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1. The Birth of a Method

Social movement understanding has been dominated for long by a legitimist bias that conceived of demonstrators and protest actions as the product of deprivation, grievances and abnormal conduct. With the emergence of resource mobilisation theory (RMT), these interpretations have been radically replaced by explanatory models which emphasize costs and benefits of participation in collective action as well as the importance of social movement organisations in mobilizing resources and distributing positive or negative incentives. RMT was further refined by the growing importance in explanatory models of the so called “political opportunity structure” which helped to stress contextual factors in collective action. To date, structural factors, political contexts, organisations and not the actors themselves, have been at the centre of social movement research for more than thirty years. That direction has been further reinforced by the quasi exclusive recourse to methods like organisational surveys or protest events analysis (PEA). 
As a result, obsessed that they were by the criticism of socio-psychological analyses that were at the core of relative deprivation models, scholars have certainly gone too far in the rejection of the actors themselves, those who engage in collective action, their social and biological characteristics, their very motivations (Klandermans, 1984; Turner & Killian, 1993). Even the more recent developments of social movement theory, by taking into account the cultural turn and further hybridizing between American and European research, has let unexplored the individual who actually participate in demonstrations, protest activities and, broadly speaking, social movements.
On the contrary, since the publication of Political Action by Barnes & Kaase (1979), students of political participation, in addition to studying voting behaviour, have also investigated the so-called unconventional forms of social and political participation. Based on opinion polls conducted in five Western countries, the authors did try to study political attitudes for and against both conventional and unconventional forms of political participation. The modes of actions concerned, ranging from signing petitions and lawful demonstrations to damaging property, have since become a permanent item in many national election studies almost everywhere in the United States and Europe, through World Values Surveys and European Social Surveys. The most significant findings of these cross national opinion polls can be summed up by the so-called Socio-Economic Standard model (SES), which establishes that age, gender and level of education are the most important factors of protest behaviour (Marsh & Kaase, 1979; Jennings et al. 1990, Mayer and Perrineau, 1992; Verba et al. 1995). 
The advantage of population surveys is that they allow cross-national and historical comparisons. But, as we have shown elsewhere (Favre, Fillieule and Mayer, 1997), most of the time they measure the willingness to protest rather than the actual participation to protest. As a result, there are no figures on actual rates of mobilization. Moreover, in these surveys, people are asked about their participation in general, which makes it difficult to distinguish between different protest issues. As Van Aelst and Walgrave (2001) state, “declared willingness to participate in a demonstration is a poor indicator of actual participation in collective action. ‘The action potential of individuals reflects not what they will do but what they think they ought to do’ (Topf, 1995: 59)”
. In this line, in a study of pacifist marches in the 80s in the Netherlands, Klandermans and Oegema (1987) have demonstrated that the number of people who actually participate in a demonstration is very low compared to those who did declare, well in advance or just before the event, that they intended to. That difference between willingness to act and actual behaviour can be explained by a whole set of factors, among them the relational context, which seems to play a central role, as we will see later on
 (Kaase, 1990; Fillieule, 1997; Favre, Fillieule et Mayer, 1997). Finally, one should note that even in the most recent studies, which try to measure the actual past participation into protest actions, biases remain since one knows that there can be discrepancies between what people say about what they did in the past and what they actually did
.
Coming back to social movement research, one knows that the development of the so-called political process approach has been backed by a parallel expansion of the PEA method which has the advantage of focussing on protest actions themselves and, as a consequence, on actual participation to demonstrations. Yet, as we just said, PEA was never meant to answer any questions about demonstrators but more to determine, in a historical sociology and macro-comparison perspective inspired by Tilly’s work, broad trends in protest activity
. In any case, since newspaper cuttings have massively been chosen as source, and in some rarer cases police archives, the material gathered is of little interest for those who would try to provide consistent information about participants to protest actions. As a result, despite the dramatic increase in the number of books and papers based on PEA published in various countries, results are usually limited to the level of events and social movement organizations. Yet, some studies have tried to draw from their sources some information about the socio-professional characteristics of the participants. For example in our own research on demonstrations in France in the eighties (Fillieule, 1997, 1998), by a triangulation of our data on the types of claims, the identity of protest organisations and the broad characterization of protesters by police officers, we came to the result that the greatest majority of protests were composed in the nineties of protesters belonging to a specific socio-professional category, namely blue-collar workers and more generally salaried workers from both the state (above all civil servants and teachers) and private sector (blue and white-collar workers), followed by young people (mainly high school and university students). One will admit that these results are not totally convincing since socio-biological characteristics are here described in terms of broad, general social groupings, and certainly biased by the way the police (or the media if one works on press cuttings) perceive and characterize demonstrators (see Della Porta and Fillieule, 2004 and Fillieule et Della Porta, 2006 on police weltanschauung). As a conclusion, such data can only give us a rough idea about the over- or under-representation of social groups in demonstrations, but we will know nothing about the people in these groups, their actual occupation, their political competence and ideological preferences, their motivations to participate, etc.
. Only by interviewing people during protest events can we answer those questions. As Favre, Fillieule and Mayer wrote in their programmatic paper about the need for developing survey research in demonstrations : “l’analyse longitudinale fondée sur le recensement des évènements manifestants ne peut jamais répondre que partiellement  à la question de l’identification des manifestants et de leurs motivations. L’abandon des indicateurs psychosociologiques a aussi un coût, l’individu manifestant disparaissant derrière l’identification de collectifs, ce qui interdit de véritablement savoir pourquoi les individus participants à une action collective. Autrement dit, si la méthode de l’analyse évènementielle permet d’établir les premiers éléments d’une sociologie du manifestant, elle reste muette sur la question de savoir pourquoi tel ou tel se décide à manifester plutôt que tel autre. Le sondage dans la manifestation apparaît de ce point de vue comme un des moyens de répondre à cette question, en même temps qu’il permet d’affiner notre connaissance de la sociologie du manifestant” (1997 : 16).
If in social movement research, interviewing participants during protest demonstrations is a relatively new technique, individual surveys have been used at length. In individual surveys a sample of individuals fill in a questionnaire about their socio-biological characteristics, their knowledge and political competence, beliefs, attitudes, behaviour, etc
. In these studies, surveys are very classically used for describing movements’ constituencies in terms of demographics and sometimes to explore individual motivations. But individual surveys have also been used to explore three more specific areas of research. 
Firstly, Klandermans and Oegema’s study of participants and non-participants in a petition against cruise missiles in four Dutch communities (Klandermans and Oegema, 1987; Oegema and Klandermans 1994) has well demonstrated that movement participation and mobilization are processes that evolve over time. The authors conducted a longitudinal individual survey drawn from a distinction between consensus mobilization and mobilization for action (Klandermans, 1984). As soon as the demonstration is announced, they ask a sample of individuals whether they intend to participate; after the event, another telephone survey is conducted with the same individuals, asking people whether they did in fact participate. As we said previously, that kind of comparison over time has dramatically helped to understand mobilization into collective action as a process partly determined by motivational factors but also by contextual factors.
Secondly, students of political socialization have conducted research on life course and generational change that have permitted to build up some hypotheses on biographical consequences of movement participation (Demerath et alii, 1971, Fendrich, 1974, 1977; Fendrich and Krauss, 1978; Fendrich and Smith, 1980; Braungart and Braungart, 1984; Whalen and Flacks, 1980, 1989;  Marwell et al. 1987, 1993; Sherkat and Blocker, 1997)
. By surveying movement participants at different points in time and sometimes many years after their active participation in social movements, these studies have convincingly demonstrated that movement participation can have long-lasting biographical consequences in every life spheres in terms of occupation, affective life and marital status, level of income, political orientations and participation, etc. McAdam’s seminal book on Freedom summer (1988) brought in these questions in the circle of social movements research, showing, from observed attitudinal and demographical differences between participants and non-participants that participants' course of life as well as beliefs and consciousness had been transformed by their participation to Freedom summer.
Finally, in our own research on anti-AIDS movements in France, retrospective longitudinal
 self-administered surveys have been conducted in order not only to study the evolution of militants demographics over time, generational replacement and entry and exit flows, but also to understand the disengagement process and broadly speaking militant careers, that is to say, how “motives” (in the sense given by Burke and Mills) for joining or quitting are articulated with life experiences in different life spheres. That direction of research, which allows  to study movement constituencies “from inside” at the same time as individual careers, has been further applied to other types of groupings, among which homosexual movements in Switzerland (Voegtli, XXX, XXX), the Secours populaire and the CGT (General confederation of Labour) in France (respectively Brodiez, 2006; Contamin, 2006) or political parties’ constituency in Chile (Alenda, 2006). 

If one turns back to interviewing participants at protest demonstrations, research appears to be far less developed. As Favre et al. (1997) stated in the very title of the aforementioned article, we are here confronted with “a strange lacuna in the sociology of mobilisation”. Before the end of the 90’, actually, very few students did try to collect individual data directly in the course of protest events. The central reason for that situation is certainly to be found in epistemological considerations. Having recourse to an individual survey during protest events could at first sight seem paradoxical or contradictory, since the individual survey technique appears as incompatible with the situation one wants to explore. As a matter of fact, individual surveys are by nature individualistic: the interviewee is isolated from its environment and is asking to express an “opinion” about questions he has not been forcibly informed about in advance. Moreover, answering the questions does not mean he is personally involved in the issue at stake. And finally, expressing an opinion will by no way have any personal consequence for the interviewee. In a demonstration, on the contrary, the interviewee is not isolated at all, since the march in itself is instituting a collective, and also because people usually demonstrate within small groups of friends, relatives, etc. (McPhail and Miller 1973 ; Fillieule, 1997; Drury and Richer, 1999; Van Aelst and Walgrave, 2001); the interviewee is already expressing an opinion by the very fact of demonstrating, he expresses that opinion in a visible manner, which means he is concerned by the issue at stake, and ready to assume the possible risks and costs of his acts. From all these differences, it follows that the recourse to individual survey in the course of collective events collides with the economists’ well known “no bridge problem” between a micro and a macro level of analysis. To that fundamental reason, one should add also the mere fact of the so-called “normalisation of protest” in the last decades, which has helped social movements’ students to apply conventional techniques of inquiry to social phenomena which were not any more considered as irrational or unconventional
. 
To our knowledge, prior the middle of the 90’ interviewing participants in protest events has only been used in a few studies. In the seventies, collective behaviour specialists were very much concerned in understanding the logics of the crowds. Therefore, many of them did show an interest in the problem of collecting data at demonstrations and other gatherings (Evans, 1969; Milgram and Toch, 1969), with little visible success, except in terms of qualitative observation based on filming and photographing (McPhail and Pickens, 1975 and more recently Schweingruber and McPhail, 1999). Yet, to obtain solid data about attitudinal and non visible characteristics of participants was central to collective behaviour social researchers who wanted to test aspects of the theories of contagion, convergence and norm emergence (McPhail, 1971; McPhail and Miller, 1973 and McPhail, 1991 for a recent and fascinating contribution to that field of research). To our knowledge, John Seidler and his colleagues were ones of the first to try to collect data in four rallies that were held in 1970 and 1973 in the US (Seidler et al, 1976; Meyer, Seidler and MacGilivray, 1977 ; Meyer and Seidler 1978)
. In their 1976’ paper, they mainly discuss the advantages of a “zone-sector method of collecting data on individual participants”. We will come back to that later. Suffices it to say at that stage that their method was limited by the fact that it was meant to study “relatively stable” crowds and that the underlying research questions were those characteristics of collective behaviour research, that is the investigation of emotional states and contagion in crowds, attitudes of core participants, bystanders and social control agents, dependence-acceptance of spokespersons by the masses, etc. 
Survey data for demonstrators at a national antinuclear rally held in Washington D.C. were again collected in 1979, by Anthony Ladd and his colleagues (Ladd et al., 1983). The demonstration studied gathered between 75,000 and 125,000 protestors and the call for the march had been launched by a multitude of groups and organisations. The data were derived from responses to an eight pages survey questionnaire distributed to a sample of participants. Interviewees were chosen to be included in the sample by dividing the rally into zones, following Seidler’s method. The questionnaires were not collected during the events. Instead, people were given an addressed and stamped envelope in which to return the questionnaire at their convenience. Out of the 1,000 thousands questionnaires that were distributed, 420 were returned. The aim of the study was to confront a thematic review of the antinuclear literature with interviewees’ individual beliefs and representations. The authors show that consensus with the ideology of a movement needs not be a prerequisite for collective mobilization as long as some minimum consensus exists on key ideological themes and issues
.
Lastly, one can also mention a survey that was conducted in April 1983 by David Waddington in the framework of his research on how to establish a predictive model of demonstrations disorders (Waddington et al., 1988). When 4 to 5,000 demonstrators in Sheffield took to the streets in 1983 to protest against the visit of Mrs Thatcher, Waddington and his colleagues, helped by their students, conducted 300 interviews to document the socio-demographical profile. However, the authors do not give us much explanation about how the survey was set up and administered. As Waddington stated, ”our survey of the demonstrators, which was random in the literal rather than the scientific sense, provided a rough profile of the demonstrators” (Waddington et al., 1988: 29).
Despite these fruitful but isolated experiences, and for reasons we have already tried to explain, INdividual SUrveys in RAllies (hereafter INSURA) did not enter the social researcher’s usual toolkit in the following decade. It was only at the beginning of 1994, that Favre and his colleagues conducted such a survey with as a primary ambition to build a solid methodological framework that could be subsequently applied by other researchers interested in gathering representative data on crowd participants (Favre et ali., 1997). That renewed interest in French political sociology was the product of three related factors. First of all, at the beginning of the nineties, research on social movement participation began to mushroom by numbers. Because these studies were initially more interested in modes of action than in specific movements or organisations
, they were particularly interested in understanding the logics of the events and then by the sociology of actual participants in demonstration. Secondly, students of political participation, being less and less convinced by the usual distinction between conventional and unconventional forms of participation, were eager to find new techniques able to gather data on people who actually engage in direct participation, so that they could empirically validate the idea of a “political participation’s continuum” (Mayer and Perrineau, 1992; Favre et Fillieule, 1994). Finally, political socialisation specialists were also trying at that time to explain how, for young people, actual participation in unconventional political action offered an “entry door” into voting, joining associations, unions and political parties (Muxel, 2000). It is in that favourable context that three surveys at large protest marches in France were conducted in 1994
. The aim of these surveys was less to answer specific research questions (even if the results were used by Fillieule (1997) in order to validate the hypothesis of the normalisation of protest and to assess the logics of crowd formation) than to produce a methodological reflection about sampling strategies, that is to say, to guarantee that all possible participants would have equal opportunity of being interviewed
. Their method was first used, in 1998, by Van Aelst for a research on the normalisation of protest in Belgium. (Aelst and Walgrave, 2001). Protesters were questioned at the four largest national Belgian protest marches held in 1998 in order again to discuss the thesis of the normalisation of protest
. They concluded that patterns of participation in the contemporary world seem to have evolved, because the demonstration population have “‘normalized’” over the years to become mainstream, heterogeneous, and conventional in both attitudes and social characteristics
.
The new century marked a new era in the use of INSURA
. More precisely, with the public emergence and tremendous development of alter-global protest events and Forums, researchers began to have recourse to that method which appeared as particularly suited to that object of study. In effect, one knows the importance of events as epiphanic moments for the movement, the public debate that emerged around the qualification of participants as mere looters, terrorists or politically aware people, the debate about the consistency of the ideology of the movement and its constituency (are these people “rooted cosmopolitans” (Tarrow, 2001) or “modernization loosers”), and finally, how to measure and assess the heterogeneity of the “movement of movements”, in terms of organisations as well as constituencies? To answer all these questions, the INSURA technique seems appropriate. To date, and apart some data on demonstrators collected here and there (e. g. Levi et Murphy, 2002; Lichbach and Almeida, 2001), the GRACE (University of Florence) was the first to launch an ambitious program to survey the so-called GJM movement in Italy at different settings (e.g. Andretta et al, 2002; Della Porta, 2004), followed by Bedoyan and Van Aelst, (2003) on an alter-global demonstration that was held in Brussels on December 14th 2001, and our own surveys during the anti G8 protest of Evian in Geneva and Lausanne and at the Saint-Denis European Social Forum in France (Fillieule, Blanchard et al., 2005; Fillieule, Blanchard, 2005; Agrikoliansky and Sommier, 2005). More recently, the DEMOS project also included a work package dedicated to INSURA (see http://demos.iue.it, work package 5 on Athen’s Social Forum)
 and finally, a group of social researchers coordinated by Stefaan Walgrave has conducted the most ambitious INSURA ever conduced at the international 15 February protest in 2003 against an imminent war in Iraq. The survey was conducted at the same time in some cities of the US, Great-Britain, Spain, Italy, the Netherlands, Sweden, Belgium and? More than 6,000 participants answered the questionnaires in eight countries and eleven cities
.
After some years of intensive use of INSURA, one is entitled to wonder whether that technique has fulfilled social researchers’ hopes or not. We learned from the past that, in social movement theory, due to an intensive and fertile competition that often drives us to quantity instead of quality, new methods of inquiry have been used at length without always ensuring a sufficient degree of epistemological vigilance and methodological scruple. It is certainly too early to decide whether INSURA will mark a real progress in social movement theory. Yet, some remarks can be made and some questions can be asked. 

In that paper, we start by coming back to basic methodological questions about how to collect data on crowds (2). Then we turn, at a more epistemological level, to questions about the types of questions that can be, or can not be asked with INSURA. To do that, we offer a practical illustration of strengths and limits of INSURA based on our work on alter-global rallies in Evian and Saint-Denis (3). 

2. INSURA. Technical problems and sampling strategies
Assessing the entire realm of methodological and epistemological questions raised by INSURA would largely exceed the framework of that paper. We will only deal here with some general questions before concentrating on some specific problems of INSURA applied to alter-global events. Three main questions should be first addressed. What are the specific constraints of interviewing people at the very moment they are “expressing” a political opinion? What specific constraints result from the morphology of the covered events, that is to say, how to build a valid sampling frame? We then turn to a more general point about the questions that can be solved, or not, using that technique.
People attending a protest event or a political rally are by nature in an expressive situation. They do actually express their feelings and their opinions, if only by being there, by chanting and shouting slogans, by raising their fists, by wearing masks or costumes, by holding banners or placards. Two consequences follow. One is that people's willingness to participate is generally optimal, apart for those groups and individuals who reject as a whole poll techniques and sociological surveys as being part of the “dominant order”
. The other is that in case of face-to-face interviews, people will certainly pay little attention to the questions since they are engaged at the same time in a collective action, surrounded by colleagues, friends, relatives and the whole crowd. That point will not be developed here. Suffices it to say that as a consequence, questionnaires must be short enough, and that too demanding questions, like multiple choice questions or open-ended questions, should be as far as possible avoided. One possible solution can be to ask participants to fill in the questionnaire at home and then post it. That solution, which introduces a huge difference in the data collection process, is very much in favour in contemporary INSURA and comprises many advantages. Since, one has to be aware that the answers will be of a different nature than those gathered in the course of the event, especially when the considered event has immediate consequences (e.g. at Genoa, or, more routinely, the occurrence of clashes with the police in the dispersion phase of a demonstration). In these cases, media coverage of the event, organisers’ press conferences and public official declarations will certainly have an impact on attitudinal answers. And the problem is all the more puzzling if the survey strategy is mixing face-to-face interviews and a mail survey (at least when attitudinal data are not subsequently studied separately)
.
To date, four types of crowd gatherings have been submitted to INSURA. Outdoor static gatherings (Seidler et al., 1976), indoor meetings (like in the case of European social fora), protest camps or villages, and marches. In each case, constraints differ and diverse solutions must be invented to conduct the survey. In most cases, the aforementioned events combined more or less the four morphological situations. It is not possible here to deal at length with technical solutions that have been used in each specific case.  We will only deal here with surveys in demonstrations, since it is certainly the most complicated case.
To put it briefly, usual sampling strategies are here impossible to use. “Once we have identified the unit of analysis for our study”, write Klandermans and Smith (XXX), “we must find a way to identify those who fit in this population we are interested in, the sampling frame. The real problem in social movement research is the sampling frame (the list of individuals or organizations that comprise the research population) ». 

If, in the case of individual surveys, one can sometimes find more or less reliable lists of individual members that indicate some of their characteristics, it can not be the case in protest events where only some people are affiliated to organisations, and where the number of organisations makes impossible any proximate to the research population. Since it is not possible to use a sampling strategy based on quotas, one has to use a probabilistic method, that is to say, to guarantee that all possible participants would have equal opportunity of being interviewed. To achieve that, one must take into account the fact that participants’ spatial and temporal distribution is never aleatoric: “For the most part of them, people do assemble at a meeting point, march under a banner, depending on multiple belongings, following a march order that is predetermined by organizers. Others are more erratic, travelling from one group to another, from the very heart of the demonstration to its margins. These numerous spatial and temporal distributions have a clear consequence: one must use two different methods, depending on which stage of a demonstration is concerned, the assembling phase or the march itself” (Fillieule, 1997, methodological appendix). In the first phase, the best method is derived from Seidler (1976) and Favre et al. (1997). The gathering space (generally a square and its adjacent streets) is divided in advance into sectors clearly identified by some spatial distinguishing marks. One generally knows in advance where the different groups are due to assemble under their banners, carts etc.  For big events, the press will even publish maps indicating the different meeting points. It is also sometimes possible to have in advance an idea of the rough number of people per group or cluster of groups
. In each cell, interviewers (the number of which is defined depending on the expected density of demonstrators per cells) must randomly select interviewees. At that stage, a fixed number of interviewees per cells can be decided in advance or not, since the length of the assembling process is always difficult to evaluate
. As usually in probabilistic methods, the only criterion for the selection of the respondents is randomness. This can best be achieved by relying on a counting system always taking, for example, the Xth person in a group. Two persons who stand alongside may not be interviewed both. In case of refusal, on the contrary, one should try to interview the nearest person in the group (Cf. Fillieule and Sainte-Marie, 1996 for details). In the case of alter-global protest events, these requirements are all the more important that people usually attend different kind of events; Moreover, for some of them, theses activities are mutually exclusive. Villages, zaps and blockades, demonstrations, conferences and meetings can be held at the same time. That is why it is usually very fruitful to conduct interviews in the villages like some of us did, since it is obvious that the kind of activity influences who participate. People who attend a meeting are not necessarily the same as the people who participate in the demonstration. Yet, all two groups of people are and probably see themselves as participants in the same movement.
In the second phase of the survey, questionnaires must be distributed or interviews be conducted during the protest march itself. Many solutions are available here and we have explored some of them (Favre et ali., 1997). For technical reasons that will not be discussed here, the best solution is to divide the interviewers in two squads. One is placed at the front of the demonstration and the other at the end of it. The first group starts its interviews at the head of the march and gradually comes down the demonstration to the end of it. The second group starts at the end (and must then wait for the end of the procession to leave the gathering place) and walk up to the head of the demonstration (Favre et ali., 1997). Depending on the available resources, it is always possible to multiply the number of squads as long as they are intervening in a symmetrical way in the procession. Each squad of interviewers is ruled by two head persons whose mission is to offer spatial points of reference on each side of the demonstration and to decide who will be interviewed by whom and in what row (that rule could be of an utmost importance, especially if the interviewers are not professional staff or specifically trained personnel). Finally, experience proves that things never go exactly as previously planned. Crowd events are very awkward social phenomena and one must always be ready for alternative solutions. 
One more problem to be solved if one wants to assure the reliability and validity of ones data depends upon high survey response rates, which reduce the possibility that the group of respondents is systematically different from the population the interviewers tried to question. Biases due to non response are well identified in the survey literature. In INSURA, as we said before, apart from those who are by definition hostile to any kind of sociological investigation, it seems that whenever they are able to answer, people do accept the interview. However, one must take every possible step both to limit non response bias (which means simple and not too long questionnaires) and, if possible, to understand its dimensions. That is why, in face-to-face interviews, the interviewers must systematically mention on a separate grid every person who refuses to cooperate or give up answering the questionnaire after a while. To that, the interviewers should add information about the spatial location of failed interviews (that will help, for example in the assembling phase, to know with which group the interviewee is assembling). By doing that, the researcher can at a minimum determine whether the pool of respondents over-represents particular organizational affiliations, demographics, or any other pertinent categories. This knowledge can improve the validity of one’s conclusions from an imperfect sample by allowing a more accurate interpretation of survey results. On the contrary, it is much more difficult to have a clue of the non response bias in mail survey, apart from the total number of questionnaires returned out of the total number of questionnaires distributed. 
Finding technical solutions for securing that the interviewees’ population does actually represent the people composing the crowd is certainly difficult, but still possible to attain. Yet, one more central question remains. What does the crowd itself represent? Four remarks could help to find the answer:
First of all, INSURA consist in one-shot surveys on actual participants in a given event. Participation is generally not submitted to any condition. People do not need to be a member of an organization, they usually do not have to register (apart in the case of Social fora where you have to pay fees), etc. That means that the reference population, the crowd itself, can be composed of core militants, sympathisers, bystanders, sight-seers, lost people, tourists and sometimes opponents! A crowd can’t be considered as equal to a social movement constituency. Its heterogeneity is far more important and different in nature. In social movement organizations, a number of empirical studies have called attention to the diversity of beliefs and motivations in the same social movement (Tilly, 1964; Marx, 1974; Wood, 1974; Mathieu, 2001; Agrikoliansky; Fillieule and Mayer, 2005; Agrikoliansky and Sommier, 2005, etc.). In a crowd, heterogeneity does not only refer to that diversity of beliefs and motivations but primarily to the fact that only a limited part of the people, in a way or another, is part of the SMOs that organize the event. 
Secondly, and consequently, people attending a gathering may participate for the first time in their life. Ladd and his colleagues (1983) were among the first to stress that point in their study of a national anti nuclear rally in Washington D.C. They found that half of the sample of persons attending the demonstration were participating in their first antinuclear power activity (and we know from existing studies of alter-global events that it is usually the case in almost all the events studied by INSURA
). Still, they consider that the people interviewed are actually representing the anti nuclear movement. In their opinion: “by studying an actual movement demonstration, we are defining social movement membership in terms of participation in collective action” (Ladd et ali, 1983:269). Yet, it makes no sense to admit that social movement participation can be epitomized in a one-shot participation, especially in the case of the alter-global movement which is marked by a “secular, inclusive and non-totalising approach” and “tolerant identities” (Della Porta, 2004), as opposed to the “totalitarian”, or at least organisational, identities of the past, which means that there are generally not “entry costs” in such events or groups.
Thirdly, INSURA, by definition, only capture the image of a crowd at one point in time and in one specific location. That very point has crucial consequences. To begin with, one can never assume that those who participate for the first time in a rally will stay involved in the movement, or even remain interested in the cause. Some will certainly, but one knows that all movements are marked by a high level of turn over. That means newcomers can’t be considered without further considerations as being part of the movement. Only those who declare they did previously participate in alter-global activities (at least once!) or say they are members of that or that alter organization
 can be considered part of the movement. Furthermore, all INSURA dedicated to alter-globalisation events constantly stress the fact that about half of the interviewees are “local people”
. Those among local people who are not formally involved in alter SMOs can certainly not be easily aggregated to other participants. For them, barriers to participation are lower than for other people. 

Finally and more broadly, movement participation and mobilization are processes that evolve over time. Movements expand and contract in phases of mobilization and demobilization. That means that “any researcher planning to investigate participation in a specific movement must first consider the kind of cycles the movement and its participants might go through. Survey research designs in particular must be sensitive to the time frames affecting potential respondents or informants” (Klandermans and Smith, XXX).  Here again, it is all the more true in the case of alter-global events that gather people coming from different countries. In each specific country, the position of the movement along the cycle can be different and submitted to very different contextual factors that affect the level of mobilization. That very fact makes very difficult research designs ambitioning to compare in one single event different national constituencies. We will come back to that point later.

3. If I had a hammer…
In INSURA, the unit of analysis is by definition the individual, not organizations. That means INSURA are certainly not appropriate tools for addressing all research questions in social movements. As Klandermans and Smith remind us: “Research that takes the individual as its unit of analysis necessarily restricts itself to the explanation of individual opinions, attitudes and behaviour. It can help us to understand why individuals participate in social movements (…) but it can tell us very little about the organizations and actors that stage movement events. (…)  The supply-side of protest is a different matter that cannot be assessed at the individual level with the individual as the unit of analysis ».
New techniques, when successful, have a natural propensity to expand their scope of investigation far out of their capacities. In the following section, we would like to discuss that point. We show that INSURA is certainly well suited to explore crowd demographics, but also relational networks of individuals and multiple belongings. We then argue that organization networks and movement’s boundaries can certainly not be explored efficiently through INSURA, which seriously limits international cross comparisons of movements based on that tool.

3.1 Alter-global demographics. Fighting common sense

The definition of the so-called alter-global movement is by no doubt ambiguous and submitted to different strategies by different actors. Alter organizations, political elites, governments, journalists and… social scientists, are all engaged in a symbolic fight for the right definition of what “the movement” is (if one can talk about A movement). At the very heart of that debate lies the question of the identification of those people composing the movement. At a very general level, can one speak of a “transnational civil society”, or an “international working class” or “modernization loosers”? At a more specific level, can one identify different kinds of groups involved, with different motivations and social characteristics? Globally speaking, the resulting image of alter-global movements and constituencies is not that clear and partially contradictory, depending on commentators’ vested interests: for sympathetic commentators, the alter-global movement is supposed to assemble people coming from multiple geographic origins, being then truly internationalist. As a new social movement developing in the context of a crisis of representative democracy, it would be composed of new militants rejecting traditional affiliations to classical political parties, unions and voluntary groups. That “political virginity” would be connected with a blurring of traditional class, gender and age cleavages usually structuring social conflicts and organizations. For hostile commentators, on the contrary, alter-global militants are characterized as a bunch of heteroclite naïve and unrealistic people rejecting modernization processes because of their own dominated situation, manipulated by small groups of political violent agitators, criminal and even terrorists. The development of INSURA, in that ideologically polarized context, has offered an opportunity to build objective descriptions of participants to alter global events. 
Mainly, existing results have stressed participant’s heterogeneity in terms of their socio demographic characteristics, geographic origins and political background, depending on the location of the event
, the protest form
, the timing of the action
. Finally, the tools and channels of mobilisation also impact on the composition of the crowd
. In sum, who will be attending an event heavily depends on a set of structural and situational factors. As a result, general assumptions and predictions are likely to be inadequate if based on a specific protest events and to put it clearly, respondents to an INSURA in one specific event can not be considered as an adequate description of the movement, nor it is easy to establish continuities and comparisons from one event to another, as if all events were successive occurrences of the same social phenomenon. 

Profiling the militants

The Groupe de recherches sur l'activisme altermondialiste (Graal, University of Paris - Sorbonne, France) and the Centre de Recherche sur l'Action Politique de l'Université de Lausanne (Crapul, Suisse) have undertaken a series of studies about large anti/alter-global protest events, where activists from all countries have recurrently been meeting since the beginning of the 1990s. To date, two such events have been covered and analysed: the No-G8 event in the French-Swiss region of Evian-Lausanne-Geneva, in June 2003, and the 2nd European Social Forum in Paris region, in November 2003. The same research design was applied: a four-languages (French, English, German, Italian) questionnaire distributed to militants who were to fill it in right on the protest place, except a few of them who sent it back by mail. About 2 000 questionnaires where gathered in each event, without any strict statistical sampling. The research team only aimed at hitting the most diverse profiles in the different places where people met and discussed, demonstrated, lived: conference rooms, camping villages in Evian region, streets.

Figure 1 shortly portrays the people taking part to the two events. When available, a comparison with the general population of the two main countries concerned here, France and Switzerland, are added.

Respondents are more often men than women, especially at the No-G8. They are much younger: 40% to 60% of them are less than 30 years (two to four times more than the population) and only 1% to 5% more than 64 (4 to 12 times less than population). This goes along with a high proportion of students, especially at the No-G8, and few retired people. Universities and other higher education establishments being located in cities, anti-global militants do live more than others in cities.

Although many of the militants are still studying, and therefore have not taken their last diploma yet, the average duration of studies is very high. Especially at the ESF, many participants have attended higher education and have or have had contacts with science and other intellectual domains: they own a high cultural capital. At the same time, militants’ religiosity is weak. They seldom believe in God, nor practice, be it praying alone, attending religious meetings or ceremonies, engagement in religious groups: their relation to knowledge is mostly disenchanted, as usually suits to leftist engagement.

Militants who are not studying often work or are unemployed. They rarely stay at home for housework. The ones who work often own a favoured position: professionals, executives, managers and employees. These sociological properties can be summed up as pertaining to the “middle class radicalism” (Cotgrove and Duff, 1980). Cotgrove and Duff described. Indeed, they place themselves clearly at the extreme left side of the left-right scale, while the distribution of the population is rather symmetrical. Some of them also refuse the scale test: what usually appears as a sign of lack of political competence here proves to be another sign of a critical approach to classical politics, as the examination of the socio-ideological profile of “no answers” to this question shows.

Militants at the ESF and at the No-G8 are much more involved in politics than the population. They more often discuss politics or current affairs, which appears as an evidence of political competence: they did not come by accident, they know anti-global events are fully political events. Most of them declare they take part to all polls, which is noteworthy in countries like France, where there are six levels of power, and above all in Switzerland, where the number of elections is outrun by the number of federal and local votations. More over, they share high levels of conventional and non-conventional political participation. Not only do they take part to large much-mediated protest events like in Paris and Evian, but they also commonly take part to smaller demonstrations, strikes or sign petitions, while a minority also takes part to violent actions : resistance to police, occupation of buildings or holding up traffic. The ESF and the No-G8 look like steps in the continuity of coherent militant biographies, more than exceptional participation in the course of quieter political lives.

One last property has to be noted: the respondents, although more than four out of five come from the countries where the two events took place, show high levels of what we called cosmopolitanism, that is a propensity to speak foreign languages and to have lived abroad. Not only do they plan to build a more peaceful and a more generous world. They already belong to a social class that travels freely across borders and cultures. At the same time, they declare several memberships to national organizations, from trade unions and political parties to movements defending unemployed people, ecology or human rights. Their political practice is based on strong local belongings, from which they gain information, competence and access to social networks necessary to engage in global politics. As Tarrow put it, they are rooted cosmopolitans (2001).

Biases and shortcomings

Should the results that have been presented up to now be considered as a faithful description of anti-global militants ? This can not be asserted, as problems arise at three levels of reality.
First, do our results represent the anti-global movement as a whole ? This is obviously wrong. Anti-global events are all the more ephemeral that their public is young. Therefore many participants are newcomers to protest politics, as the age structure shows (table 1). Part of them might persist in protest politics and be back at the next Anti-global event these ones will keep most of their sociological properties and simply move to from the newcomers category to a category of older and more experimented militant. But part of them will drop out. They might be replaced by clearly different profiles. The replacement of generations reduces the capacity of punctual surveys to represent a more general mobilized population.

The longitudinal ambition of surveys is also biased by the capacities of research teams to implement identical designs in the course of time. What guarantees that pollers will reach the same proportion of each public during the event ? Evolving intellectual criterias and practices among researchers and pollers will result in evolving implementations. Will the questions be interpreted identically year after year and in the different countries where meetings will take place? Linguistic and ideological contexts should bias answers, all the more that the proportion of militants from different countries and languages will vary. Will such surveys keep popular among militants, at least tolerated by them ? During the last decades, the relation to social sciences (sometimes confused, rightfully or not, with journalism or police inquiries) has endured moves that should go on, maybe towards more manipulation or mistrust.

All these restraints call for a careful comparison between ESF and No-G8 results. An inquiry based on 83% of French respondents like in Paris in June 2003 must encompass severe cultural biases compared to an inquiry based on militants from more diverse origins, even mostly European. The education variable for example is biased by strongly differing education systems between France, Switzerland and Germany: apprenticeship is unevenly developed and rated by students and employers; higher education is unevenly developed and homogeneous; the researchers share differing representations of what each diploma means sociologically. Our coding scheme, as an illustration, did not articulate properly with the ESS surveys, which explains that some figures are missing. This problem, as comparatist studies have showed, prove even more complex for religion, left-right positioning, values or policy opinions.

Many militants declare they came with an organization to the event (see figure 2 below). Collective trips reducing material cost of participation, a marginal organization is able to get overrepresented, while a larger organization that did not plan any collective travel will be represented by only a few well-off and/or very motivated militants. This largely reduces the longitudinal ambitions of event-focused questionnaire studies: one given survey does not necessarily faithfully represent a moment of the history of anti-globals.

Last but not least, the ESF took place near the city of Paris, which concentrates several large Universities. It was a rather intellectual mobilization, made of numerous conferences and debates about globalization and related topics, while the No-G8 combined conferences with street demonstrations and other outside performances. Some of the differences - age, place of living, diploma, professional situation - have to be related to this contrast. More over, the country itself materially determines the nationality and culture of participants.

A second kind of problem deals with the internal representativity of our surveys. Do our ca. 2 000 respondents suit as a sample of the thousands of people who met in each event ? As set out before, lacking a reference population, we searched for a diversity of respondents. But we missed some groups that were either too violent (Black blocs) or that sometimes refused the survey (anarchists). We also partly missed some publics who did not answer completely or correctly, either people less familiar with the requirements of social inquiries, either people in distracting situations (haste, noise, movement inside demonstrations or during travels).

The cultural and linguistic bias comes out again at the event level. Spanish and German demonstrators might not understand similarly questions related to professional sectors and status or to general values. We might over-, under- or misinterpret differences related to the degree of “confidence in regional authorities”, to the wish to “increase the State’s intervention” or to “break off with present development models”. Answers from Italian, French and British militants to the left-right positioning surely do not fit together.

The third problem arises at the individual level. Do answers correspond to each militant’s real profile ? Several biases might occur: some people did not take time enough to answer all questions, or misanswered the last ones or even questions at any step of the questionnaire; some fake their answers in order to influence the results (for political reasons), in order to complicates the researchers’ task (for fun?) or in order to satisfy the interviewers’ wishes and impress him (for psychological reasons). We found some signs of such biases in a few contradictory answers.

The individual level also leads us back to classical no answers problems: how must we interpret missing values ? which ones have to be re-coded, and how ? Some respondents thought (and sometimes wrote it) that they do not want to answer this or that question because it would be “irrelevant” or “too personal” or “badly formulated”: we can just register it. Some clearly did not understand some questions, some interpreted them in different but seemingly just as justified ways: in this case it is the questionnaire that failed.

Problems at the levels of series of events, events and individuals must not hide questions that our questionnaires simply did not adress. For example, we still do not know much about the militants’ biographies, which have been proved decisive to explain their engagement. Tracing the exact succession of employments, family changes, political engagements, associational memberships would require much more thorough questions than what can be done during a street demonstration or a public conference. Biographies are all the more crucial to explain current activism. Contrary to general population surveys, social reasons of engagement can’t be considered as mere consequences of objective and subjective class belonging, religious faith and practice, cultural and ideological cleavages and so on: all these properties are determined by years of militant practice, that is a pretty powerful process of secondary socialization inside militant organizations. Some studies have shown how the militants’ political behaviour is altered through effective activism - and especially after disengagement. Engagement sometimes carries weight. McAdam’s thorough work on Freedom Summer shows indeed, comparing a sample of students who did engage in the campaign and a sample of some who finally did not, to what extent the engagement itself longly influenced the militants’ political as well as intimate and professional lives. 
 Consequently, as often as possible, a control sample should be set to test all dimensions studied. As an example, we compared our data with the results from French and Swiss sections of European social surveys each time their wording fit together enough.
3.2 What a good idea ! INSURA as a tool to measure multi-organizational fields

As we just said, INSURA are not suited to answer questions about organizations. Yet, almost all research based on that technique systematically try to say something about organizations. As we have said before, the first INSURA analyses were first and foremost interested in demographics and attitudinal variables. When organizations were at stake, it was through the measure of possible amount of overlap between the ideological themes of the movements and the individual beliefs of participants, or through the measure of their actual representativeness: e.g., are participants members of the organizations responsible for the events? Is an unemployed demonstration populated by actual jobless people ? Since the beginning of the century, however, in the context of a dramatic development of network analysis (Diani and McAdam, 2003), social researchers have more and more used individual data on multiple belongings to formulate hypotheses and draw conclusions about organizational networks. Two questions arise here. First, on what ground can we use a measure of multiple belongings to determine an organizational web? Second, can we define a social movement as a network of people and/or organizations?
The measure of multiple memberships can be transformed in a coincidence matrix, that allows to formulate hypotheses about the extent to which organisations and organisational fields are linked by means of multiple memberships, participation or identification. Such a reasoning is based on the concept of “multi-organizational field” (Curtis and Zurcher, 1973). Curtis and Zurcher suggest that “organisations in a community setting approximate an ordered, coordinated system. Inter-organizational processes within the field can be identified on two levels, which conceptually overlap: the organizational level, where networks are established by joint activities, staff, boards of directors, target clientele, resources, etc; the individual level, where networks are established by multiple affiliations of members” (ibidem: 53). With INSURA data, one can’t characterize directly the web of existing relations among individuals since no variable compiles inter individual relationships, like, for example in Fernandez and McAdam, 1999. One has to rely on a description of declared proximities or belongings of individuals to given organizations or clusters of organizations (e.g. environmental or human rights movement). 

Strong social embeddings

Although our questionnaire design aimed at individual participants to the ESF and the No-G8, we are interested in understanding the social logics of engagement. Some questions deal properly with this aspect (figure 2). It appears that a majority of anti-globals are closely embedded in social and organizational structures. In both events, less than 20% of them declare that neither their colleagues, nor their family or their friends are “rather active militants”. 34% of them declare that 2 or 3 of these 3 social circles are. This structural embedment translates into the concrete circumstances of participation. When questionned about “what impelled them to come”, 23% mention their convictions (G8 only), but 38% (25% at the ESF) mention their friends and 28% (52% at the ESF) the organization they belong to. Although 32% came alone, 23% came (mainly) with close friends and 23% with their organization. Social constraints matter much than forecast by theories of disorganized individuals.

This encourages us to investigate further about organizational networks. Figure 3 records multiple memberships among a series of 20 kinds of organizations proposed to respondents. Affiliations to antiglobalization organizations, better called in France and French-speaking Switzerland altermondialiste organizations, logically come out first with 40% of all respondents. Then come organizations devoted to humanitarian, ecological, political, pacifist causes and to human rights, all ticked off by more than 15% of respondents.

In both events, each militant declares on average about 2,5 present memberships, be they active or passive. This result calls for a thourough study of combinaisons of individual affiliations in order to scheme indirectly the organizational structure of the antiglobalization field. This way, we follow the theoretical approach suggested by Doug McAdam in his famous study of Freedom Summer anti-segregation action (McAdam, 1986; Diani and McAdam, 2003).

As for the method, both M1 [2 000 individuals x 20 memberships]
 matrices are converted into M2 [20 x 20 memberships] matrices that are processed by means of ascending hierarchical cluster analysis
. Figures 4 and 5 translate the main resulting classes into clusters and proximity in the classification tree into two dimensions spatial proximity. The size of organizations labels is proportionated to the raw total of memberships and the thickness of links between two organizations to the raw number of shared memberships. We obtain what can be labelled schemes of the network of organizations as represented in the events through their (presumed) members.

While some organizations seldom combine with each other, some do frequently, gathering themselves into clusters who share distinct mean socio-ideological properties and distinct mean political attitudes. As an example, let us describe the three main clusters of the 2003 ESF organizational structure. Their properties are extracted from their “cores”, that is the 7% to 16% of militants who best represent each of them.

Cluster 1 gathers anti-globals in general, peace and ecology militants. ATTAC, one of the core organizations of French anti-global field, logically provides a majority of these militants. They are younger than the mean, not very religious, with many full-time managers, who seldom vote, and, if so, who choose the Greens or the Ligue communiste révolutionnaire. They took part to former anti-global events, identify to this movement, like their relations. 

Cluster 2, made of human rights and humanitarian organizations, is close to the first one, both because they share militants and because their mean individual profiles are similar. Nonetheless they have got particularities:  women, less than 30 years old militants and retired people are overrepresented among them, they often came alone to the ESF, they rather identify to one given organization than to the anti-global movement as a whole.

Cluster 3 is made of trade unions and political parties, marginally linked to unemployement oranizations. It is a homogeneous cluster of 30-60 years old, full-time workers, often in the public sector. They share high levels of political competence, conventional and unconventional participation. They place themselves at the extreme left wing. They are members or feel close to the French Parti communiste or to the Ligue communiste révolutionnaire, and at the same time strongly believe in the anti-global movement and in its efficiency, which correlates with the fact that they took an active part in the preparation of the event.

Figure 4 compares six ESF organizational clusters according to their degree of cosmopolitism, deduced from foreign languages spoken and time spent abroad. This criteria proves clearly discriminating. The cluster most exclusively devoted to (conventional, traditional) politics (# 3) reaches a very low (and homogeneous) level of cosmopolitanism:  these militants appear are the most strongly rooted in national mobilizations and organizations. The feminist and gay and lesbian cluster (# 5) is composed of both very and very little cosmopolitan militants, which does not contradict its marginal structural coherence. Human rights and humanitarian militants (# 2) and anti-globals, ecologists and pacifists (# 1) are very cosmopolitan, as if international causes would correspond to international militants. 

Biases and shortcomings
But what sense does it make to deduce an organizational structure from individual belongings? Following what has been said before (see part 1 and 2.1.2), several objections can be formulated.

Firstly, despite the precautions we took in summing them (different weights applied to passive and active belongings), equally declared memberships might hide different levels of engagement, and consequently an individual and inter individual hierarchy of simultaneous engagements baes on unlike relations between related organizations.

Secondly, events are unequally valued by organizations (fit between the event’s aims and the organization’s ideology and répertoires) and unequally easy to join (distance, cost, police controls in particular at the borders, agenda of militants and agenda of organizations). Therefore some central organizations of the anti-global movement might be underrepresented.

A third, crucial objection lies in the translation from individual multiple belongings to an organizational net. Organizational ties do consist in exchanges through individuals with multiple activities, these exchanges being linked with common ideological motos, common conceptions of society, common generational roots and common conceptions of engagement. But they also encompass concrete political alliances, historical links, participation to common struggles, leaders working together, and so on.

Fourthly, questions about militants’ belongings are ambiguous. Some would only ask about present ones, because they catch the present state of the organizational field, some would integrate former affiliations because they are supposed to explain present organizational structures too. Some ask about formal affiliation (membership card, fees paid…), some about taking part to activities, some only about “(feeling of) proximity”. If distinctions are made, how should they be hierarchized? We, for instance, double-weighted active affiliations and added them with passive ones. But we ignored past affiliations in the absence of precise theoretical articulation rule, aware in addition of problems related to remembrance efficiency and cognitive consonance. 

As a consequence, reducing the anti-global organizational field to our graphs would largely over interpret its institutional value. Comparing the mainly French ESF graph with the No-G8 one would overweigh local, temporary, contingent factors relatively to the system of organizations that irrigates each anti-global event. We can state that in both cases (fig. 4, 5 and 6), strictly “anti-global” organizations are heavy and central, which is no surprise. We can also claim that ecology, humanitarian, trade unions and political parties are among the largest sub-fields, that unions and parties share a lot of militants, as well as feminist and gay-lesbian organizations, or humanitarian and human rights. We could also compare the No-G8 graphs according to the respondents’ nationality (fig. 5 and 6). Parties, unions and students compose one stable cluster, but obvious differences can be seen, notably the centrality of French anti-global militants and the more federal looking Swiss graph. This tends to show that the existence of a transnational anti-global field, seen from the organizational point of view, is still a fiction.

Similarly, from the contrast between the two organizational webs (made of French and Swiss militants), we dare not infer differences between national histories of social mobilization. Several studies have established such differences. But our analysis above all shows that organizations diversely tangle with the event, according to diverse political contexts. For example, taking part to the No-G8 must have cost more to the French: the distance was bigger, many people were off during the long Pentecost week-end, some were striking against cuts in public sector retired people’s pensions, and some against the government’s educational policies, which concerned a large part of the No-G8 public
The assumption lying under that kind of analyses is that activists participation in multiple organisations helps foster participation between the organisations, and can serve as a fairly reliable predictor of actual inter-organisational linkages. As Diani writes in a recent piece on the F15 demonstrations, “The web of the connections, produced by these involvements, constitutes the structural basis of the coalitions that promoted the demonstrations. (…) (It maps) the structure of the ties that linked the different types of organizational actors involved in the coalitions. This, regardless of whether they actually managed to establish publicly visible alliances on those specific occasions” (2005: 2-3). Such a conception is consistent with a number of recent studies tending to show that sustained communication and cooperation between people in a given milieu can foster a sense of solidarity and we-feeling, independently from organizational links (Melucci, 1996; Bayat, 1997; Doherty, Plows and Wall 2003; Benani and Fillieule, 2003) and Diani is certainly right to stress “the possibility that recurrent patterns of interactions generate the same type of solidarity and commitment that one experiences within associations. (…), it is also likely that a distinct sense of commonality and specific bonds will arise linking people repeatedly sharing the same experiences. In this particular sense, it is not unreasonable to think of sustained involvement in protest activities as a particular type of group membership” (Diani, 2005, italics added).

Ultimately, what is a social movement? Contemporary social movement theory lies upon a now challenged definition of the object. The political process perspective defines social movements as “a sustained challenge to power holders in the name of a population living under the jurisdiction of those power holders by means of repeated public displays of that population's worthiness, unity, numbers, and commitment” (Tilly, 1999: 257). For more than a decade, that definition, which finds its main operationalization via protest event analysis, has been criticized for its exclusive focus on interactions between challengers and power holders, its objectivist and simplistic definition of the state (Goodwin and Jasper, 2003; Fillieule, 1997, 2005; Mathieu, 2001), its tendency to meld social movements and protest events, and to treat the former as aggregates of the latter (Armstrong, 2002; Taylor and Van Dycke, 2004; Taylor, Rupp and Gamson, 2004; Fillieule, 2006). 
The definitional question is all the more puzzling in the case of the alter-global movement, the boundaries of which are large and fluid, changing across time and national contexts. That is why the alternative definition of a social movement, offered by Diani (1992, 1995), who suggests that a movement is made up of a network of organisations and individuals with a collective identity that engages in collective action using semi- or non-institutional channels
, is widely used by researchers working on the “movement of movements”.

In our opinion, Diani is absolutely right in stressing the fact that “a movement is a form of collective organization with no formal boundaries, which allows participants to feel part of broad collective efforts while retaining their distinctive identities as individuals and/or as specific organizations and at the same time, that collective identities are reproduced through actual or virtual interactions” (2001). Yet, it remains that the belongings we mark through INSURA do not measure “recurrent pattern of interactions” between people “repeatedly sharing the same experience”, neither are they the sign of “sustained involvement in protest activities”. As we have shown before, most of the respondents are participating for the first time and because they live close to the location of the event. Except if one sets apart these people and only concentrate on people giving evidence that they endure links and commitments within protest activities, one can not reasonably consider that the data gathered on multiple belongings accurately picture the web of organizations.
Conclusive remarks: Comparing across countries and measuring transnationalisation
Research about transnationalisation of social movements might take two ways: either inquiries about structural efforts by organizations and individuals from different countries to merge across borders, or at least to work together; either inquiries about particular moments when foreign organizations and individuals mix and combine their actions along common causes. INSURA during international events, like the ESF and No-G8 studies presented here, supposedly belong to the second way through a comparison between individual profiles from different countries, from different national organizations and international organizations. But this method repeats, sometimes even increases the problems met at national level, that is problems due to differential participation and relation to social science, differential contexts of mobilization, differential behaviour during the event and differential cultural background. Participation changes with distance and with the police opinion on their origin, increasing the part of noise among the polled population with the respondents’. Social science protocols might carry along differing opinions on questionnaire inquiries, varying reluctance to answer and varying liability to lie or distort answers. The ESF and the No-G8 do not have the same meaning and importance for militants from different origins, they do not insert the same way in national long-term mobilization agendas and in national ideological backgrounds. Sampling obstacles come from different behaviours during the event, possibly tricking the sampling strategies of researchers, for example spatial strategy or diversity strategy. Linguistic, cultural and institutional aspects of distinct origins make it all the more difficult to come up with wording that generate comparable answers for demographics, political attitudes or values; finding the right words comes even more knotty when thin biographical or ideological distinctions have to be made, requiring thin knowledge of multiple cultures.
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Fig. 5: Network of organisations according to their audience among French No-G8 militants
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� See also Favre, Fillieule and Mayer, 1997 for s systematic critic of the biases related to opinion polls about unconventional action.


� In Kaase’s research, the assessment of context is general and broad in scope: the questions ask only on whose initiative the respondent participated (self; others; self and others) in a protest demonstration (Kaase 1990: 58). However, it is unclear who these ‘others’ are: are they friends, colleagues, unions, or the media?


� These biases are furthermore not systematic since the recollection of having participated to past events heavily depends on the social desirability of that event in the context and the situation of the survey. For example, one can assume that people will overestimate their participation in May 68 demonstration since that cycle of protest is now “part of history” and positively perceived. Or, as we have experienced it in the course of our own research on aid AIDS movements in France, people engaged in  these movements willingly declare they did participate to the first homosexual marches and protest actions in the 70’, event if there age would not allow it in any case…. 


� For an up to date critic of the advantage, but mostly the limits of that method in social movement research, see Fillieule (2006).


� See Favre, Fillieule and Mayer, 1997 or Van Alest and Walgrave, 2001 for a similar conclusion.


� See for example Walsh on participants to Three Mile Island mobilisation (1988); Opp on participants in legal and illegal protest (1988, 1989), Oliver on activism in neighbourhood associations in Detroit (1984) Ennis and Schreuer on voters motivations for supporting a Nuclear Free Cambridge campaign’s ballot initiative (1987), Klandermans on participation in various movements (1984, 1993, 1997), Fillieule and Broqua on anti AIDS movements in France (2001, 2005)


� As far as we know, one finds five reviews of that literature in Whalen, 1985; DeMartini 1983; McAdam, 1999; Giugni, 2004; Fillieule, 2006.


� Which means that we tried to interview all the people that were part of the movements studied, at the moment of the survey as well as in the past.


� On the question of normalisation and institutionalisation of collective protest actions, see Etzioni 1970; Tilly et al. 1975; Barnes and Kaase 1979; Fuchs 1990; Fuchs and Rucht, 1994; Dalton 1996; Fillieule 1997; Rucht et al. 1998; Meyer and Tarrow 1998; McCarthy & McPhail, 1998; Della Porta 1999, Norris, 2002; Fillieule and Della Porta, 2006.


� Four political demonstrations were studied. The first was an anti-war rally which took place in Washington D.C. on May 9, 1970, just after Kent State and gathered around 90.000 persons. The second was an anti-war anti-draft rally that was held in Fayetteville on May 16, 1970 (1.500 participants). The third was a pro-war rally held in Washington D.C. on October 4, 1970 and the fourth a pro-peace demonstration which took place in Washington D.C. on January 20, 1973 and gathered about 60.000 people.


� In contemporary social movement theory, one would speak about « master frame ». In the 70, one would have had recourse to the notions of « constitutive ideas » (Heberle, 1951) and « generalized beliefs » (Smelser, 1963)...


� See for example, Braud (1992), Sommier (1998) and Duclos (1998) on political violence, Fillieule (1997) and Tartakowsky (1997) on demonstrations, Siméant on hunger strikes (1998), Péchu on squats (2006), Contamin on petitions (2001).


� List the three demos.


� One should note that the design of the methodology as well as the administration of the questionnaires were realised in collaboration with Louis Harris France. All the interviewer were paid staff, and were trained long in advance. The research was financially supported by the CEVIPOF (Science-Po Paris and by Louis Harris, who had a vested interest in developing a new technique).


� They were: firstly, the Second White March (Dutroux case); secondly, a national march against racism; thirdly, a protest by workers from the non-profit sector; and lastly, a demonstration organised by unions, mutual sickness funds and pensioners’ organisations demanding higher social security benefits and preservation of the welfare state.


� One should also mention a research conducted by Drury and Reicher (1999), the design of which was quite different : To find evidence of the hypothesis that empowerment is a product as well as a precondition of collective action, the authors study an anti poll-tax demonstration, using a multiple source strategy comprising interviews with 29 demonstrators. Yet, these interviews are conducted about two years after the event itself.


� It is here impossible to mention all the INSURA that have been conducted since the end of the last century, like for example Rucht’s research on protests against unemployment in four German cities that was conducted in September 2004 or XXX NANA US A PARIS.


� One should also mention other specific INSURA that have been conducted, more or less in the framework of the DEMOS project, like Giugni and Bandler’s surveys in Zurich on January 17 2004 and for the other summit of Davos the same year,  Rucht, Teune and Haug’s research on The first national social forum in Germany (Erfurt) in 2005 and Saunders and Rootes on the Make poverty history march in 2005.


� If February 15th was not exactly an alter-globalisation event, it remains that “it was coordinated and staged by an international network of movement organisations, most of which originated within the so-called global justice movement. It was on the European Social Forum meetings of the global justice movement that the protest was set up and organised” (Walgrave, Rucht, and Van Aelst, manuscript).


� Which means that in alter-globalisation events, a more or less reduced of the participants will systematically refuse being interviewed (black blocs and more generally anarchist activists).


� One possible answer to that point would be to verify that the structural repartition of the answers is the same in the two sub-samples. Yet, it would be a rather weak answer since a structural similarity does not assure that the sense of the answers is the same. Not considering that point would imply not to admit that answers to a questionnaire are generally heavily determined by contextual factors.


� In the case of Favre et al., info was collected from police intelligence. 


� For an alternative method also based on Seidler, see McPhail, David D. Schweingruber, Alin Mihai Ceobanu, (2006), « BRIDGING THE COLLECTIVE BEHAVIOR/SOCIAL MOVEMENT GAP », paper presented at the ASA, Montréal.


� We will give an example based on our own research in the following sections. 


� Being a member is here different from declaring an ideological proximity or affinity with that or that organization, since in the context of INSURA, answers to such a vague demand have little chance to be consistent.


� That notion is not so evident to define. Nationality is certainly one indicator but it is not enough. People do not always live in « their » country, and, depending on the location of the event, foreign people living abroad can be closer to the event than national people living far away from the considered location. That was for example the case for our INSURA in Lausanne and Geneva, for obvious reasons. That is why Bedoyan and Van Aelst (2003) attempt to compare participation costs at demonstration in Brussel for different nationality is, among other reasons, pointless. See on the contrary Della Porta who build a Tuscan sub-sample in her INSURA on Florence ESF, as opposed to people from other parts of Italy. Cf also athenes, 385 out of XXX


� One has to remind here that around half of the respondents in each INSURA are local people. Moreover, depending on each local situation, main organizers will differ.


� One knows that protest form has an impact on recruitment, depending on the expected risks and costs, the chance for violent encounters to occur, etc. From that point of view, comparisons between social fora and anti G8 demonstrations are very interesting.


� To understand the heterogeneity of the public to these international events, one has to consider the political agenda in each concerned country. 


� That is to say, mobilizing work by the organisers, types of communication channels, of incentives, of material facilities, etc


� The example of Freedom summer also shows that the length of the engagement is less important than its intensity as a personal experience. In this respect, even if large turn-over exists in alter-global mobilizations, due to a large extent to changing locations of events, militant experience can not be stated as having a neglectible influence on respondents’ social and political properties.


� Respondents were asked about active or passive belongings. We assigned a double rating to the first in M1. 


� Our cluster analysis maximizes the mean between-clusters distance in order to discriminate clusters the most possible. Distance between clusters i and j is the sum of squares of distances between the organizations they respectively include. Profiles of organizations in M2 are centered and reduced to control size effects. Other algorithms have been tested in order to check for stability: instabilities do exist but they reveal local, and do not alter the general structure.


� For example, cluster 1 is made of 871 anti-globals, 393 ecologists and 376 pacifists, some of these cumulating two or three of these belongings. The core of cluster 1 is composed of 270 militants who define it particularly well, that is they belong to at least two of these three organizations, and they do not belong to too much organizations external to this cluster.


� « (social movements) are networks of interaction between different actors which may either include formal organizations or not, depending on  shifting circumstances. As a consequence, a single organization, whatever its dominant traits, is not a social movement. Of course, it may be part of one, but the two are not identical, as they reflect different organizational principles » (Diani, 1992).
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