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Politi cal protest has become an integral part of the normal politi cal process in most 
Western societi es (van Aelst and Walgrave 2001) and research on social movements 
and contenti ous acti on is accordingly abundant. We know for example quite a lot 
about why people parti cipate in protest events (e.g. Snow et al. 1986; Klandermans 
and Oegema 1987; Klandermans 2004; Diani and McAdam 2003; Polett a and Jasper 
2001), when social movements may arise (e.g. Tarrow 1994; McAdam, McCarthy, and 
Zald 1996; Benford and Snow 2000; Soule 2004) and when they may succeed (e.g. 
Gamson 1975; Giugni, McAdam, and Tilly 1999; for an overview see: Giugni 1998). But 
not many studies focus on the organizers of protest and how their mobilizati on eff orts 
infl uence the formati on and shape of protest events. This is surprisingly because mobi-
lizati on is one of the more important mechanisms of social movements (Tarrow 1994) 
and getti  ng a large crowd in the streets an important proximal goal of most acti vists. 

This dissertati on focuses on this understudied role of the organizers of politi cal protest. 
I describe how organizers organize and mobilize for protest and how by doing so they 
infl uence the type of people who parti cipate in ‘their’ event and why. 
The role of the organizers is studied fi rst, by focusing on how organizers build ‘mobiliz-
ing structures’, and cooperate and negoti ate in these structures to set up a mobilizing 
strategy. Second, I focus on how these acti ons of the organizers infl uence the composi-
ti on of the demonstrati ng crowd and the moti vati ons of the parti cipants. To this aim, 
I surveyed the parti cipants of fi ve diff erent protest events and interviewed the organ-
izers of two of the events. In additi on, I collected newspaper data and other secondary 
informati on on all fi ve events. 

THE ROLE OF ORGANIZERS

I defi ne organizers as: those acti vists who try to convert a movement’s mobilizati on 
potenti al, that is, people who agree with the movement’s goals and ideas but have not 
yet acted upon them (Klandermans and Oegema 1987) -  into parti cipants. In parti cu-
lar, I refer to those people who are involved in the decision-making about the organiza-
ti on of the event and the mobilizati on of the parti cipants.  
The lack of att enti on that the role of the organizers has received is due in part to the 
fact that over the past thirty years, much research has focused on the rise and fall 
and eff ecti veness of social movements and the (structural) external factors that af-
fect this. Theories such as ‘po-
liti cal process approach’ (PPA) 
and ‘resource mobilizati on 
theory’ (RMT) have been the 
dominant perspecti ves in the 
fi eld (see  Goodwin and Jasper 
1999). Scholars applying PPA 
study how opportuniti es and 
constraints at the macro-level 
of society impact the rise and 
fall of social movements (see 
Meyer and Minkoff  2004)(see 
arrow 1 in Figure 1). Others 
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have focused on the eff ects that social movements can have on changing society (e.g. 
Gamson 1975; Giugni, McAdam, and Tilly 1999)(see arrow 2 in Figure 1). Scholars ap-
plying RMT focus on how the meso-level of social movement organizati ons (SMOs) 
and mobilizing structures aff ect the rise and fall of movements (see arrow 3 in Figure 
1). Thus, these approaches study the impact of structures on social movements. How-
ever, social movements are made up of parti cipants. Social constructi vist approaches 
have paid att enti on to this micro-level and agency-side of the story. Scholars who apply 
‘frame theory’ (Snow et al. 1986) focus on the processes in which SMOs try to frame 
their message strategically, hoping to att ract parti cipants (see arrow 4 in Figure 1). 
Social psychologists, focus on the moti vati ons of parti cipants, for example by asking if 
they identi fy with the movement (e.g. Klandermans, van der Toorn, and van Stekelen-
burg 2008; Stürmer et al. 2003; Pollett a and Jasper 2001) and if they think they will be 
effi  cacious  (Klandermans 1984) (see arrow 5 in Figure 1).

I propose to shift  the focus 
more towards the micro-level 
of the model. To understand 
the macro-level of move-
ments we need to know what 
happens at the micro-level 
of individual acti vists (Jasper 
2004; Lichbach 1998). Do-
ing this makes clear that the 
above menti oned approaches 
overlook the important fact 
that protest and social move-
ments do not appear out of 
the blue. Some people have 
to take the initi ati ve to start organizing and mobilizing for an event and thereby off er 
the ‘supply’ of collecti ve acti on (Klandermans 2004). What is missing from the model 
thus, are the organizers of protest. I propose to include the organizers of protest in the 
explanatory model (see Figure 2). 
Further, I propose that the arrows should be bidirecti onal. Individual acti vists are em-
bedded in a context of mobilizing structures and society in general. Organizers and par-
ti cipants of a protest can therefore only be understood when studied in their context, 
just as their context can only be understood by taking the individuals into account. In 
other words, individuals are inseparable from the context in which they are embedded 
and vice versa (Emirbayer 1997). This means that neither the individuals’ acti ons nor 
their context (i.e. structures) can be taken for granted. Individuals derive their mean-
ing, signifi cance and identi ty from interacti on with their environment (Emirbayer and 
Goodwin 1994; Emirbayer 1997). Only when taking into considerati on the diff erent 
relati onships and functi onal roles in which they are engaged do individuals become 
understandable. Thus, to understand individuals  we should study their relati onships. 
This is not to say that individuals are enti rely shaped by their relati onships. Structures 
are shaped by individuals as much as individuals are shaped by structures. These re-
lati onships are –by defi niti on- dynamic and ongoing processes rather than stati c ti es 
among inert substances (Sewell 1992; Emirbayer 1997). They both constrain and en-
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able individuals. Individuals appropriate, reproduce and potenti ally innovate upon cul-
tural schemas and conditi ons of acti on (Emirbayer and Mische 1998). Each infl uences 
the other, and therefore the arrows of the model should be directed both ways (see 
Figure 2). 

The starti ng point in this explanatory model is the organizers. They are enabled to, 
and constrained from taking acti on by (perceived) politi cal opportuniti es in society. At 
the same ti me they aff ect these opportuniti es by the acti ons they take (arrow 1 Figure 
2). Their acti ons may even change society (arrow 2), while changes in society will also 
likely aff ect them and their acti ons. These are direct eff ects the organizers may have 
on society and that society may have on them. However, oft en organizers will take an 
indirect route to try to infl uence society, that is, by organizing campaigns and mobiliz-
ing parti cipants. To set up such a campaign and mobilize parti cipants, organizers need 
to shape or build a mobilizing structure. They do this by framing their message in a 
certain way (arrow 3), and allocati ng resources to the eff ort (arrow 4). The existi ng 
relati onships in which the organizers are embedded, and the frames and resources 
that are contained within these relati onships, enable and/or constrain the eff orts of 
the organizers (arrow 3 and 4).
The shape of the mobilizing structure aff ects the mobilizati on of parti cipants by pro-
viding frames and resources (arrow 5 and 6), thereby determining who will parti cipate 
and who will not. At the same ti me, parti cipants are part of the mobilizing structures 
thereby in part determining their shape and the frames and resources contained with-
in them. The (collecti ve) acti ons of the parti cipants may aff ect society (arrow 7), just 
as changes in society may aff ect the acti ons of the parti cipants. They will be infl uenced 
by perceived politi cal opportuniti es in society, and their acti ons may aff ect these op-
portuniti es (arrow 8).
Lastly, the organizers’ as well as the parti cipants’  ideas, intenti ons and acti ons will be 
infl uenced by social psychological processes (arrow 9 and 10).

MOBILIZING STRUCTURES

The model I propose, thus, looks at the interacti on between structure and agency. The 
parti cular structure that is the focus of this dissertati on is the mobilizing structure at 
the meso-level. The mobilizing structure is the connecti ng ti ssue between organizers 
and parti cipants. A mobilizing structure is defi ned as the “collecti ve vehicles, infor-
mal as well as formal, through which people mobilize and engage in collecti ve acti on” 
(McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald 1996: 3). It is through these networks that resources 
are accumulated and redistributed to be used for movement acti viti es. This includes 
material, social, cultural and moral resources (Edwards and McCarthy 2004). Mobiliz-
ing structures may include networks that are specifi cally designed for movement mo-
bilizati on, such as SMOs like Greenpeace, or more informal networks such as anarchist 
groups. They may also include networks that exist outside social movements, which 
may be formal such as churches or informal such as friendship networks or neighbor-
hoods. All of these can potenti ally be employed by organizers to mobilize parti cipants 
(McCarthy 1996). The mobilizing structure thus includes all formal and informal net-
works that exist both inside and outside of a social movement. 
At any ti me, all kinds of groups, organizati ons and networks in society can become part 
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of a movement’s mobilizing structure. However, none of these should be assumed to 
become a part automati cally. Networks need to be adapted, appropriated (McAdam, 
McCarthy, and Zald 1996), assembled and acti vated by organizers in order to functi on 
as mobilizing structures. Even networks whose primary goal is movement mobiliza-
ti on (e.g. SMOs) might require much eff ort before they are acti vated to parti cipate in 
a parti cular campaign. Oft en social movement organizati ons decline to parti cipate in 
a campaign, thus do not become part of the mobilizing structure. On the other hand, 
networks with very diff erent goals, such as networks of colleagues, friends, neighbors, 
parent-teacher associati ons or churches, may become involved in a campaign and 
thereby become part of the mobilizing structure. 
Some of these informal networks are especially helpful when building a mobilizing 
structure because they consist of acti vists in ‘abeyance’. Abeyance structures are sub-
merged in everyday life but can reemerge and become acti ve when a specifi c issue 
arises (Melucci 1985). Between uprisings these groups go into abeyance; when the 
movement declines, they stop staging acti viti es, but they do keep up a network and a 
minimum of organizati on (Taylor 1989), which they can reacti vate when a new cam-
paign is initi ated.
Mobilizing structures thus connect organizers and parti cipants. Many studies have 
shown that networks are important in explaining diff erenti al recruitment and mobi-
lizati on (e.g. Diani 2004; Klandermans and Oegema 1987; Snow, Zurcher, and Ekland-
Olson 1980; Tarrow 1994) and which organizati ons join the mobilizing coaliti on is an 
important predictor of who will parti cipate in the protest (e.g. McAdam and Paulsen 
1993; Fisher et al. 2005; see also Kitt s 2000). Most studies are based on organizati onal 
affi  liati ons, showing that organizati ons predominantly mobilize their own members to 
take to the streets. Some scholars have also looked at parti cipants’ membership in civil 
society organizati ons (Baldassarri and Diani 2007) or their embeddedness in a com-
munity (Gould 2003). Other studies have shown that it is not only that organizati ons 
mobilize their members, but that the members themselves are important vehicles 
for bringing new people to the protests and into the organizati on (Gould 2003; Snow, 
Zurcher, and Ekland-Olson 1980) because members oft en ask people in their environ-
ment to join them. 

MOBILIZING STRUCTURES IN A LIQUID SOCIETY

Organizers thus make use of existi ng networks in (civil) society to assemble their mobi-
lizing structure. Several authors however, have suggested that civil society is changing 
(Putnam 2000; Norris 2002; Ladd 1999). The traditi onally important building blocks 
for the organizers’ mobilizing structures are diminishing: many trade unions, politi -
cal parti es and churches (especially in the Netherlands) have seen their membership 
steadily declining (e.g. Putnam 2000; Norris 2002; van den Berg, Dekker, and de Hart 
2008). However, this change in membership has not lead to a decline in unconven-
ti onal acti on. To the contrary, the occurrence of unconventi onal acti on has risen (Nor-
ris, Walgrave, and Aelst 2005; Verhoeven 2004), as have people’s politi cal interest, 
self-confi dence and desire to parti cipate in decisions concerning society (Verhoeven 
2004; Hartman 2008). 
How can this be explained? It is suggested that individuals in late modern societi es 
prefer less binding and more fl exible relati onships with organizati ons in place of the 
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traditi onal rigid and hierarchical ones (Bennett , Breunig, and Givens 2008). Thus, while 
traditi onal rigid structures decline, loose forms of organizing such as voluntary associa-
ti ons and online networks increase in popularity (e.g. Ladd 1999; Putnam 2000; Norris 
2002; Verhoeven 2004). Several authors have therefore suggested that we are moving 
towards a more liquid society (Bauman 2000) or a network society (Castells 1996), in 
which ti es between people are becoming looser and more fl exible. 
People sti ll feel a sense of politi cal responsibility and want to be engaged, but they do 
not want to feel restricted or obliged to a community or group (Lichterman 1996). It 
has been suggested that citi zens (especially the higher educated) are now on ‘stand-
by’; they are usually passive but become acti ve when they feel “things” are going too 
far (Schudson 1999). They are becoming increasingly connected as individuals rather 
than as members of organizati ons, groups or communiti es; they operate their own 
personal community network. Society is thus becoming organized around networked 
individuals (Wellman et al. 2003) rather than groups or solidariti es, and connecti ons 
are loose and fl exible rather than fi xed. 

This shift  from group to individual –the process of individualizati on- has been going on 
since the late ‘50s and ‘60s. However, it has been greatly accelerated by the rise of new 
communicati on technologies, especially the Internet. Web 1.0 (Bekkers et al. 2008), 
the classical form of the Internet whereby a sender puts a message on a website and 
receivers read it, caused a ‘supersizing eff ect’. That is, it increased the reach and speed 
by which a message was spread, to a level that was previously unthinkable (e.g. Norris 
2001 ; Earl and Schussman 2003). The more recent Web 2.0 applicati ons however, alter 
communicati on even more profoundly. Examples of Web 2.0 applicati ons are wikis, 
blogs, twitt er and social media, whereby anyone can become a sender and receiver, 
making interacti on horizontal. Web 2.0 has transformed communicati on from verti cal 
top-down and ‘one-to-many’ to horizontal and ‘many-to-many’ (Boulos and Wheeler 
2007). This greatly enhances the power of social networks, turning the Internet into a 
“technology for cooperati on” (Rheingold 2006).
Web 2.0 applicati ons are supplementi ng the existi ng ‘traditi onal’ forms of communi-
cati on and connecti ng. It makes the fl uid, loose and horizontal organizati on, which is 
preferred by many younger and individualized people (Bennett  2003), and thereby the 
network society, possible. These new technologies have strongly increased the pos-
sibiliti es to connect; online one can easily have 500 ‘friends’ on Facebook or MSN, 
because these ti es are weak and fl exible and thus require less invested ti me. Because 
of the abundance of weak bridging ti es online, a message can go ‘viral’ (i.e. spread like 
a virus). When this happens, tens of thousands of people are reached in a matt er of 
days, or less. 

However, this does not mean that everyone is connected to everyone. Just as people 
were organized in diverse groups, organizati ons and societi es offl  ine, people are now 
organized in online networks such as Facebook or LinkedIn. People meet each other 
in these virtual networks and in other places such as (popular) websites, forums and 
blogs. So, even though these are not formal groups, people are sti ll embedded and 
‘see’ likeminded people. In its extreme form, scholars have even referred to this as a 
process of ‘cyber balkanizati on’ (van Alstyne and Brynjolfsson 2005). They argue that 
people only seek out those they already agree with for interacti on, thereby reinforcing 
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their prejudices.
In additi on to self-selecti on, structural cleavages also exist online. Peter and Valken-
burg (2006) for example found that youngsters with more socio-economic resources 
and educati on use the Internet more for fi nding informati on, while those with less ed-
ucati on and socio-economic resources use it more for entertainment. And although all 
youngsters use the Internet extensively for communicati on, socio-economic resourc-
es and ethnicity largely determine  on which websites they communicate (Hargitt ai 
2007). The Internet thus mimics ‘real-life’ cleavages, and in some cases even enhances 
them. 

Thus, while the traditi onal structure for protest mobilizati on diminishes, new struc-
tures evolve, less structural and more dynamic and fl uid patt erns of relati onships. This 
means that organizers need to alter their practi ces. Mobilizing structures cannot be 
regarded as pre-existi ng structures anymore; rather they should be seen as fl uid, ever-
changing constellati ons, which need to be assembled for every campaign, although 
not from scratch. And it may not suffi  ce to depend on traditi onal social movement 
structures, rather new and loose structures may need to be included. I will return to 
the process of ‘assembling’ later in more detail. 

STRONG AND WEAK TIES

The amount of infl uence that can be exerted through a ti e, and consequently how use-
ful a ti e is for the organizers’ purposes, depends on the strength of that ti e: how much 
one identi fi es with it, how much ti me is invested, the emoti onal intensity, inti macy, 
mutual trust and exchange of services (Granovett er 1973). Both solid and liquid, formal 
and informal and online and offl  ine ti es can be strong as well as weak. Some online ti es 
such as with Facebook friends can be strong, while other offl  ine ti es such as those in a 
sports associati on can be weak. Similarly, some informal ti es such as within anarchist 
subcultures can be strong, while some formal ti es such as ‘checkbook membership’ of 
a politi cal party can be weak. They can be, but they do not have to be. Some research 
suggests, for example, that passive membership can also engender aff ecti ve connec-
ti ons and identi fi cati on with the organizati on and its goals (Selle and Strømsnes 2001). 
The more the receiver of the ti e identi fi es with and trusts the organizers, the stronger 
the ti e will be, and the more infl uence the organizers can exert through that ti e, re-
gardless of whether it is formal or informal, solid or liquid, or online or offl  ine. It is thus 
the relati onship itself that is most important and not the characteristi cs of the group 
or the individual.

DIFFERENT SHAPES OF MOBILIZING STRUCTURES

The existence of diff erent types of networks in society―from formal to informal and 
from inside a social movement as well as from outside―and the possibility for or-
ganizers to include any and all of these types into their mobilizing structure, means 
that mobilizing structures can take diverse forms. I propose a conti nuum of mobilizing 
structures ranging from those consisti ng of only formal networks to those with only in-
formal networks and all the combinati ons in between. This arrangement puts the more 
traditi onal type of ‘solid’ structures on the one side on the conti nuum and the more ad 
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hoc ‘liquid’ confi gurati ons on the other side (see Figure 3). Moreover, I propose that 
the type of mobilizing structure that the organizers build has consequences for who 
the organizers can mobilize and for the reasons why these people parti cipate.
On the solid end of the conti nuum I place the formal coaliti on (see Box 1 in Figure 3), 
where organizers try to mobilize the combined membership bases of several organi-
zati ons, oft en ones specifi cally designed for protest acti vity. Formal coaliti ons mostly 
present themselves as a single collecti ve that speaks and acts uniformly. Such coali-
ti ons oft en last over ti me and stage more than one protest event.
On the liquid end of the conti nuum, I place the most informal type of mobilizing struc-
ture consisti ng of only informal social networks, which are not necessarily designed for 
protest acti vity (Box 3). The use of informal social networks was common in ‘classical’ 
bread and butt er uprisings (see e.g. Frank 1985) where people went from door to door 
to call on their neighbors to parti cipate. The same strategy was applied by the students 
protesti ng in 1989 at Tiananmen Square (see Zuo and Benford 1995). More recently, 
the development of web 2.0 applicati ons and other new communicati on technologies 
(such as smartphones) has expanded the range of available informal social networks. 
In the past years there have been several examples where organizers have, exclusively, 
used such virtual social networks to mobilize parti cipants. This was the case for exam-
ple when school students used MSN, social networking sites and mobile phones, to 
call for school walkouts in the southern states of the US in 2006 (Barberena, Jimenez, 
and Young 2007) and in the Netherlands in 2007 (van Stekelenburg and Klandermans 
Forthcoming). These cases are typical examples of organizing without organizati ons 
(see Earl and Kimport 2011). There is no uniform actor and not necessarily one uniform 
message or tacti c and aft er the protest instance the networks usually fall apart; the 
organizers do not aim to build a permanent collecti ve.
Between these two extremes we fi nd mobilizing structures that combine formal and 
informal networks. One common type of such a combined mobilizing structure is the 
‘coordinati on structure’ (Box 2): such structures host a combinati on of movement or-
ganizati ons, groups, individuals, and informal social networks. They act together for a 
common goal, but there is space for diversity and disagreement. This type of structure 
is used, for example, to coordinate (inter)nati onal days of acti on where initi ators ask 
everyone to locally organize something (anything) in support of the common goal. In 
these types of structures too, the organizers do not aim to build a collecti ve; rather the 
aim is practi cal coordinati on of tasks.

Building a mobilizing structure increases the visibility and –importantly- increases the 
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range of people that can be reached (Meyer and Corrigall-Brown 2005; see also Heaney 
and Rojas 2008). But every type of mobilizing structure has its own parti culariti es. For 
example, using formal structures may be advantageous because through organizati ons 
many members may be recruited ‘en bloc’ (Oberschall 1973); by engaging ‘the leader-
ship’ other members are pulled in. Moreover, having a (large) organizati on on board, 
may give credibility to the cause, signal the importance of the issue and raise expecta-
ti ons about turn-out and eff ecti veness of the event. Thus, in this respect building a co-
aliti on may be more eff ecti ve than building a coordinati on structure or using informal 
networks. However, young people especially are increasingly less likely to be members 
of formal organizati ons and they can oft en not be reached through such formal ti es. 
Informal and virtual networks may be more suited to reach these unorganized groups 
of people. In additi on, cooperati on between formal structures is oft en diffi  cult and 
someti mes even impossible, due to the formality and need for uniform agreement;  
the groups involved may be reluctant to give up on their own principles or identi ti es (I 
will elaborate on this in the next chapter). Thus, building a formal enduring coaliti on 
will be diffi  cult to achieve and maintain, while building a coordinati on structure or us-
ing informal social networks without any form of formalized cooperati on, obligati on or 
commitment will be easier. 
Where organizers end up on the conti nuum however, is not necessarily a conscious 
choice but depends on the ti es the organizers have and thus on who can be recruited 
to join the mobilizing structure. When the initi ator is a representati ve of a large formal 
organizati on s/he might be more inclined to form a coaliti on, while an Internet-savvy 
school-student might be more inclined to use informal virtual networks. 

THIS DISSERTATION

In this dissertati on the focus is on organizers, parti cipants, and the structures that con-
nect them. In parti cular I will focus on the structures at the meso-level: the mobilizing 
structures. I will test that part of the explanatory model as described in Figure 2, that 
deals with the micro- and the meso-level. In additi on, I incorporate the conti nuum of 
mobilizing structures as depicted in Figure 3 into this model. This results in the follow-
ing model, which will be tested in this dissertati on (see Figure 4):

Neither organizers, nor parti cipants, nor mobilizing structures are considered to be 
constant or stati c and they can only be understood when they are considered concur-
rently. The fi rst questi on this model raises is: 

How do organizers of protest events shape the mobilizing structure (while themselves 
being aff ected by the structures they are embedded in) (see Figure 4, arrow 1)?

For a protest to occur, someone needs to take the initi ati ve to start organizing and 
mobilizing for the event. A ‘criti cal mass’ is needed, of people who are especially moti -
vated, resourceful and willing to put in their ti me, energy and resources to assume the 
start up costs of the collecti ve acti on so that others can easily join (Oliver, Marwell, and 
Teixeira 1985). The fi rst step of protest is thus the emergence of an initi ator who starts 
assembling a mobilizing structure. Initi ators do not necessarily start from scratch; they 
are enabled and constrained by the existi ng structure in which they are embedded. 
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This newly formed structure may take any shape from the most formal coaliti on, to the 
most informal collecti on of social networks.
When the new structure is assembled, the organizers involved need to cooperate and 
negoti ate together to formulate a campaign plan and set up a campaign. Subsequently, 
the campaign plan needs to be executed thereby mobilizing parti cipants for the pro-
test event. This raises the second questi on: 

How does the shape of the mobilizing structure aff ect who parti cipates in the protest 
event and the moti vati ons parti cipants have to do so (see Figure 4, arrow 2)?

It has been shown ti me and again that mobilizing structures aff ect who is mobilized. 
However, which traits of these structures aff ect this is sti ll largely unclear (Diani 2004). 
The exact impact of diff erent mobilizing strategies, the direct impact –thus– of the 
organizers, has, unti l now, rarely been studied in detail.  I will fi rst show that diff er-
ent mobilizing channels reach diff erent and -more importantly- diff erently embedded 
people and I will show that diff erent organizers set in moti on diff erent mobilizing se-
quences. Second, I will show that mobilizing strategies also aff ect people’s moti vati ons 
to parti cipate. 
Taken together I thus aim to show how the acti ons and decisions of organizers of a pro-
test event aff ect the mobilizing structure of the campaign and thereby infl uence the 
compositi on of the demonstrati on crowd and the moti vati ons of the parti cipants. Who 
starts organizing and mobilizing, and how they do so, shapes the mobilizati on cam-
paign, which –I propose– has important implicati ons for who will parti cipate and why. 

In the next chapter I will present my theory on how mobilizing structures are build. 
First, I propose that the kind of mobilizing structure the organizers build depends on 
the networks they are embedded in, the goals they have and the group they identi fy 
with. Second, I will theoreti cally account for how the shape of the mobilizing structure 
determines who parti cipates and for what reasons. I hypothesize that the choice of the 
mobilizing strategy is central. I will describe three kinds of strategies –strong ti es, open 
channels and semi-open channels– which are expected to reach diff erent audiences, at 
diff erent points in ti me and mobilize parti cipants with diff erent moti ves.
In Chapter 2, I will discuss the methods I applied to collect survey data on the parti ci-
pants, interview the organizers, and analyze newspapers and other secondary informa-
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ti on on the events. Subsequently, in Chapter 3, I will describe the fi ve events studied 
for this dissertati on. What kind of events were they? Who organized them and how? 
How much media att enti on did they generate? And who parti cipated in these events? 
I will conclude this chapter with a comparison of the events.
In chapters 4, 5, 6, and 7, I will test my theoreti cal assumpti ons. I will start in Chapter 
4 by describing the full process for building and cooperati ng in a mobilizing structure. 
To this aim I will put myself in the shoes of the organizers of one of the events and 
describe how they build, cooperate in and try to maintain a broad formal mobilizing 
structure. The organizers in this example encounter almost every possible problem in 
the process, which makes it an exemplary case to develop a full-process for the build-
ing of a mobilizing structure. In chapter 5, I describe three other –more liquid and nar-
row– mobilizing structures and I show how they diff er from the full-process. 
Chapter 6 will focus on the three types of mobilizati on strategies: ‘strong ti es’, ‘open 
channels’ and ‘semi-open channels’. I will show that the diff erent mobilizing strate-
gies indeed reach and mobilize diff erent groups of parti cipants; more specifi cally, they 
reach diff erently embedded groups of parti cipants. Moreover, they reach them at dif-
ferent points in ti me. In this chapter I show the important impact the choice of mobiliz-
ing strategy can have. In Chapter 7 I will explore the factors that infl uence parti cipants’ 
moti vati ons and show how the type of event, the mobilizing channel, and the ti e with 
the organizers aff ects the strength of the parti cipants’ moti vati on and the type of moti -
vati on they have. Finally, I will discuss my fi ndings and draw conclusions in Chapter 8.
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CHAPTER 1:
THE MOBILIZATION PROCESS
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To set up a protest event, two mobilizati on campaigns are needed, fi rst, an initi ator 
needs to mobilize other organizers to jointly set up and organize an event (i.e. build 
an initi al mobilizing structure). And second, the organizers jointly need to mobilize 
parti cipants for their event. The decision to join a mobilizing structure and the deci-
sion to parti cipate in a protest event can be described in similar terms (Meyer and 
Corrigall-Brown 2005). To mobilize people, four conditi ons must be met: people need 
to know about an acti on, they need to agree with the goals, tacti cs and necessity of 
the campaign and event, they need to be moti vated to parti cipate and they need to 
overcome barriers (Klandermans and Oegema 1987). In this dissertati on I will focus on 
the fi rst three conditi ons of the mobilizati on process. 
In my concepti on networks –or mobilizing structures– play a crucial role in these steps. 
To understand the nature of this role, I disti nguish between two features of network 
ti es; their strength and their value. The strength of a ti e is determined by a combina-
ti on of the amount of ti me invested, the emoti onal intensity, inti macy, mutual trust 
and exchange of services (Granovett er 1973). The higher this investment -the more 
one identi fi es with the other(s)- the stronger the ti e. The value of a ti e signifi es wheth-
er people have a positi ve, neutral or negati ve relati onship.

MOBILIZING ORGANIZERS: BUILDING A MOBILIZING STRUCTURE

The initi ator of an event thus fi rst needs to mobilize other organizers –and thereby 
build a mobilizing structure– so they can jointly organize the event and mobilize par-
ti cipants. Although it is widely accepted that building a mobilizing structure is one of 
the most important strategies of social movements, there has been litt le research on 
this topic (van Dyke and McCammon 2010; Meyer and Corrigall-Brown 2005). Most 
of the existi ng literature focuses on the formati on, maintenance or disintegrati on of 
formal coaliti ons, rather than the coordinati on structures or informal or virtual net-
works. However, I hold that insights from these studies apply to mobilizing structures 
in general.
The process of building a mobilizing structure has also been called ‘mesomobiliza-
ti on’ (Gerhards and Rucht 1992). This is the process of getti  ng together and integrat-
ing individual ‘micromobilizati on’ actors –the organizati ons, groups and networks that 
mobilize the parti cipants for the acti on– into a collecti ve. Mesomobilizati on provides 
the basis for ‘micromobilizati on’ by coordinati ng groups and resources and providing 
cultural integrati on through the development of a master frame (Gerhards and Rucht 
1992). 
Mobilizing structures do not form by themselves; they need to be mobilized. A mobi-
lizing structure needs to be built for every campaign. The parti cipati on of groups and 
networks can never be taken for granted and oft en it takes signifi cant eff ort to per-
suade them to join. Initi ators need to inform organizers that there is a campaign they 
can join; they need to convince them that it is the right thing to do, and they need to 
moti vate them to help organize the campaign. 

AGREEING AND KNOWING

In the process of mobilizati on relati onships play an important role. To mobilize consen-
sus, that is to convince organizers of the correctness of the goal of the campaign (Klan-
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dermans 1988), strong ti es are the most eff ecti ve because people form their opinions 
in their own group, thus, during interacti ons with those with whom they have strong 
positi ve ti es. Social ti es carry social infl uence and engender common values, norms 
and behavior among friends and other close relati ons (Kitt s 2006). Many studies have 
shown that it is these strong ti es that have the greatest infl uence on people’s atti  tudes 
and behavior (Gartrell 1987; McAdam 1986; Visser and Mirabile 2004). Through strong 
ti es people are able to transmit trustworthy informati on (Broadbent 2003; McAdam 
and Paulsen 1993; Levi and Murphy 2006), and in conversati on and discussion give 
meaning to the world around them (McAdam 2003; Passy 2003). In contrast, aware-
ness of the opinion of ‘the other’ –a group with whom one has negati ve ti es- can 
inspire people to adopt more dissimilar opinions and behavior (Berscheid 1966; Kitt s 
2006), resulti ng in polarizati on (for an example see: Oegema 1993). People’s opin-
ions and acti ons are thus strongly infl uenced by the relati onships in which they are 
involved. Consensus mobilizati on therefore is easiest in one’s own group and att empts 
to mobilize consensus amongst others may have an adverse eff ect. 
To spread informati on widely, weak ti es are most eff ecti ve because they connect peo-
ple from diff erent groups and consequently enable individuals to spread and receive 
new informati on (Granovett er 1973). Weak ti es are the only way to reach those with 
whom one does not have direct personal connecti ons. A good example of a weak ti e is 
the mass media.  For acti vists, the mass media is usually too expensive or too hard to 
control (Klandermans 2000); but when acti vists do manage to get the media’s att en-
ti on movement’s message can be spread to a wide audience (Oliver and Myers 2003). 
For organizers it is thus easiest to start recruiti ng those people with whom they have 
strong ti es (Marwell & Oliver, 1993), the organizers in their submerged network who 
they know, trust and can easily reach. So, I expect that the fi rst step for someone who 
starts organizing (see Figure 5: 1), is to mobilize his or her own social environment (see 
Figure 5: 2). Once these organizers are mobilized, they may in their turn mobilize those 
in their social environment (see Figure 5: 3). Thus, although strong ti es typically do not 
have wide reach, as more groups and individuals become embedded in the mobilizing 
structure, the combined reach of strong ti es widens.
As organizers start mobilizing their strong ti es, they will usually recruit other organizers 
from the same or similar submerged networks. A ‘gray face’ (for example a representa-
ti ve from a large NGO), is most likely to recruit other ‘gray faces’ (see Figure 5: 2). In ad-
diti on, it is important to remember that pre-existi ng ti es may not always be conducive 
(Bazerman, Curhan, and Moore 2004; see also: Pollett a 2002). While asking friends to 
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join the coaliti on, initi ators might deliberately not ask, or even block membership for 
other organizers to whom they feel less akin. Oft en however, at least some organizers 
will also have contacts with organizers from other submerged networks. A ‘gray face’ 
may for example also know a ‘black face’ (for example a representati ve from a Marx-
ist group), or a ‘white face’ (for example an anarchist). These new organizers can act 
as brokers, they can bring diff erent groups together because they have ti es that other 
organizers do not have (Krinsky and Reese 2006; van Dyke and McCammon 2010) (see 
Figure 5: 3).

To organize a mass protest, organizers will usually want to go beyond their own strong 
ti es to reach other submerged networks or to ‘new’ acti vists. Apart from the help of 
brokers, organizers may try to recruit new organizers through weak ti es. It is assumed 
that weak ti es do not exercise much persuasiveness or moti vati onal power and do not 
insti ll a sense of trust. However, it is not always necessary to convince people. Some-
ti mes consensus has already formed, i.e. the views of a group in society are already 
in line with the ideas of the initi ators (Klandermans 1988). When the experiences and 
interpretati ons of people in other networks are similar to those in the initi ators’ net-
works –when they are thus seen as similar and part of ‘us’– people will be disposed 
to parti cipate (Freeman 2003; Passy 2003). In these cases it suffi  ces that people hear 
about the initi ati ve even through weak ti es. 
Since initi ators only need to mobilize a ‘criti cal mass’ of organizers, ‘low cost’ acti vist 
channels such as acti vist papers, email lists or websites will usually suffi  ce, making the 
use of more expensive weak ti es such as the mass media unnecessary. Such channels 
reach mainly people in their own environment; a message on the ‘squatt ers mailing 
list’ will likely att ract more anarchists to join, while a message in a Marxist newspaper, 
will likely att ract more Marxists (see Figure 5: 4). To reach new organizers from un-
connected groups, the use of more expensive mass media is necessary. Although less 
common, organizers may, for example, get their message broadcast on a local radio 
stati on, thereby reaching new organizers from unconnected groups, who may enroll if 
they agree with the initi ati ve (see Figure 5: 5).

Taken all together, it is not surprising that research shows that pre-existi ng ti es deter-
mine who will parti cipate in the mobilizing structure and who will not (e.g. Levi and 
Murphy 2006; Krinsky and Reese 2006; Heaney and Rojas 2008; Meyer and Corrigall-
Brown 2005; Staggenborg 1986; Gerhards and Rucht 1992; van Dyke 2003; van Dyke 
and McCammon 2010). So, who takes the initi ati ve for a campaign not only determines 
the goal and master frame, but where they are embedded in the ‘multi -organizati onal 
fi eld’ (Curti s Jr. and Zurcher Jr. 1973) also determines who is mobilized and who is not; 
therefore the mobilizing structure will refl ect the initi ators’ network (see Boekkooi, 
Klandermans, and van Stekelenburg 2011).

IDENTIFICATION

Knowing that there is a campaign and agreeing with the goals and necessity of it is, 
however, not enough to guarantee parti cipati on. Organizers also need to be moti vated 
to parti cipate in that specifi c campaign. Moti vati on is the desire to achieve a goal, 
combined with the energy to work towards that goal (Higgins and Kruglanski 2000). I 
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hold that which goals one has depends on the group one identi fi es with, which thereby 
infl uences one’s moti vati on.
Identi ti es are not pre-given. Just as society is becoming increasingly fl uid, so are iden-
ti ti es. As individuals’ embedding in social structures is becoming increasingly loose, 
temporary and voluntary, people are losing the ‘roots’ of their identi ty. Rather than 
being born into an identi ty and restricted by the solid community and role they were 
ascribed to, people now have litt le choice but to choose their own identi ti es (Giddens 
1991). The transiti on from a solid to liquid society brings with it a transiti on from solid 
to liquid identi fi cati on. Forcing people  to choose, form and conti nuously adapt their 
identi ti es (Bauman 2000; Giddens 1991).
Identi fi cati on can thus be conceptualized as a dynamic process through which people 
construct understandings of themselves and others (Drury, Reicher, and Stott  2003). 
They do this by drawing boundaries around who is ‘us’, while in the process necessarily 
constructi ng a ‘them’ (Taylor and Whitti  er 1992; Hunt and Benford 2004). 
Boundaries are not constructed enti rely to the individual’s free choice (Taylor and 
Whitti  er 1992). As Gamson (1996: 235) puts it, “People make collecti ve identi ti es but 
not in conditi ons of their own making”, because boundaries can only be meaningful 
when they are based on existi ng cultural resources (Gamson 1996; Hunt and Benford 
2004; Snow 2001). Where people draw the boundaries –with which groups they iden-
ti fy and with which they do not– depends on the existi ng relati onships in which one is 
embedded (Drury, Reicher, and Stott  2003; Lamont and Molnár 2002; Gamson 1996; 
Hunt and Benford 2004). Such relati onships may be actual personal relati onships, or 
may be based on a more abstract noti on of an imagined community (Lamont and Mol-
nár 2002). Either way, for a group boundary to make sense, it has to be based on the 
“presence (and percepti on) of common patt erns of durable ti es” (Gould 1995, p:19, in: 
Lamont and Molnár 2002). 

Boundaries are not just drawn around ‘we the movement’, but acti vists also mark 
boundaries within the movement, disti nguishing themselves or their own group from 
others, and assigning others to diff erent ideological, geographical and tacti cal ‘turfs’ 
(Hunt and Benford 2004). 
However, not all organizers are equally prone to diff erenti ati ng themselves from others  
(Gerhards and Rucht 1992; van Dyke 2003; Staggenborg 1986). Some organizers may 
identi fy with a more universalisti c (i.e. general) group, while others may identi fy with 
a more parti cularisti c (i.e. specifi c) group. Gamson (1996) disti nguishes three layers 
of identi fi cati on: a solidarity layer, for example ‘the victi ms of neoliberalism’; a move-
ment layer, for example ‘the alterglobalist movement’; and an organizati onal layer, for 
example ‘ATTAC’. More layers can of course be imagined (Hunt and Benford 2004). 
More parti cular identi ti es are nested within other, more universalisti c, identi ti es. Thus 
diff erent acti vists may  identi fy with more or less universalisti c groups; some may con-
sider themselves to be primarily part of ‘the alterglobalist movement’, while others 
may consider themselves primarily to be part of ‘the anarchists’ or ‘the communists’, 
while yet others may feel primarily a member of ‘ATTAC’, ‘Greenpeace’ or ‘the squat-
ters group of Amsterdam’. The layer at which the group with which an acti vist identi fi es 
is situated, has major implicati ons for the ease with which the acti vist can cooper-
ate with others. The more parti cularisti c, and thus specifi c, the group with which one 
identi fi es, the harder cooperati on with others becomes, as I will explain later in this 
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chapter.
An acti vist can simultaneously identi fy with groups at all layers but, depending on the 
parti cular context and turn of events, acti vists can begin to emphasize one ‘layer’ more 
than the others (Drury, Reicher, and Stott  2003). For example, an acti vist may at one 
point in ti me identi fy as an alterglobalist, including all sorts of acti vists in ‘us’, while at 
the next moment seeing him- or herself as an anarchist standing in oppositi on to the 
communists. Who is ‘us’ is thus not pre-given, it is negoti able and depends on where 
the organizer in questi on draws the boundary at that point in ti me (van Doorn et al. 
2012). 

THE GOAL AND THE SHAPE OF THE MOBILIZING STRUCTURE

I expect that the layer with which organizers identi fy aff ects the goal they have for 
parti cipati on. Moreover, I expect that the organizers’ goal for parti cipati on, determines 
the type of structure they will want to build. 
For organizers who identi fy with more universalisti c groups, ‘us’ is the movement. As 
organizers will want to act on behalf of ‘us’, building and strengthening the movement 
will be their primary goal. The movement can be strengthened and built by sti mulat-
ing cooperati on among those who are considered to be part of the movement, thus 
by building an encompassing mobilizing structure. Thus, for these organizers it is the 
cooperati on that is the goal, regardless of what it will lead to. Because encompassing 
cooperati on is their goal, I expect that they will likely want to build a structural, long 
term (thus solid) mobilizing structure. Aft er all, they will want this encompassing co-
operati on to last. Research shows that the more formal and enduring the desired co-
operati on (Staggenborg 1986), the more commitment and resources are asked (Meyer 
and Corrigall-Brown 2005) and the greater the pressure for ideological conformity 
(Gerhards and Rucht 1992) the more diffi  cult it is to mobilize organizers to parti cipate 
and to maintain the cooperati on. Encompassing, durable cooperati on is thus not easy 
to achieve. However, the more organizers agree and identi fy with each other, the more 
likely they are to join forces and sustain cooperati on (e.g. van Dyke and McCammon 
2010; Staggenborg 1986; Krinsky and Reese 2006; Gerhards and Rucht 1992). Strong 
identi fi cati on with the movement and the inclusion of a wide variety of groups as ‘us’, 
may thus help organizers overcome these diffi  culti es.

Conversely, organizers who identi fy with more parti cularisti c groups are less likely to 
parti cipate in a long-lasti ng, solid mobilizing structure, as they will perceive more dif-
ferences between themselves and the other groups. Parti cipati on in a coaliti on may 
obscure their own identi ty and visibility (Gerhards and Rucht 1992; Meyer and Cor-
rigall-Brown 2005), and groups will lose some of their autonomy (Levi and Murphy 
2006). For someone who identi fi es with a parti cularisti c group, this is problemati c, as 
he or she will not see the others in the structure as part of ‘us’. In some cases he or she 
may actually want to distance him- or herself from other groups in the structure, and 
certainly would not want to be dependent on them. For these organizers building a 
mobilizing structure is not a goal in itself; it may, however, be a means to att ain a goal. 
Cooperati on enables (especially small) groups to do things they cannot do on their 
own (Staggenborg 1989). Organizers may join forces, for example, to make a stronger 
claim against their common opponent, to gain more exposure or more members, or 
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to put their issue on the movement agenda. In other words, they may join forces to 
further the interests of their own group. When this is the case, they will evaluate the 
cooperati on to see if they ‘get back’ at least as much as they ‘put in’; a cost/benefi t 
calculati on is the basis of their moti vati on (Klandermans and Oegema 1987). The par-
ti cipati on of these organizers can therefore not be taken for granted, but it depends on 
a constant evaluati on of perceived benefi ts for the group. Looser forms of cooperati on, 
that are temporary and focus on a narrow goal are easier to achieve than long-term 
overarching ones (Staggenborg 1986; van Dyke 2003). Therefore, I expect that organ-
izers who identi fy with their own parti cularisti c group -if they see an instrumental gain 
in joining- will prefer to join such liquid types of mobilizing structures. 

To sum up, I expect that the more universalisti c the group is with which organizers 
identi fy, the more likely they are to want to build an enduring, encompassing and for-
mal coaliti on, as their goal will be to strengthen the movement. Conversely, those who 
identi fy mainly with their own parti cularisti c group are expected to be unlikely to want 
to engage in such cooperati on. If they cooperate, they are expected to do so for instru-
mental reasons, preferring a loose and temporary structure. 
Within one mobilizing structure organizers may have diff erent reasons for parti cipati ng 
and therefore have diff erent expectati ons and desires of what type of mobilizing struc-
ture it should be. Some organizers may parti cipate to strengthen the movement and 
want the structure to become a long lasti ng collaborati on, and thus a solid mobilizing 
structure. Others may join the structure for instrumental reasons on an ad hoc basis, 
and thus treat the structure as if it were a coordinati on structure. Diff erent organizers, 
with diff erent intenti ons, may thus treat the mobilizing structure in diff erent ways. It 
is therefore not always straightf orward what type of mobilizing structure the coopera-
ti on is. Rather, the type of the mobilizing structure is the result of an ongoing process 
of interacti on between diff erent organizers with diff erent intenti ons.

NEGOTIATIONS

Aft er assembling the mobilizing structure, it needs to be maintained long enough 
for organizers to cooperate, negoti ate and make decisions to set up a campaign and 
mobilize parti cipants. The development of these negoti ati ons aff ects the formati on 
and consolidati on of the coaliti on, therefore if they develop poorly some people and 
groups will likely leave the coaliti on and/ or not want to cooperate again in the future 
(see Boekkooi, Klandermans, and van Stekelenburg 2011). Furthermore, it is in these 
negoti ati ons that choices regarding the campaign itself are made such as what kind of 
acti on to organize, which slogans to use and how to att ract people.

Negoti ati on is the “joint decision-making between interdependent individuals with 
divergent interests” (Pruitt  cited in van Kleef, de Dreu, and Manstead 2004: 510). In 
the case of organizers in a mobilizing structure, a relati vely large number of people 
is involved in this ‘joint decision-making’ and they need to make decisions on several 
issues and on many occasions. Furthermore, the problems they deal with are usually 
‘mixed moti ve’ in nature, meaning that they must cooperate to maximize the size of 
the reward, but compete with each other to gain as much of it as they can for them-
selves (Thompson et al. 2004). Scholars point out that in general –but especially with 
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such complicated problems- an open, cooperati ve approach to negoti ati ons is needed 
to fi nd a soluti on (Kern, Brett , and Weingart 2005; Kuhn and Poole 2000; Schei and 
Rognes 2005). Many acti vists too see a cooperati ve approach as the ideal form of ne-
goti ati on (Doerr 2006). However, practi ce shows that cooperati ve behavior is by no 
means a given. The process of negoti ati on in mobilizing structures is oft en problemati c 
and can cause quarrels and even splits within movements (Boekkooi, Klandermans, 
and van Stekelenburg 2011; Clemens and Minkoff  2004). 
Organizers may either have a high or a low concern for the other organizers involved 
in the cooperati on (de Dreu et al. 2001; Rahim, Antonioni, and Psenicka 2001). When 
organizers have high concern for the others, they are likely to exhibit a cooperati ve 
style of negoti ati on in which eff ecti ve communicati on, friendliness, helpfulness, and 
unobstructi veness are central. Cooperati ve negoti ators defi ne confl icti ng interests as a 
mutual problem to be solved by collaborati ve eff ort. On the other hand when negoti a-
tors have a low concern for the other, they are likely to use a competi ti ve style, which 
impairs communicati on. Within this style obstructi veness and lack of helpfulness are 
central and the confl ict becomes a power struggle or a matt er of moral principle (Deut-
sch 2002). Several factors are said to impact on the organizers’ negoti ati on style.

IDEOLOGY 

Some issues are easier to cooperate on than others. When organizers need to negoti -
ate about ideological issues they will be less inclined to use a cooperati ve style, as 
organizers –and people in general– are reluctant to trade-off  their principles. Ideologi-
cal discussions are therefore oft en competi ti ve in nature. As no organizer will be con-
vinced by the other, an ‘agreement’ is reached by the dominance of one party over the 
other, rather than by mutual concession or compromise (Harinck and de Dreu 2004). 
An anarchist will not convince a representati ve of a lobby group of his or her ideological 
convicti ons, nor the other way around. Cooperati on thus becomes hard when there is 
a pressure for ideological conformity (Gerhards and Rucht 1992). Practi cal cooperati on 
is expected to be easier, as organizers may be more willing to give in and compromise 
on instrumental issues (Harinck and de Dreu 2004). Therefore, I expect that coopera-
ti on in solid mobilizing structures will be more diffi  cult, because they strive for more 
(ideological) unity. Liquid structures leave more space for diversity, and aim mainly to 
cooperate on practi cal issues, making cooperati on more likely.
However, this does not mean that organizers will always fi nd a soluti on when dealing 
with instrumental(ly framed) issues, nor does it mean that they will never be able to 
fi nd a soluti on for ideological issues. Whether or not a soluti on is found also depends 
on other factors, which I discuss below. 

‘US’ VERSUS ‘THEM’

Just as the level of concern for the negoti ati on partner determines how cooperati ve or 
competi ti ve the negoti ator’s style will be, it is to be expected that negoti ati on style is 
infl uenced by whether the negoti ati on partner is seen as part of ‘us’ or part of ‘them’. 
I therefore expect that whether an organizer identi fi es with a more universalisti c or a 
more parti cularisti c group aff ects not only his or her reasons for engagement or dis-
engagement from the mobilizing structure and which type of mobilizing structure the 
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organizer prefers to join, but also how cooperati ve or competi ti ve an organizer will 
behave in negoti ati ons and thereby, how easy or hard it will be to reach sati sfactory 
soluti ons. The more universalisti c the group with which one identi fi es is, the more 
other groups will be seen as ‘us’, and therefore the more cooperati ve the negoti ati on 
style will be.

This will be especially important when organizers do not know each other yet. In these 
cases organizers will have to rely on stereotypes, which can be either positi ve or nega-
ti ve. When an organizer assumes the other will be like ‘us’, they will trust them and 
they will behave cooperati vely. But when they draw a boundary between themselves 
and the other, the discussion becomes framed in terms of ‘us’ against ‘them’, enhanc-
ing the tendency to look for diff erences, distrust and disrespect.
However, as mobilizing structures are generally not built from scratch, organizers oft en 
already know at least some of the other organizers and may have either positi ve or 
negati ve ti es with them. When organizers have positi ve ti es, they are most likely to 
take up a cooperati ve style and reduce competi ti ve tacti cs. They will trust each other 
and be inclined to share informati on, make concessions and look for win-win soluti ons. 
They see the problems as common ones that need to be solved together. Consequent-
ly, agreements can be reached fast and sati sfactorily (Bazerman, Curhan, and Moore 
2004; van Kleef, de Dreu, and Manstead 2004). Negati ve relati onships, on the other 
hand, increase self-centeredness (Bazerman, Curhan, and Moore 2004) and competi -
ti veness (van Kleef, de Dreu, and Manstead 2004) and consequently decrease joint 
gains and the desire to work together in the future (van Kleef, de Dreu, and Manstead 
2004). Thus whether other organizers are seen as ‘us’ or ‘them’ can be based either on 
experience or on expectati on, but it is expected to have the same eff ect. 
Since social movement coaliti ons usually involve more than two organizers, the organ-
izers may have or develop diff erent relati onships with diff erent organizers in the coali-
ti on, making the formati on of coaliti ons or blocks within the coaliti on likely (Mische 
2003; Boekkooi, Klandermans, and van Stekelenburg 2011). In these cases polariza-
ti on is likely to occur between the ‘us’ and the ‘them’, diminishing the possibiliti es of 
reaching an agreement. However, when groups do manage to work through confl icts 
successfully, it is said to strengthen their ability to work together in the future (Kuhn 
and Poole 2000). 

STYLE DIFFERENCES

Diff erent organizers come from diff erent cultural backgrounds. Clemens and Minkoff  
(2004) have noti ced that organizers from diff erent cultures oft en use diff erent styles of 
cooperati on. This is because people are socialized within a group and therefore inter-
nalize the norms and values of the group. Consequently, people from diff erent cultures 
use diff erent negoti ati on styles (e.g. Gelfand and Realo 1999; de Dreu and Carnev-
ale 2003; Gelfand and Dyer 2000; Chen and Li 2005). Within social movements one 
important cultural disti ncti on is that between –so called– ‘Horizontals’ and ‘Verti cals’ 
(e.g. Osterweil 2004; Harrison 2006). The same disti ncti on is also used to describe cul-
tural diff erences between societi es, whereby horizontal societi es emphasize equality 
while verti cal ones emphasize hierarchy (Abraham 1997; Triandis and Gelfand 1998; 
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Triandis et al. 2001)1 . Research on negoti ators from diff erent societi es has shown that, 
in general, verti cals are more likely to use competi ti ve negoti ati on-styles, while hori-
zontals are more likely to use cooperati ve styles (Gelfand and Realo 1999; de Dreu and 
Carnevale 2003; Gelfand and Dyer 2000). This mechanism also seems to be relevant to 
‘the Horizontals’ and ‘the Verti cals’ in social movements, as becomes clear from their 
descripti on.
‘Verti cals’ are described as striving for effi  ciency, structure, and a certain degree of 
control. They prioriti ze ends over means, and usually work within a hierarchy of repre-
sentati ves and leaders (Harrison 2006). In large coaliti ons such as the European Social 
Forum they are usually the more dominant group and could be described as the ‘old 
left ’ (Waterman 2005), and are largely comprised of NGOs, trade-unions and party-like 
structures (Osterweil 2004). ‘Horizontals’ are described as believing that ends can only 
emerge through the means and are thus more focused on the latt er. They see organ-
izing not as a way to reach a clear-cut goal, but as a process or journey (Harrison 2006). 
They are usually the more marginal and ‘radical’ tendency within social movements. 
Democracy, consensus, multi plicity and lack of hierarchy are their central ideas (Oster-
weil 2004; Harrison 2006). 
People expect other negoti ators to use the same style as they do. When diff erent 
groups come together in negoti ati on, their diff erent expectati ons and interpretati ons 
of the situati on will result in confusion and frustrati on (Gelfand and Dyer 2000). ‘Hori-
zontals’ might feel that the ‘Verti cals’ are too ‘pushy’, while the ‘Verti cals’ might feel 
the ‘Horizontals’ are not even trying to pursue the discussion to its end.

The aforementi oned factors are related to each other. When organizers come from 
similar cultural groups and have similar ideologies, they are more likely to view each 
other as part of ‘us’, even when they identi fy with a parti cularisti c group. Conversely, 
perceived style, cultural and ideological diff erences may inspire or reinforce the idea 
that the other negoti ators are part of ‘them’, especially when organizers identi fy with 
a parti cularisti c group. However, those who identi fy with a universalisti c group will 
also consider organizers from diff erent cultural backgrounds, with diff erent negoti a-
ti on styles and diff erent ideologies as part of ‘us’. 
The greater the perceived diff erences are, the more diffi  cult cooperati on is expected 
to be. Although instrumental cooperati on might sti ll be possible, it seems unlikely that 
cooperati on on ideological issues will occur. I expect therefore, that the more solid 
the mobilizing structure, the more diffi  culti es the organizers will come across. Since 
more formal mobilizing structures strive for more unity, they will have to deal with 
ideological issues. In additi on, they will try to maintain the cooperati on for a longer pe-
riod, making it likely that confl ict will start at some point. Liquid mobilizing structures, 
apart from the fact that they are not trying to be enduring, which leaves less ti me for 
confl ict, also strive for less unity. In place of unity they instead deal mainly with the 
coordinati on of practi cal issues, making it likely that cooperati on will be smooth. 

1.     Another distinction is made between individualist and collectivist cultures (e.g. Hofstede 1980). 
Combining the two dimensions results in four cultural types: vertical individualism, horizontal indi-
vidualism, vertical collectivism and horizontal collectivism (Abraham 1997; Triandis and Gelfand 1998; 
Triandis et al. 2001). However, I will only use the horizontal-vertical dimension as it is most relevant for 
present differences between social movement groups.
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CONCLUSION 

I expect thus that initi ators will start building their mobilizing structure by trying to 
recruit their strong ti es, which are their own submerged networks. Those recruited 
organizers, mobilized in this way, can in turn start using their strong ti es to mobilize 
their own networks. But to reach beyond these networks, weak ti es must be used. Of-
ten cheap acti vist channels will suffi  ce to inform a wider circle of organizers who may 
then enroll themselves in the structure. These channels can reach a wider audience, 
but not a completely new one. To reach new and unconnected organizers, ‘open chan-
nels’, such as the mass media, are necessary. Although theoreti cally initi ators may use 
such channels to recruit new organizers, due to the costs involved it is not likely that 
they will do so. The mobilizing structure is therefore expected to refl ect the initi ators’ 
networks. Existi ng networks thus impact on who is recruited.
The type of structure these organizers build is expected to depend on the identi fi ca-
ti on of the involved organizers. Organizers who identi fy with a universalisti c group will 
want to build or strengthen the movement and will therefore want to build a solid, 
long-lasti ng mobilizing structure. Those organizers who identi fy mainly with their own 
parti cularisti c group however, will join the mobilizing structure to further their own 
group’s goals and parti cipate on an ad hoc basis. They will not have unconditi onal sup-
port for the structure and therefore prefer to build liquid structures. When organizers 
who identi fy with diff erent levels come together in a mobilizing structure it may lead 
to problems with regard to what type of structure they will try to build.
Identi fi cati on is also expected to aff ect the cooperati on within the structure and there-
by aff ect the survival of the structure. The more the other organizers in the structure 
are seen as ‘us’ the easier cooperati on is expected to be. Organizers who identi fy with 
universalisti c groups are thus expected to be bett er at cooperati ng than organizers who 
identi fy with parti cularisti c groups. Whether others are seen as part of ‘us’ depends in 
part on perceived cultural and ideological diff erences. Such diff erences not only aff ect 
boundary drawing but they also the infl uence negoti ati on style of the involved organ-
izers, which may increase perceived diff erences. 
The greater the perceived diff erences the more diffi  cult cooperati on is expected to be, 
especially when organizers must negoti ate about ideological issues. I expect coopera-
ti on to be more diffi  cult in solid structures as opposed to liquid structures because 
there is more need for ideological agreement and they aim to stay together longer.

MOBILIZING PARTICIPANTS: MOBILIZATION STRATEGY

Building and maintaining the mobilizing structure, is only the starti ng point. In order to 
reach out and try to mobilize people, organizers need to further expand their mobiliz-
ing structure. If organizers want to mobilize widely, they must appropriate additi onal 
ti es either online, through the mass media or otherwise, and turn those networks into 
a mobilizing structure for their own campaign. When organizers use the mass media to 
spread their message, the mass media becomes part of the mobilizing structure, the 
same goes for other channels. These channels, through which one tries to reach out 
to potenti al parti cipants, are as important to the mobilizing structure as the network 
of organizers. I expect therefore that both the shape of the network of organizers and 
the channels the organizers choose to mobilize parti cipants (their mobilizing strategy), 
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determine who can be reached and mobilized, and which moti ves these people will 
have for parti cipati on. 

STRONG AND WEAK TIES VERSUS OPEN AND CLOSED CHANNELS

In additi on to strong and weak ti es, I disti nguish between open and closed channels. 
Strong vs. weak refers to how much infl uence the ti e can exert (Granovett er 1973). 
Open and closed refers to who can be reached by the channel (Walgrave and Kland-
ermans 2010). Closed channels target only a limited group; examples of this are or-
ganizati onal meeti ngs or informal face-to-face contacts. Open channels, on the other 
hand, target potenti ally everyone; the mass media is the clearest example, but posters 
and fl yers also fall in this category. I would like to add to this the semi-open (or semi-
closed) channels, which reach beyond the own group, but do not reach everyone; a 
good example would be the Internet. Websites of organizati ons, forums, blogs and 
mailing lists, are not exclusively for members of one specifi c group, but they usually 
only att ract those people who are already interested in the topic and likely to agree. 
Thus they have a wider reach than closed (organizati onal) channels, but not as wide 
as open ones.
The disti ncti ons between open and closed and strong and weak are related (see also 
Walgrave and Klandermans 2010). Granovett er (1973) noted that strong ti es exist 
mainly within a group, while it is the weaker ti es that form a bridge between groups 
(see also Putnam 2000 about ‘bonding’ and ‘bridging’ social capital). As closed chan-
nels target mainly the own group, they are likely to reach those people with whom the 
organizers have strong ti es and are expected to be effi  cient mobilizers (although they 
may also reach people with whom the organizers only have weak ti es). Open channels, 
on the other hand, reach beyond the own group and to this aim create weak ti es. Such 
ti es will usually not change people’s opinions, but when consensus has already formed 
in society they can mobilize people by letti  ng them know an event will be staged (see: 
Walgrave and Manssens 2000). As open channels will proporti onally reach less strong 
ti es, they are expected to be less effi  cient mobilizing channels; but because they are 
likely to have a wider reach than closed channels, they may be more eff ecti ve chan-
nels.
In the following secti on I make a disti ncti on between three types of mobilizati on strat-
egies: ‘strong ti es’, ‘open channels’ and ‘semi-open channels’. The fi rst strategy is ex-
pected to be a strong mobilizer, but with a limited reach. To reach a wider audience, 
organizers may use the ‘open’ or ‘semi-open channel’ strategies. Both use weak ti es to 
reach beyond the own group. 

STRONG TIES

Figure 6 depicts the mobilizati on process that uses strong ti es. It starts with the initi al 
mobilizing structure, the network of organizers (see Figure 6: 1). It is easiest for organ-
izers to mobilize their strong ti es, who are the members of their group, organizati on 
or network. They may also use their informal strong ti es to reach their social environ-
ment, to diff use informati on about the upcoming event. This will reach those people 
who are most closely related to the organizers (see Figure 6: 2). 
These strong ti es do not have a wide reach, but the more successful the mobilizati on 
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of organizers has been (i.e. the more all-embracing the mobilizing structure), the more 
people can be reached through strong ti es. It is thus important to build an encompass-
ing mobilizing structure; by involving a central member of a group the enti re group can 
be mobilized (Oberschall 1973) and coaliti on formati on becomes a shortcut to mass 
mobilizati on. 
In additi on, those mobilized by the organizers can in turn start mobilizing the people 
with whom they have strong ti es, such as their friends, family or colleagues (see Fig-
ure 6: 3), who may, in turn, mobilize their social environment (see Figure 6: 4). It has 
been shown many ti mes that (extra-movement) interpersonal ti es of members are an 
important asset for mobilizati on (e.g. McAdam and Paulsen 1993; Gould 2003; Snow, 
Zurcher, and Ekland-Olson 1980; Kitt s 2000). Given enough ti me, this mobilizing strat-
egy may thus reach a wide audience, as not just those closest to the organizers are 
reached, but also their social environment. However, organizers usually do not have 
that much ti me and the message may thus not get very far. 

OPEN CHANNELS

Organizers will usually want to reach beyond those with whom they are directly or 
indirectly related. In the case of a mass demonstrati on, organizers need to reach as 
many people as possible. To this aim, they need to exploit existi ng weak ti es and create 
new ones. The fi rst strategy to do this is to use open channels, such as the mass media, 
posters or fl yers. Although these channels cannot change opinions or spur moti vati on, 
if consensus has formed in society, it may suffi  ce to just spread the message widely 
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(see: Walgrave and Manssens 2000). 
Mobilizati on through open channels starts with one or more of the organizers trying 
to spread their message through the media (i.e. get media att enti on) or other open 
channels (see Figure 7: 1). If it is successful –if they get the att enti on– a new audience 
is reached (see Figure 7: 2). Those people who are reached by open channels, may 
spread the message in their own social environment, and in additi on other media may 
pick up the message and spread it further (see Figure 7: 3), which may then spread the 
message even further so that new media and new audiences can pick it up, etc. (see 
Figure 7: 4).   
These weak ti es are the only way to inform people that do not belong to the organ-
izers’ direct or indirect networks. They can reach the widest audience but are also the 
hardest to att ain: adverti sing space in the media is expensive and getti  ng free att enti on 
is diffi  cult. Putti  ng up posters or fl yers may cost less money but takes a lot of ti me and 
energy and it may be risky as it is not always legal.

SEMI-OPEN ONLINE CHANNELS

The Internet may provide an alternati ve when access to the traditi onal mass media is 
denied or too costly. Because the Internet is easy and cheap to use it has in the past 
years become an increasingly important tool for social movements (Fisher et al. 2005; 
Earl and Kimport 2011). The use of websites and email lists to spread informati on and 
mobilize people has even become part of many movements’ standard repertoire (Gil-
lan 2009). The Internet has the potenti al, just like the mass media, to reach a large and 
wide audience. In the Netherlands for example 90% of the populati on has Internet 
access at home (Eurostat 2009), thus almost no one is excluded from the informa-
ti on available online. However, the internet has become so vast, that it is unlikely that 
someone will stumble upon the informati on by accident. Usually, only specifi c audi-
ences of people, who are already interested in and in agreement with the organizers, 
will subscribe to their email list or visit their website. People tend to cluster together 
online with people who are similar, both in terms of interests (van Alstyne and Bryn-
jolfsson 2005) and social background (Hargitt ai 2007; Peter and Valkenburg 2006). The 
internet is thus not as open and indiscriminate as the ‘open channels’ described be-
fore, I have therefore classifi ed them as ‘semi-open channels’. 

Organizers can use the Internet in several manners; Jennifer Earl and her colleagues 
(2009; 2010), for example, make a disti ncti on between online ‘brochureware’ –that is 
stati c informati onal websites–, online organizati on and parti cipati on, and online mobi-
lizati on for offl  ine parti cipati on. The last functi on is the one that I am interested in, but 
it is also the one that is least used by acti vists. Earl and colleagues found mobilizati on 
eff orts for offl  ine parti cipati on on 19% of the websites in their sample of reachable so-
cial movement websites. By contrast stati c informati ve brochureware is found on 45% 
and online organizati on and parti cipati on on 43% of the websites. Sti ll it means that 
almost one in fi ve of the social movement websites, tries to mobilize people online for 
parti cipati on in offl  ine acti on.
Within this type of mobilizing eff ort, two types of online channels are discernable, 
each of which work very diff erently: websites and email and social media. With regard 
to websites, the ‘target’ needs to come to the message. In the case of email and social 
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media, the message comes to the ‘target’. The disti ncti on concurs with the disti ncti on 
between Web 1.0 and Web 2.0 (Bekkers et al. 2008). Web 1.0 is most suitable for the 
‘brochureware’ Earl and colleagues describe, which means someone needs to be in-
terested enough to start looking for informati on online. Web 2.0 is most suitable for 
spreading a message widely through online networks. 

Thus, an organizer may put the movement’s message on a website (see Figure 8: 1, on 
the left ) or spread it through email/ social media (see Figure 8: 1, on the right). Both 
channels are likely to mainly reach the own group, but may also reach other groups 
through the more peripheral contacts and occasional or accidental visitors of the web-
site. Those who receive the message may in turn send it along to their networks or tell 
people in their environment to visit the website. They will be most likely to reach their 
own group, thereby mobilizing even more of that group, but they may also reach new 
networks (see Figure 8: 2). This process may conti nue, thereby spreading the message 
within social groups, but also jumping every now and then to new groups (see Figure 
8: 3 and 4).
Thus, organizers are able to reach a wide and diverse crowd online, including those 
people who are not necessarily organized offl  ine. Further, a message can jump from 
one group to another online more easily than offl  ine. 
As menti oned, the traditi onally important strong ti es in society are declining as we 
move towards a network society, in which light, dynamic and horizontal relati onships 
become more abundant. This means that spreading informati on through strong ti es 
might become even more limited, and consequently spreading informati on through 
weak ti es more necessary but also easier. In additi on, online channels make it possible 
for organizers to go online and fi nd and reach those with similar interests and ideas, in 
other words, to deliver their message to those who are most likely to agree. 

MOBILIZATION SEQUENCES

I expect thus that organizers may use diff erent strategies to mobilize parti cipants. The 
fi rst and easiest strategy takes advantage of the power of strong ti es. Organizers are 
expected to start their campaign by mobilizing their own network (Marwell and Oliver 
1993): the members of the organizati on or informal group. These members will thus 
be the fi rst to hear about the event and the fi rst to be mobilized. Once mobilized, they 
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may start mobilizing their social environment. Thus, people who are not members of 
the organizers network themselves, but who do know a member of that network may 
be mobilized next. These people can in turn mobilize their social environment. I expect 
thus that the fi rst mobilizing sequence, starts with the strong ti es of the organizers and 
then snowballs outwards through social bonds (see Figure 9: 1). This strategy of strong 
ti es is the easiest for organizers to control. However, this strategy can only reach those 
that are directly or indirectly related to the organizers, although -given enough ti me- 
the reach may become wider and wider. 
But consensus may have already formed in society, so that those without such direct 
or indirect ti es with the organizers may be mobilized too. In order to be mobilized they 
fi rst need to be reached. This can be done through either open or semi-open channels. 
As semi-open online channels are cheap and easy to use, I expect that the organizers 
will use these channels next, to mobilize an audience that cannot be reached by direct 
or indirect ti es (see Figure 9: 3). Semi-open online channels can be very eff ecti ve, as 
they are targeted so that ti me and energy is spend only on groups among whom con-
sensus is likely to have formed. 
Lastly, organizers may try to reach an even wider audience through open channels such 
as the mass media. The advantage of open channels is, of course, that they have the 
widest reach. Although they are oft en expensive and hard to control, when organizers 
manage to use them, a wide audience can be reached (see Figure 9: 4).

MOTIVATION

Hearing about and agreeing with the event is not enough. Potenti al parti cipants need 
to be moti vated to parti cipate too. Scholars who study parti cipants’ moti vati on to join 
a protest have discerned three moti vati onal paths: an identi ty path (e.g. Simon et al. 
1998) an instrumental path (e.g. Klandermans 1984), and an ideological path (Klan-
dermans 2004). These paths are ideal types and do not occur separately from each 
other. In her dissertati on van Stekelenburg (2006) integrated the diff erent paths into 
one moti vati onal model, and found that the moti ves are cumulati ve, interact, and can 
compensate for each other. Which exact moti vati onal constellati on one has, depends 
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on the mobilizing context (van Stekelenburg, Klandermans, and van Dijk 2009).
Collecti ve identi ty is considered an important moti vati on to join a protest. First, be-
cause people may experience group pressure to parti cipate if their social environment 
parti cipates too (Klandermans and Oegema 1987). Secondly, however, it may also in-
spire an inner moti vati on to parti cipate; when identi fying strongly with a group, peo-
ple will want to behave as a good group member to preserve their identi ty and thus 
they experience an ‘inner social obligati on’ to parti cipate (Stürmer and Simon 2004). 
When an individual identi fi es with a group, the sense of self transforms from ‘I’ into 
‘we’ and the individual becomes more likely to put the group’s interests before his or 
her own personal interests. The individual therefore becomes more likely to engage 
in collecti ve acti on on behalf of the group (Klandermans 1992, 2004). For example, 
parti cipants who identi fy as a union-member will be more inclined to parti cipate than 
non-members when the union calls for acti on. 
Strong identi fi cati on may, however, not always be necessary. Ideological moti ves may 
develop when the state of aff airs confl icts with someone‘s value-system. Parti cipants 
take to the streets because they perceive the situati on as unacceptable and want to 
express that view (Klandermans 2004). A parti cipant feels ‘morally obliged’ (van Steke-
lenburg 2006) to parti cipate by his or her conscience. Parti cipati on in the protest is 
the goal, rather than enforcing politi cal change (Klandermans 2004). This moti ve has 
a strong emoti onal component. I expect that ideology will almost always play an im-
portant role. It is hard to imagine people engaging in protest behavior if they do not 
experience at least some moral indignati on about the current situati on, especially if 
the cost of parti cipati on is high.
Lastly, people may have instrumental moti ves to engage in collecti ve acti on. Instru-
mental moti ves arise from a cost-benefi t calculati on (Klandermans 1984). Parti cipants 
may see a demonstrati on as an opportunity to change the situati on at an aff ordable 
cost (Klandermans 2004). This means that in order to be instrumentally moti vated, 
people not only need to value the goal of the protest highly, they also need to be con-
vinced that the protest may help change the situati on. 

Not all parti cipants are similarly moti vated. I expect that the ti es that parti cipants have 
with the organizers will aff ect the moti ves they have for parti cipati ng. Although we do 
not know much about the way in which networks aff ect moti vati on, it is usually as-
sumed that strong ti es are most effi  cient in generati ng moti vati on while weak ti es are 
thought to generate litt le moti vati on (Klandermans 2000; Oliver and Myers 2003; but 
see Walgrave and Manssens 2000). Therefore, I expect that the stronger the ti e with 
the organizers is the stronger one will be moti vated to parti cipate.
In additi on to having diff erent levels of moti vati onal strength, parti cipants may also 
have diff erent moti vati onal constellati ons. Specifi cally, I expect that the ti e with the 
organizers will aff ect the extent to which identi fi cati on and ideology are moti ves for 
parti cipati on. It is argued that identi fi cati on is more likely to arise when strong ti es 
exist (McAdam and Paulsen 1993), so identi fi cati on moti ves should be stronger, the 
stronger the ti es with the organizers are. However, I expect that when parti cipants 
have weak ti es, they can display identi ty moti ves as well. Lichterman (1996) shows 
that the ‘new’ acti vists feel a more personalized identi fi cati on as an acti vist or politi -
cally responsible citi zen. And Selle and Strømsnes (2001) show that the more distant 
passive members of large SMOs, feel an emoti onal connecti on and identi fi cati on with 
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the organizati on and its goals. Moreover, there are indicati ons that ICTs may be able to 
foster identi fi cati on with the online community (Arquilla and Ronfeldt 2001; Brainard 
and Siplon 2000). So people sti ll self-identi fy, but rather than with a clear and tangible 
group of people, they do so with a more general category. Indeed the group they iden-
ti fy with resembles an  ‘imagined community’ (Anderson 1983) where people identi fy 
with each other because they share an ideal, concern or interest, rather than because 
they have actual contact with the other members of the group. I thus expect that 
identi fi cati on always plays a role but that it will have more impact the stronger the ti es 
with the organizers are.
I expect that ideological moti ves can arise no matt er what the ti es with the organizers 
are. However, because networks of strong ti es tend to be ideologically homogene-
ous (Opp and Gern 1993), it seems likely that those in the networks of the organizers 
will also feel moral indignati on, while those from other networks may experience this 
indignati on to a lesser extent, because they have diff erent ideological views. I expect 
therefore that ideological moti ves too, are more likely when the parti cipants have 
strong ti es with the organizers.
To my knowledge there is no research that shows that instrumental moti vati on is more 
likely to arise when either strong or weak ti es with the organizers exist, I therefore do 
not expect ti es to aff ect this moti ve. 

In additi on to the ti e with the organizers, I also expect that the choice of mobilizing 
channel will aff ect the parti cipants’ moti vati on. Strong ti es are expected to be able to 
exert social pressure, unlike weak ti es. In additi on, Klandermans and Oegema (1987; 
see also Gould 1991; Gould 1993) found that informal channels are bett er moti vators 
than formal channels. I therefore expect that informal strong ti es, such as friends, fam-
ily and colleagues, are parti cularly good at exerti ng social pressure. Therefore, parti ci-
pants mobilized through such informal strong ti es, may parti cipate in the event, even 
if they have weak moti vati on themselves.
However, I do not expect that mobilizing channels aff ect which type of moti ve a par-
ti cipant has. Whether one identi fi es with a relevant group, feels moral outrage over a 
certain issue, or thinks it may be instrumental to protest is expected to be dependent 
on internal processes, not on how one happened to have heard about the event. 

CONCLUSION

I expect that organizers start by mobilizing the members of their own networks. These 
members will be the fi rst to hear about the campaign and to decide to parti cipate. 
Once mobilized, these members may in turn mobilize their strong ti es. Non-members 
with members in their social network will thus be the next to hear about the campaign. 
Those without ti es can only be reached through open and semi-open channels such as 
the mass media or the Internet. They will hear about the demonstrati on when it is an-
nounced through these channels. So, I expect to see diff erent mobilizati on sequences 
and diff erent groups to be mobilized at diff erent points in ti me. 
In additi on, I expect to see the compositi on of the mobilizing structure refl ected in the 
compositi on of the demonstrati ng crowd. Since it is easiest to mobilize your strong 
ti es, much harder to mobilize weak ti es and unlikely that people with negati ve ti es can 
be mobilized, it is to be expected that those closest to the organizers will be overrep-
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resented, while those furthest away will be underrepresented or absent in the dem-
onstrati on. 
Lastly, I expect that diff erently mobilized parti cipants will have diverging moti vati ons 
to parti cipate. I expect that those parti cipants with strong ti es with the organizers will 
have stronger moti vati on to parti cipate, because they have stronger identi ty and ideo-
logical moti ves. In additi on, I expect that parti cipants mobilized by informal strong ti es 
will have weaker moti vati on to parti cipate.

IN SUMMARY

I have argued that mobilizing structures are important for the mobilizati on of parti ci-
pants and that they determine who can be reached and mobilized by the organizers. 
Organizers need to build these structures, although not necessarily from scratch. 
They may build a structure anywhere on the conti nuum from the most solid to the 
most liquid type of structure (see Figure 4, page 11: arrow 1). What kind of mobilizing 
structure the organizers build depends on the relati onships they are embedded in, 
with whom they identi fy and consequently, the goal they wish to reach by cooperati ng. 
In this chapter I have discussed these factors and their relati onships, and how I expect 
them to infl uence what kind of structure is built and how cooperati on in the structure 
will develop. I have described that identi fi cati on will likely also infl uence how the coop-
erati on between the diff erent organizers develops, and thereby aff ects the survival of 
the structure. I also described how the cultural background of the organizers and the 
type of problems they have to deal with will aff ect their cooperati on. 
In the second part of this chapter I have described why I expect that the shape of the 
mobilizing structure determines who parti cipates in the event and for what reasons 
(see Figure 4, page 11: arrow 2). I have described three kinds of mobilizati on strategies: 
strong ti es, open channels and semi-open channels. I expect that these diff erent mo-
bilizing strategies will reach diff erently embedded groups of parti cipants, at diff erent 
points in ti me and with diff erent levels and types of moti vati on. 
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CHAPTER 2: METHOD
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I collected data on the organizers and parti cipants of fi ve diff erent events: a Dutch pro-
test against the government in September 2004, called: ‘Omsingel het Kabinet’ (‘Sur-
round the government’); a Dutch anti -war rally in September 2005, called: ‘Breek met 
Bush: Nee tegen het ‘nieuwe midden oosten’ van de VS en Israel’ (‘Break with Bush: 
No against the ‘new middle east’ of the US and Israel’); the Dutch campaigns for the G8 
protests in Heiligendamm, Germany in June 2007; an American day of climate acti on in 
November 2007 called: ‘Step it Up 2: Who’s a leader?’; and a German protest for the 
Internati onal Day of Climate Acti on in December 2007 called: ‘Klimaschutz jetzt!’ 

DATA COLLECTION: PARTICIPANTS

I collected data about the parti cipants of the protest events, by going to the events 
and questi oning parti cipants there on the spot face-to-face, while at the same ti me 
handing out surveys for parti cipants to fi ll in at home and mail back to us. To ensure 
that results would be generalizable to the enti re ‘parti cipant populati on’ of the event 
in questi on, I had to make sure that a random sample of parti cipants was taken, and 
that I could control for a biased response to the survey. I therefore chose to employ the 
‘protest survey method’ developed by Walgrave and his colleagues (van Aelst and Wal-
grave 2001). In this method, randomizati on is ensured by ‘counti ng off ’ parti cipants. 
Research assistants are assigned an area in the event where they have to interview 
every N-th person (depending on the size of the event) to ensure randomizati on. Since 
close to 100% of those approached for the face-to-face interview parti cipate, compar-
ing these interviews with the surveys, serves as a check for possible bias due to non-
response to the survey. In additi on, I either randomly distributed a larger sample of 
surveys that could be fi lled out and mailed back to us (at ‘Surround the government’, 
‘Break with Bush’ and ‘Stop the G8’), or I asked for people’s email addresses to send 
them the survey in the following days (at ‘Step it Up’ and ‘Klimaschutz Jetzt’). I applied 
the method with minor diff erences depending on increasing insight and appropriate-
ness for the specifi c event, but kept the practi se of conducti ng random short face-to-
face interviews in place, to guarantee generalizability.
Questi on topics in the survey included (amongst others): socio-demographics, con-
necti on to the organizers, how and when people were mobilized and their moti ves to 
parti cipate. In the following secti on I will describe the precise method used to collect 
data from the parti cipants of each of the studied events (for an elaborate descripti on 
of the events see Chapter 3).

SURROUND THE GOVERNMENT 

The ‘Surround the government’ rally took place in front of the Dutch house of parlia-
ment in The Hague on September 24, 2005. About 5000 parti cipants att ended the 
event and –following the name of the event– formed a chain to surround the house 
of parliament. Following the method of Walgrave and colleagues, research assistants 
randomly conducted 121 short face-to-face interviews with parti cipants, and distrib-
uted 485 postal surveys. The response rate on the surveys was 36.7% (N=178) (see 
Table 1). 
In the face-to-face questi onnaire I asked people their: gender, age, nati onality, educa-
ti on, interest in politi cs, left -right orientati on, determinati on to parti cipate, moti va-



33 | Page

ti ons, connecti on to the organizers and with whom they came to the event (measures 
will be discussed at length in the next paragraph). Comparing the answers of the face-
to-face questi onnaires with the returned surveys, I found some response bias (see Ta-
ble 2).
First, although the large majority of the parti cipants were Dutch, there were more 
non-Dutch in the general crowd (i.e. face-to-face interviews) than in the postal survey 
sample. An obvious explanati on for this is that the non-Dutch might have more dif-
fi culti es fi lling in a Dutch-language questi onnaire. Second, parti cipants in the postal 
survey sample are a bit older than the crowd. The most important diff erence between 
the samples however, is that parti cipants in the postal survey sample are more closely 
connected to the organizers than the crowd in general.
The percentage of acti ve members of one of the organizers’ groups or networks in the 
crowd is 33%, while in the postal survey sample this is 52%. And, while in the general 
crowd 25% of the parti cipants have no connecti on at all with the organizers, in the 
survey sample this is 1 in 10. This is refl ected in ‘with whom they came to the event’. 
While the same proporti on came alone or with friends and family, the percentage that 
came with members is twice as high in the postal survey sample as compared to the 
general crowd (47% vs. 23%). 

I will take this response bias into account. To describe characteristi cs of the crowd in 
Chapter 3, I use the unbiased face-to-face data when available. When describing char-
acteristi cs not asked in the face-to-face interview, I control for the response bias. How 
one heard about the event is signifi cantly correlated with connectedness (Pearson cor-
relati on between .158 and .316). However, because closer connected parti cipants are 
overrepresented in the survey sample, I controlled for this response bias when describ-
ing how the parti cipants heard about and were mobilized for the event. 
The survey data is weighted according to the over- or underrepresentati on of the dif-
ferent ‘connectedness groups’ (see Measures secti on in this chapter for a full descrip-
ti on of this variable) before it is aggregated to the unweighted interview sample.  As 
there are no parti cipants with a formal connecti on in the survey sample, I could not 
weight this group; however, because the proporti on of parti cipants belonging to this 
group in the face-to-face data is only 2.5%, the results will not be infl uenced much.

BREAK WITH BUSH

The ‘Break with Bush’ rally took place in front of the American Consulate in Amsterdam, 
on September 23, 2006. The turnout was much lower than the organizers had hoped 
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for; about 500 people att ended the rally. For this event Walgrave’s initi al method was 
slightly adapted as proposed by Walgrave himself: research assistants randomly inter-
viewed 100 parti cipants face-to-face. These parti cipants were given the remainder of 
the survey to fi ll in at home and mail back to the university. Additi onally we distributed 
150 postal surveys. The overall response rate was 38.8% (N=97) (see Table 3). 
In the face-to-face questi onnaire I asked people their: gender, age, nati onality, educa-
ti on, their moti vati ons, their connecti on to the organizers and with whom they came to 
the event. Comparing the face-to-face questi onnaires with the postal surveys, I found 
some response bias (see Table 4). 
First, the Dutch are again overrepresented in the postal survey (89% vs. 98%). As said 
this is probably due to language problems. Second, there are again diff erences with 
regard to the parti cipants’ connecti on to the organizers, but fewer diff erences than in 
the previously described sample. Only those with a formal connecti on are signifi cantly 
underrepresented (18% vs. 3%, X2(1)=5,577, p=.018). Although there are also fewer 
acti ve members in the survey sample compared to the interview sample (27% vs. 32%) 
and more unconnected parti cipants and parti cipants with a personal connecti on (18% 
vs. 29% and 32% vs. 41%), these diff erences are not signifi cant.
Lastly, I fi nd diff erences in gender and moti vati on. Women are overrepresented in 
the postal survey: 58% versus 39% in the general protest populati on. That women are 
more willing to cooperate and return a survey is a common fi nding (for an overview 
see Rüdig 2010).
With regard to the moti vati on, both instrumental and ideological moti vati on is lower 
in the postal surveys than in the face-to-face interview. This may be an eff ect of height-
ened moti vati on during the event; when asked for experience of moti vati on at the 
event itself parti cipants may give higher numbers than when fi lling in the survey alone 
and at home. I cannot be sure but it seems that these diff erences may be a result not 
of there being diff erent types of parti cipants in the samples, but of the parti cipants 
being in diff erent emoti onal states when fi lling in the surveys, the same eff ect is found 
by van Stekelenburg  (2006).
Due to the response bias, I use the unbiased face-to-face data to describe the parti ci-
pants whenever possible. Because –again– the connecti on to the organizers is correlat-
ed with how one heard about the event (Pearson correlati on between .282 and .418) 
and how one was mobilized (Pearson correlati on between  .344 and .436) I control 
for response bias with regard to the connecti on with the organizers when describing 
the two variables. How one heard about the event (but not how one was mobilized) 
is also correlated to gender (Pearson correlati on between .204 and .300) however as 
connecti on to the organizers is theoreti cally considered the most important predictor, 



35 | Page

I choose to control for that and not for gender.

STOP THE G8

‘Stop the G8’ was not one rally or demonstrati on but a week of acti ons, from June 
2 to June 8, 2007, in and around Heiligendamm, Germany. The acti ons ranged from 
a mass demonstrati on on Saturday June 2, to smaller direct acti ons and mass block-
ades later that week. I att empted to survey as many acti vists from the Netherlands 
that parti cipated in these acti ons as possible. To fi nd them, a research assistant and 
I visited several diff erent events and the diff erent campsites, while another assistant 
distributed the survey in ‘acti vist busses’ that brought acti vists from the Netherlands 
to Heiligendamm. Unfortunately, I only got permission to distribute questi onnaires in 
the busses of the more moderate ‘Stop the war’ coaliti on, but not in the busses of 
‘Dissent’; most of whom self-identi fy as more autonomous. Finding and getti  ng access 
to these more radical autonomous acti vists was generally a problem. At acti ons and 
campsites too, we had problems fi nding them. Most of those who we did fi nd were 
willing to parti cipate, but many we never saw as they were busy organizing all sorts of 
acti ons and services for acti vists, while the more moderate acti vists had more ti me on 
their hands. 
We asked the acti vists to fi ll in the full postal questi onnaire on the spot and we would 
either wait to collect the survey immediately or come back later to pick it up. I choose 
this method because it seemed unlikely that acti vists would keep the survey for the 
week and remember to post it once they got back. Indeed, the few acti vists who did 
not have ti me to fi ll in the survey on the spot and said they would send it later, never 
did. 
An esti mated 200 acti vists had travelled from the Netherlands to Heiligendamm to 
protest; we managed to survey 68 of them, most of whom belonged to the more mod-
erate camp.

STEP IT UP: WHO’S A LEADER?

The ‘Step it Up’ nati onal day of climate acti on in the US, took place on November 3, 
2007, in 481 places and every state in the US. The type of events organized ranged 
from musical and performance events to discussion meeti ngs, rallies and demonstra-
ti ons. Together with professor Dana R. Fisher of Columbia University, I collected survey 
data at ten diff erent events in fi ve citi es: 1) New York City, NY; 2) Washington, DC; 3) 
Chicago, IL; 4) Bloomington, IN; and 5) Long Beach, CA2 , whereby we sampled the 
more ‘classical’ types of events such as rallies, demonstrati ons and discussion meet-
ings, but not musical and performance events. The data is therefore only generalizable 
to these types of events and not to the more arti sti c ones.

We used Fisher’s method of data collecti on, which was developed in concurrence with 
Walgrave’s method, but diff ers on one important point: instead of postal surveys we 
used online surveys. Fisher had worked with this method before with sati sfactory re-

2.     Michael Heaney, Lorien Jasny, Paul-Brian McInerney, Fabio Rojas, and Chris Sullivan helped collect 
the data
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sults (see e.g. Fisher et al. 2005). 
Research assistants at the diff erent events randomly conducted face-to-face interviews 
with parti cipants over 18. The survey was designed to be short and included only fi ve 
questi ons: Where do you come from? How did you hear about the event? Which was 
the most important channel through which you heard about the event? With whom 
did you come to the event? And: Did you use the Internet to be informed about or 
prepare for the event? Aft er completi ng the face-to-face questi onnaire, respondents 
were asked whether they wanted to parti cipate in a longer questi onnaire online. Those 
who did were asked email addresses and were approached through email a few days 
later. Of the 351 respondents who gave us their email address, 143 fi lled in the online 
survey. Table 5 summarizes the response rates.
Because questi ons asked in the face-to-face questi onnaire were not repeated in the 
online survey, the 6 respondents who gave a diff erent email address could not be 
matched to the face-tot-face questi onnaire rendering their data unusable. The same 
goes for 14 people who fi lled in the questi onnaire only partly. In all, we received N=129 
complete questi onnaires. Although the events were quite diff erent from one another 
in terms of their att endance and structure, they were all part of the same day of acti on 
and had the same general goals. I have therefore aggregated the data.   
Comparing the face-to-face interviews with the online surveys, I fi nd an overrepresen-
tati on of parti cipants who were mobilized through newslett ers and email lists3  (28% 
vs. 34%). Several authors warn for this eff ect (e.g. Bennett , Breunig, and Givens 2008), 
since those who are in general more acti ve online are also more inclined to cooperate 
with an online survey. I did not fi nd any other signifi cant diff erences. 
As in other events, how one was reached and mobilized was signifi cantly correlated 
with the connecti on to the organizers (Pearson correlati ons between .220 and .326), 
and to a lesser extent to age and educati on. To control for the response bias, I weight-
ed the survey sample –gave those mobilized through email lists a lower weight- before 
aggregati ng it to the interview sample. I used this weighted sample for all descripti ve 
variables.  

KLIMASCHUTZ JETZT!

The ‘Klimaschutz Jetzt!’ event was part of an internati onal day of acti on against climate 
change, which took place on December 8, 2007, in concurrence with the Climate talks 
in Bali. In Germany two large and a few smaller events were organized. Dr. Sebasti an 
Haunss of Konstanz Universität collected data at the (large) demonstrati on that took 
place in Berlin, in which around 5000 people parti cipated. He used the exact same 
questi onnaire and method as used by Professor Dana R. Fisher and me at the ‘Step it 
Up’ event.

3.     The same effect is found for how one was informed about the event, only results for how one was 
mobilized are displayed as the results are similar.
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Haunss and his research assistants interviewed 175 parti cipants face-to-face, 134 of 
these parti cipants gave the researchers their email address. Of the 134 parti cipants, 
59 fi lled in the online survey, representi ng a total response rate of 33.7% (see Table 6).
In the face-to-face questi onnaire the same fi ve questi ons were asked as for the ‘Step it 
Up’ event. Comparing the two samples revealed no signifi cant diff erences.

MEASURES 

In this paragraph I will discuss the variables and measures used in this dissertati on. 
First I discuss social demographics, second variables measuring the relati onship be-
tween parti cipants and organizers, third measures on how and when parti cipants were 
mobilized, and lastly, variables measuring why parti cipants parti cipated.

Social demographics

I asked for age, gender and educati on in the questi onnaires. For educati on I necessarily 
used diff erent answer categories in the diff erent countries. As the Dutch educati onal 
system is very specialized, answer categories in the Dutch surveys ranged from 1) No 
educati on or some years of primary school (including special educati on), to 9) Academ-
ic training, University. I included the most common educati onal types in the answer 
categories and included an opti on ‘Other’ which was later recoded to the appropriate 
level.  In the American survey answer categories were: 1) Did not fi nish high school, 2) 
High school, 3) Some University, 4) University, 5) Graduate or Professional school. In 
the German survey, answer categories were: 1) Kein Schulabschluss, 2) Hauptschullab-
schluss, 3) Realschullabschluss, 4) Abitur, 5) Studium (meaning: 1) Did not fi nish high 
school, 2), 3) and 4) three levels/types of high school, 5) University).
To create comparable categories across countries, I used ISCED categories, which are 
widely used in comparati ve social strati fi cati on research. I followed the classifi cati on 
schemes as described in the Manual for ISCED-97 (Organisati on for Economic Co-Op-
erati on and Development 1999). I coded ISCED 1 as ‘less than high school’,  ISCED 2 and 
3 as ‘high school’ and ISCED 4, 5, and 6 as ‘more than high school’. 

Connection to the organizers

The connecti on to the organizers was composed from two measures: ‘are you a mem-
ber of one of the organizing groups’ and ‘do you know a member of one of the organ-
izing groups’. 
Whether one is a member of one of the organizing groups was measured by asking: 1) 
Are you a member of any of the organizati ons who helped organize or mobilize for this 
event? Answer categories: No, Passive member, Acti ve member. If yes: which organiza-
ti on? 2) Are you part of an affi  nity group or informal network that helped organize or 
mobilize for this event? Answer categories: No, Passive member, Acti ve member. If yes: 
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which group? (This questi on was not asked in the fi rst event I studied: ‘Surround the 
government’, but was added for all subsequent events).  
Whether one knows a member of one of the organizing groups was measured by ask-
ing: 1) Do you know someone else who is a member of any of the groups who are 
involved in the organizati on of or mobilizati on for this event? Answer categories: Yes, 
No (For ‘Surround the government’ only). 2) Or: Were any of the following a member 
of a group that was involved in the organizati on of or mobilizati on for this event (ti ck all 
that apply): 1. Partner, Husband, Wife, 2. A family member, 3. A friend, 4. An acquaint-
ance, 5. An colleague or co-student (For all other events). 

From these two measures I composed a new variable ‘Connectedness’, consisti ng of 
four categories. The categories from most connected to least connected are: 1) Acti ve 
members. Because of their acti ve involvement they are likely to know an organizer 
and thus have a direct personal connecti on with the organizers. 2) Passive members or 
non-members who know a member. They have a member in their social environment, 
and thus an indirect connecti on with the organizers. 3) Passive members who do not 
know other members. They only have a formal connecti on with the organizers. 4) Non-
members who do not know any members. These parti cipants have no direct or indirect 
connecti on with the organizers.

Mobilization

With regard to mobilizati on I asked the parti cipants three questi ons: 1) Through which 
mobilizati on channel(s) were they informed about the upcoming event, 2) Through 
which of these channels were they mobilized, and 3) When did they decide to parti ci-
pate in the event?

How parti cipants were informed by the organizers, was measured by asking to ti ck 
all channels through which they heard that there would be an event. Answer opti ons 
were: Radio, TV, newspaper, posters and fl yers, friends, family, school or work, an or-
ganizati on or group, websites, email lists, newslett ers or other. 
People who ti cked ‘other’ were asked to specify. Specifi cati ons of ‘other’ that did fi t 
in any of the categories were recoded. Examples are: “boyfriend” or “partner” were 
recoded as family, “heard at another protest event” or “I am an organizer myself” were 
recoded as heard through organizers, “heard while passing by” or “there is always 
protest at a G8 summit so I just knew it” were kept as ‘other’ and thus omitt ed from 
the analysis.
Subsequently, answers were merged into broader categories. ‘Mass media’ is com-
posed of: radio, TV and newspapers. ‘Social Bonds’ of: friends, family and school or 
work. ‘Email lists’ of: email lists and newslett ers/magazines. Most newslett er/ maga-
zines were online newslett ers, but some were probably offl  ine publicati ons. Because 
on- and offl  ine newslett ers follow the same mechanism –a  message is send imperson-
ally to a broad target- I decided to merge the two into one category. I will refer to this 
category as ‘email lists’ as the bulk is made up of online newslett ers.

How parti cipants were mobilized was measured by asking parti cipants to pick the one 
channel that had been most important for their mobilizati on. In some cases –especially 
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with the postal surveys– this questi on was not, or not correctly fi lled in: people would 
give a number of a channel through which they were not reached, or did not fi ll in 
anything. When people reported being reached through only one channel, I coded that 
channel as most important. When people answered “1” or “2” while they were not 
reached through radio/TV or newspapers, I presumed they meant “answer 1” or “an-
swer 2” of the opti ons that they did ti ck. When parti cipants gave specifi cs,  the answer 
could someti mes be deduced. In all other cases, when the most important channel 
could not be conclusively established, this questi on was coded as missing.

When parti cipants were mobilized was measured by asking: When did you decide to 
parti cipate? Answer opti ons were: 1) The day itself, 2) A week in advance, 3) Several 
weeks in advance, and 4) More than a month in advance. 

Motivations 

To probe why parti cipants decided to parti cipate I asked them about their moti vati on 
to parti cipate. I measured moti vati onal strength and three types of moti ves. 

Moti vati onal strength was measured by asking parti cipants how determined they were 
to parti cipate? Answer possibiliti es ranged from 1 to 7, whereby 1= not at all and 7= 
very determined.

Instrumental moti vati on was measured by asking parti cipants: ‘How high do you es-
ti mate the chance that this protest will help reaching [the goal of the event]? Answer 
possibiliti es ranged from 1 to 7, whereby 1= very litt le chance and 7= high chance.

Ideological moti vati on was measured with three questi ons: to what extent do you 
agree with the following statements, a reason for me to parti cipate was: 1) I want to 
express my views, 2) Policy on [issue] confl icts with my principles, 3) I want to take my 
responsibility. Answer possibiliti es ranged from 1 to 7, whereby 1= do not agree at all, 
and 7= strongly agree. ‘Ideological moti vati on’ is the average of the answers to these 
three statements. Cronbach’s alpha ranged from .54 to .81, for two events it was below 
.70: for ‘the Surrounding’ it was .66 and for ‘Step it Up’ .54. As Cronbach’s alpha was 
sati sfactory overall I decided to merge the variables despite the low Cronbach’s alpha 
for ‘Step it Up’.

People can identi fy at diff erent levels, from the most general: anyone who is aff ected 
by the policy/ issue, to the most specifi c: the group of organizers. I choose to measure 
identi fi cati on at an intermediate level appropriate for the event in questi on. At ‘Sur-
round the government’ I measured identi fi cati on with ‘Turn the Tide’ the coaliti on of 
groups and organizati ons that had called for this event. At ‘Break with Bush’ I meas-
ured identi fi cati on with the anti -war movement of which the organizers of this event 
were clear representati ves. At ‘Stop the G8’ I measured identi fi cati on with the alterglo-
balist movement as summit protest is usually considered as one of the meeti ng points 
of alterglobalists. At ‘Step it Up’ and ‘Klimaschutz Jetz!’ I measured identi fi cati on with 
‘the other people in the demonstrati on/ the group’ as there was no clear movement 
(and in the case of Step it Up not one clear organizer) behind the diff erent events.
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This moti ve was measured with three questi ons: How much do you agree with the 
following statements: 1) I have a lot in common with the other people in […], 2) I feel 
connected to the other people in […], 3) I enjoyed being part of […]. Answer possibili-
ti es ranged from 1 to 7, whereby 1= do not agree at all, and 7= Strongly agree. ‘Identi ty 
moti vati on’ is the average of the answers to these three statements. Cronbach Alpha 
ranged from .79 to .88.

DATA COLLECTION: ORGANIZERS

In additi on to the data on the parti cipants I collected data on the organizers of the 
events. For all events I collected data through secondary sources such as leafl ets, calls 
for acti on, minutes of meeti ngs, discussions and calls on (acti vist) websites and mail-
ing lists, websites of the organizers and other acti vist websites, acti vist and newspaper 
reports, transcripti ons of speeches, audio material and (YouTube) movies. These sec-
ondary sources gave a good picture of who organized the events, who supported them 
and how they mobilized for the event. 
To reveal why certain decisions were made, I conducted interviews with organizers of 
two of the events: ‘Stop de G8’ and ‘Step it Up’. In additi on, I interviewed individuals, 
groups or organizati ons that could have been involved in the G8 campaign, because 
they had similar interests or opinions, or because they had parti cipated in the past, 
but who were either not involved at all, only temporarily involved (they dropped out), 
or who invested very litt le ti me and resources in the campaign. I included these organ-
izers in the sample, to also hear the reasons why people decided not to invest, invest 
very litt le, or stop investi ng in a campaign. This enabled me to gain a fuller insight into 
how mobilizing structures are build and maintained, and especially why building and 
maintaining such a structure is someti mes so diffi  cult.
All interviews were conducted aft er the event was staged, so organizers were able to 
give me the whole story on how the mobilizati on process developed and what was 
decided. As organizers were speaking in hindsight, their percepti on of what had hap-
pened may have been biased. Three types of eff orts were made to check for this bias: 
1) I spoke with a wide variety of people involved, thereby gaining a broad overview of 
what happened. 2) I sat in on meeti ngs, specifi cally of the Dutch Social Forum and of 
Dissent, both involved in the G8 campaign. By doing so, I could check whether percep-
ti on of organizers and my own were in line. 3) When att endance of meeti ngs was not 
possible, I sought additi onal informati on about the campaign, such as open lett ers, 
reports of others or notes of the meeti ngs. Percepti ons of the organizers proved to be 
in line with the percepti ons of other organizers, myself and additi onal sources.

All interviews consisted of semi-structured questi onnaires. The topics discussed were 
based on sensiti zing concepts (Blumer 1954), derived from my initi al theoreti cal frame-
work. Due to the fact that research on building mobilizing structures, and especially on 
the negoti ati ons and cooperati on that takes place within these structures, was scarce, 
I initi ally looked at social psychological literature on negoti ati on and decision-making. 
Social psychologists have studied negoti ati ons and decision-making extensively, albeit 
usually in dyads or small groups and business-like situati ons. From this literature I de-
rived several concepts which are shown to have important impact on the development 
of negoti ati ons. 
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In this research a disti ncti on is made between cooperati ve versus competi ti ve negoti a-
ti on-styles. In the former open communicati on, listening to each other and friendli-
ness are central, while in the latt er obstructi on, not listening and power struggles are 
central. Several factors are thought to impact on whether negoti ators use the former 
or the latt er negoti ati on style. 1) Cultural background (Horizontal versus Verti cal and 
Individual versus Collecti ve. Whereby diff erences are exacerbated when negoti ators 
are held accountable by their leaders or group), 2) Whether negoti ators have positi ve 
or negati ve existi ng relati onships with each other, 3) What issue is being discussed 
(ideological or instrumental), and 4) Power diff erences. 
In the interviews with acti ve organizers, I asked the organizers fi rst, about their own 
group (if they were part of a group), their group culture, and with whom they had posi-
ti ve and negati ve relati onships. Second, I asked them about the campaign: how they 
got involved in the campaign, what the mobilizing structure looked like, with whom 
they cooperated, and how they organized and mobilized for the event. Third, I asked 
how decisions were made in the structure, how the cooperati on developed and I asked 
them to give examples of (experienced) instances when cooperati on was smooth and 
when cooperati on was problemati c. When they said not to have cooperated, these last 
questi ons were of course omitt ed.
The interviews with those who were not acti vely involved focused especially on the 
questi on why they did not get (more) involved in the campaign. I asked them if they 
knew about the campaign, whether they agreed with it, what their relati onships were 
with those who were acti vely involved, and whether or not they would join if there 
were to be a next campaign. Lastly, I asked organizers in the G8 campaign to refl ect on 
the movement and the occurrence of blocks and splits in it. With all these topics I paid 
special att enti on to the sensiti zing concepts.
Most organizers spoke openly and did not have anything to hide. Especially in the Dutch 
case where there had been some disagreements, many organizers were frustrated and 
glad to tell their story to someone. In a few cases, organizers were more reserved to 
speak about disputes. In these cases questi ons such as: “But others have said that…, 
what do you think?” or the questi on to refl ect on the squabbles within the movement, 
helped to get them started.

STEP IT UP

I interviewed seven organizers of the ‘Step it Up’ events. I used the ‘Step it Up’ website 
to approach the main organizer of the 4 events we studied in New York City and the 
3 events we studied in Washington DC. Due to the informal nature of this event, only 
acti ve organizers could be traced. There were no passive members or supporters, as 
there was no formal organizati on behind these events. And it was not possible to fi nd a 
meaningful and representati ve sample of people who were not involved as organizers, 
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as any ‘environmentally loving’ individual was a potenti al organizer of an event. Table 
7, sums up who were interviewed in the two citi es.
All but one of the interviews in NYC were conducted face-to-face and took place in a 
setti  ng of the interviewees choosing –a café or at home-, the fourth interview in NYC 
took place through email correspondence. The interviews with DC organizers were 
conducted over the phone. Interviews lasted from 45 minutes to 2.5 hours.  

STOP THE G8

Several coaliti ons mobilized for this event. The fi rst coaliti on that mobilized in the 
Netherlands to att end these protests was ‘Dissent’, a collecti ve of ‘autonomous’ indi-
viduals and groups. A second coaliti on that mobilized people to go to Heiligendamm 
was the ‘Stop the War’ coaliti on. And the third coaliti on that publicized (but did not 
mobilize as a whole for) the protests in Heiligendamm was the ‘Dutch Social Forum’ 
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(DSF), which organized a one day forum in Amsterdam that focused on the G8, it’s 
policy and alternati ves. 
In total I conducted in-depth interviews with 21 acti vists, eleven of which parti cipated 
in the protests in Germany, the ten other did not. In additi on I conducted ten short 
interviews to gain basic informati on, either over the phone, through email, or face-
to-face, of which eight with groups that did not parti cipate in the G8 campaign and 
two with groups that did. Table 8 gives an overview of all the interviews, whether the 
respondents went to Germany, and in which mobilizing structures they were involved.
When sampling organizers I started with the most acti ve organizers. Acti ve organizers 
were found at meeti ngs or through contact details at media announcing an acti vity of 
the mobilizing structure. When a central organizer was identi fi ed, he or she was asked 
to name the other central organizers. This process was conti nued unti l all central or-
ganizers were identi fi ed. 
But I also wanted to fi nd those less centrally or not at all involved. For the formal coali-
ti ons (the DSF and Stop the War) I took a random sample from the lists of subscribers, 
to fi nd organizers who could have been acti vely involved in the campaign, but were 
not. Less formal coaliti ons, such as Dissent, do not have a list of formal parti cipants, 
therefore it was not possible to identi fy non-acti ve organizers though this method. 
Asking around in acti vist circles revealed that many in the radical acti on milieu were 
to some extent connected to the Dissent network. I therefore had to be content, for 
this mobilizing structure, with sampling acti vists who more, and some who were less 
intensely, connected to the structure. In additi on, I made sure to include organizers 
from diff erent localiti es.
Through acti vist media, I identi fi ed several groups who parti cipated in the G8 protests 
but were either not connected to any of the above menti oned mobilizing structures, 
or more oft en, were loosely connected to several of them. In additi on, I identi fi ed two 
well-known social movement organizati ons that did not parti cipate in the G8 protests 
and were not connected to any of the mobilizing structures. This group of ‘others’ 
could be qualifi ed as the most informally organized organizers.
The interviews in Table 8 are arranged from the most formally connected acti vists in 
the Dutch Social Forum at the top, to the least formally connected acti vists at the bot-
tom.  

When an organizer was identi fi ed, he or she was approached either through email, 
phone or face-to-face in meeti ngs. Most acti ve organizers agreed to parti cipate in an 
in-depth interview. Only two acti vists (Irene and John) could not parti cipate because of 
ti me-constraints. It proved more diffi  cult to schedule in-depth interviews with organ-
izers who were not acti vely involved. As many of them felt they had nothing to say on 
the subject, they were reluctant to spend ti me on an interview. I was able to sched-
ule fi ve interviews with organizers who were not (anymore) acti vely involved, (David, 
George, Howard, Ian, James) and one with an organizer of a group that went from 
being an acti ve organizer to dropping out completely (Brian). With the other peripher-
ally or not involved organizers, short interviews were conducted in meeti ngs, over the 
phone, or through email, in which they explained why they did not parti cipate (more 
acti vely) in the G8 campaign.
In-depth interviews lasted between half an hour and two and half hours depending 
on the complexity of the campaign and cooperati on and took place in a setti  ng of the 
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interviewees choosing (usually a public space like a café, someti mes at home or in an 
offi  ce). 

ANALYSIS

All interviews were digitally recorded, transcribed and coded with use of Atlas.ti . The 
fi rst interviews were transcribed completely. Aft er initi al coding it was decided to tran-
scribe only those parts that dealt with the building of the mobilizing structure and 
the negoti ati ons relati ng to it. Parts of interviews in which one spoke of their own 
organizati on, their ideology or the history of the organizati on or the movement were 
only transcribed when they contained relevant informati on, such as the development 
of relati onships or experiences that could infl uence the building of the structure or 
development of current negoti ati ons. The rest was summarized so all facts would be 
available.

Because of the hypothesized ‘conti nuum of mobilizing structures’, I analyzed inter-
views per group that occupied diff erent positi ons on the conti nuum: Formal coaliti ons 
(Dutch Social Forum and Stop the War coaliti on), coordinati on structures (Step it Up 
and Dissent), and loosely coupled groups and individuals (‘Other’).  
The fi rst open coding was made per group. Interviews were read and words/sentences 
that summarized what happened were writt en in the margin. By creati ng such ‘codes’, 
I started to detect common themes. The diff erent groups of interviews were then com-
pared and the initi al list of codes was grouped and merged. Subsequently, the groups 
of interviews were reread and recoded, resulti ng in a new code set. This process was 
repeated several ti mes. 
Themes related to the sensiti zing concepts were detected fi rst, such as: ‘knowing vs. 
not knowing each other’, ‘positi ve vs. negati ve relati onships’, ‘engaging in vs. avoiding 
discussion’, ‘listening vs. not listening to what others are saying’, ‘trust vs. distrust’, 
‘making cost/benefi ts calculati ons’ and ‘cultural and style diff erences’. However, other 
themes emerged in the process of analyzing. Specifi cally, identi fi cati on and boundary 
setti  ng emerged from the data as important concepts to understand the organizers’ 
acti ons. 
Aft er these themes were detected, I studied the scholarly research on these concepts. 
New codes were developed to accommodate these new insights and all interviews 
were reread and recoded, several ti mes. Thus, by going back and forth between theory 
and data, I inducti vely developed a theoreti cal framework, in an approach akin to that 
of the grounded theory approach. Finally, the theoreti cal chapter was rewritt en to in-
clude the new insights. 

DATA COLLECTION: THE MEDIA

For all events I collected newspaper informati on to check whether they had or had not 
gott en media att enti on. I used ‘LexisNexis Academic NL’, a tool to search newspaper 
content. Newspapers were searched for a menti on of the event in the two months 
leading up to the event. The search words I used were: the name of the organizing 
coaliti on(s), the name of the event, alternati ve names for the event (see Table 9 for 
exact search terms per event). 
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All arti cles detected by this method were screened to determine whether they indeed 
menti on the studied event. Arti cles needed to explicitly name the fact that there will 
be a protest event. Thus, arti cles menti oning anti -globalists at a discussion meeti ng of 
the Dutch Social Forum about the G8 summit are not included. Arti cles menti oning the 
G8 summit and police preparati ons because of expected protests are included. 
For Dutch events I searched all 108 Dutch language publicati ons available in LexisNexis 
Academic NL; for the US event I searched all 3527 English language publicati ons avail-
able in LexisNexis Academic NL, then limited the results to only United States; and for 
the German event I searched all 198 German language publicati ons available in Lexis-
Nexis Academic NL, and limited the results to only German newspapers (complete lists 
of all publicati ons included in LexisNexis Academic NL can be found at htt p://academic.
lexisnexis.nl/vu/). 
I found 25 arti cles that menti oned the upcoming ‘Surround the government’ event, no 
arti cles that menti on the upcoming ‘Break with Bush’ event, 156 arti cles that menti on 
the expected protests surrounding the G8 in Germany of which 51 menti on or at least 
imply parti cipati on of Dutch acti vists in these protests, 26 arti cles that menti on the 
upcoming ‘Step it Up’ protests and 23 arti cles that menti on the upcoming ‘Klimaschutz 
Jetzt’ event.
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For each arti cle I coded if it appeared in a nati onal or in a local newspaper, and if it ap-
peared in a local newspaper I coded in which area it circulated, to gather informati on 
on where and how widely the informati on was spread. 
I coded how much informati on is given in the arti cles, whether people can fi nd out 
date, ti me and place of the event and contact details of the organizers. For arti cles 
about the G8 I also coded whether the arti cle menti ons involvement of Dutch acti vists 
or just the expectati on of protest.
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CHAPTER 3: THE FIVE EVENTS
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As described in the previous chapter I collected data on the parti cipants and organizers 
of fi ve diff erent events: ‘Surround the government’, ‘Break with Bush’, ‘Stop the G8’, 
‘Step it Up’ and ‘Klimaschutz jetzt!’. In this chapter I will describe each event, its organ-
izers and parti cipants. I will describe the issue the event focused on, the mobilizati on 
strategy the organizers used and how much media att enti on they got. In additi on, I will 
give a short descripti on of the socio-demographics of the parti cipants, their relati on-
ship to the organizers and how they were mobilized. 

SURROUND THE GOVERNMENT

The rally ‘Surround the government’ took 
place in front of the ‘house of parliament’ 
in The Hague, on September 24, 2005. It 
was organized by the anti -government alli-
ance ‘Turn the Tide’. ‘Turn the Tide’ was a 
coaliti on of over 500 politi cal and civil or-
ganizati ons. They were founded in 2002 in 
reacti on to a stark shift  to the right in the 
politi cal climate, during the 2002 nati onal 
electi on campaign. It was a tumultuous 
ti me witnessing the rise of anti -immigrant 
politi cian Pim Fortuyn, and his assassina-
ti on, just a few days before the electi on. His 
party, the LPF, won enough seats to form 
a coaliti on government with the Christi an 
Democrats and Liberals; it was named af-
ter the Prime Minister ‘Balkenende I’. The 
coaliti on lasted only three months. It was 
followed in May 2003 by ‘Balkenende II’, 
a coaliti on of Christi an Democrats (CDA), 
Neo-Liberals (VVD) and Liberal Democrats 
(D66). The ‘Turn the Tide’ coaliti on had made it their goal to oppose the “harsh right-
wing climate”4 in the country and especially the “anti -social” government policy of 
the “Balkenende governments”, a government that, “according to research”, was sup-
ported by only 19% of the populati on. 
They organized several protest events over the years; every event was organized by a 
subset of organizers within the alliance. The organizers of ‘Surround the government’ 
focused on the cuts in welfare services, and the “att ack on solidarity”, but they ex-
plicitly called upon all (500) member-organizati ons and all others that wanted to par-
ti cipate to bring their own issue of resentment to the event. The idea was to get as 
many organizati ons as possible to engage in a human chain surrounding the houses of 
parliament. So they called upon their member organizati ons (and others) to organize 
their own litt le demonstrati on in the acti on. With their own issue, slogan and banners, 
to show the government all the issues that concerned the citi zens, and all the dif-
ferent organizati ons that opposed the government policy. In the weeks leading up to 
the acti on, organizati ons were encouraged to ‘adopt’ several meters of the chain and 

4.     Information and quotes retrieved from www. KeerhetTij.nl
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mobilize their own consti tuency to fi ll those meters. The organizers’ mobilizati on strat-
egy was thus very organizati onally oriented. Thirty-fi ve groups had offi  cially adopted 
part of the chain, these groups range from some of the largest politi cal oppositi on 
parti es and NGOs, to small single-issue groups, anarchist groups and student groups. 
Unsurprisingly, the issues diverged widely, from animal welfare, to protest against lib-
eralizati on of housing rents, refugee policy, to general anti -government senti ments. 
The overarching aim was to show the government how many groups opposed it and 
on how many diff erent issues. The organizers did not expect the government to listen 
to them; in fact, showing indignati on about the asserti on that the government did not 
listen to its people was one of the main aims of the event. 

MEDIA ATTENTION

In additi on to calling on their member organizati ons to mobilize their members, the 
organizers also managed to att ract media att enti on that might have informed and 
mobilized parti cipants unconnected to the acti ve organizers. In total 20 arti cles were 
published during the two months leading up to the event. Five arti cles gave specifi c 
informati on about the event (see Figure 10)5. 
Most of the media att enti on came from regional newspapers; only the arti cle on Sep-
tember 19th was by a nati onal newspaper (NRC). This arti cle was mainly about another 
event and only briefl y menti oned the ‘Surround the government’ event. Arti cles in the 
regional newspapers give more elaborate informati on; in fi ve instances they even give 
detailed informati on about where busses for the event will depart and how to get ti ck-
ets for them (see also Figure 10). In all, the event thus got quite some media att enti on. 
Apart from one excepti on, all announcements were printed in regional newspapers 
in the East, North and South of the country, but not in the West where the event was 
actually taking place. Thereby the organizers missed out on informing an important 
target group.

THE PARTICIPANTS

About 5000 parti cipants att ended the event. There were almost as many women as 

5.     Based on newspaper analysis, see method section for description
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men (47% and 53%), on average they were 41 years old and they had an average level 
of educati on. Only 1% had not fi nished high school, 53% had fi nished high school and 
46% had fi nished more than high school (see Table 10).
I divided the parti cipants into four groups according to how closely connected they 
were to the organizers: 1) those closest to the organizers, the ‘acti ve members’; 2) 
those with a ‘personal connecti on’, that is, non- or passive members with other mem-
bers in their social environment; 3) those with only a ‘formal connecti on’ only, that is, 
passive members without other members in their social environment; and 4) ‘the un-
connected’, those who weren’t member and did not know any members (see method 
secti on for a descripti on). One in three of the parti cipants belonged to the most con-
nected group, the acti ve members; another 39% had a personal connecti on; 3% had 
only a formal connecti on; and 25% were unconnected to the organizers (see Table 10). 
Overall thus, the parti cipants were highly connected to the organizers; almost three 
out of four (72%) had a direct or indirect personal connecti on with the organizers of 
the event.

Secondly, I looked at how the parti cipants were informed by the organizers and how 
they were mobilized. Almost half of the parti cipants (48%) were reached and informed 
about the upcoming event by an organizer (see Table 11: Panel A). However, other 
channels were eff ecti ve too; 35% of the parti cipants were reached through their social 
environment, 33% had seen the event announced on a website, 30% had seen a poster 
or fl yer and another 30% had been reached through an email list or newslett er. The 
least eff ecti ve channel was the mass media; only 13% of the parti cipants had heard 
about the event through that channel6. Organizati ons played a very important role in 
the process of mobilizati on, in that many parti cipants were reached through organi-
zati onal channels. The fact that media att enti on was only given in local newspapers 
outside of the region where the protest was taking place, may have contributed to the 
minor role played by the mass media in diff using the message widely. 
Panel B shows the percentage of those who were reached by a channel, who reported 
that the channel was the most important to their mobilizati on. Organizers themselves 

6.     Total reaches over 100% as people may be informed by more than one channel
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appear to be very eff ecti ve mobilizers; 70% of the parti cipants who heard about the 
event from the organizers say that this was the most important informati on channel 
for them. Email lists were also eff ecti ve (60%) and people’s social environment (52%) 
and websites (44%) were too. However, fl yers and posters, although they spread the 
message well, were not very good mobilizers; only 12% of those informed through this 
channel were also mobilized by it. Thus, although many people saw a poster or fl yer, 
this channel was not able to mobilize many people. The organizers themselves how-
ever, as well as email and people’s social environment were able to mobilize people. 
The result that personal connecti ons can mobilize is not so surprising; the eff ecti veness 
of email lists however, is, as they are impersonal weak ti es.
Overall results in panel C show that the largest group (36%) is mobilized directly by the 
organizers.  Additi onally 19% are mobilized by their social environment, another 19% 
by email and 15% by websites; only 5% are mobilized by the mass media and 4% by 
posters and fl yers. Thus, open channels were  not very important mobilizers for this 
event; the organizers personally played –by far- the most important role. 

BREAK WITH BUSH

The ‘Break with Bush! No to the ‘new mid-
dle east’ of the US and Israel’ rally took 
place in front of the American Consulate 
in Amsterdam, on September 23, 2006. It 
was organized by the (small) anti -war alli-
ance ‘Stop the War’ (Stop de Oorlog), and 
was a reacti on to the ‘Lebanon-crisis’ that 
previous summer. 
Stop the War had organized a fi rst dem-
onstrati on on July 22 in which a few 
thousand “Palesti nians, Lebanese and 
Dutchmen [parti cipated] …, with Muslims, 
Jews, socialists and many others”7. Their 
second event was meant to keep the at-
tenti on up and an att empt to broaden the 
initi ati ve. Instead, the coaliti on of acti ve 
organizers had narrowed, now a small 
Trotskyite organizati on and some small 
Palesti nian groups comprised the acti ve 
group. Through closed channels therefore, 
they had a relati vely limited reach. And 
although the Marxist group is known for 
their thorough fl yposti ng acti viti es –when an event is deemed ‘criti cal’ they will invest 
heavily in putti  ng up posters in the citi es where they are strongly represented, includ-
ing Amsterdam, Groningen and to a lesser extent Utrecht– they did not manage to 
att ract any media att enti on before the demonstrati on8, thus also limiti ng their reach 
through open channels.

7.     Information and quotes retrieved from: www.StopdeOorlog.nl
8.     Based on newspaper analysis



Not-surprising then, the turnout was much lower than the organizers had hoped for; 
about 500 people att ended the rally. While their fi rst demonstrati on (that was co-
sponsored by larger politi cal parti es) had att racted several thousand protesters (esti -
mati ons vary between 2000 and 5000)9. 

THE PARTICIPANTS

As menti oned this was a small event att ended by around 500 parti cipants. There were 
many more men than women (61% vs. 39%) parti cipati ng. Parti cipants were on aver-
age 38 years old and had an average educati on; 51% had fi nished high school and 49% 
more than high school (see Table 12). 

Almost one third of the parti cipants (32%) were acti ve members of one of the organ-
izing groups, the same proporti on of parti cipants knew a member and thus had a per-
sonal connecti on to the organizers. Eighteen percent only had a formal connecti on to 
the organizers and another 18% were unconnected (see Table 12). In total thus, 64% of 
the parti cipants were directly or indirectly connected to the organizers.
For this event posters and fl yers were most eff ecti ve in spreading the message; 41% of 
the parti cipants had heard about the event through this channel (see Table 13: Panel 
A). Email lists and newslett ers were also eff ecti ve as 38% of the parti cipants were in-
formed through this channel. This was followed by the organizers themselves, who had 
informed 33% of the parti cipants; 27% were informed by their social environment and 
25% by a message on a website. Unsurprisingly, due to the lack of media att enti on, 
only 4% of the parti cipants had heard about the event through the mass media. 
The most eff ecti ve mobilizers were personal contacts. The organizers themselves mo-
bilized 81% of the parti cipants they informed and social bonds mobilized 78% of the 
parti cipants they reached (see Panel B). Posters and fl yers and online channels were 
also eff ecti ve mobilizers for this event. Posters and fl yers mobilized almost half of the 
parti cipants they reached (49%), websites 44% and email lists 50%. The media reached 
almost no-one and mobilized just one person in this sample.

9.     http://www.nieuwsuitamsterdam.nl/2006/06072201.htm retrieved 16/09/10



Overall (see Panel C), the organizers mobilized the most parti cipants, 27%. Social 
bonds mobilized 21% of the parti cipants, posters and fl yers 20%, email lists 19% and 
websites 11%. 

STOP THE G8

The next event I studied was not 
one rally or demonstrati on but 
a week of events that were held 
in and around Heiligendamm, 
Germany, from June 2, to June 8, 
2007. The acti ons were intended 
to stop and/or infl uence the G8 
annual meeti ng of 2007, and ac-
ti ons ranged from a mass dem-
onstrati on on Saturday June 2, to 
smaller direct acti ons and mass 
blockades later in the week. 
Dutch organizers tried to mobilize 
acti vists in the Netherlands to parti cipate in the German protests. The fi rst coaliti on 
that mobilized in the Netherlands was ‘Dissent’, a collecti ve of ‘autonomous’ individu-
als and groups. They organized busses to go to Germany and organized several acti vi-
ti es in the Netherlands to publicize and mobilize for the protests, such as a bike ride 
from Belgium to Heiligendamm, several informati on meeti ngs, fl yposti ng acti ons and 
putti  ng large banners on buildings. The people involved in this group were quite radical 
and overall mostly identi fi ed themselves as politi cally autonomous. 
A second coaliti on that organized busses and mobilized people to go to Heiligendamm 
was the ‘Stop the War’ coaliti on, which had also organized the ‘Break with Bush cam-
paign’. By the start of the ‘G8 campaign’ the Marxist group was the only acti ve organ-
izer that was left  and thus it was thus no longer really a coaliti on. They fl yposted and 
organized local meeti ngs and they were acti ve (oft en under the name of the Stop the 
War Coaliti on) in the third coaliti on that publicized (but did not mobilize as a whole for) 
the protests in Heiligendamm: the ‘Dutch Social Forum’ (DSF). 
The DSF organized a one day forum in May 2007, that focused on the G8, its policy and 
alternati ves. As many large NGOs were represented in this forum the day was set-up 
quite professionally. They had rented a large building and published a professional 
looking paper with politi cal stances, interviews and, of course, the program of the day. 
In additi on to the discussion meeti ngs they organized a demonstrati on around lunch-
ti me that focused mostly on anti -war issues. As will be shown later, these large profes-
sional groups also managed to att ract some media att enti on. Both ‘coaliti ons’ att ended 
the forum to mobilize for the protests in Heiligendamm.

The Stop the War ‘coaliti on’ was prominently present at the forum to mobilize people 
and sell their bus ti ckets. Dissent was not offi  cially part of the DSF but had organized 
their own event just outside the premises to try and mobilize people for the anti -G8 
protests. DSF parti cipants had to cross their stalls to get in the meeti ng and later on the 
day Dissent organizers staged a symbolic acti on of blocking a tram that att racted some 
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att enti on (although not always positi ve). 
There were thus, broadly speaking, two mobi-
lizati on campaigns in the Netherlands for the 
events around the G8; one organized by ‘Stop 
the War’ and the DSF and a second one by the 
more radical Dissent. These two groups also 
operated separately in Germany; the parti ci-
pants that came with ‘Stop the War’ and other 
more moderate groups mainly camped at the 
‘moderate’ campsite in Rostock. Many of them 
only stayed for the weekend. While parti ci-
pants who came with Dissent and other more 
radical and autonomous groups stayed at the 
autonomous campsite in Reddelich and oft en 
stayed for at least the whole week. 
The choice for diff erent campsites was not ac-
cidental. The ‘moderate’ Rostock camp was 
easier to reach, had professional (rented) toi-
let and washing faciliti es, an external ‘people’s 
kitchen’ (run by autonomous acti vists) and overall, acti vists could make use of faciliti es 
that were prearranged for them. At the Reddelich campsite, acti vists had build up eve-
rything by themselves (including toilet faciliti es etc.) and were expected to contribute 
to the provision of ongoing faciliti es, such as cleaning the toilets, cooking and washing 
up. Both in Rostock and Reddelich there were large groups of Dutch parti cipants10. 
The diff erent parti cipants also parti cipated in diff erent events during the week. Al-
though many parti cipated in the large demonstrati on on Saturday, some of the more 
radical parti cipants went to an anti -fascists demonstrati on in a nearby town instead. 
Even in the large demonstrati on acti vists parti cipated in very diff erent conti ngents,  
including Marxists, clowns, black bloc, or carnivalesque. When the situati on turned 
violent, it was mainly (but certainly not exclusively) parti cipants of the black block who 
clashed with the police. In the following days, some of the more radical parti cipants 
focused on blocking a nearby military airport, while others went to demonstrati ons or 
network and discussion meeti ngs. On Wednesday mass blockades of the G8 summit 
started that lasted for days. While some blockades were like a picnic, others saw heavy 
fi ghti ng with the police including teargas, water cannons and several (severe) injuries. 
The more radical acti vists (mostly autonomous and clowns) went to help at these vio-
lent blockades while the moderates stayed at the quiet blockades. In additi on, some 
more radical acti vists had organized small autonomous blockades of train tracks and 
other vital transport roads.

MEDIA ATTENTION

The expected protests during the G8 att racted a lot of media att enti on. In total 100 

10.     There was a third unofficial campsite at Wichmansdorf, where many participants of the ‘clowns’ 
army’ stayed (clowns are activists who dressed and acted as clowns often confusing police and other 
officials with their behavior). As we encountered only one or two Dutch participants who stayed at 
Wichmansdorf, I will not discuss this camp.
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arti cles were published in the Dutch newspapers that menti on the expected protests 
in Germany during the G8 summit, 36 of these arti cles menti on or at least imply that 
Dutch acti vists will also be involved in the protests11 (see Figure 11).  
The fi rst menti on of expected protests came as early as the 13th of April and in the 
following weeks three more general menti ons appear. On the 7th of May the fi rst four 
arti cles appear that menti on the expected involvement of Dutch acti vists in the pro-
tests. These arti cles appear aft er 93 parti cipants of a bike ride, organized by Dissent, 
are arrested in the city of Utrecht. 
On the 10th of May, there is the fi rst peak in att enti on. Most of the related arti cles on 
this day and the following days are about the security measures taken by the German 
police. These measures included the security fence, the involvement of the army and 
especially the raids of left -wing acti vists’ houses in Germany which were an att empt to 
prevent violence at the summit protests. 
Att enti on to the arrests of the bicyclists also lingers a bit and on the 21st of May the 
Dutch Social Forum manages to att ract att enti on from both the Amsterdam newspaper 
(Parool) and a nati onal newspaper. 
A second peak in att enti on, on the 23rd of May, is caused by a series of car burnings in 
Germany, which are linked to the upcoming protests. Again, there is a lot of att enti on 
paid to the security measures, someti mes also menti oning that stricter border security 
might make it diffi  cult for parti cipants from the Netherlands to get to the protests. 
On the last day before the protests, the fi rst of June, regional newspapers give a lot of 
att enti on to the upcoming protests in Germany, as well as in the Netherlands, and the 
involvement of Dutch acti vists. 
In all it would have been hard to miss the fact that there would be protest around 
the G8 summit in Germany. However, few arti cles menti on or even imply that Dutch 
acti vists will join these events. Moreover, most att enti on to the protest was negati ve. 
Although this does not alter the fact that readers are informed about the upcoming 
protests, it may not have sti mulated parti cipati on among the majority of the Dutch. At 
the same ti me, for those who are already convinced, just menti oning the upcoming 

11 Based on newspaper analysis. If a newspaper printed several articles on the same topic it 
was counted in the table as one article. If some of the articles mention only general information and 
other specific Dutch involvement, than it is coded as one article that mentions Dutch involvement.
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protests in the media may have sparked their fi rst steps towards fi nding more informa-
ti on or getti  ng in touch with the Dutch acti vists.

THE PARTICIPANTS

An esti mated 200 acti vists from the Netherlands parti cipated in the events in and 
around Heiligendamm. As discussed in the method secti on, data collecti on amongst 
the more autonomous parti cipants proved diffi  cult. The results discussed here, there-
fore, represent the parti cipants at the ‘Rostock campsite’ bett er than the more autono-
mous parti cipants (although they are not enti rely absent).
The data show that on average the parti cipants were young (29). Due to the nature of 
this week-long quite high risk and high cost acti on, this is not surprising. Young people 
oft en simply have less responsibility and more ti me to parti cipate; they are what is 
called ‘biographically available’ (McAdam 2003). Three in four of the parti cipants were 
male and they had an average educati on level; 2% had not fi nished high school, 54% 
had fi nished high school and 44% had fi nished more than high school (see Table 14).

Parti cipants were closely connected to the organizers; 60% were acti ve members of 
an organizati on or (affi  nity) group that was involved in organizing or mobilizing for 
these events, another 25% were not acti ve members themselves but had members 
in their social environment. In total thus, 85% were directly or indirectly connected to 
the organizers (see Table 14). Due to the nature of the event, this is not surprising. It 
is unlikely that someone far removed from the movement would invest as much ti me 
and energy into parti cipati on as was necessary for this acti on.
Table 15 shows that parti cipants were informed by all channels, but the organizers 
themselves were most eff ecti ve, informing 43% of the parti cipants. Websites also in-
formed 40%, social bonds informed 39%, email lists and newslett ers 37%, posters and 
fl yers 31% and the mass media 19% (see Table 15: Panel A). As expected from the 
amount of media att enti on given to the upcoming protests, the proporti on of parti ci-
pants informed by the mass media was relati vely high. However, neither the media nor 
posters and fl yers were able to mobilize many people; the media actually mobilized 
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none. Thus open channels, although they were eff ecti ve in spreading the message 
about the event, hardly played a role in mobilizing parti cipants (see Panel B and C). The 
high cost and high risk aspects of the event are probably the reasons for this. People 
do not parti cipate in such acti ons based on such an impersonal medium. Conversely, 
the organizers themselves and people’s social environment were the most eff ecti ve 
mobilizers (see Panel B); they mobilized 74% and 72% of the parti cipants they reached. 
Websites and email take an intermediate positi on, mobilizing 55% and 38% of those 
they reached. In all then, the largest group is mobilized by the organizers themselves 
(32%, see Panel C), followed by social bonds which mobilized 28% and websites which 
mobilized 22%. Email lists and newslett ers mobilized 14%, while open channels were 
ineff ecti ve and mobilized only 2% of the parti cipants.

STEP IT UP

The third event I studied was a nati onal Day of Climate Acti on, which took place on 
November 3rd, 2007. On that day several thousands of people across the US took to the 
streets to ask politi cians for legislati on on climate change. The day was called for and 
organized by ‘Step it Up’.
‘Step it Up’ was founded in 2007 by well known environmental writer Bill McKibben 
to try to “push things a litt le further”12 by mobilizing a day of climate acti on in April 
2007. ‘Step it Up’ however, was not an organizati on or a coaliti on; rather, it consisted 
mainly of a website. This website included material to help people organize events in 
their own communiti es. More importantly, it tracked and coordinated all the events 
that were being organized around the country. People could enter their postal code or 
state at the website to fi nd events planned near them. If events were planned, peo-
ple could sign up online to join the event or contact the organizer of the event if they 
wanted to help with the organizing. If there were no events planned yet, or people did 
not like the events that were planned, they could add an event themselves that would 
be adverti sed on the website and enable others to sign up. 
Because of the success of the fi rst Day of Acti on, the organizers decided to organize a 
second Day of Acti on –‘Step It Up 2:  Who’s a Leader?’- to be held on November 3rd, 
2007. The goal was to “instead of marching on Washington… [get] people to dem-
onstrate in their own communiti es with their own neighbors”13 to show that regular 
people want climate acti on now. Local acti vists were asked to organize their own small 
acti on in their own locality and announce these acti viti es on the ‘Step it Up’ website. 
In additi on, ‘Step it Up’ urged event coordinators to invite their members of Congress 
to att end their events and speak out in favor of climate legislati on. All 540 members of 
Congress were invited to parti cipate in at least one of the 481 acti ons that took place 
throughout the United States on the Day of Acti on. Every state had at least one acti on 
and most states had many more. 
Most of the acti ons were initi ated and coordinated online, with minimal involvement 
of organizati ons. In additi on, for many organizers the main mobilizati on strategy was 
using online channels. They made heavy use of email lists, but they also tried to get 
their message across on diff erent websites and blogs. They also started Facebook pag-

12.     Information and quotes retrieved from http://stepitup2007.org
13.     Report of public address by Bill McKibben in the Oregon Daily Emerald 01/11/07
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es, posted calls for acti on on YouTube and MySpace and used Meetup groups to mobi-
lize parti cipants for their event.
Because everyone was left  to organize freely, and was encouraged to organize what-
ever they wanted to, events during the day ran the gamut from traditi onal demonstra-
ti ons and marches to performance art. In New York City, for example, the ‘Step it Up’ 
site listed 13 separate events taking place. These events ranged from a rally at Wash-
ington Square Park, to a ‘Global warming burlesque’ (a “performance and art” event 
in “a gritt y bar on the Williamsburg waterfront”), as well as a ‘Polar bear ferry ride’ 
(leafl eti ng on the Staten Island ferry, dressed as polar bears) and a ‘Banner painti ng for 
kids’ in Brooklyn. 

MEDIA ATTENTION

The Nati onal Day of Climate protest also generated some media att enti on. Twenty-four 
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arti cles were print-
ed that menti on 
the Day of Acti on 
and 15 of them 
give detailed infor-
mati on (see Figure 
12). These arti -
cles appeared in 
regional newspa-
pers, or in the re-
gional supplement 
of nati onal news-
papers, thereby 
only reaching a 
limited porti on of the US populati on. However, as the Day of Acti on consisted of local 
events, these regional newspapers may potenti ally have reached the target group of at 
least some of the local organizers. 
The fi rst arti cle appears long before any other; on the 10th of September the Univer-
sity paper of Cornell published an arti cle on climate change briefl y menti oning the 3rd 
of November. The next arti cles do not appear unti l the 16th of October, and only in 
the last two days before the protests is there a real peak in media att enti on. Most of 
the arti cles menti oning the events appear in the ‘in brief’ or ‘events’ secti ons of the 
newspapers. Most of them menti on the local event, the starti ng ti me and place and 
someti mes an opti onal dress code. 
Only on a few occasions is the day of acti on in general menti oned in a broader context. 
On the 25th of October two newspapers (in Madison, Wisconsin and Seatt le, Washing-
ton) published an interview with Bill McKibben, which gives the date and website of 
the Day of Acti on. On the fi rst of November the newspaper of the University of Oregon 
printed an arti cle about a meeti ng where Bill McKibben spoke and menti oned the Day 
of Acti on. On the day before the events two newspapers printed an arti cle about global 
warming, one which menti ons the local events and another which menti ons ‘Step it 
Up’ in additi on to menti oning the local acti ons. 
Several local newspapers thus announced the events in their locality, potenti ally in-
forming many people in those localiti es. However, these local newspapers only cover 
a small part of the US (see Figure 13). Most events were not announced in the news-
papers. Therefore, apart from these local excepti ons, most people in the US did not 
hear about the Day of Acti on through the newspapers and consequently could not be 
mobilized for their local event in this way. 

THE PARTICIPANTS

It is hard to esti mate how many people exactly parti cipated in the event that day 
around the country. There were at least 481 diff erent events ranging in size from a 
handful of parti cipants to hundreds. 
The parti cipants in the events I studied had an average age of 37. There were more 
women than men (64% vs. 36%), and they were highly educated (73% had fi nished 
more than high school). Twenty-two percent of them were acti ve members of one 
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of the organizing groups, 37% knew a member, 15% were passive members and 26% 
had no connecti on at all (see Table 16). The fact that these were low cost and low risk 
events may be a reason for the high proporti on of female parti cipants and the rela-
ti vely weak connecti on to the organizers. To parti cipate in a low cost/low risk event in 
your own neighborhood, a personal connecti on is apparently of less importance.
Just over a third of the parti cipants (34%) heard about the events through email lists or 
newslett ers, which made this channel the most eff ecti ve in diff using the message for 
these events. Another 30% were informed by their social environment and almost one 
in four (24%) were informed by the organizers themselves. Fift een percent had seen 
the message on a website, only 5% had seen a poster or fl yer and 4% a message in the 
media (see Table 17: Panel A). 

Considering the mobilizati on strategy followed by the organizers it is not surprising 
that the Internet played such a large role in diff using the message, while organizers 
themselves played a relati vely small role. Posters and fl yers were hardly used by the 
organizers and there was hardly any att enti on in the media, so the fact that open chan-
nels played a small role was to be expected.
Most parti cipants were informed about the event through only one channel, as is 
shown by the high percentages of those reached and mobilized by the same channel 
(see Panel B)14. Although the percentage mobilized by the media is somewhat lower, 
it seems that open channels, when they reached people, were also able to mobilize 
them. Face-to-face ti es seemed most eff ecti ve at mobilizing, with social bonds and 
organizers mobilizing 97% and 88% of the parti cipants they reached, and the Internet 
being less eff ecti ve, mobilizing 73% and 82% of those they reached (see Panel B).
Panel C shows the overall results, revealing that social bonds and email lists were the 

14.     Although this could also be an effect of how the question was asked. Rather than ticking all the 
option in a list, in this event people were asked how they heard about the event in the face-to-face 
interview. Although research assistants were urged to ask if participants had heard in any other way 
too, interviewees may be less likely to name more than one channel than when confronted with the full 
list in the survey. The fact that I find a similar effect in the ‘Klima Schutz’ event concurs with this idea.
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most eff ecti ve mobilizers for this event, mobilizing 29% and 28% of the parti cipants. 
The organizers themselves mobilized 21%, websites 11%, posters and fl yers just 5% 
and the media 3%.

KLIMASCHUTZ JETZT 

The last event I studied was part of an Inter-
nati onal Day of Acti on against climate change 
that took place on December 8, 2007, with ac-
ti ons all over the world, concurring with the 
internati onal climate negoti ati ons in Jakarta. 
In Germany there were several acti ons on 
that day, including two large demonstrati ons. 
I studied the demonstrati on in Berlin in which 
around 5000 people parti cipated. It proceed-
ed from the Berliner Dom to the Brandenburg-
er Tor, where a stage with speakers and bands 
was organized. This event was organized by 
a large coaliti on of organizati ons concerned 
with the environment and climate change 
–‘the Klima-Allianz’-, which was founded in 
April of that year by around 40 organizati ons. 
Many other organizati ons joined soon aft er; 
at the ti me of the event 74 organizati ons par-
ti cipated. The member organizati ons are all 
(large) professional groups who pay between 250 to 5000 euro membership fees. In 
return, their logo appears on the Klima-Allianz website and they have the right to vote 
in the bi-monthly membership meeti ngs15. In additi on to the demonstrati on in Berlin, 
the Klima-Allianz also organized a demonstrati on at a coal plant in Neurath. Both these 
acti ons were organized, coordinated and mobilized in the ‘traditi onal’ way, using a coa-
liti on of (offl  ine) organizati ons. The aim of ‘Klimaschutz jetzt!’ was to show discontent 
over global climate policy. 
Other events were also planned for the same day; the largest of them consisted of 
asking people to turn off  their lights for fi ve minutes, starti ng at 8 pm. This acti on was 
organized and sponsored by three large NGOs: BUND, Greenpeace and WWF and the 
media companies: BILD, Google and ProSieben. This event got a lot of media att enti on. 
I will refer to it as the ‘Lights off ’ acti on. As I only studied the parti cipants in Berlin, I will 
focus only on the Berlin event when describing the media att enti on.

MEDIA ATTENTION

The Klima-Allianz event att racted some media att enti on; 15 arti cles were printed men-
ti oning the demonstrati on or Global Day of Acti on, of which eight menti oned the dem-
onstrati on in Berlin and four gave specifi c informati on about the event (see Figure 

15.     See www.die-klima-allianz.de
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14)16. 
The fi rst menti on is on the 13th of October, when TAZ (Berlin) placed an arti cle that an-
nounces the Berlin demonstrati on. The next menti on is not unti l the 21th of November, 
in the Rheinische Post Düsseldorf. In the following three weeks there are only three 
more arti cles in which the event is announced, all of which appear in TAZ. 
In the three days leading up to the events, more arti cles appear with more specifi c 
informati on. On the 5th of December TAZ publishes four arti cles announcing both the 
demonstrati on in Berlin and in Neurath; they also speculate about the expected turn-
out for the Berlin demonstrati on and criti que the ‘Lights off ’ acti on. 
In the next few days, some other newspapers also pay att enti on to the Day of Acti on; 
on December 6th the Frankfurther Rundschau published an arti cle about energy poli-
ti cs and the summit in Bali and menti ons all three acti ons, and the Rheinische Post Düs-
seldorf placed two arti cles announcing the demonstrati on at Neurath and menti oning 
the Global Day of Acti on. Finally, on the last day before the events, Der Tagesspiegel 
(Berlin) menti oned the Berlin demonstrati on including the ti me and place in an arti cle 
criti quing the ‘Lights off ’ acti on and the Rheinische Post Düsseldorf and TAZ again an-
nounced both demonstrati ons. 
Thus, only a few arti cles were published that menti oned the event in Berlin. However, 
one newspaper in parti cular paid a lot of att enti on to the event: the TAZ, Berlin. Al-
though its reach is limited, in the sense that many Germans will not read this newspa-
per, it did inform the local populati on and beyond (it is available in the whole region). 
Moreover, as TAZ was founded initi ally as an alternati ve to mainstream media, it is 
much more progressive and left -wing than most other newspapers and has a special 
interest in social justi ce, the environment and other ‘left ist issues’. As the readers of 
this newspaper were potenti al parti cipants for the demonstrati on, it may have been 
more eff ecti ve at spreading the message than the number of arti cles alone suggests. 

16.     If a newspaper printed several articles on the same topic it was counted in the table as one article. 
If some of the articles mention only general information and other specific, then it is coded as one arti-
cle that mentions specific information.
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THE PARTICIPANTS

Around 5000 people parti cipated in this event. There were about as many men as 
there were women (53% and 47%); they had an average age of 35 and they had an av-
erage level of educati on (47% had fi nished high school and 53% more than high school) 
(see Table 18). Thus at fi rst sight, this event seems average in all respects. 
The parti cipants were closely related to the organizers, however; 42% were an acti ve 
member, while 45% knew a member (see Table 18). In total thus, 87% had a direct or 
indirect connecti on to the organizers. The close connecti on might be an eff ect of the 
organizati onal focus of the organizers and the mobilizati on campaign, and the fact that 
they had such a large membership base to draw from.

Looking at how one was informed about the event confi rms this image (see Table 19: 
Panel A). The largest group (38%) of parti cipants heard about the event from the or-
ganizers, this is considerably higher than the other channels. Twenty-eight percent of 
the parti cipants were informed by their social environment and 25% by the media. 
Thus, even though there was not very much media att enti on, the att enti on that was 
given seems to have reached quite a lot of people. As menti oned, this might be due 
to the fact that TAZ reached the target audience for this event. The internet and post-
ers and fl yers were less eff ecti ve at diff using the message; 14% heard about the event 
through email lists or newslett ers, 11% saw a message on a website and 10% saw a 
poster or fl yer.
Panel B shows that personal connecti ons mobilized most eff ecti vely; 89% of the par-
ti cipants reached by the organizers or by their social environment were also mobi-
lized through these channels. Email lists and newslett ers were equally as eff ecti ve, 
mobilizing 86% of those reached. Open channels were less eff ecti ve but sti ll managed 
to mobilize quite some parti cipants; 64% reached by the media and 60% reached by 
posters and fl yers were mobilized by these channels and fi nally 55% of those who saw 
a message on a website were mobilized by this channel. Again, this indicates that open 
channels can be eff ecti ve in mobilizing for low cost acti ons.
In all, the largest group was mobilized by the organizers (45%) followed by social bonds 
(25%). Face-to-face contacts were thus the most important mobilizers for this event, 
mobilizing 59% of the parti cipants. However, open channels also mobilized some peo-
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ple; 16% were mobilized by the media, 6% by posters and fl yers and the Internet also 
mobilized some people (12% by email lists and 6% by websites) (see Table 19: Panel C).

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The discussion of the diff erent events shows that there are quite some diff erences 
between them. First, they were organized by diff erent types of organizers who used 
diff erent mobilizati on strategies. Table 20 sums up the characteristi cs of all the events.
The ‘Surround the government’ event was organized by a very large formal coaliti on. 
As they had such an extended formal mobilizing structure, their mobilizati on strategy 
consisted mainly of using this structure, although they also used the Internet, fl ypost-
ed and att racted some (local) media att enti on. ‘Break with Bush’ was also organized 
by a coaliti on but a much smaller one. They used their organizati onal channels to ap-
proach their members, but did not have a very wide reach. They also used the Internet 
and fl yposted extensively but did not manage to att ract any media att enti on.
‘Stop the G8’ was organized by several groups including a large formal coaliti on and 
a much looser network of autonomous acti vists. It was the longest running campaign 
of those that I studied; some organizers started preparing and mobilizing more than a 
year in advance. They used all types of channels, including organizati onal channels and 
the Internet, but also open channels. They managed to att ract the most media att en-
ti on of all the events. 
The ‘Step it Up’ events were organized by a clear example of a coordinati on structure. 
Large formal organizati ons were only sparsely involved and their main mobilizati on 
strategy was online. The organizers hardly made use of open channels and att racted 
only a small amount of local media att enti on.
Finally, ‘Klimaschutz’ was organized by a large formal coaliti on; its strategy was mainly 
organizati onal but it also att racted media att enti on. Although the media att enti on was 
sparse and local, it did target exactly the target group for this event. 

The diff erent events att racted diff erent parti cipants. The organizers and social net-
works were important in all events for mobilizing parti cipants. They were, however, 
more important in some events than other events. The organizers played a compara-
ti vely more important role at ‘the Surrounding’, ‘Klimaschutz’ and ‘Stop the G8’. ‘Kli-
maschutz’ was the only event where the media also mobilized a substanti al part of the 
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parti cipants. ‘Break with Bush’ was the only event where posters and fl yers managed 
to att ract parti cipants. Email lists played a comparati vely important role at ‘Step it Up’, 
while websites were most important at ‘Stop the G8’ (see Table 21).
With regard to socio-demographics the diff erent events att racted diff erent crowds. At 
‘the Surrounding’ parti cipants were slightly older than average, while at ‘Stop the G8’ 
parti cipants were (much) younger. At ‘Break with Bush’ and especially at ‘Stop the G8’ 
there were more men than women, while at ‘Step it Up’ there were more women than 
men. Lastly, parti cipants at ‘Step it Up’ were much more  educated than the parti ci-
pants at the other events.
Parti cipants were also diff erently connected to the organizers at the diff erent events. 
At ‘Stop the G8’ and ‘Klimaschutz’ parti cipants were very closely connected to the or-
ganizers. At ‘the Surrounding’ and ‘Break with Bush’ there were a relati vely large num-
ber of closely connected parti cipants too. However, ‘the Surrounding’ also att racted a 
substanti al number of unconnected parti cipants, while ‘Break with Bush’ managed to 
also att ract some passive members. ‘Step it Up’ att racted the least closely connected 
parti cipants and a relati vely large number of unconnected and formally connected 
people (see Table 21).
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CHAPTER 4: 
A BROAD SOLID STRUCTURE
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As described, protest events do not occur out of the blue, they need to be organized 
and mobilized. This is done through mobilizing structures. Such mobilizing structures 
are usually not pre-existi ng, stati c structures, but they need to be built for every cam-
paign, although usually not from scratch. Diff erent types of structures can be assem-
bled, from solid ones to liquid ones. 
It is expected that building and sustaining solid structures is the most diffi  cult. Studying 
the process of building and cooperati ng in such a solid structure will therefore provide 
good insight into the various problems that organizers encounter, and it will thereby 
provide an opportunity to develop a model for the enti re process of building and main-
tenance of mobilizing structures in general. 
In this chapter I will draw upon my interview data to describe the process of building, 
cooperati ng in, and trying to maintain the ‘Dutch Social Forum’ (DSF). The DSF was a 
solid mobilizing structure, which organized a (bi-)annual Social Forum in which all kinds 
of groups and organizati ons could come together to discuss alternati ves for the future 
of the world. In total the DSF organized three Social Forums. I will describe the enti re 
process from the concepti on of the structure unti l its demise, thereby describing the 
full process against which other types of mobilizing structures will be compared in the 
next chapter.

EXPECTATIONS

As menti oned, mobilizing structures need to be built for every campaign. This means 
that  someone fi rst needs to take an initi ati ve to start a campaign; second, this initi ator 
then needs to mobilize other organizers to join the initi ati ve. Figure 5 on page 17, de-
picts how I expect the process to unfold. The initi ator will fi rst mobilize his or her own 
social environment, which may then in their turn mobilize their environment, and so 
on. In additi on, organizers may use weak ti es to reach new organizers. Thus, the more 
closely an organizer is connected to the initi ators, the more likely it is that he or she 
becomes embedded in the mobilizing structure. This results in the structure refl ecti ng 
the initi ator’s own submerged acti vist networks.

Once the mobilizing structure is built, the organizers in it need to start cooperati ng to 
jointly set up a campaign and mobilize parti cipants. I have previously discussed several 
factors that I expect aff ect this cooperati on.
The fi rst factor is the existi ng relati onships. Positi ve relati onships are believed to inspire 
trust and therefore smooth cooperati on, while negati ve relati onships are deemed to 
have the opposite eff ect and make repeated cooperati on unlikely.
The second factor is identi fi cati on. When relati onships do not exist yet, organizers are 
expected to lean on expectati ons to determine whether the other party should be 
trusted or not. When the other is seen as part of ‘us’ they will be trusted and coop-
erati on is expected to be smooth. Therefore, cooperati on is expected to be easier the 
more universalisti c the group with which an organizer identi fi es is, as this makes it 
more likely that the other is seen as part of ‘us’.
In additi on, it is expected that identi fi cati on aff ects why organizers join the structure 
and consequently, on the type of structure they will want to join. Those who iden-
ti fy with a universalisti c group are thought to join the structure in order to build and 
strengthen the movement. Therefore, they are believed to want to build a solid struc-
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ture, as they would want to strengthen the movement on a permanent basis. If an or-
ganizer identi fi es with a parti cularisti c group however, I expect that he or she will only 
join a mobilizing structure when it is in the interest of that group to do so. Therefore, 
they are thought to prefer liquid structures, as they want to cooperate on an ad hoc 
basis.
The third factor I discussed is cultural background. Organizers from diff erent cultures 
are believed to have diff erent negoti ati on styles. Thus I expect cooperati on to be 
harder the more culturally diverse the groups  are. Organizers from a verti cal cultural 
background are expected to be more competi ti ve, while those from a horizontal back-
ground are expected to be more cooperati ve. When they interact, organizers expect 
that other organizers will use the same style as they do, which may lead to miscom-
municati on and unnecessary problems. 
The fourth and last factor I discussed is negati on issue. Cooperati on is thought to be 
especially diffi  cult when it deals with ideological issues, because organizers are unlikely 
to compromise on their ideology. Ideological confl icts can therefore only be won by 
dominance of one organizer over the other. Cooperati on is therefore expected to be 
harder the more pressure there is for ideological conformity. 

THE START OF THE INITIATIVE

The Social Forum was conceived to be a space where social movements can come 
together and discuss alternati ves for the future of the world in an open atmosphere. 
In principle, no (left -wing) social movement group is excluded as the intenti on is to 
bring the whole movement together there. The Dutch Social Forum (DSF) was set up 
in 2004 by some long ti me acti vists who were inspired by the World- and European 
Social Forums:

“In those days, me and [director of large humanitarian NGO], she had 
been at the World Social Forum and I at the European Social Forum in 
Paris, and when we came back in the Netherlands, we both had the idea: 
‘that should be possible in the Netherlands too.’” (Eric)

Both these acti vists were embedded in extensive acti vist networks and involved in 
several existi ng coaliti ons. In fact, Eric had been the initi ator and spokesperson of sev-
eral large Dutch coaliti ons in recent years and was at that ti me spokesperson for the 
coaliti on ‘Turn the Tide’, which contained many small and more radical (but not au-
tonomous) groups. The other initi ator was the director of a large humanitarian organi-
zati on who had many contacts in NGO circles through that functi on. They tried to use 
these networks to start the DSF, but as organizers from large and small groups did not 
yet know each other, and thus did not trust each other, it proved diffi  cult to get things 
started: 

“There were some major meeti ngs planned, about other things, where a 
lot of organizati ons got together, we tried to kind of put [the DSF] on the 
agenda … but that didn’t work at all.” (Eric)

“At some point we said ‘well, this is not going to work’ so … then we said, 
if [Turn the Tide] and [large humanitarian organizati on] start together, 
and if [large humanitarian organizati on] also shows that ‘we trust this 
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group, we’ll go for it, we’ll put our name behind this’, then the others will 
get the courage to join too … so we set up that lett er together and sent 
it to half of the Netherlands, called for a meeti ng and then it started.” 
(Eric)

So it proved diffi  cult to bring people together and build the coaliti on, however, the 
initi ators, through their brokering eff orts managed to get things started. Some groups 
were specifi cally asked to join: 

“So we were approached … when it started in the Netherlands, … [be-
cause] at that ti me we were one of the groups that had already shown 
their presence internati onally.” (Andy)

And: “… from the beginning [the initi ators] also managed to more or less 
get [the Union] involved, and some smaller organizati ons.” (Andy)

In additi on, the call was spread widely though acti vist channels and social networks: 

“Those fi rst invitati ons were just open invitati ons, so everyone who 
wanted to, could be there.” (Brian)

And some groups did indeed enroll themselves: 

“We were involved from the beginning, well at a certain point you just 
get an invitati on … and well we’re always up for it, to organize some-
thing.” (Robert)

STEREOTYPES AND NEGATIVE RELATIONSHIPS

Once organizers had been invited, they discussed for several meeti ngs whether or not 
there should be a Dutch Social Forum and if so what it should look like. 

“At fi rst there was one group that said, ‘everything should be completely 
open’… and there was a group that said, ‘well there should just be a 
foundati on and an executi ve committ ee and they make decisions and 
forget democracy.” (Eric)

These discussions were diffi  cult, as negati ve and expected negati ve relati onships 
caused a lot of distrust:

“Really in the beginning, you also heard, from some people who didn’t 
know each other, they said: ‘I see group [so-and-so] on the list and I’ve 
heard from the brother of the sister of the neighbor across the street, 
that he is a terrorist, so I don’t want to work with them.’” (Eric)

And:“In the beginning you had people, especially people who were new, 
they would be suspicious, but someti mes we felt that there is this suspi-
cion because people don’t know each other, or think ‘well that group is 
big’, or ‘with that group I have diff erences of opinion on other issues, so 
it will also not go right this ti me.’” (Farid)

Because groups and individuals did not know each other yet, they started to rely on 
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stereotypical ideas of the others to determine if the other would be like ‘us’ or like 
‘them’. They based their expectati ons on these stereotypes, rather than on what was 
actually said in the meeti ngs. The stereotypes thus caused: 

“…a certain disdain towards each other or a prejudice beforehand. Like 
thinking ‘they will do it like this, and they will do it like that’, which meant 
that oft en they didn’t listen to each other anymore.” (Anna)

“And so all the ti me, you are looking for stereotypes, and, well, even if 
you don’t fi nd them you think: ‘he’s just screwing with us.’” (Eric)

But the problem was deeper than organizers not knowing each other, and holding 
negati ve stereotypes; many had actually had negati ve experiences working together in 
previous eff orts. Early att empts to build an ‘alterglobalist’ network had spoiled some 
relati onships within the movement: 

“With [the alliance set up to mobilize for the EU summit in Brussels in 
2001] and its successors, we also tried to broaden up etc., and precisely 
because of these previous experiences, it was like, ‘it’s not going to work’ 
… so this ti me too, we had the idea that [cooperati on] won’t be fruitf ul.” 
(Farid)

And:“… because a few years ago you had the collecti ve [successor of EU 
summit alliance] … so that was before the DSF, and they got into a ter-
rible fi ght about how [the alliance] should be organized and who should 
be involved in it and who not and to what extent, and then [Farid] sort of 
staged a coup … so there were really a lot of confl icts.” (Robert)

As literature on negoti ati ons predicts, these previous negati ve experiences lead to dis-
trust, competi ti veness and unwillingness to work together again. People didn’t believe 
it would go right this ti me either and expected the worst of each other. 

HORIZONTALS VERSUS VERTICALS

These negati ve experiences, when recounted, were mainly between the Horizontals 
and the Verti cals. The former were, for this campaign, organized in the mobilizing 
structure Dissent. The latt er made up the large majority of the DSF. The Horizontals 
accused the Verti cals of having too much power and not listening to them:

“So that was the confl ict, they felt the DSF was dominated too much by 
the big organizati ons, thus the big subsidizers.” (Chris)

“They of course bring in a lot of money and knowledge, and it is just 
important that you also have them, like, it means a lot. And therefore 
they have a lot of power, but well, they make sure no radical things are 
said.” (Sean)

“It is a bit too top-down, I think… there are constant tensions about who 
decides about what, and how do you decide that … and those big NGOs 
they are very professionally organized and they absolutely do not have 
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a democrati c structure, … and that is really the big disadvantage of the 
DSF.” (Robert)
“So, we criti cized that, but they actually didn’t listen at all.” (Oscar)

The Horizontals also distrusted the intenti ons of the Verti cals: 

“I always saw this tendency to again become some sort of representa-
ti ve force, and I saw the tendency of all kinds of large groups such as 
[large humanitarian organizati on] but also, the Union for example or the 
[Marxist group], to really put themselves out there.” (Oscar)

“For me it is just so obvious that [the big organizati ons] are just looking 
for people, for members, let’s say, and that they just want to put their 
own campaigns in the limelight.” (Patrick)

Many of the parti cipants of the DSF however, did not feel that the large NGOs (the Ver-
ti cals) were so competi ti ve or tried to impose their own view, (although many of them 
were of course Verti cals themselves):

 “I think that those representati ves absolutely did not behave like that.” 
(Anna)

“Maybe because people kept going on about it so much they were al-
ways really modest.“ (Eric)

And the organizer who was accused most of all stated: 

“The distrust towards the bigger organizati ons – who paid the most- nev-
er went away … But you can search all the programs, it is absolutely not 
demonstrable [that we abused our power], and I think it is a pity that this 
prejudice apparently sti ll persists aft er all that ti me.” (Brian)

The organizers most acti vely involved in the DSF, all agreed that the representati ves 
of the large organizati ons were in fact really friendly and “really open for reasonable 
arguments” (Chris). At the same ti me they had to admit there was tension, because it 
was important for the DSF that some large organizati ons were included, both for their 
fi nancial situati on and for the credibility of the structure. 

“So the large organizati ons could say ‘we’re not parti cipati ng anymore, 
unless we get our way’ … But those organizati ons they have no choice 
because they have to give account to the donors who give them that 
money … So the DSF has to be an organizati on, an alliance, that says 
things with which you can largely agree.” (Chris)

Representati ves of large organizati ons thus had litt le choice but to make sure the DSF 
would not make statements that were too radical or get involved in acti viti es they 
would not be able to justi fy to their members: 

“People may forget this for their own convenience, but we got a lot 
of criti cism that we were subsidizing radical groups. [Those who com-
plained ] never really realized that we had to justi fy the fact that we were 
putti  ng so much money in.” (Brian)
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So from the side of the Horizontals there was a clear criti que that the Verti cals  were 
not listening to them and that the process was not suffi  ciently ‘horizontal’ and demo-
crati c. The Verti cals however felt that they were doing the best they could.

But the Verti cals felt that the Horizontals were not trying to understand their situa-
ti on. They felt that the Horizontals’ criti cism was unjust and that they were just being 
uncooperati ve and immature (see also: Harrison 2006, for similar observati ons at the 
European Social Forum). The distrust was mutual: 

“There is a lot of distrust towards the anarchists … [the organizers in 
the DSF coordinati on group] talk about Dissent as if they are immature 
people, with whom it is impossible to work. And in reality it is true, these 
people from Dissent they do not show up at meeti ngs, and if they do, 
they are very negati ve … In no way  is it constructi ve.” (Chris)

“I also think that is the wish of some individuals to wallow in their own 
subculture, and well, they are actually kind of disturbed at their own 
party if you … want to cooperate.” (Eric)

Both sides thus drew clear boundaries between themselves and ‘the other’.

In additi on to the problem of not knowing each other or having negati ve experiences 
and therefore holding negati ve stereotypical views of the other, cultural diff erences 
also played a role. The literature suggests that people from diff erent cultural back-
grounds will use diff erent negoti ati on styles. More specifi cally, those from more hori-
zontal cultures tend to be more cooperati ve, while those from verti cal cultures tend 
to be more competi ti ve. As has been described, the Horizontals in Dissent felt that 
the Verti cals in the DSF were too “top-down” (Robert). But cultural diff erences posed 
problems more in general, as they reinforced distrust when organizers did not know 
each other yet. As the following quote illustrates: 

“[At the] fi rst big meeti ng you saw there were really extreme cultural dif-
ferences. People didn’t know each other, and didn’t trust each other, but 
also, the way people discussed was diff erent. You saw that some were 
used to really putti  ng their propositi on forward very fi rmly, powerfully, 
and that was experienced by others –wrongly- experienced as aggressive 
or att acking or something, but well, that is just the way a small acti on 
group agitates on the street, that is just really diff erent from a lobbyist 
… and the other way around you saw others use really woolly language, 
and then people thought ‘oh, he has something to hide, why doesn’t he 
just say what he means’, that was really a cultural diff erence … There 
were people from the church and such and well, they just treat each oth-
er diff erently than the average squatt er or something.” (Eric)

Aft er the initi al miscommunicati on, a practi ce evolved in which it was expected that 
people behaved cooperati vely, and behavior that was considered too competi ti ve was 
not appreciated. If groups expressed their views as:

“… just making trouble, well then, it is just not getti  ng anywhere, and it 
is not about anything anymore.” (Eric) 
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Because: “It is never about what you want to say, but how you say it.” 
(Anna)

And: “It makes a big diff erence how you express your grievances.” (Farid)

So, for new groups, who entered the process with a competi ti ve style this was a big 
disadvantage. For example, as an organizer stated about an anthroposophic group who 
started an emoti onal fi ght in one of the meeti ngs (which will be discussed later): 

“Those people were just poorly informed about how things actually were 
run … but they just brought it in a way like ‘everything is wrong, and eve-
rything should be diff erent’ … and well, no-one else felt like that.” (Eric)

Negati ve experiences are thus perpetuated. The Horizontals, who were in large part 
organized within Dissent, entered the DSF with distrust, but soon decided to leave the 
coaliti on and stage their own events and campaign. The combinati on of negati ve ex-
periences, and cultural and ideological diff erences created clear boundaries between 
the two groups. Because both sides believed the other was unwilling to cooperate; 
cooperati on became impaired. Negati ve experiences reinforced boundaries between 
the groups, which in turn led to more negati ve experiences, which then strengthened 
boundaries yet again. Organizers were caught in a negati ve spiral, making it impossible 
for Horizontals and Verti cals to overcome their distrust towards each other, which con-
sequently, made it impossible for them to cooperate. 

GETTING TO KNOW EACH OTHER

Aft er the initi al problems in the mobilizing structure, the organizers in the coordina-
ti on group decided that they needed to make a decision regarding whether or not to 
conti nue the initi ati ve and start organizing the fi rst Social Forum. 

“Eventually aft er three, four meeti ngs we voted, and then it appeared 
that 99% thought there should be a DSF.” (Farid)

The constructi on the organizers chose was a compromise. It entailed a general assem-
bly in which everyone had an equal vote, an elected coordinati on body for which eve-
ryone could run and which prepared meeti ngs and plans, and a separate fi nancial fund 
to ensure that fi nances would not interfere with substanti ve discussions. In the process 
some groups dropped out:

“From both sides, both fl anks shall we say … groups dropped out … For 
example a group like [autonomous group], well, the reason that they 
eventually did not join, was they said like ‘no, it has to be 100% anarchist 
direct democrati cally organized’, well, you of course could never convince 
the rest of that, and if you also don’t want to make compromises, well, 
then you have to go about it alone.” (Eric)

“But also large organizati ons … who got so afraid of the whole business 
with those small radical organizati ons, they also walked away.” (Farid)

However, even though some groups of acti vists decided to leave the DSF, many other 
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groups - large and small, moderate and radical- stayed in the structure. The groups 
who stayed then needed to proceed by jointly setti  ng up a Social Forum and a mobiliza-
ti on campaign for this Forum. In the fi rst discussions about the questi on whether there 
should be a DSF and what it should look like, people got to know each other through “a 
process of discussion and exchanging ideas” (Farid). If at fi rst, people were sti ll looking 
for stereotypes, aft er some ti me, 

“… you actually get to know each other, [and] you see ‘well, that stere-
otype is actually not right, he actually means what he says.’” (Eric)

For instance Chris, who at fi rst had rather negati ve ideas about Marxists, said: 

“I’m not a Trotskyite and I don’t want to become a Trotskyite, but I do 
noti ce in the cooperati on, that they are not such bad people … I don’t see 
any reason to stop cooperati ng with [them].” (Chris)

Because organizers got to know each other and distrust faded, they became more 
likely to cooperate again in the future. So, as the literature predicted, when organizers 
managed to work through their problems, cooperati on became easier. 

“Aft er the fi rst ti me you’ve set up something together people start to 
trust each other more, like ‘hey, this is possible’, trust evolves despite the 
diff erences.” (Farid)

And: “When we started with the DSF, the clubs didn’t know each other 
yet, the small acti on groups didn’t know the large NGOs and the other 
way around. Now you see that at certain ti mes people can fi nd each oth-
er much quicker … that is just because they have seen each other, learned 
to trust each other and know each other, and also just because they have 
each other’s phone numbers, they know who to call.” (Eric)

However, the aim of the initi ators of the DSF was to strengthen and build the Dutch 
movement (as will be discussed later); therefore they were not fi nished with the DSF 
aft er they had successfully set up the fi rst Social Forum. Rather, they wanted the DSF to 
become a ‘solid’ long lasti ng mobilizing structure. In additi on, they aimed to broaden 
the structure as much as possible. Consequently, the structure was never ‘ready’. The 
DSF was open and everyone could join, and indeed new groups kept joining. This hap-
pened especially at the start of a new campaign. Thus, although initi al problems were 
overcome while organizing the fi rst Social Forum, a year later when the organizers 
decided to organize a second one, the problems started again. 

“At the start of a project emails are send around and people can sign up 
for the coordinati on team… at the general meeti ng themes are chosen 
which the Forum will focus on… and around [those themes] work-teams 
are set up which people can also sign up for.” (Anna)

Some of the groups who had parti cipated in the previous campaign joined again, and 
new groups also enrolled themselves: 

“I just took the initi ati ve to go there, we already joined the DSF but we 
didn’t do anything yet.” (Chris)
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And:“I saw it on Indymedia, the call, I discussed it in the group and they 
said, yes, go there.“ (Anna)

This meant that for every campaign, the process of getti  ng to know and trust each 
other had to –partly- start over again. Therefore the fi rst meeti ngs for a new initi ati ve 
were always diffi  cult “… because you have to make all the decisions, and everything is 
new and new people join … they all sniff  at each other” (Farid). This was frustrati ng for 
those who had already been involved for a longer ti me:
 

“… so you have people who went through that whole process together, 
and then new groups join and they have missed part of the discussion, 
‘cause they just arrive in the middle of that process … so partly it is lack 
of informati on of what has been discussed, and partly someti mes they 
just have totally diff erent ideas … so then they come with a completely 
new proposal … but because the decision had already been taken, and 
to come back to it, some people were like: ‘well, you can’t keep on com-
ing back to decisions that have already been taken for ever, just because 
two new people joined’ … so that caused irritati on with people because 
they felt like: ‘we’ve already had this discussion and now we’re doing it 
again.’” (Farid)

An example of this was when, in the fi rst meeti ng for the preparati on of the third Social 
Forum (with the theme on the G8), a small anthroposophic group joined the mobilizing 
structure: 

“They were actually there for the fi rst ti me, and they totally didn’t agree 
with the DSF as a structure.” (Anna)

But: “these people were just poorly informed about how things actually 
were run … they just had some disillusion about what was going on and 
the big injusti ce they had to right, which just didn’t exist.” (Eric)

The group made some proposals involving how the DSF should be changed. However, 
some of the proposals were already reality, while others had already been discussed 
and had been rejected. But as the group did not know this, when they arrived they just 
looked at the DSF: 

“… like ‘everything is wrong and everything should be diff erent’ … but 
everyone is fairly sati sfi ed about how things are going now, and well if 
you then start arguing that everything should be diff erent, well, no-one 
really felt like that.” (Eric)

And:“I think that it’s great to have a discussion about how things can be 
diff erent, bett er, but not [if it is] a small group that had never been there, 
and they saw the light about how things should be, and they want it like 
that no matt er what.” (Anna)

The antroposophic group entered the DSF with distrust towards the other groups, 
which resulted in a meeti ng that got completely out of hand and in which emoti ons 
ran high (own observati on). In the end, the problem could not really be resolved: 

“Eventually, in all the chaos, we voted. And a majority of about 70% 
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appeared to agree with what was decided, so we said eventually, ‘let’s 
disconti nue this meeti ng, this has been decided, it’s done’ … [But as a 
compromise] we proposed to seriously form a working group to see how 
the DSF could be altered … but eventually if you propose that, no-one is 
interested. So then there’s not much discussion.” (Anna)

Problems with regard to unfamiliarity, distrust and stereotypes were thus a conti nu-
ing problem which the organizers in the DSF had to deal with. Not all of the organizers 
involved were eager to keep on including new groups at any cost. They suggested rais-
ing the entry barrier, so that only those who agreed with the DSF’s previous decisions 
could join, rather than keeping everything open to discussion, as these discussions 
could someti mes be frustrati ng and ti ring:

“Some people suggested something like ‘shouldn’t we arrange some-
thing, that if new people join, we tell them ‘please make the eff ort to get 
acquainted with what the DSF is, read the minutes of previous meeti ngs, 
the call and so forth.’” (Farid)

IDENTIFICATION 

Whether organizers wanted to keep the DSF as open as possible, or raise the barriers, 
depended on their identi fi cati on. Some of the organizers, mainly the initi ators and 
others who were acti vely involved, identi fi ed primarily with the movement: everyone 
who thinks that the world should be “… more social, fairer, greener and more peaceful” 
(Eric). Their aim was to build the movement in the Netherlands, so consequently, they 
wanted as many people as possible to join:

“When we took the initi ati ve, it was like ‘it is necessary now to build an al-
terglobalist movement in the Netherlands, and to strengthen it.’”(Farid)
And:“We thought it was important that civil society in the Netherlands 
would parti cipate as broadly as possible.” (Brian)

These organizers identi fi ed with a very wide group of people and thus were willing to 
look past diff erences. Because they were,

“… all people who actually have the same ideas … about the injusti ce 
there is … [and therefore] there really is the intenti on like ‘hey, we have 
to work things out together, because this is a baby of all of us.” (Anna)
Because: “… if we all think that what happens with the G8 is so negati ve 
for what happens in the world, then you should be able to fi nd each other 
to voice a protest.” (Brian)

“So you need to have the intenti on to also talk to people who think dif-
ferently, who do not agree with your ideas, to fi nd out if perhaps you can 
fi nd common ground.” (Chris)

They wanted to keep everyone in the mobilizing structure: 

“Even the small ones, like, who walked away, we tried all the ti me to draw 
them in the process, for example by asking certain individuals from that 
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network … we asked them to parti cipate as a representati ve or speaker 
at the Social Forum, even for the opening panel … because we thought it 
was really important that as much of the Dutch network is mobilized and 
involved as possible.” (Farid)

Because these organizers wanted to keep everyone involved in building ‘the move-
ment’, they needed to fi nd a soluti on to the ideological diff erences. I expected that 
this would be parti cularly diffi  cult as no-one would be willing to give in or compromise 
on these issues. The soluti on the organizers found for the mobilizing structure was to 
‘agree to disagree’. So they decided that they did not absolutely need to reach a con-
sensus, or make a decision on everything: 

“When it is about the content, the directi on we want to be heading as a 
movement, you have to do it by consensus, and if you do not reach that 
consensus, well, then you don’t … [because] it’s no use voti ng if half of 
the people do not support the issue, they’re not going to show up, so 
then it’s just no use.” (Eric)

And: “… we want to do everything to keep everyone involved … because 
we also wanted to keep those with diff erent ideas –the dissidents, shall 
we say– involved. And some people even started to think, ‘hey, we’re 
actually doing too much [to reach] consensus, just to keep everyone in-
volved. … But these are such fundamental things … if we start to demand 
from[medium sized environmental organizati on] or others, like ‘well, you 
have to think that the G8 is just not legiti mate’, well, then I think your 
collaborati on will end very rapidly.” (Farid)

In some cases however, a soluti on had to be found in order to go ahead with the or-
ganizati on of the campaign. Since no-one would be willing to compromise on their 
ideology, theory predicted that the only ‘soluti on’ would be for one group to dominate 
over the others, and therefore get their way at the expense of others. However, as the 
initi ators were dedicated to building the movement, and thus to a broad mobilizing 
structure, this was not an opti on for them. In these cases they had to come up with 
more creati ve soluti ons to the problem. A good example was the issue of:

“…what are we going to put in the call? [Medium sized environmental 
organizati on] really wanted to put in something like: ‘we’re calling upon 
the G8 leaders to do this and that’ … while for [Marxist group] it is mainly 
a place for social movements to get together and strengthen each other 
… So, one ti me it is the call, the next ti me it is the press-release or some-
thing, it comes back in diff erent forms … In the fi nal press release we 
quoted people such as [medium sized environmental organizati on] be-
cause we think … there are several groups who just feel like that, and we 
think you have to respect that, and voice that opinion … and I am quoted 
saying: ‘we call on everyone to go to the G8, to Rostock, to protest there.” 
(Farid)

In this way they managed to fi nd a soluti on “without having to make concessions to 
[their] principles” (Farid). The organizers thus managed to fi nd an instrumental solu-
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ti on to an ideological problem, by framing the ideological issue in instrumental terms.

IDEOLOGY

As consensus was needed for the mobilizing structure to move forward (and thus to 
build the movement), it was not appreciated when some groups did not ‘cooperate’ in 
the eyes of the core group of acti vists. Organizers had to show that they were willing to 
‘give and take’. If they did not, they were not taken seriously. The core group felt that 
these other organizers:

“…they are just people who live on an island, I have the impression they 
just really enjoy opposing stuff .” (Chris)
“[Discussion] is useless with these people, because this is what fi ts their 
model, so that’s how it is and no matt er which arguments you put for-
ward to show that they are wrong, they just repeat themselves.” (Rob-
ert)

“These people came to the meeti ng and, well, were actually by defi niti on 
opposed, no matt er what the proposal.” (Eric)
“[For these organizers] it is primarily, say what you want to say and lis-
ten to the others to hear what is said that might strengthen your point.” 
(Anna)

“[They are] just laying into things, but they do not really try to build the 
coaliti on.” (Brian)

These organizers might have had good reasons to behave that way; for example, they 
may have felt that they could not make any compromises because the issue went 
against their principles. For the acti ve organizers however, they were just being annoy-
ing and uncooperati ve and could therefore be dismissed. In order to be 
heard and taken seriously, it was important that organizers were perceived as parti ci-
pati ng and cooperati ve. 

“[When] it is just criti cism for the sake of criti cism and people do not put 
any energy in themselves to reach what they want, well, then that’s just 
it.” (Anna)

For example: “people who don’t open their mouths when they come to 
the meeti ngs. And then aft erwards they say, ‘well, we don’t like what 
has been decided’, well, then you should have made a proposal yourself.” 
(Eric)

“It is just a questi on of building trust, showing your face and making 
useful comments at the meeti ngs. Show that you are serious and reli-
able … that you are willing to listen, to cooperate and to build something 
together.” (Chris)

“That’s just how it works informally, people judge each other on what is 
done.” (Farid)

Groups who did not behave cooperati vely were not taken seriously or listened to: 
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“[John] was really hosti le towards the DSF, right from the start … at some 
point you just stop listening so much, because if you’re against in any 
case, well then why, there is no discussion possible anyway.” (Anna)

Or: “[Some people] have this approach that they just have a ready-made 
answer for everything … they get the opportunity to do their thing for a 
while, but they … well, my general impression is that everyone is allowed 
to give their opinion, but it is up to the people in the coordinati on group 
to decide whether they do something with it.” (Quinton)

And: “If in a meeti ng, an organizati on is opposed to everything and stays 
opposed to everything … then it should just become clear that that or-
ganizati on stands alone. And you have to move on … but to be honest I 
think that is consensus too, if 90% agrees, and one person is inconvinci-
ble, well, so be it.” (Eric)

So, groups with strong and infl exible ideologies are actually excluding themselves; af-
ter some ti me, they are ignored. Many of these groups, will eventually leave the DSF or 
become inacti ve, as there is no point in conti nuing to try. Acti ve organizers –although 
strongly committ ed to democrati c rule and giving everyone a chance– feel it is justi fi ed 
not to listen to these groups anymore, because they feel the groups do not want to 
cooperate. Moreover, these groups do not just shut themselves out, but may also scare 
others away, which provides an extra incenti ve to try and ignore them: 

“I think large groups have walked away, because they visited meeti ngs 
where people were just bickering.” (Anna)
And: “There are a lot of idiots in the left -wing movement … who don’t 
really know how to deal with others in a constructi ve manner when they 
have a disagreement with someone on a substanti ve issue … I think many 
people have dropped out because of that, throughout the years.” (Chris)

INSTRUMENTALITY

A second reason for dropping out was that groups started to evaluate their contribu-
ti on and decided it wasn’t worth it anymore. 

“The second ti me [we organized the forum] it was already more diffi  cult 
to keep everyone in … Several parti cipati ng organizati ons got nervous, 
like ‘we are going to evaluate if what we put in, energy-wise, if that also 
comes out.’” (Brian)

For example: “the [Union] just said, we don’t see our consti tuency there, 
so why do we sti ll do it?” (Brian)

And: “We [the Union] actually feel very strongly that we can really just 
do it on our own.” (George)

Another clear example is that of a medium-sized environmental organizati on. Aft er 
the fi rst Social Forum they started evaluati ng what they had put in, and what they had 
gott en in return, and said: 
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“Well, that’s all very well, but we haven’t really reached that broader 
and diverse audience; we would like to conti nue but ... [they decide to 
give up several tasks].” (Andy)

So the medium-sized NGO decided to take a step back. Aft er the second Social Forum 
the same steps were taken and concluded: 

“We said then, well, we will stay in the coordinati on group, but the next 
Forum we will only join if, well, the main thing was, if we have to put in 
less work in total, and if that work is mostly concerning the environment 
as its main subject.” (Andy)

So they took another step back. Then aft er the third (and last) Forum, they decided to 
quit altogether because: 

“In proporti on if we put as many resources on our own acti on, we would 
achieve much more ... [for example] if we had organized that rally our-
selves ... we would have gott en 5 minutes on TV, and that is much more 
effi  cient for us.” (Andy)

This example clearly  demonstrates that these organizati ons had joined the DSF for in-
strumental reasons. Eventually they started asking: do we get back as much as we put 
in? The union representati ve describes this decision process very clearly: 

“You see that we are like, should we join that as a union? What do we 
have to gain? … because you want to see a clear added value, so it is not 
just ‘well, it’s a good cause and ideological and such’, no, it also just costs 
us money.” (George)

And it was not just the large organizati ons that had these considerati ons: 

“People from all kinds of diff erent groups, they mainly come to do their 
own thing, to make sure that their opinion, their thing gets att enti on, 
and then they are gone.” (Anna)
“All kinds of groups, they just want to sell their own shop, shall we say.” 
(Robert)

Despite the att empts of the core group, who tried to keep everyone in and build a 
movement, they saw the support for it crumbling: 

“In the end, we had to acknowledge that the actual support was not 
there … we would liked to have conti nued, but we made att empts to 
involve others and it didn’t work.” (Brian)

The Dutch Social Forum became narrower and narrower with every Forum they organ-
ized. Aft er the third Forum, on the topic of the G8, the DSF went into ‘sleep mode’ and 
has not awakened since.

THE ROLE OF THE ORGANIZERS 

In summary, the organizers encountered a lot of problems when they tried to build, 
and cooperate in, their mobilizing structure. Many of these problems were related 
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to organizers not knowing and trusti ng each other, and consequently, not giving each 
other a fair chance. This again was related to the type of group with which the organ-
izers identi fi ed. Although organizers can usually not change the identi fi cati on of other 
organizers, stereotypes can be overcome and organizers can use some strategies to 
make cooperati on easier.
First, the organizers installed a coordinati on group to prepare meeti ngs and proposals. 
They did this, in order to take away confusion, and make sure that meeti ngs would 
be held in an orderly fashion. The organizers felt, that bad preparati on would lead to 
chaos. Indeed the meeti ng which got out of hand (with the anthroposophic group), 
was poorly prepared:

“Well, we should have done that bett er with the coordinati on group, to 
prepare the meeti ng bett er; make sure there is a clear agenda, that there 
are spokespersons … these kinds of things. That just wasn’t done right. 
And that is a lesson … That’s why you are chosen, to prepare things, to 
run ahead of the troops, and you have to say: ‘that’s where we want to 
go, and if you don’t agree: fi ne, please let us know if we need to adjust’. 
That’s what the meeti ng is for, but you have to be clear … Now, we went 
to that meeti ng too much like ‘just tell us what you want.’” (Eric)

The second strategy to diminish confl ict was to split large meeti ngs up into smaller 
groups. Because:

“You see, in a large meeti ng like that … it becomes like a proclamati on, 
you know, like, ‘our view as [group so-and-so]’ … And in a small group it is 
much easier, like ‘well, I thought this, I thought that, hey, what if we do it 
like that’ … And then you see things starti ng to loosen up a litt le.” (Eric)
“That’s why it was good to put people in small groups, then it went well. 
When they could just sit opposite each other at a table, take some more 
ti me to talk together, and then fi nd out that ‘hey, actually we agree, we 
just phrase things a litt le diff erently.’” (Eric)

“… in the working groups … that went really relaxed, but it was really 
on the basis of giving people the ti me to make their point … [make them 
feel] that they are taken seriously … give them the impression that –with-
in the possibiliti es that are there– you try to adopt their suggesti ons, and 
the fact that we do it together as a group.” (Anna)

The organizers had very good experiences with splitti  ng up the group into smaller 
working groups. It gave them the opportunity to keep everyone involved in the discus-
sion, but in a more relaxed manner, and with less shouti ng. Although, 

“… it’s also really about the person you have opposite you, whether they 
like you or not, whether they believe you or not … it’s also really about 
trusti ng each other and trusti ng that decisions are made fairly.” (Anna)

All the organizers recounted only good experiences when the groups were small. It 
seems it is easier to insti ll trust in a smaller more personal conversati on than in a large 
meeti ng.
Finally, organizers tried to make negoti ati ons smoother by making sure there was 
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enough ti me, because: 

“When you start only six months in advance there is immediately this 
ti me pressure from the start.” (Anna)

Starti ng later means that there is not enough ti me to let everyone speak and reach a 
consensus. If this is the case there is no choice but to vote on issues, with the risk that 
some groups may drop out.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

In this chapter I discussed the experiences of organizers building and cooperati ng in 
the most solid mobilizing structure of this study, the Dutch Social Forum. I expected 
that the mobilizing structure would start with the personal networks of the initi ators, 
and that this would be refl ected in the eventual structure. In this case, the initi ators 
had extensive networks. Turn the Tide already included many groups, while the large 
humanitarian organizati on had good relati onships with many large NGOs. However, 
it was not possible to include everyone. From the larger and more moderate side, 
some organizati ons never joined, and many more never became acti vely involved in 
the coaliti on. Rather, they only showed up to organize a workshop and a stand at the 
day of the Forum. On the more radical side, some autonomous groups also either did 
not join, or dropped out later, due to the criti que they had regarding what was –in 
their eyes– an undemocrati c process. The initi ators actually never had good relati ons 
with these organizers, so the eventual shape of the mobilizing structure refl ected the 
networks of the initi ators.

Cooperati on proved diffi  cult because of the initi ators’ aim to bring diverse groups to-
gether. First, many of the groups who joined did not previously know each other and 
therefore they relied on stereotypical ideas about each other. The ‘big ones’ thought 
the ‘small ones’ would be too radical and would embarrass them before their mem-
bers, while the small ones thought the big ones would be too moderate and would try 
to dominate the mobilizing structure. Groups were thus anxious and thought the worst 
of each other. Additi onally, their diff erent cultural backgrounds complicated things, 
because their diff erent negoti ati on styles reinforced distrust and lead to initi al misun-
derstandings. 
Stereotypical ideas were strongest between the Horizontals –organized mainly in Dis-
sent– and the Verti cals who consisted of the most acti ve group within the DSF. Dissent 
and other horizontal  groups eventually left  the DSF. Those in the DSF were not too 
unhappy to see them leave, from the start they had distrusted them. The Verti cals 
assumed that the Horizontals did not really want to cooperate, but were just trying to 
delay and sabotage the process. The Verti cals considered the Horizontals to be imma-
ture because they did not really try to parti cipate but just criti cized. From the side of 
the Horizontals however, the feeling of distrust was mutual. The Horizontals felt they 
were being ignored (which in fact they were), and were sure they would never come 
to agreement with the Verti cals.
These feelings of distrust  were not unfounded but were partly based on their previ-
ous experiences,  when their att empts to build broad mobilizing structures had failed. 
Previous negati ve relati onships thus led to negati ve expectati ons, which led to unco-
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operati ve behavior and the reinforcement of negati ve experiences. In this case thus, 
abeyance structures hindered cooperati on rather than facilitated it.
In some instances organizers managed to work through their initi al problems, thereby 
overcoming stereotypes and making future cooperati on easier. Such a situati on how-
ever, usually did not last. Since the initi ators aimed to maintain the structure, it had 
to be conti nuously rebuilt. Every ti me a new campaign was initi ated, new organizers 
were recruited and the problems started anew. This was a frustrati ng experience for 
many of the organizers who did not aim to build a movement but who just wanted to 
organize a Forum.

Cooperati on was parti cularly diffi  cult when organizers identi fi ed with more parti cular-
isti c groups. In contrast, those organizers who identi fi ed with the movement wanted 
to keep everyone in the structure and were moti vated to cooperate even when it was 
diffi  cult. They were also moti vated to ‘agree to disagree’ as a soluti on for dealing with 
ideological issues, and when necessary, were moti vated to fi nd practi cal soluti ons for 
pressing problems. For them, forcing a decision was not an opti on as it would lead 
to certain groups leaving the structure. This was a constant tension in the mobilizing 
structure. Such tension is inherent in all mobilizing structures; organizers want to co-
operate and make decisions together, but the more decisions that are made, the more 
diffi  cult it is to keep everyone involved. Some organizers may want to strengthen their 
structure by unifying and voicing clear demands. Others may want to strengthen the 
structure by including as many groups as possible, which necessarily means they need 
to remain vague to allow for the diversity of opinions. The initi ators of DSF seemed to 
have made a clear choice in this trade-off ; they wanted to include as many groups as 
possible. Others however, oft en wanted to press for stronger language and clear deci-
sions. 
Those who identi fi ed with the more parti cularisti c groups were less concerned about 
the needs of the others involved in the structure, and were therefore more competi -
ti ve. This led to tension in the structure. Competi ti veness was seen by the core group 
as not wanti ng to cooperate. Therefore groups who behaved competi ti vely were ig-
nored, as they were perceived to be trying to frustrate the building of the structure. 
Organizers earned respect by ‘parti cipati ng’, whereby parti cipati on was conceived of 
as engaging in the discussions, making concessions and trying to come up with a com-
promise when they found disagreement. Initi ators lost respect for those who ‘only’ 
voiced their opinion and wouldn’t let themselves to be convinced. They were accused 
of not wanti ng to cooperate, obstructi ng cooperati on, and consequently they were 
not taken seriously. This meant that it became very diffi  cult for those who held strong 
ideological stances, combined with a parti cularisti c identi fi cati on to functi on in the 
structure. As they were unlikely to make concessions, they were excluded from the 
debate. A practi ce developed, whereby these ideological groups got the space to voice 
their opinion, but aft erwards everyone just ignored their contributi on and conti nued 
with business as usual. Many of these groups therefore eventually stopped voicing 
their opinion and became inacti ve or disengaged. This withdrawal from the structure 
was then held against them by the other organizers. It was seen as proof that they 
really did not want to cooperate, and it created a downward spiral. So there was no 
acti ve exclusion, only self-exclusion. However, the disengagement of these groups was 
oft en considered a relief, especially by those who did not aim to build a movement and 
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therefore did not mind the structure narrowing. 
For a diff erent reason those who identi fi ed with more parti cularisti c groups were also 
prone to drop out. As they did not aim to build a movement, strengthening their own 
group was their main goal; thus they parti cipated for instrumental reasons. They did 
not care too much about including everyone and mainly wanted the organizing process 
to be effi  cient. They saw the DSF as a coordinati on structure, designed to coordinate 
eff orts to organize an (bi-)annual Forum, rather than a means to build a movement. 
These instrumentally moti vated organizers, preferred to cooperate on a more ad hoc 
basis, and with more freedom for their own group. They preferred a liquid structure 
as opposed to a solid one. When they felt the structure was no longer contributi ng to 
the good of their group, they left  the structure. Their instrumental moti vati on thus 
inspired a constant evaluati on and reevaluati on of the costs and benefi ts involved in 
parti cipati ng in the structure. 

Although organizers could not change the identi fi cati ons and moti vati ons of the others, 
they could however, do something to make cooperati on smoother. First of all, organ-
izers stressed that it was very important to never try and push through a decision on 
an ideological issue. As consensus would never be reached, making a decision would 
mean  losing part of the parti cipants, and thus weakening the mobilizing structure. 
In additi on, organizers felt that it was important to have good preparati on before the 
meeti ngs. Parti cularly they made sure that everyone had enough informati on about 
the issues and the previous meeti ngs, they used experienced discussion leaders, and 
tried to steer the discussion towards a clear proposal. These tacti cs helped meeti ngs 
to progress in more orderly manner. Linked to the aspect of preparati on is the problem 
of ti me pressure. Quarrels tend to start when the pressure is high and decisions have 
to be made. Although an early start can alleviate ti me-pressure, in the end decisions 
need to be made.
Lastly, when problems of distrust and style diff erences occurred, the organizers noted 
that it helped to split up into smaller groups. In large groups there is not much room 
for nuances or discussion; everyone makes a declarati on of their viewpoints and the 
points they do, or do not, agree with. Such a practi ce is likely to enforce stereotypical 
ideas, especially when people do not know each other, see each other as diff erent, 
and do not trust each other. Breaking up in small groups enables people to get to know 
each other, overcome stereotypes and discuss a compromise.
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CHAPTER 5: OTHER 
MOBILIZING STRUCTURES
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In the previous chapter, I showed how a solid mobilizing structure was built and how 
cooperati on within it developed. As expected, the building and cooperati on in such 
a structure was diffi  cult, and eventually the mobilizing structure fell apart. The DSF 
may be seen as the full process, in which organizers tried to achieve the hardest pos-
sible type of cooperati on and thereby encountered all the problems described in the 
literature.
However, not all mobilizing structures are intended to be so broad and diverse, or so 
solid and long-lasti ng. Diff erent types of mobilizing structures can be assembled, from 
very narrow to very broad ones and from liquid to solid ones. I expect that the build-
ing and cooperati ng in more narrow or liquid types of structures will be easier. In this 
chapter I will focus on three other mobilizing structures and describe how they were 
built, how cooperati on developed, and why this was easier than in the solid mobilizing 
structure. 

EXPECTATIONS

I expect the start of the building not to be much diff erent from that described in the 
previous chapter. Less solid structures also need an initi ator, and this initi ator is likely 
to mobilize his or her social environment, who in their turn may mobilize their environ-
ment. However, more liquid or narrow mobilizing structures do not have the advan-
tage of having existi ng extensive (formal) networks which may be recruited. I assume 
therefore, that these mobilizing structures need to make up for this disadvantage by 
using more open channels to att ract new and unconnected organizers. Nonetheless, 
I presume that the mobilizing structure will sti ll refl ect the networks of the initi ator, 
although the eff ect may be weakened by the extensive use of open channels.

As described before, the layer with which an organizer identi fi es, determines their goal 
for cooperati on. Those who identi fy with universalisti c groups will join the mobilizing 
structure because they want to build and strengthen the movement, and consequent-
ly, they will prefer to build solid structures. In contrast, those who identi fy with parti cu-
laristi c groups join only when it is advantageous for their own group. Therefore, they 
prefer to join liquid structures. Hence, I expect that liquid structures will be dominated 
by organizers who identi fy with parti cularisti c groups.
It is diffi  cult for organizers who identi fy with a parti cularisti c group to cooperate, be-
cause for these organizers many of the others in the mobilizing structure are ‘them’. I 
might therefore conclude that cooperati on in liquid structures is likely to be diffi  cult, 
as cooperati on within these structures is mainly between organizers identi fying with 
parti cularisti c groups. However, I do not think this is the case. In fact, I assume that 
cooperati on in liquid structures will be easier, as the aim is merely to coordinate a com-
mon acti on. This creates room for diversity and less pressure to conform. It does not 
matt er if there is not total agreement, because the involved organizers do not aim to 
create unity or make common statements. So, organizers in liquid structures will have 
to deal less with ideological issues, thereby making cooperati on easier.
Cooperati on in narrow structures is also expected to be easy, as there is litt le diversity 
and therefore litt le chance for disagreement.
However, I believe confl ict may arise in liquid or narrow structures if organizers  try 
to turn the structure into something broader or more solid. This may happen when 
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organizers who identi fy with a universalisti c group join the mobilizing structure.

In the following I will describe three diff erent cases of building mobilizing structures: 
a liquid structure that can be described as a coordinati on structure (Step it Up), a nar-
row solid structure (Stop the War), and a structure that holds a mid positi on on the 
conti nuum between the two (Dissent). Subsequently, I will compare them with the 
previously described ‘full-model’ of the DSF to draw conclusions.

STEP IT UP

Step it Up (SiU) was a nati onal day of climate acti on initi ated by the well known envi-
ronmental writer Bill McKibben. It consisted of a website that called for the Nati onal 
Day of Acti on and tracked all the events planned. People could use this website to fi nd 
events planned near them and join these events. Alternati vely, if there were no events 
planned or nothing they liked, people were encouraged to plan their own event and 
add it to the website so that others could join them. 
The fi rst ti me SiU staged a Nati onal Day of Acti on, in April 2007, there were many 
(large) organizati ons involved. Some were asked to join: 

“SIU, knowing that we have these huge reaches through our member-
ship, approached the environmental organizati ons and said we want you 
to get involved, we want you to host events, we want you to engage your 
members on this … [and that ti me] we really tried to acti vate our mem-
bers to get involved.” (Faye)

While others enrolled themselves: 

“A bunch of organizati ons came together, but unoffi  cially … Their staff , 
while they were working, was working on … SIU stuff , even though it 
wasn’t an offi  cial sponsor.” (Carly)

However, for the second Day of Acti on in November, organizati ons were not as enthu-
siasti c anymore: 

“[At] the one in November we played a much smaller role. We didn’t en-
gage any of our other offi  ces to get involved, we didn’t send out anything 
to our members on this.”(Faye)

 “[Because] it was way too soon, it was the same idea with just a litt le 
bit of a diff erent twist. And because of that you don’t get excited, you 
don’t get people excited by doing the same thing that they did a couple 
of months ago.” (Faye)

For the November event, the involvement of organizati ons and individuals was divided 
equally. The mobilizing structure could thus be described as somewhere in the mid-
dle of the conti nuum of mobilizing structures; both formal organizati ons and informal 
networks were involved.

The acti vists mainly organized their own thing, as was the intenti on of the initi ators. 
Two of the events were organized solely by organizati ons orchestrati ng their own cam-



Page | 88

paign. One woman from a large environmental organizati on, for example, explained: 

“I was told by my campaign coordinator (based in D.C.) that our offi  ce as 
well as all the other Frontline offi  ces around the country, would also be 
organizing events for Step it Up, but also for our own major global warm-
ing campaign.” (Darlene)

This organizati on was already involved in a campaign targeti ng congressmen and local 
politi cians, and for Step it Up it did the exact same thing. Another large environmental 
organizati on was already involved in staging town hall meeti ngs on climate change. 
Their large meeti ng was adverti sed on the Step it Up website but: 

“…it was actually part of [a large youth climate campaign].” (William)

The individuals also organized mainly their own litt le acti ons, whether it was banner 
painti ng for kids or a neighborhood get together in the park. For these events there 
was no real cooperati on with the other groups, organizati ons or networks. The overall 
structure thus worked mainly to coordinate all the diff erent litt le events to take place 
on the same day; it can be described as a coordinati on structure. There was coopera-
ti on between diff erent groups and networks only for ‘the Big Ones’, the large demon-
strati ons or rallies that were staged in additi on to all the smaller local initi ati ves. They 
took place in central areas of larger citi es such as New York City or Washington DC. In 
the following secti on I will discuss the cooperati on that took place during the planning 
of the two ‘Big Ones’ included in this study.

The ‘Big One’ in New York City was initi ated by two acti vists who had been involved in 
organizing the New York event in April. When they heard about the second call, they 
decided to get involved again. They announced their event on the Step it Up website 
and several people contacted them to help organize the event. They also sent out a 
call to the volunteers of the April event, but no-one reacted to this. At the fi rst meet-
ing they held about seven or eight people showed up. All but one of these organizers 
were individuals. The excepti on was a community organizer from a smaller environ-
mental organizati on, who had also been involved in the April event and was one of the 
initi ators of this event. They didn’t really try to get other organizati ons involved be-
cause they did not think it would succeed anyway. However, one environmental group 
was parti cularly helpful, posti ng the call on its website and handing out fl yers at their 
events. 
Because they had so few people and had only six weeks to prepare they had to ac-
complish a lot quickly: 

“You kind of do what you can with what you have … everyone brought 
something diff erent to the table, we had absolutely no money, I mean, we 
had nothing at all … Our kinda fundamental idea in getti  ng the word out 
was to link into environmental networks that already existed … Everyone 
just kinda dipped into their own personal networks and looked what peo-
ple could bring to the table and tried really anything they could.”(Carly)

They mainly tried to reach out to the networks that they were already in and other 
environmental networks that already existed. They also tried to contact the organizers 
of the other SiU events in New York City. Only one of the groups that were contacted 
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responded to their invitati on to collaborate. Collaborati on with the one group that 
did respond was limited to att ending each other’s events and giving each other press. 
Cooperati on within the group organizing the ‘Big One’ was easy. They did not have 
disagreements or arguments: 

“It was literally everyone do what you can.” (Carly)

“We had one meeti ng and we said ‘alright … this is what I think we need, 
do you guys think we need anything else? Let’s split it up into groups, 
who wants to do what? And … you know what? I don’t think we are 
gonna have another meeti ng unti l we start making banners.’”  (Carly)

The ‘Big One’ in Washington DC was initi ated by two women who worked for two large 
environmental organizati ons. They had worked together on the fi rst Day of Acti on, and 
when one of them heard the call for the second event, they got together again: 

“[I] had worked with [Lisa] on the event in April, so that’s why the two 
of us took the lead on this event … it was just sort of a natural group. 
[Lisa] sent out an email aft er she’d heard that it was happening and said 
‘alright guys, who’s interested in doing this again.’” (Faye)

As menti oned before, their organizati ons did not really invest much in the campaign; 
it was more like a personal side project of the two women. But they managed to also 
att ract some student organizers who had been involved in the fi rst Day of Acti on. In 
additi on, they found some new organizers, “who coordinated the diff erent fun things 
around the event” (Faye); a woman who organized a criti cal mass bike ride to the main 
rally and a man from a local group working on clean water issues who brought canoes. 
They held weekly conference calls with all the students and the organizers of these two 
small initi ati ves. The woman from the bike ride described the calls as: 

“The big environmental organizati ons, they were saying where they 
were with their planning, who they are talking to, what speakers had 
confi rmed. And the smaller people… we were saying where we were with 
our planning what we were doing.” (Emilee)

The two women from the big organizati ons also held their own separate phone calls in 
which they talked about strategy and identi fi ed the keynote speaker. So here too, there 
were no negoti ati ons, but the conversati on was all about practi cal coordinati on of the 
event. Most of the work for the big rally was done by the two large organizati ons, 
which made most of the decisions. But the others did not mind: 

“I did Step it Up because it was part of this huge nati onwide event and 
they already had these chains of command set up to help people who 
wanted to organize events. I would really need something that already 
had a structure like that.” (Emilee)

The fact that everyone could do their own thing within the pre-set structure made it 
easier for individuals to parti cipate, as they could join something that already existed. 
Thus, everyone did what they could and what they wanted, and: 

“Things just sort of organically progressed.” (Faye)
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Step it Up was a clear example of a coordinati on structure. The mobilizing structure 
was built with the intenti on of coordinati ng diff erent acti ons across the country on the 
same day, with the same demands, and with regard to inviti ng congressmen by using 
similar tacti cs. They had already laid out the format, the goals and the demands. There 
was no discussion necessary or possible: 

“The politi cal agenda is so precise [no more coal and 80% reducti on of 
greenhouse gasses by 2050].” (Carly)

So only those who already agreed with the demands joined the events. Even about the 
events itself discussion was not necessary, the organizers just gave, 

“… a lot of good ti ps on the website … [but you could] come up with your 
own idea for what you would like to do at your event.” (Becca)

This strategy left  a lot of space for diversity:

“There are a lot of people that aren’t really into going to huge events 
with a lot of people, you know, they are worried about their kids and 
family, or they want something more intellectual. So I think having 13 
events, especially in a city like New York where you have such a diverse 
populati on, it kind of gives everyone a chance to fi nd something that 
suits them.” (Carly)

Even those who were part of organizati ons were quite free to do whatever they want-
ed to, as this was not a high profi le event for the groups.

I expected that the mobilizing structure would start with the networks of the initi ator 
and spread out from there. The initi ators had a twofold strategy from the start. On the 
one hand they wanted to involve the existi ng large formal environmental organiza-
ti ons; on the other hand they wanted to reach outside those formal networks, to new 
potenti al organizers through online networks of environmentalists. This strategy was 
successful. In the fi rst Step it Up acti on, organizati ons were fervently involved, and at 
the same ti me new individuals and informal networks were reached too. For the sec-
ond acti on, relati onships that had been forged for the fi rst acti on were the basis for 
the new mobilizing structure. That people knew each other and had experience work-
ing together was an important pre-conditi on for many of the new initi ati ves. Although 
many organizati ons dropped out of this second event, because they did not see the 
instrumental gain in it, online networks recruited many individuals. About half of the 
organizers involved were part of informal rather than formal structures and had previ-
ously not been involved in acti vism. Existi ng relati onships thus played an important 
role in the building of this mobilizing structure. However, the prominent role of the 
Internet –a semi-open channel- with its ability to reach new people, right from the 
start, caused the mobilizing structure to be more diverse than if strong ti es alone had 
been used. 
Most parti cipants did not identi fy with the other groups; they parti cipated on a per-
sonalized basis, as an individual rather than as part of a group. Most thus identi fi ed 
with parti cularisti c groups and no-one ever spoke about a movement, or ‘we as a col-
lecti ve’. I expected that organizers who identi fy with a parti cularisti c group would have 
an instrumental moti ve to parti cipate; and indeed, many formal organizati ons dropped 
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out aft er the fi rst campaign in April because they no longer saw the added value of 
parti cipati on. Organizers who did join in the second campaign saw the campaign and 
the cooperati on very much as an ad hoc means to an end. It existed to cooperate and 
coordinate events, so as to strengthen their call on politi cians. They never expressed a 
desire to build something long-lasti ng or overarching.
As expected, because the main goal was instrumental, the organizers built a liquid 
structure rather than a solid one. The structure mainly coordinated eff orts and left  a lot 
of space for diversity; when the event was over, the cooperati on ended. I expected that 
in such liquid structures cooperati on would be easy. The accounts of the interviewees 
indeed reveal that cooperati on, if it took place, was very smooth. It consisted mainly of 
organizers letti  ng each other know what they were doing and everyone just did what 
they could and what they wanted. Because only people who agreed with each other 
parti cipated and everyone could do what they wanted, cooperati on was pleasant and 
organic. 
Thus, the organizers of Step it Up mainly identi fi ed with parti cularisti c groups and had 
instrumental moti ves for parti cipati ng. They chose a loose structure for the mobilizing 
structure, which fi tt ed perfectly with those aims. 

DISSENT 

Dissent existed in several European countries but here I will describe the mobilizing 
structure in the Netherlands. This mobilizing structure was a network of mainly anar-
chists who came together to mobilize and organize the G8 protests in Heiligendamm, 
Germany. Parti cipants of Dissent had parti cular ideas about how they should be organ-
izing themselves: 

 “They come from a more anarchist background and they are organized 
on the basis of direct democrati c rules.” (Lake)

“They have a clear anti -capitalist approach, and in general they reject all 
kinds of hierarchies … they try to organize very horizontally, reject hierar-
chy on an ideological level … So, that is why they hold on to that practi ce 
of horizontal networking.” (Oscar)

“In general they strive to keep meeti ngs open and free of hierarchy.” (Os-
car)

Additi onally, their goals and tacti cs are quite radical: 

“The goal of the autonomous groups has always been clear, [namely] to 
disrupt the summit, if possible even prevent it from taking place.” (Os-
car)

And: “[They have] a confrontati onal approach, so to say, confrontati onal 
practi ces which are usually based on direct acti on.” (Oscar)

It may not be surprising then, that the mobilizing structure att racted a rather parti cular 
type of acti vist:

“[Most] people who parti cipate in the Dissent network, they don’t really 
feel they belong to an organizati on, but they, well, they are sort of at 
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home in the acti on milieu in the Netherlands.” (Oscar)

And: “What binds [these] people is that they all see the necessity to re-
ally start doing something.” (Nick)

In most cases, parti cipants of the Dissent network were involved in the squatt ers’ 
movements or related groups. One could say they were all from the same ‘submerged 
acti vist networks’. 

Dissent started very informally. In the run-up to the G8 campaign, German acti vists 
organized an internati onal acti on camp in Germany – called ‘Campinski’– to inform 
people and prepare for the upcoming summit. 

“Diff erent people from the Netherlands were there too, and these were 
also the people who aft erwards kind of acti vely started to really set up 
Dissent here.” (Oscar)

And because the autonomous movement in the Netherlands is not that big, 

“…you know where you have to be, and what is going on where.” (Lake)

Personal networks played an important role in setti  ng up the initi ati ve at the local level 
as well as at the nati onal level. 

“I was of course already involved in the nati onal group… You know every-
one… So at fi rst I was really busy nati onally with mobilizing, but in addi-
ti on to that I just really liked doing something here in [medium sized city 
in the middle of the country], so then I just started with my own friends, 
like, acquaintances, asking people to do stuff  here.” (Nick)

A similar process took place in another medium sized city (in the east of the country): 

“Beginning of 2007, I just started talking about it to several people, 
whether we wouldn’t do something with that … friends and acquaint-
ances so to say in the [squat café] around the squat or the pub, and… [at 
the] local Social Forum.” (Patrick)

So it started with people who were already involved in the radical acti on milieu, who 
oft en already knew each other and had experience working together; the acti vists 
did not start building their mobilizing structure from scratch. Subsequently, they pro-
ceeded to try and broaden the network by placing an open call on acti vists’ media 
and through face-to-face channels. Although all organizers stated that everyone was 
welcome, it proved rather hard to include really new people: 

“I kind of knew everyone, one way or another… We send a call to people 
really broadly, [but] at the end of the day, those who didn’t know us yet 
didn’t join.” (Patrick)

One acti vist explains: 

“Someti mes [it is] too diffi  cult for individuals who are interested but do 
not have such a clear relati onship with the acti on milieu to enter a meet-
ing.” (Oscar)
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The initi ators of Dissent based the ‘new’ network on, and named it aft er, an existi ng 
network that had been used to organize and cooperate for the G8 summit in Glenea-
gles, Scotland. Therefore:

“It was of course already clear from the beginning what we stood for, we 
didn’t need to discuss that. It was all crystallized during the G8 summit 
in Gleneagles that we didn’t feel like legiti mizing the G8, so that was all 
as clear as could be. And then you don’t really need to talk about it that 
much.” (Michael)

Therefore, only people who agreed with this more radical approach, and felt comfort-
able with these acti vist circles, would join. 

There was thus a clear and coherent image within the structure of who ‘we’ are and 
what ‘we’ stood for. They were the Horizontals and, as described in the previous chap-
ter, they drew a clear boundary between themselves and the Verti cals especially those 
in the DSF. The Dissent parti cipants did not agree with the demands of the DSF: 

“Under the infl uence of the large money-lenders, [large humanitarian or-
ganizati on] and the like, … they and their counterparts in Germany were 
planning to ask the G8 to do things a litt le bett er.” (Michael)

And: “Organizati ons such as [large humanitarian organizati on] even say 
that neoliberalism with a human face is possible, well on that basis I 
don’t have to talk about a common campaign against the G8.” (Oscar)

So, when they started Dissent and tried to broaden the initi ati ve by holding open, pub-
licly announced preparati on meeti ngs, their call included:  

“A clear descripti on of what [the meeti ngs] were intended for, so only 
people who wanted to cooperate in the preparati ons for the G8 acti on 
were welcome. No parti es and no vanguard groups.” (Michael)

Because: “I think it would be very diffi  cult to work with [the Marxists] … 
because they put their own name on everything, and also because they 
are much more hierarchically organized.” (Oscar)

And: “All kinds of big NGOs I also fi nd diffi  cult [to cooperate with] … [be-
cause these] big NGOs are oft en dealing with a whole diff erent world, a 
diff erent language, a diff erent acti on-readiness.” (Oscar)

As everyone came from the same circles, ideas and ideologies were quite similar and 
discussion about these issues was not really necessary. Moreover, because organizers 
chose to use the name ‘Dissent’, ideologies and goals were pre-decided and could not 
be debated. Since the organizers in this mobilizing structure did not have to deal with 
issues of ideological and cultural diff erences, the meeti ngs were very practi cal and 
focused on coordinati on, rather than discussion about ideologies or aims: 

“You just have a meeti ng … certain things need to be discussed, this is 
what we will do, this is what we need to think about.” (Lake)
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“These are not very diffi  cult arrangements, it is more about exchanging 
ideas and making plans and dividing concrete tasks.” (Oscar)

”Especially things that need to be done in the Netherlands, a newspa-
per…, posters…, money…, local acti ons, that sort of thing.” (Michael)

Although the ‘we’ was clear, the most centrally involved organizers in Dissent were fo-
cused on and identi fi ed more strongly with the internati onal autonomous movement 
than did the others. They followed the discussions in the movement and were some-
what disappointed with the state of the Dutch autonomous movement: 

“You have a really well formulated autonomous theory in Germany, which 
is much less infl uenti al in the Netherlands; in the Netherlands it is much 
more the squatt ers who join in, and they are less ideological.”(Oscar)

And: “Organized affi  nity group-like things you don’t have … you have 
these groups that are focused on themselves… instead of trying to build 
something together.” (Michael)

Although Dissent functi oned mainly as a coordinati on structure, to organize and coor-
dinate the campaign for the G8 protests practi cally, the more centrally involved acti v-
ists in Dissent had hoped it would become an actual long-lasti ng structure, thereby 
building an autonomous movement in the Netherlands: 

“I wanted… aft er the G8 to keep something going.” (Michael)

And: “I try, well, to bring all sorts of single issue movements together, to 
get a broader framework.” (Oscar)

These acti vists aspired to build something together, rather than just coordinate every-
one’s separate eff orts. In fact, groups that ‘just’ att ended Dissent’s meeti ngs and used 
some of the logisti cs (like collecti ve transportati on) set up by them, but did not invest 
in the network or the network’s acti ons, were considered selfi sh by these acti vists.
However, many acti vists did not believe in this aim to ‘build something together’: 

“The state of the movement is such that many people doubt the possi-
biliti es to do something structurally… in additi on there are some people 
who just think it’s fi ne to only work locally.” (Michael)

As one of the acti vists states: 

“You can’t do everything really big, you just have your own area, city, 
neighborhood, squat and that is what you focus on, and do things for.” 
(Lake)

Or even: “I don’t really like movements; I fi nd them a bit scary … I am 
really acti ve in the squatt ers’ movement, but I certainly do not feel [at 
home] there … I am deeply embarrassed someti mes [to be a part of 
that].” (Nick)

These acti vists are thus more focused on their own local group and their own target 
and issue, rather than being concerned with building a broad structural movement. 
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There was thus no clear agreement within the structure as to what type of mobiliz-
ing structure Dissent should become; although some aimed to build a solid structure, 
most were not interested in this.

As expected, pre-existi ng relati onships played a very important role in how this mobiliz-
ing structure started. Dissent emerged from the submerged autonomous networks in 
the Netherlands. They all knew each other already, and they did not manage to include 
many parti cipants from outside their own submerged networks. The fi nal mobilizing 
structure was therefore a complete refl ecti on of the networks of the initi ators.
The organizers in this mobilizing structure all identi fi ed with the ‘autonomous milieu’ 
in the Netherlands and pitched themselves strongly against other left -wing move-
ments in the Netherlands, most notably, Marxist groups and large NGOs which had 
joined the Dutch Social Forum. ‘They’ are everything that Dissent is not: hierarchi-
cal, closed and non-transparent. Furthermore, their goals are not clearly anti -capitalist 
and they are only interested in putti  ng themselves in the limelight and gaining more 
members, rather than changing the world. However, there were identi fi cati on diff er-
ences within the structure of Dissent. The initi ators identi fi ed with a broader interna-
ti onal autonomous movement. Most others however, identi fi ed primarily with their 
own group, working on one specifi c topic or in one specifi c locality. As expected, these 
diff erences in identi fi cati on led to diff erences in goals. Those who identi fi ed with more 
universalisti c groups wanted to strengthen the internati onal movement by building a 
Dutch autonomous movement. Those who identi fi ed with more parti cularisti c groups 
were most interested in strengthening their own group, and less interested in investi ng 
ti me and energy at the nati onal level. They joined the mobilizing structure with the in-
strumental aim to coordinate eff orts and share resources, so setti  ng up a G8 campaign 
would be less costly.
Consistent with the diff erent goals, organizers also had diff erent ideas about what type 
of structure Dissent should be. Dissent functi oned as a coordinati on structure to organ-
ize and mobilize for the protests surrounding the G8 summit. Many of the parti cipants 
in the network were quite sati sfi ed with this and did not want Dissent to be anything 
more than that. However, the initi ators wished to make the structure more ‘structural’, 
and were quite disappointed with the others for not wanti ng to cooperate. 
Because the mobilizing structure functi oned as a coordinati on structure, cooperati on 
within the network was easy. It consisted of coordinati ng eff orts, and everyone was left  
quite free to decide exactly what they would contribute to it. 
Thus, the organizers of Dissent were not unanimous in their identi fi cati ons and aims. 
The initi ators identi fi ed with a more universalisti c group than did the rest of the or-
ganizers. They hoped to establish a more solid mobilizing structure, however, as most 
identi fi ed with more parti cularisti c groups and had instrumental moti ves for parti ci-
pati ng, they never managed to transform Dissent from a coordinati on structure into 
something more long-lasti ng. 

STOP THE WAR

The Stop the War coaliti on consisted of several diff erent organizati ons that joined forc-
es in the summer of 2006 around the confl ict between Israel and Lebanon. It was initi -
ated by a Marxist group and a Palesti ne group, the members of which knew each other 



Page | 96

well and had cooperated in the past. They felt the situati on was getti  ng so urgent, that 
they needed to start building an anti -war movement again: 

“At that moment, we found it very important … to fi nd ways to keep on 
bringing acti vists together, because we saw that a huge majority in the 
Netherlands and also worldwide, were against the [Iraq] war, and also 
about the Lebanon issue, there was a lot of discontent … and we thought 
it was necessary, certainly in that period with the upcoming electi ons in 
the Netherlands, to join forces.” (Kevin)

The Palesti ne group then asked a Jewish group that they knew well to join and then 
both asked other groups to join too. When the situati on started to escalate in Gaza 
(before the war started):

“We came together at [an initi ator]’s house, and the importance of get-
ti ng together was apparent, because a surprising number of people 
showed up … so, suddenly, everyone thought ‘something is happening … 
we have to get together’. So we knew each other, you send out an email, 
and then you see the dynamics of knowing each other plus the fact that 
something is happening, makes for such a turn-out.” (Kevin)

They managed to quickly set up a march in Amsterdam, which coincided with the at-
tack on Lebanon, and a few thousand people turned out in the street:

 “Jews and Palesti nians [protested] together in the street against the war 
in Lebanon.” (Kevin)

The event was considered a success by all those involved, also because they received 
quite a lot of unexpected positi ve media att enti on. 

Aft er this initi al success, the initi ators tried to broaden the coaliti on by organizing “a 
big conference on War and Peace at the end of October 2006” (Kevin). Att endants at 
this conference were asked to vote about several politi cal statements that the coaliti on 
was to adopt. Whether a statement was to be adopted, or to be rejected, was decided 
by the level of applause the statement received. One of the statements that was voted 
on was the issue of whether or not to mobilize for the G8 protests in Heiligendamm. 
And (according to Kevin) it became: 

“… really clear that there was a call to mobilize for the G8 demonstra-
ti ons … that we should see that as one of our tasks.” (Kevin)

Subsequently, the Marxist group started a campaign to mobilize parti cipants for the G8 
protests in Germany (see also the previous chapter). However, not all of the organizers 
of the coaliti on agreed with this new directi on. In fact, accepti ng the call to mobilize 
for the G8, narrowed the focus of the coaliti on, which caused it to fall apart. Aft er the 
conference, the coaliti on as a whole started to get together less and less frequently. 
The initi ati ng Marxist group tried to keep things going but, in additi on to the meeti ngs 
becoming infrequent, 

“… the latest meeti ng was also poorly att ended, with everyone saying 
‘oh, we are so busy’ etc.” (Kevin)
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In eff ect the other members of the coaliti on did not see themselves as part of it any-
more; therefore they felt reluctant to invest ti me and energy in it. They had seen the 
coaliti on as a means to jointly set up a demonstrati on against the Israeli att acks on 
Lebanon. They did not see the coaliti on as a means to get involved in the G8 campaign, 
let alone as a means to build a broader movement. They did not identi fy with the coali-
ti on, did not speak about it, and some even denied being part of it. 

For example, one of the politi cal youth parti es that had been part of the mobilizing 
structure at the ti me of the ‘Lebanon war’ protest dropped out of the coaliti on. The 
leader of the party was vehemently opposed to the demonstrators at the G8 summit 
and the tacti cs they used, according to him this protest would just be:

“Some sort of fucking demonstrati on, with all these people who all think 
the same, and you really don’t convince anyone. … [So], what will we 
achieve by protesti ng there? It is just going to be a bloody mess.” (Ian)

Thus, the leader of this group did not want to be identi fi ed with the alterglobalist 
movement in general. Moreover, he did not want to be identi fi ed with the Stop the 
War coaliti on and the Marxist group in parti cular:

“I fi nd the [Marxist group] such a scary group, I want nothing to do with 
them … These are the type of groups that mainly believe in what they 
say themselves. If you talk to them, they don’t want to hear what you’re 
saying … and you really don’t achieve anything [with them], you actually 
repel people. … You need to win over the voters, to infl uence politi cians 
… but you don’t reach them with those bozos.” (Ian)

So, this group did not identi fy with the others in the coaliti on or with the others in the 
wider movement, and they did not see the use of protesti ng at the G8. Consequently, 
when the Marxist group asked them to join the campaign, they declined. 
The other left -wing politi cal party did not have such serious issues with the initi ators; 
however, they did have a problem with the initi ators’ tacti cs. Specifi cally, they did not 
think that protesti ng at the G8 would help change anything:

“To be honest, I can’t remember anymore [if I was approached]… but it 
would be strange if I did not have any contact during those days with 
those who were organizing the protest from the Netherlands. But that 
was probably limited to a short explanati on of a few minutes.” (James)

Because: “the movement will not succeed to widen the circle through 
mass mobilizati on on this topic.” (James)

And: “enrolling automati cally, like ‘of course we will join the other clubs 
to organize a protest’, that is not going to happen.” (James)

The representati ve of the Jewish group stated that, although their name was on the 
list of members of Stop the War, they never join mobilizing structures structurally, and 
mainly work with others only when it is about their own issues:

“In all, we do not engage in permanent connecti ons, like we always work 
with them … so we deal with coaliti ons on an ad hoc basis.” (Howard)
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“So, we worked with them, I think I remember, when it was about Israel. 
… Well, but certainly not when it was [about] global free trade and such.” 
(Howard)

In additi on they did not want to: “entwine themselves too much with the [Marxist 
group]” (Howard), as they feared it might refl ect badly on their image. 
Thus, most of the organizers ‘in’ the coaliti on did not actually consider themselves to 
be part of a collecti ve, and some were even wary of being linked too closely with other 
groups, especially the Marxist group. In additi on, most did not agree with the tacti cs 
used at the protest and did not want to be identi fi ed with them either. Only the small 
Palesti nian group in the coaliti on was positi ve about the cooperati on and the protests, 
but they did not have the resources to join the campaign, let alone to go abroad, as it 
wasn’t their core-business: 

“It wasn’t an issue; it was just not possible [to parti cipate].” (Ahmad)

The Stop the War coaliti on had started under the demands of pressing external cir-
cumstances. Pre-existi ng relati onships played an important role in getti  ng everyone 
together quickly. But soon aft er the fi rst event was staged, organizers started to go 
their own ways. The initi ators had hoped to use the coaliti on to breathe new life into 
the anti -war movement. The others however, saw the coaliti on mainly as a means to 
quickly set up a demonstrati on; they never signed up for a ‘solid’ mobilizing structure. 
Moreover, they did not identi fy as part of the same group as the initi ators, oft en even 
wanti ng to distance themselves from this organizati on. 
Thus, regardless of the initi ators’ intenti ons, the mobilizing structure functi oned as a 
coordinati on structure, and when they event was over the structure fell apart. In fact, 
at the ti me of my study of the G8 campaign, the coaliti on was not a coaliti on anymore. 
It was one organizati on that, at most, was able to cooperate with other groups on an 
ad hoc basis. There was no questi on of cooperati on in this structure as it was really just 
one group.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this chapter I have discussed three other mobilizing structures in additi on to the 
previously described full process of the DSF. Comparing all four mobilizing structures 
shows very clearly that mobilizing structures indeed seem to rely heavily on personal 
networks when they start. All initi ati ves started out by using pre-existi ng personal ti es. 
Someti mes, these ti es were rather limited, in the sense that they only reached within 
one parti cular acti vist milieu (for example Dissent). In other cases, initi ators started out 
with networks that were so extensive that they included almost the enti re movement 
sector (for example the DSF). 
Aft er persuading their own social environment to join, the initi ators of all the mobi-
lizing structures tried to broaden their initi ati ve by spreading their message through 
weak ti es. Some of these att empts were more successful than others. Initi ators of Dis-
sent, for example, did not manage to include groups from other submerged networks, 
while initi ators of the DSF and Step it Up did. Even in these cases not everyone could be 
convinced to join, however. In the case of Step it Up, the only people who joined  were 
those who were already very concerned about the environment and engaged in online 
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environmental networks. In the case of the DSF, the initi ators did not have pre-existi ng 
positi ve relati onships with the autonomous movement and eventually, the autono-
mous groups distanced themselves from the Forum. Thus, the eventual shape of the 
mobilizing structure depends on who starts the initi ati ve and which networks he or she 
is embedded in. To a certain extent this initi al network can be widened by using weak 
ti es to spread the message wider; however, only specifi c organizers will join, those who 
already agree, feel strongly about the issue, and see themselves as part of the same 
‘us’. This means, that the more specifi c and controversial the ideologies, identi ti es and 
tacti cs of the organizers in the mobilizing structure are, the less likely it is that weak ti es 
will be able to recruit new organizers. This is simply because it will be less likely that 
others who are reached through these weak ti es will recognize the organizers as ‘us’.
The initi ators’ own submerged networks are therefore refl ected in the mobilizing struc-
ture that is build, although this is especially true the more specifi c and controversial 
the organizers’ identi ti es. The initi ators’ embeddedness thus determines who joins the 
structure.

However, I expected that initi ators can –in part- also determine what they join, that is, 
initi ators will also aff ect what type of mobilizing structure is built. I expected this to de-
pend on why organizers join. In the cases of the most solid structures –the Stop the War 
coaliti on and the DSF- the initi ators identi fi ed with a wide universalisti c group. They 
saw themselves as part of ‘the movement’, in the fi rst case the anti -war movement 
and in the second the alterglobalist movement. The very reason for them to take the 
initi ati ve to start building the mobilizing structure was to build and strengthen those 
movements. They saw a broad and diverse group of organizers as ‘us’ and wished all 
of these diff erent groups would join their initi ati ve. They did not mind the diff erences 
between the groups, as they felt that ‘they were all against the same things, and there-
fore should work together’. Because they saw ‘us’ as a large and diverse group, they 
were moti vated and able to overcome diff erences. Moreover, they were moti vated to 
sustain the cooperati on with all of these groups for as long as possible because their 
aim was the build a sustainable, lasti ng movement. The initi ators of these mobilizing 
structures, aimed to build a solid structure.
But many of those who joined their initi ati ve did not share this universalisti c identi fi ca-
ti on, but instead identi fi ed with more parti cularisti c groups. They joined the mobilizing 
structure because they saw it as benefi cial for their own (narrower) group. Aft er the 
initi al event was staged, they started to evaluate their eff orts and oft en concluded to 
take a step back and eventually drop out. A confl ict between the initi ators and the 
joiners thus emerged. While the initi ators aimed to build a solid structure that would 
strengthen the movement in the long term, the joiners preferred to see and treat the 
structures as liquid, which could be joined and left  whenever it suited their own goals 
at that point in ti me.

In the more liquid case of Dissent, a similar process happened. Although the initi ati ve 
was set up as a coordinati on structure, to organize and mobilize specifi cally for the 
protests around the G8, some of the initi ators of the structure hoped it could become 
more. These organizers identi fi ed more strongly with the autonomous movement as 
a whole than many of the other parti cipants in the structure. Aft er the structure had 
served its purpose and the protests were over, these organizers tried to keep things go-
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ing to build and strengthen an autonomous movement in the Netherlands, rather than 
to abandon the structure. Most others in the structure, however, were not interested 
in this, as their aim had always been to coordinate the G8 events and nothing more.
Only in the case of Step it Up did there seem to be a consensus among all interviewed 
parti cipants that it was just a coordinati on structure. The structure was built to coor-
dinate events and was abandoned when the events were over. It is of course possible 
that the nati onal initi ator, Bill McKibben, would have liked to see the structure con-
ti nue on a more structural basis. The fact that he called for a second Day of Acti on, 
and aft er that, when support was dwindling, merged his initi ati ve with other online 
environmental mobilizing structures to keep on calling for global days of acti on, seems 
to suggest that indeed his aim was more structural and enduring than Step it Up was.
Identi fi cati on thus determines which structure one prefers. There is not always consen-
sus over which type of structure the mobilizing structure should become, which leads 
to tension. It seems that it is oft en the initi ators who want more. This makes sense, as 
it is probably why they take the initi ati ve in the fi rst place. It appears that those in the 
forefront, the initi ators, are dreaming to build a movement, while many others mainly 
want to further their own goals and/or do their own thing. It is not surprising then that 
those who ‘think big’ are oft en disappointed by the lack of cooperati on and enthusi-
asm shown by the others.

It thus proved easier to set up a practi cal ad hoc (thus liquid) mobilizing structure than 
to shape cooperati on into a more solid structure. Gerlach and Hine (1970) already sug-
gested that cooperati on in loosely coupled networks would be easier to achieve. These 
results support their hypothesis. 
In the most liquid structures there was a lot of room for diversity, and identi ty diff er-
ences within the group were not much of an issue. This was the case for Step it Up, 
but also for smaller networks, such as a network of students who engaged in the G8 
campaign and aimed to “… bring all students together” (Sean), this means that they 
had to leave a lot of space for diversity: 

“People shouldn’t be upset, like , if on one theme someone does not par-
ti cipate and on another theme they do, we should give them that space.” 
(Sean)

Parti cipants are thus allowed to drop in and out of the structure, and for every event 
the compositi on of students can be diff erent. For example, when they started to mobi-
lize for the DSF and the G8 protests, some students skipped that campaign, and waited 
to join again during another campaign:

“We just have students in [the student group] who don’t necessarily see 
themselves as alterglobalists … so a few students said, ‘I’m going to take 
a ti me-out for now.’” (Sean)

The student group facilitated ad hoc cooperati on for a certain goal, with whoever was 
interested at that ti me. The fact that no-one ever needs to put their name under a 
statement or coaliti on, may be a reason that there is so much space for diversity in 
these types of coordinati on structures. Because parti cipati on is never offi  cial, it is less 
problemati c when you do not agree with a previous or future campaign. All that mat-
ters is the current one. As there is no aim to become unifi ed, discussions over ‘who 
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we are’ and ‘what we want’ are not necessary. People join whenever they want to and 
cooperati on is smooth and aimed solely at coordinati ng practi cal tasks, such as ‘who 
does what and when’.
This is in contrast to mobilizing structures, which aim to become solid and last over a 
longer period of ti me. Here, organizers do have to deal with ideological issues. Moreo-
ver, diff erences in ideological orientati on and cultural background become problem-
ati c, because of the pressure for conformity. The examples showed that the more solid 
the structure is, the more complicated cooperati on and sustainability becomes. 
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CHAPTER 6:
MOBILIZING PARTICIPANTS
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Organizers in diff erent types of mobilizing structures used diff erent mobilizati on strate-
gies. In parti cular, the large formal coaliti ons could make use of their extensive formal 
mobilizing structure and were able to att ract some media att enti on. The smaller and 
looser mobilizing structures did not have these opportuniti es and therefore had to rely 
more on semi-open online channels,  posters and fl yers. 
I expect that this is not inconsequenti al. I predict that diff erent mobilizati on strate-
gies, will reach and mobilize diff erent groups of parti cipants and at diff erent points in 
ti me. I have already described three mobilizati on strategies: strong ti es, open chan-
nels and semi-open online channels. Strong ti es are expected to be the most eff ecti ve 
mobilizing channels. Via strong ti es organizers can reach those people that are closely 
connected to them, oft en the acti ve members of their groups. Once they have been 
mobilized, these members can in their turn start mobilizing their strong ti es, who can 
mobilize their environment, etc. The strong ti es strategy thus is like a snowball rolling 
from the organizers outwards via social bonds.
Although, given enough ti me, many people can be reached in this way, usually there is 
not that much ti me, which makes the reach of the strong ti es strategy limited. To reach 
a wider audience, organizers need to employ weak ti es; they can use open channels 
and semi-open online channels. Open channels have the widest reach but are hard 
to employ. Semi-open online channels are cheap and easy to use and are expected to 
have a wider reach than ‘strong ti es’ although not as wide as ‘open channels’. 
Further, I expect that the type of event (high cost vs. low cost) may aff ect the eff ecti ve-
ness of certain strategies; in parti cular, I expect that weak ti es will be less eff ecti ve at 
mobilizing for acti ons that are high risk/cost. 
I expect thus that both the type of mobilizing structure and type of event will aff ect the 
use and eff ect of mobilizing strategies. 

EXPECTATIONS

In this chapter I look at mobilizati on strategy and type of event, and how these two 
factors aff ect who is reached and when. 
To study the ‘who’ I look at the parti cipants’ connecti on with the organizers. ‘Connect-
edness’ is operati onalized as a scale with ‘acti ve members’, those who are the most 
connected, followed by those with a ‘personal connecti on’ (those who know a mem-
ber), those with only a ‘formal connecti on’ (passive members who do not know other 
members) and lastly, ‘the unconnected’ (those who are not members themselves, nor 
know members)(see method secti on for a full descripti on). The ‘when’ is measured 
by asking parti cipants when they decided to parti cipate. Answers are rated on a scale 
from one to four, with 1 being the day itself, 2 a week in advance, 3 several weeks in 
advance, and 4 more than a month ago.
My fi rst expectati on is that organizers at diff erent events used diff erent mobilizati on 
strategies. I expect that these diff erences depend on the type of mobilizing structure 
and type of event. In the introducti on I discussed a conti nuum of mobilizing structures 
(see Figure 3), ranging from a structure enti rely made up of formal organizati onal net-
works (the coaliti on) to a structure enti rely made up of informal networks. In chapter 3 
(descripti on of the fi ve events) I showed that mobilizing structures at the solid side of 
the conti nuum are able to use their formal organizati onal structures to mobilize, mak-
ing it less necessary for them to use informal networks. Mobilizati on structures on the 
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liquid side of the conti nuum do not have such extensive structures to employ and have 
to rely on informal networks and weak ti es. 
In additi on, I will show the eff ect of the type of event on the use and eff ecti veness of 
mobilizati on strategies. As it is assumed that for high cost acti on more ‘convincing’ and 
stronger moti vati on is needed; thus, it is to be expected that weak ti es will be less ef-
fecti ve for high cost events. 

Second, I will test the expectati on that the compositi on of the mobilizing structure is 
refl ected in the compositi on of the demonstrati on crowd. 
Presumably, those people that are closest connected to the organizers are the easiest 
to reach, as they can be reached through strong ti es. The hardest to reach are those 
with whom the organizers are completely unconnected, as they can only be reached 
through open channels. Semi-open channels hold an intermediate positi on; they are 
easier to use than open channels, but more diffi  cult than strong ti es, and their reach is 
narrower than that of open channels, but wider than that of strong ti es. As I expect it 
to be easiest to mobilize those closest to the organizers and hardest to mobilize those 
furthest removed, I expect that those people closest to the organizers will be overrep-
resented in the crowd, while those furthest away will be underrepresented. 
I expect this eff ect to be stronger the higher the costs of the event are. As it is expected 
that stronger ti es are necessary for high cost events, the compositi on of the demon-
strati on crowd will be refl ected more in the crowds of high cost acti on as opposed to 
low cost events.

The third expectati on is that diff erently connected parti cipants are reached and mobi-
lized by diff erent mobilizati on channels. 
I expect that, the most closely connected group –the acti ve members- are most likely 
to be reached and mobilized by the organizers themselves. Those who have a member 
in their social environment are most likely to be reached and mobilized by that mem-
ber, thus by social bonds. Those with a weak connecti on, such as the passive members 
and the unconnected with a strong interest in the issue, may be reached and mobilized 
by semi-open online channels, and the totally unconnected may be reached by open 
channels, or by social bonds several links down the line.  

The fourth expectati on is that the diff erent mobilizati on channels reach parti cipants at 
diff erent points in ti me. 
I expect that once the organizers decide to start organizing they will inform their strong 
ti es. Thus, those mobilized by the organizers themselves will be mobilized fi rst. As 
these strong ti es may start mobilizing their strong ti es, those mobilized by social bonds 
will be mobilized later. Those mobilized through open or semi-open channels will be 
mobilized once the message is diff used through these channels. 
Once organizers have informed their strong ti es, it is expected that they will start dis-
seminati ng the message through diff erent channels. It is now common that organizers 
put the message on their website, if they have one, and that they then start spreading 
the message via email. Posters and fl yers take some ti me to make and thus it is likely 
the message is spread through this channel aft er it has been spread through semi-open 
online channels. Lastly, as shown in chapter 3, the media starts reporti ng on the events 
quite late –if at all–, thus those reached and mobilized by the media will be mobilized 
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the latest. In sum, I expect to fi nd the following mobilizati on sequence: those informed  
by the organizers will be mobilized fi rst, followed by those informed by websites, email 
and social ti es, posters and fl yers and fi nally the media. 

DIFFERENT EVENTS USED DIFFERENT STRATEGIES

Figure 15 shows the results of the organizers’ eff orts at spreading the message. Three 
events were more or less eff ecti ve in informing parti cipants through the mass media: 
at the ‘Klimaschutz’ event 25% of the parti cipants had heard about the event through 
the media, at ‘Stop the G8’ this was 19% and at ‘the Surrounding’ 13%. At ‘Break with 
Bush’ and ‘Step it Up’ hardly anyone was informed by the mass media (see Figure 15: 
Media). The two large coaliti ons were thus able to generate media att enti on, as were 
the expected violent protests around the G8. The (smaller) events of the narrow coali-
ti on and the coordinati on structure however, were not. Indicati ng a possible drawback 
of loose structures, namely that large players seem to be necessary in order to att ract 
media att enti on. But the fact that parti cipants were informed by the mass media does 
not necessarily mean  they were also mobilized by the media. 

Figure 16 reveals that while the mass media did mobilize some parti cipants for low 
cost acti ons –in parti cular the ‘Klimaschutz’ acti on- the media did not mobilize anyone 
for the high cost ‘Stop the G8’ events, even though these had received the most att en-
ti on. The same seems to go for the other open channel: posters and fl yers. The Dutch 
events were announced quite well through posters and fl yers (see Figure 15: Poster/
Flyer); however, in most instances hardly anyone is mobilized by them, except for at 
the ‘Break with Bush’ event (see Figure 16: Poster/Flyer). Again, parti cipants of the 
high cost ‘Stop the G8’ events were informed but not mobilized by an open channel, 
however, neither were parti cipants of ‘the Surrounding’. Why could posters mobilize 
for ‘Break with Bush’ but not ‘the Surrounding’ even though both seem low cost? The 
answer probably lies in the fact that ‘the Surrounding’ was actually more high cost 
than ‘Break with Bush’ because it was held in The Hague rather than in Amsterdam. 
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In the words of one organizer, “Amsterdam always generates its own crowd”17 , while 
in other citi es you have to ‘bus people in’. Thus in the ‘Break with Bush’ event 48% of 
the parti cipants were from Amsterdam, while in the ‘Surround the government’ event 
only 14% were from The Hague. In the ‘Break with Bush’ event 75% of the parti cipants 
had travelled 50 kilometers or less; in the ‘Surround the government’ event that was 
30%. On average those in the Surround event had travelled more than twice as far, 85 
kilometer versus 4018. The reason that the mass media was able to mobilize for this 
‘higher cost’ acti on is probably because most media att enti on detailed precisely how 
and where to get bus ti ckets, thereby lowering the costs of parti cipati on.
Overall thus, it seems that open channels can mobilize, but only for low cost acti on; 
if the costs get higher such as travelling further or taking more risk open channels are 
much less effi  cient.

Semi-open online channels in general seem an eff ecti ve way of informing parti cipants 
about an event. Only at the ‘Klimaschutz’ event were very few parti cipants informed 
by either websites or email, but at all the other events at least one in three of the 
parti cipants was informed by either a website or email (see Figure 15: Websites and 
Email lists). The percentages of parti cipants mobilized by websites and email lists are 
lower, but sti ll substanti ve (see Figure 16: Websites and Email lists). It seems thus, that 
these channels can mobilize parti cipants in all instances. Even in the highest cost event 
(‘Stop the G8’) 22% were mobilized by websites and 14% by email. In fact ‘Stop the G8’ 
has the highest proporti on of parti cipants mobilized by websites. Email lists mobilized 
a parti cularly high proporti on of the ‘Step it Up’ parti cipants. This is likely an eff ect of 
the mobilizati on strategy of this event and the fact that these acti ons were the lowest 
cost of all.
Lastly, strong ti es seem overall an eff ecti ve way to inform people about an upcoming 
event (see Figure 15: Organizers and Social Bonds) and to mobilize them (see Figure 16: 
Organizers and Social Bonds). However, in some events they are more important than 

17.     Interview with anti-war organizer
18.     Based on weighted survey data
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in others. At ‘Klimaschutz’, ‘Stop the G8’ and in parti cular ‘the Surrounding’, the organ-
izers themselves informed higher proporti ons of the parti cipants than at ‘Break with 
Bush’ and ‘Step it Up’. This is refl ected in the proporti ons mobilized by the organizers. 
How many parti cipants the organizers reach and mobilize seems to depend on the ap-
plied mobilizati on strategy rather than on the type of acti on; the more organizati onal 
the strategy is, the more important this channel is.
Social bonds also seem to have informed and mobilized equal proporti ons in all the 
events. But there seems to be a trade-off  between the organizers and social bonds as 
a mobilizing channel (see in parti cular ‘the Surrounding’); if one is informed by both 
organizers and social bonds, then the organizer is considered the more important mo-
bilizer. This might explain why social bonds are comparati vely ineff ecti ve in the ‘Sur-
round the government’ event.
Thus, it seems that mobilizati on strategy does indeed depend on the type of mobilizing 
structure that organizes the event, as is refl ected in Figure 15, but which strategy works 
and actually mobilizes depends on the type of event they organize (see Figure 16).

THE COMPOSITION OF THE CROWD

Although the organizers used diff erent strategies to inform and mobilize parti cipants, 
I expect that the compositi on of the mobilizing structure is always refl ected in the 
compositi on of the crowd. That is, I expect the more closely connected parti cipants 
to be overrepresented and the weaker or unconnected parti cipants to be underrepre-
sented. However, I expect this eff ect to be stronger for high cost events than for low 
cost events.

Looking at the average proporti ons of the diff erently connected groups reveals that 
this is indeed the case. The most closely related parti cipants are the largest group, on 
average 38% of the parti cipants are acti ve members of one of the organizing groups 
and 36% know a member (see Figure 17: Average). Thus, almost 75% of the parti ci-
pants have either a direct or indirect personal ti e with the organizers. The group with 
only a formal connecti on is very small, on average 9%, and the group without ti es is 
even larger, 18%. 

But the proporti ons are not the same for all events (see Figure 17). At some of the 
events most parti cipants are closely connected to the organizers, while at other events 
organizers also recruited parti cipants from a wider –less closely connected- audience. 
The proporti on of acti ve members is by far the highest amongst the parti cipants of the 
G8 protests (60%). At these protests there is also a considerable group that knows a 
member (25%), but there are hardly any parti cipants that are further removed; 85% 
have a direct or indirect relati onship with the organizers. This of course seems reason-
able given that the event was high cost and high risk. 
However, it is not just the type of acti on that seems to infl uence who parti cipates, the 
type of mobilizing structure, and thereby the mobilizati on strategy, also seems to have 
an impact. The two events organized by large formal coaliti ons, ‘Klimaschutz’ and to 
a lesser extent ‘the Surrounding’, were low cost acti ons, but they too att racted many 
parti cipants with a close connecti on to the organizers. At ‘Klimaschutz’ 42% were ac-
ti ve members and 45% knew a member, while at ‘the Surrounding’ 34% were acti ve 



Page | 108

members and 40% knew a member. Thus, at ‘Klimaschutz’ 87% and at ‘the Surround-
ing’ 74% of the parti cipants were directly or indirectly linked to the organizers. 
The two events that att racted more weakly connected parti cipants were organized 
by a small and narrow coaliti on (Break with Bush) and a coordinati on structure (Step 
it Up). At these protests 22% and 32% were acti ve members and 37% and 32% knew 
a member. In total thus, 68% and 59% of their parti cipants were directly or indirectly 
connected to the organizers, but 32% and 41% were not. Moreover, the organizers of 
these events mobilized 18% and 15% passive members, making them the only two 
events that were able to att ract signifi cant numbers of these parti cipants.
Despite the diff erences though, the parti cipants with the closest connecti on to the 
organizers are always the largest group. The compositi on of the mobilizing structure 
is thus always refl ected in the crowd, but not to the same extent for every event. The 
eff ect of overrepresentati on of the more closely connected parti cipants is stronger for 
high cost events than it is for low cost events. It seems thus that type of event has the 
expected impact; parti cipati on in high cost events is more likely when there is a closer 
connecti on. However, the eff ect is also stronger for events organized by large formal 
coaliti ons as opposed to events organized by narrow or liquid mobilizing structures. 
The type of mobilizing structure thus also aff ects who is mobilized. I expected that 
this is because organizers in diff erent mobilizing structures use diff erent mobilizati on 
strategies which mobilize diff erent groups of parti cipants.

DIFFERENT STRATEGIES REACH DIFFERENT PARTICIPANTS

Thus, organizers in diff erent types of mobilizing structures used diff erent mobilizati on 
strategies (see Figure 15 and Figure 16) and att racted diff erently connected parti ci-
pants (see Figure 17). My expectati on is that the two are related, in parti cular, I ex-
pect that diff erent mobilizati on strategies reach and mobilize diff erently connected 
parti cipants. To test this assumpti on I aggregated the data of the fi ve events to study 
the relati onship between informati on and mobilizati on channels and who they reach 
and mobilize.
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Table 22 shows that the diff erent channels indeed reach diff erent parti cipants. The 
fi rst thing that stands out is that it seems easier to reach those who are more closely 
related to the organizers; the acti ve members and those with a personal ti e have been 
reached on average by more channels than those with formal or no ti es (see Table 22: 
Total). The acti ve members and those who know a member were reached on average 
by 1.9 and 1.6 channels respecti vely, while those with only formal ti es or no ti es were 
reached on average by only 1.1 and 1.3 channels. 
Most parti cipants were reached by the organizers themselves (37%). Email lists reached 
30%, social bonds reached 26% and websites reached 24%, posters and fl yers reached 
21% and the media reached 9% (see Table 22: Average). Overall, ‘strong ti es’ –the or-
ganizers themselves and social bonds- were the most eff ecti ve; they reached 60% of 
the parti cipants. Semi-open online channels were eff ecti ve too, they reached 44% of 
the parti cipants. Open channels reached 24% of the parti cipants19. 
However, not all groups of parti cipants are reached by the same channels. The acti ve 
members were reached most, 61%, by the organizers themselves, this is signifi cantly 
more than expected by chance (see Table 22: Acti ve members). In additi on, 43% of 
the acti ve members were reached by email lists and newslett ers and 31% by websites. 
Thus, it seems that the acti ve members were reached most by strong ti es and semi-
open online channels. This is not surprising as they are closely related to the organ-
izers. 
Those with personal ti es show a diff erent patt ern; they are reached most by their so-
cial environment (48%). This is what I expected, as they are likely to be approached by 
the member(s) in their environment with a mobilizati on att empt. They are also more 
likely than others to be reached by the mass media but are less likely to be reached by 
the organizers themselves or by email lists and newslett ers (see Table 22: Personal ti e). 
Parti cipants with only formal ti es are less likely to be reached by most channels, which 
concurs with the fact that they were reached by the fewest amount of channels (mean 
=1.1). It is especially remarkable given how few of them had heard about the event 
from their social environment, only 3%. Even taking into considerati on that they do 

19.     These overall percentages are lower than the ones obtained by aggregating the averages in Table 
22. This is because some participants were reached by both the organizers and social bonds, both web-
sites and email lists, or both the mass media and posters or flyers.
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not know any other members, this seems low and seems an indicati on of their relati ve 
separati on from the mobilizing structure. They are oft en reached by email lists but not 
signifi cantly more than expected by chance, probably also due to the small sample size 
(see Table 22: Formal ti e). 
The unconnected are mostly reached through social bonds, although not signifi cantly 
more than expected by chance. In fact, they are not disproporti onately reached by one 
channel in parti cular, but are less likely to be reached by the organizers themselves. 
As they are not members themselves this is hardly surprising. In this respect they are 
quite similar to the group with personal ti es; they just seem to be one ‘snowball roll’ 
further removed from the organizers (see Table 22: No ti es). 
Therefore, it seems that diff erent mobilizati on strategies reach diff erent groups of par-
ti cipants. Indeed, the organizers themselves are able to reach the acti ve members, the 
acti ve members reach members of their social environment, who, to a lesser extent, 
reach their social environment. Those with only a formal connecti on with the organ-
izers are unreachable through personal networks, but can be reached through email 
lists. 
However, to be reached by a channel does not mean that this channel also mobi-
lizes you. Especially the parti cipants more closely related to the organizers are oft en 
reached by more than one channel. Therefore, I asked parti cipants which of the chan-
nels that reached them was the most important for their mobilizati on.
Table 23 shows that not all channels were equally eff ecti ve mobilizers. Most parti ci-
pants who were reached through ‘strong ti es’ were also mobilized by these chan-
nels (79% and 77% respecti vely). Open channels were less eff ecti ve; the mass media 
mobilized 59% of the respondents it reached and posters and fl yers only 35%. The 
semi-open channels hold a mid-positi on; 59% of those reached through websites were 
mobilized by them, but 85% of those reached by email lists and newslett ers were mo-
bilized by them. However, the eff ecti veness of the channels is not equal for all groups. 
First, as the less connected were reached on average by fewer channels, the channels 
mobilize higher proporti ons of parti cipants with formal or no ti es, compared to those 
with personal ti es and acti ve members. However, posters and fl yers seem mainly ef-
fecti ve at mobilizing those with a formal connecti on but not the unconnected. The or-
ganizers themselves seem to be able to mobilize high proporti ons of all groups, when 
they reach them.
Looking only at the channel that mobilized the parti cipants, the picture becomes even 
clearer (see Table 24). Half of the acti ve members were mobilized by the organizers 
themselves (51%). Another 23% were mobilized by email lists and newslett ers, but 
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although they were oft en also reached by websites and fl yers, these channels hardly 
mobilized any acti ve members. Those who know members and those without ti es 
were most oft en mobilized by their social environment (36% and 29% respecti vely); no 
single other channel mobilized a large proporti on of these groups. Passive members 
were most oft en mobilized by email lists and newslett ers (49%). For the acti ve mem-
bers and the passive members it is striking how large a proporti on were mobilized by 
one single mobilizing channel, pointi ng to the importance of the use of these channels. 
If organizers want to mobilize their acti ve members it is most eff ecti ve to go out and 
mobilize them themselves. If they also want to mobilize their passive members, email 
lists are an important strategy.
The mobilizati on patt ern largely follows my expectati ons. The organizers mobilize the 
acti ve members, these acti ve members mobilize the members of their social environ-
ment and this social environment seems to mobilize their social environment. Passive 
members are reached mostly by email lists. Strong ti es are the most eff ecti ve mobiliza-
ti on channels as they mobilized 53% of the parti cipants, followed by the semi-open 
online channels that mobilized 33% and the open channels were least eff ecti ve mobi-
lizing only 11%. 

I expected open channels to be parti cularly important for reaching and mobilizing 
the less connected. Even if open channels mobilized the less connected proporti on-
ally more than the more closely connected, in all they seem to be quite ineff ecti ve at 
mobilizing anyone at all. However, as discussed in chapter 3, open channels were not 
used in all of the campaigns. What is the role of open channels when they are applied? 
A look at the events separately shows that the unconnected are actually dispropor-
ti onally oft en mobilized through open channels, but only when the organizers of the 
event managed to spread the message through open channels. Thus, in the case of 
‘Klimaschutz’, 40% of the unconnected and 29% of those with a personal connecti on 
were mobilized through the media (see Table 25). In the case of ‘Break with Bush’ 24% 
of the unconnected and 27% of those with only formal ti es were mobilized through 
posters or fl yers. 
It thus seems reasonable that open channels can contribute considerably to the mo-
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bilizati on of those with-
out ti es, but only when 
open channels are actu-
ally used as mobilizati on 
channels. The uncon-
nected were usually not 
reached through many 
other channels. The use 
of open channels is thus 
a very important strategy 
for organizers if they want 
to reach beyond their own 
circles. Open channels 
seem much less eff ecti ve 
at mobilizing other groups 
however, and open chan-
nels also do not seem to 
be able to mobilize peo-
ple for just any event; the 
strategy only works for low 
cost acti on.

DIFFERENT CHANNELS MOBILIZE AT DIFFERENT POINTS IN TIME

Diff erent mobilizati on strategies thus reach and mobilize diff erent groups of people. 
I expected that they also mobilize people at diff erent points in ti me. The means in 
Table 26 (see Column A) show that acti ve members were the fi rst to be mobilized, 
followed by those with personal ti es, formal ti es and lastly, the unconnected. In ad-
diti on (see Column B), those who were reached by either the organizers themselves, 
websites, posters or fl yers, or email lists and newslett ers, decided to parti cipate earlier 
than those who were reached by social bonds or the mass media. Indicati ng that, as 
expected, those reached by social bonds might be reached later, due to the snowball 
eff ect, and those reached by the mass media may be reached even later because me-
dia att enti on usually starts late.
The means of the mobilizati on channels (see Column C) show an even clearer temporal 
diff erenti ati on: organizers are the fi rst to mobilize, followed by websites, then email 
lists, fl yers and posters, social bonds and lastly the media. 

To test whether these diff erences in mobilizati on ti ming are due mainly to the ti e par-
ti cipants have with the organizers or are caused, as I expect, by mobilizati on strategy, 
I added all variables in a regression analysis in which ti ming of mobilizati on is the de-
pendent variable (see Table 27). 
In Model 1, I added the control variables: Age, Gender, Educati on and the diff erent 
events, whereby ‘Surround the government’ is the baseline group. The events  signifi -
cantly aff ect the ti ming of the decision to parti cipate. Specifi cally, parti cipants of ‘Stop 
the G8’ decided signifi cantly earlier, and parti cipants of ‘Step it Up’ and ‘Klimaschutz’ 
to parti cipate signifi cantly later than parti cipants of ‘Surround the government’. This is 



113 | Page

hardly surprising. The decision to parti cipate in a week-long protest abroad necessar-
ily needs to be made much earlier than the decision to parti cipate in a protest in your 
own neighborhood20. The eff ect of ‘Klimaschutz’ is explained by the other factors and 
disappears when new variables are added. 
In Model 2, I added the ‘strong ti es’ – the organizers themselves and social bonds-, in 
Model 3, I added the semi-open online channels – email lists and websites-, in Model 
4, I added the open channels – mass media and posters and fl yers-, and in the fi nal 
model, I added the connecti on with the organizers. All models make a signifi cant con-
tributi on to the R2.  
Those who were informed by the organizers themselves were mobilized earlier and 
those who were informed through social bonds were mobilized later (see Model 2). 
This eff ect remains in all models and corresponds with my expectati ons. Those who 
were informed through email lists decided earlier, but there is no eff ect for being in-
formed by a website (see Model 3). Those who were informed by the mass media were 
mobilized later, as I had expected, since the media usually starts paying att enti on to 
social movements quite late. Being informed by fl yers or posters does not have an ef-
fect on the ti ming of the decision (see Model 4). 

20.     In fact the events themselves have some of the strongest impacts on the timing of the participation 
decision. In particular, ‘Stop the G8’ has a high beta. However, here I am not interested in finding the 
most parsimonious model, but rather in the effect of mobilizing strategy in relation with the connection 
with the organizers, on the timing of the mobilization in order to detect mobilization sequences. The 
events should be seen as strictly control variables, not as part of the explanatory model.
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In additi on to this eff ect of how one is informed, the connecti on to the organizers also 
has a separate eff ect; the closer one is related to the organizers the earlier one decides 
to parti cipate (see Model 5). This eff ect is quite strong (β=.16) and interacts with some 
other eff ects. The eff ect of the organizers and of email lists as informati on channels 
becomes weaker when connectedness is entered. This means that part of why those 
informed by organizers are early deciders is because they are oft en closely connected 
to the organizers, and the same goes for email lists. However, independent eff ects of 
the informati on channels remain. 

The same conclusion can be drawn, even more clearly, from a regression analysis in 
which I entered the channels through which parti cipants were mobilized (whereby 
mobilized through the organizers themselves is the baseline group)(see Table 28). 
Model 1 again shows that the events themselves have a strong impact on the parti ci-
pati on decision, equal to what was described in the previous analysis. In Model 2 the 
mobilizati on channels are entered. It shows that those mobilized by social bonds and 
the mass media are mobilized later than those mobilized by the organizers themselves. 
Those mobilized by semi-open channels and posters and fl yers are also mobilized later 
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than those mobilized by the organizers, although not signifi cantly. In Model 3, the con-
necti on to the organizers is entered, which also has a signifi cant eff ect. Again, connec-
ti on to the organizers has an impact on when one decides to parti cipate (β=.18) but 
the eff ect of being mobilized by social bonds or media is somewhat stronger (β=.21 
and β=.23). Thus, mobilizati on channels seem to have a stronger impact on when one 
is mobilized than the connecti on to the organizers. This is also indicated by the R2 
change; adding the mobilizati on channels to the model increases R2 by .09, while add-
ing connectedness increases R2 by .03.
The model in which I entered the mobilizati on channels (Table 28) explains the mobi-
lizati on ti ming bett er than the regression model with informati on channel (see Table 
27, R2=.26 vs. .23 respecti vely). This might be caused by ‘noise’ in the fi rst regression 
model; someone who was mobilized early on by the organizers might later also have 
been informed by the media or other channels, thus giving a ‘false’ early decision ti me 
for being informed through the mass media.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The expectati ons tested in this chapter are confi rmed; the compositi on of the mobi-
lizing structure is refl ected in the crowd. This eff ect is stronger when the organizers’ 
mobilizing structure is large and formal, or when the costs of the event were high. In 
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the low cost events, organized by a narrow coaliti on or a coordinati on structure, the 
organizers att racted a wider audience.
As expected, this was related to the mobilizati on strategy used. The formal coaliti ons 
used their extensive formal organizati onal structure to mobilize and had less need to 
make use of semi-open or open channels. The narrow coaliti on and coordinati on struc-
ture, on the other hand, that did not have an extensive formal structure, needed to 
make more use of open and semi-open channels, thereby also reaching and mobilizing  
parti cipants less connected to themselves. The high cost event showed that open, and, 
to a lesser extent, semi-open channels, can reach but cannot mobilize when the costs 
get too high.

I expected that organizers do not use mobilizati on channels randomly, but that they 
develop mobilizati on sequences. This was indeed the case. The mobilizati on sequences 
can be schemati cally depicted as in Figure 18. First, the network of organizers starts to 
inform and mobilize those that are closest to them, the acti ve members. Second, these 
acti ve members mobilize their strong ti es, that is, friends, family and colleagues. These 
strong ti es can in their turn mobilize their social environment. Apparently, this hap-
pens a lot, as we saw the largest proporti on of those who are not member themselves 
nor know a member, had been mobilized by their social environment. This ‘strong ti es 
mobilizati on strategy’ (step 1-3) was the most eff ecti ve channel through which people 
were mobilized. 
Those without direct or indirect personal connecti on with the organizers however, 
could not be reached through these channels. I expected that organizers could use two 
strategies to reach the unconnected, semi-open online channels and open channels. 
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Indeed, semi-open channels were able to reach those who had no members in their 
social environment. The majority of these parti cipants who only had a formal connec-
ti on to the organizers were reached and mobilized through email lists and newslett ers. 
I had also expected that the unconnected might be reached through open channels. 
Open channels mobilized only 11% of the parti cipants. However, in some events organ-
izers managed to make use of open channels more successfully than in other events; 
in the case of ‘Klimaschutz’ the mass media mobilized 16% of the parti cipants and in 
the case of ‘Break with Bush’ 15% of the parti cipants were mobilized through post-
ers and fl yers. In both cases open channels were more important for the mobilizati on 
of the unconnected. At ‘Klimaschutz’ the media also mobilized a high proporti on of 
parti cipants with personal ti es, while at ‘Break with Bush’ organizers mobilized a high 
proporti on of parti cipants with formal ti es through posters and fl yers. Thus, in both 
cases  the open channels mobilized comparati vely high proporti ons of less connected 
parti cipants. Therefore, open channels can reach and even mobilize the less connect-
ed, however, only when open channels are eff ecti vely used to spread the message and 
only when parti cipati on is low cost. In the case of the mass media, att enti on is oft en 
given late and we saw that the people mobilized through these channels were the lat-
est deciders of all. 
The three strategies –Strong ti es, semi-open online channels and open channels- thus 
reach and mobilize diff erent groups of parti cipants at diff erent points in ti me. The fur-
ther one is removed from the organizers, the later one is reached and thus mobilized. 
Social bonds thus determine how and when someone can be reached and mobilized.
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CHAPTER 7:
MOTIVATING PARTICIPANTS
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Announcing that there will be an event is not enough to guarantee parti cipati on; peo-
ple also need to be moti vated to parti cipate. The stronger people’s moti vati on is, the 
more likely they will parti cipate. In this chapter I will investi gate which factors increase 
the strength of parti cipants’ moti vati on to parti cipate. I will focus on two factors: the 
ti e one has with the organizers and the mobilizati on channel.
In additi on, I will investi gate the role of these factors on which type of moti ves parti ci-
pants hold. As described in chapter 1, there are three complementary types of mo-
ti ves. The fi rst moti ve is instrumental, whereby people parti cipate because they want 
to change the situati on and think the event will help contribute to that goal at aff ord-
able costs. The second type of moti ve is the identi ty moti ve. If one self-identi fi es as, for 
example, an environmentalist and wishes to preserve that identi ty, one has to (at least 
occasionally) act accordingly. People may therefore experience an inner social obliga-
ti on to parti cipate. Lastly, people may experience an ideological moti ve to parti cipate. 
When a situati on violates their ideals and principles they will feel a moral obligati on to 
do something. Both inner social and inner moral obligati ons are important as one can-
not take free rides on felt inner obligati ons, as opposed to instrumental moti ves. 
The ti e one has with the organizers and the mobilizati on channel are expected to aff ect 
the person’s moti vati onal strength and type of moti ves in various ways. As the connec-
ti on with the organizers is a pre-existi ng and enduring characteristi c of parti cipants, 
which describes (some of) the relati onships in which one is, or is not, embedded, these 
relati onships are expected to aff ect people’s opinions and moti vati ons. However, the 
channel through which one is mobilized for an event is an ad hoc occurrence. The mo-
bilizing channel is therefore not expected to be able to alter someone’s moti vati onal 
strength or constellati on. However, some channels may ‘work’ bett er for people with 
certain levels or types of moti vati on than for others.

EXPECTATIONS 

First, I expect that the strength of the moti vati on is mainly determined by the strength 
of the diff erent types of moti ves. Thus, the higher identi ty, ideological and instrumen-
tal moti ves are, the stronger the parti cipants’ moti vati onal strength will be. 

Second, I presume that the type of mobilizing channels and the type of event are re-
lated to moti vati onal strength. Because strong informal ti es are argued to be able to 
exert strong social pressure, I expect that they can mobilize people with litt le internal 
moti vati on. Formal open channels, on the other hand, are believed not to be able to 
exert social pressure, and are therefore expected to only be able to mobilize parti ci-
pants who already have a strong moti vati on. Additi onally, I assume that parti cipants 
at high cost events need to have stronger moti vati on to parti cipate than parti cipants 
at low cost events.
Thus, although mobilizing channel and type of event cannot alter moti vati onal strength, 
I do expect them to have an impact because diff erent channels and diff erent events 
can att ract parti cipants with diff erent levels of moti vati onal strength.

Third, I expect that the ti e with the organizers will aff ect the strength of the diff erent 
moti ves of parti cipants, and thereby the strength of the overall moti vati on. As people 
are more likely to identi fy with those with whom they have strong ti es, I presume that 
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the stronger the ti e with the organizers is, the stronger their identi ty moti ves will be. In 
additi on, as networks of strong ti es are usually ideologically homogeneous, I presume 
that the stronger the ti e with the organizers is, the stronger their ideological moti ves 
will be. Taken together, the stronger a person’s ti e with the organizers is, the stronger 
their identi ty and ideological moti ves are expected to be. Therefore, I assume that the 
stronger a person’s ti e with the organizers is, the stronger their moti vati on to parti ci-
pate will be. Thus, it is expected that the ti e with the organizers will have an indirect 
impact on moti vati onal strength by heightening identi ty and ideological moti ves. In 
contrast I assume the impact of mobilizati on channel and type of event to be a direct 
one (by att racti ng diff erent types of parti cipants).

In the following secti ons I will test these expectati ons. In additi on to controlling for 
socio-demographics (gender, age and educati on); I will also add events to the model. 
I believe that the type of event will not be able to alter the type or strength of mo-
ti vati on, as it is an external ad hoc factor. However, several impacts of event can be 
imagined. First and foremost, it seems logical that parti cipants will need to be more 
moti vated to parti cipate in high cost events, as opposed to low cost events. Second, it 
may be that diff erent types of mobilizing structures are bett er at att racti ng parti cipants 
with certain types of moti ves. For example it may be that solid mobilizing structures 
that include large formal organizati ons can insti ll a sense of effi  cacy, thereby att racti ng 
parti cipants for instrumental reasons. In additi on, as solid structures strive for more 
unity than liquid structures do, they may present an easier object to identi fy with, and 
therefore att ract parti cipants for identi ty reasons. Other eff ects can be imagined; I will 
therefore include event in the model to explore the infl uence.

MOTIVATIONAL STRENGTH

On average, parti cipants’ moti vati onal strength is very high (6 on a scale from 1 to 7), 
however there is some variati on (see Figure 19). Just over half (50.5%) of the parti ci-
pants are maximally moti vated (7). In the following secti ons I will test what causes this 
variati on of moti vati onal strength.

As discussed above I will look at four factors that may aff ect moti vati onal strength: 
event, mobilizati on channel, connecti on to the organizers and the diff erent types of 
moti ves. Table 29 shows the average moti vati onal strength at each event, for each 
group of parti cipants 
mobilized by the dif-
ferent channels and 
for each group of dif-
ferently connected 
parti cipants. The re-
sults indicate some 
preliminary diff erenc-
es. Parti cipants seem 
to be less moti vated at 
the ‘Step it Up’ event 
(the diff erence is sig-
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nifi cant compared to 
all other groups), and 
somewhat less mo-
ti vated at the ‘Break 
with Bush’ event (the 
diff erence between it 
and the ‘Klimaschutz’ 
event almost reaches 
signifi cance p=.051). 
This supports the expectati on that parti cipants are less moti vated at low cost events 
compared to high cost events. Secondly, parti cipants mobilized by social bonds seem 
to be less moti vated than parti cipants mobilized by any other channel (all diff erences 
are signifi cant). Those mobilized by email lists seem to be less moti vated too (the dif-
ference is signifi cant compared to those mobilized by organizers and websites). This 
supports the expectati on that informal strong ti es (social bonds) can mobilize less mo-
ti vated parti cipants more than other channels can. However, the low moti vati on of 
those mobilized by email lists (a formal semi-open channel) runs counter to this ex-
pectati on. Thirdly, acti ve members seem to be more moti vated than any other group 
(all diff erences are signifi cant). This is according to my expectati ons, although I had 
expected to fi nd diff erences between the other groups too. 
The means displayed in Table 29 thus confi rm some of the expectati ons. However, the 
previous chapter showed that mobilizati on strategy and connecti on to the organizers 
are interrelated. In additi on, I expect event and socio-demographics may also have 
an impact. Therefore, the means cannot reveal exactly what causes the diff erences in 
mean moti vati onal strength.

To test the individual impact of the diff erent factors, I conducted a regression analysis 
with moti vati onal strength as the dependent variable (see Table 30).  In the fi rst model 
I entered socio-demographic variables as a control factor. They account for 2% of the 
variance. Only educati on makes a signifi cant impact but the eff ect decreases in subse-
quent models and disappears in Model 5. 
In Model 2 to 5 I entered the diff erent factors that I expected to infl uence moti vati onal 
strength. I start in the second model with the contextual factor ‘events’, whereby ‘Step 
it Up’ is the baseline category. In the third model I entered the individual context of 
‘mobilizati on channels’ whereby social bonds are the baseline category21. In the fourth 
model I entered the individual feature ‘connecti on with the organizers’. Finally, in the 
fi ft h model I entered the three moti ves.
First, looking at the R2 shows that, as expected, the biggest impact on explaining moti -
vati onal strength is the levels of the diff erent types of moti ves. The R2 change in Model 
5 is .13, while the other factors contribute between .01 for the ti e with the organizers, 

21.     All analyses were run several ti mes, each ti me using a diff erent baseline category in order to detect 

all signifi cant diff erences between all groups. In the general model I have chosen to use those categories 

that elicited the most signifi cant diff erences with the other categories as a baseline group. When signifi cant 

diff erences were detected between groups other than the baseline category, they are described in the text. 

When no other diff erences are described than those compared to the baseline category; no signifi cant dif-

ferences were found between the other groups.
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.02 for socio-demographics and .06 for events and mobilizing channels. The eff ect of 
the diff erent types of moti ves on moti vati onal strength is thus twice as strong as any 
of the other factors and explains almost half of all the explained variance. However, 
the infl uence of all the other factors is signifi cant. I will discuss them in the following 
secti on.

When ‘events’ is entered in Model 2 of Table 30, the R2 increases with .06. It was ex-
pected that the event would have a signifi cant impact on moti vati onal strength. In par-
ti cular, I expected people to need less moti vati onal strength to parti cipate in low cost 
as opposed to high cost events. This means that moti vati onal strength should be low-
est at ‘Step it Up’, followed by ‘Break with Bush’, ‘Klimaschutz’, ‘Surround the Govern-
ment’ and ‘Stop the G8’. ‘Step it Up’ was entered as the baseline category. This means 
that betas for the other events should be interpreted as: compared to the mean moti -
vati onal strength at ‘Step it Up’, the mean moti vati onal strength at the other events dif-
fers with [beta]. The betas for all the events are positi ve and signifi cant, meaning that 
parti cipants at all other events were signifi cantly more moti vated than parti cipants at 
the ‘Step it Up’ event. In other words, moti vati onal strength is lowest at the lowest cost 
event. Moti vati onal strength at Break with Bush was also low. When I ran the regres-
sion with ‘Break with Bush’ as the baseline category, I found that although parti cipants 
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of ‘Break with Bush’ are signifi cantly more moti vated than parti cipants of ‘Step it Up’, 
they are less moti vated than parti cipants at the other events (only signifi cant as com-
pared to parti cipants of the ‘Surrounding’, p=.055 in Model 5). I did not fi nd diff erences 
between the other events.
My expectati on is thus partly confi rmed. Moti vati on is lowest at the two lowest cost 
events. However, it is not highest at the highest cost event (Stop the G8). A reason may 
be that moti vati on is already high in any case, especially for events that require travel-
ling, moti vati onal strength gets to a point where it simply cannot get any higher (mean 
is higher than 6, on a scale from 1-7). 

In Model 3 of Table 30, I entered the mobilizing channels. R2 increases again with .06,  
a signifi cant increase. As ‘social bonds’ is the baseline category, the betas in Model 3 
show the diff erence between being mobilized by social bonds or the other channels. 
All betas are positi ve and, except the beta for being mobilized by the media, all are 
signifi cant (see Table 30, Model 3). This means that those mobilized by social bonds 
are less moti vated than those mobilized by other channels. Although the eff ects de-
crease slightly, they remain signifi cant in all Models. As expected, being mobilized by 
social bonds thus has a direct eff ect on moti vati onal strength. More precisely, social 
bonds are able to mobilize parti cipants who are less moti vated, as compared to the 
other channels. These people seem to ‘tag-along’ with their friends, family or whoever 
mobilized them. They may experience social pressure to come along and therefore do 
not need to be very moti vated themselves to parti cipate.
There are no signifi cant diff erences between the other channels. That means that for-
mal strong ti es (the organizers themselves) do not mobilize parti cipants with weak 
moti vati on. This could be for several reasons. First, organizers reach mainly those with 
whom they have strong ti es, and these people have stronger moti vati on to parti cipate. 
This can be seen when ‘ti es with the organizers’ is entered in the equati on (see Model 
3 and 4), the beta for ‘mobilized by the organizers’ then decreases from .27 to .24. 
Second, organizers may only reach those who already have high levels of the types 
of moti ves. When the moti ves are entered into the Model the beta decreases from 
.24 to .20 (see Model 4 and 5). The diff erence between formal and informal social 
bonds, however, remains large and signifi cant. This, points to a third explanati on, for-
mal strong ti es may not be able to exert as much social pressure as informal strong ti es 
do, therefore they are not able to mobilize weakly moti vated parti cipants. 
Those mobilized by organizers and websites have the strongest moti vati on. A reason 
may be that people need a strong moti vati on in order to come in contact with these 
channels; you need to go to an organizati on or website. People need to be moti vated 
in the fi rst place, to start looking for informati on in these places. While email lists, the 
news media, posters and fl yers ‘come to you’.

In Model 4 of Table 30 I entered connectedness. Although this does not contribute 
much to the fi t of the model (R2 increases with .01) it is a signifi cant increase. I expect-
ed that the stronger the ti es with the organizers are, the more one would be moti vat-
ed to parti cipate, because the stronger the ti e with the organizers, the stronger their 
identi ty and ideological moti ves were expected to be. Model 4 shows that indeed, the 
more closely connected to the organizers parti cipants are, the more moti vated they 
are to parti cipate. When in Model 5 the diff erent moti ves are entered the diff erence 
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decreases by half and becomes insignifi cant. This indicates that the eff ect of connect-
edness is –as expected- indirect. 
To test whether this increase in moti vati onal strength is explained by an increase in 
identi ty and ideological moti ves, rather than instrumental moti ves, I entered the dif-
ferent types of moti ves separately in the model (one moti ve in Model 5, the other two 
in Model 6, see Table 31). 
This reveals that the eff ect of connectedness only becomes insignifi cant when the 
identi ty moti ve is entered. Thus, the closer the parti cipants’ connecti on to the organ-
izers, the stronger their identi ty moti ve, and consequently, the more strongly they are 
moti vated to parti cipate. The same eff ect was expected for the ideology moti ve; how-
ever, although the beta decreases quite a bit (from .12 to .09), it remains signifi cant. 
Ideology thus explains partly why those closer connected to the organizers are more 
strongly     moti vated, but does not explain all of it. In the next paragraph, I explore this 
further while discussing the ideology moti ve.

DIFFERENT TYPES OF MOTIVATION

The previous secti ons show that events, mobilizing channels and connecti on to the 
organizers aff ect the moti vati on to parti cipate. However, Table 30 also shows that the 
diff erent types of moti ves have the strongest impact on parti cipants’ moti vati onal 
strength. In the following secti on I will test what predicts these diff erent moti ves.
To test this I ran three regression models in which instrumental moti vati on, ideologi-
cal moti vati on and identi fi cati on were the dependent variable respecti vely. In the fi rst 
model I entered socio-demographic variables, in the second I entered the events 
whereby again ‘Step it Up’ was the baseline category, and in the third model I entered 
connecti on to the organizers whereby the unconnected were the baseline group. The 
mobilizing channels are not included in the models described here. I had not expected 
the mobilizing channels to have an impact other than on moti vati onal strength; and 
indeed inclusion in the model revealed that mobilizing channels did not aff ect any of 
the three moti ves. 

INSTRUMENTAL MOTIVATION

Of the three moti ves, instrumental moti ves make the smallest impact on moti vati onal 
strength (see Table 30).  Instrumental moti vati on is low on average (3 on a scale from 1 
to 7), but there is a lot of variati on (see Figure 20). I expected event  to aff ect instrumen-
tal moti vati on. I believed that the type of mobilizing structure that staged the event, 
would aff ect the type of moti ve one had. I assumed that when large organizati ons were 
involved in the mobilizati on of the event, the expectati ons of potenti al parti cipants 
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about the effi  cacy 
of the event would 
be raised. Therefore, 
large solid mobilizing 
structures would be 
able to att ract parti ci-
pants with instrumen-
tal moti ves. The mean 
instrumental moti ves 
per factor show that, 
as expected, most 
variance is found 
between the diff er-
ent events (see Ta-
ble 32). In parti cular, 
parti cipants of ‘Stop 
the G8’ and ‘Step it 
Up’ have signifi cantly 
more instrumental 
moti vati on than the 
others. Parti cipants 
of ‘the Surrounding’ 
have the least instru-
mental moti vati on 
(signifi cantly less than 
‘Step it Up’, ‘Stop the 
G8’ and ‘Break with 
Bush’). This is contra-
ry to my expectati ons.
Table 33 shows that 
instrumental moti va-
ti on is, as expected, 
enti rely dependent 
on the event in which 
people parti cipate; 
the R2 change is only 
signifi cant for Model 
2 (.18). However, the 
eff ect is opposite 
from what was ex-
pected. Parti cipants in 
‘Step it Up’ had more 
instrumental moti va-
ti on than parti cipants 
in ‘the Surrounding’, 
‘Break with Bush’ and ‘Klimaschutz’. Taking ‘Stop the G8’ as the baseline category re-
veals that the same is true for this event. Parti cipants of ‘Step it Up’ and ‘Stop the 
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G8’ thus have more instrumental moti vati on than those at the other events. Thus, it 
seems that instrumental moti vati on is lower at events organized by solid structures 
and higher at events organized by liquid structures. That the involvement of many for-
mal and large organizati ons does not enhance instrumental moti vati on is shown even 
clearer by the fact that parti cipants of the ‘Surrounding’ have the lowest instrumental 
moti vati on of all (taking ‘the Surrounding’ as baseline group reveals that the diff er-
ences between it and all the other groups are signifi cant). This may not be surprising 
given that outrage over the percepti on that the government did not listen to its people, 
was one of the reasons for this event; however, as the ‘Surrounding’ was organized by 
the largest solid coaliti on in my study, it does run completely counter to expectati ons. 

IDEOLOGICAL MOTIVATION

Ideological moti ves 
are very high on aver-
age (6 on a scale from 
1 to 7) and have the 
least variati on of all 
moti ves; 57% of all 
parti cipants are maxi-
mally ideologically 
moti vated, and 28% 
score a 6. It seems 
thus that high ideo-
logical moti vati on was 
almost a preconditi on 
for parti cipati on. This 
is according to my ex-
pectati ons. 
I presumed that the 
ideological moti ve 
would be infl uenced 
by the ti es with the 
organizers and by the 
event. The closer the ti e with the organizers is the stronger, I assumed, the ideological 
moti ve would be. In additi on, the more liquid the mobilizing structure is, the higher I 
expected the ideological moti ve would be.

Table 35 shows the regression model for ideological moti vati on. It shows that ideology 
is related to socio-demographics and the ti e with the organizers. Both make small but 
signifi cant contributi ons to the fi t of the model (R2 change is: .02 and .03). 
Older parti cipants and women have stronger ideological moti vati on. The infl uence of 
age weakens when events and connecti on are entered but remains signifi cant, while 
the eff ect of gender increases. 
Acti ve members and those with formal ti es have more ideological moti vati on than 
those with personal ti es and especially the unconnected. Formal ti es thus seem to 
be related to ideological moti ves. This clarifi es why ideological moti ves could only 
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partly explain why 
those with stronger 
ti es had higher moti -
vati onal strength. It 
is not about stronger 
ti es per se, it is about 
stronger formal ti es. 
Although the impact 
of event on ideologi-
cal moti vati on is not 
signifi cant, the re-
gression shows that 
ideological moti ves 
are strongest at ‘the 
Surrounding’ and at 
‘Klimaschutz’,  the 
two events organized 
by the most solid for-
mal coaliti ons. Fur-
ther, ideological mo-
ti ves are lowest at the 
event organized by a 
coordinati on struc-
ture, ‘Step it Up’. Al-
though it is contrary to my initi al expectati ons, in light of the previous fi ndings it seems 
quite logical. However, ideological moti ves are generally strong, there is litt le variati on 
and all eff ects –even when signifi cant– are very small.

IDENTIFICATION 

Parti cipants’ identi -
fi cati on was on aver-
age strong (6 on a 
scale from 1 to 7), but 
there is quite a bit of 
variati on (see Figure 
22). ‘Only’ 30% of the 
parti cipants score a 6, 
while 26% score a 7 
and 24% a 5. 
I expected identi fi ca-
ti on to be infl uenced by the ti e one has with the organizers and by the event. More 
specifi cally, I expected that the closer one is connected to the organizers the more 
one would identi fy with the others in the crowd. In additi on, I expected that at events 
organized by solid mobilizing structures, identi fi cati on would be higher. 
The mean levels of identi fi cati on per factor (see Table 36) show that identi fi cati on is 
parti cularly low at ‘the Surrounding’; the diff erence is signifi cant compared to all events 
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except ‘Klimaschutz’. 
And acti ve members 
and parti cipants with 
a formal connecti on 
identi fy signifi cantly 
more with the crowd 
than the unconnected 
and parti cipants with 
a personal connecti on 
to the organizers. As 
before, to test the in-
dependent impact of 
the factors I ran a re-
gression with identi fi -
cati on as the depend-
ent variable.

Table 37 shows the 
regression analysis 
for identi fi cati on. It 
shows that identi fi ca-
ti on is predicted by 
socio-demographics, 
event as well as the 
connecti on to the or-
ganizers. Event how-
ever, makes the larg-
est contributi on to 
the fi t (R2 change is: 
.10 vs. .02 and .04).
The older and the less 
educated one is, the 
more one identi fi es 
with the crowd, and thus, conversely, younger parti cipants and higher educated par-
ti cipants identi fy less with the crowd. Several authors have already noted that people 
increasingly desire more fl exible identi ti es (e.g. Bennett , Breunig, and Givens 2008), 
liquid society may thus aff ect the parti cipants.
As I expected, the closer one is connected to the organizers, the more one identi fi es 
with the crowd. More specifi cally, the unconnected identi fy signifi cantly less with the 
crowd than the other groups do. The acti ve members identi fy the most, although the 
diff erence between the acti ve members and those with a formal connecti on is not 
signifi cant.  
Contrary to expectati ons however, identi ty moti ves are not stronger at events organ-
ized by large coaliti ons. In fact, identi fi cati on at ‘the Surrounding’ is lowest (taking ‘the 
Surrounding’ as baseline group reveals that all diff erences are signifi cant), while iden-
ti fi cati on is highest at ‘Stop the G8’ (only signifi cant compared to ‘Break with Bush’ and 
‘the Surrounding’). It may be that in the case of ‘the Surrounding’ the large coaliti on 
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actually contributed to the low identi fi cati on, as so many groups were present with so 
many diff erent demands, it may have been diffi  cult for parti cipants to identi fy beyond 
their own organizati on or group. 

These analyses reveal that instrumental moti ves are infl uenced by the type of event. 
Ideological moti ves are enhanced by formal ti es. Parti cipants with formal ti es with the 
organizers (acti ve members and formal members) have stronger ideological moti ves, 
and although this does not have a signifi cant impact, parti cipants at events organized 
by solid mobilizing structures do as well. Finally, as would be expected, the level of 
identi fi cati on is higher the closer one is connected to the organizers. In additi on, it 
seems that large coaliti ons increase heterogeneity, thereby making it harder to identi fy 
with the others.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this chapter I looked at the parti cipants and the factors that pushed them to parti ci-
pati on. First, I looked at their general moti vati onal strength and subsequently I looked 
at what predicted the diff erent types of moti ves. 
First, I found some infl uence of socio-demographic variables. Older parti cipants and 
women have stronger ideological moti ves than younger parti cipants and men. The old-
er parti cipants are, and the lower their educati on is, the more they identi fy with the 
crowd. Although organizers cannot infl uence socio-demographics, it may help them to 
know who they target and how. An ideological appeal may work bett er with women 
and older parti cipants, while identi fi cati on moti ves may work bett er for older and less 
educated people. Exactly why these diff erent groups of people have diff erent types of 
moti ves to parti cipate is a topic for further investi gati on.
The other results were easier to interpret. Figure 23 depicts these results. Moti vati on 
can be imagined as having to heat up and reach a certain ‘boiling point’ in order for 
parti cipants to be pushed towards parti cipati on. Moti vati on is heated  by three types 
of ‘fi res’: ideological moti vati on, instrumental moti vati on and identi ty moti vati on. In 
this study ideological moti vati on was the highest fi re, followed by identi ty moti vati on 
and the lowest fi re was instrumental moti vati on. Although all types of fi re can heat up 
moti vati onal strength, similar diff erences among the eff ects of the fi res was found by 
van Stekelenburg (2006). Therefore, this may be a more general trend. 

Moti vati onal strength does not have to be sti rred up to the same level in every case. 
For parti cipants to parti cipate in low cost acti on, a lower moti vati onal strength suffi  ces 
than for parti cipati on in high cost acti on. The diff erence between the two is strong and 
signifi cant. However, moti vati onal strength sti ll had to be quite high (5.4 on a scale 
from 1-7) for parti cipati on in the lowest cost acti on (see thermometer), at the next 
lowest cost event moti vati onal strength was already on average 6. Not surprisingly 
then, moti vati onal strength did not diff er for higher cost events. There was a ceiling 
eff ect; moti vati onal strength simply could not get any higher. Although many scholars 
suspect that stronger moti vati on is needed for higher cost events, exactly what may be 
considered high cost acti on and what may be considered low cost acti on is not really 
clear. It seems that the major diff erence in this study was between events that took 
place in someone’s own neighborhood and those that were further away. If people 
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needed to travel more than 10 minutes to get to the place of acti on, moti vati onal 
strength increased. If costs rose even further, moti vati on stayed the same. This would 
be an interesti ng conclusion for organizers, as it would mean that going to the people 
requires less moti vati on than having the people come to you. 
In additi on, I found that diff erent mobilizing channels can mobilize parti cipants with 
diff erent levels of moti vati on. In parti cular, informal strong ti es (social bonds), such as 
friends and family were able to mobilize people with lower levels of moti vati on than 
can other channels (5.5 vs. 5.9 and up, see thermometer). I had expected this to be the 
case, as such informal strong ti es can exert social pressure on people to come along; 
thus, less internal moti vati on is needed. I had also expected that formal strong ti es 
might be able to exert social pressure and thereby mobilize people with low moti va-
ti onal levels. However, this was not the case. In fact, people mobilized by the organ-
izers had the highest levels of moti vati on of all groups. This was not just because they 
had a closer connecti on to the organizers (although that explained a small part of the 
variance), and it was also not because they had higher levels of the diff erent types of 
moti ves (although that too explained part of the variance). I proposed two explana-
ti ons. First, it may be that formal strong ti es can actually not exert social pressure, thus 
people need to be already highly moti vated in order to be mobilized by these channels. 
The second possible explanati on, which in my view is more probable, is that people do 
not usually come across organizers unless they are already strongly moti vated. The fact 
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that parti cipants mobilized by websites have high moti vati on too, also points in this 
directi on. In order to visit a place where you could encounter organizers or a website 
where you could fi nd informati on about protest events, people need to already be mo-
ti vated and looking for opportuniti es to parti cipate. This is not the case with the other 
channels because media, posters and fl yers, social bonds and email lists come to you 
with informati on, whether you want it or not.
These two eff ects are displayed in Figure 23 on the thermometer, indicati ng how high 
the “temperature” of the moti vati on needs to be in order to be mobilized in these 
cases. For organizers this means that, if they want to mobilize as many people as pos-
sible, they should stage low cost acti on and make use of social bonds as a mobilizati on 
strategy. 

However, the ‘fi res’ can also be infl uenced. The stronger the ti es one has with the 
organizers, the higher the identi fi cati on moti ve becomes. Thus, strong ti es with the 
organizers can sti r up the identi fi cati on fi re. This was expected. I also expected that 
strong ti es would heat up the ideological fi re. Although this was partly the case, it 
seems that in order to sti r up the ideological fi re specifi cally formal strong ti es are 
necessary. 
Although the level of ideological moti ve is always high, it is even higher when parti ci-
pants have formal ti es to the organizers. And the stronger these formal ti es are, the 
higher the ideological moti ve. There may be two reasons for this. People who experi-
ence high ideological moti vati on may be more inclined to join a group as a result of 
their urge to do something. Those with the strongest ideological moti vati on will feel 
inclined to become acti ve members, while those with somewhat lower ideological mo-
ti vati on will be content with remaining passive members. Being a member of a group 
may in turn enhance ideological moti vati on, as members oft en receive informati on 
and ideological appeals from the organizers. The acti ve members receive more of such 
informati on than the passive ones, which sti rs up the ideological fi res of the acti ve 
members. Thus, it seems plausible that membership reinforces ideological moti ves. 
Given that these members of formal and informal groups have strong ideological mo-
ti vati on, it may be wise for organizers to emphasize their ideological message to their 
own people, in order to trigger their feelings of inner moral obligati on. These eff ects 
are illustrated in Figure 23 by the lighters, which heat up the ideological and identi ty 
moti ves.

I also found that the type of event infl uences the type of moti ves parti cipants experi-
enced. 
I imagined that instrumental moti ves may be higher at events organized by solid mo-
bilizing structures, as the involvement of large organizati ons may raise expectati ons 
about success, thereby att racti ng parti cipants with instrumental moti ves. Second, I 
imagined that because solid structures strive for more unity they may present a clear 
target to identi fy with, therefore att racti ng parti cipants with identi ty moti ves.
My expectati on that solid structures att ract parti cipants with instrumental moti ves did 
not prove to be correct. In fact, levels of instrumental moti ves were lowest at the larg-
est coaliti on and they seemed highest at events organized by liquid structures. One 
reason for this could be that parti cipati on in events staged by liquid structures raises 
more uncertainty, as there are no prescribed protest scripts (see e.g. van Stekelenburg 
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and Klandermans Forthcoming). In contrast, people know what to expect from solid 
structures; there will be a prescribed route or place where the protest takes place, 
there will be stewards, speakers or music and so forth. This is much less the case for 
protest organized by liquid structures. Chaikalis-Petritsis and Abrams (2011), propose 
that a feeling of effi  cacy helps overcome this uncertainty; consequently, in protest 
events with high uncertainty, instrumental moti ves need to be higher. This might ex-
plain my fi ndings. These authors also predict that identi fi cati on helps overcome uncer-
tainty, therefore identi ty moti ves should also be higher at events organized by liquid 
structures. As explained, I expected that identi fi cati on should be higher at events or-
ganized by solid structures. However, I found that the predicti on of Chaikalis-Petritsis 
and Abrams (2011) is true. Both of these fi ndings argue in favor of more investi gati on 
into the role of uncertainty in protest.
In additi on to identi fi cati on helping people overcome uncertainty, another explana-
ti on for my fi nding may be that the crowd is someti mes too diverse for parti cipants 
to be able to identi fy strongly with it. Parti cipants may identi fy with their own group, 
or those who mobilized them, but not with everyone in the crowd. This concurs with 
fi ndings in the literature on coaliti on formati on; organizers in coaliti ons need to give up 
some of their own identi ty. If this is the case, organizers should be careful to preserve 
enough of their own identi ty within the larger collecti ve so that parti cipants can sti ll be 
att racted for identi fi cati on reasons.
I also found diff erent levels of ideological moti ves depending on the type of event the 
parti cipants were in. Ideological moti ves were especially high in events organized by 
large formal coaliti ons. This concurs with the fi nding that formal ti es with the organiz-
ers inspire ideological moti ves. However, the eff ect is not enti rely explained by parti ci-
pants at these events having more oft en a formal connecti on.  Therefore, in additi on to 
formal ti es inspiring ideological moti vati on, formal mobilizing structures also seem to 
att ract an especially ideological crowd (although the infl uence of event did not make a 
signifi cant contributi on to the model).
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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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“Student-assistenten gezocht om voor een internati onaal onderzoek en-
quêtes uit te delen onder deelnemers aan een anti -oorlogsdemonstrati e. 
Zaterdag 15 Februari 2003”. 

Dat was ongeveer de strekking van het berichtje dat ik jaren geleden bij toeval in de 
Universiteitskrant Ad Valvas las. Nooit geweten dat onderzoek doen naar demonstra-
ti es serieus genoeg was om wetenschappelijk te zijn, maar het leek me wel interessant. 
Dus klopte ik bij ene ‘professor Bert Klandermans’ op de deur, met de openingszin: 

“Ik zag uw berichtje in de Ad Valvas, en ik kan helaas niet helpen met het 
uitdelen van de enquêtes want ik help ook al met de organisati e van die 
demonstrati e, maar zou ik er misschien mijn scripti e over kunnen schrij-
ven?”. 

“Natuurlijk” zei Bert, “je kunt wel het Nederlandse deel van de data ana-
lyseren. Schrijf maar een onderzoeksvoorstel”. 

Zo gezegd, zo gedaan, ik schreef een onderzoeksvoorstel en ging ermee aan de slag. En 
hoewel de scripti e al langer en langer werd, had ik nooit gedacht dat het uiteindelijk 
zou uitmonden in dit boek. Daarom wil ik dan ook als allereerste Bert bedanken dat hij 
mij de kans heeft  gegeven die scripti e te schrijven, uit te vinden hoe leuk ik onderzoek 
doen vind, en bovenal natuurlijk, om voldoende potenti e in mij te zien om mij vervol-
gens een promoti eplek aan te bieden. Dat had ik nooit durven dromen. 
Tijdens het schrijven van mijn scripti e kreeg ik een werkplek op de kamer bij  Jacque-
lien van Stekelenburg. Zij heeft  mij vanaf het begin met van alles en nog wat geholpen, 
en zou dat later –na haar eigen promoti e- blijven doen in de rol van copromotor. Haar 
bijdrage was niet alleen op gebied van theorie en analyses, maar ook door haar gezel-
ligheid zowel op de VU als op conferenti es en bij het delen van hotelkamers. Bert en 
Jac heel erg bedankt voor de pretti  ge samenwerking en inspirerende begeleiding.
De derde persoon die bij mijn begeleiding betrokken was, is Dana Fisher. Zij bood mij 
niet alleen een visiti ng scholar plek aan, aan Columbia University, maar betrok mij ook 
meteen bij haar onderzoek, en hielp mij met het vinden van huisvesti ng en wegwijs 
worden in New York. Dana, hartelijk bedankt voor de fi jne en vruchtbare samenwer-
king, en dat je onderdeel wilde uitmaken van mijn leescommissie. 
Ook Stefaan Walgrave wil ik bedanken voor de feedback die hij door de jaren heen op 
mijn werk gegeven heeft  en voor het deelnemen aan mijn promoti ecommissie. Ook 
Jan-Willem Duyvendak, Eva Anduiza, en Marie-Louise Damen: hartelijk bedankt.
Daarnaast wil ik ook iedereen bedanken die bij dit onderzoek betrokken was door te 
helpen met de dataverzameling. Met name Sebasti an Haunss die de data in Berlijn 
verzamelde, en Michael Heaney en Fabio Rojas, die niet alleen hielpen met de data 
verzameling in de VS, maar mij ook uitnodigden om in Washington DC eens een kijkje 
te nemen hoe zij hun demonstrati e-studie uitvoerden.
En natuurlijk ook alle respondenten enorm bedankt, in het bijzonder zij die ti jd heb-
ben gemaakt voor een interview met mij, zonder jullie deelname zou deze studie niet 
mogelijk geweest zijn.

Verder wil ik mijn collega’s bedanken voor hun hulp, feedback en gezelligheid. Ten 
eerste, iedereen die op enig moment in of rond de ‘Bert groep’ betrokken was: An-
nett e Linden, Rens Vliegenthart, Jasper Muis, Susanne Rebers, Robert Braun, Jacomij-
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ne Prins, Dunya van Troost, Anouk van Leeuwen, Marie-Louise Damen, Marjoka van 
Doorn, Igor Petrovic, Saskia Welschen, Daniel Blocq, Juliane Riese, Maaike Matelski, 
en alle anderen, bedankt voor jullie feedback en ti ps en natuurlijk ook voor de gezel-
ligheid. Annett e een speciaal bedankje voor jouw hulp en advies over de interviews. 
Jacomijne bedankt dat je mijn paranimf wilde zijn.
Kathrin Komp, bedankt voor de gezelligheid op al die avonden dat wij als enige nog om 
22.00 uur op de afdeling zaten te werken, en natuurlijk ook voor alle ti jd buiten de VU. 
Diana van Bergen, wij kenden elkaar eigenlijk al als student en daarbuiten, maar leer-
den elkaar vooral kennen als kamergenootjes. Heel erg bedankt voor de gezelligheid al 
die ti jd. Ook Doutje Letti  nga, Eric Schoenmakers en Jacomijne, jullie waren geweldige 
kamergenootjes, bedankt daarvoor. En ten slott e wil ik Boris Slijper bedanken, voor 
jouw dappere pogingen om vrijdagmiddagborrels van de grond te krijgen en wat extra 
gezelligheid naar de afdeling te brengen.

Dat brengt me bij vrienden en familie, die mij niet alleen mentaal maar soms ook fysiek 
geholpen hebben. Kirsti n Lackert en Gerard Goossen, bedankt voor alle discussies die 
ik met jullie heb kunnen voeren over demonstrati es, waarom mensen demonstreren, 
en hoe je nu eigenlijk zo een demonstrati e organiseert. En natuurlijk ook bedankt dat 
jullie helemaal naar Heiligendamm zijn afgereisd, daar de traangas en fouilleringen 
hebben doorstaan, om mij te helpen data te verzamelen. Ook Tomme Geraedts be-
dankt voor de hulp bij de data verzameling en de geëngageerde discussies. Willem 
Dekker, Ward Leeuwaarden, Thijs Vissia ook bedankt voor de discussies over protest 
en organizing en de vaak gezellige pogingen deze kennis in de prakti jk te brengen.
Ik wil ook graag mijn ouders, Henk en Nora Boekkooi, hier bedanken, ten eerste voor 
hun steun ti jdens het schrijven van mijn proefschrift , zowel mentaal als door te helpen 
met het transcriberen van de interviews en het editen van de tekst. Maar vooral ook 
omdat jullie alti jd in mij geloofden, en mij alti jd gesteund hebben, zelfs als het niet 
helemaal duidelijk was wat ik nu eigenlijk aan het doen was. En omdat jullie mij de in-
spirati e, en het goede voorbeeld gaven om geëngageerd te zijn, en in protest te komen 
wanneer dat nodig is, wat uiteindelijk tot dit boek geleid heeft .
Marchien Boekkooi ook bedankt, gewoon voor het alti jd daar zijn. En natuurlijk omdat 
jij mijn paranimf wilde zijn en voor het helpen uitzoeken van een jurk.
En last but not least, Tasos. Bedankt voor alle discussies en je advies, maar vooral voor 
je steun op die momenten in het laatste jaar dat ik gek werd van de stress en het niet 
meer zag zitt en. Ik hou van je mijn schatje.
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In dit proefschrift  heb ik de rol van de organisatoren van protestevenementen bestu-
deerd. Protest komt niet uit de lucht vallen; het moet georganiseerd worden en er 
moet voor gemobiliseerd worden. Hoewel onderzoekers erkennen dat mobilisati e een 
van de belangrijkste mechanismen binnen sociale bewegingen is, is het mobilisati epro-
ces en de rol van de organisatoren daarbinnen nog niet veel bestudeerd. De meeste 
wetenschappers en hun theorieën hebben zich gericht op hoe ‘politi eke mogelijkhe-
den’ (politi cal opportuniti es) de opkomst van bewegingen kunnen faciliteren, of hoe 
(sociale bewegingen)organisati es dit doen door (fi nanciële, culturele en sociale) mid-
delen bijeen te brengen (resource mobilizati on), of door hun boodschap op een be-
paalde manier vorm te geven (framing). Anderen hebben de parti cipanten van protest 
bestudeerd; wanneer en waarom sluiten zij zich aan bij een organisati e of protesteve-
nement? Maar de organisatoren zelf zijn grotendeels genegeerd. In dit proefschrift  
beargumenteer ik dat de organisatoren van protest moeten worden toegevoegd aan 
het verklarende model van sociale bewegingen.
 
Ik beargumenteer dat er eigenlijk twee mobilisati ecampagnes nodig zijn (zie Figuur 
29); eerst moet een initi ati efnemer andere organisatoren mobiliseren en daarmee een 
‘mobilisati estructuur’ (mobilizing structure) bouwen (zie Figuur 29 pijl 1), en vervol-
gens moeten de organisatoren in de mobilisati estructuur gezamenlijk een campagne 
opzett en en parti cipanten mobiliseren (zie Figuur 29 pijl 2). In deze dissertati e worden 
beide processen besproken. Ik heb het mobilisati eproces gevolgd, van begin tot eind, 
waarmee ik het belang van de rol van de organisatoren aantoon.

Organisatoren, parti cipanten en mobilisati estructuren kunnen niet als onafh ankelijk 
van elkaar gezien worden. Aan de ene kant vormen, bouwen en houden individuen 
structuren in stand. Aan de andere kant worden individuen gevormd, in gelegenheid 
gesteld of juist belemmerd in hun handelen door precies die structuren. Wanneer we 
individuen bestuderen moeten we hen dus beschouwen als ingebed in deze structu-
ren. In deze studie heb ik me daarom gericht op de relati e tussen individu en structuur. 
Mijn eerste vraag was daarom: ‘Hoe bouwen en onderhouden organisatoren mobili-
sati estructuren en hoe worden zij in dat proces belemmerd of in staat gesteld door 
de structuren waarin zij zijn ingebed?’ Mijn tweede vraag was: ‘Hoe beïnvloeden de 
relati es waarin individuen zijn ingebed, hun beslissing om deel te nemen aan een eve-
nement?’ Hierbij dient aangetekend te worden dat relati es niet per se persoonlijke 
relati es zijn; identi fi cati e met virtuele of verbeelde gemeenschappen (imagined com-
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muniti es) is ook van invloed op de meningen en moti even van individuen en daarmee 
op hun acti es.

Relati es, structuren en netwerken spelen dus een belangrijke rol in dit proefschrift . Het 
meest centraal staat de mobilisati estructuur. Mobilisati estructuren vormen de verbin-
ding tussen organisatoren en parti cipanten. Via deze structuren worden (fi nanciële, 
culturele en sociale) middelen en parti cipanten gemobiliseerd. Mobilisati estructuren 
kunnen zowel netwerken omvatt en die speciaal zijn opgezet voor en door sociale be-
wegingen, als formele en informele netwerken die buiten sociale bewegingen bestaan. 
Alles van een vriendschapsnetwerk, kerk, homogemeenschap, anarchisti sche subcul-
tuur of een formele NGO zoals Greenpeace, kan zich bij een mobilisati estructuur aan-
sluiten. Dat kunnen zij doen, maar er kan nooit vanuit gegaan worden dat zij dat zul-
len doen. In de campagnes die in dit proefschrift  bestudeerd werden bleek dat het 
mobiliseren van groepen en netwerken vrijwel nooit gemakkelijk was. Organisatoren 
moesten voor iedere campagne weer opnieuw een mobilisati estructuur bouwen en er 
kon nooit vanuit gegaan worden dat netwerken zich zouden aansluiten.
Bij het bouwen van een mobilisati estructuur maken organisatoren gebruik van be-
staande netwerken in de maatschappij. Maar de maatschappij verandert, meer spe-
cifi ek zij wordt steeds ‘vloeibaarder’ (liquid). De netwerken in de maatschappij veran-
deren, waardoor ook de mogelijkheden voor organisatoren om mobilisati estructuren 
te bouwen veranderen. In het verleden waren solide (solid) ‘traditi onele’ hiërarchische 
organisati es zoals vakbonden, politi eke parti jen en kerken de belangrijkste kanalen 
waardoor parti cipanten gemobiliseerd werden voor acti e. Maar tegenwoordig verlie-
zen veel van deze traditi onele organisati es hun leden en invloed. Tegelijkerti jd echter, 
ontstaan er nieuwe structuren die losser en informeler zijn. Vooral jongeren, prefere-
ren deze losse ad hoc verbindingen boven meer structurele en beperkende banden. Zij 
zijn nog wel betrokken bij de maatschappij maar vaker in gepersonaliseerde netwerken 
dan in collecti eve gemeenschappen. Organisatoren kunnen van deze nieuwe vloeibare 
banden gebruik maken om parti cipanten te mobiliseren, of ze nu online of offl  ine zijn, 
en zij zullen dit in de toekomst zelfs steeds vaker moeten doen. Het mobilisati e reper-
toire van organisatoren is hiermee dus vergroot.

De nieuwe mobilisati estructuur kan daarom verschillende vormen aannemen. Ik heb 
een  model ontwikkeld waarin organisatoren ofwel alleen formele netwerken, ofwel 



165 | Page

alleen informele netwerken, ofwel een combinati e daarvan kunnen gebruiken om hun 
mobilisati estructuur te bouwen. Dit creëert een conti nuüm van mobilisati estructuren, 
dat loopt van solide (solid) (alleen formele netwerken) naar vloeibaar (liquid) (alleen 
informele netwerken) (zie Figuur 30) 
Een combinati e van deze drie besproken ideeën, 1) initi ati efnemers moeten een mobi-
lisati estructuur bouwen (maar niet vanuit het niets), 2) deze mobilisati estructuur kan 
verschillende vormen aannemen (van solide naar vloeibaar), en 3) de compositi e en 
vorm van deze structuur bepalen wie er zullen deelnemen aan het protest, en met wel-
ke moti even, leidt tot het model wat ik in deze dissertati e getest heb (zie Figuur 31).

In deze dissertati e heb ik getracht de volgende twee vragen te beantwoorden: 
1. Hoe vormen organisatoren van protest de mobilisati estructuur (zie Figuur 31, pijl 1)?
2.  Hoe beïnvloedt de vorm van de mobilisati estructuur wie deelneemt aan het evene-

ment, en de moti vati es van de parti cipanten (zie Figuur 31, pijl 2)?

Tezamen laten de antwoorden op deze twee vragen zien, hoe de organisatoren van een 
protestevenement, door het vormen van een mobilisati estructuur, invloed uitoefenen 
op de compositi e van de menigte die aan hun evenement deelneemt, en de moti even 
die deze parti cipanten hebben om deel te nemen. 

SAMENVATTING

Vraag 1 is onderzocht in de hoofdstukken 4 en 5. In hoofdstuk 4 heb ik eerst het proces 
van het bouwen en in standhouden van een solide mobilisati estructuur beschreven 
(meer specifi ek, van het Nederlands Sociaal Forum, NSF), omdat ik verwachtt e dat 
dit type structuur het moeilijkst te bouwen en in stand te houden zou zijn. De samen-
werking in deze structuur bleek inderdaad problemati sch; de betrokken organisatoren 
stuitt en op vrijwel ieder denkbaar probleem. De beschrijving van deze casus gaf mij 
een perfecte mogelijkheid om een model te ontwikkelen voor het gehele proces van 
bouwen en in standhouden van een mobilisati estructuur. In hoofdstuk 5 heb ik voor-
beelden beschreven van meer vloeibare en van smallere mobilisati estructuren. De 
bouw van, en de samenwerking in deze structuren bleek inderdaad veel gemakkelijker 
dan het ‘gehele proces’ zoals beschreven in hoofdstuk 4.
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Vraag 2 is onderzocht in de hoofdstukken 6 en 7. Ik verwachtt e dat hoe de mobili-
sati estructuur eruit zou zien, van grote invloed zou zijn op wie er gemobiliseerd kon 
worden en waarom mensen parti cipeerden. Verschillende typen mobilisati estructuren 
gebruikten verschillende mobilisati estrategieën. In hoofdstuk 6 beschreef ik dat deze 
strategieën verschillende groepen parti cipanten bereiken op verschillende ti jdsti ppen. 
Het type structuur had daarmee een belangrijke invloed op wie er gemobiliseerd werd 
en wanneer. In hoofdstuk 7 heb ik aangetoond dat verschillende mobilisati estructuren 
en verschillende mobilisati estrategieën ook invloed hebben op de moti even van par-
ti cipanten. 

DE ORGANISATOREN

Zoals verwacht, begon het bouwen van de mobilisati estructuur steeds met een po-
ging van de initi ati efnemers om diegenen te mobiliseren die zij al kenden, mochten 
en vertrouwden. Wanneer de initi ati efnemers uitgebreide netwerken hadden was dit 
vaak voldoende om genoeg organisatoren te mobiliseren, en hoefden zij niet (hard) 
te proberen om nog anderen te rekruteren. In deze gevallen weerspiegelde de mobi-
lisati estructuur de latente netwerken (submerged networks) van de initi ati efnemers. 
Wanneer de eigen latente netwerken niet voldeden, moesten initi ati efnemers probe-
ren zwakke banden (zoals websites en e-maillijsten, massa media of posters en fl yers) 
te gebruiken om nieuwe organisatoren te mobiliseren. Deze zwakke banden waren 
alleen eff ecti ef wanneer de ideologie, identi teit en tacti eken van de initi ati efnemer 
duidelijk overeenkwamen met die van de potenti ële rekruut. Dus, hoe specifi eker de 
ideologie, identi teit en tacti eken van de initi ati efnemers, hoe minder zij in staat waren 
om organisatoren te rekruteren buiten hun eigen latente netwerken. Zodoende, was 
het eff ect dat de uiteindelijke vorm van de mobilisati estructuur de latente netwerken 
van de initi ati efnemers weerspiegelde, sterker naarmate de identi teit, ideologie en 
tacti eken van de initi ati efnemers specifi eker waren, en naarmate zij minder gebruik 
maakten van zwakke banden om buitenstaanders te rekruteren.

In het geval van de meest solide mobilisati estructuur, het NSF, kenden de initi ati ef-
nemers al veel organisatoren, wie zij vroegen om deel te nemen. Maar omdat deze 
organisatoren elkaar meestal nog niet kende, hadden zij vaak stereotype vooroorde-
len over elkaar. Zij vertrouwden elkaar daarom niet en bijgevolg waren zij niet bereid 
om zich bij de structuur aan te sluiten. Bovendien, hadden andere organisatoren, die 
elkaar al wel kenden, vaak negati eve ervaringen opgedaan bij voorgaande pogingen 
om samen te werken en een brede mobilisati estructuur te bouwen. Deze negati eve 
relati es leidde tot negati eve verwachti ngen, welke tot oncoöperati ef gedrag leidde en 
daarmee de negati eve ervaringen weer versterkten. 
Hoewel dus in sommige gevallen de latente netwerken van acti visten behulpzaam wa-
ren voor het bouwen van een ‘nieuwe’ structuur, werkten de latente netwerken van 
acti visten, en de negati eve relati es en ervaringen die hierin besloten lagen, de inspan-
ningen van de organisatoren vaak ook juist tegen. De ‘nieuw’ gebouwde structuur, was 
daarom nooit echt nieuw. Vriendschappen, tweespalt en stereotypen werden hercre-
eert en in stand gehouden door de acti es van de organisatoren.

Maar het was niet alleen een kwesti e van in welke netwerken zijn de organisatoren 
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ingebed en in welke niet? Identi fi cati e –de percepti e van organisatoren tot welke net-
werken zij behoorden– speelde ook een belangrijke rol. Mijn onderzoek laat zien dat 
wanneer organisatoren zich identi fi ceerden met universele groepen, zoals de anders-
globaliseringsbeweging, dat zij dan vaak een mobilisati estructuur bouwden of zich er-
bij aansloten omdat zij die beweging wilde opbouwen of versterken. Organisatoren die 
zich identi fi ceerden met parti cularisti sche groepen, aan de andere kant, sloten zich 
bij een mobilisati estructuur aan omdat zij verwachtt en daarmee hun eigen specifi eke 
groep te kunnen versterken en hun eigen doelen te bereiken. Deze verschillende iden-
ti fi cati es hadden grote invloed op het type structuur dat men wilde bouwen, en leidde 
vaak tot spanningen. Identi fi cati e was daarom een belangrijke voorspeller voor wie 
er aan de structuur deelnam, wie bleef en wie vertrok, en hoe de samenwerking zich 
ontwikkelde.
Organisatoren die zich identi fi ceerden met universalisti sche groepen zagen de andere 
organisatoren als onderdeel van dezelfde beweging, dus als ‘wij’. Zij waren daarom 
gemoti veerd om steeds meer groepen en organisatoren bij de structuur te betrekken, 
en probeerden om iedereen erbij te houden, zelfs wanneer de samenwerking moeilijk 
was. Omdat hun doel was om de beweging te versterken, wilde zij dit doen op lang-
durige of zelfs permanente basis. Zij probeerden daarom solide structuren te bouwen.
Organisatoren die zich identi fi ceerden met de eigen specifi eke groep, vonden het min-
der van belang om iedereen erbij betrokken te houden, en waren zelf ook minder 
vastberaden om te blijven. Zij hadden instrumentele redenen om mee te doen en be-
gonnen na verloop van ti jd vaak de samenwerking te evalueren: wat hebben we erin 
geïnvesteerd en wat hebben we teruggekregen? Wanneer die balans naar hun gevoel 
negati ef was, dan verlieten zij simpelweg de mobilisati estructuur. Zij wilden zich dus 
niet onvoorwaardelijk verbinden aan een structuur en prefereerden vloeibare structu-
ren, waar zij aan konden meedoen en die zij konden verlaten wanneer zij maar wilden.
Bovendien zagen de organisatoren die zich identi fi ceerden met een specifi eke groep 
de meeste andere organisatoren in de mobilisati estructuur als ‘zij’. Zij waren daarom 
niet erg geneigd om compromissen te sluiten om aan de meningen van de anderen 
tegemoet te komen. Diegenen die zich identi fi ceerden met universele groepen zagen 
dit als onwil om samen te werken of zelfs als een poging om de mobilisati estructuur 
te saboteren. Zij reageerden hierop vaak door zelf ook geen compromissen meer te 
sluiten. De ‘parti cularisti sche identi fi ceerders’ kregen dan nog wel de ruimte om hun 
mening te venti leren, maar werden verder genegeerd. Uiteindelijk, verlieten zij de mo-
bilisati estructuur meestal, omdat zij zich niet (meer) serieus genomen voelden. Hun 
vertrek werd vervolgens gezien als bewijs van hun onwil om samen te werken, en een 
neerwaartse spiraal werd in gang gezet.
Er was dus een constante spanning in de mobilisati estructuren tussen diegenen die 
de structuur zagen als een manier om een brede en langdurige beweging op te bou-
wen (meestal de initi ati efnemers), en diegenen die zich aansloten om de krachten te 
bundelen om een eigen doel te bereiken. Terwijl de eersten bereid waren om onenig-
heid te tolereren, waren de laatsten daartoe veel minder bereid. Zij zagen moeilijke 
organisatoren liever vertrekken. Dit confl ict speelde zelfs in meer vloeibare structuren. 
Initi ati efnemers waren derhalve vaak diep teleurgesteld in het gebrek aan loyaliteit en 
doorzetti  ngsvermogen van de andere organisatoren.

Maar samenwerking was niet in alle typen structuren even moeilijk. In solide structu-
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ren werden ideologische en culturele verschillen problemati sch omdat er een dwang 
was om tot overeenstemming te komen. Hoe meer solide de structuur, hoe moeilijker 
het was om de structuur te bouwen, erin samen te werken en haar in stand te houden. 
Samenwerking in vloeibare structuren, en samenwerking in nauwe structuren waar er 
simpelweg veel minder diversiteit bestond, bleek veel gemakkelijker.
In vloeibare structuren waren identi teitsverschillen tussen de organisatoren geen is-
sue. Zij hadden nooit als doel om een collecti ef te worden, of met een mond te spre-
ken, dus discussies over ‘wie zijn we’ en ‘wat willen we’ waren niet nodig. Organisato-
ren werkten samen om prakti sche zaken te coördineren, daarbuiten waren zij vrij om 
te doen en laten wat zij wilden. De samenwerking verliep daarom soepel. 

DE PARTICIPANTEN

Ik onderscheidde drie typen mobilisati estrategieën: sterke banden (de organisatoren 
zelf en sociale contacten), semi-open online kanalen (websites en e-maillijsten), en 
open kanalen (de massa media, posters en fl yers). Elke strategie bereikte andere groe-
pen parti cipanten op verschillende ti jdsti ppen.
De organisatoren zelf bereikten en mobiliseerden vooral hun acti eve leden. Deze ac-
ti eve leden mobiliseerden vervolgens hun eigen sociale omgeving, welke dan op hun 
beurt weer hun sociale omgeving mobiliseerden, enzovoorts. Er ontstond dus een mo-
bilisati esneeuwbal van sterke banden, waarbij diegenen die het dichtst bij de organi-
satoren stonden (de acti eve leden) het eerste gemobiliseerd werden, gevolgd door 
diegenen die geïnformeerd werden door die leden, terwijl diegenen die verder van de 
organisatoren af stonden pas later werden gemobiliseerd. De ‘sterke banden strate-
gie’, was de meest eff ecti eve strategie, hierdoor werd de grootste groep parti cipanten 
gemobiliseerd.
Maar niet iedereen kon via deze strategie bereikt worden. Mensen die niet zelf acti ef 
lid waren, en wie dus geen directe persoonlijke relati e met de organisatoren hadden, 
en wie ook geen leden kenden, konden alleen door semi-open of open kanalen bereikt 
worden. Passieve leden wie geen persoonlijke verbinding met de organisatoren had-
den, ontvingen meestal wel informati e van hen. Organisatoren gebruikten semi-open 
online kanalen, met name e-maillijsten en nieuwsbrieven, om deze mensen te berei-
ken en mobiliseren. Niet-leden die ook deze online connecti e niet hadden konden al-
leen door open kanalen bereikt worden.
Mensen werden gemobiliseerd door e-maillijsten, massa media of posters en fl yers 
zodra de organisatoren hun boodschap via deze kanalen verspreidden. Omdat media 
aandacht steeds erg laat op gang kwam, werden de parti cipanten die van dit kanaal 
afh ankelijk waren, meestal als laatste gemobiliseerd.
De drie typen strategieën bereikten en mobiliseerden dus verschillende groepen parti -
cipanten op verschillende ti jdsti ppen. Hoe verder men van de organisatoren af stond, 
hoe minder waarschijnlijk het werd dat men bereikt en gemobiliseerd werd, en als 
men gemobiliseerd werd was dat op een later ti jdsti p. Tezamen betekenen deze resul-
taten dat de compositi e van de mobilisati estructuur weerspiegeld werd in de compo-
siti e van de demonstrati emenigte.

Verschillende typen mobilisati estructuren gebruikten verschillende mobilisati estra-
tegieën. Brede formele coaliti es konden gebruik maken van hun uitgebreide formele 



169 | Page

organisati onele banden om in contact te komen met hun achterban en hen te mo-
biliseren. Zij hoefden bijna geen gebruik te maken van open of semi-open kanalen. 
In het geval van nauwe coaliti es of vloeibare mobilisati estructuren echter, moesten 
organisatoren wel gebruik maken van open en semi-open kanalen om buiten de kleine 
groep te treden die zij via sterke banden konden bereiken, en voldoende parti cipanten 
te mobiliseren.
Wanneer organisatoren erin slaagden parti cipanten te mobiliseren via open of semi-
open kanalen, trokken zij een breder en diverser publiek. Maar deze open en semi-
open kanalen waren alleen eff ecti ef wanneer de kosten van parti cipati e relati ef laag 
waren. Dus wanneer organisatoren besloten om open en semi-open kanalen te gebrui-
ken om mensen te mobiliseren, en wanneer de kosten en risico’s van deelname laag 
waren, kon een breed publiek gemobiliseerd worden en werd de compositi e van de 
mobilisati estructuur minder sterk weerspiegeld in de compositi e van de demonstra-
ti emenigte.

Tenslott e heb ik gekeken naar de moti even van parti cipanten om aan de evenementen 
deel te nemen. Ten eerste, vond ik dat hoewel de moti vati e om deel te nemen bijna al-
ti jd erg sterk was (gemiddeld 5,5 op een schaal van 1-7), sommige parti cipanten meer 
gemoti veerd waren dan anderen. Diegenen die parti cipeerden in acti e waar deelname 
hoge kosten met zich meebracht, waren sterker gemoti veerd dan diegenen die in ac-
ti es met lage kosten parti cipeerden. Deze bevinding is logisch en was verwacht. Daar-
naast bleek dat parti cipanten die gemobiliseerd waren door vrienden of familie minder 
gemoti veerd waren om deel te nemen dan parti cipanten die via andere kanalen gemo-
biliseerd waren. Dit lijkt onlogisch, maar kan verklaard worden wanneer men bedenkt 
dat vrienden en familie sociale druk kunnen uitoefenen op iemand. Een individu hoeft  
daardoor zelf minder gemoti veerd te zijn; men loopt als het ware gewoon zijn of haar 
vrienden achterna.
Ten tweede, vond ik dat sommige parti cipanten andere moti even hadden om deel te 
nemen dan anderen. Ik onderscheidde drie moti even: 1) identi fi cati e moti even, 2) ide-
ologische moti even, en 3) instrumentele moti even. De band met de organisatoren en 
het type mobilisati estructuur beïnvloedde deze moti even. Een invloed van mobilisati e-
kanalen was niet verwacht, noch gevonden.
Identi fi cati e met de beweging of menigte was sterker naarmate de band met de orga-
nisatoren hechter was. Dit is logisch en was verwacht. Ideologische moti even waren 
sterker, naarmate de formele band met de organisatoren (dus lidmaatschap) sterker 
was. Dit kan verklaard worden omdat mensen met sterke ideologische moti even zich 
waarschijnlijk vaker bij een organisati e zullen aansluiten dan andere mensen. Eenmaal 
aangesloten zullen de ideologische moti even nog verder toenemen doordat het lid 
ideologische boodschappen van de organisati e ontvangt. Echter, sterke ideologische 
moti even lijken een voorwaarde zijn voor parti cipati e in een protestevenement en de 
verschillen tussen parti cipanten waren klein. Instrumentele moti even werden niet be-
invloed door de band met de organisatoren.
Het type mobilisati estructuur dat gebruikt werd om het evenement op te zett en be-
invloedde de moti even van parti cipanten ook. Formele coaliti es leken parti cipanten 
met ideologische moti even aan te trekken, of zij nu leden waren of niet. Het verband 
tussen organisati es en ideologie lijkt dus een meer algemeen patroon te zijn. Solide 
structuren leken parti cipanten aan te trekken met zwakkere identi fi cati e moti even. 
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Het kan zijn dat de menigte in deze evenementen te divers was voor parti cipanten om 
zich er sterk mee te identi fi ceren. Net zoals organisatoren in coaliti es een deel van hun 
identi teit moeten opgeven, zo moeten parti cipanten in coaliti e-evenementen dat dus 
ook. Ten slott e, leken vloeibare structuren parti cipanten aan te trekken met sterkere 
instrumentele moti even. Dit was onverwacht maar kan verklaard worden door het idee 
dat instrumentele moti even nodig zijn om onzekerheid te overkomen. Onzekerheid is 
hoger bij evenementen die door vloeibare structuren worden georganiseerd dan door 
solide structuren. Solide structuren organiseren meestal evenementen waarin mensen 
weten wat ze kunnen verwachten; er wordt een routi ne aangeboden, met een route, 
sprekers en stewards. Vloeibare structuren organiseren vaak meer fl uïde evenemen-
ten, daarom zijn sterkere moti even nodig om de onzekerheidsbarrière te overkomen.

Het feit dat verschillende parti cipanten verschillende moti even hadden, had een in-
direct eff ect op hun moti vati esterkte. Sterkere moti even leidde tot een sterkere mo-
ti vati e om deel te nemen, maar ideologische moti even hadden de sterkste invloed 
op de moti vati esterkte van parti cipanten, gevolgd door identi fi cati e moti even, terwijl 
instrumentele moti even de minste invloed hadden.

WETENSCHAPPELIJKE IMPLICATIES

In deze dissertati e heb ik een nieuw verklaringsmodel ontworpen voor sociale bewe-
gingenevenementen, waarin ik een belangrijke rol heb toegewezen aan de organisa-
toren van protestcampagnes. Ik combineerde hiertoe drie ideeën: dat organisatoren 
een mobilisati estructuur moeten bouwen voor iedere campagne, dat deze structuur 
verschillende vormen kan aannemen, en dat de compositi e en vorm van de mobilisa-
ti estructuur bepaalt wie er aan een protestevenement deelnemen en om welke rede-
nen. De combinati e van deze drie ideeën geeft  ons een duidelijk en testbaar verband 
tussen de organisatoren en parti cipanten van evenementen. Hoewel het logisch lijkt 
dat organisatoren evenementen en hun deelnemers zullen beïnvloeden, is nog niet 
veel onderzoek gedaan naar wat precies deze invloed is en hoe deze werkt. Dit model 
biedt een nieuwe manier om na te denken over de invloed van organisatoren en hoe 
dit te bestuderen. Dit kan ons dieper inzicht verschaff en in de processen die plaats-
vinden binnen sociale bewegingen, een inzicht dat nodig is om het macro-niveau van 
sociale bewegingen te kunnen begrijpen (Jasper 2004; Lichbach 1998). 

DE STRUCTUUR BOUWEN

In de huidige literatuur worden mobilisati estructuren vaak gezien als stati sch of al 
bestaand (Emirbayer en Goodwin 1994; Goodwin en Jasper 1999). Maar deze studie 
toont aan dat zij voor iedere campagne gecreëerd moeten worden en dat deelname 
nooit voor lief genomen kan worden. Dit betekent dat er ruimte is voor handelings-
invloed (agency) door organisatoren van sociale bewegingen, en wijst op het belang 
om dit te bestuderen om zodoende de vorm van protestevenementen, en daarmee 
indirect, de vorm van sociale bewegingen te kunnen begrijpen. 
Tegelijkerti jd, bouwen organisatoren deze structuren niet van de grond af op. Zij wor-
den in staat gesteld en belemmerd door de relati es waarin zij ingebed zijn. Dit leidt 
ertoe dat de vorm van de mobilisati estructuur een weerspiegeling is van de latente 
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netwerken van de initi ati efnemers. Dit betekent dus dat latente netwerken niet alti jd 
bevorderlijk zijn voor het bouwen van een mobilisati estructuur of sociale beweging. 
Hoewel McAdam en Paulsen (1993) er al op gewezen hebben dat sociale banden acti -
visme zowel kunnen beperken als aanmoedigen, worden latente netwerken over het 
algemeen een positi eve invloed toegedicht. Deze studie laat daarentegen zien dat dit 
vaak niet het geval is. Latente structuren belett en eigenlijk vooral het bouwen van mo-
bilisati estructuren en het organiseren van campagnes, door de negati eve ervaringen 
die zij met zich meebrachten.
Het bouwen en in stand houden van mobilisati estructuren en de samenwerking in 
hen, was echter niet alti jd problemati sch. Het bouwen van, en de samenwerking in, 
vloeibare structuren bleek veel eenvoudiger dan in solide structuren. Deze vloeibare 
structuren lijken op wat Gerlach en Hine (1970) (zie ook Gerlach 2001), ‘segmentary, 
polycentric, and integrated networks’ (SPIN), genoemd hebben. Zij stellen dat dit type 
van organiseren niet alleen gemakkelijk en goed geschikt is voor sociale bewegingen, 
maar dat het ook adapti ef is onder turbulente of oppositi onele omstandigheden. Ger-
lach (2001) stelt daarom dat SPIN de organisati evorm van de toekomst zou kunnen 
worden. Het empirische bewijs in mijn studie lijkt er inderdaad op te wijzen dat vloei-
bare structuren een makkelijker en geschikte organisati evorm voor bewegingen zijn, 
en ik verwacht dan ook een groei aan campagnes en bewegingen die op deze manier 
zijn georganiseerd. 

ONDERHANDELINGEN

De studie van organisatoren heeft  tot nu toe weinig aandacht gekregen. We weten 
het meeste van formele coaliti es, maar zelfs deze studies zijn niet heel gangbaar (van 
Dyke 2003). Bovendien is het interacti eproces dat in deze structuren plaatsvindt zelden 
bestudeerd (maar zie: Pollett a 2002). Echter, wanneer we beter gebruik maken van de 
uitgebreide kennis die bestaat over onderhandelingen in sociaal psychologische litera-
tuur, zouden we meer kunnen begrijpen van de samenwerking die plaatsvindt in deze 
structuren. Hoewel de sociaal psychologen die zich hiermee bezighouden zich vooral 
richten op de studie van tweetallen of kleine groepen, laboratorium experimenten en 
zakelijke onderhandelingen, valt er veel te leren van hun resultaten. Ik heb de con-
cepten van deze sociaal psychologische studies geïmporteerd in mijn studie, om de 
processen in de onderhandelingen in mobilisati estructuren beter te kunnen begrijpen 
en verklaren.
Echter, ik vond dat onderhandelingstheorieën alleen, de processen die ik in mijn 
data ontdekte niet nauwkeurig genoeg konden beschrijven. Meer specifi ek, ik vond 
dat identi fi cati e een ontzett end belangrijke rol speelde in zowel het bouwen van de 
structuren als de samenwerking daarbinnen. Door het concept identi fi cati e aan mijn 
theoreti sch kader toe te voegen, heb ik een start gemaakt met de integrati e van soci-
aal psychologische onderhandelingstheorie en sociale bewegingen theorie, zodat een 
dieper begrip van de processen aan het werk in de interacti e tussen organisatoren 
mogelijk wordt.
Ik vond dat identi fi cati e, niet identi teit, de verklarende factor was. Het maakte niet uit 
welke identi teiten een persoon had, of tot welke groepen en categorieën zij daadwer-
kelijk behoorden. Waar het om ging, was met welke groep men zich identi fi ceerde, on-
geacht of men nu een daadwerkelijke relati e met andere mensen in deze groep had of 
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niet, en ongeacht of men nu door anderen tot die groep gerekend werd of niet. Mensen 
gedroegen in overeenstemming met de groep waarvan zij zich het sterkst onderdeel 
voelden. Mijn resultaten laten dus zien dat het minder belangrijk is van welke groepen 
men objecti ef lid is, dan van welke groepen men zich aff ecti ef onderdeel voelt. Deze 
bevinding is in lijn met de suggesti es van Huddy (2001, 2003). Zij maakt onderscheid 
tussen verworven (acquired) en toegeschreven (ascribed) identi teiten. Toegeschreven 
identi teiten worden mensen opgelegd (dus de groepen/categorieën waar men objec-
ti ef lid van is) terwijl verworven identi teiten vrijwillig zijn. Huddy beargumenteerd dat 
vrijwillige identi teiten doorgaans een sterkere identi fi cati e opwekken (2003), en hoe 
sterker de identi fi cati e, hoe sterker iemands bereidheid om namens de groep te han-
delen (2001). Mijn empirische bevindingen ondersteunen dit idee.
Dit heeft  belangrijke implicati es voor de studie naar de rol van collecti eve identi teiten 
in sociale bewegingen. Om het proces van het bouwen van en samenwerken in mo-
bilisati estructuren te begrijpen is een focus nodig op de percepti es en gevoelens van 
organisatoren, in plaats van op de categorieën waartoe zij behoren.

MOBILISATIE

In deze dissertati e heb ik een model van mobilisati ereeksen ontwikkeld. Dit model 
maakte drie belangrijke punten zichtbaar. Ten eerste liet het zien waarom de com-
positi e van de mobilisati estructuur weerspiegeld wordt in de compositi e van de de-
monstrati emenigte: omdat verschillende mobilisati estrategieën verschillende groepen 
parti cipanten bereikten en mobiliseerden. Hoe verder men verwijderd was van de or-
ganisatoren, hoe minder waarschijnlijk het werd dat men bereikt en gemobiliseerd 
werd. Dit laat zien hoe sommige mechanismen op microniveau, uitkomsten hebben 
op mesoniveau.
Ten tweede laat het model zien dat deze verschillende kanalen op verschillende ti jd-
sti ppen mobiliseren. Door te focussen op wanneer parti cipanten gemobiliseerd wer-
den, ontwikkelde ik een nieuwe manier om mobilisati epatronen te visualiseren. Door 
deze focus op ti jd was ik in staat om mobilisati esneeuwballen te laten zien, die van de 
organisatoren naar buiten groeiden naar steeds verder verwijderde parti cipanten. Dit 
was nog niet eerder empirisch aangetoond.
Ten derde, door verschillende typen mobilisati estrategieën te onderscheiden en te be-
studeren wie zij bereikten, liet het model zien dat het belangrijk is om verschillende 
online strategieën uit elkaar te houden, in plaats van te spreken van ‘het internet’ 
in het algemeen. E-maillijsten mobiliseerden een specifi eke groep mensen, namelijk 
de passieve leden van groepen en organisati es, terwijl websites vooral acti eve leden 
mobiliseerden. Omdat e-maillijsten naar de ontvanger toe komen, of die ontvanger de 
informati e nu wil of niet, konden zij zowel passieve als acti eve leden bereiken. Hoewel 
dit weinig invloed had op de acti eve leden (die vaak al gemobiliseerd waren via andere 
kanalen) was het cruciaal voor de mobilisati e van passieve leden. Een boodschap op 
een website, daarentegen, kan alleen gezien worden wanneer de ontvanger ernaartoe 
gaat en ernaar zoekt, het bereikte daarom alleen acti eve leden. Deze bevindingen sug-
gereren dat websites zich meer gedragen als gesloten kanalen dan e-maillijsten doen, 
en dat de twee apart bestudeerd en geanalyseerd moeten worden in toekomsti g on-
derzoek.
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MOTIVATIE 

Deze dissertati e draagt ook bij aan de kennis over de moti even van parti cipanten om 
deel te nemen. Ik vond dat de moti vati e voor deelname het sterkst beïnvloed werd 
door ideologische moti even, gevolgd door identi fi cati e moti even en het minst door 
instrumentele moti even. Dit komt overeen met de bevindingen van van Stekelenburg 
(2006), wat een algemeen patroon suggereert.
Ten tweede vond ik dat parti cipanten sterker gemoti veerd moesten zijn om deel te 
nemen aan evenementen die hoge, in plaats van lage kosten met zich meebrengen. In 
deze studie leek het verschil vooral te liggen tussen evenementen die plaatsvonden in 
iemands eigen buurt en evenementen die verder weg plaatsvonden. Als mensen meer 
dan 10 minuten moesten reizen om naar de plaats van acti e te komen, dan sprong de 
moti vati onele kracht omhoog. Als de kosten nog verder rezen, bleven de moti vati onele 
niveaus gelijk, zij leken een plafond bereikt te hebben. Als dit het geval is, dan zou dat 
betekenen dat zelfs evenementen met objecti ef vrij lage kosten en risico’s (moti vati o-
neel) niet zo veel verschillen van evenementen met objecti ef veel hogere kosten. Dit 
heeft  belangrijke implicati es voor ons begrip van het verschil tussen hoge en lage kos-
ten acti es. Hierbij moet wel worden aangetekend dat mijn studie geen echte hoge kos-
ten (levensbedreigende) types van evenementen bevatt e, welke misschien een heel 
andere moti vati onele dynamiek hebben.
Ten derde heb ik gevonden dat het mobilisati ekanaal de moti vati onele kracht beïn-
vloedde. Belangrijk was dat diegenen die gemobiliseerd werden door sociale banden 
(vrienden, familie, collega’s) niet zo gemoti veerd hoefden te zijn als diegenen die 
door andere kanalen gemobiliseerd waren. Eerder onderzoek suggereerde dat sterke 
banden betere moti vatoren waren dan zwakke banden (Klandermans 2000; Oliver en 
Myers 2003), en dat informele banden sterkere moti vati e kunnen opwekken dan for-
mele banden (Klandermans en Oegema 1987). Mijn studie suggereert dat wat wordt 
opgewekt door deze sterke informele banden geen (innerlijke) moti vati e is. De moti -
vati onele kracht van parti cipanten gemobiliseerd door informele sterke banden was 
zelfs zwakker dan de moti vati onele kracht van parti cipanten die door andere kanalen 
werden gemobiliseerd. Het lijkt er dus op dat informele sterke banden eff ecti ef kunnen 
mobiliseren omdat zij sociale druk kunnen uitoefenen, waardoor juist een zwakkere 
innerlijke moti vati e volstaat.
Ten vierde, ik vond dat het type mobilisati estructuur de moti even beïnvloedde. Op 
evenementen georganiseerd door vloeibare structuren waren instrumentele moti even 
veel hoger. De verklaring die ik daarvoor gaf was dat de onzekerheid op deze evene-
menten hoger is. Het is gesuggereerd dat instrumentele moti even nodig zijn om onze-
kerheid te kunnen overkomen (Chaikalis-Petritsis en Abrams 2011). Echter is dit idee, 
voor zover ik weet, nog niet empirisch getest. Mijn studie geeft  een aanwijzing hoe 
deze bewering geoperati onaliseerd en bestudeerd kan worden.
In het algemeen is de invloed van banden, mobilisati ekanalen en typen evenementen, 
op moti vati e nog niet bestudeerd op de manier zoals ik gedaan heb in deze dissertati e. 
Deze studie kan daarom nieuwe wegen openen en ideeën aandragen om moti vati e 
voor parti cipati e in sociale bewegingen evenementen verder te bestuderen.
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HET CONTINUÜM

In deze dissertati e heb ik een conti nuüm van mobilisati estructuren ontwikkeld. Aan 
de solide kant van het conti nuüm heb ik mobilisati estructuren geplaatst die uit alleen 
formele netwerken bestaan, en aan de vloeibare kant heb ik mobilisati estructuren ge-
plaatst die uit alleen informele structuren bestaan.
Verschillende auteurs hebben gevraagd, en geprobeerd om meer handelingsinvloed 
(agency) en dynamiek in sociale bewegingen theorie te incorporeren (Jasper 2004; 
McAdam 2003; Goodwin en Jasper 1999). Meer specifi ek, de theorieën over de mo-
bilisati e van middelen (resource mobilizati on) en mobilisati estructuren zijn ervan be-
schuldigd dat zij al te structureel en stati sch zouden zijn (bijvoorbeeld Jasper 2004). 
Het conti nuüm van mobilisati estructuren probeert ruimte te creëren voor handelings-
invloed en dynamiek binnen de resource mobilisati e theorie. De classifi cati e van mo-
bilisati estructuren op een conti nuüm maakt het mogelijk om in termen van resource 
mobilisati e te denken zonder noodzakelijkerwijs (sociale bewegingen) organisati es er-
bij te betrekken. Het concept van ‘vloeibare structuren’ stelt ons zo in staat om deze 
theorie in een nieuw licht en een nieuw ti jdperk te plaatsen, zodat we uit de inzichten 
die deze theorie ons biedt kunnen putt en en hen kunnen toepassen op de nieuwe 
vloeibare realiteit.

Echter, mijn bevindingen suggereren dat formeel en solide, en informeel en vloeibaar 
niet noodzakelijkerwijs samen gaan. De relati e tussen solide-vloeibaar en formeel-in-
formeel was niet alti jd eenduidig. Bijvoorbeeld, ‘Dissent’ bestond onmiskenbaar uit 
informele kleine groepjes en de meeste organisatoren in het Dissent netwerk behan-
delde Dissent als een vloeibare structuur. Maar sommige initi ati efnemers wilde dat het 
een meer langdurige en samenhangende, solide structuur zou worden. Dus hoewel 
voor de meeste organisatoren in het Dissent netwerk informeel en vloeibaar hand in 
hand gingen, was dit voor sommigen –de centrale groep organisatoren– niet het geval. 
Dit waren informele groepen die ‘samen iets wilde opbouwen’ en een (meer) solide 
mobilisati estructuur wilden worden.
‘Keer het Tij’ aan de andere kant, de coaliti e die het ‘Omsingel het Kabinet’ evenement 
organiseerde, was een formele coaliti e met vele grote en kleinere formele organisati es 
en groepen. De initi ati efnemers hadden de intenti e dat Keer het Tij een solide struc-
tuur zou worden, die geheel links zou samen brengen tegen de regering. Maar het 
specifi eke ‘Omsingel het Kabinet’ evenement bevatt e een diverse groep organisatoren, 
die allen hun eigen mensen mobiliseerden en hun eigen eisen en leuzen gebruikten. 
Voor deze campagne handelde ‘Keer het Tij’ meer als een coördinati estructuur, die 
ertoe diende om iedereen samen te brengen op dezelfde plek en ti jd, maar niet om 
met een stem te spreken. Het doel was eigenlijk precies om ‘met duizend stemmen 
te spreken’, en de diversiteit te laten zien van iedereen die tegen de regering was. Op 
een vergelijkbare manier was de prakti jk om het Nederlands Sociaal Forum als een 
vloeibare structuur te beschouwen, hoewel de initi ati efnemers het bedoeld hadden 
om een (langdurige)  solide beweging te bouwen.
Er zijn dus twee dimensies belangrijk in een mobilisati estructuur: 1) Wie parti cipeert: 
formele of informele groepen? 2) Hoe werken ze samen: ad hoc of langdurig, met een 
stem, of met 1000 stemmen? In andere woorden, hoe is de structuur georganiseerd: 
solide of vloeibaar?
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Figuur 32 laat een nieuw conti nuüm van mobilisati estructuren zien die met deze inter-
relati es rekening houdt. Op de horizontale as plaatste ik ‘wie parti cipeert’ (formele 
of informele netwerken), en op de verti cale as ‘hoe zijn zij georganiseerd’ (solide of 
vloeibaar).
In de linkerbovenhoek plaatste ik de ‘Formele Coaliti e’. In een coaliti e komen formele 
organisati es samen om op langdurige basis samen te werken om verschillende eve-
nementen op te zett en en gezamenlijke eisen te stellen. In de linkerbenedenhoek 
plaatste ik het ‘Platf orm’ of ‘Functi onele allianti e’. In deze mobilisati estructuur ballen 
formele organisati es hun krachten samen om een specifi ek evenement te organiseren 
op een onderwerp dat bijzonder urgent is op dat moment. In dit geval, hebben de 
organisatoren niet het doel om een langdurig collecti ef te vormen, in plaats daarvan 
willen zij sterk staan tegenover een direct kwaad. ‘Keer het Tij’ was zo een ‘Platf orm’, 
wat vergelijkbaar functi oneert aan een coördinati estructuur.
In de rechterbovenhoek plaatste ik de ‘Subcultuur’. Wanneer informele netwerken sa-
menkomen en samenblijven voor een langere periode gaan zij een solide structuur 
vormen. Zij gaan in feite een subcultuur of acti visten milieu vormen. Dit zijn de latente 
netwerken waarvan onderzoekers (bijvoorbeeld Taylor 2012) hebben opgemerkt dat 
zij zo een belangrijke rol spelen bij de organisati e van protest.
In de rechterbenedenhoek plaatste ik –bij gebrek aan een beter woord- ‘ad hoc sociale 
(virtuele) netwerken’. Dit is de mobilisati estructuur die zich vormt wanneer informele 
netwerken samenkomen voor ad hoc organisati e. In deze gevallen is het eigenlijk lasti g 
om überhaupt van organisati e te spreken.
De coördinati estructuur houdt een middenpositi e. Zowel formele als informele groe-
pen bundelen hun krachten om gezamenlijk verschillende acti es en evenementen te 
organiseren voor een gezamenlijk doel. Coördinati estructuren kunnen meer of minder 
solide zijn (in de fi guur heb ik ze in het midden geplaatst); zij kunnen alleen samenwer-
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ken voor een evenement (zoals het geval was met ‘Step it Up’), of zij kunnen voor een 
langere periode voortbestaan, en verschillende individuen en groepen samenbrengen 
voor verschillende doelen (zoals het geval was met de ‘Universitaire Acti visten’).

Figuur 33 laat het nieuwe verklaringsmodel voor protestevenementen zien. Volgens 
dit model kunnen initi ati efnemers een mobilisati estructuur verzamelen welke zowel 
formele als informele netwerken van organisatoren omvat. En zij kunnen zichzelf or-
ganiseren in een solide of vloeibare structuur. De solide-vloeibaar dimensie heeft  de 
meeste invloed op de organisatoren. Met welke groep de organisatoren zich identi -
fi ceren bepaalt wat voor type structuur zij zullen willen bouwen, en hoe soepel de 
samenwerking waarschijnlijk zal zijn. De bepalende factor was met welk niveau de or-
ganisatoren zich identi fi ceerden (de andersglobaliseringsbeweging versus de Amster-
damse Anarchisten), niet of dat zij waren ingebed in formele of informele netwerken. 
De formeel-informeel dimensie had de grootste impact op de parti cipanten. Structu-
ren samengesteld uit formele netwerken gebruikten deze banden om te mobiliseren, 
terwijl structuren opgebouwd uit vooral informele netwerken vaker open en semi-
open kanalen gebruikten om te mobiliseren. Bijgevolg mobiliseerden zij verschillende 
groepen parti cipanten. ‘Step it Up’ de coördinati estructuur in mijn sample, welke een 
middenpositi e hield tussen formeel en informeel, gebruikte ook een tweesporige mo-
bilisati estrategie. Vanaf het begin gebruikte zij zowel sterke banden, als semi-open on-
line kanalen. 

Mijn studie biedt dus een nieuw model om naar protestevenementen te kijken. Dit 
model start bij de organisatoren en volgt het proces tot aan het evenement. Het laat 
zien dat organisatoren de vorm van hun evenementen op een complexe manier beïn-
vloeden.
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BEPERKINGEN

Ik verzamelde data van vijf verschillende evenementen en hun parti cipanten. Som-
mige van de betrokken mobilisati estructuren waren meer vloeibaar terwijl anderen 
meer solide waren, sommigen waren meer formeel terwijl anderen meer informeel 
waren. Om het model dat in deze studie ontwikkeld is werkelijk te verifi ëren zouden 
meer gevallen onderzocht moeten worden. Maar het feit dat ik een aantal algemene 
tendensen heb gevonden, ondanks de diversiteit van de bestudeerde casussen, sug-
gereert dat er reden is om aan te nemen dat dit model een stap in de goede richti ng is 
naar het beter begrijpen van mobilisati e en parti cipati e.

Het conti nuüm beschreven in deze dissertati e is ti jdens de studie ontwikkeld. Omdat 
het niet mijn uitgangspunt was, was de keuze van de casussen niet gericht op het vul-
len van alle positi es op het conti nuüm. Bijgevolg heb ik geen voorbeeld bestudeerd 
van het meest vloeibare en informele type mobilisati estructuur, een die volkomen was 
samengesteld uit informele netwerken welke op een ad hoc basis samenkwamen. Om 
het model van de organisati e van protest verder te ontwikkelen, is inclusie van zulke 
voorbeelden in de studie nodig. Van Stekelenburg en Klandermans (verwacht) bestu-
deerden zo een mobilisati estructuur. Hun bevindingen lijken aan te geven dat deze 
structuren in het model passen op de verwachte wijze. Van Stekelenburg en Boekkooi 
(2012) beschrijven een formele coaliti e, een coördinati estructuur en ad hoc informele 
netwerken. Zij laten zien dat in alle drie de gevallen de structuur door de organisatoren 
gebouwd moest worden, en dat het type structuur dat zij bouwden invloed had op wie 
zij mobiliseerden en hoe het protestevenement eruit zag. Buiten deze studies echter, 
is onderzoek naar dit type structuur zeldzaam, en meer systemati sch onderzoek van 
meer verschillende casussen is nodig om harde conclusies te trekken. Hetzelfde geldt 
voor de studie van coördinati estructuren. Hoewel er enkele studies naar dit type pro-
test zijn (zie: Fisher en Boekkooi 2010), is meer gedetailleerde studie noodzakelijk.

Ten slott e, zou men kunnen bekriti seren dat ik alleen parti cipanten van protesteve-
nementen heb bestudeerd, en geen niet-parti cipanten. Dat ik dus op de afh ankelijke 
variabele gesampled heb en geen vergelijking kan maken tussen parti cipanten en niet-
parti cipanten, en daarom niet kan vaststellen wat maakt dat mensen parti ciperen. 
Maar zo een vergelijking was niet de centrale vraag in deze dissertati e. In plaats daar-
van wilde ik de verschillen (en overeenkomsten) tussen verschillende groepen parti -
cipanten verklaren; parti cipanten van verschillende evenementen, parti cipanten met 
verschillende structurele banden, en parti cipanten die door verschillende strategieën 
gemobiliseerd waren. Hiervoor is de vergelijking met niet-parti cipanten irrelevant.
Dit betekent niet dat zo een vergelijking tussen parti cipanten en niet-parti cipanten niet 
interessant zou zijn. Klandermans en Oegema (1987) geven een beroemd voorbeeld 
van de inzichten die zo een vergelijking kan opbrengen. Het bestuderen van niet-par-
ti cipanten is echter moeilijk, want waar vind je een vergelijkbare groep mensen die 
niet parti cipeerde? Ik heb geprobeerd de niet-parti cipanten van de G8-protesten te 
bestuderen, door parti cipanten op het Nederlands Sociaal Forum te benaderen. Deze 
mensen zouden het in principe eens kunnen zijn met de zorgen die ti jdens de G8 pro-
testen geuit worden, en wisten waarschijnlijk dat deze evenementen gingen plaatsvin-
den. Hoewel mijn eigen poging om de niet-parti cipanten te bestuderen niet werkte 
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door te hoge non-responsie, laat het zien dat mogelijkheden om niet-parti cipanten 
te bestuderen denkbaar zijn. Een beter begrip van niet-parti cipati e zal zeker bijdragen 
aan ons begrip van parti cipati e.
Hetzelfde geldt voor de studie van niet-organisatoren. In deze studie heb ik verschillen-
de organisatoren betrokken die niet, of alleen gedeeltelijk bij de campagnes betrokken 
waren. Dit leidde tot belangrijke inzichten in de redenen waarom organisatoren soms 
besluiten om niet deel te nemen aan een campagne; meer specifi ek, het wijst op de 
belangrijke rol van al bestaande relati es, stereotypen en identi fi cati e. Echter, het sam-
ple van niet-organisatoren in deze studie is klein en het bleek vaak moeilijk om niet-
organisatoren te vinden die bereid waren om mee te werken aan een diepte-interview. 
Zij vonden vaak dat zij niets over het onderwerp te vertellen hadden. Verdere studie 
van deze organisatoren zou licht kunnen werpen op aanvullende processen die hen 
van parti cipati e weerhouden.

CONCLUSIE

Ondanks deze tekortkomingen en de extra samples die in de studie betrokken hadden 
kunnen worden, is deze dissertati e –bij mijn weten– de eerste keer dat campagnes 
van begin tot eind werden bestudeerd. Dit ontwerp van de studie van protestevene-
menten stelde mij in staat om organisatoren en parti cipanten expliciet met elkaar te 
verbinden en een raamwerk te ontwikkelen dat beide rollen in een op handen zijnde 
protestevenement omvatt e.
Ik liet zien dat de meso-mobilisati ecampagne, de mobilisati e van organisatoren, en 
de micro-mobilisati ecampagne, de mobilisati e van parti cipanten, innig met elkaar ver-
bonden zijn. Wanneer de meso-mobilisati e informeel begon, binnen een gelimiteerd 
latent netwerk (bijvoorbeeld ‘Dissent’) dan leek de micro-mobilisati e binnen dezelfde 
grenzen te hebben plaatsgevonden, waarbij vooral mensen gemobiliseerd werden uit 
hetzelfde latente netwerk. Als meso-mobilisati e een tweesporige strategie volgde, 
waarbij gericht werd op zowel formele organisati es en een online campagne (bijvoor-
beeld ‘Step it Up’) dan leek de micro-mobilisati e ook via organisati es aan de ene kant 
en online kanalen aan de andere kant te hebben plaatsgevonden. En wanneer meso-
mobilisati e vooral bestond uit de mobilisati e van grote formele organisati es (bijvoor-
beeld ‘Keer het Tij’ of ‘Klimaschutz jetzt’), dan leek de micro-mobilisati e ook vooral te 
verlopen via organisati onele kanalen.
Met name in die gevallen van meer informele en vloeibare strategieën, kon geen dui-
delijk onderscheid gemaakt worden tussen meso- en micro-mobilisati e. Mobilisati e 
van mensen om te organiseren, mobiliseerde tegelijkerti jd mensen om te parti ciperen, 
en het mobiliseren van parti cipanten, mobiliseerde tegelijk ook individuen die bereid 
waren te helpen met de organisati e. Dit was duidelijk het geval bij ‘Step it Up’ en ‘Dis-
sent’. Het steeds vloeibaarder worden van protestorganisati e vervaagd dus de grens 
tussen meso- en micro-mobilisati e. 
De twee processen kunnen niet apart van elkaar gezien worden; meso-mobilisati e be-
paalt micro-mobilisati e, wat het belang van de rol van de organisatoren nog eens on-
derstreept. Niet alleen werden de netwerken van de initi ati efnemers weerspiegeld in 
de mobilisati estructuur, de compositi e van de mobilisati estructuur werd op zijn beurt 
weerspiegeld in de compositi e van de demonstrati emenigte. Wie het initi ati ef neemt is 
dus van uiterst belang om te begrijpen hoe het uiteindelijke evenement eruit zal zien. 
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Bestaande structuren worden gereproduceerd.
Organisatoren zijn echter niet totaal gebonden door bestaande structuren. Soms 
worden nieuwe organisatoren gerekruteerd, wordt oud wantrouwen en stereotypen 
overkomen, of ontstaat nieuw wantrouwen en opsplitsingen. Om de uitkomst van een 
campagne dus echt te begrijpen is het niet mogelijk om alleen naar bestaande structu-
ren te kijken, noch organiseren organisatoren in een vacuüm. Deze studie laat zien dat 
hoewel er een duidelijke rol was voor handelingsinvloed van organisatoren, omdat zij 
een inspanning moesten maken en moesten beslissen wie zij rekruteerden voor hun 
mobilisati estructuur en wie niet, was er ook een duidelijke invloed van structuur. Een 
zorgvuldige studie van de organisati e- en mobilisati eprocessen is daarom nodig om de 
reproducti e van oude structuren en de creati e van nieuwen te begrijpen, en daarmee 
de mogelijkheden die organisatoren en actoren in het algemeen hebben in de structu-
ren waarin zij leven. Alleen door nauwkeurig in te zoomen op de organisatoren en hun 
acti es kunnen we de eff ecten van structuur en handelingsinvloed in sociale bewegin-
gen ontrafelen.
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