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A key challenge to understanding the eruption of globalization protest since the late 1990s is the lack of
data on the protesters themselves. Although scholars have focused increasingly on these large protest events and
the transnational social movements that play a role organizing them, information about the protesters remains
scant. We address this research gap by analyzing survey data collected from a random sample of protesters at five
globalization protests in three countries. By disaggregating protesters from the local area and protesters who
traveled to the protest event, the role that organizations play becomes clear: SMOs mobilize non-local participants
and coordinate travel to protest events. These data also suggest answers to the broader questions that have emerged
about global civil society. In contrast to the expectations in recent scholarship, we find very few protesters came
from outside of the countries in which the protests were taking place. Instead, we conclude that SMOs use the
Internet to connect domestically grounded activists to transnational struggles and to mobilize them to participate
in large-scale protest events. In other words, organizations do, indeed, matter in the globalization movement and
have significantly expanded the protesting population beyond local citizens.

In recent years, citizen protests have taken place around the world in response to meet-
ings of international institutions and multilateral regimes. These protests, which are
responses to aspects of globalization and expressions of civic dissatisfactoin with global gover-
nance, bring about a relatively new type of citizen mobilization: large demonstrations that
take place concurrent with these meetings. Scholars have begun to explore the ways in
which this movement is different from its predecessors, focusing on its transnational connec-
tions (e.g., Ayres 2001; Edwards and Gaventa 2001; Keck and Sikkink 1998; Smith 2001;
Smith and Johnston 2002; Tarrow 2002a, 2002b) and the role that new communication tech-
nologies play in the movement (e.g., Almeida and Lichbach 2003; Langman and Morris 2003;
Myers 2002; Rheingold 2002). Although a limited number of studies have looked at data
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collected [rom actual protest participants (e.g., Lichbach 2003; Vasi 2002; Wood 2003), a key
challenge to understanding the recent eruption of these protests is the limited data available
on the protesters themselves. To date, little of the collected data can be used to compare pro-
tests taking place around the world. In addition, it remains unclear how people mobilize to
participate in what we are calling the globalization movement,' what role social movement
organizations (SMOs) are playing, and how these large protest events that focus on aspects of
globalization are different.

We study the ways that organizations are connecting activists within the globalization
movement by analyzing the role of SMOs at these globalization protests using data collected
at five protest events in three countries. Our article is separated into three sections. First, we
explore the emerging literature on globalization and protest, paying particular attention to the
role of SMOs. Second, we present data on the 1,514 protesters randomly surveyed at five glo-
balization protests between November 2000 and September 2002. Third, we discuss the role
that SMOs played in these globalization protest events and the relevance of these findings.

Globalization and Protest

Beginning in Seattle in 1999 with the demonstrations against the World Trade Organization
(WTO), protests that target international institutions and multilateral regimes have become
more visible. Since Seattle, large international protests have taken place in cities around the
world, including Washington, DC, Prague, Genoa, Quebec City, Cancun, Miami, and New York
City. With the eruption of these international protests, scholars have centered their study of
citizen mobilization around the different aspects of globalization (e.g., see Ancelovici 2002;
Ayres 2001; Ayres and Tarrow 2002; Bourdieu 2001; Caniglia 2002; della Porta and Tarrow
2001; Fox, Brown, and Net Library, Inc., 1998; Guidry, Kennedy, and Zald 2001; Maney
2001; Mertes and Bello 2004; Meyer and Tarrow 1998; Nepstad 2002; Reimann 2002; Sen et
al. n.d.; Smith 2001; Smith and Johnston 2002; Tarrow 2002a, 2002b; Tilly 2004). In contrast
to earlier work on social protest that asked whether protest participants are acting rationally
(for a full discussion of the collective behavior literature see McPhail 1991; Smelser 1962;
Turner and Killian 1972), scholars have begun to explore the ways that, in the words of
Jackie G. Smith and Hank Johnston (2002), “globalization brings with it an expanding
array of political institutions that create both opportunities and constraints for activists” (p. 9).
Much of the research on the globalization movement explores transnational connections
among movement activists. In addition, a number of studies have considered the role of newer
communication technologies in making these connections possible (e.g., Almeida and Lichbach
2003; Putnam 2000; Ray 1999; Rheingold 2002; Tilly 2004; see also Fisher and Wright 2001).

Perhaps Sidney Tarrow (2001) best defines transnational social movements, as “socially
mobilized groups with constituents in at least two states, engaged in sustained contentious
interaction with powerholders in at least one state other than their own, or against an inter-
national institution, or a multinational economic actor” (p. 11; see also Hanagan 1998; Keck
and Sikkink 1998; Lewis 2000; Meyer and Tarrow 1998; O’Brien et al. 2000; Risse-Kappen
1995; Rothman and Oliver 1999; Smith, Chatfield, and Pagnucco 1997). Although there is
some disagreement about whether transnational activism is a new phenomenon (e.g., Atwood
1997; Boli and Thomas 1998; Korey 1998; Tarrow 2002b), most scholars agree that transna-

1. The expressions “globalization movement” and “anti-globalization movement” are often used interchangeably;
despite the fact that the movement is critical of some aspects of globalization, it has also appropriated the term “global-
ization” for its own use (Graeber 2001). Many within the movement have called for “globalization with a human face,”
“globalization from below” (Brecher, Costello, and $Smith 2001), and the “globalization of people and ideas” (Hardt and
Negri 2000) and have “never felt comfortable with” the term “anti-globalization” (Graeber 2001:12). We use the term
“globalization movement~ rather than the alternatives.
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tional collective action in the form of protests surrounding the meetings of international
institutions and multilateral regimes is relatively new. A number of studies in the late 1990s,
however, explored earlier transnational mobilizations around these types of meetings. David C.
Atwood (1997), for example, looks at social movement mobilizations around the United
Nations sessions of disarmament beginning in 1978 (but see Cortright and Pagnucco 1997).
William Korey (1998) describes similarly the collective action around the 1993 World Confer-
ence on Human Rights. Within the context of these studies, the globalization protests are a
larger, more recent example of an emerging form of activism.

Globalization protests do not always have the same goals: in general, people tend to pro-
test against aspects of economic globalization and in support of political globalization such as
multilateral environmental governance’ (for a full discussion see Fisher 2004; see also Bhag-
wati 2001; Tarrow 2002a). There are stark differences, for example, between the 1999 pro-
tests in Seattle against the practices of the World Trade Organization (e.g., Smith 2001) and
the 20,000-person demonstration in Kyoto, Japan, during the 1997 United Nations Confer-
ence of the Parties-3 on Climate Change (Reimann 2002). Although these globalization pro-
tests are qualitatively different, they are similar in that they bring together large groups of
people—in many cases from different countries—through transnational coalitions to protest
during the meetings of international institutions and multilateral regimes.

As these transnationally connected social movements emerge, scholars have found that
many forms of collective action have become more common. David S. Meyer and Sidney G.
Tarrow (1998}, for example, find that “movement activists have learned to combine institu-
tional modes of action with non-institutional convention” (p. 5; see also Tarrow 1998). In fact,
these new movements employ what Francis Fox Piven and Richard Cloward (1992} call nor-
mal and non-normal politics. Smith (2001) describes the extensive array of work conducted
by international non-governmental organizations involved in transnational social movements:
“By facilitating flows of information across national boundaries, organizations with transna-
tional ties helped cultivate movement identities, transcend nationally defined interests, and
build solidary identities with a global emphasis” (p. 5). In other words, modes of collective
action have become more interconnected; transnational social movements combine
action forms that have been associated with less institutionalized organizational forms—such
as protesting—with those that have been associated with more institutionalized forms—such as
lobbying (for a full discussion of the relationship between organizational forms and action
forms see Buechler 1997; Koopmans 1993; Oliver 1989; Staggenborg 1988). For example, in
planning the Human Dike protest in the Hague at the 2000 Conference of the Parties-6 cli-
mate change negotiations, the organization Friends of the Earth organized both the protest
outside the event as well as a relatively large delegation of non-governmental organization
(NGO) observers lobbying inside the conference. Similarly, the World Bank/International
Monetary Fund permits one representative from each NGO that registers to observe at its annual
meectings.” All other members of the organization, however, are forced to express their opin-
ions through other action forms—such as protesting (for a full discussion, see Fisher 2004).

Along with the broadening of action forms, social movements have become more con-
nected—both within and between nation-states——through the use of electronic communica-
tion technologies.* For example, Mark Lichbach (2003) observes that the World Wide Web
“has facilitated the formation of a transnational civil society” (p. 42; see also Rheingold
2002). In other words, Lichbach and others have identified the role of the Internet in making
possible the transnational social movements and large-scale protest that we see in the global-
ization movement. In his chapter in the 2001 Global Civil Society Yearbook, John Naughton spe-

2. These two characteristics are not meant to represent an exhaustive list.

3. In some cases, different branches of the same organization, such as the European and American sections of an
NGO, are allowed to send one representative to the same meeting.

4. These technologies include, but are not limited to, the World Wide Web, e-mail, Web logs (blogs), and listservs.
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cifically discusses the role of the Internet in coordinating protest: “Given that the Internet
offers campaigners a communication system which is cheap, reliable, ubiquitous, efficient
and uncontrolled, it would be astonishing if they did not make extensive use of it. . . . The real
significance of the events surrounding the Seattle WTO meeting lay not so much in protest-
ors’ reliance on communications technology as in what the technology enabled them to do”
(pp. 155-56; emphasis in original). The Internet has emerged as an important tool for collec-
tive action, including “communication networks via webpages, listservs, and electronic news-
paper links” (Almeida and Lichbach 2003:256).

With these coordinated international protests taking place around the world, some
scholars have posited that transnational movements like the globalization movement consti-
tute what they would call a global civil society (e.g., Wapner 1996; see also Beck 2003; Clark,
Friedman, and Hochstetler 1998; Edwards and Gaventa 2001; Florini 2001; Gaventa 2001;
Gemmill and Bamidele-Izu 2002; Glasius, Kaldor, and Anheier 2002; Naughton 2001; Said
and Desai 2003; Sassen 2002). Although the definition varies, most scholars agree that global
civil society connects individuals involved in transnational collective action around a particu-
lar issue. Ulrich Beck (2003), for example, defines global civil society as “new actors and actor
networks, the power potentials, strategies, and organization forms of de-bounded politics”
(p. 55). Similarly, Ann Florini {(2001) discusses the “networks linking civil society organiza-
tions across territorial boundaries” (p. 30} in her review of what she calls transnational civil
society (see also Florini 2000). In short, global civil society involves connections among peo-
ple from more than one country mobilizing around a common concern.

At the same time, however, other scholars maintain that participants in these large-scale
demonstrations are more locally grounded. Sidney Tarrow (2002b) explains transnational
social movements as made up of rooted cosmopolitans: “individuals and groups who are equally
at home in their own societies, in other societies, and in transnational spaces” (pp. 2-3; see
also Tarrow 2005) Although Saskia Sassen (2002) focuses her discussion on what she calls
“global non-state networks,” she, like Tarrow, finds global civil society to be grounded in the
“micro-spaces of daily life rather than on some putative global stage” (p. 217). The differences
among the perspectives of these scholars remain unresolved.

What also remains to be understood is the role of SMOs within this transnational social
movement. Perhaps David Graeber (2001) best summarizes the role of organizations in the
globalization movement as “not opposed to organization; it is about creating new forms of orga-
nization. . . . The result is a rich and growing panoply of organizational forms and instruments—
affinity groups, spokescouncils, facilitation tools, break-outs, fishbowls, blocking concerns,
vibes-watchers and so on” (p. 14). In fact, SMOs, some of which would classify themselves as
NGOs, have played a significant role in large-scale protests targeting international organiza-
tions and multilateral regimes. However, even when NGOs are allowed inside some interna-
tional meetings with officially-sanctioned observer-status, they are not permitted to observe
many key negotiations (for a full discussion of the challenges to civil society actors’ engagement
in global governance, see Fisher and Green 2004). As a result, SMOs have increasingly organized
large-scale demonstrations at many international meetings as a way of voicing citizen opin-
ions regarding the negotiations taking place inside the meeting. For example, Public Citizen
and Global Exchange played a leadership role at the 1999 Seattle demonstrations {see Smith
2001 for a full discussion), and Ozone Action organized activist training camps to prepare
protesters going to the climate change negotiations in the Hague in 2000 (Fisher 2000). As
Paul D. Almeida and Mark Irving Lichbach (2003) observe, “Iransnational protesters have
developed a novel collective action frame . . . and a novel organizational form to complement
it” (p. 250). In fact, in a study of “organizational forms of global civil society,” Helmut
Anheier and Nuno Themudo (2002) find that a “very large proportion of existing CSOs [civil
society organizations} fall outside conventional classification criteria” (p. 196). In other
words, these globalization protests are linked to SMOs in new and innovative ways. How-
ever, the specific role of these organizations—both in connecting the activists within the glo-
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bfxlization movement and, more generally, in participating in the protests (one of their most
visible action forms)—remains unclear.

This article explores the level of globalization protesters’ organization and their embed
dedness in their localities. By examining the role of SMOs in informing people about sch:d:
uled protest events and in supporting participation at large-scale protests, we study the role of
organizations in this transnational movement. The remainder of our article is separated int
three parts: first, we outline how and where data were collected; second, we present anal seo
of the data; and third, we discuss the implications of our findings for understanding th : lS
of SMOs in the globalization movement. 8 ool

Data and Methods

Data were collected by randomly surveying participants at five globalization protests held
from November 2000 to September 2002. All five protests were legally permitted rallies in
outdoor public places and were large gatherings of broad coalitions of organizations as well as
unaffiliated activists and others who joined the protest. All of the demonstrations took place
on Saturdays to maximize citizen participation. Four of the demonstrations were chIz)sen
because they were seen as the most important globalization protests in North America by the
globalization movement itself.” The demonstration at the Hague in November 2000 was};ho-
sen as one of the most significant international environmental protests of this time period. B
fncluding this environmental protest, the data include both demonstrators who were prot.est}-]
ing for an international environmental regime, and those who were protesting against inter-
national economic institutions,

Data Collection

Survcy. participants were chosen using a field approximation of random selection at the

fienTonstrauons‘ Starting from different points, field surveyers “counted off” protesters stand-
ing in a formal or informal line, selecting every fifth protester to participate. Because field sit-
uations varied, random selection was achieved at some events by choosing every fifth person
s.tandjng in aline to enter a rally area, and at other events by choosing every fifth person in a
line or row as determined by the researcher working in a particular area.
. The survey was designed 1o be short and non-invasive, so as to facilitate data collection
in the field and encourage the widest possible participation among the demonstrators. It
includes six short questions designed to elicit responses easily coded into categories regarding
how the respondent came to be participating in the protest. This article addresses those sur-
vey questions that are focused on the role that organizations played in affecting participation
in protest events. Beyond survey data collected from protesters, data were collected through
pamphlets, fliers, and other materials distributed by the organizers of each protest. In addi-
tion, media coverage of each protest was monitored, along with the websites of the coordi-
nating coalitions of each protest, the movement news websites (such as Indymedia.org), and
other globalization information websites. o

Protests Surveyed

Data from five globalization protests are included in this article: 1) the Human Dike at
the 2000 Conference of the Parties-6 (COP-6) of the United Nations Framework Convention

5. Protest.net, Zr}et, and Indymedia.org all list protests at the World Economic Forum, the G-8, and the annual
World Bank/IMF meetings as among the most important international demonstrations.
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Table 1 * Summary of Protest Participants Surveyed

Protest Topic, Location, and Date

WEF: World Bank/IMF:
COP-6: Another World World Bank/IMF: G8: Mobilization for
Human Dike I Possible A20 G-6B Global Justice

The Hague New York Washington, DC Calgary Washington, DC

Nov. 2000 Feb. 2002 Apr. 2002 Jun. 2002 Sep. 2002
Reported attendance 5,000 7,000 50,000-70,000 1,200 3,000-5,000
Participants surveyed 204 317 177 86 730
Refusal rate 2.9% 9.8% © 7.8% 23% 11.4%

on Climate Change, the Hague, the Netherlands; 2) the Another World Is Possible March at
the 2002 World Economic Forum, New York City; 3) the A20 Stop the War at Home and
Abroad/Mobilization for Global Justice at the spring 2002 meetings of the World Bank/IME,
Washington, DC; 4) the 2002 G-6B Demonstration during the G-8 meetings, Calgary, Can-
ada; and 5) the Mobilization for Global Justice at the fall 2002 meetings of the World Bank/
IMF, Washington, DC. .

Overall, 1,663 demonstrators were sampled. Of the sample, 1,514 (91 percent) agreed to
participate in the survey. In total, 149 people refused to take the survey, representing an
overall refusal rate of 9 percent. Both the G-6B (2.3 percent) and the Human Dike (2.9 per-
cent) had significantly lower refusal rates than the other demonstrations. In contrast, both
the Another World Is Possible March (AWIP) and the Mobilization for Global Justice had rel-
atively high refusal rates (9.8 percent and 11.4 percent, respectively). Some possible explana-
tions for the differences in refusal rates include the concern within the globalization
movement about police infiltration of demonstrations after September 11, 2001, the large
police presence at the demonstrations, and the high number of anarchists present at cer-
tain protests.® Members of the research team surveyed throughout the crowds, including
areas where participants were wearing the traditional anarchist uniform: black and red
with a bandana covering their faces. Within these areas, members of the research team
observed a higher refusal rate than in other areas of the crowd.” Table 1 presents the
reported attendance, the number of survey participants, and the refusal rates for each of
the protests. Using data collected from field notes, media accounts, and protest materials
provided by organizations involved with the protests studied, each of the five protests will
be briefly summarized in turn.

The Human Dike at the Conference of the Parties-6 of the United Nations Framework Convention
on Climate Change, the Hague, the Netherlands. The COP-6 was convened November 13-24,
2000, to finalize the text of the 1997 Kyoto Protocol, the legally binding agreement limiting

6. Both the AWIP March at the meeting of the World Economic Forum and the Mobilization for Global Justice at
the World Bank/IMF Meetings happened in conjunction with planned direct action events. For the World Economic
Forum meetings, an anarchist block organized by Reclaim the Streets held a scparate rally from the one that was sur-
veyed at the southwest corner of Central Park, and planned disruptive direct action for later in the day. Over 4,000
police officers were assigned 1o the protests during the World Economic Forum {Hays 2002). For the Mobilization for
Global Justice, the DC Anti-capitalist Convergence issued a call to “Shut down the city” and to “Take back the freedom
to control our lives.” Over 650 people were arrested the Friday before the main demonstration, during the direct actions
of the “People’s Strike” to shut down business activity in DC (Fernandez and Fahrenthold 2002). Although no exact
number was reported, the popular media mentioned the “swarms” of police present at the Saturday event (Andrews
2002; Reel and Fernandez 2002).

7. In total, the research team collected data from 30 people (or less than 2 percent) who identified themselves as
coming with an Affinity group—or an organized group of anarchists or other unaffiliated protesters.

107


http://Indymedia.org

108

FISHER ET AL.

greenhouse gas emissions in developed nations. On Saturday, November 18, 2000, an esti-
mated 5,000 protesters filled and piled sandbags to form a dike around a section of the con-
ference center within which the climate change negotiations were being held. The purpose of
the Human Dike, in the words of llse Chang, the local coordinator for the event from the
Dutch environmental organization Milieudefensie, was to “show that people are concerned
[with the issue of global climate change] and want action now” (interview by Dana
Fisher, November 16, 2000). Tony Juniper of Friends of the Earth International compared
the supportive nature of the Human Dike demonstration with the obstructive character of
the globalization protest that took place during the meeting of the World Trade Organiza-
tion in 1999: “In Seattle, they were trying to stop the meeting . . . we are trying to make
climate policy better” (interview conducted by Dana Fisher, November 16, 2000). Consis-
tent with this purpose, the protest organizers respected the boundaries maintained by the
security workers for the United Nations-sponsored conference. In fact, the president of
the negotiations, Dutch Environment Minister Jan Pronk, came out of the meeting to lay
the final sandbag on the Human Dike in front of demonstrators and press from around
the world.®

Researchers completed interviews with 204 protest participants from 25 countries. Eight
people refused the survey and four people were unable to respond to questions in the lan-
guages spoken by those conducting the surveys.’

The Another World Is Possible March at the World Economic Forum, New York City. The World
Economic Form (WEF) is a meeting of invited global elites ranging from heads of state to
heads of the world’s largest corporations. As described by Ben Wright (2002) of the BBC, “the
Forum is meant to be a sort of town hall meeting for the world’s movers and shakers, a place
where Colin Powell can mingle with German trade unionists and Archbishop Desmond Tutu
can swap ideas with the president of Coca-Cola.” Held annually in Davos, Switzerland, the
WEF was moved to New York for the 2002 meeting as a gesture of support for the city after
the attack on the World Trade Center. Similar to the meetings of the World Trade Organiza-
tion, World Bank, and the International Monetary Fund, the WEF has become an annual
opportunity for globalization protesters to voice grievances against corporate globalization as
well as other global concerns such as labor conditions, AIDS, and environmental degrada:ion.
According to a World Wide Web alert posted by Another World Is Possible (AWIP), a coali-
tion of more than one hundred SMOs that organized the protest, the purpose of the 2002
WEEF protest was to “tell the ‘Masters of the Universe’ that they don’t have the answers to our
problems. Join us in the streets as we visualize solutions that build a better world where the
people are in control.”'®

On Saturday, February 2, 2002, approximately 7,000 people gathered for a rally at the
southeastern corner of Central Park to protest the WEF and to march to the Waldorf-Astoria
hotel where the meeting was being held (Sanger 2002). All interested organizations and indi-
viduals were invited to participate. Although groups that practiced varying action forms were
invited to join the protest, the organizers asked participants to honor their request that the
protest be completely non-violent and exclude direct action; or, in the parlance of globaliza-
tion demonstrations, they asked for a “green” demonstration. As expressed in an AWIP
flyer distributed at the demonstration, “many local activists would prefer not to alienate
our local heroes (i.e., police and fire fighters) right now, especially since so many of them
are feeling screwed by the same system we are protesting.” Unlike the Human Dike protest,

. 8. Although the protesters were supportive of a strong international treaty for climate change, they were protest-
ing against the regressive positions of certain advanced nations that were holding back the negotiation process.

9. Interviewers conducted surveys in English, French, Dutch, and German depending on the choice of the
protester.

10. See the Artists Network of Refuse and Resist! web page.
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which was organized to show support for the negotiations underway, the WEF march was
organized to protest against the practices of the WEF. Even with the plea for a non-violent
demonstration from the protest organizers, 38 people were arrested during the Saturday protest
(Sanger 2002).

Protesters were surveyed at the rally prior to the march. Surveyors entered the rally site
from the four corners of Grand Army Plaza, on Fifth Avenue between 59th and 60th Streets,
where the rally was taking place. Researchers completed 316 surveys with participants from
four countries. Twenty-seven people refused to answer questions and one person did not
complete the full survey.

The A20 Stop the War at Home and Abroad/Mobilization for Global Justice at the Spring Meetings
of the World Bank/IMF, Washington, DC. The spring joint meetings of the World Bank/IMF have
also become an annual gathering of globalization protesters in Washington, DC. During the
spring meetings in April 2002, globalization protesters were joined by activists calling for
peace in Palestine, as well as by activists calling for peace “at home and abroad.” For the
remainder of this article, we will refer to this protest in the same manner as the protest orga-
nizers, as the “A20"—so-named because it took place on April 20.

On Saturday, April 20, globalization protesters, as part of the A20 coalition to “Stop the
War at Home and Abroad,” gathered at the Sylvan Theatre, an outdoor stage in the shadow
of the Washington Monument. A20 protesters clustered in groups preparing for the march
while listening to lectures and musicians on the stage. When the march began, the A20 pro-
test participants were joined by other demonstrators, who had been organized by Interna-
tional A.N.S.W.E.R. (Act Now to Stop War and Racism; for more information about how the
Palestinian march was joined with the planned peace and globalization marches, see Kaplan
2003). The march was described as a blend of “teenage anti-capitalists with black bandannas
over their faces marching alongside Muslim mothers wrapped in traditional headdress and
pushing baby strollers alongside campus peace activists” (Fernandez 2002). From researchers’
observations and media reports, it appeared that participants in the Palestine rally far out-
numbered the globalization protesters. Perhaps as a resuit, this protest lacked the direct
action component seen at the Another World Is Possible March and was generally uneventful
with respect to arrests and vandalism. The mainstream media reported local police estimates
of the crowd at 50,000 to 70,000 (Fernandez 2002).

Surveys were conducted at the Sylvan Theatre prior to the march, and alongside the A20
and Mobilization for Global Justice feeder-marches to allow for easier identification of global-
ization protesters. Researchers surveyed 177 participants from 28 of the 50 United States.
Twenty-four people refused to participate in the survey.

G-6B Demonstration during the G-8, Calgary, Canada. The meeting of the Group of Eight
(G-8) annually convenes leaders of eight industrialized democratic countries (Canada, Great
Britain, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Russia, and the United States) in one of the member
countries to discuss global issues, After the significant violence that broke out at protests dur-
ing the 2001 G-8 meetings in Genoa (for a full description see della Porta and Tarrow 2001),
the organizers of the G-8 chose a relatively isolated location for the 2002 meeting. Thus, the
2002 meeting was held June 26-27 in Kananaskis, Alberta, Canada—a remote location in
the mountains—to discuss global economic stability, the war on terror, and African devel-
opment. As an additional measure, the Canadian government closed Kananaskis to protest-
ers. As a result, the G-6B (or “Group of 6 Billion,” signifying the global population) social
forum was held in tandem with the G-8 meeting 2,100 miles from Kananaskis in Calgary
on Saturday, June 22.

The G-6B protest was organized by the International Society for Peace and Human
Rights. It called for policies and actions that benefit the developing world, as opposed to the
richest and most militarized states, and the creation of equal benefit without military
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action, poverty, and decreased civil rights.'’ The protest website reported 1,200 people in atten-
dance at the events in Calgary.'” Despite speculation that the protest might be unruly, few
arrests were made and little property damage was reported. Eighty-six protesters from
four countries were surveyed during the large demonstration on July 22. Two people refuseq
to be surveyed.

Mobilization for Global Justice at the Fall Meetings of the World Bank/IMF, Washington, DC.
Like the spring meetings of World Bank/IMF, the fall meetings have become an annual gather-
ing of globalization protesters. The locations of the fall meetings rotate, and the 2002 meetings
were held in Washington, DC, on September 28 and 29. Many of the same characteristics,
messages, and organizing features of that spring’s A20 protest applied during the fall protest.
On Saturday, September 28, participants in the Mobilization for Global Justice rally gathered
at the Sylvan Theatre and then marched to the World Bank/IMF headquarters where the meet-
ings were being held. Protesters voiced concern on a number of issues including Third World
debt, corporate power, AIDS, environmental degradation, and the war with Iraq.

Attendance for the protest fell far short of the 20,000 expected, with crowds estimated at
3,000 to 5,000 (Reel and Fernandez 2002). As a result of direct action taking place on the Fri-
day prior to the protest, which involved the breaking of windows at a Citibank building and
the arrest of 649 people (Fernandez and Fahrenthold 2002), there was a very large and
highly publicized police presence. In the words of Monte Reel and Manny Fernandez (2002),
“swarms of police may have kept some protesters away” (p. C1; see also Andrews 2002). In
fact, rumors spread throughout the rally prior to the march that busses of protesters were
being held outside the city. Despite the reduced attendance and the earlier unrest, the protest
was generally festive, with speakers and musicians on the Sylvan stage prior 1o the march.

As with the A20 protest, demonstration participants were surveyed at the Sylvan Theatre
prior to the march. The research team surveyed 730 participants from 11 countries, with 83
people refusing to participate. It is important to note the much higher number of people sur-
veyed for the fall 2002 World Bank meetings than for any of the other demonstrations
included in this article. In fact, protest participants from this event represent 48 percent of the
total number of surveyed globalization protesters. This high number is the result of a large
research team attending the protest and is not attributable to the size of the overall protesting
population at this event. Consequently, much of the subsequent analysis will disaggre-
gate survey data by protest site to ensure that the data from this protest do not bias our
overall findings.

Variables and Measurement

The survey includes four questions that focus on the role organizations play in globaliza-
tion protests. The variables are described below.

How They Heard. Protesters gave an open-ended response regarding how they heard about
the protest. These responses were coded into the following categories, based on the source of
the information: a) social network, including friends and family; b) social movement orga-
nizatiori, if the protester reported hearing about the protest from a specific organization or
organizations or via social movement advertising such as flyers, or if they heard from the
movement's news website Indymedia.org; ¢) media, including traditional print and broad-
cast media as well as websites for the traditional media; d) Web, for unspecified websites; e)

11. For a full report of the G6B, see International Sodiety for Peace and Human Rights.
12. See International Society for Peace and Human Rights web page.
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e-mail, for respondents who reported having received an e-mail regarding the protest;*?
and f) other, for respondents whose answers did not fit into any of the categories listed."

With Whom They Came. Protesters answered an open-ended question: with whom did
you come to the protest? Their responses were coded into three broad categories: a) friends
and family; b) alone; or ¢} SMOs, which includes those participants who came to the protest
with an affinity group."

Support. Protesters were coded as having received support if they received direct finan-
cial support for their participation in the protest. Surveyors asked all survey participants a
follow-up question regarding whether their travel to the protest was subsidized or free. Par-
ticipants who received subsidized travel were also coded as having received funding.

From Where They Came. This variable involved coding whether protest participants came
from outside the country in which the protest was taking place. Because countries within the
European Union are relatively small in size and travel within the European Union is similar
to travel within the United States or Canada, participants at the Human Dike protest in the
Hague were coded as traveling transnationally to attend the protest if they came from outside
the European Union.'* In addition, data were coded regarding whether the respondents came
from local or non-local sites. Protesters at the Another World Is Possible March in New York
City and at the G-6B demonstrations in Calgary were coded as local if they reported that they
had traveled from within those cities to the protest. For the protests in Washington, DC, pro-
testers were coded as local if they reported traveling from the Washington, DC, area—which
includes parts of Virginia and Maryland.”” The protesters at the Hague were coded as local if
they responded that they traveled from within the Netherlands.'®

Findings

As a first step in understanding the role that organizations have played in these large-
scale globalization protests, we begin by looking at the aggregate results from the five protests.
Overall, there were statistically significant differences between the ways that the protesters
heard about and traveled to the protest events. Table 2 presents these findings. Although the
majority of protest participants traveled to the protest with friends, family, or alone (60.1 per-
cent), organizations played a significant role in informing peaple about the protest and bring-
ing participants to the events (40.5 percent and 39.9 percent, respectively). In addition,
roughly one-fifth of the overall protest participants (20.3 percent) reported receiving funding
or support from organizations to attend the protest events. Even though these numbers are

13. Those respondents who reported having received an e-mail from a friend or family member were coded as
hearing from their social network. Those who reported having received an e-mail from an organization were coded
as hearing from an organization. Those respondents who did not clarify were coded as e-mail.

14. These responses run the gamut, including some protesters who just happened upon the event without having
heard about it ahead of time and others who reported having heard about the event from a governinent agency.

15. Although the numbers vary. few respondents reported coming to their respective protest with an Affinity
group: only one person from the Hurnan Dike protest, one person from the Another World Is Possible March. zero
people from the A20, three people from the G-6B, and 25 people from the Mabilization for Global Justice.

16. Based on European Union membership as of May 2004.

17. At the first World Bank protest included in this study, which took place in September 2002, surveyors did not
ask for clarification when people reported coming from Virginia or Maryland to attend the protest. At the subsequent
protests in Washington, DC, that were included in this study, a follow-up question was added.

18. Although the Netherlands is a country, to travel from one end to the other will take less than two hours—the
same amount of time that it can take to travel from one part of New York City, or the DC area, to the other.
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Table 2  Summary of Results from All Five Protests (N=1514)

Heard about the protest: Traveled to protest:

From a SMO 40.5% With a SMO 39.9%
F: i o

Tom a social ?etwork 29.2% With family, friends or alone 44.8
From the media 15.2% Alone lSli“;

3%
From the WebA 8.4% Chi-square (2 d.f.) 2257
From an e-mail 4.6% p-value '000
Other 2.1% i i -
' . Received funding/

Chi-square (5 d.f.) 1040 saprort 20
p-value .000

noteworthy, other social actors appear to have played important roles in informing peopi
and escorting them to protest events. Approximately 29 percent of protest partici angtsph P;
about the protest through the friends and family in their personal social networks pIt is imear
tant to note, however, that respondents who heard from friends who are also m.embers ?)(f)r-
common SMO likely responded to the question stating that a friend had told them about tha
event. As has been previously mentioned, e-mail notification about the protest was cod (';
based on the source of the e-mail. As such, e-mails sent from friends in a mutual oreani o
ended up in the social network category. saniation

Disaggregating the Protesting Population

' Although the overall results are a useful first step in exploring the role organizations pl

1p glol?alization protest, to understand this role fully, it is necessary to disaggregate partici g:ty
living in the area where the event was taking place from those traveling to the protest. In gth :
words, organizations play a different role in recruiting and supporting panicipam; comi "
from outside the local area. Specifically, after disaggregating the origins of protest partici anl;lg
we are able to see more clearly the significance of the role of organizations. Table 3 presen‘is ths’
percentages of international, local, and non-local participants at each of the five protest eventse

Levels of Transnationalism. First, we look at protest participants who traveled from outside
the. country in which the protest was taking place. Although the literature on transnational
social movements and global civil society suggests that the protesting populations at these
events would be very transnational, they are not. Each protest had a slightly different level of

Table 3 « Local, Non-Local, and International Protest Participants

Protest Topic, Location, and Date

WEF:

] World Bank :
COP-6AV Another World World Bank/IMF: G8: A::biliz‘;:’;g%f.
Human Dike Is Possible A20 G-6B Global Justice

The Hague New York Washington, DC Calgary Washington, DC

Nov. 2000 Feb. 2002 Apr. 2002 Jun. 2002 Sep. 200.'2
International 5.0%* 3.2% 0% 2.3% 2.2%

3% 2%

Local 32.3% 58.1% 24.3% 52.9% 38.6%
Non-Local 67.7% 41.9% 75.7% 47.1% 61.4%

n =201 n=315 n=177 n=285 =707

International participation is operationalized as coming from non-European Union countries.
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international participation: at the A20 protest in Washington, DC, no participants reported
coming from outside of the country to attend; at the G-6B in Calgary and at the Mobilization
for Global Justice in Washington, DC, around two percent of the protesters surveyed reported
coming from outside of the country (2.3 percent and 2.2 percent, respectively); and at the
AWIP protest, 3.2 percent of the participants reported coming from outside the country. The
highest level of transnational participation at these protest events took place at the Human
Dike protest in the Hague (5 percent). Although 67 percent of the protest participants came
from outside the Netherlands, because of the proximity of the countries in the European
Union, international participants for this protest were coded as those who came from outside
the Union. As will be discussed in further detail in the sections that follow, the high level of
transnational participation at this event is refated to organizations’ significant role in bringing
peaple to the climate change negotiations; many of the protest participants were registered as
NGO observers at the negotiations and spent the Saturday of the meeting protesting outside
the hall in which the negotiations were taking place.

Local versus Non-Local Participants. Because the number of transnational participants at
these events is so low, disaggregating those who came from outside the local area to attend
the protest may provide more information about the role that organizations played in these
protest events. There was a significant non-local presence at all five of the protests.'” In fact,
overall, non-local participants made up almost 60 percent of all protest participants at the five
globalization protests included in this study. Here again, each protest had a somewhat differ-
ent breakdown. The G-6B Summit in Calgary and the AWIP March in New York City, for
example, had a smaller non-local presence at the protests (47.1 percent and 41.9 percent,
respectively). Unlike the protests in Washington and the Hague, these protests took place
away from the regular sites of multilateral meetings: the Calgary protest was over 2,000 miles
away from the G-8 meetings, and the AWIP March took place at the relocated site of the
WEF. These changes made long-range planning more difficult, and, thus, were likely to have
affected the number of protest participants traveling from out-of-town. The AWIP March was
also the first globalization protest in New York City after September 11, 2001, and many peo-
ple were likely hesitant to travel to New York City to protest at that time. The Mobilization
for Global Justice, Human Dike, and the A20 had higher levels of non-local participants (61.4
percent, 67.7 percent, and 75.7 percent, respectively).

Using a Pearson chi-square test of local versus non-local participation across the different
protests, we tested the null hypothesis that the pattern of local participation is the same for all
protests. The results are statistically significant, and the null hypothesis is rejected (x> = 71.6,
d.f. = 4, p < .001). Because the various projects differ significantly in the percentage of local
versus non-local participants, we will compare local and non-local samples from each protest
for the remainder of the analyses. This breakdown will ensure that the large sample collected
at the Mobilization for Global Justice in 2002 does not bias our results.”

How They Heard. Broken down into local and non-local participants, Table 4 summarizes
how the protest participants heard about each protest event. Overall, there are significant dif-
ferences between the ways that the local and non-local participants heard about the protests.

19. Non-local protest participants include those participants who came from ouiside the country 1o protest.

20. As has been previously noted, nearly one-half (48 percent) of our cases were collected at the Mobilization for
Global Justice protest. Based on Pearson chi-square tests of the aggregate data from the other 4 protests against this pro-
test, we reject the null hypotheses that the two groups come from essentially the same population, suggesting that the
Mobilization for Global Justice protest was different from the others. However, as will be discussed in the following sec-
tions, the disaggregated data show that organizations played a smaller role in the Mobilization for Global Justice protest
than in the others. As our primary concern is the role of organizations in informing and transporting non-local partici-
pants, aggregating the data collected from these protests will also blunt the strength of our findings.
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Table 4 ¢ How Respondents Heard about the Demonstration

Social
Organization Network Media Web E-mail Other Pearszam's
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) X

Human Dike

Local {(n = 65) 64.6 20.0 9.2 4.6 0 1.5

Non-local {(n = 136) 79.4 16.9 0 2.9 0 7 14.7%*
Another World Is Possible

Local {n = 183) 30.1 28.4 27.9 6.6 4.9 2.2

Non-local {n = 132) 43.2 26.5 15.2 6.8 6.1 23 9.5%
A20

Local (n = 43) 39.5 30.2 11.6 7.0 9.3 23

Non-local (n = 134) 54.5 29.1 3.0 1.5 7.5 4.5 10.2*
G-6B

Local (n = 45) 4.4 31.1 46.7 11.1 4.4 2.2

Non-local (n = 40) 55.0 15.0 12.5 5.0 12.5 0 BN Likd
Mobilization for Global Justice

Local (n = 280) 25.7 314 27.9 11.1 29 1.1

Non-local (n = 447) 36.0 35.1 8.5 12.5 5.2 2.7 51.4%%*
All Five Protests

Local (n = 616) 30.5 29.2 26.1 8.8 3.7 1.6

Non-local (n = 889) 47 .4 29.3 7.5 8.2 5.2 2.5 111.6%+*

df. =5
p<0.l1 **p < 0.01 **+p < 0.001

At all events, the role of organizations in informing non-local protesters is larger than that of
local participants. The protest at which organizations played the smallest role in informing
participants about the event was the Mobilization for Global Justice (25.7 percent for local
and 36 percent for non-local participants). As has been previously mentioned, attendance at
this protest was much smaller than had been previously expected. Because of the direct
action the day before and the highly publicized arrests as a result of these actions, as well as
the heightened police presence in Washington that day, organizations likely dissuaded their
members from attending the protest. Organizations played the largest role in notifying partic-
ipants about the Human Dike (64.6 percent for local participants and 79.4 percent for non-
local participants). As has also been previously mentioned, the NGO observers involved in
the international negotiations left the meeting to participate in the protest on that Saturday.
The organizers of the protest—Friends of the Earth and the Dutch group Milieudefensie—
were very successful at getting the word out to their members about the protest.

As one might expect, the traditional media played an important role in informing local
participants about the protest events (9.2 percent at the Human Dike, 27.9 percent at the
Another World Is Possible, 11.6 percent at the A20, 46.7 percent at the G-6B, and 27.9 per-
cent at the Mobilization for Global Justice). The media played a much less significant role in
notifying non-local participants. In contrast to these differences, both local and non-local
protest participants were almost equally as likely to have heard about the protest-event
through their social networks. These numbers were most varied between local and non-local
participants at the Human Dike (20 percent and 16.9 percent, respectively) and the G-6B
(31.1 percent and 15 percent, respectively).

Mobilization and Support for Globalization Protest Participants

Table 5 ¢ With Whom Respondents Came to the Demonstration

Friends or
Alone family Organization Pear:zon s
(%) (%) (%) X

Human Dike

Local (n = 65) 26.2 41.5 323

Non-local {# = 136) i1.0 11.8 77.2 38.7 *+*
Another World Is Possible

Local (# = 183) 235 56.8 19.7

Non-local {(# = 132) 14.4 43.2 424 19.6%+*
A20

Local {n = 43) 14.0 62.8 233

Non-local (n = 134) 9.0 29.1 61.9 20.0%**
G-6B

Local (n = 44) 18.2 70.5 114

Non-local (n = 40) 15.0 35.0 50.0 15.6%**
Mobilization for Global Justice

Local (n = 278) 20.1 55.4 24.5

Non-local (n = 445) 10.6 45.6 43.8 32.0%**
All Five Protests

Local (n = 613) 21.2 56.0 228

Non-local (n = 887) 11.2 37.1 51.8 128.6%**
df =2

*p<01 MMp<001  *p <0001

With Whom They Came. Turning to how protesters traveled to the event, significant differ-
ences are also noted between local and non-local participants. On average, about half of all
non-local participants traveled to the protest with a SMO, in contrast to the 22.8 percent of
all of the local participants who traveled with an organization. However, the numbers vary
among each protest event. The highest percentage of non-local participants traveled with an
organization to the Human Dike (77.2 percent). Respondents at this event reported organiza-
tions’ hiring busses to travel from France and coordinating subsidized ferry rides from the
United Kingdom. The smallest percentage of non-local participants traveled with an organi-
zation to the AWIP event (42.4 percent). As has been previously mentioned, the fact that this
event was the first large-scale protest to take place in New York after September 11 likely dis-
suaded some organizations from bringing busses of participants to the event. The majority of
focal participants at these events, however, traveled to the protests with their friends or fam-
ily. At the high end of the spectrum, 70.5 percent of the local participants at the G-6B trav-
eled with their friends or family. In contrast, at the Human Dike, where organizations had
brought many participants so that they could lobby negotiators inside the meetings, friends
and family members played a less significant role in bringing local people to the event (41.5
percent). Table 5 presents how protest participants traveled to the events.

Who Received Support. Similar to the findings regarding how participants heard and with
whom they traveled, there are significant differences between local and non-local partici-
pants regarding whether or not they received support in the form of funding or subsidized
travel to each event. Table 6 presents these data. It is important to note that protesters have
many different sources of funding and support for attending such globalization protests. In
many cases, SMOs were able to provide subsidized transportation in addition to providing
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Table 6 * Received Funding to Attend the Demonstration

Received i
Funding? Pearxzon's 1-fe e[;l'Wd>
oo X u;lo/l)ng, Pearxzon‘s
Human Dike G-6B
Local (n = 65) 12.3 Local (n = 45) 4
Non-I = ! 5
. o: ocal (n = 136) 3l.6 8.7% Non-local (n = 40) 325 11.5%%
nother World Is Possible ilizati - .
© Mobilization for Global Justi
II:loca.l (n=183) 2.2 Local {n = 260) e 7
. on-local (1 = 132) 11.4  11.4%« Non-local (n = 445) 3:5 69 8*%x
" . .
Lacal (1 = 43 i All Five Protests
. Local (n = 569)
Non-local (n = 0
cal (1 = 134) 42.5 2100~ Non-local (n = 887) 31.1 145.8%++
df. =1 '
*p<0.1 **p < 0.01 **+p < 0.001

logistical support and publicity for the protest itself. Al

o 0 1 . Also, many locally based S

pai o ;:nlsso;sgglgmfg; nc?n~local‘protest participants. Overall, 31.1 ercem 01’1\;1hoeS leiﬁgcz
ool porteimeponed aymg received some type of support, as opposed to just 5.2 per

; - It is likely that a large portion of the su ocal porier

p.a‘nts was in the form of subsidized trans
ugpants that reported receiving support als
Wltl'.l an organization. Again here, the res
participants at the A20 reported receiving
ticipants at the AWIP March reported re
ipants, those who attended the Huma
support (12.3 percent). In order to i
event—Milieudefensie—offered to rei
train rides.?!

pport received by non-local ici-
portation—as 73.7 percent of t/he non-locg?l;:rl-
0 reported that they had come to the demonstration
ults vary somewhat among the protests: non-local
tl.le.most support (42.5 percent), and non-local par-
ceiving .the least (11.4 percent). Of the local partic-
n Dike in the Hague reported receiving the most
ncrease local turnout, the local organizers of this
mburse participants from the Netherlands for their

Discussion and Conclusion

The res i i

e gabalvation movement: ey iy » Sopenn e Forizatons o indecd. matcr witin
he glot ° i i nt role in mobilizing and su i ici-
ipng o ;?C;;;iisszzl; glto:z:jlézanon prt‘)tesls anq provide information aid suppgfto\tﬁxallgtgal::g-
W come ks come thellnonlstratl(.)ns. Thqr role is particularly important for participants
i soremmey eide the ocla arlt?a. épproxxmately 47 percent of the non-local protest par-
B over g ched a1 U theeng ot;a ization .p.rotests heard about the event from an Organiza-
and about 31 pevcmn oAb ¢ on- olcal participants caine to the protest with an organization;
events 1 is I o1 the mlm- ocal protesters received support to attend these protes£
mated in much of these data. Many pecple promabi hes s g el 00 nderest-
tests with friends from an organization. These gn;]ingesa:ibgu?l:ltland e et coanie PrO-

. . € w i i
E:,:l:)e t;\.\epgﬁ’rl:aifzrats;;i:al movements and collective action, howeve‘:,yjirté1 a:o‘t)rg:g;ii[l;(’rrlls
movement. In fact, or '

roles i ) ! ; ganizations have been found imi
es in collective action, at least since the civil rights movement (e.g., Morris ltgs;;l)ay similar

21. The price of a second-class roundri

2 p train ticket i ich i
poiats in the Netherlands, s mnoersy 3y ot 0 the Hague from Groningen, which is one of the farthest
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What is new, however, is the way that protest participants have communicated about
these events. Many of the protesters reported hearing about the protest event via e-mail or
on the Web. In addition, more than 80 percent of the participants surveyed reported using
the Internet to learn about the issue, organize accommodations or transportation, and/or
coordinate with other people coming to the protest.?? This result is consistent with the schol-
ars who find the Internet to be a key tool for mobilizing protest participants (e.g., Almeida
and Lichbach 2003; Langman and Morris 2003; Rheingold 2002). In recent years, SMOs have
created Internet resources, and a significant percentage of these participants likely received
their information from e-mail lists and websites run by, or affiliated with, SMOs.

Although some scholars have posited that these types of connections make possible the
social movement networks of global civil society (see Beck 2003; Glasius et al. 2002; Naugh-
ton 2001: Sassen 2002), because so few of the protest participants came to these protest
events from outside the country in which the protests were taking place, these data do not
provide much support for the transnationality of the protesting population at globalization
protests. In fact, the findings of this article suggest that the notion of global civil society needs
reclarification. Contradicting those scholars who posit that global civil society involves indi-
viduals who are “above and beyond national, regional, or local societies” (Anheier, Glasius,
and Kaldor 2001:3), the participants in these large-scale protest events, which have come to
be seen as a hallmark of global civil society, did not represent a global population. Instead,
they represented concerned citizens within nation-states.

At the same time, many local organizations involved in the globalization movement con-
nect their members to transnational advocacy networks and coalitions via the Internet. Inter-
net resources have made it possible for activists to stay more closely connected to the SMOs
with which they are affiliated. As a result, the organizations that provide these electronic
resources are able to engage activists in a struggle that targets transnational actors, such as
international institutions, by connecting domestic activists to a larger transnational move-
ment. Indeed, the coalitions that organized each of these protest events included organiza-
tions that work transnationally. These conclusions are consistent with the reasoning of
Almeida and Lichbach (2003) who find that “much of the ‘transnationalness’ that distin-
guishes this ascendant form of collective action” can only be seen by looking outside the pro-
tests that are taking place near the actual international meetings (p- 252).

Although this article has focused on the ways that SMOs have supported non-local par-
ticipation in globalization protest events, we also find a significant local presence at each of
these protests; at least 24 percent of the protesters surveyed at each location came from the
area surrounding the protest event. This finding is consistent with the notion put forth by
Sidney Tarrow (2002b, 2005) in his work on what he calls rooted cosmopolitans. In other
words, the presence of such a large percentage of local protesters at international protest
events suggests that many people in the globalization movement may be engaged citizens
who are connecting international concerns with locally based action. It also suggests that the
participants in globalization protests may be engaged in political action on an on-going basis
through local organizations, rather than being involved only in periodic transnational events.

This article points to six particularly relevant future research directions. First, aithough
this article provides data to understand how organizations matter, research is needed to
explore the organizational forms involved in large-scale protest. In particular, who are the
organizations connecting protesters transnationally, how do they work, and are they, in fact,
creating innovative organizational forms like the literature suggests (e.g., Anheier and Themudo
2002; Graeber 2001; Lichbach 2003)? Second, given the high levels of Internet usage by pro-
test participants at these events, research is needed to understand how SMOs have used this
technology to connect similarly minded individuals around the world, as well as the implica-

22. Data about participants’ usage of the Internet were not collected from participants of the Human Dike Protest.
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tions of these transnational connections to social movements and protest more broadly. Third,
data arc necded that explore globalization protesters’ levels of on-going political engagement
and how often they participate in protests in tandem with international meetings. Fourth,
globalization protests that have a high level of anarchist participation, direct action, and a
large police presence—such as the Mobilization for Global Justice and Another World is
Possible—had higher refusal rates. Thus, more research is needed to develop methods for col-
lecting data on these particular participants in the globalization movement. Fifth, the protests
included in this study all took place in the developed world. As protests continue to take
place around the world in response o the meetings of international institutions and multilat-
eral regimes, future rescarch should look at globalization protests in the developing world to
see if organizations play a similar role in bringing non-local participants to the events. Sixth,
as citizens around the world voice their concerns about the war being waged in the Middle
East, research should look at the connections between the anti-war movement and the glo-
balization movement. By continuing to conduct rigorous research on large-scale protest
events, we will learn about an action form that has become an influential aspect of citizens’
political mobilization.
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