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Although celebrities have become a regular fixture in modern social movements,
there is litile explicit theory on why, or an how they may affect the movements in
which they participase. We begin by discussing the resources celebrities can bring 10
bear on social protest movements, as well as the risks that celebrity participation en-
tails both for the movement and for the celebrity. We suggest a notion of political
standing, which sets limits on the sorts of causes in which celebrities will generally
participate. In constructing their legitimacy 1o speak for a movement, celebrities fre.
quently alter the claims of that movement (o more consensual kinds of politics. We
examine the entry, action, and influence of celebrities in particular movements by
looking a1 iwo recent controversies in which celebrities are deeply involved: The
ongoing efforts to preserve the woods around Walden Pond, and the recent passage,
and subsequent political fallout, of an antigay referendum in Colorade. In the [irst
case, celebrily participation led {0 # redefining of movement claims into a non-
confliciual inciusive politics that skirted important questions. In the second case, the
iarger ciaims of gay rights and liberation were eclipsed by the entry of celebrities into
the conflict who universalized the opposition to discrimination. We conclude by
discussing the systematic biases that movement use of celebrities may create, and the
need to consider the impaci of celebrities’ peculiar relationships to audiences as they
affect political movements and public life.

The celebrity without a cause has become almost anomalous, as a
recent New Yorker cartoon highlights (Fig. 1). Professional aihletes and
their leagues make much of the players’ interest in charitable works, calling
for contributions to local United Way chapters or urging children to stay in
school and/or read. Award ceremonies for aciors and musicians are veritable
displays of shifting celebrity interests, with Hollywood actors and MNashville
musicians, for example, embracing prediciably different causes—although
red ribbons demonstrating AIDS awareness have become ubiquitous af all
such ceremonies.! Were such displays of celebrities’ interest confined to for.
mal ceremonies or public service announcements, they would be of concern
to students of social change only as barometers. In fact, however, celebrities
often carry their causes into political arenas, and their participation in
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Frg. 1. New Yorker cartoon (Aprit {2, 1993,

soctih movements offers a number of clear advaniages and constraints. Yet
within the vast range of writing on social protest movements, there s vir-
tually no explicit theory on the roles celebrities play in movements; the in-
fluence they may have in affecting their mobilization, claims, and impact;
and, perhaps mos: importantly, the overall influence that dependence on
celebrity supporiers has on the kinds of social movements that emerge,

b this articie we mean 1o begin remedying this deficit. We suggest that
explicit consideration of celebrities’ participation in social movements adds
tepth o estabilished perspectives in the study of social movements, particularly
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resource mobilization and the collective identity. The unusnal roles
that celebrities play in the processes of mobilizing political and sociat
resources, and in constructing collective identity, provide us with a new
light on these processes, and indeed on the farger politics of social protest:
We want {o understand the ways in which celebrities influence the
movements they join, This work is not to be the last word in understanding
the participation of celebrities in social movements, huy rather an attempy
to stimulate research and thinking on this important phenomenon and 1o
Suggest questions and concepts to guide subsequent work.

We first examine the phenomenon of celebrities, noting how the crea-
tion of celebrity itself has changed in recent years. We next discuss fhe
resources celebrities can bring to social protest movements, as well as the
risks that their participation entails for the movement. We examine the pro-
cesses by which celebrities claim standing in social movementis, and {he
kinds of causes in which they are likely to be mos: effective and visible, W
examine the entry, action, and influence of celebrities in paricular
movements by looking ai two recent controversies in which celebrities are
deeply enmeshed: the ongoing efforts to preserve the woods arouid Wilkden
Pond, fed by celebrities who live elsewlhere; and (he opposition (o Amemul-
ment 2, an antigay referendum in Coloradg, We conclude with a discussion
of the systematic biases that movement use of celebrilies may create, and of
the impact of celebrities’ peculiar relationships to audiences or publics.

Celebrity

**The professional celebrity, male and female,"” wrote C, Wright Mills
(1956}, *“is the crowning resuit of a society that makes a fetish of competi- .
tion’” (p. 74). She is celebrated, whatever she may be best at, as long as she
has won. Achievement as definitive of celebrity, after four decades of televi-
sion, seems now dated, perhaps nostalgic, almost quaint, Since Mills wrote,
the production system through which celebrity images are managed and
disseminated has gone through major shifis, and understandings of celebrity
have followed (Gamson 1994). Definitions of celebrity have proliferated,
gathering primarily in Danie| Boorstin’s claim that the celebrity is ‘4
human bseudo-event,” a person **known for his Jor her] well-knownness'*
(Boorstin 1961, p. 37; see also Lahr 1978; Monaco 1978; Schickel 1985).

There is much to this insight thai celebrity is deliberately manufactured
and that the famous are therefore not necessarily the “deserving.” Addi-
tionaliy, and importantly, the celebrity’s social influence is not based in {or-
mal, institutional power (Alberoni 1972), We turn our attention 1o those
public figures whose Jives are watched with great interest, buj whose claims
1o attention are not tied to the tonsequences their actions have for (hose
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watching, Celebrities are, in Alberoni’s {1972) play on Miills, a **poweriess
‘eitte,’ ™" a group that occupy a privileged social position but derive status
not {rom instidutionally based social power, but from the fact of public
attention.’ Their notoriety has less to do with what they do, or with how
they can directly affect lives, than with what and who they are. Other elites
comnpiind attention because of their power to influence; celebrities derive
any wfluence they may have from attention.

in contemporary Western societies, these figures come almost exclusively
from the cultural realm: primarily from the mass media of film and televi-
sion, from music and sports, and 1o a lesser degree from theater, literature,
and art." Although they have historically forged links to powerful figures
within government (Brownstein 1990}, and although individuals sometimes
convert celebrity status into electoral office {Ronald Reagan, for example,
o1 Sonny Bono), celebrities are distinguished by their auronomy from state
insisulions,

Twa distinctive features of contemporary U.S. celebrity affect their
roles in an impact on social movements. First, their notoriety is developed
for the most part through a rationalized celebrity industry: Production
tiusks are divided between tightly linked subindustries (public relations,
cidertainment law, management, and talent agencies, tied to each other and
to news media and entertainment-production companies). By no means a
smoolhly operating, unified industry (Koch 1991; Gamson 1994), it is
ncnectheless one in which marketing and public relations plainly dominate in
the pursuit and management of public attention for profit. When celebrities
enler social movement activities, they bring with them the peculiar
dynamics and concerns of the notoriety industry.

Second, over time the celebrity production system and its workings
have become increasingly visible in media coverage, casting doubt on the
claim that ceiebrity status is derived from natural, internal personal
gualities {Gamson 1992). This means that celebrities’ standing as authentic,
and their motives for public action (are they expressing themselves genuinely
or perlorming themselves manipulatively?), are always in question. Both
celebrity texts and celebrity production systems, in fact, tend to drive
ioward the representation of stars in a *‘semifictional” language: at once
both real and artificial, spontaneous and programmed, performing
themselves and being themselves. Celebrity status, detached from institu-
tonal venters, from requirements of merit or achievement, and from solid
grounds of authenticity and authority, is marked by tremendous ambiguity
and instability (Gamson 1994; Dyer 1991). The ambiguity associated with
celebrity identity leads 1o a clouding of the identity and of the claims of the
movements in which they participate, as we will see in the cases below, First,
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drawing from social movement theory, we offer an averview of potentiai
benefits and costs of celebrity participation in movemenls.

Social Movements and Celebrities

Since the 1970s, anaiysis of social movements bas been greatly influenced
by the resource mobilization perspective {e.g., McCarthy and Zald 1977},
which views protest activity as the product of purposive application of
resources {including iime, money, and public support) to political ends.
Participation by celebrities is certainly a resource for social movements, but
not an unambiguous one. The chiel asset that celebrities can offer social
movements is the visibility-that comes with their participation; celebrities
carry a spotlight with them. As Gitlin {1980, p. 146) notes, “*Once an in-
dividual has been certified as newsworthy, he or she has been empowered,
within Iimits, to make news.”” The presence of a media-cerrified celebrity
miakes an event inherently newsworthy. Depending upon the magnitude of
her personal star, by virtue of presence the celebrily can bring media and
public attention to a cause that would otherwise be neglecied. '

In addition to drawing media atiention, celebrity participation ma
draw in other participants and polential supporters, In this way, celebrity
participation can extend the boundaries of a conflict, as Schalschneider
{1960} suggests, expanding both the audience and the number of legitimaic
actors in a political conflict, People with no previous interest in pesticides,
for example, may lisien o a public service advertisement because Mery!
Streep appears in it. Rock fans may attend an antinuclear power demonstra-
tion to see Bruce Springsteen, vet wind up hearing numerous speakers 1alk
about alternative means of penerating energy, and spend the day mingling
with a crowd that includes committed partisans of the antinuclear power
movement. {Conversely, a lesser known musician may offer to play at such
a demonstration o gain exposure to Springsteen's audience—and indeed,
the antinuciear movement.) Some celebrities may condition their participa
tion upon considerations of personal career gain, but others are caiculating
in using what resources they have to bring attention to the issues they care
about most. As Susan Sarandon explained her own political activism, 17
my privacy is going to be invaded and I'm going 10 be treated as a commoadity, .
1 might as well take advantage of it”’ (quoted in Brownstein 1990, p. 11},

Immediately, the participation of a celebrity may make an evem
newsworthy, providing a “*hook’ for mass media coverage of the event and
perhaps the analysis, activism, and goals propelling it. A celebrity’s
presence is also likely to make attendance more attractive to potential sup-
porters. Witnessing a celebrity performance or appearance at a rally os
demonstration is an additional selective incentive for participation (cf.
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Olson 1965; Fireman and Gamsén 1979). Polzntial participants may often
want simply to attend the same event as a celtbrity, in hopes of shaking a
hand of cching a glimpse of someone attraaive or important. Would-be
aclivists also know that the presence of a celebrity increases the likelihood
of both higher turnout and media coverage. As people are more likely to
wan! o participate in an event they believe will be successful, and as
numbers are widely seen as a mark of movement strength, the celebrity’s
capacily to attract audiences is no small matizr.

Celebrities can also provide critical fund-raising help to social move-
meni organizations (Prindle 1993). The greater visibility and media
coverage that come with celebrity participation are in themselves fund-
raising assets. Additionally, celebrities can be more directly employed in the
process. Successful actors and athletes have more personal weaith at their
dispousal than most movement participants, and can also bring fungible
Lesottrces Lo movement through their time, Tor example, performing at an
cvent o Dlonag o public service announcement. Celebrities can also par-
tepate in smalier fund-raising events, offering donors closer contact in ex-
change for greater contributions. Dinners, balls, and cocktail parties have
become stapies in the fund-raising reperivire of contemporary social
movemenis: A 1990 Hollywood dinner in honor of Nelson Mandela raised
$1.2 million for the antiapartheid movement, for example (Prindle 1993,
p. 109). Musicians frequently stage events and create products such as
record albums and videos expressly dedicated to funding a favored cause.
Bob Geldof of the Boomtown Rats is perhaps the best exemplar of this ap-
proach, organizing a series of concerts and albums devoted to ending world
hunger. Similarly, comedians Billy Crystal, Whoopi Goldberg, and Robin
Williams stage an annual Comic Relief television program to raise money to
aid the homeless. Such events also lend public attention to the causes they
fund. And Fending {requently attracts more funding.

Finally, politicians and policymakers are not immune to the lure of
celebrity contact, if only to share the celebrity spotlight (Brownstein 1990;
Prindle 1993, pp. 113-117). Thus, a member of Congress is more likely to
finel time in his or her schedule to meet with Jessica Lange or Sally Field
about furm policy than with another lobbyist or policy expert. A typical
month for Charlton Heston included—in addition 1o political fundraisers
and 1aping of spats for **Arbor Day and the ecology,” for the Negro Col-
fepes of America, and against drugs and smoking—meetings with Represen-
Lutive Newt Gingrich and Senator Phil Gramm (Prindle 1993, pp. 107-108).
In this way, ceiebrities can open doors for movement activisis. Elizabeth
Taylor, for example, has made a practice of bringing street AIDS activists
1o micetings with politicians, introducing them as personal friends who have
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something important to say about the issue (Collins 1992). Taylor in effect
uses her celebrity to provide access to activists otherwise shut out.

All told, the advantages and possibilities outlined above can significantly
improve the prospects for a challenging social movement to reach and
mobilize its activist constituencies, to gain mass media attention, (o raise
money, and to win access to political decision makers. Along with these
considerable benefits, however, come corresponding risks and potential
CcOSts. '

The very spotlight of notoriety that comes with celebrity participation
may drown out some movement claims and constituents. The spotlight a
celebrity brings to a movement may focus only on her. In his study of media
coverage of the New Left, Gitlin (1980) notes that even celebrities drawn
from the ranks of social movement groups often ultimately obscured the
movements that created them. This pattern of overshadowing the movements
is likely to happen all the more quickly and easily when media-anointed
celebrity spokespeople lack organic roots in the movements lor which they
speak. When the stories covering a large march on Washingtion for
reproductive rights all focus on the notable women who have led the
parade, rather than the movement’s larger claims, we must wonder whom
such attention serves.

_ When space for coverage of challenging movements is fimited, the pro-
portion of it that goes to celebrity spokespeople means that there is likely
less space available to participants and activists organic to the movement.
Sally Field’s concerns about U.S. nuclear weapons policy may reach
mainstream media outlets more easily than those of antinuclear activists or
strategists, but she may offer substantially less in terms of content or critical
analysis (Meyer 1990). In the best of all possible worlds for social
movements, the celebrity spokesperson brings attention and audiences to
activists and dissidents. Commonly, however, movement leaders may drop
out of the equation, as celebrities can become surrogates for dissident
activists, negotiating with the media unconstrained by movement views, The
story of social protest then becomes a celebrity story, and not one that in-
cludes politics, policy, or space for grassroots action. Celebrity dissent can
become strikingly similar to the ‘‘radical chic”’ stereotype opponents
employ tg discredit movements.

Social movement activists and their opponents struggle to define or
“frame’ their claims and activities in a variety of venues, including the
mass media. Although not entirely without power in this struggle, most
movements operate at a distinct disadvantage, competing first for attention
altogether, and second, for their preferred images of sel{ and claims {Ryan
1991). Adding celebrities to the field of actors engaged in these struggles
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may make il easier for movements to gain entry, but harder to control their
self-definition. Gitlin (1980), for example, notes that media cultivation of
celebrity leaders in the New Left effectively distanced these leaders from
any potential grassroots base. Meyer (1990} shows how the very visible and
extensive presence of celebrities in the nuclear freeze movement led to the
predominance of a vague and nonchalienging definition of the movement’s
cluims. As the freeze movement gained celebrity blessing and greater
mainstream poiitical support, it moved from a systematic criticism and call
for remaking of United States foreign policy to a nonfocused appeal for
some clement of restraint in nuclear weapons and general opposition to
nuclear war. The latter frame was less effective in mobilizing support and
fur easier to coopt. Celebrities bring with them significant incentives to shift
movemnent frames, and in particular to depoliticize or deradicalize mave-
sent claims. Participation by celebrities then can speed the process of
wstitunienalizing and domesticating dissent.

Celebrity Standing and Social Movements

foven as activists try te mobilize celebrity participation as a resource for
their movements, celebrities themselves attempt to exercise control over
how they witl be used, Cognizant both of their need to maintain a working
relationshsip with their audiences, and of the kinds of claims and
moevements in which they will have some kind of credibility, celebrities may
in {acl gravitate to less challenging movements, and to more consensual
claims within larger social movements. This softening effect requires a more
seriots look. Toward which sorts of movements and claims do they
gravitate? How and why might celebrities depoliticize movement discourse
through their involvement?

Celebrity participation in social movements is marked by feasts and
famines {as s mobilization; see Tarrow 1991}. Recently, for example, the
abortion rights movement has featured ongoing and extensive participation
by many notable celebrities. In contrast, very few celebrities have been will-
ing to identify themselves publicly with the anti-abortion movement.
Indeed, although there is no shortage of conservative celebrities involved in
more conventional partisan politics (Brownstein 1990), entertainment in-
dusiry activism has tended 1o lean toward ‘‘liberal’’ causes such as civil
rights, environmentalism, and homelessness (Prindle 1993, pp. 105-113).
Rather than speculate about the propensity of artists or athletes ta *‘prefer”’
certain causes ideologically,® however, we think it more fruitful to critically
investigate the factors that affect how extensively a celebrity will be publicly
ecagaged in a particular cause.

First, a celebrity sympathetic to a very unpopular cause may be unwilling
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to risk the public disapprobation that would come with identification
with a marginal political viewpoint or a stigmatized constituency. Few
celebrities, for example, have been willing to work to call attention 1o
Haitian refugees (Olden Polynice, a professional basketball player from
Haiti, is a notable exception), even as many were actively engaged in the
campaign for sanctions against South Africa’s apartheid government in the
middle 1980s. Support for sanctions was by no means a consensus position
in U.S. politics, but it was a very popular one, and actors took little risk of
popular disapproval and disaffection by endorsing it.

Supporting popular movements in times of high mobilization may be
an attractive political outlet for concerned (and even less concerned)
celebrities. However, we see little visible celebrity activity in movements
having a more difficult time with popular support. Actors and athletes, for
example, are now rarely visible in labor struggies outside their own in-
dustries. Few celebrities will publicly address an international issue such as
Palestinian self-determination, or a domestic issue such as welfare reform.
Participation in a social movement means embracing identification with
that movement, and for any person whose livelihood and status are tied up
with her relationship with a larger audience, such identification can be
terribly risky.

Second, mass media coverage {and thus visibility} of a celebrity’s par-
ticipation in a movement is bound by the same principles that govern other
aspects of celebrity journalism. The media reward with coverage novelty,
excess, conflict, and other kinds of drama (Gitlin 1980; Ryan 1991).
Although celebrities’ viewpoints on political issues are often included as
tidbits in celebrity profiles, ongoing participation by a celebrity in a social
movement is unlikely to atiract ongoing coverage. Meryl Streep’s concerns
about pesticides are relevant only when there is political mobilization on
pesticides. Steve Allen’s participation in the antinuclear weapons movement
in the United States, spanning four decades, attracts media attention only
when the movement can generate media interest in its activities. Regardless
of Allen’s continued support of movement organizations in periods of slack
mobilization, mass media are interested only when the movement appears
as a relevant political actor (Meyer 1993). Thus, even when a celebrity par-
ticipates in a movement, such participation is invisible unless the movement
itself generates some threshold of political activity.

Awareness of public approval and of media attentiveness shapes the
visibility of celebrity participation in social movements. We can sharpen
this explanation by asking in which types of movements and with which
sorts of claims celebrities can claim standing, that is, a recognizable
legitimate interest in the outcome of a political question or movement. We
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borrow the term standing from legal theory, which allows that only certain
apunds nve recognized jnterest in making claims before a court (Beckwith
juad). Bxpanding the notion to social movements, which ofien do not
operate wihin Tormal fegal institutions, we can think of standing as a
suctidly constructed legitimacy to engage publicly in a particular issue.

I'he construction of sianding and its essential elements change across
particular venues. Acceptance as a legitimate spokesperson of a movement,
lor exuample, can be accorded within several different venues, among them
i cinent  organizations, mass media, and political authorities. The
gatcheepers in cach will consider different factors in according standing and
will raw the boundaries of legitimate standing.to include different actors.
For celehrities, whase “‘elite”’ status is especiaily tenuous (based on con-
sumpiion rather than votes, and on **personality’’ rather than action) stand-
e by espectidly ricky, This instability is key to understanding the form
aind nmpact of celebrity participation in social protest movements. The
colebrty most make o credible claim to having just cause for her concerns
ansd clbons, Celebrities are most likely 10 engage in, and gain credible atten-
nen i, issues in which they can claim legitimate standing, They may also
redefine the movements in which they engage such that their standing is
wewed as fegitimatre,

Giiven celebrities’ needs to maintain both standing and popularity,
sevemsl puiterns emerge. First, there is a tendency toward making general
voliective claims abouwt rights, such as peace, a clean environment, or abor-
non rights—rights about which celebrities, regardless of status and wealth,
van zissily claim shared concerns and standing with a larger public. Anyone,
even o cetebrily, can argue with some credence that his or her life may be
direvily albected by povernment's policies on the environment or strategic
nadicat policy. They have an obvious stake, or standing, in the outcome of
such & political dispute, and therefore can make claims on government,

Clissmy Tor specific group entitlements or rights tend to be remodeled
pde clpaaty, Fiy miskeng @ call for chariabie giving Lo any particular group,
a culchany distances himsel! or hersedl from the beneficiary group, The
claniant calis Tor generosity, but not for any kind of structural political
change. Comic Relief’s regular efforts 1o help the homeless, and USA for
Shrici's atempt Lo raise money 10 aid the hungry elsewhere, both appeal
for penerosity, but oot reform. This is a well-established tradition of
ceiebrity activism, as various disease telethons and public service announce-
menis aflest. Although the celebrities may become tiresome, they are
nonciheless legiimated voices.

Finally, demands for selective benefits for particular groups are often
subsumied by celebrities into larger collective ones. Most unusual is for
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celebrities to stake their claim for some disenfranchised or stigmatized
group, arguing for that group’s special benefits by right. In making such
claims, the celebrity essentially throws her lot in with that of a stigmatized
group, and calls for at least modest structural reform. These effor(s entail
real risk, as either a celebrity’s legitimacy in speaking for a group is called
into question, or the celebrity risks alienating her audience by explicitly
identifying with the unpopular and disadvantaged. Such claims are the least
attractive and most tenuous for celebrities, and thus celebrity participation
in movements will tend to push the framing of claims to either charity or
collective benefits. Thus, a liberation movement for African Americans
becomes a ‘‘civil rights’’ struggle, expanding the scope of those who can
legitimately make claims. Similarly, AIDS activism can become an effort to
provide for those suffering from the disease, not because of their rights, bt
because of society’s generosity. To illustrate these transformation processes
associated with celebrity participation in social movements, we Lurn 1o (wao
cases. In different ways, both the case of Walden Pond and of Colorado’s
Amendment 2 demonstrate how celebrities, maneuvering around difficulties
of standing, revise and depoliticize movement claims.®

Walden Woods

It is oddly ironic that Henry Thoreau, who achieved notoriety only
posthumously, should serve as the rallying point of a celebrity-based
environmental preservation campaign. Musicians, actors, and athletes, in-
voking Thoreau’s legacy as mandate, used their star power and money-
raising ability—characteristics Thoreau lacked—1o protect some of the
woods near Walden Pond and to manage a seething local conflict about
affordable housing. In the process, the project moved (o consensts-style
politics and broad coalition building that Thoreau himself would have
found elusive, if not abhorrent. In applying celebrities as a political
resource 10 a local movement campaign, organizers simuitaneously succeeded
beyond their wildest dreams and jost control of their movement,

The dispute began as a conflict abaut zoning in Concord and Lincoln,
Massachusetts, the towns abutting Walden. Both towns are home to very
wealthy residents reluctant to allow real estate development that might com-
promise their own property values. A developer, Philip DeNormandie, had
twice been unable to win approval to build luxury condominiums on land he
owned near Walden Pond. In 1986, at the height of Boston's real estate
boom, he and Mortimer Zuckerman packaged a development deal for the
tand that local officials would find difficult to refuse. Zuckerman would
‘build an office park about 700 yards from the Pond, while DeNormandie
proposed to build Concord Commons, a 139-unit development that would
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reserve approximately 40 units for low- and moderate-income buyers.® With
o opposition, open hearings were held on January 20, 1987, and the
¢ ‘oncord Board of Selectmen unanimously approved the proposal the same
day (Perney 1990).

The o‘pposition that followed was scattered and ineffective. In the
spring of 1988, Thomas Blanding, a self-identified ““Thoreau scholar,” in
conjunction with both wealthy landowners and local environmentalists,
formed the Thoreau Country Conservation Alliance {TCCA) to oppose the
developments. TCCA tried to build a campaign upon its own resources, by
conducting studies of soil erosion and local traffic patterns, holding public
mecetings, lobbying and writing letters to elected officials, and publishing

" newsaper ads, Development opponents did not mention affordable housing
in any of their efforts, confining their arguments to two sets of issues: The
nroposed developments would adversely affect the quality of life for
Concord snd Lincoln residents; Thoreau’s woods deserved special preserva-
tion because of his lilerary significance, and his value as a symbol to the en-
vitommnentil movement (TCCA 1988)." TCCA was largely unable (o
generate much local support, partly because of its late arrival to the issue,
piradly because of strategic ineptitude (Blart 1990). In November 1989 Chet
Atkins, the 1LS. congressional representative from the area, finally met
with the group and toid them that federal help to preserve the area was
unitkely, but that they might try to raise the money needed to buy the sites
themselves, a sum then estimated at approximately $10 million. Local
officials saw litile prospect that TCCA could stage such an ambitious fund-
raising campalgn, and expected the opposition to disappear (Blatt 1989).

By all accounts, TCCA would have disappeared without the almost
accidentai mobilization of new resources. In Decemnber 1988 CNN picked
ap a focal stary that TCCA hoped to raise the money to preserve Walden
Wouds, and the rock musician Don Henley saw the report on television in
fis -i.os Angeies home. Henley called Blanding, identified as president of
TCCA in the report, and offered to send money and help {Perney 1990).
Maming Thoreau as an early inspiration and citing his own efforts in other
pohtcal causes, including protecting the Brazilian rainforest, Henley
dectared that it was critical {6 have a domestic symbol of the environmental

movement. Blanding had never heard of Henley, but he recognized the
benefits of outside help, and led Henley on a tour of the area early the next
yeur.

From the beginning Henley framed the issue broadly and symbolicaily,
rather than as a local dispute in which he would have no legitimate standing,
"*People are going o hear about this, not only here but around the world,”
he announced. '*We are going to hold fund raisers and prevail upon
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foundations and trusts. MTV is poing to help out and we are going (o use my
profession, rock 'n roll, to come up with the money. . . . Walden Woods,
like the flag, the cross, and the Star of David, is a symbol and, as such, i
must be preserved’” (Perney 1990, p, 16). This frame immediately allowed
his own efforts to become relevant, but also opened the way for the par-
ticipation of a larger audience for what had begun as a suburban zoning
dispute. ;

Henley’s interest and efforis in the project immediately gained atten-
tion from elected officials, other celebrities, and national mass media. He
scheduled the first benefit events, a pair of concerts, for late in April 1990.
Hosted by Miami Vice star Don Johnson, the concerts featured Arlo
Guthrie, Bonnie Raitt, Bob Seger, and Jimmy Buffet!, and were highlighted
by Henley's onstage reunion with his old band, the Eagles. To use other
celebrities, Henley also organized a press conference and other fund-raising
events, most notably a private party at the Hard Rock Cafe, at which sup-
porters could buy for $100 the chance to mingie with the musicians and
other notables, including numerous local politicians, the author E. L.
Doctorow, Red Sox pitcher Roger Clemens, and the actors Dana Delancy,
Carrie Fisher, and Ed Begley, Jr. (Lowell Sun, April 26, 1990). All told, th»
events of April raised some $250,000-~a small part of the $10 million needed
to buy all of the land, but substantially more than Blanding and his allies
could have raised in years.

Loca! and national media were cynical about the celebrities’ efforts.
charging them with ignorance and insincerity—and with lack of standing
The Middlesex News (April 27, 1990), for example, ran a cartoon of Don
Johnson, in Miami Vice garb and sporting sunglasses, standing in front of 2
sports car with the license plate, “*Don.”” The cartoon Johnson explains tha
Walden Woods must be protected “‘because | can really relate 1o thas
Thoreau dude.’’ Others dismissed the celebrities’ trendiness. As one critic
wrote, “‘Among the distant Hollywood set, saving the woods where
Thoreau once mused has become chic, much as have saving the Brazilian -
rain forest, the African famine victims, or the dolphins from iunu

fishermen'’ (Concord Minuteman Chronicle, April 26, 1990} The par
ticipation of celebrities not rooted in the area—without legitimate standing
as residents—was excuse to distrust their efforis and dismiss their claims.

More serious were criticisms from advocates and local officials con-
cerned with affordable housing. Opponents charged that the celebrities
were being manipulated by local interests. Joseph Flatley, administrator ¢i
the state’s affordable housing program, explained, ““Part of what's going
on is you've got wealthy people who paid a lot to get into the communisy
and don't want to let anyone else near Walden Pond at a lower price. I think -
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if the celebrities understood the facts it would startle them. . . . The only -

time the conservation issue comes up is when the site is proposed for afford-
able housing” (Boston Globe, April 5, 1990). Amy Anthony, state
secretary ol the Department of Communities and Deveiopmen£ sent
Heniey an angry lelegram charging that some of the calls to pr:*:serve
\&;alden \Y]O()ds were ‘‘a thinly veiled attempt on the part of a few to
obstruci the construction of af ing i ¥
e e, o fordable housing in a wealthy suburb”
Henley redoubled his efforts to win credibility and construct a distinct
and nonconzroversial identity. To answer the charges of trendiness, he em-
. ?)has:?ed his seriousness, warning his critics, ‘“They may think they:re deal-
ing with some Hollywood moron, but they have another thing [sic] coming
I"ve dqnc this before. I didn’t just get off the boat. I've been an environ:
mentalist for 20 years” (Boston Herald, April 20, 1990}). He founded his
own organization, the Waiden Woods Project (WWP), that would be locally
based and clearly independent of the tainted TCCA, personally hiring
one of Senator Kennedy’s local staff to administer the project. To answer
the charges of insensitivity to affordable housing, he announced that WWP
wuuid‘buy not only the land slated for development, but also a third parcel
on which to build affordable housing (Blatt 1990},

- Henley obviated an ongoing conflict between preservationists and
affordabie housing advocates by committing to both positions: preservin
zh_ellfmd and providing affordable housing. He effectively ended mos%
criticism bg eschewing politics. Pointing to his celebrity activist experience
Hen?ey ciqtmed standing as an activist in a global environmental movement’
one in which Walden Woods had only symbolic value. The market, not thé
govcrpment, would provide the answers to everyone's concerns ' Henley
negotiaied an arrangement with a nonprofit environmental charit;’ so that
Supporters could make 1ax-deductible contributions. He established an ad-
visory boa_rd f“f the project that would ensure high visibility and little con-
troversy, featuring most prominently entertainers, including Kirstie Alle
ted Danson, and Meryl Streep.* Tom Blanding and the local aczivisf’
disappeared from both public view and political significance. ;

f?}u Walden Woods Project’s explicit commitment to embrace and
contain _aii positions in the controversy—protection of the woods provision
of housing, and endorsement of the prerogatives of private proé:eri —{eft
Henley and his allies with the need only to buy the land. Opponen:; we
happy to stand back and allow the stars to raise money to satisfy all of therif
concerns. [t was riow easy to ignore any larger issues about the environment
or af f ordable housing that the controversy initially raised, WWP continued
working to converl its primary resource, celebrity visibility, into money
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WWP staged a series of three benefit concerts in New York’s Madison
Square Garden in October 1991, then another series in Los Angeles featur-
ing country music performers. In the fall of 1992, WWP sponsored a comedy
benefit in Washingion, D.C., hosted by Mike Myers and Dana Carvey in
their roles as Wayne and Garth. WWP has twice sponsored what it promises
will be an annual 10 kilometer walk for Walden Woods, on which fund-
raisers can accompany well-known actors. WWP, now featuring a more
diversified list of celebrity endorsers (including, for example, Sister Souljah -
and Elizabeth Pena), offers to plant a tree in Walden Woods for those who
will contribute $35; sells T-shirts, calendars, and posters; and most recently
offers a volume featuring celebrity appreciations of nature in general and |
Walden in particular (Henley and Marsh 1992). As money, rather than mass
support or visibility, has become the primary challenge for the preservatior
of the Walden Woods, Henley and WWP have cuitivated corporate spon-
sors, including Apple Computer, AT&T, Evian Waters, the Hard Rock
Cafe, the Hearst Corporation, Mr. Coffee, MTV, Reebok, Revlon, Stop
and Shop groceries, and Trebor Pulp and Paper (Forest Walker, September
1992).

Unsurprisingly, given this broad coalition, the Walden Woods ex-
perience is trumpeted as a model for the environmental movement. Yei
WWP's efforts have been consumed by fundraising and developing a struc-
ture to buy three expensive tracts of land. Henley’s very substantial, and
essential, commitment of time and money is less likely to inspire other
celebrities than to warn them off similar efforts, TCCA, meanwhile, and
other local activists for housing and preservation, have largely fallen by the
wayside, lacking the wherewithal to contribute much to the current task at-
hand (raising money) and sometimes expressing resentment that Henley and
WWP have taken over the effori.

The mobilization of celebrities as a resource to support a local preser-
vation campaign ultimately overwhelmed and overshadowed the locals.
Entertainers from elsewhere had neither interest nor standing 1o take sides
in the zoning conflict, and instead consistently emphasized a rhetoric and
standing based on consensual and universalist claims, subsuming local
claims based on particular standing in the process. Local activists, lacking
the fundraising capacity of the celebrities, were dependent upen local or
state government to help them achieve their goals. Their inability to
leverage sufficient political capital to influence elecied officials led 10 a
dependence upon outside resources. The celebrities who could leverage such
resources redefined and redirected activists’ claims, leaving the initiators’
essentially out of the loop. The celebrities had interest in Walden Pond only

for its symbolic vaiue to the environmental movement, and in affordable
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hmning;_ only as a hedge against political opposition.® Paradoxically, the
celchroies inflated the significance of the Walden dispute, vet carved out z
solution unlikely to have any impact beyond Concord.

Colorade’s Amendment 2

With the 1992 passage of Colorado’s Amendment 2, a state law deny-
ing homosexuals minority status and the legal protection that comes with it,
celebrity involvement in gay and lesbian rights, typically next to nonexis-
tent, briefly picked up. Amendment 2, as National Public Radio put it
‘‘sparked protests and boycotts, especially by celebrities who spend theii"
winter vacations there’’ (4!l Things Considered, 1993). Barbra Streisand
Martina Navratilova, Chris Evert, Jill St. John, Reggie Jackson, Cher,
Whoopi Goldberg, Joan Rivers, Lily Tomlin, and Liza Minelli, amoné
others, joined in various forms of vocal response to the amendment. A close
look at this case is instructive, demonstrating the particular shifts in move-
ment agenda, framing, and strategy that occur when celebrities do become
invu]vcdl i{t th<? lesbian and gay liberation struggles. In constructing standing
lor participation in this movement, celebrities carved out identities that
linsited the scope and claims of gay and lesbian activists, actually inhibiting
the construction of dissident identity.

"*1¢'s a playground for the rich, the powerful, and the celebrated. but
now the slopes in Colorado have become politically slippery,”’ said Bar'bara
Waliers, introducing Nightline coverage of responses to Amendment 2. “A
new law has_, outraged gays and lesbians”’—and the story cuts, oddly, to
Barbra Sireisand, who opened the public celebrity involvement in a'mi-
Amendnient 2 activity with a sound bite (at a fundraiser for AIDS Preject
Los Angeles) that became an opener for much mass media coverage:
“There are plenty of us who love the mountains and the rivers of that trulg;
hcumé!u_i state,” Streisand says, ‘‘but we must now say clearly that the
moral climate there is no longer acceptable’ (“*Colorado Hit by Boycott'!
1493). '

Two':hings are immediately evident. First, Streisand embodies the type
of celebrity claims commonly made in this case. She claims standing as
someone who loves Colorado, and more importantly who expresses that
love by spcnding time and money there; she and others claim partial
membership not of the group ‘‘lesbians and gays,” but of the group
"Colorado citizens.”” Later, her claim 1o citizenship not quite holding

Streisand backed off of her reported call for a boycott, implicitly citing he;
fack o_f status as a Coloradan as reason. *‘The people living in Colorado,”
she said, *'are contemplating many strategies. I will respect whichever th:ey
feel is most effective” (della Cava 1992, p. 2D). Importantly, she does not
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defer to “leshians and gays™’ or “*lesbians and gays living in Colorado,” but
to “the people” of Colorado. Such maneuvering is unnecessary for tennis
star Martina Navratilova, who joined a federal lawsuit against the amend-
ment. Navratilova is one celebrity who has a double claim: She is, in the
Chicago Tribune’s description, “‘an avowed lesbian who lives in Aspen”
(Coates 1992, p. 1}, or in ABC’s description, is *‘gay, a part-time Colorade
resident, and opposed to both the law and the boycott” (*‘Colorada Hit by
Boycott’' 1993).

Second, the story places Streisand as a spokesperson for *‘outraged
gays and lesbians,” though she is neither. The slippage is extended in the
story’s coverage: While initially claiming that Amendment 2 created a
ssfirestorm in Colorado’s gay and lesbian community” with immediate
“calls for an economic boycott of the state,” launching of a “‘lawsuit 16
declare the amendment unconstitutional,”’ and the sounding of a coast-to-
coast ““battle cry to overturn the vote,’’ the reporter later claims that ‘‘not
surprisingly, celebrities, who vacation in Aspen led the charge against
Amendment Two"' {**Colorado Hit by Boycott” 1993), The outrage and ac-
tions of lesbians and gays are backgrounded in favor of non-gay celebrities;
in fact, continued coverage of the boycott took its place primarily in enter-
tainment sections, sandwiched, for example, between a ““Woody Update”
and a *“Prince Pooh-Poohs Money Claims’’ story (Varin 1992).

How might a non-gay celebrity become a spokeswoman for angry gays
and lesbians, and what difference does it make that she does? To under-
stand what it means for gay and lesbian movements to have Streisand take
center stage, we must first understand the limits on celebrity involvement in
identity-based movements such as these. Whether in liberal accommoda-
tionist forms, separatist culture-building forms, or radical confrontational
forms, the diverse movement for lesbian and gay liberation and rights has
made “‘coming out’’ a centerpiece of political strategy. Whereas in early
same-sex subcultures coming out had been primarily a private decision of
self-acceptance and acknowledgement of identity to other homosexuals,
dominant gay and lesbian movements after the 1969 Stonewall rebellion
transformed it into a “‘profoundly political act that could offer enormous
personal benefits to an individual,”” serving ‘‘as both goal and strategy™’
(D’Emilio 1983, p. 235; D’Emilic 1989, p. 466; see aiso Altman 1971; Adam
1987). Coming out functions simultaneously as an act of personal accom-
plishment (overcoming self-hatred, facing homo-hatred), a movement-
building strategy (as newly “‘out’’ people became invested in the success of
the movement, and an advertisement for it), and a public political statement
(that ““we are everywhere,’’ no longer accepting the oppressive circum-
stances denying lesbian and gay existence and rights).*°
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Feabian and gay movemen(s operate on the familiar terrain of “identity
politics. ™" Gay and lesbian rights and liberation movements have been
huih not only on the personal-is-political strategy of gay self-disclosure, but
on e culturab-ds-political strategy  of institution  building. Both in
aultonomns lesbian-feminist organizing around “*womansculture’’ and
gay-male-dominated regional organizing, much movement activity focuses
on building institutions and cultural forms, including newsapers, clinics,
neighboriioods, record companies, and community centers (D’Emilio 1989;
Phelan 198%; Whittier in press), What has emerged since the late 1960s is a
firmly institutionalized notion of *‘gay” and ‘‘lesbian’ as quasi-ethnic
minority statuses (Epstein 1987).

The emphasis on being publicly gay or lesbian as a primary political
move, and as 1he centerpiece of movement building, means participation by
those not identifying as gay is awkward. Participants of undeclared sexuality
wre typically assumed to be gay, and thus subject 1o stigma from the outside.
From the inside, they are typicalty pressured to declare their identities. The
practice ol “‘outing™ takes this dynamic to its extreme: On grounds that
staynig closcted contributes 10 gay oppression, any **suspected’’ lesbian or
gay man s brought (willingly or unwillingly) into the political ring, Public
Higures who come out are expected to participate, and heterosexual sup-
parters are expected to recognize the limits of their participation as
“eonscience constituents” (McCarthy and Zald 1977, p. 1222). It is
precisely one’s standing that is crucial to movement action.

Naot surprisingly, then, celebrity participation in gay and lesbian move-
ment activities has been sparse and awkward. Very rarely does celebrity
involvement take the identity strategy, with its attendant claims to selective
benefits such as gay and lesbian civil rights, Partly, declaring an identity
dous not necessarily translate into movement participation. The singer k.d.
lang, for exumpic, recently declared herself a lesbian (after years of ieasing
that she was a L. . . L. .. Lawrence Welk fan’’), but she participates
more actively in animal rights and vegetarianism movements than in lesbian
and gay movements.,

Parly, of course, celebrities and their handlers see too much to lose by
coming out in the entertainment industry—one need oaly recall Rock
Hudson 16 get hold of the confusion and coverups a gay celebrity can
evoke. Being openly gay is seen as a bad career move, in that an established
off-screen gay image can inbibit audiences’ abilities to *‘buy”’ a celebrity in
a stnvight role (Pondie 1993, pp. 73-76). The careers of openly gay per-
formers tend to be built around their identities as gay: entertainers who do

come oul tend 1o be minor figures, at best. In 1991, for example, two televi-
sion celebrities made political statements on the national talk show circuit
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that fit directly into the rhetoric of gay rights identity politics. One, the
grand marshal at a gay pride celebration had, according to People, been
“nudged’’ out of the closet by California Pete Wilson’s velo of ABI0, a
bill that would have protected gays and lesbians from job discrimination.
“We will not be ignored,”’ Dick Sargent said at the parade. **We deserve to
be heard. People don’t understand that we're everywhere® (Lait 1992,
p. B2). His claim to fame: playing Darrin Stevens for three years on televi-
sion's Bewitched more than twenty years earlier. Sheila Kuhie, ofien ap-
pearing with Sargent, spoke even more explicitly in the language of personal
politics, **It’s interesting how threatening it is,”’ she said on CNN’s Sonya
Live, *‘to simply say, ‘I'm me and I'm proud’? "’ (*‘Gays in Hollywood”®
1992). Her claim to fame: playing Zelda Gilroy on television’s Dobie Gillis
in the early 1960s. .
Limits on celebrity involvement in a movement based on siigmatized
identity, then, are evident. Based in the interests of avoiding stigma and
possible career damage, celebrity involvement in gay rights poses the dif-
ficulty of finding grounds other than identity on which to claim standing
and base participation. Amendment 2 may be a spot for celebrity participa-
tion exactly because standing can be partially claimed on grounds other
than sexual identity—Aspen is, after all, a Hollywood *‘community’’ in its
own way—and can also be easily expanded to include non-gay claims.
Without the options of claiming standing as either Coloradans or
minority-group members, celebrity participation in the response to Amend-
ment 2 has turned (for all but Navratrilova) on the framing of the issue.
Mast basically, they shift the frame from that of an issue that turns on the
particular treatment of a particular group of people—that is, institutionalized
hatred and discrimination against those with particular desires—to that
of a broadly defined issue that turn on the indivisible benefits in which ali
citizens have a stake. The point, as Streisand puts it, is to speak out *‘when
the civil rights of any group . . . are being threatened’’ (Varin 1992, em-
phasis added). The shift, by eliminating the particularity of anti-gay discrim-
ination in favor of a focus on the universal “immorality”’ of discrimination,
is necessary to stake out a basis for participating in the discussion at all.**
To the large degree thai (avowed heterosexual) celebrities took center stage
as opponents of Amendment 2, then, the frame of the movement response
was necessarily shifted away from the territory of identity politics. It was
less the gnti-gay discrimination that was targeted, but rather the anti-gay
discrimination.
It is important to notice not only that celebrities affect a framing shift
within a movement action, but that their participation is driven toward an
issue that will allow them an insider’s claim—that is, an issue that can be
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fraswd so that anyone and everyone can ‘*speak out’” from equal ground.
Sexuab-minority struggles take a broad range of identity-based actions,
[rom avil rights marches (most recently, the huge 1993 March on
Washington, another event that allowed celebrity participation) to gender-
phitylut steeet activism and nonviolent cultural terrorism. The latter are
heavily dependent on the claiming of a lesbian, gay, bisexual, or trans-
gender identity, and are assertive of claims to rights and dignity on the
basis of difference from heterosexual society: they tend to be hostile toward
assimilationist goals and geared 1oward challenging existing sexual
categories. Celebrity participation, and the attention it brings with it, skews
visible movement action toward broadly defined issues that emphasize
heterosexual and homosexual sameness, claiming rights on that basis and
remaining unconcerned with a challenge to sexual categories. In effect, the
ceicbrity participation brought the opposition to Amendment 2 greater
visibility and public acceptance by restricting the sorts of claims gay and
lesbian activists were seen to make.

Analysis and Conclusion

Celebrity participation in social movement campaigns has become an
increasingly common feature in modern U.S. political and social life. In this
article we have tried to provide encouragement for further scholarly atten-
tion; this piece is, of course, not the last word on the topic. We conclude by
emphasizing our main premises, and speculating about larger questions that
celebrity participarion in movements raises.

We have offered an approach for looking at celebrities and social
mavenents, and for considering the processes by which celebrity participa-
Hou insocial movements affects those movements, We have built upon and
sought to synthesize recent theoretical work on social movements and on
celebrity, providing a theoretical overview of the costs and benefits of
celebrity participation in movement campaigns. Through close examination
ol twarecent inoveiment campaigns in which celebrity participation was ex-
tremely visible, we examined and elaborated the ways in which celebrities in-
influence the campaigns they join. Both cases, Walden Woods and Colorado’s
Amendment 2, demonstrate the costs and benefits of celebrity participation
in high relief. The presence of celebrities changed the dynamics of the
developing campaigns: There is little doubt, even among the original op-
ponents 1o Walden developments, that without the celebrities thejr cam-
paign would have disappeared quickly. As to gay and lesbian activism,

other anti-gay referenda, lacking celebrity involvement, have drawn far less
attention than Amendment 2. In both cases, the celebrities immediately ex-
panded the scope of participation, bringing campaign concerns to broader
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public attention, and leveraging outside resources 10 {ry 10 influence local
decisions. Also in both cases, local leadership, claims, and concerns were
overshadowed as celebrities effectively reframed movemenis into more con-
sensual, less controversial, and ultimately less disruptive affairs. Such
developments suggest that thoughtful activists will consider celebrity par-
ticipation in their movements with some ambivalence. _

The advantages and disadvantages of celebrity participation all revolve
around the celebrity's relationship with an entertainment industry and with
various audiences: mass media, funders, and a broader public. These rela-
tionships are built around a constructed image that may be an asset to
challengers. An athlete's strength, an actor’s ruggedness or glamor, or a
musician’s earnestness may rub off, or cast a reflected glow, on the activist$
and causes the celebrity supports. At the same time, athletes, actors, and
musicians (and those around them) will be wary of associations that may
compromise their preferred image. Even those celebrities who are willing 10
risk or compromise their image may find that their audiences are not.
Celebrities bring with them their own peculiar relationships 1o audiences.’
The dynamics of the particular industry in which a celebrity is engaged
restrict opportunities to forge an identity. Musicians, for example, sustain
themselves within a more segmented marketplace than, say, athletes and
may therefore be able to survive projecting a less favored identity, for ex-
ample, gay or lesbian, or left-political. Even so, as Gamson (1994} has
found, celebrities elicit a range of audience interpretive strategies, often
centering on questions of authenticity and fictionality. Often quite aware of
celebrities as profit-making constructions, audiences are likewise often
skeptical rather than gullible, consumed less with admiration than with
gossip, fame mechanics, and image-reality games. Thus, we saw the
cynicism accompanying the attention to celebrity participation in movement
campaigns. Celebrity involvement in social movements may indeed trigger
not only a shift in movement claims, but a conversion of publics’ responses
to movements and their claims; from consideration of public issues to
playing with famous selves.

It is extremely difficult, we have argued, for celebrities to lodge credible
claims for structural reform. Most celebrities, after all, sit in visibly ad-
vantaged social and economic positions. Even when some iry 1o make
stronger and rore comprehensive claims, the very visibility of their advan-
tages undermines their intent. We have suggested that essential dynamics of
celebrity participation in social movement campaigns can best be under-
stood by thinking about the concept and problems of standing. Celebrities
are almost invariably most visible as participants in movements in which
they can legtimately claim standing or stake. This usually means movements
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dominated by moderate, middle-class politics and concerns, emphasizing
cotfective and indivisible benefits, or, alternatively, charity. If attracted to a
campaign making somewhat broader claims, celebrities frequentiy transform
those clibins 1o something more palatable (o the mass audiences they bring.

As shown in the Walden Woods case, celebrity participation invokes a

politics ol consensus, which is ultimately a weak mobilizer. The absence of
visible efforts by celebrities in claims of righis by disadvantaged or
stigmatized groups, as shown in the Amendment 2 case, may suggest that an
already distorted political arena has become somewhat more skewed, If
celebrity pariicipation means that the disadvantaged or unrepresented can
only win visibility by limiting their claims to .that which can be gained
through noncontroversial politics or charity, then our politics and culture
become dangerously distant from the concerns of the dispossessed.

The resources that celebrities bring to bear in social movement struggles
do not generally include citizen education or detailed political analysis. The
absence ol celebrities, however, makes it more difficult for activists to draw
wedin attention. Celebrities aid in gaining entry 10 mainstream political and
couliutal institutions, but in doing so they may redefine and homogenize the
movement they purportedly represent. The Walden Woods case surely
shows the possibilities of harnessed celebrity power, but also its limits; the
Amendment 2 case reveals the watering-down process not only of claims,
but of the identities of the activists, that often accompanies celebrity support.

Careful thought and analysis should continue 1o be directed nat only

joward Lhe repercussions of celebrity activism for movements themselves
but also for U.S. political discourse more generally. What happens to pub!ié
discourse when movement stories become celebrity stories? Standing for
celebrities in movement activity is shaky precisely because celebrities are not
like other public figures, and those encountering them tend to respond to
them s o different breed: They are typically expected (o speak as in-
divadasds, a0l as representatives, and to perform rather than preach, If it is
celebrinwes whom we use to proffer and explain movement claims, perhaps
iy 1\, because ()‘fliht atrophy of indigenous political organizations and
genwine communities of struggle. If celebrities, manufactured by entertain-
ment industnigs, must carry the water for the politics of protest, perhaps this
reflects more substantial distortions in society.

ENDNOTES

*Wo presenied an carly version of this article at the annual meeting of the American
Soviologivil Associanon, in Maamsd, Florids, on August 14, 1994, Direct correspondence 10
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‘In striking iHustration of the place of “‘cause-symbaolizing’ in celebrities’ in-person per-
formances, ribbons of various colors proliferated at the 1993 Academy Awards, with some
confusion and controversy {What does purple stand for? Does the proiiferzation of coiors dilute
the impact of ribbon-wearing?). )

*Alberoni (1972, pp. 75-78) has suggested several conditions for the emergence of *“*star-
dom®’: the existence of autonomous centers of power institutionally guaranteed against stare
intervention, complex social structure, large-scale society, increase in economic wealth, and
social mobility. The claim that celebrities do not derive power from institutional position is not
meant to suggest that they have no power within institutions-—many Hollywood stars wield
great influence in film-production institutions, for example—but that institutional positions
are not the basis for social position, ]

*For a detailed cultural history of fame, see Braudy (1986).

“FThe futility of this sort of speculation has recently been Hlustrated by David Prindle’s
srgument that Hellywood liberalism is caused by “the existential situation . . . of eternal
frusiration, reseniment, and paranoia,” which leads 1o the sdoption of '‘the perspective of
social outsiders,”” by ‘‘economic uncertainty,”” and by the high percentage of Jews and
homosexuals in the indusiry {Prindle 1993, pp. $7-99).

*The presentation of the cases is based primarily on newspaper, magazine, and broad-
casting reporting, and the reader should keep in mind the limitations of such reporting.

*Massachusetts had recently enacted “anti-snob’ zoning ordinances, to encourage
wealthy suburban towns to diversify their housing stock. By including some ‘‘affordable”
housing in bis project, the developers could bypass local approval altogether and get authoriza-
tion from the state.

"When critics pointed to the numerous single-family homes already dotting Walden
Woods, TCCA spokespeopie responded that these were more appropriate to the area than
offices and condo parks (Boston Globe, April 20, 1990).

*The board also included representatives from mainstream eavironmental organizations,
such as the Sierra Club, the Mational Audubon Society, the Wilderness Sociely, and the
Amcrican Hiking Socicty, bul not more controversial groups such as Greenpeace, much less
direct action groups such as Earth First!

"The ultimate Walden Woods Project approach may have led 1o substantially iess of an
achievement in the cause of affordable housing or environmental protection. The huge sums of
money heeded to purchase lots of fargely suburban landscape surrounding Waiden Pond could
easily instead purchase and preserve tracts of unspoiled wilderness many times larger. In the
same way, the celebrities subsumed efforts to increase charitable efforts 1o provide more
affordable housing, allowing their own tithe 1o the project. Should WWP succeed in creating
42 units of affordable housing, Concord would need to praduce 300 more affordable units 1o
be in rough compliance with state guidelines. It seems hardly likely that WWP can make up
this difference, or that the proiect will have spillover effects anywhere eise (e.g., Meyer and
Whittier 1994),

*The coming out strategy is not without its profound difficulties. As many writers and ac-
tivists have pointed out over the past two decades, the dominant sexual-minority movements
and strategies have been informed by the cxperiences of their predominantly white, middie-
class membership. Coming out neither functions the same nor functions as effortlessly for
those in subordinate racial and class positions. *'The cali by pay aci™ s 1o reject the -
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helerosexist norins of the puclear fan{ily was totally ethnocentric,’”’ write Isaac fulien and
Kobens Mercer, 1or example {1991, p. 168), *“as it ignored the fact that black leshians and gay
men aeed i lamilies, wiich olfer us support and protection from the racism we experience
an the stigel, at school, from the police, and from the state.” See also Moraga {(1983).

Ui peneial Buaretioal statenients oo kbenfily plitios e ' aew sociE miovements,’” see
¢ ohen (983 and Tounuse (1983). For discussions of sexual-identity-based movements and
then didesnas, see Weeks (1985, Chapier 8), Escoffier (1985), and Phelan (1989 and on gay-
Lased ALLYS activisin see Gamsen (1991).

UOne wther cammon response 1o Lthe obstacles 1o claiming standing is to participate in
chariy worh. dnterestingly, it is extremely rare to find celebrity involvement in fundraising for
puy righis. Becuuse AJDS continues 1o affect gay men disproportionateiy, and because it has
been cublurally associated with gayness in the United States from the days of its *‘discovery”

" {sec Brandt 1988; Aliman 1988; Treichler 1987), the widespread celebrity involvement in AIDS
[undraising can be seen as a coted means of involvernent in the gay {and 1o 4 lesser degree, gay
and lesbian) movement. With the notable exception of Elizabeth Taylor {see Collins 1992) the
bulk of celebriies’ involvement with AIDS has been on a charity rather than an explicitly
pulinical model. That modet allows participants Lo claim standing 2s members of a broad cal-
fective (the nation) and (o distance themselves from asscciation with the various stigimas at-
tached o ALDS. For cxamples of celebrity-based AIDS fundraising and charity activities, see
Proandic {1Y91), Kochier (3992), and Fox (1992},
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Life Course Malieability: Biographical Work and
Deprivatization

Jaber F. Gubrium, University of Florida, and James A, Holstein,
Marguette University )

The traditional view of the life course as the patterned progression of individual
experience through time has been challenged on several fronts. The emerging view is
that patterned progression is subject (o diverse social, historical, and cubtusal in-
fluences. This article exicnds the challenge by considering the way ordinury
biographical work situationally and discursively shapes life course patieening in rela-
tion 1o local cultural and organizational usage. Ethnographic and narrative daia
from a variety of seitings illuStrate & social constructionist approach. Concluding
comments address the link between the malleability of the life course und the
increasing deprivatization of contemnporary experience. .

The life course has traditionally been viewed as the patterned progres-
sion of individual experience through time (Clausen 1986). The progression
has been anchored in bodily growth, psychosexuality, behavioral condition-
ing, and cognitive development {Langer 1969). For example, Freud’s (1965
{1905]; 1966) well-known stages of psychosexual maturation {oral, anal,
phallic), expanded by Erikson (1963, 1968) to include phases in adult lf e,
presented the essential challenges or dilemmas of growing older. Loevinger
(1976}, in turn, embellished Erikson’s view by focusing empirically on ego
processes and identifying integral stages.

Disciplinary practices reflect this view, Experiential progress through
time is featured in developmental psychology textbooks, in which such
familiar stages of personal change as childhood, adolescence, young
aduithood, midlife, and old age appear on dust jackets and in chapier titles,
orienting the reader in developmental terms (see, for example, Freiberg
1987 and Schaie and Willis 1991). In medical sociology, a developmental
framework for analyzing patterned progression through time emerged in
the vocabulary of experiential ‘‘trajectories,” *‘status passages’ (Cilaser
and Strauss 1968), and **moral careers”’ {Goffman 1961}, which was widely -
adopted in ancillary disciplines such as nursing. Curricula and course con-
tents have accordingly guided teaching, learning, and research.

The view has become stereotypical and has considerable popular
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