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Refraining or resisting: Responses of Green Movement 
supporters to repression during the 2013 Iranian 
presidential elections 

 

Abstract 

Findings on the effect of repression on participation are puzzling, they are mixed and 
inconclusive. I argue that understanding what differentiates people who refrain from political 
activities because of repression from those who resist repression can help us to comprehend 
why repression can have different effects. I conceptualize and introduce responses to 
repression as an individual’s choice between refraining from political activities and 
continuing with political activities, despite possible threats. Focusing on a time-period when 
the gradual decline in political participation of IGM supporters turned into a remarkable 
increase in activism in the wake of the 2013 elections, this chapter investigates what accounts 
for an individual’s choices in response to repression. The findings suggest that, whereas 
political participation is not fully explained by perceived repression, the decision to either 
refrain from or resist repression plays a major role in explaining some form of political 
participation. And, in turn, this decision to either refrain or resist is influenced by social-
psychological factors. The findings indicate that IGM supporters who experienced less fear 
were more aggrieved and perceived lower levels of repression than other supporters, who 
more frequently decided to resist repression by participating in everyday forms of resistance; 
covert activities, which are difficult to be controlled and surveillance by States. It implies that 
social-movement supporters can not only simply ignore the risk and continue with the same 
activity but can also find, choose or invent another form of political activity to resist 
repression. The chapter clearly supports the relevance of response to repression to the 
understanding of political participation in the case of severe repression. It also suggests a 
broader form of activities under repression, namely everyday forms of online and offline 
resistance.   

Keywords: Response to Repression, Political Participation, Participation Motives, 
Perceived Repression, Iranian Green Movement 
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6. Refraining or resisting: Responses of Green Movement 
supporters to repression during the 2013 Iranian presidential 
elections 

6.1 Introduction 

In the week leading up to the 2013 Iranian presidential elections, the Wall Street 
Journal reported: “Iran’s security officials warned that they would crack down on any 
opposition activity in the run up to the elections. At the last two opposition events, 
security forces carried out more than a dozen arrests” (Fassihi, 2013). Despite such a 
hostile environment, the Iranian Green Movement (IGM) supporters, particularly 
grassroots and young activists, became active to support voting for a moderate 
candidate (Kadivar, 2013; Rahimi, 2016; Harris, 2013) (See also Chapter 5). Their 
political activities were so widespread and influential to the extent that the Green 
Movement’s revival was dubbed an ‘electoral uprising’ (Harris, 2013).  

Toward the end of 2012, the activities of the Iranian Green Movement had come to a 
halt. Some observers claimed that the movement´s demise was because of sustained 
state repression, assuming that repression has a deterrent effect.35 However, in the 
weeks leading up to the 2013 presidential elections, political activities of IGM 
supporters increased, despite the unchanged level of state repression. This leads to 
the question of how we can explain political participation of Iranian Green Movement 
supporters, or the lack thereof, under severe and constant levels of repression. This 
question is part of a broader puzzle of the variation in repression effects. 

Findings on the effect of repression on participation are puzzling, they are mixed and 
inconclusive. Some scholars have concluded that repression negatively affects 
participation and silences social movements (Boykoff, 2006; Ellefsen, 2016; Wood 
L. J., 2007), whereas others have found that it enhances participation in protests 
(Almeida, 2008; McAdam, 1990) and elections (Beyerlein & Andrews, 2008) or 
leads to alternative forms of expressing political discontent (i.e., tactical shift: 
Francisco, 1995, 1996; Lichbach, 1987; Moore, 1998; O'Brien & Deng, 2015). Still, 
others have argued that the relationship between the level of repression and political 
participation generally corresponds to a reversed U-curve (Gurr, 1970; Khawaja, 
1993). 
                                       
35 For instance, see the debate in Radio Farda in which the focal question is: “After almost three 
years, what has become known as the Green Movement, does such a movement exist today?” 
https://www.radiofarda.com/a/f3_viewpoint_green_movement_iran/24610419.html 
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While repression scholarship highlighted this variation in the effects of state 
repression (For a review, see: Earl, 2011a) and proposed different types of 
relationships between repression and political participation, such as negative, 
positive, curvilinear, and no relationship at all, they fail to explain why the effects are 
contradictory. This failure, as I discussed in Chapter 2, is partly due to the dominance 
of structuralism and determinism in repression scholarship: it predominantly focuses 
on how macro-level conditions shape activism while it does not leave much room for 
individual choice and agency. In order to better understand the variation in repression 
effects, this chapter draws attention to both the micro-level and individual choices. I 
argue that understanding what differentiates people who refrain from political 
activities because of repression from those who resist repression can help us to 
comprehend why repression can have different effects. Therefore, in this chapter, I 
focus on social-movement supporters’ responses to repression. By responses to 
repression, I mean an individual’s choice between refraining from political activities 
due to possible consequences of threats, and attempting to resist repression, i.e., 
continuing with political activities, despite possible threats.  

In previous chapters, I argued that seeing individuals as strategic actors and 
considering effects of repression in relation to responses to repression contributes, in 
two ways, to social-movement scholarship: 1) it offers a broader picture of high-risk 
political activities, and 2) it accounts for contentious politics under repression better. 
In Chapter 3, I have addressed the first contribution, by illustrating how paying 
attention to responses to repression presents a broader and a more nuanced picture of 
high-risk political activities. This chapter focuses on the second contribution.  

To account for political participation in repressive contexts, scholars tend to focus on 
perceived repression and examine how perceived repression affects political 
participation. This chapter, in addition, speaks to the approach that puts responses of 
individuals to perceived repression in the center of accounts for political participation 
in contexts where repression matters. I show that, whereas perceived repression does 
not fully explain political participation of individuals, responses to repression provide 
more insights. Therefore, to make sense of the variation in political activities under 
repression, I go beyond the question of how individuals’ political participation is 
conditioned by perceived repression, toward the question of what accounts for 
responses to repression.   

In this chapter, following the prevailing approach of considering activism as being 
deterred by (perceived) repression, I will first test the hypothesis that IGM supporters 
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who perceive more repression are less active than those who perceive less repression. 
I focus on a time-period when the gradual decline in political participation of IGM 
supporters turned into a remarkable increase in activism in the wake of the 2013 
elections. I find that, whereas perceived repression among IGM supporters before, 
during and after the 2013 presidential election campaign remained unchanged, their 
political participation significantly changed during that period (i.e., February – June 
2013). In other words, my data show that perceived repression cannot account for the 
overall increase in political participation. 

Subsequently, I attempt to scrutinize this puzzle by turning my attention to responses 
to repression: whether activists refrain from political activities because of possible 
threats or rather resist repression. I investigate how decisions of individuals in 
response to repression affect political participation. Interestingly, I find that IGM 
activists, on average, less often refrained from political activities during the two 
months preceding the elections than the two-month period before that period, while 
the average level of perceived repression remained unchanged. This finding suggests 
that we should pay more attention to responses to repression as an independent 
determining factor. 

Therefore, in the next step, I examine what accounts for an individual’s choices 
between refraining from political activities as a response to repression and resisting 
repression. I focus on four social-psychological motives of political participations 
that may differentiate between individuals who resist repression from those who 
refrain from political activities: emotions, perceived efficacy, identity and 
grievances. Social psychologists identified these as four main factors fostering 
political engagement (For a review, see: van Stekelenburg and Klandermans, 2013).  

To summarize, I find that while perceived repression does not directly affect political 
participation, responses to repression are associated with some forms of political 
participation. The findings suggest that political participation does not fully depend 
upon perceived repression. Instead, the decision to either refrain from or resist 
repression plays a major role in explaining some forms of political participation. And, 
in turn, this decision to either refrain or resist is influenced by social-psychological 
motivations. 
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6.2 Theoretical background 

To explain variation in the effects of repression at the micro-level, scholars draw 
attention to micro-mobilization processes, which can simultaneously decrease and 
increase political participation. As I cited earlier in Chapter 2, Opp and Roehl state 
that “depending on the strength of repression and the extent to which micro-
mobilization processes provide positive incentives to protest, the direct deterring 
effect of repression is endorsed, overcompensated (i.e., a radicalizing effect is 
generated), or neutralized (i.e., there is no effect)” (Opp & Roehl, 1990, pp. 540-41). 
In line with Opp and Roehl (1990), Ayanian and Tausch (2016) have recently 
scrutinized how perceived repression (i.e., perceived risk in their work) shapes 
participation motivations and how those motivations, in turn, influence one’s 
willingness to participate. In their view, social-psychological factors (i.e., 
motivations) are mediators between perceived repression and political participation. 
Moreover, highlighting the subjective importance of risk, they argued that “the 
expected likelihood of being harmed can be distinguished from the extent to which 
individuals perceive that risk is important” (Ayanian & Tausch, 2016, p. 704). In 
other words, some people may attach much importance to the risk of repression 
whereas others do not and, in this view, risk importance is dependent on social-
psychological factors such as identity, anger, and efficacy. Yet, they ignore the actual 
choices of individuals in response to repression. 

I build my model on this scholarship and make two contributions. Firstly, I introduce 
a new variable (responses to repression) and put it at the center of attention. Secondly, 
I investigate responses to repression in a broad range of off- and online political 
participation. In fact, I acknowledge that people have a repertoire at their disposal 
and different forms of actions are available for them to adopt as a response to 
repression. 

In what follows, I describe the theoretical outline of this research. The first part 
discusses perceived repression as a focal concept that enables scholars to translate 
the repression effect at the macro-level into the micro-level. The second part 
underlines the importance of micro-mobilization and participation motives. Thirdly, 
I argue that, as individuals have the capability to act independently despite repression, 
variation in responses to repression should be considered while investigating the 
effect of repression on political participation. 
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6.2.1 Perceived repression 

To understand the effect of repression at the individual level, scholars pay attention 
to perceived repression (Kurzman, 1996). In other words, to understand how 
repression influences individuals’ political participation, the first step is scrutinizing 
how state repression is perceived by individuals. As Maher (2010, p. 255) explained, 
in repressive contexts “states often intentionally limit information about structural 
changes”. Therefore, perceived repression at the individual level can be unrelated to 
the level of state repression at the macro-level (Kurzman, 1996). As I argued in 
Chapter 2, this has two implications for repression studies. Firstly, ‘objective’ 
repression – what states do – should be distinguished from ‘subjective’ repression – 
what individuals perceive (Kurzman, 1996; Wiltfang & McAdam, 1991) and 
secondly, perceived repression among individuals/activists can vary (Kurzman, 
1996). In this dissertation, Chapter 3 provides evidence for the variation in perceived 
repression among the IGM online activists. The chapter also reveals misperception, 
uncertainty, and confusion related to the assessment of state repression among these 
activists. 

Initial thoughts on perceived repression treated it as synonymous with increasing 
costs, which would have a direct deterrent effect on political participation (Olson, 
1965). Olson (1965) suggested that rational and self-interested individuals will (not) 
act to achieve the common good on the basis of a cost-benefit calculation. Thus, in 
this view, which still prevails as the conventional wisdom, (perceived) repression - 
as the cost of participation that outweighs its benefit - decreases the likelihood of 
political participation. Accordingly, in this study, I will first test the simple 
hypothesis of a totally negative effect of perceived repression:  

(H1) The higher the level of perceived repression, the less individuals participate in 
political activities. 

6.2.2 Response to repression 

Contrary to those arguments that repression is a pivotal constraint on political 
participation, and has a deterrent effect, one can argue that despite repression (i.e., 
constraints) individuals have the capability to act independently (i.e., agency) in 
choosing between refraining and resisting. For example, in contemporary Islamic 
societies, everyday resistance against forced veiling and gender inequality shows 
agency in times of repression. Despite authoritarian rule and without any formal 
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movement organization, women resist inequality by their day-to-day practices that 
yield far-reaching changes (Bayat, 2013). In reality, when people face repression of 
a political activity, they can choose between refraining from participating in that very 
activity or attempting to manage the risk of participation and/or strategically adopt a 
different tactic to pursue their goal. Therefore, as I argued in Chapters 1 and 2, there 
is the choice of individuals (individuals’ responses to repression) and its underlying 
mechanisms and processes (at the micro-level) which influence the aggregated effect 
of repression on political participation (at the macro-level). Surprisingly, however, 
people’s response to repression as an independent factor has been ignored in 
repression scholarship. The reason is, as Jasper (2004) pointed out, that the 
unbalanced attention of agency of actors (state and citizens) has been in favor of the 
state. In fact, repressive states are always viewed as more powerful and more 
determining actors than are repressed citizens. That is rooted in the tendency to label 
people under repression as victimized people. On the contrary, if one attempts to 
include agency of citizens into the model, the model should involve choices of 
citizens (Jasper, 2004). Therefore, I draw the attention of repression scholars to the 
choice between refraining and resisting. This choice can mitigate or intensify the 
negative effect of repression on political participation. Therefore, I place responses 
to repression as a mediator between perceived repression and political participation 
and test the interrelationship between perceived repression, response to repression 
and political participation. This yields the following hypotheses: 

(H2) The higher the level of perceived repression, the more often individuals choose 
refraining from political activity over resisting repression. 

Refraining from one political activity is not analogous to exit or being a non-
participant. One can decide to be a non-participant in one activity and participate in 
another; or to not refrain from some sort of activity but refrain from others. 

(H3) The more often individuals choose to refrain from political activity over 
resisting repression, the less often they participate in political activities. 

6.2.3 Micro-mobilization and social-psychological factors 

Thus far, I have drawn the attention of repression scholars to the choice between 
refraining and resisting. Moreover, I have argued that this choice can be decisive for 
the effect of repression on political participation and can provide more insight into 
the variation in repression effects. The subsequent question, then, is, what, in addition 
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to perceived repression, can account for an individual’s choice between refraining 
and resisting?  

In dealing with the variation of repression effects, Opp and Roehl (1990) theorized 
and empirically showed that perceived repression not only has a direct negative effect 
on political participation, but also an indirect positive effect through ‘micro-
mobilization processes’. For instance, perceived repression may generate moral 
indignation and social incentives to participate in protests (Goodwin, Jasper, & 
Polletta, 2004; Opp, 2009); or, it may both foster ideology and increase the degree of 
embeddedness of individuals in political networks and, in turn, radicalize political 
participation (McAdam, 1990; McAdam, 1986). Consequently, the variation of 
repression effects can be explained by weighing the balance between the direct effect 
of perceived repression and indirect effects via micro-mobilization processes. 

6.2.4 Response to repression and social-psychological factors 

I argue that, like participation, responses to repression can also be influenced by 
micro-mobilization processes. Therefore, to investigate factors that influence 
responses to repression, we should primarily take into account social-psychological 
factors which encourage (or discourage) individuals to resist repression and ignore 
possible threats. These factors can mitigate or intensify the deterrent effect of 
perceived repression on political participation. In fact, these factors distinguish 
‘resisters’ from ‘refrainers’ by prompting individuals, respectively, to either 
circumvent repression and continue participation or be intimidated by repression and 
refrain from activities.  

I will now move on to discuss what social-psychological factors may affect responses 
to repression and what the direction of the effect would be. Earlier psychological 
approaches to political participation underline the role of grievances. Applying the 
frustration-aggression mechanism, Gurr (1970) suggested that ‘relative deprivation’ 
increases the intensity of grievances, which may elicit anger and violent political 
activities in societies. In fact, grievances can increase levels of political participation 
indirectly through increasing the likelihood of the choice of resisting repression. I 
therefore likewise hypothesize that grievances can also directly influence responses 
to repression.  

Rational choice theory suggests that rational individuals take part in a political action 
if they believe that their individual and/or group political action is likely to be 
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successful. Under repression, increasing perceived costs and decreasing the 
likelihood of success can negatively influences the feeling of efficacy of political 
actions, which, in turn, decreases the likelihood of participation. Yet, on the contrary, 
if people see their own or group activities efficacious –for instance, as a result of 
political opportunities- (Meyer & Staggenborg, 1996) they may more often take the 
risk of repression and respond to repression by not refraining from political activity.  

Social constructionists reintroduced emotions, and added identity and framing to 
social movement studies in general and to the repression scholarship in particular. 
They suggest that individuals’ political participation not only depends on the 
weighing of (perceived) costs and (perceived) benefits, and perceived efficacy, but 
also upon how emotions are constructed, how individual and group identity is shaped, 
and how circumstances and grievances are framed. Emotions can both escalate 
political participation and contribute to the decline of social movements, depending 
on whether more mobilizing emotions (either positive such as hope and joy or 
negative such as indignation and anger) (Jasper, 2011) or demobilizing emotions 
(such as fear and despair) (Aminzade & McAdam, 2001) prevail. According to 
Goodwin and Pfaff (2001), the effect of repression depends on the effectiveness of 
management or mitigation of people’s fear. Fear can paralyze people in response to 
repression, but anger can be the basis for mobilization (Jasper, 1998, p. 409) and for 
resisting repression.  

Moreover, it is well established that identification with a social category positively 
influences the likelihood of acting for that very social group (Sturmer & Simon, 2004; 
Tajfel, 1981) and when the identification is politicized, the influence would be 
fostered (Simon & Klandermans, 2001). There is also evidence that participation 
increases the politicized collective identity (Klandermans, Sabucedo, Rodriguez, & 
de Weerd, 2002). In fact, politicized identification and activism are interrelated 
(Curtin, Kende, & Kende, 2016, p. 286). Thus, I assume that, among people who 
support a social movement, (de)mobilizing emotions and self-identification as an 
activist may influence the choice between refraining and resisting.  

To sum up, as key social-psychological factors, in this study, I focus on grievances, 
perceived efficacy, emotions and identity. Thus, I formulate the following model (See 
Figure 1) as an attempt to integrate responses to repression into the theory of political 
participation under repression and provide a better account and a more nuanced 
picture of political participation among IGM supporters.  
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 (H4a-b-c-d) The higher the level of grievances, perceived efficacy, mobilizing 
[demobilizing] emotions and identity, the more [less] often individuals choose to 
refrain from political activity over resisting repression (response to repression). 

(H5a-b-c-d) The higher the level of grievances, perceived efficacy, mobilizing 
[demobilizing] emotions and identity, the more [less] often individuals participate in 
political activities. 

Figure 6.1 summarizes the hypotheses and illustrates the conceptual model. 

 

Figure 6.1. Conceptual model and hypotheses. 

6.2.5 Differential political participation 

If activists face repression in staging a certain tactic, they can choose other tactics or 
innovate. As Francisco (1995, p. 268) noted, “[i]f street demonstrations incur danger, 
mobilize quietly among workers and use the strike weapon. If a strike brings severe 
coercion, find a refuge that offers mobilization potential, for example, a church 
(mosque)-based group”. In fact, people can have different responses to repression, 
which determine the outcome of constant harsh repression at the macro-level. For 
instance, in Iran, in the heydays of the IGM protests in 2009, an increase in the 
severity of repression did not lead IGM supporters to refrain from movement 
participation. Instead, it escalated the movement’s activities. IGM supporters found 
or invented ways to continue their engagements and resist repression, for instance, 
people went up on the roofs and shouted Allah Akbar, wrote political messages on 
the wall or cash money, and became involved in diverse forms of online activism 
(Honari, 2013). 
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As discussed above, people under repression can respond to repression by adopting 
different activities. When repression matters, we can expect that individuals’ political 
participation is clustered based on specific dimensions of activities such as visibility 
and formality.  

In response to repression, some can reduce the risk of participation by adopting covert 
or less public activities (covert/informal and formal). Since these activities are 
difficult to be controlled and surveillance by states, they can be options for people 
who do not want to take a risk but do want to resist repression. These forms of 
activities are documented in different high-risk contexts (Johnston & Mueller, 2001) 
and the term ‘everyday form of resistance’ was coined (Bayat, 2013; Schock, 1999; 
Scott, 1985). Everyday forms of resistance can be undertaken by individuals in 
offline as well as online modes. Similarly, adopting informalization, shifting from 
formal to informal activism, can be another option for people to reduce the risk of 
activism in repressive contexts (Rivetti, 2017). Under repression, formal activities 
like attending political organization meetings, writing political articles for the general 
public or creating and administrating a Facebook page involve severe punishments. 
Conversely, informal political activities like taking part in street demonstrations or 
signing petitions, in most cases, are associated with less severe forms of repression  
(See Chapter 3).  This implies reflection on every nuance in the form of political 
activities. The typology of political participation suggested above can be summarized 
as in Figure 6.2. 

 Formalities 

V
is

ib
ili

ty
 

Overt/informal Overt/formal 

Covert/informal Covert/formal 

Figure 6.2. A typology of political participation under repression. 

Therefore, I examine how refraining from activities (vs. resisting repression) is 
associated with different forms of political participation available to individuals. 
Hence, I will make a distinction between identifiable modes and clusters of political 
participation. I test the hypotheses separately for each mode of political participation 
(off- and online). Within each mode of political activities, I will subsequently identify 
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distinct clusters. Figure 6.3 includes three clusters of political participation in the 
conceptual model. 

 
Figure 6.3. Conceptual model for analysis of a single mode of political participation including 
three distinct clusters of political participation. 

6.3 Method and data 

Panel data were used (N=153) to grasp how perceived repression, responses to 
repression and political activism changed over time. The cross-sectional data (T1 
(N=736) and T3 (N=719)) is used for testing the hypotheses.36 

6.3.1 Measures 

Political participation (offline/online) was measured by using the following question: 
“during the previous two months how often did you participate in any of the 
following offline/online activities”, whereupon 21 and 16 activities, respectively, 
were presented for off- and online participation, respectively (For details, see Table 
A1.4 in appendices). Both off- and online activities were measured on a scale ranging 
from 1 (never) to 5 (very often). 

To identify clusters of political participation for each sort of off- and online activities, 
I employed factor analyses. These analyses revealed, respectively, four and three 
distinct dimensions of off- and online activities, which are conceptually 
distinguishable as well. Eventually, the fourth type of offline activities is excluded 
from further analyses. Because the cluster includes low-frequency activities and were 
mostly employed in the midst of 2009 protests, for instance, shouting Allah Akbar 
from the rooftops. The identified clusters are shown in Table 6.1 (For details of 
                                       
36 For the detail of research design and data, see Introduction and Chapter 3 
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descriptives and analyses, see, respectively, Tables A6.1-2 and A6.3-4 in 
Appendices). 

Everyday forms of resistance (off- and online) refers to participation in some as yet 
unlabeled forms of political engagement which are not visible or public, but are 
widespread; in particular in non-democratic societies (Bayat, 2013). Off- and online 
elite formal activities require some level of skills and experiences in formal political 
activism. These are mainly overt activities. Next, the cluster including informal, non-
institutionalized activities suitable for grassroots, which was labeled grassroots 
informal activities. Internet-based (online) participation with high threshold was 
coined by van Laer and van Aelst (2010, p. 1157) referring to “actions that are made 
possible largely or totally thanks to the Internet, but demand more resources than 
signing a petition or sending an email”.  
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Table 6.1. Dimensions of political participation 
Mode Label Items # 

items 
alpha 

Offline Everyday 
forms of 
resistance 
(EFR)  

‘Tried to change somebody's mind about social-political issues 
by talking face-to-face’ ‘Encouraged somebody to attend social-
political event or support political activities by talking face-to-
face’ and ‘Wear a political symbol like green wristband’. 

3 .82 

Grassroots 
informal 
(GI) 

‘Participated in authorized street demonstrations’ ‘Participated in 
unauthorized street protest demonstration march or rally’ 
‘attended public political meetings/debates/lectures’ ‘Attended a 
funeral gathering staged by political groups’ ‘Signed a petition or 
open letter’ and ‘Attended Friday prayers or other religious 
rituals for political purposes’. 

6 .79 

Elite 
formal 
(EF)  

‘Attended a political meeting/talk/gathering’ ‘Contacted a 
politician, government or local government official’ ‘Wrote an 
article or a letter in a newspaper/magazine inside Iran’ 
‘Financially or non-financially supported political prisoners’ 
family’ and ‘Called or sent a letter expressing a social-political 
opinion to a periodical or Islamic Republic of Iran Broadcasting 
(IRIB)’. 

5 .70 

Online Everyday 
forms of 
resistance 
(EFR) 

‘Tried to change somebody's mind about social-political issues 
by using the Internet (chatting or commenting)’ ‘Encouraged 
somebody to attend social-political event or support social-
political activities by using the Internet (chatting or 
commenting)’ ‘Shared political posts in online social networks 
such as Facebook plus etc.’ ‘Changed the picture of my 
Facebook’ ‘Liked a Facebook page to support a social-political 
cause’ ‘Participated in an online campaign by sending a photo or 
writing a piece’ ‘Signed an online petition about political issue’ 
and ‘Uploaded a photo or video for political purposes’ 

8 .89 

High-
threshold 
(HT) 

Hacked a website or an e-mail address for political purposes’ 
‘Participated in a block attempt for political purposes’ and 
‘Participated in a twitter storm.’ 

3 .48 

Elite 
formal 

(EF)  

‘Sent an e-mail to politicians’ political websites or officials’ 
‘Created a Facebook page, YouTube channel, blog etc. for 
political purposes’ ‘Sent a group e-mail for political purposes’ 
‘Participated in an informal online meeting’ and ‘Attended an 
online political meeting (Paltalk Skype or Webinar).’ 

5 .73 

 

To measure perceived repression of each sort of activities (off- and online), I asked 
the respondents: ‘How likely do you think it is that people who are politically active 
offline/online will face the following threats?’ This question was followed by several 
forms of threats such as ‘Being arrested or detained’, ‘Being hurt by security forces’ 
and ‘Getting problems on the job or at university’ for offline repression and ‘Having 
their identities exposed against their wishes’, ‘Having their websites hacked or 
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attacked’ and ‘Having their emails intercepted or data stolen’ for online repression 
(For all of the items, see Table A1.4 in Appendices). Answers were measured for 
each item on a 5-point Likert Scale, varying from ‘very unlikely’ to ‘very likely’. 
Perceived repression is calculated by the average of six items of threats (Cronbach’s 
α= .94 T1 and .94 T3) for offline activities and ten items (Cronbach’s α= .90 T1 and 
.92 T3) for online activities. 

To measure response to repression, I used the respondents’ answers to the question 
‘How often -over the previous two months- did you refrain from aforementioned 
offline activities because you faced potential threats? (1 Never; 2 Rarely; 3 
Sometimes; 4 Often; 5 All of the Time). I assume that the answer ‘Never’ to this 
question reflects frequent attempts of this individual to resist repression, whereas the 
answer ‘All of the Time’ means no attempt to resist repression as their response to 
repression. 

To measure perceived efficacy of offline and online activities, I used two items 
tapping into two different dimensions of efficacy (Klandermans, Van der Toorn, & 
Van Stekelenburg, 2008): (1) individual efficacy, by the question asking ‘To what 
extent do you think that your own participation in offline/online activities contributes 
to the solution of political problems in Iran?’,  and group efficacy, by asking the 
question ‘To what extent do you think that  offline/online activities contributes to the 
solution of political problems in Iran?’ (‘not at all’, ‘not very much’, ‘somewhat’, 
‘quite’ and ‘very much’). 

To measure emotions, I asked respondents how they felt when thinking about the 
situation in Iran. I included both mobilizing and demobilizing emotions. With regards 
to the former, a ‘negative emotion’ (anger) was selected; with regard to the latter a 
‘positive emotion’ (hope) and a ‘negative emotion’ (fear) were selected. 

To assess grievances, I asked the respondents: “How satisfied are you with the 
following issues in Iran?” (1, very dissatisfied, to 5, very satisfied), whereupon the 
following issues were presented: Social, political, economic, cultural, and 
international situation, and status of religion in society. A principal component 
analysis (PCA) was conducted on the six items, which showed that they tap one single 
dimension. Subsequently, the response options were reversed and a mean scale into 
grievances was constructed (Cronbach's α = .84). 
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To tap into identity, I focused on activist politicized identity, the self-definition of an 
individual in terms of personal political attributes. Activist politicized (individual) 
identity is measured by: ‘Some people define themselves as a political, social or 
human rights etc., activist, others do not. To what extent do you define yourself as an 
activist?’ (‘not at all’, ‘not very much’, ‘somewhat’, ‘quite’ and ‘very much’).  

6.4 Results 

How can we explain political participation of individuals or the lack thereof under 
severe and constant perceived repression? To investigate this question, two sets of 
analysis were carried out: panel analyses and cross-sectional analyses. First, using 
the panel data and conducting the ANOVA test, I examined the means of perceived 
repression and off- and online political participation in the three time-periods. As can 
be seen in Table 6.2, there is no significant change in the mean of perceived 
repression, neither off- nor online, between the time-periods. Political participation 
of the respondents, however, has decreased significantly from T1 to T2 and increased 
from T2 to T3. Interestingly, there is a significant change in the frequency of 
refraining from activities because of repression between T1 and T3 as well as 
between T2 and T3. In fact, while the level of perceived repression is stable, 
refraining from political activities due to repression has decreased between T2 and 
T3, both for off- and online participation.  

The second set of analyses provides insight into individuals’ choices between 
refraining and resisting and the role of perceived repression and social-psychological 
factors. For this purpose, I focused on the period that political activism flared up in 
the wake of the 2013 elections (May-June 2013, or T2-T3). Hence, I examine the 
data gathered immediately after the 2013 elections in which respondents reported 
their activities over two months covered the last weeks of the electoral campaign. To 
do this, I used the larger sample of my dataset T3 (N=719). 
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Table 6.2. Overall means of the variables of three waves (February, April, and June 2013) 

 T1 
Mean 

T2 
Mean 

T3 
Mean  T1-T2 T1-

T3 
T2-
T3 

Repression        
  Perceived repression (Offline) 4.30 4.35 4.30     
  Perceived repression (Online) 3.91 3.90 3.92     
Political Participation        
  Overall political participation 
(Offline) 1.52 1.39 1.62  *** ** *** 

    Everyday forms of resistance 1.50 1.39 1.59    ** 
    Grassroots informal 1.43 1.24 1.69  ** ** *** 
    Elite formal 1.32 1.27 1.36     
  Overall political participation 
(Online) 1.95 1.77 2.08  *** ** *** 

    Everyday forms of resistance 2.51 2.23 2.71  ** + *** 
    High-threshold  1.22 1.19 1.23     
    Elite formal 1.50 1.39 1.59    ** 
Response to Repression        
  Refraining from political 
participation (Offline) 2.88 2.85 2.34   *** *** 

  Refraining from political 
participation (Online) 2.65 2.65 2.30   ** *** 

Source: Panel Data (N= 153)  

6.4.1 Panel analysis: Investigating changes 

Does refraining from political activities (i.e., all the time, sometimes, often, rarely, 
and never) differ based on IGM supporters’ demographic factors such as age and 
gender? Before I test my hypotheses, I will briefly present and discuss the 
descriptives and the result of one-way ANOVA tests as shown in Tables 6.3 and 6.4. 
As can be seen from the tables, there is no significant difference of demographics 
between the (almost all) categories of response to offline and online repression. The 
only exception is at the educational level. Nevertheless, the post-hoc test, pairwise 
comparison, using Bonferroni, Scheffe and Sidak methods in Stata did not show any 
significant differences in the educational level between any pairs of groups (For the 
details, see A6.5 in Appendices).  
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Table 6.3. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) between different responses of offline repression 
and social-psychological factors and perceived offline repression. 
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Gender (Male = 1) 1.26 1.35 1.34 1.36 1.39 1.36  0.90  
Age 30.08 31.90 30.45 31.11 31.41 31.08  0.96  
Education 4.15 4.53 4.39 4.47 4.29 4.37  2.67 * 
Political Interest 2.85 2.90 2.98 3.05 2.95 2.97  0.94  
Frequency 65 93 151 164 246 719    

 

Table 6.4. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) between different responses of online repression 
and social-psychological factors and perceived online repression. 
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Gender (Male = 1) 1.36 1.32 1.32 1.35 1.39 1.36  0.64  
Age 30.69 32.45 30.73 30.71 31.13 31.08  0.96  
Education 4.34 4.34 4.53 4.28 4.34 4.37  1.72  
Political Interest 2.87 2.82 3.02 3.03 2.97 2.97  12.97  
Frequency 61 88 148 147 275 719    

The correlation Tables 6.5 and 6.6 reveal that emotions (anger, hope and fear) and 
response to offline and online repression are significantly correlated. Other social-
psychological factors do not significantly correlate with response to repression; they 
more or less significantly associate with perceived repression and political 
participation. The tables also demonstrate that perceived repression generally does 
not significantly correlate with political participation. The only exception is a 
relatively weak correlation with everyday forms of online resistance. Taken together, 
the ANOVA and correlation analyses results suggest including social-psychological 
factors and excluding demographic factors in the analyses. 



Refraining or resisting │ 135 

 

 
 

 

Table 6.5 Correlation table (offline) 

 

Table 6.6 Correlation table (online) 
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6.4.2 Cross-sectional analyses: Testing hypotheses 

To test my hypotheses, I used structural equation modeling employing STATA. 
Figure 6.4 schematically demonstrates the model of analyses. As can be seen from 
the figure, grievances, perceived repression and political participation are latent 
variables constructed by different question items which have already been elaborated 
in the measurement section.    

 

 

Figure 6.4. Schematic model of analyses. 

* Variables constructed by specific question items for online and offline modes. 

The results are shown in Tables 6.7 and 6.8 for offline and online political 
participation, respectively. I first focus on the direct effects of perceived repression 
(H2) and social-psychological drivers (H4) on response to repression (the first section 
of tables). Subsequently, I test the direct effects of perceived repression (H1), 
responses to repression (H3) and social-psychological drivers (H5) on political 
participation (the second, third and fourth sections of tables). Then, I will elaborate 
on indirect and total effects: my causal model implies that both perceived repression 
and social-psychological drivers also affect participation indirectly, mediated via 
responses to repression. 
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Direct effects 
  Coef.   Std. Err.  z  P>|z| 
       Response to Repression (offline)      
Perceived Repression (offline) .220 .037 5.89 0.000 
Grievances -.135 .044 3.09 0.002 
Anger .043 .041 1.03    N.S. 
Hope -.013 .041 -0.32 N.S. 
Fear .242 .039 6.18 0.000 
Group Efficacy (offline) -.028 .042 -0.67 N.S. 
Individual Efficacy (offline) -.054 .044 -1.23 N.S. 
Activist Politicized Identity .072 .038 1.91 N.S. 
_cons 1.104 .248 4.44 0.000 
      Offline Political Participation (EFR)      
Response to Repression (offline)  -.103  .036  -2.87 0.004 
Perceived Repression (offline) -.012 .038 -0.33 N.S. 
Grievances .073 .044 1.66 N.S. 
Anger .042 .040 1.03 N.S. 
Hope .102 .039 2.59 0.010 
Fear .006 .040 0.15 N.S. 
Group Efficacy (offline) .187 .040 4.72 0.000 
Individual Efficacy (offline) .152 .042 3.66 0.000 
Individual Politicized Identity .284 .035 8.15 0.000 
      Offline Political Participation (GI)      
Response to Repression (offline) -.036 .039 -0.91 N.S. 
Perceived Repression (offline)  .029 .041 0.71 N.S. 
Grievances .009 .049 0.18 N.S. 
Anger .104 .044 2.37 0.018 
Hope .039 .043 0.91 N.S. 
Fear -.056 .043 -1.29 N.S. 
Group Efficacy (offline) .040 .044 0.92 N.S. 
Individual Efficacy (offline) .183 .045 4.05 0.000 
Activist Politicized Identity .417 .036 11.60 0.000 
      Offline Political Participation (EF)      
Response to Repression (offline) .045 .042 1.07 N.S. 
Perceived Repression (offline) .007 .044 0.15 N.S. 
Grievances -.100 .053 -1.89 N.S. 
Anger .042 .047 0.88 N.S. 
Hope .044 .046 0.94 N.S. 
Fear -.062 .047 -1.33 N.S. 
Group Efficacy (offline) .024 .047 0.50 N.S. 
Individual Efficacy (offline) .108 .049 2.19 0.028 
Individual Politicized Identity .467 .038 12.25 0.000 

 

Table 6.7. Results of structural equation modeling for offline political participation. 
Regression coefficients are the standardized estimates. 
* Note: Fit statistics: Chi square(452) = 2236.699, CFI = 0.812, TLI = 0.786, RMSEA = 0.074. 
N.S. p > .05.  
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  Coef.   Std. Err.  z  P>|z| 
       Response to Repression (online)     
Perceived Repression (online) .249 .038 6.55 0.000 
Grievances -.134 .044 -3.07 0.002 
Anger -.005 .042 -0.11 N.S. 
Hope -.011 .040 -0.26 N.S. 
Fear .216 .040 5.36 0.000 
Group Efficacy (online) -.032 .044 -0.73 N.S. 
Individual Efficacy (online) -.031 .046 -0.68 N.S. 
Individual Politicized Identity .010 .037 0.26 N.S. 
_cons 1.332 .247 5.39 0.000 
      Online Political Participation (EFR)      
Response to Repression (online) -.127 .034 -3.69 0.000 
Perceived Repression (online) -.094 .037 -2.56 0.011 
Grievances .073 .041 -1.77 N.S. 
Anger .048 .038 1.25 N.S. 
Hope .132 .036 3.64 0.000 
Fear .010 .038 0.26 N.S. 
Group Efficacy (online) .025 .040 0.63 N.S. 
Individual Efficacy (online) .280 .040 6.93 0.000 
Activist Politicized Identity .368 .035 8.15 0.000 
      Online Political Participation (HT)      
Response to Repression (online) .073 .054 1.35 N.S. 
Perceived Repression (online) -.049 .058 -0.83 N.S. 
Grievances -.036 .067 -0.54 N.S. 
Anger .127 .060 2.10 0.035 
Hope -.105 .060 -1.75 N.S. 
Fear -.098 .061 -1.60 N.S. 
Group Efficacy (online) -.088 .063 -1.39 N.S. 
Individual Efficacy (online) .098 .066 1.49 N.S. 
Activist Politicized Identity .120 .053 2.24 0.025 
      Online Political Participation (EF)      
Response to Repression (online) -.046 .042 -1.10 N.S. 
Perceived Repression (online) -.000 .045 -0.00 N.S. 
Grievances .003 .051 0.05 N.S. 
Anger -.001 .047 -0.03 N.S. 
Hope -.052 .045 -1.17 N.S. 
Fear -.050 .047 -1.08 N.S. 
Group Efficacy (online) -.049 .049 -1.01 N.S. 
Individual Efficacy (online) .218 .050 4.38 0.000 
Individual Politicized Identity .347 .039 8.93 0.000 

 

Table 6.8 Results of structural equation modeling for online political participation. 

Regression coefficients are the standardized estimates. 
Fit statistics: Chi square(659) = 3229.916, CFI = 0.757, TLI = 0.732, RMSEA = 0.074 

Note:  N.S. p > .05. 
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As can be seen from the first sections of the tables, perceived repression is 
significantly associated with responses to repression, both for off- and online 
activities (H2 supported). It implies that the greater individuals perceive repression, 
the more likely it is that they refrain from political activities. Moreover, the findings 
show strong effects of both grievances and fear on response to repression (H4a and 
H4c (partially) supported). People who are less aggrieved and more fearful more 
often decide to refrain from political activities, be it online or offline, because of 
possible threats. Perceived efficacy, anger and hope, as well as politicized identity, 
do not significantly influence people’s response to repression.  

The other sections of the tables present direct effects of social-psychological factors, 
including perceived repression and response to repression in different clusters of 
political participation of respondents. In general, it is apparent from the two tables 
that there is no significant, direct effect of perceived repression on political 
participation (H1 is rejected except for online, everyday forms of resistance). 
Furthermore, it can be seen that the effect of the response to repression on political 
participation is significant for everyday forms of resistance (H3 supported only for 
everyday forms of resistance): supporters who indicated that possible threats often 
deterred them, indeed less often take part in everyday forms of resistance, but not for 
other types of activities.  

Next, individual activist identity and individual efficacy also have a direct effect on 
mostly all forms of off- and online political participation (H5b and H5d supported): 
supporters who define themselves as a political activist and perceive their own 
actions efficacious are more likely to participate in off- and online political activities. 
Remarkably, grievances and fear do not impact directly on different forms of political 
participation, and group efficacy impacts only on everyday offline forms of resistance 
(H5a not supported). Zooming in on mobilizing emotions, we can see that while hope 
is contributing to everyday forms of online and offline resistance, anger only 
increases high-threshold online political participation and grassroots informal forms 
of offline political participation (H5c partially supported). 

Comparisons of effects in modes and clusters. 

Figures 4 and 5 sketch significant effects of variables for offline and online modes of 
political participation, respectively. For the sake of clarity of the comparison between 
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political participation clusters, only one box for political participation is shown in the 
figures. The arrows represent significant relationships. 
 

 

Figure 6.5. Comparison of significant effects in three clusters of offline political 
participations. 

* Note: Only significant effects are shown. Thus, single, double and triple lines represent three, two, and one 
significant effects, respectively. 

Focusing on offline political participation (Figure 6.5), it is apparent that activist 
identity impacts significantly on all three different clusters of offline political 
participation and not one of grievances, fear, and perceived repression has a direct 
effect on the three clusters. Furthermore, the only significant effect of response to 
repression is on everyday forms of political participation. For online modes of 
political participation (Figure 6.6), we can see almost the same similarities and 
dissimilarities among clusters. The unique significant effect of response to repression 
is on everyday forms of resistance, and there is no direct effect of fear and grievances. 
We can see that high-threshold online activism is only associated with anger, while 
other clusters are influenced by other motives such as individual efficacy, activist 
identity and (partly) hope.  
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Figure 6.6. Comparison of significant effects in three clusters of online political participations. 

* Note: Only significant effects are shown. Thus, single, double and triple lines represent three, two, and one 
significant effects, respectively. 

As mentioned above, responses to repression are significantly associated with 
everyday forms of online and offline resistance, but not with the other four clusters 
of political participation. In fact, the mediation effect of response to repression 
between fear, perceived repression and grievances and political participation is only 
significant for everyday forms of resistance. Therefore, it is interesting to zoom in on 
this cluster of political participation in both modes of online and offline.  

Figure 6.7 summarizes the significant effects of both analyses of everyday resistance 
(for both online and offline modes), excluding the two other clusters for each mode.  
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Figure 6.7. Comparison of significant effects in two modes of online and offline for everyday 
forms of political participations. 

* Note: Only significant effects are shown. A double line represents a significant effect for both off- and online 
modes of everyday forms of political participations, while a single line represents a significant effect for only 
off- or online modes of everyday forms of political participations. No arrow between two variables shows 
significant effect in neither the online nor in offline mode. 

Indirect and total effects (EFR) 

Now I turn my attention to indirect and total effects. Tables 6.9 and 6.10 present 
direct, indirect and total effect of the social-psychological factors and perceived 
repression on everyday forms of offline and online resistance. What can be drawn 
from the results in offline mode is that perceived repression has neither a direct nor 
total effect, while it has a negative indirect effect through choices of response to 
repression. However, in online mode, it has a totally negative effect. Fear and 
grievances also have an opposite, indirect effect on everyday forms of online and 
offline resistance.   

To conclude, I can summarize my findings in the five following statements: Firstly, 
fear, perceived repression and grievances influence response to repression, regardless 
of the mode of political participation. Secondly, social-psychological motives, 
including perceived efficacy, activist identity and mobilizing emotions, in general, 
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do not affect response to repression. Third, collective efficacy is crucial only for the 
offline mode of everyday forms of political participation. Fourth, unlike the offline 
mode, in the online mode, perceived repression has a total effect on everyday forms 
of resistance of individuals. And, finally, responses to repression, grievances and fear 
play a mediation role between perceived repression and everyday forms of resistance. 

 
Table 6.9. Direct/Indirect/Total effects of social-psychological factors on everyday forms of 
offline political participation (standardized coefficients). 

 Direct effect Indirect effect Total effect 

Perceived Repression (offline) -.049 -.090** -.139 

Response to Repression (offline) -.090**  -.090** 

Grievances .185 .035* .221* 

Anger .043 -.005 .038 

Hope .109* .001 .110* 

Fear .006 -.027* -.020 

Group Efficacy (offline) .233*** .004 .237*** 

Individual Efficacy (offline) .183*** .007 .190*** 

Activist Politicized Identity .320*** -.008 .312*** 

 
Table 6.10. Direct/Indirect/Total effects of social-psychological factors on everyday forms of 
online political participation (standardized coefficients). 

 Direct effect Indirect effect Total effect 

Perceived Repression (online) -.235* -.079*** -.314** 

Response to Repression (online) -.079***  -0.079*** 

Grievances .132+ .031* .163* 

Anger .035 .000 .036 

Hope .101*** .001 .102*** 

Fear .008 -.021** -.013 

Group Efficacy (online) .024 .004 .027 

Individual Efficacy (online) .249*** .004 .252*** 

Activist Politicized Identity .296*** -.001 .295*** 



144 │ Online and offline political participation under repression   
 

 
 

6.5 Conclusion and discussion 

In this chapter, I have argued that to better understand the variation in political 
participation under constant levels of high repression, it is necessary to pay closer 
attention to individuals’ choices in responses to repression. The aim of the present 
chapter was to examine how IGM supporters’ choices of response to repression 
contributed to understanding their political participation in the run-up to the 2013 
elections. The relevance of response to repression in the understanding of political 
participation in the case of severe repression is clearly supported by the reported 
findings. Overall, the findings indicate that the political participation of supporters 
largely depends on choices between refraining and resisting, as well as among 
different forms of participation in resistance activities. These choices of responding 
to repression are influenced by the feeling of fear and grievances as well as perceived 
repression.  

In the previous chapter, I showed that the last-minute boost of electoral support for 
Rouhani in June 2013 largely resulted from a boom in political engagement of IGM 
supporters. To better account for this remarkable increase of political participation, 
in this chapter I conceptualized and integrated the individuals’ choices in response to 
repression. The findings, firstly, revealed that, whereas the perception of repression 
among IGM activists, on average, had not been significantly changed during the six 
months leading up to the election day, nor in the two months preceding the elections. 
In contrast, IGM activists’ responses to repression significantly changed during these 
two months (May-June 2013): possible threats less often steered IGM supporters 
away from political activism, on average. 

Secondly, focusing on this period, this chapter attempted to differentiate between 
IGM supporters who chose to refrain from activities from those who chose to resist, 
despite the constant, perceived severity of repression. The assessment of responses 
to repression has shown that during the electoral period, fear and the perception of 
repression discouraged IGM supporters to choose to resist repression over to refrain, 
while grievances encouraged them to do that.  Remarkably, other emotions and 
social-psychological participation motives did not play a significant role in the choice 
between resisting and refraining. However, activist identity and individual efficacy, 
as participation motives, significantly influenced political participation of IGM 
supporters. Regarding emotions, the chapter reaffirmed that “anger is not likely to 
produce organized collective action” (Aminzade & McAdam, 2001, p. 31). My 
findings showed that anger contributes to grassroot informal offline and high-
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threshold online political participation, while hope stimulates everyday forms of 
resistance, both online and offline. Similar to others (van Stekelenburg, 
Klandermans, & van Dijk, 2011), this study did not find support for the significant 
direct role of grievances in political participation. 

The findings also showed that, in terms of the form of political participation, IGM 
supporters’ choices of response to repression vary. This acknowledges that potential 
participants have a different supply of activities at their disposal and, in the event 
they decide to resist repression, they can choose from a repertoire of political 
activities. In this regard, my analyses revealed that, firstly, a decrease in refraining 
from political activities increases everyday forms of resistance of IGM supporters, 
not other forms of political activities. These activities entail lower risk, or their 
attendant risks are more manageable. Secondly, attempting to account for the 
individual’s responses to repression illustrates that, indeed, individuals who 
experience less fear are more aggrieved and perceive lower levels of repression, and 
more frequently decided to resist repression than did other individuals. It implies that 
social-movement supporters not only can simply ignore the risk and continue with 
the same activity, as Ayanian and Tausch (2016) highlighted by adding subjective 
importance of risk, but can also find, choose or invent another form of political 
activity. Individuals, indeed, can participate in non-public and unobtrusive political 
actions whose risks are more manageable, such as using face-to-face or online social 
networks to change somebody's mind or mobilizing others to support political 
activities. This suggests that, in addition to risk-taking, the capability of managing 
risk is also crucial for resisting repression.  

Taken together, this chapter acknowledges that the effect of repression (deterrence 
or escalation) is conditioned by two decisions of individuals: whether to refrain or to 
resist, and (if resisting) in what form of political activity to participate. These 
interconnected decisions, which can be conceptualized as an individual’s response to 
repression, is influenced by social-psychological factors such as fear, grievances and 
perceived repression. The principal theoretical implication of this study is to place 
choices of individuals into the theoretical explanation of repression effects.  This 
study  lays the groundwork for future investigation of response to repression.  

This study is not without limitations. First of all, the context of the study makes the 
findings less generalizable to every instance of social-movement activity. The study 
focuses on the electoral campaign period when the goal of activities was influencing 
elections results (including turnout). This politicized situation gives more room to 
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some sorts of covert activities which aim to mobilize or change relatives and friends’ 
minds through trustful relationships. Politicization of society paves the way to 
generate political discussions in personal networks (Opp & Gern, 1993). 
Nevertheless, in the cycle of protests, the repertoire of political activities is more 
limited to overt protest participation. In this case, ignoring repression and the risk-
taking of an activity would matter more in response to repression than managing risks 
and shifting activities. Secondly, as I already pointed out, the generalization of 
findings to all Iranian opposition should be made with caution because of possible 
sample bias. In spite of its limitations, the study certainly adds to our understanding 
of variation in political activities under severe repression and draws our attention to 
a fruitful area for further work: responses to repression. 
 


