Sociology 4099: Victimology                                                Lecture Notes Week 10: The Victim Movement
Between 1979-1984, 28 victim-advocate groups consisting of 150 branches were formed across Canada, claiming 250,000-400,000 members (English 1984). Organizations such as “Victims of Violence” and “Citizens United for Safety and Justice,” like their American counterparts, were largely composed of white, middle-class, middle-aged, well-educated individuals, who had experienced the loss of a loved one to violent crime (Kenney 1998: 180-81; Weed 1995: 117-119). They shared broad goals of mutual social support; the need to change public attitudes toward the role of victims in the criminal justice system; desire to obtain services or resources from different levels of government; and (among the most politic) the urgent sense that the justice system needed to be changed to better reflect the interests of crime victims (Kenney 1998: 179).  During this period their representatives began to appear in the media, at court and political proceedings to rally public support and lobby government for system change.


As the public visibility and legitimacy of these groups increased, limited procedural and substantive changes were introduced to the Criminal Code, parole, and other criminal procedures. The Canadian Federal-Provincial Task Force on Victims of Crime (1983; hereinafter, the Task Force) made recommendations partially meeting victims’ concerns. Demands for the abolition of mandatory supervision (automatic release of offenders at the 2/3 point of their sentence) increased in Parliament, and the National Parole Board instituted its controversial procedure of “gating,” re-arresting suspected dangerous offenders about to be so released. While declared illegal in 1983, it was formalized in re-writing the Parole Act three years later. Capital punishment was seriously debated in Parliament, culminating in a free vote in 1987. While defeated 148-127, it received considerable support. In 1989, Parliament passed Bill C-89, amending the Criminal Code in line with many of the Task Force recommendations. This allowed victim impact statements, in camera hearings, improved restitution and return of property, enabled a ban on the identity of witnesses, and imposed a “victim fine surcharge” on fines to help pay for victim services. Also debated were escapes from halfway houses, the Montreal massacre (culminating in proposed changes to gun laws) and bail reform.


“Victims’ rights” emerged as a potent issue in 1980s Canada, thanks in part to the efforts of crime victims to raise public awareness of their grievances and cast solutions in terms of policy and system change. Existing explanations of the rise of the Canadian victims’ rights movement are, however, at best incomplete. This chapter addresses this via recent work on emotions in social-movements theory. First, we review existing explanations critically and find that, although studies that locate the impetus for the movement in contemporary organizational, political and cultural conditions are superior to the popular view of the movement as a spontaneous response by frustrated victims, they end up downplaying the strong, embodied emotions – grief, anger, injustice – that accompany victimization. We then draw upon recent theorizing on the place of emotions in social movements to “bring emotions back in,” to explore how the strong feelings associated with victimization and the victims’ movement intersected with social conditions in 1980s Canada to contribute to the movement’s emergence and success. 


To this end, we assess original interviews with members and leaders of some Canadian victims’ rights and victims’ support groups (Kenney 1998) and contemporary media accounts of the movement. We show that the movement’s dual aims – therapy and activism – required that it filter communication of “oppositional emotions” (Whittier 2001) to maintain its organizational integrity, on one hand, and public legitimacy on the other. It had to preserve space for its (victim) members to display their embodied emotions unrestricted while carrying the burden of screening what they thought was emotionally viable behavior to exhibit to the press and public in light of then current, situated feeling rules. 


Emotions were also central to movement efforts to transform hitherto passive responses to victimization into anger and active demands for system change, serving as more than merely a strategy, but the very ground upon which activism was constructed and contested. While true (as context-specific explanations have confirmed) that contemporary organizational, political and cultural conditions facilitated these efforts, these were linked to emotions in ways that personalized the emotional experience of victims of crime for non-victims, enhancing public sympathies. Media played a crucial if unintended role, providing a ready channel through which the anguish, impotence and injustice felt by victims could be expressed and displayed by members and leaders and communicated to a wider audience.

Our study thus explores some of the “emotion work” (Hochschild 1983) performed by the Canadian victims’ rights movement in concert with mobilizing resources, seizing and creating political opportunities, and framing grievances. It supplements context-specific explanations of the emergence of the movement by highlighting the role that the representational articulation and construction of emotional mutuality played in its success. Our results underscore the complexity of this role, and the importance of continuing to explore the place of emotions in social movements generally. 





     Neglected Victims


What was behind the rise of activism among Canadian victims of crime in the early 1980s? Contemporary media reports suggested it developed in response to the neglect of victims’ needs and concerns in the Canadian Criminal Code. An article in the Globe and Mail in April 1984 is typical. Reporter Victor Malarek highlights the impotence of victims and linked it to the emergence of the movement. He describes them as “stand(ing) in the shadows of the justice system - bitter, disillusioned, frustrated, angry and confused.” Victims are “shunted to the sidelines,” treated “as an embarrassment or nuisance.” In contrast, the justice system “caters to the criminal.” Victims of crime “watch as the offender - the accused who broke into their home, raped, murdered – [becomes] the focus of attention…while they [are] simply sent home.” Victims and their families, however, are “not about to let the system defeat [them].” They have decided “to fight back” by forming victims’ advocacy groups (Malarek 1984a). 

Malarek’s account portrays the movement as a natural outcome of the frustrations of “neglected victims” of crime. While a media report, it is consistent with traditional “relative deprivation” approaches portraying activism as the rational expression of participants’ frustration or hostility toward an “enemy” identified as the source of their deprivation (Searles and Williams 1962; Gusfield 1963). Despite intuitive appeal, like relative deprivation theory the neglected victims approach says nothing about what Goodwin et.al. (2000: 69) call “the actual stuff of contentious politics” needed to initiate, build and sustain an effective social movement, such as the creation and maintenance of social networks, processes of mobilization and the resources required for collective action. Nor does it explain the timing of this movement’s appearance or its public and political appeal. 

              Political Opportunities, Mobilizing Resources, and Resonant Frames

Others have sought to address these issues. The Task Force (1983) claimed the Canadian victims movement was fostered by four factors: advances made by women’s groups to change perceptions and institutions surrounding victims of violence; a public belief that crime was increasing and “something should be done”; the promotion of the issue by individuals holding a financial and emotional stake in the delivery of victim/witness assistance programs; and the opinions of some criminal justice officials that the system would benefit from the inclusion of victims’ voices. Such factors are consistent with Clarke’s (1986) observations on the rise of the movement. Clarke adds that the “law and order” program <1> of that period contributed to the appeal of the victims’ rights message, framing the criminal justice system as “soft on criminals.” 

It is true that, by 1980, Canadians had witnessed a gradual but marked reduction in the severity of sentencing, reflecting a move from the retributive, punitive aspect of sentence to a more rehabilitative stance. There was also a trend during towards more liberal laws governing conditional release. Added was the effective failure of traditional legal alternatives for victims, such as private lawsuits in the civil courts.<2> Criminal injuries compensation tribunals exhibited problems including lengthy bureaucratic delays, lack of public awareness, and at times vigorous investigation of claimants (Fattah 2000; Weed 1995; Dickson 1984; Elias 1983; Task Force 1983). All fostered widespread belief that “authorities cannot be trusted,” another factor Clarke (1986) notes contributed to the victims’ rights movement. Clarke locates the origins of distrust in the 1960s, but these and more recent developments heightened public uncertainty surrounding the ability and desire of traditional authorities to safeguard the interests of (law-abiding) citizens.<3> 

Finally, Rock (1988) considers organizational factors, arguing that the movement was conceived not by victims but by staff originally hired by the federal government to create a survey measuring the effects of crime-prevention programs. As they learned more about victims’ assistance programs in other countries, they “began to consider themselves experts on victims…and…turned more and more toward promoting their own initiative” (1988: 130). 

These rationales are broadly consistent with leading approaches in social-movements theory, including resource mobilization and mobilizing structures theories (McCarthy and Zald 1973, 1977; Tilly et.al. 1975; Tilly 1978); political opportunity structure or political process theory (PPT) models (Tilly 1978; McAdam 1982; Tarrow 1994); and those that stress the influence of cultural factors on social movement emergence and activities, especially framing theory (Snow et.al. 1986; Snow and Benford 1988, 1992). The Task Force (1983) notes the support of “insiders” facilitated movement success, consistent with the resource mobilization approach; inroads forged by the women’s movement advocating on behalf of abused women provided structural opportunities for these victims of crime to seek redress, opening up the political “space” that concerns proponents of PPT. Rock’s (1988) depiction of the victims’ rights movement as an unintended consequence of a state action is also consistent with the PPT model. Further, like the literature on framing, these explanations look to the ideas, meanings and symbols “out there” in the cultural milieu to help account for the rise of the movement. Its’
 message achieved “cultural resonance” by drawing upon the prevailing perception that crime was increasing and the public’s general distrust of traditional authorities, which helped “bring home” the message to potential recruits and outsiders. 


Just as the resource mobilization, PPT, and cultural/framing approaches arose to address deficiencies in relative deprivation theory, these explanations correct some of the difficulties of the “neglected victims” explanation and help to address the question, “why now.” By encouraging exploration of the political and cultural context within which the movement emerged, they are better able to account for the timed appearance of the movement. They highlight that the early 1980s in Canada saw the coming together of a number of social experiences that helped to galvanize and politicize victims of crime who had until then suffered injustice as a largely personal experience. They also suggest how and why the group’s message may have struck a chord with the public at the time.

                                        What Happened to Emotions?


Given the passions inherent in victims’ rights, however, these explanations seem strangely unaffected. In seeking to refine accounts of the movement as the direct outcome of victims’ frustration with the justice system, they downplay the role of strong feelings in the constitution and development of the movement and the public’s response. The bitterness, neglect and injustice felt by the victims portrayed in Malarek’s story have largely disappeared, replaced by detached descriptions of structural precedent, opportunity and rational calculations of equity. We need to address the place of emotions in the Canadian victims’ rights movement, its emergence and limited successes. How to do this without running into the problems of traditional approaches that focus on feelings, however, is a challenge faced by students of social movements. 

                                          Emotions and Social Movements


The emotions that once served as the foundation for analyses of collective behavior experienced a decline in importance in social-movements theorizing in the 1960s. But in the last decade, growing dissatisfaction with the “detached” nature of theories dominating the field since has led to a resurgence of interest in the role of emotions in collective action. Wary of the pitfalls of privileging feelings over other factors as catalysts for collective behavior, however, theorists have sought to bridge the gap between relative deprivation theory’s inflation of feelings as the sole basis of collective action, and more recent approaches’ devaluation of feelings as incidental outcomes of other cultural and structural factors, by exploring how emotions mediate communications and interpretations of social movement activities and claims. 


To do this, social movement researchers have drawn upon the sociology of emotion, a field that rejects traditional notions of emotions as essential or fixed, instead approaching them as socially constructed, mediated by historical and cultural conditions. Hochschild (1983; 1990) disputes emotion theories that assume that emotions are the same across cultural contexts, or that broadly similar social factors “trigger” the same sorts of biological reactions (1990: 119; 1983: 205, 207-11). She also challenges perspectives in which feeling is constituted entirely by social influences (1990: 120). Superior, she says, are interactionist perspectives which assign significance to cultural factors but still include biological factors as socially-shaped “ingredients” in the emotion process (Hochschild, 1990: 119-20; 1983: 205-7; 211-18). Of particular relevance is her idea of the “signal function” - that emotion operates like a sense, communicating information to the self about ‘what is out there from where I stand’ (1990:119).


Among social-movements researchers, such an approach has helped bridge the gap between relative deprivation theory’s inflation of feelings as the sole basis of collective action, and more recent approaches’ devaluation of feelings as incidental outcomes of other cultural and structural factors, by regarding emotion and culture as concurrent. Thus, Aminzade and McAdam (2001) include emotions in the cultural “repertoires” of symbols that movement leaders use to frame their claims to members and the public. Just as movement leaders manipulate symbols and meanings to generate cultural resonance around their cause, leaders also exploit the norms surrounding emotions to generate emotional resonance. 


This approach to emotions as “one more” of many cultural variables that leaders must manage and mobilize on a movement’s behalf – the coexistence of emotion and culture – has been supplemented by studies that elaborate upon the intersection of emotion and culture (Goodwin et al. 2000; 2001). Thus Robnett (2004) notes emotional resonance is specific to social location, varying with gender, class and ethnicity. Schrock et.al. (2004) demonstrate it varies with the extent to which the collective action frames of movements align or disagree with the emotional location, or emotional lives, of intended recipients. Such studies suggest that, in order for their frames to resonate culturally and emotionally in the desired direction, movement leaders must consider how specific cultural repertoires interact with the varied emotions their claims may evoke among their different audiences, members and outsiders alike.

Of special importance is work surrounding the role of emotions in victims’ groups.  In her study of adult victims of child abuse, Whittier (2001) shows difficulties can arise because of the dual aims of many victims’ organizations: therapy and action. Conflicts can arise in victims’ movements because these often generate “oppositional emotions.” Thus attempts by groups to politically empower victims by encouraging them to shed their feelings of guilt and hopelessness can be undermined by media presentations of victims as “damaged” and pitiful. The latter may generate more public awareness of abuse victims, but succeed only in generating pity and convincing outsiders of victims’ incompetence. Similarly, Dunn (2004) shows movements must frame victims carefully to sustain membership and public feelings of sympathy. To evoke outsiders’ compassion, victims must appear blameless. The need to establish victims’ non-responsibility and weakness, however, conflicts with wider Western cultural norms that uphold personal responsibility and strength. Movements must find a way to bridge conflicting expectations or risk public rejection of their grievances. Trickier still is to inspire outsiders to not only pity or sympathize, but to back members’ calls for political redress. Such a task requires fostering feelings of injustice, that “hot cognition” that Gamson (1992: 91) says is essential to mobilization. Leaders and supporters must communicate the victim experience and arouse this righteous anger among outsiders to convince them to support systemic change. 

Clearly, victims’ groups must filter the embodied emotions communicated, carefully constructing the emotional field to achieve their aims. To explore how this was accomplished in the Canadian victims’ rights movement, we follow Whittier and Dunn and distinguish between the emotional and cultural expectations inside the group and the expectations of outsiders or the public, examining the extent to which they coincide or diverge. Like Whittier, we explore the logistics associated in dealing with the “oppositional emotions” characteristic of victims groups. Consistent with Dunn, we identify the features of the victim role that require careful communication to secure public identification and construction of sympathy. Dunn focuses on blamelessness, but here we highlight the victim’s grieved response to the tragedy as a crucial determinant of public sympathy. As Dunn’s victims must negotiate the passivity implied by blamelessness with a strong cultural belief in personal responsibility, leaders of the victims’ movement must navigate victims’ suffering through current cultural norms surrounding grief.<4> Finally, we approach how movement leaders and supporters succeeded in fostering feelings of injustice among the Canadian public regarding their cause. 

Here we draw upon Flam (2005), who identifies several key ways social movements use emotions to “re-socialize their (potential) members and the larger public” (2005: 24): undermining passive responses to their claims and establishing “new, assertive emotions” in their stead; cultivating anger and suspicion toward authorities we have been socialized to obey to counter fears of retribution; and “shaming” elites into moral conduct. Success depends on the political and social context, including the presence or absence of beliefs that may “immunize against new ideologies.” Thus social movements must pick up and recast the feeling rules surrounding their issue, and so redefine the appropriate emotional response to the matters that concern them.<5> Thus our study explores how the Canadian victims’ rights movement succeeded in recasting the appropriate emotional response to victimization, from private grief to public anger, from pity to indignation and demands for political redress.

                              Emotions and the Inward Face of the Movement


The existing literature on victims’ groups and self-help associations, together with the results of original research conducted by Kenney (1998), helps us approach the role of emotion within the Canadian victims’ rights movement of the 1980s. Research shows that personal grief is a key reason victims of crime join and maintain membership in victim “self-help” groups, whether focusing primarily on victim support or political activism (Weed 1995; Kenney 1998). Certainly the opportunity to share their grief with others who have lost a loved one to violence plays a part. As one member reported, “I found it easier to talk about [the deceased] and my experience at             meetings because I was among people of similar situations and feelings” (Kenney 1998: Survey #14: Male, age 35). Many described the close connection that forms with other victims.     

 
Associated with this is the victim’s perception that no one else is willing to listen to expressions of their grief. The victim has reached or surpassed the limit of their friends’, family members’, or others’ sympathy and no longer feels comfortable talking (or is no longer permitted to talk) about their loss. 
 


If we consider these statements in the context of the sociology of emotion and Hochschild’s work, victims’ groups – self-help or activist – are comprised of individuals who, by virtue of their having transgressed “feeling rules” surrounding grief, assume they are compelled to seek emotional support elsewhere. In their historical and spatial contexts, they are “emotional deviants” (Thoits 1990) who have gone beyond what others deem an appropriate emotional response to their situation. Indeed, such rules have been noted by researchers interested in the social responses to people who have experienced undesirable life events. Silver and Wortman (1980: 314) acknowledged that, in the early 1980’s, North Americans experiencing a life crisis were often “prevented from free expression of their feelings” by people encouraging them to “be strong.” This happened for several reasons, including discomfort born of observers’ lack of experience with such situations. It was also affected by wider beliefs surrounding how much and how long trauma should be exhibited (Wortman and Lehman 1983). Crime victims were especially vulnerable because of the long-term depression often accompanying victimization (Coates and Winston 1983). By continually revisiting their grief, victims broke current constructions of “sympathy etiquette” which mandated claiming some sympathy in appropriate circumstances, but not claiming too much (Clark, 1987), either being shamed into silence or spurred to find an outlet (Gilligan, 2003; Scheff and Retzinger, 2000; Nathanson, 1994).

Victims’ groups provide a place where individuals can express their grief more extensively than permitted in their former social contexts.

It is true that not all victims feel they benefit from participating in groups that place few or no bounds on how much or how long victims can grieve, sometimes triggering upset. 


For most activist members of victims’ groups, however, the space and time to express their deep, embodied, ongoing grief and bitterness without previous restrictions was as important a component of the experience as it was to those who sought support only.


So what might this mean to our understanding of the Canadian victims’ rights movement? There is evidence that communication of grief was as important a factor influencing recruitment and retention of group members twenty-five years ago as it was ten years ago. Victims of Violence (VoV) was one such group, founded in Ontario in 1982 by Don Sullivan, with Shirley and John Harrison, individuals who lost their daughters to murder. The first, the largest, and then most public of victims’ rights groups in Canada, VoV garnered great media attention with their leaders’ frank criticisms of government officials and demands that the Canadian legal process be changed to acknowledge the rights of victims (Amernic 1984). But even such an activist organization placed the delivery of emotional support to victims ahead of system change. The set of objectives cast at their first meeting listed as their first priority “A self-help group to comfort, console, counsel, and cope with our personal tragedies”; their targets for change only came later (Amernic 1984: 106; see also 173, 176-177). 


In his description of a VoV meeting, Amernic writes, “VoV’s primary objective of consoling the bereaved begins at the first introduction. No matter how horrible the circumstances of the death, those who come to test the waters for the first time are immediately engulfed in a sea of empathy” (173). Beyond providing support to victims over the telephone and through correspondence, leaders organized more formal counseling sessions. These were private sessions during which victims “pour[ed] out all the innermost feelings of hate, frustration, disgust bitterness, bewilderment, and guilt that haunt the loved ones of murder victims, the survivors,” surrounded by others who had had the same experience (176-177).


The movement’s focus on policy change may have served as a “new” reason for individuals to join who would otherwise have not participated in a self-help group; their public emphasis on activism over therapy may have attracted victims who were inspired by this new message or were repelled by the constant retelling of painful memories. But given the priority assigned to emotional support by leaders, and judging how important emotional freedom continued to be to the members of victims’ organizations in the 1990s, freedom from then current feeling rules restricting the expression of grief in other social contexts was an important incentive for victims to seek out and stay with the movement in the 1980s. Despite the focus of the movement and its leaders on policy change, the construction of a safe space of emotional freedom would have had to be maintained to attract and retain group members. 




Emotions and the Outward Face of the Movement


The grief of victims of violence is a key emotion expressed by members of the victims’ rights movement. While it may serve to bond members together, however, it can disconcert, even repel, outsiders in some historic, structural and spatial contexts. This has implications for a victims’ movement that seeks the support of outsiders. Clearly, according to the historic feeling rules surrounding grief noted above, it would be detrimental to the movement’s aims for leaders to always exhibit publicly the intense, personal feelings of grief expected within the movement, at least in the longer term. Although anyone having experienced such a tragedy would have the “right” to short-term expression of such intensity of emotion, extended expression could breach the “sympathy margins” of many and risk public aversion (Clark 1987). Thus movement leaders had to filter the expression of “oppositional emotions” (Whittier 2001) to effectively construct a mutual emotional ground upon which their activism could be played out and the public’s response engaged. 


Simultaneously, leaders wished to mobilize public support for their cause. Under Flam’s (2005) model, leaders sought to recast existing feeling rules surrounding victimization (“suffer in silence” or, in the case of outsiders, offer comfort, sympathy and pity) and foster an active response to the issue, to cultivate anger and suspicion toward authorities among members and the public, and shame officials into correcting a criminal justice system they perceived as unjust. This entailed contextualizing their demands in the existing social and cultural milieu, anticipating and overcoming any existing ideologies to ensure their claims resonated emotionally with outsiders, and evoked in them some of the injustice that victims felt at the hands of the system (Flam 2005).


How did the Canadian victims’ movement satisfy these complex and conflicting emotional demands to successfully manage its outward face? Here we examine two means: effective (public) leadership, and a sympathetic national press. While overlapping, the former framed victimization and victims’ rights to sustain the oppositional emotions needed to maintain and promote the victims’ movement; the latter helped locate victims’ rights in the current social and political context to ensure their message resonated emotionally with the public. 






Public Leadership <6>


The oppositional emotions needed to sustain the Canadian victims’ rights movement – the intense and unrestrained feelings expressed inside, and the more filtered expression of emotions for public display – were evident in the public actions and statements of spokespersons. Commonalities can be found in the communications of individuals such as Don Sullivan, a former police officer who co-founded Victims of Violence after his daughter Pamela was murdered in 1980; David Nairn, a Canadian Forces officer whose daughter was stabbed to death in 1983; Donna Edwards, whose son was paralyzed in a shooting at a variety store in the early 1980s; and Leslie Crisp, whose daughter’s fiancée was murdered. In media reports, they presented and recounted their own and other victims’ grief in ways that retained the emotional intensity characterizing the experience – and hence appeal to group members and other victims – yet in a manner gauged more palatable for the consumption of a diverse public. By expressing their emotions in a restrained and rational rather than in an abandoned manner, and by emphasizing that their purpose is to fight for justice for all victims, not to seek vengeance for personal wrongs, these public representatives of the victims’ movement enabled the mutual construction of an engaging view of the emotional turmoil experienced by victims of crime for various outsiders without making them feel too uncomfortable.


Sullivan’s emotionality is clear in his public statements and in media accounts. Thus in the Forward to Jerry Amernic’s book, Victims: Orphans of Justice (1984), he writes of the “painful memories” he worried would be stirred up if he and his wife agreed to cooperate with Amernic on the book (Sullivan 1984: x); it is present when he describes how his wife “gave him strength when [he] faltered” (xii) during the arduous criminal proceedings against his daughter’s murderer. Sullivan’s anguish and anger is evident throughout, from the moment the reality of his daughter’s murder hit him and he “broke down and wept” (Amernic 1984: 11), through the nights when he would his daughter’s room and cry while he rocked in her rocking chair (44). We see him running from the courtroom in tears after catching glimpse of photographs taken of his daughter at the murder scene (62), and how he went home and cried after the first day of the trial (63). 


In a feature on victims’ rights in the Globe and Mail, Sullivan describes the days following his daughter’s death when “just coping with day-to-day life at times seemed unbearable” (Malarek 1984b). Other articles describe how David Nairn, too, “broke down” relating his experiences in front of the assembly of police chiefs he was addressing (Globe and Mail 1985), and how Donna Edwards “fought back tears” when describing her ordeal to a Toronto conference for victims of crime (Fagan 1984). But in all cases, victims’ anguish is understated and controlled, displayed openly for only short periods to facilitate the construction of an emotional ground of engagement. Thus Amernic quotes family members describing Sullivan as the “strong one” in the weeks following his daughter’s murder, a sensitive man compelled by love and responsibility to swallow his grief for the sake of those close to him (Amernic 1984: 26, 44). Tears over his loss are checked (11-12, 44), anger toward the murderer is suppressed (63), and his embodied anguish is directed toward “working with the system”: writing letters, seeking help from sympathetic politicians and media people, and building a grassroots movement to press for change (passim). Similarly, Nairn and Edwards compose themselves and continue speaking to their respective audiences and the press. We thus catch glimpses of their intense emotional response to their experiences – enough for other victims to identify with and arouse the compassion of outsiders – but expressed appropriately, constructed in a restrained manner, and through the proper channels, following their sense of outsider sympathy etiquette. 

In these same accounts, spokespersons’ activism is presented as inspired not by vengeance or the promise of personal gain, but as an opportunity to lobby for system change to help ensure others would not have to endure the same experiences. 


Indeed, Sullivan reportedly turned down an invitation to run for political office, feeling he could better accomplish his aims from a position of political neutrality (Amernic 1984: 166-167).


Sullivan and Nairn’s legitimacy was bolstered by their status as “public servants” committed to the general good. Sullivan was a former police officer, Nairn a Canadian forces officer, positions that commanded prestige and respect. Accounts of Sullivan (Malarek 1984a; Amernic 1984) repeatedly reference his former profession, his time in the navy and as a fire fighter; Nairn is consistently referred to as “Lieutenant-Commander Nairn” or “Cmdr. Nairn” (Globe and Mail 1985). Further, Nairn and Sullivan are both male, an anomaly in the world of victims’ and self-help groups dominated by white, middle-class women. Amernic’s portrayal of Sullivan as the “rock” supporting the devastated women in his family (and later in VoV) evokes the cultured construction of the traditional strong and dispassionate male protector of more fragile females. This, in 1980’s Canada, represented the gendered embodiment of a viable, indeed engaging form of emotional expression rendering their claims both more dramatic, yet more reasonable. Indeed, Amernic draws this contrast several times. Compared to the other founding member of VoV, Shirley Harrison, Sullivan was clearly more controlled: “While she was very emotional and obvious with her grief, in public and in private, he showed a public face that was somewhat more calm and collected.” (Amernic 1984: 91). <7>


It is hard to determine the extent to which the embodied emotion displayed by Sullivan and other spokespeople was unconscious or orchestrated, although Amernic (1984: 127) admits Sullivan was “anything but naïve”: “He knew about giving the media enough hard facts and human emotion to further dramatize his story and play it up for all it was worth.” Regardless, he and his counterparts succeeded in publicly articulating the strong emotions associated with the victim role in ways compatible with historic, situational feeling rules to maintain the oppositional emotions required of the victims’ movement. Their grief was clearly profound, but unobtrusive; it did not embarrass or repulse, but engaged many in a oneness, constructing a common emotional arena. Their anger was intense, but was directed toward appropriate ends - the mutuality of the greater good. Revealing some of the depth of their anguish, while contributing to – and respecting - the bounds of situational and societal norms surrounding such emotions, movement leaders “walked the line” between grief-stricken victim and courageous (and hence emotionally discreet) survivor of violence to foster public sympathy toward victims of violent crime and reduce the likelihood of audiences rejecting their claims.






Sympathetic Media


Movement leaders were adept at framing victims’ claims in ways that generated emotional resonance among fellow victims and the public. But the media provided them a ready platform from which to communicate their grievances, and presented those grievances in the context of related events and discourses. 


This result was by no means inevitable. Media are central to modern mobilization efforts, but because they have their own agendas, they cannot be relied upon to frame issues in the way a movement may wish (Gamson 1992; Walgrave and Manssens 2005: 116-118). In the case of the early Canadian victims’ rights movement, however, victims’ claims coincided with several factors rendering support of victims’ rights in the media’s interest. Indeed, circumstances satisfied many of the conditions Walgrave and Manssens (2005: 135-136) identify as favorable to media mobilization: “victims’ rights” was a fairly simple issue, making it easy to report in full detail; it was an issue presenting the forces of “good and evil” clearly, encouraging emotional consensus; it pitted “the people” against elites (and hence allowed media to “cash in” on public discontent); it allowed the media to present itself as a sensitive defender of a consensus issue; and it coincided with a “disturbed time” in Canadian society (characterized, as Clarke (1986) and the Task Force (1983) note, by the perception that crime was increasing and general distrust of authorities). 


Considering these conditions, and using Flam’s (2005) model as a guide, we can observe how the media helped the victims’ rights movement communicate their efforts to recast historic feeling rules surrounding victimization to outsiders, and locate their messages in wider social and political conditions to foster the feelings of injustice needed to mobilize the public. To “re-socialize” their audience emotionally, Flam (2005) says  social movements must: (1) establish an assertive (rather than a passive) emotional response to their cause; and (2) cultivate anger and suspicion toward authorities to shame them into acting. Movement success depends on contextualizing the resocialization process in the prevailing social and political climates. These practices are woven together in media accounts surrounding the Canadian victims’ rights movement. 


Media were especially adept at placing and keeping the victims’ rights message in the context of the more widespread public fear of crime that Clarke and the Task Force noted in 1980s Canada, and the public’s distrust of authorities. Media reports of the movement commonly underscored the “ordinariness” of victims of violent crime, hence enhancing identification, a sense of oneness, indeed the notion among readers that anyone could become a victim herself.  David Nairn’s daughter is described as a typical Grade 12 honors student, murdered not by an unknown assailant, but the son of a former neighbor (Globe and Mail 1985). Donna Edwards’ son just happened to find himself in a variety store holdup when he was shot (Fagan 1984). And of Sullivan, Amernic (1984: 265) writes: “There will surely be more Don and Pat Sullivans in Canada, more men and women who blink for a moment and open their eyes to find a child murdered. It could happen on the way to the grocery store. It could happen on a holiday. It could happen walking home from work.” 


Such looming tragedy is invariably linked to system deficiencies and uncaring or incompetent officials more concerned with protecting themselves and criminals than the victim. “Justice is just a money-making academic exercise,” David Nairn is quoted as saying in the Globe and Mail (1985). “Our prison system is like a sieve,” he adds, contrasting the attention paid to his daughter’s murderer – “There were no legal aid lawyers flitting around us” – with the disregard paid to his family by officials who failed to inform Nairn of the offender’s release. Donna Edwards describes how the two men who shot her son, “laughed as [he] was wheeled into court,” but could “be walking the streets next year due to a loose parole system” (Fagan 1984). And in the series of articles by Malarek, the neglect experienced by victims is that of everyman relative to criminals. “I can’t find anything in the Charter of Rights that guarantees any rights to the victim,” Sullivan is quoted as saying. “Yet I can find all kinds of rights guaranteed to anyone that’s accused of anything under the sun” (Malarek 1984a). But officials throughout inhibit changes from occurring. Police fail to instruct victims about possible compensation (Malarek 1984b); defense lawyers protest victim-impact statements (Malarek 1984c). They react this way, Sullivan comments, because, in contrast to victims’ fear and grief associated with their real loss, lawyers fear losing power over the process. “What defense lawyers are afraid of is that during the trial process, for every mother of a murderer who gets up and cries about Johnny, the mother of a murdered girl will get up and cry about her daughter. This is what they’re scared of” (Malarek 1984c). 


These themes are elaborated in Orphans, where Amernic details the discourtesies and disregard Sullivan and his family suffered at the hands of police, criminal justice officials, and politicians after his daughter’s murder (See for example 1984: 14, 15, 25-26, 47-48). Sullivan’s experiences revealed to him a defective process and “shattered” his trust in the justice system. “At first I was under the impression that we had elected people and appointed officials in Ottawa who were looking out for our rights, our well-being, and our safety. Well, how bloody naïve I was” (quoted in Amernic 1984: 47-48). Innocent people are doubly victimized, “not just by criminals, but by the criminal justice system… those very people whom we elected to look out for our rights, safety, and well-being” (Sullivan 1984: x-xi). Sullivan emerges in Orphans as the principled voice of “the people” against injustices prolonged by officials concerned with maintaining a process from which they benefit: “He was no speech maker” and poorly educated compared to “senior civil servants and elected politicians, never mind silver-tongued lawyers and other professionals who had a stake in the system, and who weren’t about to let the ordinary father of a murder victim upset their lives. But at least he felt that right was on his side” (Amernic 1984: 56).


Sympathetic media focused on cultivating fear of victimization and anger toward officials, helped “resocialize” Canadians toward a more active response to victims’ claims and spurred officials to act in the face of reported humiliations and perceived outrages. Media focus helped frame victims’ rights in the context of the prevailing fear of crime and suspicions surrounding authorities, while the ordinariness and emotional resonance fostered by movement leaders greased the wheels. 






Discussion


The Canadian victims’ rights movement of the early 1980s owes its emergence partly to conditions surrounding contemporary institutions (such as the degree of “openness” of the political and criminal justice systems to victims’ claims) and broader cultural beliefs (such as “something should be done about crime” and “authorities cannot be trusted”). But as shown, the capacity of the movement to effectively articulate the strong emotions associated with victimization was also a crucial factor shaping the movement’s constitution and development.


To preserve the support function of the group that attracted most of its members, the movement had to provide a space for relatively unrestricted displays of personal grief. Movement leaders seeking public sympathy to the plight of victims, however, had to filter their expression of emotion so as to not surpass the historic, situated “sympathy margins” of outsiders. Further, the movement sought to mobilize the public in support of their claims; it wished to transform typically passive responses to victimization to more active ones. Leaders, with the crucial assistance of the media, did this by fostering in outsiders some of the emotions associated with the victim experience: the fear associated with being victimized; the grief that accompanies losing a loved one to criminal violence; the humiliation stemming from their mistreatment by the system; the anger derived from being dealt with unjustly. Simultaneously, leaders partially extended their embodied emotions into a mutually constructed emotional field with the audience, fostering a sense of oneness, engagement and further extending the margins of sympathy. Clearly, much emotion work was required to sustain the movement’s organizational and political goals. 


While leaders were able to maintain the “emotional balancing act,” success was by no means automatic. The “dual goals” of victims’ groups – therapy and action – could lead to tensions and unintended outcomes. Beyond internal disagreements concerning the most effective way to frame an issue, members may experience a disjuncture over the predominant focus of the group potentially impacting the group’s capacity to attract and retain members.

Indeed, the demands on leaders to raise awareness of victims’ issues, and the inevitable compromises that accompanied this task, could clash with the emotional honesty that must characterize the movement at its core.







In each case, members felt disillusioned by the lack of emotion and political strategizing exhibited by leaders. In the first, the member only stayed in the group because she found another victim to provide her the kind of support not forthcoming from the leader; in the second, the members quit. Clearly, social movements must be aware of the difficulties that oppositional emotions can create and take steps to diffuse potential conflict and limit member dissatisfaction.


Conversely, there may be times when varying emotional contexts interact positively, such as where a movement leader was able to bridge the emotional needs of a victim with the needs of the organization by combining dual and seemingly contrary goals of the group – therapy and action –in a way that satisfied a member. 






      But this is possible only with careful monitoring of members and their emotional needs in relation to the political requirements of the group. Again, organizations aware of such possibilities (and pitfalls) will fare better than those that are not.
      Researchers have sought to “bring emotions back in” to social movement analysis. Our study of the Canadian victims’ rights movement supports the utility of this pursuit. Emotions must be understood not only as “one more” of the many cultural and other factors available to movement leaders to manage and manipulate, but factors that operate in concert with the organizational and political activities of the movement. Cultural resonance and emotional resonance are not necessarily concurrent; in framing movement goals to achieve the former among the public and potential members, leaders must be aware of how those frames resonate emotionally – positively and negatively – with various audiences. Movement leaders ignore these interactions at their peril.





CONCLUSION


By pointing to the strategic management of emotion, to the careful emotional balancing act between organizational and public contexts, we contribute to an understanding of the emergence of the Canadian victims’ rights  movement specifically, and to social movement theory generally. Attention should now shift to the characteristics, successes, failures, and organizational trajectories of other victims’ groups. Various Canadian victims’ groups have emerged, flourished, then folded (e.g. C.A.V.E.A.T. in the 1990’s). It would be interesting for researchers to study whether a breakdown of this emotional balancing between organizational and public contexts, along with victim politics, play parts in what appears to be a limited lifespan for such groups. Further, what role does government – and government funding – play in more enduring organizations, and how much do these compromise group goals? Finally, given questions about the relative influence of the victims’ movement on emerging programs and services (Rock, 1988; Elias, 1983), research should address the degree to which the movement impacted the development of such initiatives. 

�should be "its"





