Preface

The question of political practice is, or at least should be, central to the study
of politics. The things that politicians, and collective political actors like par-
ties and social movements, do in the course of pursuing and maintaining po-
litical power are just as important as their social origins, identities, motives,
ideologies, or organizational characteristics. But while political practice mat
ters a great deal, the scope of what political actors are likely to find themselves
doing at any given time and place tends to be quite limited. When political
actors act, they usually do so in fairly habitual ways. They follow routine pro-
cedures, recycle tried-and-true strategies and tactics, draw on models from
the past, and mimic others in the present. Contemporary social movements
in the United States boycott companies, march on Washington, and engage in
acts of nonviolent civil disobedience; contemporary U.S. political parties hold
voter registration drives, produce television ads, and host expensive fundrais-
ing dinners. In rare and surprising moments, however, something new comes
along. Indeed, none of the practices just noted were common a hundred years
ago. If the landscape of political practice at any given time and place tends to
be relatively stable, where do new practices come from? Under what condi-
tions, and by what processes, do political actors make a break with their old
habits and develop new lines of action? When new practices are elaborated,
what shapes their characteristics? And what does it take for new practices to
get assimilated into the toolkit of routine go-to options? This book—which s,
in the end, a sociological study of the sources of political innovation—seeks
answers to these questions.

I argue that explaining the rise of novel political practices requires three
analytical steps. First, it is necessary to attend to changes in the terrain of
social-structural realities, as these can afford opportunities to political actors
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who are seeking new practical alternatives, This terrain constitutes the social
context of action in which political actors are situated. Second, it is neces-
sary to understand the characteristics and unfolding dynamics of the politi-
cal context of action—the local political field in which actors are vying for
position—because these contribute to the formation of callective actors with
specific endowments, set in relation to one another in particular ways, facing
unique sets of opportunities and constraints, Third, it is necessary to attend
to the political actors’ experimental engagement with new Ppractices as this
unfolds over time, with a clear comprehension of the social experience and
Pperspectives available to them ag they evaluate practices and judge how they
match up with the changing social and political context. I will develop this
argument in the introductory chapter and return to it in the conclusion. But
for now, suffice it to say that this approach implies the need for attention to
macro-historical social and political contexts, but also to mego- and micro-
level relationships, interactions, and processes; that it suggests we attend to
institutional structures and materia] realities, but also to cultural resources
and situated perception; and that it asks us to consider not only actors’ social
locations and organizational positions, but also their experiential trajecto-
ries and personal habits of thought and action. Most of all, explaining politi-
cal innovation demands a serious engagement with the problem of human
Creativity.

I develop this argument through the sustained consideration of a particu-
lar historical case—Pery’s 1931 presidential election—in which the candidates
of two opposing parties, along with their party leadership, elaborated a new
modality of political practice that I identify as a distinctively Latin American
style of populist mobilization. Prior to 1931, nothing like populist mobilization
had been practiced in Peru, Indeed, this case represents the first example of
large-scale, election-oriented populist mobilization in Latin American his-
tory, predating Perén’s and Vargas’s reliance on the practice by nearly a de-
cade and a half, Overthecourseofthjsaiﬁcalelecﬁon,outsiderpoliﬁcal
actors—facing a unique political situation, set against a backdrop of changing
social conditions—developed and implemented a new set of political ideas,
strategies, and tactics. And once populist mobilization had been enacted, its
example revolutionized the set of practices that future politicians would have
on hand as they attempted to secure or maintain legitimacy and power. Ex-
Plaining this historical shift is the substantive agenda of this book.

I did not set out initially, however, to study palitical innovation, When I
beganthisproject,lbelievedthatlwasembarldngonaninvesﬁgaﬁoninto
the thorny but fascinating topic of populism. Populism has long been a prom-
inent feature of the Latin American political landscape, and a renewal of pop-
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recent scholarship was having a hard time making sense of the contemporary
Latin American cases. Previous generations of populism scholars, who had

populist candidates competing head-to-head in this election—in terms of
their social origins, institutional positions, and ideological orientations
seemed to throw a monkey wrench into standard definitions, conceptualiza-
tions, and typalogies of populism. At the same time, for reasons that will be
discussed in chapter 2, the case appeared anomalous vis-a-vis what were oth-
erwise compelling explanatory theories. I found that the solution to the con
ceptual problem was to take g Ppractice-oriented view to the phenomenon,
shifting the focus fram populism to “populist mobili on,” and understand-
ingthisasaversaﬁlemodeofpmcticethatcauldbe undertaken by actors of
various stripes—in power ar seeking it—in pursuit of a wide range of social,
political, and economic agendas. The solution to the explanatory problem
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populism theories had such a hard time accounting for it. Explaining the rise
of populist mobilization in Peru would thus mean explaining an instance of
political innovation—hence my ultimate theoretical orjentation and explana-
tory agenda.

The realization that this would be a book about political innovation, not
populism (at least not directly), shaped its writing in a few notable respects. I
have focused the discussion in the introductory chapter on sociological theo-
ries of contentious politics and creative social action, rather than on theories
of populism. In an effort to avoid distraction, 1 have located my brief com-
ments on what scholars of populism might take away from this study in the
concluding chapter. And to underscore the fact that I am not here making
claims about populism qua populism—especially given the fact that my defi-
nition of “populist mobilization” does not overlap neatly with reigning folk or
scholarly conceptions of “populism”—I have made every effort to be precise
in my language. Except when discussing the literature, I refer to “populist mo-
bilization;” to “populist rhetoric;” and to “popular mobilization” (all of which
1 define in chapter 1), but never, generically, to “populism.”

This project would not have been possible without generous financial and
institutional support. The archival research in Peru was funded by the An-
drew W. Mellon Foundation, the Fulbright [IE fellowship program, UCLAs
Latin American Institute, and the University of Michigan’s Sociclogy Depart-
ment. Further support was provided by the University of Michigan’s Soci-
ety of Fellows, its Office of Research, and its College of Literature, Science,
and the Arts. In Lima, the Instituto de Estudios Peruanos (IEP) provided a
wonderful intellectual home from which to launch my excursions into the
archives. I am exceedingly grateful to the staff of all the archives and librar-
ies at which I worked: the Sala de Colecci6énes Especiales of the Centro de
Documentacién (CEDOC) at the Pontificia Universidad Catdlica del Perd;
the Sala Pedro de Peralta y Barnuevo at the Archivo General de la Nacién
(AGN); the library of the TEP; the Hemeroteca of the Biblioteca Central of
the Universidad Nacional Mayor de San Marcos; the Sala de Investigaciones
and the Sala de Hemerograficas at the Biblioteca Nacional del Perii; and the
Hemeroteca of the Instituto Riva-Agiiero. I owe a special debt to Ana Maria
Arréspide of CEDOC, to César Durén Ybafiez of the AGN, and to Virginia
Garcfa of the IEP. I would also like to thank the Peruvian Fulbright Commis-
sion for its hospitality. Portions of this text come from articles published in
Sociological Theory (vol. 29, no. 2 [2011], 75-96) and Theory and Society (vol. 45,
no. 4 [2016), 319-60). I thank Springer for granting permission to reprint ma-
terial from the latter, as well as the anonymous reviewers who provided very
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useful comments on both. The map appearing in the front matier was ex

pertly produced by Rachel Trudeli-jones of the University of Michigan's GIS
Consulting Service (with reference to historical information provided in De

laune and Dumas-Vorxet 1930 and Repblica del Perti 1933). At the Univer

sity of Chicago Press, Doug Mitchell's enthusiasm for this project at a critical
turning point encouraged me to press forward, Kyle Wagner kept the process
running smoothly, and Adeetje Bouma designed a great cover.

I am very fortunate to have been trained as a sociologist at UCLA. There,
an unbeatable team of mentors, colleagues, and friends patiently taught me
how to do the work that I do and supported me as 1 stumbled my way through
it. Among them, Leisy Abrego, Rene Almeling, Josh Bloom, Rogers Brubaker,
David Cook-Martin, Andrew Deener, Rebecca Emigh, David FitzGerald, jon
Fox, Kurtulus Gemici, Wes Hiers, Angela Jamison, Jack Katz, Jaeeun Kim,
David Lopez, Mara Loveman, Michael Mann, José Moya, Zeynep Ozgen, Dylan
Riley, Dan Rounds, Bill Roy, Kristin Surak, Iddo Tavory, Andreas Wim-
mer, and Maurice Zeitlin deserve special mention, as do all of the participants
in the department’s legendary Comparative Social Analysis Seminar. A1 the
Michigan Society of Fellows, where I began work on this bouk in earnest, I
am particularly grateful to Don Lopez for facilitating such a vibrant site of
conviviality and interdisciplinary exchange. I cannot imagine a more pleas
ant or intellectually rewarding way to transition from one professional stage
to the next. All of my colleagues there were tremendous, but I must single out
Sara McClelland and Jeff Knight for their ongoing friendship and support. In
the Sociology Department at the University of Michigan, I have been exceed-
ingly fortunate to find such a hospitable environment for pursuing a proj
ect like this one. I find myself surrounded here by colleagues who want only
to see me succeed in my scholarly endeavors. In particular, I want to thank
Elizabeth Armstrong, Rachel Best, Deirdre Bloome, Jaceun Kim, and Alex
Murphy for their unflagging moral support in the final stages of this project.

I am burdened by the knowledge that I have received so many useful sug
gestions over the years that I have not been able to incorporate into this text,
so many incisive criticisms that remain inadequately addressed. Nevertheless,
1 hope at least that everyone who generously shared their thoughts can recog
nize some mark of their influence on this work. I benefited greatly from fecd
back from andiences at the Universities of British Columbia, Michigan, Oregon,
Toronto, Washington, and Wisconsin, as well as California at Davis, Irvine,
and Los Angeles, Grand Valley State University, and Yale. José Bortoluci, Deme-
trio Laurente Eslava, Luis Flores, and Simeon Newman provided invaluable
research assistance, but also wonderful suggestions for and companionship in
this project at formative moments. For their comments on individual chapters,
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related articles, or developing ideas, I want very warmly to thank Julia Ad-
ams, Elizabeth Armstrong, Chris Bail, Josh Bloom, Craig Calhoun, Carlos de
la Torre, Kurtulug Gemici, Neil Gross, Wes Hiers, Angela Jamison, Victoria
Johnson, James Mahoney, Eric Schneiderhan, Jason Owen-Smith, Matthias
vom Hau, Ed Walker, Andreas Wimmer, and Geneviéve Zubrzycki. For their
feedback on the entire manuscript, I am particnlarly indebted to Barbara An-
derson, Luis Flores, Miige Gocek, Howard Kimeldorf, Greta Krippner, Karin
Martin, Alex Murphy, Simeon Newman, Iddo Tavory, and three anonymous
reviewers. For providing endlessly generative responses to my written work
back when this was still a project about populism, I thank Rogers Brubaker,
David Lopez, José Moya, and Andreas Wimmer. Without their guidance in its
early stages, this project would not have been possible. My greatest intellec-
tual debt is to Rogers Brubaker, whose commitment to analytical precision,
intellectual integrity, and rigorous yet unfailingly generous and humbile criti-
cism has set for me an unattainably high, yet eminently estimable, standard.

Finally, Angela Jamison deserves a special note of recognition. Our years
together have done more than anything else to shape me both as a scholar and
ahuman being. Angela has supported this project from its inception with un-
conditional enthusiasm and confidence. But more than that- her energy, joy-
ousness, deep generosity, and radiant spirit have provided me with a constant
source of inspiration and renewal. I simply cannot thank her enough.
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