmaceutical Firms.” American Sociological 
Review 74: 106–127.


