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CHAPTER 8:
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
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In this dissertati on I studied the role of organizers of protest events. Protest does not 
emerge out of the blue; it needs to be organized and mobilized. However, although 
scholars recognize that mobilizati on is one of the most important mechanisms of social 
movements, the process itself and the role organizers play in it has not been studied 
much. Most scholars and theories have focused on how ‘politi cal opportuniti es’ may 
facilitate the rise of movements, or how the existence of (social movement) organiza-
ti ons may do this by bringing together resources or framing the message. Others have 
studied parti cipants; when and why might they join an organizati on or protest event. 
But the organizers themselves have largely been absent from the picture. I proposed to 
add the protest organizers to the explanatory model of social movements.
I argued that, in fact, two mobilizati on campaigns are necessary (see Figure 24); fi rst an 
initi ator needs to mobilize other organizers and thereby assemble a mobilizing struc-
ture (see Figure 24 arrow 1), and second, the organizers in the mobilizing structure 
need to jointly set up a campaign and mobilize parti cipants (see Figure 24 arrow 2). I 
discussed both processes in this dissertati on, thereby following the mobilizati on proc-
ess from beginning to end. By doing this, I showed the importance of the role of the 
organizers.

Neither organizers, nor parti cipants, or mobilizing structures can be seen as independ-
ent of one another. Individuals shape, build and sustain structures, while, on the other 
hand, individuals are shaped, enabled and constrained by the very structures. When 
studying individuals we should consider them as embedded in their structures. In this 
study I therefore focused on the relati onships between the two. The fi rst questi on 
was: How do organizers build and sustain mobilizing structures and how are they in 
this process, enabled and constrained by the structures they are embedded in? And 
the second questi on was: How are individual parti cipant’s acti ons and decisions to 
parti cipate in an event infl uenced by their relati onships? The parti cipant’s relati onship 
need not always be a personal relati onship in order to be infl uenti al; identi fi cati on with 
virtual or imagined communiti es can have a profound impact too. Online or imagined 
communiti es also shape individuals and their opinions and moti vati ons and therefore 
their acti ons. 
Relati onships, structures, and networks thus play a paramount role throughout this 
dissertati on. The most central was the mobilizing structure. Mobilizing structures 
form the connecti ng ti ssue between organizers and parti cipants. It is through these 
structures that resources and parti cipants are mobilized. Mobilizing structures may 
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include networks specifi cally designed for movement mobilizati on, or existi ng formal 
and informal networks that exist outside the movement. Anything from a friendship 
network, church, gay community, anarchist subculture or formal NGOs such as Green-
peace may be included in the structure. They may be, but it can never be taken for 
granted that they will be. In the case studies assembling groups and networks for a 
mobilizing structure was hardly ever easy. Organizers needed to build a structure for 
every campaign and the parti cipati on of networks could never be taken for granted.
Organizers needed to make use of existi ng networks in civil society to build their struc-
tures. However, society is becoming more liquid. And as networks in civil society are 
changing, so are the possibiliti es for organizers. While in the past ‘traditi onal’ hier-
archical organizati ons such as trade unions, politi cal parti es and churches, were the 
main ways through which to mobilize parti cipants for acti on, nowadays many of these 
traditi onal organizati ons are losing their members and infl uence. However, at the same 
ti me new structures are emerging that are looser and more informal. Young people 
especially, prefer these looser and ad hoc connecti ons over the more structural and 
restricti ng ones. People are sti ll engaged in society but more oft en in personalized 
networks than in communiti es. Organizers thus can –and in the future  will increasingly 
need to- make use of these new types of networks. Whether they are online or offl  ine, 
liquid ti es can be used to mobilize parti cipants. The mobilizing repertoire of organizers 
has thus expanded.
The ‘new’ mobilizing structure can therefore take diverse shapes. I developed a model 
which shows that that organizers can use only formal networks, or only informal net-
works, or any combinati on in between. This creates a conti nuum of mobilizing struc-
tures that range from solid (only formal networks) to liquid (only informal networks) 
(see Figure 25). 

Combining these three ideas, leads to the model which I tested in this dissertati on 
(see Figure 26): 1) initi ators need to build a mobilizing structure (although not from 
scratch), 2) this mobilizing structure can take diverse forms (from solid to liquid), and 3) 
the compositi on and shape of the structure determines who will take part in the pro-
test event, and for what reasons. I set out to answer two questi ons in this dissertati on: 

1. How do organizers of protest events shape the mobilizing structure (see Figure 26, 
arrow 1)?

2. How does the shape of the mobilizing structure aff ect who parti cipates in the event, 
and the parti cipants’ moti vati ons (see Figure 26, arrow 2)?
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When combined, the answers to these two questi ons showed how the organizers of a 
protest event, by shaping the mobilizing structure, infl uenced the compositi on of the 
crowd parti cipati ng in their event, and the moti ves these parti cipants had for joining.  

SUMMARY

Questi on 1 was investi gated in chapters 4 and 5. In chapter 4 I fi rst described the proc-
ess of building and maintaining a solid mobilizing structure (specifi cally, the Dutch 
Social Forum, ‘DSF’), as I expected that this type of structure would be the hardest 
to build and maintain. Indeed, cooperati on in this structure proved problemati c; in 
fact, the involved organizers encountered almost every problem imaginable. The de-
scripti on of this case provided an excellent opportunity to develop a model of the full 
process of building and maintaining mobilizing structures. In chapter 5 I described ex-
amples of more liquid or narrow mobilizing structures. When comparing the building 
and cooperati on in these structures with the ‘full process’ described in chapter 4, the 
process indeed proved much less problemati c. 
Questi on 2, was investi gated in chapters 6 and 7. I expected that what the mobilizing 
structure looked like would have major impact on who could be mobilized and why 
people parti cipated. Diff erent types of mobilizing structures used diff erent types of 
mobilizing strategies. In chapter 6 I described that these diff erent strategies reached 
diff erent groups of parti cipants and at diff erent points in ti me. The type of mobilizing 
structure therefore had major impact on who was mobilized and when. In chapter 7 
I demonstrated that diff erent mobilizing structures and diff erent mobilizing strategies 
also aff ected parti cipants’ moti vati ons.

THE ORGANIZERS

As expected, the building of the mobilizing structures started with the initi ators trying 
to mobilize the organizers they already knew, liked and trusted. When these organizers 
had extensive networks, this oft en suffi  ced to mobilize enough other organizers, and 
the initi ators did not try (hard) to recruit anyone else. Hence the mobilizing structure 
refl ected the submerged networks of the initi ator. When their own submerged net-
works did not suffi  ce, initi ators tried to use weak ti es to mobilize new organizers. Weak 
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ti es were only eff ecti ve however, when the ideology, identi ty and tacti cs of the initi a-
tor were clearly congruent with those of the potenti al recruit. Consequently, the more 
specifi c the initi ators’ ideology, identi ty and tacti cs, the less able they were to mobilize 
organizers beyond their own submerged networks. Thus, the eventual shape of the 
mobilizing structure came to refl ect the submerged networks of the initi ators and this 
eff ect was stronger the more specifi c the initi ator’s identi ty, ideology and tacti cs were 
and the less he or she made use of weak ti es to recruit other organizers.

In the case of the most solid mobilizing structure, the ‘DSF’, the initi ators already knew 
many organizers whom they asked to join. However, because these organizers oft en 
did not know each other yet, they frequently held stereotypical ideas about each other. 
Therefore, they did not trust each other and consequently, were unwilling to join the 
structure. Furthermore, other organizers did know each other but had had negati ve 
experiences trying to work together in previous att empts to build broad mobilizing 
structures. These negati ve relati onships led to negati ve expectati ons, which led to un-
cooperati ve behavior and thereby the reinforcement of negati ve experiences. 
Thus, although in some cases submerged networks of acti vists were conducive for 
building a ‘new’ structure, in other cases such submerged networks and the negati ve 
relati onships and experiences contained in it, constrained the organizers’ possibiliti es. 
Indeed, the ‘newly’ built structure was never really new. Friendships, rift s and stere-
otypes were reproduced and sustained through the acti ons of the organizers. 
However, it wasn’t just a questi on of which networks organizers were embedded in and 
in which ones they were not. Identi fi cati on –thus the percepti on of the organizers to 
which network they belonged– played an important role too. I found that if organizers 
identi fi ed with universalisti c groups, such as the alterglobalist movement, they would 
build or join a mobilizing structure as a means to build and strengthen that move-
ment. Organizers who identi fi ed with parti cularisti c groups, on the other hand, built or 
joined mobilizing structures to strengthen their own parti cular group and reach their 
own group’s objecti ves. This also aff ected the type of structure organizers preferred 
to build, which caused great tension in the mobilizing structures. Identi fi cati on was 
therefore a major determinant of who joined the structure, who stayed and who left , 
and how the cooperati on developed.
Organizers who identi fi ed with universalisti c groups saw all other organizers as part of 
the same movement, and thus part of ‘us’. Therefore, they were moti vated to include 
ever more groups and organizers in the structure, and tried to keep everyone involved, 
even when cooperati on was diffi  cult. Because their aim was to strengthen the move-
ment, they wanted to do this on a long-lasti ng or even permanent basis. Consequently, 
they tried to build broad solid structures. 
Those who identi fi ed mainly with their own parti cularisti c group, were less concerned 
about keeping everyone involved, and were less determined to stay involved them-
selves. They parti cipated for instrumental reasons and usually eventually evaluated 
the cooperati on by asking: what did we invest, and what did we get back? When they 
felt they were not getti  ng back as much as they put in, they simply left  the mobiliz-
ing structure. They were therefore unwilling to att ach themselves unconditi onally to 
a mobilizing structure and preferred liquid structures, which they could join and leave 
whenever they wanted to. 
In additi on, organizers who identi fi ed with parti cularisti c groups saw most of the oth-
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er organizers involved in the mobilizing structure as ‘them’. They were therefore not 
very inclined to make compromises to accommodate the others’ opinions. Those with 
more universalisti c identi fi cati ons saw this as an unwillingness to cooperate or even 
an att empt to sabotage the mobilizing structure. They reciprocated by not making any 
compromises in return. From this point on, organizers could vent their opinions, but 
they were ignored. Eventually, they became inacti ve because they felt they were not 
taken seriously. Their disengagement was in turn seen as proof that they did not want 
to cooperate, and it started a downward spiral. 
There was thus constant tension in the mobilizing structures between those who saw 
the structure as a means to build a broad and long-lasti ng movement, oft en the initi a-
tors, and those who joined solely to join forces. While the former were willing to put 
up with diff erences, the latt er were less willing to do so, and would rather see diffi  cult 
organizers leave. This confl ict emerged even in more liquid mobilizing structures. As a 
consequence, initi ators were oft en deeply disappointed in the other organizers’ lack of 
commitment and perseverance.

Cooperati on was not equally diffi  cult in all types of mobilizing structures however. In 
solid structures diff erences in ideological and cultural backgrounds became problem-
ati c as there was pressure for conformity. The more solid the structure was, the more 
diffi  cult it was to build, cooperate in and sustain. Cooperati on in liquid structures that 
did not aim for unity or long term sustainability, and cooperati on in narrow structures 
where there simply was much less diversity, proved a lot easier. 
In liquid structures there was room for diversity and identi ty diff erences among or-
ganizers in the mobilizing structure were not an issue. The aim was never to become 
unifi ed or speak with one voice, so discussions over ‘who we are’ and ‘what we want’ 
were not necessary. Organizers cooperated to coordinate practi cal tasks. Other than 
that, they were free to do what they wanted. Cooperati on was therefore smooth. 

THE PARTICIPANTS

I disti nguished three types of mobilizing strategies: strong ti es (the organizers them-
selves and social bonds); semi-open online channels (websites and email lists); and 
open channels (the mass media, posters and fl yers). Each strategy reached diff erent 
groups of parti cipants at diff erent points in ti me. 
The organizers themselves reached and mobilized mainly their acti ve members, these 
acti ve members then started to mobilize people in their social environment, who then 
proceeded to mobilize those in their social environment, and so forth. A mobilizati on 
snowball through strong ti es thus developed, whereby those closest to the organizers 
(the acti ve members) were mobilized fi rst, followed by those who were informed by 
those members and those further removed were mobilized later. The strong ti e strat-
egy was the most eff ecti ve strategy, through which the largest group of parti cipants 
was mobilized. 
However, not everyone could be reached and mobilized through this strategy. People 
who were not acti ve members themselves, and who thus not had a direct personal re-
lati onship with the organizers, and who also did not know any members, could only be 
reached through semi-open online channels or open channels. Passive members did 
not have a personal connecti on with the organizers, but usually did receive informa-
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ti on from them. Organizers used semi-open online channels, mainly mailing lists and 
newslett ers, to reach and mobilize these people. Non-members, who also did not have 
this online connecti on could only be reached through open channels. 
People were mobilized by mailing lists, mass media or posters and fl yers as soon as the 
organizers spread their message through these channels. As media att enti on always 
started very late, the parti cipants who depended on these open channels were usually 
the last to be mobilized. 
The three types of strategies thus reached and mobilized diff erent groups of parti ci-
pants at diff erent points in ti me. The further removed one was from the organizers, 
the less likely it became that one was reached and mobilized, and if one was mobilized 
it was at a later point in ti me. Taken together, these results meant that the composi-
ti on of the mobilizing structure was refl ected in the compositi on of the demonstrati on 
crowd. 

Diff erent types of mobilizing structures employed diff erent mobilizing strategies. 
Broad formal coaliti ons could use their extensive formal organizati onal ti es with their 
consti tuency to reach out and mobilize parti cipants. They did not need to make much 
use of open or semi-open channels. In the cases of narrow coaliti ons or liquid mobiliz-
ing structures however, organizers needed to employ open and semi-open channels to 
reach beyond the very small group that they could reach through strong ti es. 
When organizers succeeded in mobilizing parti cipants through open or semi-open 
channels, they att racted a wider and more diverse crowd. However, such open and 
semi-open channels were only eff ecti ve when the costs of parti cipati on were relati vely 
low. Thus, in the case of low cost/ low risk events, when organizers decided to employ 
open and semi-open channels to mobilize, a broader audience could be mobilized and 
the compositi on of the mobilizing structure was less strongly refl ected in the composi-
ti on of the demonstrati on crowd.

Lastly I looked at the parti cipants’ moti vati on to join the event. First, although mo-
ti vati onal strength was always quite high (on average 5.5 on a scale of 1-7), I found 
that some parti cipants were more moti vated than others. Those who parti cipated in 
high cost acti on were more moti vated than those who parti cipated in low cost acti on. 
Obviously, people need higher levels of moti vati on to parti cipate in high cost acti on 
as opposed to low cost acti on. In additi on, those parti cipants who were mobilized by 
their friends or family were less moti vated to parti cipate than others. Although coun-
terintuiti ve, this fi nding becomes logical when taking into account that people’s friends 
and family can exert social pressure on them. Therefore, the individual does not need 
to be as highly moti vated himself, and may simply tag along. 
Second, I found that some parti cipants had diff erent types of moti ves to parti cipate 
than others. I discerned three types of moti ves: 1) Identi fi cati on moti ves, 2) Ideologi-
cal moti ves, and 3) Instrumental moti ves. Mobilizing channels were not expected, nor 
found to have an eff ect on these moti vati ons, ti es with the organizers and types of 
mobilizing structures did have an eff ect.
 Identi fi cati on with the movement or the crowd was stronger the closer one’s connec-
ti on to the organizers was. This seems logical and was expected. Ideological moti ves 
were stronger, the stronger the formal ti e (i.e. membership) with the organizers. It 
seems plausible to assume that people with strong ideological moti ves are more likely 
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to join an organizati on, and by sending them ideological appeals, the organizati on will 
strengthen the parti cipants’ ideological moti ves. However, diff erences between par-
ti cipants’ levels of ideological moti ves were small. It seemed that a strong ideological 
moti ve was almost a preconditi on for parti cipati on in any case. Instrumental moti ves 
were not infl uenced by the ti e with the organizers.
The type of mobilizing structure used to stage the event also infl uenced parti cipants’ 
moti vati ons. Formal coaliti ons seemed to att ract parti cipants with stronger ideological 
moti ves, independent of whether they were members or not. The link between organi-
zati ons and ideology thus seems more general patt ern. Solid structures seemed to at-
tract parti cipants with weaker identi fi cati on moti ves. It may be that the crowd in these 
events was too diverse for parti cipants to identi fy strongly with it. Just as organizers in 
coaliti ons need to give up some of their own identi ty, so must parti cipants in coaliti on 
events. Lastly, liquid structures appeared to att ract parti cipants with stronger instru-
mental moti ves. This was unexpected but it may be explained by the asserti on that 
instrumental moti vati on is needed to overcome uncertainty. Uncertainty is higher at 
events staged by liquid as opposed to solid structures. Solid structures usually organize 
events in which people know what to expect; a routi ne is off ered, with a route, speak-
ers and stewards. Liquid structures oft en organize more fl uid events, hence stronger 
instrumental moti ves are needed to overcome the uncertainty barrier. 

The fact that diff erent parti cipants had diff erent types of moti ves had an indirect eff ect 
on their moti vati onal strength. Stronger moti ves led to a stronger moti vati on to par-
ti cipate, but ideological moti ves had the strongest impact on parti cipants’ moti vati onal 
strength, followed by identi fi cati on moti ves, while moti vati onal strength was the least 
aff ected by the level of instrumental moti ves. 

SCIENTIFIC IMPLICATIONS

In this dissertati on I developed a new explanatory model for social movement events 
in which I dedicated an important role to the organizers of protest campaigns. I com-
bined three ideas: that organizers need to build a mobilizing structure for every cam-
paign, that this structure may take diverse forms, and that the compositi on and shape 
of the mobilizing structure determines who takes part in a protest event and for what 
reasons. Combining these ideas provides us with a clear and testable link between the 
organizers and the parti cipants of events. Although it seems logical that organizers 
would aff ect an event and its parti cipants, exactly what impact they make and how has 
not been studied much. This model provides a new way of thinking about the organ-
izers’ impact, and how to study it. This may provide us with further insight in the proc-
esses which take place within social movements, an understanding necessary in order 
to understand the macro-level of social movements (Jasper 2004; Lichbach 1998). 

BUILDING THE STRUCTURE

In current literature mobilizing structures are oft en seen as stati c or pre-existi ng (Emir-
bayer and Goodwin 1994; Goodwin and Jasper 1999). However, this study shows that 
they need to be created for every campaign and parti cipati on can never be taken for 
granted. This means that there is room for agency of organizers of social movements 
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and points to the importance of studying this in order to understand the shape protest 
events, and thereby indirectly, social movements may take.
At the same ti me, organizers do not start building such structures from scratch. They 
are enabled and constrained by the relati onships they are embedded in. This causes 
the shape of the mobilizing structure to refl ect the submerged networks of the ini-
ti ators. Importantly, this implies that abeyance structures are not always conducive 
for the building of a mobilizing structure or a social movement. Although McAdam 
and Paulsen (1993) have already pointed out that social ti es may constrain as well as 
encourage acti vism, abeyance structures are generally regarded as having a positi ve 
impact. This study however, showed that this is oft en not the case. In fact, abeyance 
structures more oft en deterred the building of mobilizing structures and organizing of 
campaigns, through the negati ve experiences they brought with them.
The building and maintenance of mobilizing structures and the cooperati on in them, 
was not always problemati c though; building and cooperati ng in liquid structures 
proved much easier than in solid ones. These liquid structures resemble what Gerlach 
and Hine (1970) (see also Gerlach 2001) have termed: segmentary, polycentric, and 
integrated networks (SPIN). They suggested that this type of organizing is not only easy 
and well suited for social movements, it is also adapti ve under conditi ons of turbulence 
or oppositi on. Gerlach (2001) suggests that SPIN may therefore be the organizati onal 
form of the future. Empirical evidence in my study suggests that liquid structures may 
indeed be an easier and well suited organizati onal form for movements, and I would 
expect to see a rise of campaigns and movements organized in this way. 

NEGOTIATIONS

The study of organizers and their acti viti es has to date gott en litt le att enti on. We know 
most about formal coaliti ons, but even these studies are not very common (van Dyke 
2003). Moreover, the interacti on process that takes place in these structures has rarely 
been studied (but see: Pollett a 2002). However, we may understand more about the 
cooperati on that takes place in these structures if we make bett er use of the knowl-
edge that is available in the extensive literature that exists on negoti ati ons in social 
psychological literature. Although social psychologists in this fi eld focus mainly on dy-
ads or small groups, laboratory experiments and business(-like) negoti ati ons, there 
is a lot to be learned from their results. I have imported concepts from these social 
psychological studies, in order to bett er understand and explain the processes at work 
within negoti ati ons in the mobilizing structures. 
However, I found that negoti ati on theory alone, could not accurately describe the 
processes I discovered in my data. Specifi cally, I found that identi fi cati on played a para-
mount role in both the building and the cooperati on within mobilizing structures. By 
including the concept of identi fi cati on into my theoreti cal framework, I have started to 
integrate the knowledge from both social psychological negoti ati on theory and social 
movement theory to gain a deeper understanding of the processes at work in the in-
teracti on between social movement organizers.
I found that it was identi fi cati on, rather than identi ty which was the explanatory fac-
tor. It did not parti cularly matt er which identi ti es a person had, or which groups they 
actually belonged to. Instead, what was important was with which group a person 
identi fi ed, whether they had actual relati onships with other people in this group or 
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not, or whether they may be seen by others as belonging to that group or not. People 
behaved in line with the group of which they most strongly felt to be part. My results 
thus show that it is less important of which groups one is objecti vely a member, than 
to which groups one feels aff ecti vely connected. This fi nding is in line with sugges-
ti ons by Huddy (2001, 2003). She makes a disti ncti on between acquired and ascribed 
identi ti es. Ascribed identi ti es are imposed on people (thus the groups/categories one 
is objecti vely a member of) while acquired identi ti es are voluntary. Huddy argues that 
voluntary identi ti es tend to inspire stronger identi fi cati on (2003), and the stronger the 
identi fi cati on, the stronger a person’s readiness to act on behalf of the group is infl u-
enced (2001). My empirical fi ndings support this idea.
This has important implicati ons for the study of the role collecti ve identi ti es play in 
social movements. To understand the process of building and cooperati ng in the mobi-
lizing structure, a focus on the percepti ons and feelings of organizers is needed, rather 
than on the categories they may belong to.

MOBILIZATION

In this dissertati on I developed a model of mobilizing sequences. This model made 
three important points visible. First, it showed why the compositi on of the mobilizing 
structure is refl ected in the compositi on of the crowd: because diff erent mobilizing 
strategies reached and mobilized diff erent groups of parti cipants. The further removed 
one was from the organizers, the less likely it became that one was reached and mobi-
lized. This shows how some micro-level mechanisms aff ect meso-level outcomes.
Second, the model  showed that these diff erent channels mobilize at diff erent points in 
ti me. By focusing on when parti cipants were mobilized I developed a new way to visu-
alize mobilizati on patt erns. Through this focus on ti me, I was able to show mobilizati on 
‘snowballs’, which grew from the organizers outwards to increasingly further removed 
parti cipants. This had not been empirically shown before.
Third, by discerning between diff erent types of strategies and studying who they 
reached, the model showed that it is important to discern between diff erent online 
strategies, rather than speak of ‘the Internet’ as a whole. Email lists mobilized a spe-
cifi c group of people, namely the passive members of groups and organizati ons, while 
websites mobilized mainly acti ve members. Because email lists come to the receiver, 
whether they want the informati on or not, they were able to reach passive as well as 
acti ve members. Although this made litt le impact on the acti ve members (who where 
oft en already mobilized through other channels) it was crucial for the mobilizati on of 
passive members. A message on a website, on the other hand, can only be seen when 
the receiver goes out and looks for it, and therefore only reached acti ve members. 
These fi ndings suggest that websites act more like closed channels than email lists do, 
and that the two should be studied and analyzed separately in future research.

MOTIVATION 

This dissertati on also contributes to the knowledge on parti cipants’ moti vati ons to 
parti cipate. I found that moti vati onal strength was infl uenced the most by ideological 
moti ves, followed by identi fi cati on and the least by instrumental moti ves. This cor-
roborates with the fi ndings of van Stekelenburg (2006), suggesti ng a more general pat-
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tern. 
Second, I found that parti cipants had to be more strongly moti vated to parti cipate in 
high cost events as opposed to low cost events. In this study the diff erence seemed to 
lie between events that took place in someone’s own neighborhood and those events 
that were further away. If people needed to travel more than 10 minutes to get to 
the place of acti on, moti vati onal strength jumped up. If costs rose even further, mo-
ti vati onal levels stayed the same, as they seemed to have reached a ceiling. If this is 
the case it would mean that even events with objecti vely quite low costs and risks are 
(moti vati onally) not so diff erent from ones with objecti vely much higher costs. This has 
important implicati ons for our understanding of the diff erence between high and low 
cost acti on. It should be noted however, that really high cost (life-threatening) types 
of events were not included in my study, which may have very diff erent moti vati onal 
dynamics.
Third, I found that the mobilizati on channel aff ected moti vati onal strength. Impor-
tantly, those mobilized by social bonds (i.e. friends, family, colleagues) did not need to 
be as moti vated as those mobilized by other types of channels. Previous research has 
suggested that strong ti es are bett er moti vators than weak ones (Klandermans 2000; 
Oliver and Myers 2003), and informal ti es inspire stronger moti vati on to parti cipate 
than formal ti es (Klandermans and Oegema 1987). This study suggests that it is not (in-
ner) moti vati on that is inspired by these ti es. In fact, the moti vati onal strength of par-
ti cipants mobilized by informal strong ti es was weaker than the moti vati onal strength 
of parti cipants mobilized by other channels. It seems thus that informal strong ti es are 
eff ecti ve mobilizers because they can exert social pressure and therefore weaker inner 
moti vati on suffi  ces.
Fourth, I found that the type of mobilizing structure infl uenced moti vati ons. At events 
organized by liquid structures, instrumental moti ves were much higher. The explana-
ti on I gave was that uncertainty at these events is higher. It has been suggested that in-
strumental moti ves are needed to overcome such uncertainty (Chaikalis-Petritsis and 
Abrams 2011). However, this idea has to my knowledge not been tested empirically. 
My study provides a clue towards operati onalizing and studying this asserti on. 
Overall, the infl uence of ti es, mobilizati on channels and types of event, on moti vati on 
has not been studied much in the way I have done in this dissertati on. This study may 
therefore open up new avenues and provide ideas to further investi gate moti vati on to 
parti cipate in social movement events.

THE CONTINUUM

In this dissertati on I developed a conti nuum of mobilizing structures. On the solid side 
of the conti nuum I placed mobilizing structures that consisted of only formal networks, 
and on the liquid side I placed mobilizing structures that consisted of only informal 
networks. 
Several authors have asked for, and tried to include, more agency and dynamism in 
social movement theory (Jasper 2004; McAdam 2003; Goodwin and Jasper 1999). In 
parti cular the theories on resource mobilizati on and mobilizing structures have been 
accused of being overly structural and stati c (e.g. Jasper 2004). The conti nuum of mo-
bilizing structures att empts to give space for agency and dynamism within the theory 
of resource mobilizati on. The classifi cati on of mobilizing structures on a conti nuum 
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makes it possible to think in terms of resource mobilizati on without necessarily need-
ing to include (social movement) organizati ons in the equati on. The concept of ‘liquid 
structures’ enables us to place this theory in a new light and a new era, so that we can 
draw from the insights of this theory and apply them to a liquid reality. 

However, my fi ndings suggest that formal and solid, and informal and liquid do not 
necessarily go together. The relati onship between solid-liquid and formal-informal, 
was not always easy. For instance, ‘Dissent’ was clearly composed of informal small 
groups and most organizers in the Dissent network treated it like a liquid structure. 
However, some of the initi ators wanted it to become a more long-lasti ng and unifi ed, 
solid structure. Thus, although for most organizers in the Dissent network informal and 
liquid did go hand in hand, for some –the core group of organizers– it did not. They 
were informal groups who wanted to ‘build something together’ and become a solid 
mobilizing structure.
‘Turn the Tide’ on the other hand, the coaliti on that organized the ‘Surround of the 
Government’ event, was a formal coaliti on with many larger and smaller formal or-
ganizati ons and groups. The initi ators intended Turn the Tide to be a solid structure 
and bring the left  together against the government. However, the specifi c ‘Surround 
the Government’ campaign included a diverse group of organizers, who all mobilized 
their own people and used their own demands and slogans. For this campaign ‘Turn 
the Tide’ acted more like a coordinati on structure, which served to bring everyone 
together at the same place and ti me, but not to speak with one voice. In fact, it aimed 
specifi cally to speak ‘with a 1000 voices’, and show the diversity of all those opposed. 
Similarly in the Dutch Social Forum, it was the practi ce to treat the Forum as a liquid 
structure, although initi ators had intended to build one (long lasti ng) movement.
Two dimensions are thus important for a mobilizing structure: 1) Who parti cipates, 
formal or informal groups? 2) How do they cooperate, ad hoc or long lasti ng, with one 
voice or 1000 voices? In other words, how is the structure organized, solid or liquid?
 
Figure 27 depicts a new conti nuum of mobilizing structures, which takes these inter-
relati ons into account. On the horizontal axis I placed ‘who parti cipates’ (formal or 
informal networks), and on the verti cal axis ‘how they are organized’ (solid or liquid). 
In the left  top corner I placed the ‘Formal Coaliti on’. In a coaliti on formal organizati ons 
get together to cooperate on a long term basis to stage several events together in 
which they make a common demand. In the left  bott om corner I placed the ‘Platf orm’ 
or ‘Functi onal Alliance’. In this mobilizing structure formal organizati ons join forces 
to stage a single event together, on a topic that is parti cularly pressing at that point 
in ti me. In this case, organizers do not aim to become a long lasti ng collecti ve; rather, 
they want to stand strong against an immediate evil. ‘Turn the Tide’ was such a ‘Plat-
form’, which functi ons similar to a coordinati on structure. 
On the right top corner I placed the ‘Subculture’. When informal networks come to-
gether and stay together for a long period of ti me they start to form a solid structure. 
In fact, they become a subculture or acti vist milieu. These are the submerged networks 
or abeyance structures scholars (e.g. Taylor 2012) have noted play such an important 
role in the organizati on of protest. 
On the right bott om corner I placed–for lack of a bett er word- ‘ad hoc social (virtual) 
networks’. This is the mobilizing structure that forms when informal networks come 
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together for ad hoc organizati on. In fact, in these cases it is hard to speak of organiza-
ti on at all.
The coordinati on structure holds a positi on in the middle of the fi gure; formal as well 
as informal groups join forces to jointly coordinate diff erent acti ons and events for a 
common goal. Coordinati on structures can be more or less solid (in the fi gure I placed 
it in the middle); they may cooperate only for one event (as was the case with ‘Step it 
Up’), or they may exist for a period of ti me, bringing together diff erent individuals and 
groups for diff erent purposes (as was the case for the ‘University Acti vists’). 

Figure 28 displays the new explanatory model for protest events. According to this 
model, initi ators may assemble a mobilizing structure including formal as well as in-
formal networks of organizers. And they may organize themselves in a solid or liq-
uid structure. The solid-liquid dimension has the most impact on the organizers. With 
which group the organizers identi fy determines what type of structure they will want 
to build, and how smoothly cooperati on is likely to be. The determining factor was the 
level with which organizers identi fi ed (the alterglobalist movement versus the Amster-
dam Anarchists), not whether they were embedded in formal or informal networks. 
The formal-informal dimension had the most impact on the parti cipants. Structures 
composed of formal networks used these strong ti es to mobilize, while structures com-
posed of mainly informal networks more oft en used open and semi-open channels to 
mobilize. Consequently, they mobilized diff erent groups of parti cipants. Step it Up, the 
coordinati on structure in my sample, which held a mid-positi on between formal and 
informal, also used a two-ti ered mobilizing strategy. From the start they used strong 
ti es, as well as semi-open online channels. 
 My study thus provides a new model for looking at protest events. This model starts 
at the organizers and traces the process unti l the event. It shows that organizers aff ect 
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the shape of their events in complex ways.

LIMITATIONS 

I collected data on fi ve diff erent campaigns and their parti cipants. Some of the mobi-
lizing structures involved were more liquid while others were more solid, some were 
more formal and others more informal. To truly verify the model developed in this 
study, more cases should be studied. However, the fact that I found some strong gen-
eral tendencies, despite the diversity of the samples, suggests that there is reason to 
believe this model is a step in the right directi on towards understanding mobilizati on 
and parti cipati on.

The conti nuum described in this dissertati on was developed throughout the study. 
As it was not my point of departure, sampling was not geared towards fi lling all the 
positi ons on the conti nuum. Consequently, I did not include an example of the most 
liquid and informal type of mobilizing structure, one that was completely comprised 
of informal networks that came together on an ad hoc basis. To further develop the 
model for the organizati on of protest events, inclusion of such examples in the study, is 
necessary. Van Stekelenburg and Klandermans (Forthcoming) studied such a mobiliz-
ing structure. Their fi ndings seem to indicate that such structures fi t into the model in 
the expected manner. Van Stekelenburg and Boekkooi (2012) describe such a formal 
coaliti on, a coordinati on structure and ad hoc informal networks. They show that in all 
three cases, the structure had to be built by the organizers, and the type of structure 
they built aff ected who they mobilized and what the protest event looked like. Apart 
from these studies however, research on this type of liquid structure is rare, and more 
systemati c research of more diff erent cases is necessary to draw fi rm conclusions. The 
same goes for the study of coordinati on structures; although there has been some 
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study of such type of protests (see: Fisher and Boekkooi 2010), more detailed study is 
necessary.

Lastly, one could criti cize that I only studied parti cipants of protest-events, not non-
parti cipants. Thus, that I sampled on the dependent variable and cannot make com-
parisons between parti cipants and non-parti cipants, and therefore not determine 
what makes people parti cipate. However, such a comparison was not the central ques-
ti on in this dissertati on. Rather, I started out to explain diff erences (and similariti es) 
between diff erent groups of parti cipants: parti cipants of diff erent events, parti cipants 
with diff erent structural ti es and parti cipants mobilized through diff erent strategies. 
For these comparisons non-parti cipants were irrelevant.
This is not to say that a comparison between parti cipants and non-parti cipants would 
not be interesti ng. Klandermans and Oegema (1987) give a famous example of the 
insights such a comparison can make. Studying non-parti cipants however is diffi  cult, 
because where do you fi nd a comparable group of people who did not parti cipate? I 
att empted to study non-parti cipants of the G8 protest, by approaching parti cipants 
at the Dutch Social Forum. These people could in principle agree with the concerns 
voiced at the G8 protests, and would know that events were taking place. Although 
my own att empt to study the non-parti cipants did not work because of high levels of 
non-response, it does show opportuniti es to study non-parti cipants can be imagined. 
A fuller understanding of non-parti cipati on would surely contribute to our understand-
ing of parti cipati on. 
The same goes for the study of non-parti cipati on of organizers. In this study I have 
included several organizers who were not, or only parti ally, involved in the campaigns. 
This provides important insights into the reasons why organizers may decide not to 
parti cipate in a campaign; especially, it points to the important role of pre-existi ng 
relati onships, stereotypes and identi fi cati on. However, the sample of non-organizers 
included in this study is small and it oft en proved diffi  cult to fi nd non-organizers willing 
to parti cipate in an in-depth interview. They oft en felt they had nothing to say on the 
issue. Further study of these organizers may shed light on additi onal processes that 
work to keep them from parti cipati ng.

CONCLUSION

Despite the shortcomings and additi onal samples that could have been included in the 
study, this dissertati on is –to my knowledge– the fi rst ti me that campaigns were stud-
ied, from beginning to end. This design of the study of protest events, enabled me to 
explicitly connect organizers and parti cipants and develop a framework including both 
roles in the emerging protest event.
I showed that the meso-mobilizati on campaign, the mobilizati on of organizers, and the 
micro-mobilizati on campaign, the mobilizati on of parti cipants, were inti mately linked. 
When the meso-mobilizati on was started informally within one limited submerged net-
work (for example ‘Dissent’) than micro-mobilizati on appears to have occurred mainly 
within the same boundaries, mobilizing mainly people from the same submerged net-
work. If meso-mobilizati on had a two-fold strategy, targeti ng formal organizati ons and 
an online campaign (for example ‘Step it Up’) than micro-mobilizati on too, appears 
to have occurred through organizati ons on the one hand and online channels on the 
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other. And when meso-mobilizati on encompassed mainly the mobilizati on of large for-
mal organizati ons (‘Turn the Tide’ and ‘Klimaschutz jetzt’), than micro mobilizati on too, 
occurred mainly through organizati onal channels. 
Especially in the cases where there were more informal and liquid strategies, a clear 
disti ncti on between meso- and micro mobilizati on could not be made. Mobilizing peo-
ple to organize simultaneously mobilized people to parti cipate and mobilizing parti ci-
pants simultaneously recruited individuals who were willing to help with the organ-
izing. This was clearly the case with ‘Step it Up’ and ‘Dissent’; the liquefying of protest 
organizing thus blurred the boundaries between meso- and micro mobilizati on. 
The two processes cannot be seen as separate from each other; meso-mobilizati on 
determines micro-mobilizati on, which underlines the important role of the organizers. 
Not only were the networks of the initi ators refl ected in the mobilizing structure, the 
compositi on of the mobilizing structure was in its turn refl ected in the compositi on of 
the crowd. Who takes an initi ati ve is thus paramount to understanding what the even-
tual event will look like. Existi ng structures were reproduced.
Organizers were however not bound by existi ng structures. Someti mes new organ-
izers were recruited, old distrust and stereotypes were overcome, or new distrust and 
splits evolved. Thus, to fully understand the outcome of a campaign, it is not possible 
to solely look at existi ng structures, nor do organizers organize in a vacuum. This study 
showed that although there was a clear role for agency of the organizers, since they 
had to make an eff ort and decide who to recruit for their mobilizing structure and who 
not to recruit, there was a clear impact of structure too. A careful study of the organ-
izing and mobilizing process is therefore necessary to understand the sustaining of old 
structures and the creati on of new ones, and the possibiliti es organizers and actors in 
general may have within the structures in which they live. Only by carefully zooming in 
on the organizers and their acti ons can we unravel the eff ects of structure and agency 
in social movements.
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