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Abstract 

  

This study is entitled, “The Effects of Facilitation Management on 

Interorganizational Coordination and Trust in an Anti-Iraq War Political Advocacy 

Nonprofit Network in the Twin Cities.” It is a communications network evaluation of the 

organizations in the Twin Cities opposing the current Iraq War. The theoretical framework, 

testable hypotheses, and research questions drew from social network, social movement, 

empowerment, and group facilitation scholarship. Multiple linear regression analyses were 

used to test the hypotheses that relationships existed between the independent variable 

‘facilitation management’ (including the facilitation functions of: logistical arrangements for 

communications, social support, participatory discussion, conflict resolution, and 

participatory decision-making) and the dependent variables trust and coordination. These 

relationships were confirmed, though facilitation management had a larger effect on 

coordination. The study also investigated how concentrated responsibility was for the 

various facilitation functions among the network members. Facilitation functions that were 

found to be more concentrated (logistical arrangements (including: organizing and 

information dissemination), participatory discussion, and participatory decision-making) 

were considered facilitated in the network. 

Data were collected for this study in three phases. A background questionnaire 

collected information about the organizations that were represented in this study, as well as 

the study participants’ perceptions of whether they felt that their network was expanding or 

contracting over the year prior to the study. A primary questionnaire was then utilized to 

collect data concerning the study participants’ demographic information, their perceptions 
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of their facilitation functions, trust, and coordination, their perceptions of their 

accomplishments and challenges, their perceptions of the worthwhileness and effectiveness 

of their activities, and their perceptions of the network’s context over the previous three-

month period. Finally, the study participants were invited to a focus group meeting to discuss 

their impressions of the research process and the study’s findings, after they were given a 

report detailing the findings and insights that emerged from the literature review. The report 

included a discussion of findings coming from formative evaluation questions designed to 

determine specific ways that the communications network could be enhanced. Thus, this 

study was also a form of action research that accorded with the principles of empowerment 

theory.  
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Chapter 1:  

The Study Design 

 

 

 

Introduction to the Study 

 This study is entitled, “The Effects of Facilitation Management on Interorganizational 

Coordination and Trust in an Anti-Iraq War Political Advocacy Nonprofit Network in the 

Twin Cities.” This study is a form of evaluation research that was used to explore the 

communications network for the organizations in the Twin Cities opposing the current Iraq 

War. It had four main objectives: 1) to investigate how certain communication processes, 

which were considered to be five separate dimensions of “facilitation management” (making 

logistical arrangements for open communications, providing social support, encouraging 

participatory, non-hierarchical forms of discussion, encouraging participatory, non-

hierarchical forms of decision-making, and resolving conflicts) affected trust and work 

coordination among anti-Iraq War activists in the Twin Cities, 2) to investigate the extent to 

which certain activists were responsible for facilitating the various facilitation management 

dimensions, 3) to uncover ways that the activist communication network could be enhanced, 

and 4) to diagram relationships among activists representing political advocacy 

organizations, illustrating their networks of trust and coordination. The theoretical 

framework, testable hypotheses, and research questions were arrived at by drawing from both 

social network and group facilitation scholarship. The primary questionnaire used for data 

collection in this study borrowed and modified certain questions from previous 
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interorganizational social network evaluation studies that had been used to explore the 

performance of interorganizational networks in other settings, but many of the questions 

were new, tailored to this specific research setting and this study’s specific hypotheses and 

research questions.  

This study expanded and built on previous research but was, at the same time, a pilot 

study within the peace movement context, exploring innovative theoretical ground. The 

study’s context and findings were elaborated upon with insights from social movement 

scholarship, and research on the peace movement, in particular. This study was considered to 

be a form of action research as well. The primary questionnaire used in data collection asked 

formative evaluation questions of the research participants, whose responses were 

summarized and presented back to them, detailing potential improvements that could be 

made to the communication processes examined in their social network. The study therefore 

accorded with empowerment theory in the field of social work, which suggests offering 

social work clients and research participants skills and resources that they can use to enhance 

their lives and better address their concerns individually or as part of a collective. Feedback 

on the research process and the study’s findings was solicited from the research participants 

in a focus group meeting, to ensure that the findings accurately depicted the functioning of 

their social network and that the findings were understood and as helpful as possible. 

Introduction to the Chapter 

 This chapter outlines the design of this study, discussing the research problems that 

were addressed and the way that the study was used to better understand those problems. 

First the social problem impacting the research participants is presented, the current Iraq War 

and its costs. Then, social network theory and group facilitation theory are considered, 
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suggesting how they can yield useful insights regarding communication processes in the anti-

Iraq War movement in the Twin Cities, thus providing the theoretical framework for this 

study. This framework was the basis for the twelve hypotheses and six research questions 

that were tested statistically in this study, which are presented next. This includes a 

discussion of how the distribution of facilitation function responsibility has the potential to 

both give power to individuals in the social network and enhance the performance of the 

network. Finally, the study’s research design is presented, illustrating specifically how the 

hypotheses and research questions are addressed.    

Problem Statement 

 The current Iraq War has come at great human, economic, social costs. In human 

terms, 4,155 American military lives had been lost, 314 military lives from other coalition 

forces had been lost, 444 contractors had been lost, and between 30,568 (official) and over 

100,000 (estimated) American military had been wounded as of September 9, 2008 (anti-

war.com, n.d.). Estimates of the number of Iraqi deaths have varied widely from 

approximately 90,000 (iraqbodycount.org, n.d.) to 1,255,026 (anti-war.com, n.d.) as of 

September 9, 2008. The smaller estimate came from direct accounts in the news media 

(iraqbodycount.org, n.d.), while the larger number came from a sampling strategy devised by 

the Bloomberg School of Public Health at Johns Hopkins University and includes deaths 

related to public health related concerns brought about due to the war (Burnham et al, 2006).  

In economic terms, the American military budget for 2009 was $602 billion, with an 

additional $70 billion for the current Iraq and Afghanistan Wars (Congressional Budget 

Office, 2008). However, even this large economic cost represented a low budgetary estimate, 

excluding things such as the ongoing medical and social support of veterans upon their return 
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and the costs that came out of the general military budget that were applied to activities 

supporting the Iraq and Afghanistan Wars (American Friends Service Committee, n.d.). 

Taking this into account, the real yearly economic cost was estimated to be from $200 billion 

for both wars (War Resisters League, 2008) to $263 billon for the Iraq War alone ($720 

million per day) (American Friends Service Committee, n.d.). These costs did not include 

additional costs for the Iraqi people associated with rebuilding the infrastructure that was 

damaged in the American invasion and occupation. In general, the American government 

spends more than half of its budget (54%) on current military expenses (budgetary items 

typically associated with the military) and past military expenses (veteran’s benefits and 

national debt spending incurred by military expenses) (War Resisters League, 2008). This 

incurs great opportunity costs when there are insufficient funds to meet domestic budgetary 

needs (American Friends Service Committee, n.d.; Stout, 1996) or assist nations abroad 

(Brown, 1992). American military spending is larger than any other nation. It is greater than 

the combined military spending of the spending on the next 15 largest national militaries 

combined, including that of: China, Russia, Britain, France, Japan, Germany, Saudi Arabia, 

South Korea, India, Brazil, Italy, Australia, Canada, Indonesia, and the Netherlands (War 

Resisters League, 2008).   

The current Iraq War has also come at a tremendous social cost, supporting a 

militaristic culture in the United States, glorifying and valorizing the military and the use of 

force to accomplish imperialistic political goals, while stigmatizing resistance to military 

actions (Defense Monitor Staff, 1992; Gray, 2004; Hil, 2008; Madhubuti, 2003). Equating 

military power and military spending with political power, while defining national security in 

military instead of social or economic terms, has limited and polarized foreign policy 
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objectives and tactics, asserted that American values and ideology should be imposed on 

other nations, and increased the global reliance on weapons for political objectives and 

defense, rather than improving the global political climate for diplomacy and negotiation 

(Brown, 1992; Defense Monitor Staff, 1992; Fisher, 1992; Wright, 2008). This militaristic 

ideology pervades American culture and language, reinforcing other patterns of domination, 

including: sexism, racism, and other forms of discrimination against vulnerable groups 

(Gray, 2004; Reardon, 2008, 1992). Militaristic values and language has also served to 

desensitize Americans to the use of force and aggression, increased the acceptability of 

violence in American society, and legitimized the use of force by civilian authorities 

(Defense Monitor Staff, 1992; Reardon, 2008). Ultimately, the military presence in Iraq can 

be seen as part of an American military-industrial complex that includes arms manufacturers 

and other civilian corporations who receive military contracts, creating an American 

economy dependent on military spending (Defense Monitor Staff, 1992; Wright, 2008).  

There has been great opposition to the current Iraq War, from before the United 

States invaded through to the present day. Iraqis themselves have never supported an 

American invasion and occupation (Hil, 2008). Prior to the war, in February of 2003 

(particularly the 15th and 16th), some ten million protesters took part in protests in over eight 

hundred cities around the globe and within the United States to express their opposition to 

the American invasion, including some of the largest protests that ever occurred in European 

cities (Bennett et. al., 2008; Hil, 2008). These early protests highlighted the imperialistic 

intent of the invasion, the illegality of the unilateral American action in ignoring the 

denouncement the invasion by the United Nations, and the acquisition and control of 

resources (oil) as an underlying rationale for the invasion, while later protests drew attention 
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to military and strategic mistakes in the invasion and occupation of Iraq, as well as the lack 

of transparency by the American government (Hil, 2008; Thomasson, 2008). Even though 

support for the war among Americans has declined consistently from 70% in May of 2003 to 

36% in September 2007, protesting against the war has been relatively modest since the 

invasion in March 2003 (Campbell & Intini, 2007; Joseph, 2008; Nather, 2007; Quindlen, 

2007; Staff Reporter, 2006a; Starks, 2007). A variety of explanations have been given for 

this reduction of protest activities including: the lack of a draft to incite young people to 

protest, a culture of politeness that attempts to end the war through official legal and 

legislative channels, fragmentation within the anti-war movement, and the media uncritically 

accepting official accounts of the war, equating protest with being against the troops and 

unpatriotic, while depicting protesters and protest actions as deviant, ignoring their messages 

(Campbell & Intini, 2007; Coy et. al., 2008; Dardis, 2006; Joseph, 2008; Kinsley, 2007; 

Madhubuti, 2003; Mahony, 2006; Murray et al., 2008; Nather, 2007; Staff Reporter, 2006b).  

The internet has also transformed the manner in which networks of anti-war 

organizations and individuals mobilize for political protests. The pre-war protests rapidly 

mobilized massive numbers of people and organizations around the world in a coordinated 

fashion using the internet (Bennett et al., 2008; Joseph, 2008). There is evidence to suggest 

that people are brought into the anti-war movement through networks of involved friends 

(which are broadened with the use of the internet) and that more relationships with other 

activists make an individual more likely to take a more active role in it (e.g. Bennett et al., 

2008; Edwards & Oskamp, 1992). These networks of individuals express themselves, 

represent organizations, coordinate their actions, and educate the public using blogs, 

websites, and listserves that can raise public awareness of issues ignored by the mainstream 
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media (Hil, 2008). However, it is unclear the extent to which political expression on the 

internet is replacing traditional forms of expression such as protesting and directly contacting 

legislative representatives or leads to more fragmentation within the anti-war movement, 

potentially making the movement less visible, more internally competitive, and reducing its 

impact (Edwards & Marullo, 1995; Hil, 2008; Nather, 2007; Soule & King, 2008). The 

internet therefore has the potential to be both helpful and hazardous to the anti-war 

movement, but it is clear that enhancing the social networks of anti-war organizations and 

individuals makes the movement stronger, giving it greater potential to have societal impacts.     

Social Network Theory and Group Facilitation Theory 

Social network theory can be used to understand and improve the connections among 

the organizations and individuals that constitute the anti-Iraq War movement. Social network 

theory and analysis imply that communities, societies, and the global society are made up of 

interconnecting clusters of relationships between individuals, groups, and organizations 

called networks (Galaskiewicz & Wasserman, 1994; Laumann & Pappi, 1976; Mizruchi & 

Galaskiewicz, 1994). Social networks are social structures of relatively persistent relations 

between social actors (individuals, groups, and organizations) (Cook & Whitmeyer, 1992; 

Galaskiewicz, 1989, 1979; Galaskiewicz & Wasserman, 1994). Actors relate to one another 

from enduring social positions that constrain and enable their interactions, while providing 

some stability to wider social structures and society (Galaskiewicz, 1989, 1979; Laumann & 

Pappi, 1976; Pattison, 1994). The relationships between actors (referred to as ties) involve 

the exchange of resources (things of value such as: money, information, expertise, 

connections, market access, authority, prestige, legitimacy, physical resources, staff and 

volunteer time, and so on (Galaskiewicz, 1989,1979; Mulford, 1984; Van de Ven & Ferry, 
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1980)), that assist them in meeting their needs, making network actors interdependent, with 

their network position affecting their access to these resources (Cook & Whitmeyer, 1992; 

Galaskiewicz, 1989,1979; Galaskiewicz & Wasserman, 1994; Laumann & Pappi, 1976; 

Pattison, 1994). Organizational networks have the additional tendency to be purposefully 

directed towards attaining collective goals (Hall & Tolbert, 2005; Mulford, 1984; Nelson, 

2001; Van de Ven & Ferry, 1980). 

When compared to individual nonprofit organizations pursuing their goals individually, 

pursuing goals collectively within interorganizational networks confers many advantages to 

the nonprofits that participate in them: increasing program innovation, sharing and expanding 

resources, facilitating learning, extending the organizational capacity to address large social 

problems, increasing service efficiency, bringing grassroots voices to the policy process, 

helping to diversify and improve funding streams for an organization, increasing public 

awareness of an organization, and helping an organization to grow quickly (Arsenault, 1998; 

Crutchfield & Grant, 2008; Jenkins, 2006; Garb & Nan, 2006; Gronbjerg, 1992; Guo & Acar, 

2005; Levine & White, 1961; Nan, 2008; Pratt, 2001; Schmidt, 1992; Wei-Skillern & 

Marciano, 2008). Nonprofits also can use their internal networks of individual board 

members, staff, and volunteers, to recruit staff, volunteers, and board members, or to seek 

funding (Axelrod, 2005; Fogal, 2005; Galaskiewicz et. al., 2006; Gronbjerg, 1992; 

Hasenfeld, 1995, 1992; Pratt, 2001; McCurley, 2005; Van de Ven & Walker, 1984; Watson 

& Abzug, 2005). However, there are many drawbacks to interorganizational nonprofit 

network participation: they require additional time and money, organizational cultures can 

clash, organizations can drift away from their original missions, outcomes tend to be more 

conservative with network members impelled towards uniformity and value homophily, and 
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managing network interactions can prove challenging (Agranoff, 2006; Arsenault, 1998; 

Burt, 1982; Galaskiewicz et al., 2006; Garb & Nan, 2006; Knoke, 1990a; Levine & White, 

1961; Marsden & Friedkin, 1994; Robertson & Colquitt, 2005; Rogers, 1982; Yankey & 

Willen, 2005).  

Political advocacy nonprofits frequently represent disadvantaged and/or aggrieved 

constituents (Rothman, 1995; Rivera & Erlich, 1998a). In general, nonprofit organizations 

with political advocacy missions (such as anti-war organizations) are much less abundant 

than social service organizations (Boris & Steuerle, 2006; Jenkins, 2006; Schneider & Lester, 

2001). They attempt to educate the public as to their constituents’ concerns and potential 

remedies for those concerns, while trying to influence public policy and the social structure 

to reflect constituent interests (Fisher, 1995; Jenkins, 2006; Rothman, 1995; Zald, 1995). 

Most commonly, they are small, local organizations with limited resources (though many are 

large and influential), that often attempt to increase their visibility, legitimacy, political 

influence by participating in interorganizational networks (Gronbjerg, 1992; Jenkins, 2006; 

Pratt, 2001; Ring, 1996; Smith, 2005; Stone & Sanfort, 2006). These networks are often 

described as coalitions (temporary collaborations for single issues) or alliances (more 

durable, longer-term collaboration seeking more fundamental social change) (Albrecht & 

Brewer, 1990; Rivera & Erlich, 1998b). These networks manage their interactions (including 

discussions, conflicts, and decision-making among the members), balance their various 

interests, and support one another, in order to maintain their ‘people power’ and their focus 

on relevant social problems and prospects for policy change, frequently while struggling 

against the interests maintaining the status quo (Albrecht & Brewer, 1990; Alinsky, 1989; 

Bunch, 1990; Dluhy, 1990; Haggstrom, 1995; Zald, 1995). It is clear that they provide an 
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important means of expression and solidarity for the disadvantaged and often impact the 

social structure through their involvement in social movements and influence on societal 

discourse (Flacks, 1995; Jenkins, 2006; Kaufman, 2003). The anti-war movement against the 

current Iraq War, for instance, has sought to change societal discourse from a militaristic one 

that sustains fear associated with an abstract war on ‘terror’ and depicts protesters as deviant, 

anti-American, and against the troops, to a discourse of outrage against the American 

government, portraying the war as Iraqi subjugation rather than liberation, showing how 

soldiers and Iraqis have been victimized, and suggesting that war resistance is patriotic (Coy 

et al., 2008; Dardis, 2006; Kinsley, 2007; Madhubuti, 2003; Murray et al., 2008).        

 Managing communication strategies, including discussion, conflict resolution, and 

decision-making, is a central management concern in all interorganizational networks 

(Agranoff & McGuire, 2001, 1999; Kickert & Koppenjan, 1997; Klijn, 1997; Koppenjan & 

Klijn, 2004; Levine & White, 1961; Mandell, 2001, 1999a, 1999b; McGuire, 2006, 2002; 

Mulford, 1984; O’Leary et. al., 2006; O’Toole, 1997; Rainey & Busson, 2001; Ring, 1996; 

Van de Ven & Ring, 2006; Van de Ven & Walker, 1984). Communication is the conduit for 

the flow of information between network members and, as such, is a foundational form of 

resource exchange, providing a basis for all other forms of resource exchange (Kenis & 

Knoke, 2002; Levine & White, 1961). Communication processes serve to constrain or enable 

information transmission between network members (Bolton, 1979; Katz & Lawyer, 1992; 

Tannen, 1986), giving those who control network communication processes a form of power 

in network interactions (Termeer & Koppenjan, 1997). Centralized control of network 

communication processes is thus a form of power held by the facilitators of those processes.  
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This form of power is similar to what is referred to in social network scholarship as 

“betweenness” power, when individuals occupy intermediary network positions between 

otherwise disconnected network members, giving them control of information flow to those 

network members who rely on them for information access (Freeman, 1980, 1977; Freeman 

et. al., 1991). However, as it is conceptualized here, the power that comes from control over 

communication processes is functional, with certain network members acting as facilitators 

of network communications, rather than positional, with certain network members acting as 

gatekeepers for network members by virtue of their position between certain members and 

other members who they are otherwise isolated from in the network, as is the case with 

“betweenness” power (see figure 1.1). This control over communications processes thus 

yields power that could be used to improve information flow in a network, as well as the trust 

and coordination among the network members, and balance any existing power imbalances 

among the members, as is the case with group facilitation (Frey, 1995; Justice & Jamieson, 

1999; Schwarz, 2002). Because information flow is the foundational form of resource 

exchange (see above), trust and coordination have been correlated with network effectiveness 

(see below), and balancing power between network members can improve network 

performance (Agranoff & McGuire, 2001; Cook, 1982; Mandell, 2001, 1999a, 1999b), 

controlling communication processes could be an effective management strategy. It is 

important to note that the management of communication processes is an activity that may be 

performed informally by multiple network members and a specific, formally-identified 

communication “facilitator” is not necessary (Kickert et. al, 1997; Klijn & Teisman, 1997).  

As a function, network communication management resembles group facilitation 

(Mandell, 2001, 1999a, 1999b), where an intermediary assists a work group with discussion 
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(frequently called ‘problem solving’), decision-making, and conflict resolution to improve 

their interactions and task accomplishment (Frey, 1995; Justice & Jamieson, 1999; Schwarz, 

2002). Facilitators also ensure that group members are aware of the time and place for group 

meetings, that meeting locations and times are amenable to all members, and that all 

members receive such relevant materials as meeting agendas and minutes (Justice & 

Jamieson, 1999; Schwarz, 2002). In short, they facilitate logistical arrangements as well. In a 

network, the facilitation function is distinguishable from traditional facilitation (that typically 

involves a formally-identified individual performing facilitation at a specific meeting), 

because interorganizational meetings and rendez-vous’ might be involve different network 

members connecting in different places and times, while many, all, or none of the network 

members may informally perform the facilitation activities that contribute to overall network 

management, so this process is termed ‘facilitation management’ in this study to distinguish 

it from traditional group facilitation. Facilitation management in a network is the 

management of the communication processes that constrain or enable information 

transmission including: discussion, decision-making, conflict resolution, logistical 

arrangements, and social support. Though social support has elsewhere been considered to be 

a separate network unto itself, it has been included here as a communication process because 

it can enable or constrain information transmission (Dluhy, 1990; Kickert & Koppenjan, 

1997; Justice & Jamieson, 1999; Schwarz, 2002; Thompson & Perry, 2006) and includes 

emotional content as part of information transmission (Bolton, 1979; Katz & Lawyer, 1992; 

Schwarz, 2002; Tannen, 1986).   

There are two distinct managerial phases in interorganizational networks, strategizing 

(planning) and implementation (execution) (O’Toole et. al., 1997). In political advocacy 
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nonprofit networks, strategizing includes the planning of lobbying, protests, movement 

building, and external information dissemination (Fisher, 1995; Haggstrom, 1995; Jenkins, 

2006; Rothman, 1995; Schneider & Lester, 2001). Facilitation management is associated 

with the planning phase of management, while the implementation phase involves task 

accomplishment by individual organizations, monitoring and sanctioning organizations, and 

work coordination among the network organizations to achieve pre-planned objectives 

(O’Toole et. al., 1997). To manage interactions in the planning phase, boundary spanners (the 

individuals who work with individuals representing other organizations (Hasenfeld, 1995, 

1992; Mulford, 1984)) can use cooperation incentives, create institutional pressures, manage 

network member perceptions, manage the network structure, and attempt to influence 

network norms and culture, simultaneously and in conjunction with facilitation management.  

In an interorganizational network, trust can be conceptualized as a resource, a norm, or 

a management output, as it is a foundational element holding a network together (Bryson et 

al., 2006; Cook, 2005; Cook & Hardin, 2001; Nooteboom, 2006; Van de Ven & Walker, 

1984; Van de Ven & Ring, 2006). Here it is considered a managerial output (Long & Sitkin, 

2006; Madhok, 2006), though it also feeds back into managerial activities and becomes 

institutionalized as a norm as well. The linear depiction of the relationships between the 

variables in this study is used in this study is a conceptual tool and is not meant to suggest 

that other such depictions (ongoing, cyclical, symbiotic, etc.) are not other valid means of 

depicting the relationships among the variables examined. Here, the quality and form of 

facilitation management are theorized to have a direct impact on the trust among the network 

members and their ability to coordinate their work together. Both of these variables, trust and 

work coordination, have been found in previous interorganizational network studies to be 
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related to overall interorganizational network performance (Bulkundi & Harrison, 2006; 

Cross et al., 2002; Hall et al., 1981; Khator & Brunson, 2001; McEvily & Zaheer, 2006; 

McGuire, 2006; Mulford & Rogers, 1982; Provan & Milward, 1995; Provan et. al., 2004; 

Van de Ven & Ferry, 1980). This provides indirect evidence that improving the trust and 

coordination in a political advocacy nonprofit network could enhance its impact. 

Hypotheses and Research Questions 

The relationships of facilitation management with both trust and coordination remain 

largely theoretical. Empirical interorganiztional network research has demonstrated positive 

correlations between conflict resolution and trust (Gargiulo & Ertug, 2006; Hall et al., 1981; 

Van de Ven & Ring, 2006) integrated decision-making and trust (McEvily & Zaheer, 2006), 

integrated problem solving (discussion) and trust (McEvily & Zaheer, 2006), procedural 

justice and trust (Cook, 2005; Ring, 1996; Van de Ven & Ring, 2006), and the quality of 

network discussion and coordination (Hall et. al., 1981). However, relationships between 

logistical arrangements and trust or coordination, decision-making and coordination, conflict 

resolution and coordination, social support and trust or coordination, all remain untested, and 

the facilitation management and trust or coordination relationships remain untested in 

political advocacy nonprofit networks. Theoretically, a network that has inclusive, timely, 

and clear logistical arrangements, supportive interactions, participatory decision-making and 

discussion processes, and conflict resolution mechanisms should support higher levels of 

network trust and coordination, resulting in improved network performance (Agranoff, 2006; 

Agranoff & McGuire, 2001,1999; Bryson et al., 2006; Dluhy, 1990; Garb & Nan, 2006; 

Kickert & Koppenjan, 1997; Klijn & Teisman, 1997; Koppenjan & Klijn, 2004; Kickert et. 
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al., 1997; Mandell, 2001, 1999a, 1999b; McGuire, 2006, 2002; Nan, 2008; O’Toole et. al., 

1997). This theorizing leads to twelve testable hypotheses:     

Hypothesis 1: Network facilitation that encourages inclusive, clear, and timely logistical 
processes in an anti-Iraq War advocacy nonprofit network will result in a higher degree of 
trust. 
 
Hypothesis 2: Network facilitation that encourages social support processes amongst network 
members in an anti-Iraq War advocacy nonprofit network will result in a higher degree of 
trust. 
 
Hypothesis 3: Network facilitation that encourages participatory, non-hierarchical discussion 
processes in an anti-Iraq War advocacy nonprofit network will result in a higher degree of 
trust. 
 
Hypothesis 4: Network facilitation that encourages conflict resolution processes in an anti-
Iraq War advocacy nonprofit network will result in a higher degree of trust. 
 
Hypothesis 5: Network facilitation that encourages participatory decision-making processes 
in an anti-Iraq War advocacy nonprofit network will result in a higher degree of trust. 
 
Hypothesis 6: Taken as a whole, the processes fostered by network facilitation management 
(logistical arrangements, social support, participatory discussion, conflict resolution, and 
participatory decision-making) in an anti-Iraq War advocacy nonprofit network will result in 
a higher degree of trust.  
    
Hypothesis 7: Network facilitation that encourages inclusive, clear, and timely logistical 
processes in an anti-Iraq War advocacy nonprofit network will result in a higher degree of 
coordination. 
 
Hypothesis 8: Network facilitation that encourages social support processes amongst network 
members in an anti-Iraq War advocacy nonprofit network will result in a higher degree of 
coordination. 
 
Hypothesis 9: Network facilitation that encourages participatory, non-hierarchical discussion 
processes in an anti-Iraq War advocacy nonprofit network will result in a higher degree of 
coordination. 
 
Hypothesis 10: Network facilitation that encourages conflict resolution processes in an anti-
Iraq War advocacy nonprofit network will result in a higher degree of coordination. 
 
Hypothesis 11: Network facilitation that encourages participatory, non-hierarchical decision-
making processes in an anti-Iraq War advocacy nonprofit network will result in a higher 
degree of coordination.  
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Hypothesis 12: Taken as a whole, the processes fostered by network facilitation management 
(logistical arrangements, social support, participatory discussion, conflict resolution, and 
participatory decision-making) in an anti-Iraq War advocacy nonprofit network will result in 
a higher degree of coordination. 
 
 Responsibility for the individual communication processes that are the constituent 

elements of facilitation management is also examined in this study. Individual boundary 

spanners could potentially have more or less responsibility for a given communication 

function. In the network as a whole, the responsibility for the communication functions could 

be concentrated, with few boundary spanners responsible for the function, or dispersed, with 

many of them taking responsibility for the function. As noted above, responsibility for 

communication functions can give individuals who are responsible for them more functional 

power in the network. That power could be used to enhance the functioning of the network, 

though this need not be the case. In this study, participants were asked questions on the 

primary questionnaire asking them whether or not specific individuals were responsible for 

facilitating the five communication functions examined, leading to the following testable 

research questions (note that the logistical arrangements function is broken down into the 

functions of organizing meetings and disseminating information to differentiate these two 

dimensions of the variable): 

Research question 1: Responsibility for organizing meeting arrangements in the anti-Iraq 
War advocacy nonprofit network could be concentrated among fewer network members, 
indicating that those individuals are the facilitators of the function in the network, or 
distributed more broadly, indicating that the function is not facilitated by specific individuals 
in the network. 
 
Research question 2: Responsibility for information dissemination in the anti-Iraq War 
advocacy nonprofit network could be concentrated among fewer network members, 
indicating that those individuals are the facilitators of the function in the network, or 
distributed more broadly, indicating that the function is not facilitated by specific individuals 
in the network. 
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Research question 3: Responsibility for social support in the anti-Iraq War advocacy 
nonprofit network could be concentrated among fewer network members, indicating that 
those individuals are the facilitators of the function in the network, or distributed more 
broadly, indicating that the function is not facilitated by specific individuals in the network. 
 
Research question 4: Responsibility for participatory discussion in the anti-Iraq War 
advocacy nonprofit network could be concentrated among fewer network members, 
indicating that those individuals are the facilitators of the function in the network, or 
distributed more broadly, indicating that the function is not facilitated by specific individuals 
in the network. 
 
Research question 5: Responsibility for conflict resolution in the anti-Iraq War advocacy 
nonprofit network could be concentrated among fewer network members, indicating that 
those individuals are the facilitators of the function, or distributed more broadly, indicating 
that the function is not facilitated by specific individuals in the network. 
 
Research question 6: Responsibility for participatory decision-making in the anti-Iraq War 
advocacy nonprofit network could be concentrated among fewer network members, 
indicating that those individuals are the facilitators of the function in the network, or 
distributed more broadly, indicating that the function is not facilitated by specific individuals 
in the network. 
 

This study is designed to be exploratory and further research will need to confirm the 

findings in other research settings. Note that future studies may look at the interactions 

between the independent variables in this study more closely than is suggested here.  

The relationships suggested by the propositions above are nested within a logic model 

for the functioning of an anti-Iraq War nonprofit network. Mattessich (2003) suggests that 

there are four components of an organizational logic model occurring in sequential order. 

Inputs are the resources required to carry out organizational activities, activities are the actual 

work of the organization, outputs are the accomplishments of those activities, and outcomes 

are the changes that occur in society as a result of organizational activities. In this case, 

facilitation management is an organizational management activity occurring in the planning 

phase (an activity) and trust and coordination are the accomplishments of that activity in the 

implementation phase (outputs). This sequential model corresponds to a means achievement 
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model for nonprofit evaluation (Murray & Tassie, 1994). Management activities are the 

means (e.g. facilitation management) and managerial outputs are the achievements (e.g. trust 

and coordination). Other managerial activities and outputs occurring simultaneously 

complete the model, though no theoretical relationships among any other variables presented 

in the logic model are suggested here. Inputs into the logic model include the network 

resources available, the attributes (strengths, weaknesses, and capacities) of organizational 

members and individual boundary spanners, as well as the pre-existing structure of network 

relationships. Outcomes for a political advocacy nonprofit network are personal and group 

expression, public education, political influence, movement building, and altering societal 

discourse (Flacks, 1995; Jenkins, 2006; Kaufman, 2003). The activities specified in this logic 

model take place within an organizational environment, including the political, legal, 

economic, regulatory/funding, organizational, socio-cultural, and technological contexts, 

which could all influence the suggested relationships between the variables presented in the 

model (Hall & Tolbert, 2005; Morrissey et al., 1982; Mulford, 1984; Rainey & Busson, 

2001). The completed logic model appears as figure 1.2. This logic model provides this study 

with a conceptual framework for understanding the functioning of the interorganizational 

network, considering the inputs into the network, outputs of the network, outcomes coming 

from the network, and context in which the network operates.     

Variables 

 This study considers the relationships that facilitation management had with both 

interorganizational coordination and trust in the anti-Iraq War nonprofit network in the Twin 

Cities. There were five dimensions of facilitation management examined: logistical 

arrangements, social support, participatory discussion, conflict resolution, and participatory 
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decision-making. These provided five dimensions of the independent variable ‘facilitation 

management’ in this study. Interorganizational coordination and trust were the dependent 

variables considered here, implying that facilitation management has a causal effect on 

interorganizational coordination and trust. Operational descriptions for these variables are 

provided below, which fit within the rubric of the network logic model provided (figure 1.2). 

Linear causal relationships are suggested here for conceptual clarity. In reality, the 

relationships between the variables are not completely linear as indicated here.  

Independent Variables: Facilitation Management 

Logistical Arrangements – this variable concerns the extent to which correspondence made 

between network members, including written correspondence, in-person meetings, and 

correspondence over any other media (telephone, e-mail, etc.), facilitated interorganizational 

communications. In-person meetings and correspondence between network members that is 

understandable and clear, made in sufficient time to enable participation, and includes all 

relevant network members is thought to improve overall network coordination and trust 

(Dluhy, 1990; Hall et. al., 1981; Justice & Jamieson, 1999; Kickert & Koppenjan, 1997; 

Koppenjan & Klijn, 2004; Schwartz, 2002; Van de Ven & Ferry, 1980). The facilitation of 

logistical arrangements ensures that correspondence among the network members is 

understandable and clear, made in sufficient time to enable participation, includes all relevant 

network members, and that meeting places and times are amenable to all network members.  

 

Social Support – this variable concerns the extent to which network members assisted one 

another in coping with stress, supported others doing their work, and motivated one another 

to work. Networks whose members celebrate their successes, motivate one another, provide 
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emotional support for other network members experiencing stress, and assist members who 

are experiencing stress are thought to have higher levels of interorganizational coordination 

and trust (Dluhy, 1990; Galaskiewicz, 1979; Krackhardt & Brass, 1994; Mulford & Rogers, 

1982; Nelson, 2001; Schneider & Lester, 2001; Wellman & Gulia, 1999). The facilitation of 

social support ensures that network members support, motivate, and assist one another, 

particularly when a member is experiencing stress that inhibits their ability to work.  

 

Participatory Discussion – this variable concerns the extent to which network discussion and 

the solving of problems related to network activities was inclusive. Networks whose 

members are included in discussions, have influence in those discussions, and feel no 

physical or emotional threat or forced self-censorship in discussing network-related topics 

are thought to have higher levels of interorganizational coordination and trust (Brinkerhoff & 

Brinkerhoff, 2001; Dluhy, 1990; Hall et. al, 1981; Justice & Jamieson, 1999; Kickert & 

Koppenjan, 1997; Rainey & Busson, 2001; Schwartz, 2002). The facilitation of participatory 

discussion ensures that diverse points of view are included in discussions and that all network 

members can freely share their opinions without fear. 

 

Conflict Resolution – this variable concerns the extent to which there were mechanisms for 

network members to productively manage their interpersonal conflicts. Networks that have 

means for discussing and overcoming personal differences, save the face of members, and 

prevent retaliatory actions against members in conflict are thought to have higher levels of 

interorganizational coordination and trust (Dluhy, 1990; Justice & Jamieson, 1999; Hall et. 

al., 1981; Kickert & Koppenjan, 1997; Koppenjan & Klijn, 2004; La Bianca & Brass, 2006; 
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Morrissey et al., 1982; Mulford, 1984; Schwartz, 2002; Van de Ven & Ferry, 1980). The 

facilitation of conflict resolution ensures that differences can be expressed and overcome so 

that network discussion, problem solving, and decision-making can remain productive. 

  

Participatory Decision-Making – this variable concerns the extent to which network 

decision-making was inclusive. Networks that use decision-making techniques that include 

all network members (like consensus-building or, to a lesser extent, voting, rather than 

unilateral decision making) and distribute compromises evenly between network members 

are thought to have higher levels of interorganizational coordination and trust (Galaskiewicz, 

1979; Justice & Jamieson, 1999; Schwartz, 2002; Wei-Skillern & Mariano, 2008). The 

facilitation of participatory decision making ensures that network decisions are reached 

effectively, reflect the input of all members, and that all network members believe in the 

agreed-on decisions.  

Dependent Variables: Interorganizational Coordination and Trust 

Interorganizational Coordination – this variable concerns the extent to which network labor 

and resources were shared fairly (according to the ability and means of an individual and an 

organization to contribute), network members attempted to accomplish common goals, credit 

for network successes and failures was shared fairly (distributed widely), and work duplicity 

was avoided. Networks whose members share work, resources, and credit fairly, work 

towards joint interests, and avoid work redundancy are thought to have lower transaction 

costs, higher transaction values, and perform well (Benson, 1982; Cigler, 2001; Crutchfield 

& Grant, 2008; Galaskiewicz, 1989, 1979; Galaskiewicz et. al., 2006; Hall et. al., 1981; 

Laumann & Knoke, 1989; Laumann & Pappi, 1976; Morrissey et al., 1982; Mulford & 
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Rogers, 1982; Schneider & Lester, 2001; Van de Ven & Ferry, 1980; Wei-Skillern & 

Marciano, 2008). Coordinated interorganizational networks integrate the work of network 

members, who accommodate to one another in order to accomplish collective goals. 

  

Interorganizational Trust – this variable concerns the extent to which network members 

believed that other network members put the interests of the network ahead of their personal 

interests, made good faith efforts to accomplish network tasks, were honest with one another, 

and gave one another the benefit of the doubt. Networks whose members believe that other 

network members are honest, honor their network commitments, put forth good faith efforts 

in network activities, look after the welfare of other members, and give other members the 

benefit of the doubt are thought to have lower transaction costs, higher transaction values, 

and perform well (Bromiley & Harris, 2006; Cook & Hardin, 2001; Doz & Hamel, 1998; 

Koppenjan & Klijn, 2004; Knoke, 1994; Laumann & Pappi, 1976; Mizruchi & Galaskiewicz, 

1994; Mulford, 1981; O’Toole et. al., 1997; Thompson & Perry, 2006; Wei-Skillern & 

Marciano, 2008). Network members in trusting interorganizational networks believe that 

other network members do not have opportunistic intentions, are sincere in their intentions to 

collectively accomplish goals, and put network goals ahead of personal goals, if necessary.    

Research Design 

 The data collected in this study were gathered by issuing two questionnaires to 

research participants, a background survey (see Appendix A) and the primary study survey 

(see Appendix B). A second round of surveys was planned as part of the research design but 

was abandoned when several of the research participants indicated that the questionnaire was 

burdensome and some of the questions were difficult for them to answer. To date, using one-
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time questionnaires has been the principal mechanism for collecting interorganizational 

network data (e.g. Galaskiewicz, 1979; Laumann & Pappi, 1976; Morrissey et. al., 1982; Van 

de Ven & Ferry, 1980), but this type of research design suffers from a lack of internal 

validity, calling into question any causal inferences coming out of the research (Cook & 

Campbell, 1979; Thomas, 1994). As well, this design lacks a comparison group to help to 

eliminate alternative explanations for any relationships that are found (Babbie, 2001; 

Thomas, 1994). The inferences made from the data that were collected should therefore be 

considered to be tentative and suggestive, not definitive. Alternative explanations, potentially 

creating spurious relationships in the research findings, are minimized in this study with the 

use of control variables (Neumann, 1991). Two kinds of control variable data were collected 

in this study: individual demographic characteristics of the network members and their 

perceptions of the network’s environmental context. No baseline data were collected in this 

study because the network was already underway for some time when the research 

commenced.    

The primary questionnaire used in this study asked the participants to recall their 

experiences interacting with other network members over the past three months. Participants 

were asked to recall information over the past three months because this was considered a 

reasonable length of time to recall and was short enough to be a relatively specified, stable 

period of time, though other researchers of network behavior have asked research subjects to 

recall their experiences over the past six months to one year (e.g. Morrissey et. al., 1982; Van 

de Ven & Ferry, 1980). Janowicz and Noorderhaven (2006) point out that issuing 

questionnaires to network members (like the boundary spanners surveyed in this study), calls 

into question the extent to which their views represent the views of their organizations. Thus, 
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research findings are misspecified to the extent that they claim to represent organizational 

views and behaviors rather than those of the individual boundary spanners. However, 

Janowicz and Noorderhaven do point out that boundary spanner views are a reasonable 

surrogate for organizational views when studying interorganizational relationships, 

particularly for small organizations, and are pragmatic for research purposes as organizations 

cannot fill out questionnaires for themselves, boundary spanners represent their organizations 

in the task environment, and including all organizational members in research may not be 

possible or desirable in a given study. 

Data Collection Procedure 

 Each questionnaire in this study was self-administered, filled out individually by the 

research participants, with assistance from the researcher when necessary. The researcher 

was present when all of the research participants completed the primary questionnaire and 

when most completed the background questionnaire. Anticipated questions that the research 

participants had about the survey were answered according to a list of examples which was 

developed during field-testing with the assistance of the field test participants, in order to 

clarify potentially ambiguous terms. Prior to the data collection, the researcher explained the 

research to each participant in simple terms, the risks and benefits participation in the 

research posed to them, along with confidentiality protocols, and their option to abandon the 

research project at any time (see Appendix C). In interorganizational network research, the 

self-administered questionnaire format is the most common means of data collection 

(Morrissey et. al, 1982). The presence of the researcher improved research participant 

compliance with the research protocols and their understanding of the questionnaire (by 

allowing them to ask the researcher questions about it), thereby increasing the validity of 
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their responses. Upon completion, the questionnaires were sealed in an envelope and opened 

after all of the questionnaires were collected, to ensure the confidentiality of each research 

participant. The letter of consent was completed separately also to ensure confidentiality.  

 As this research was designed to measure the process of network facilitation 

management and its effects on the participants in the interorganizational network (a process 

evaluation), rather than the effects on the wider society (an outcome evaluation) it would 

have been advisable to measure the variables on at least two occasions, giving the research a 

temporal dimension (Van de Ven, 2007). This would have allowed the researcher to observe 

any changes in the relationships between the study variables over time. For this reason, the 

initial design called for the primary questionnaire to be issued to each participant two times, 

the initial occasion and on another occasion approximately three months later. However, as 

noted above, during data collection some participants said that they experienced the 

questionnaire as burdensome and that they found many questions difficult to respond to, so 

the plan to issue the questionnaire on two separate occasions was abandoned.   

Measures 

In addition to the control variables (organizational affiliation, organizational position, 

length of participation in the network, age, gender, education, and race/ethnicity), there were 

five different kinds of measures in this study. The relationships between facilitation 

management dimensions (logistical arrangements, social support, participatory discussion, 

conflict resolution, and participatory decision-making) and interorganizational coordination 

and trust, were evaluated quantitatively. Each of the facilitation management dimensions 

were assessed a numerical value by adding the scores of four ordinal measures ranging in 

value from 1-5, giving each dimension a score total of 4-20 for each respondent. However, in 
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a post-hoc analysis of the data, some of the questions were removed from statistical analysis 

and certain question scores were analyzed separately when statistical relationships were not 

completely clear using the original measures (for the variables logistical arrangements and 

participatory discussion). Each of the output variables (coordination and trust) were assessed 

a numerical value by adding the scores of eight ordinal measures ranging in value from 1-5, 

giving each output a score total of 8-40 for each respondent.  

Generally, most of the question responses were designed to have a higher value as 

they descended (e.g. question 38, How frequently did you feel that your point of view [about 

how the coalition should conduct its activities] was valued by other coalition members over 

the past 3 months?), but some questions had values in the reverse order (e.g.  question 41, 

How frequently did you feel that you could not share your opinions with other coalition 

members about coalition activities, challenges, or potential solutions over the past 30 days?). 

For consistency, questions concerning variables were always worded to have a response 

indicating the frequency of a behavior or intention, to increase the reliability of the responses. 

When a behavior or intention was considered to be relatively infrequent, the responses were 

coded as: never, one time, two times, three times, or more than three times over the past three 

months, while more frequent or more subjective behaviors or intentions were coded as: 

never, rarely, about half of the time, frequently, and always. A ‘don’t know’ response was 

provided for each question as well. Responses to questions 23, 56, and 57 were modified 

during field-testing to be coded as: 1-2 times, 3-4 times, 5-6 times, and more than 6 times, as 

they appeared to represent moderately frequent behaviors. 

Each facilitation management dimension also included at least one question that 

determined who in the network was responsible for the accomplishment of that activity. The 
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questions were asked using the name-generator technique (Galaskiewicz, 1979; Laumann & 

Pappi, 1976; Lin et. al, 2001), asking for the names of three people who were most 

responsible for the function. Network coordination and trust relationships were evaluated 

using a similar format, determining which other network members that research participants 

saw as their most and least trusted network counterparts, as well as those with whom they 

work best and worst. For all of these questions, a three point scale was used for analysis to 

indicate the relative value a research participant placed on another network member (3 being 

the most responsible/trusted/easiest to work with, 2 being the next highest, and 1 being the 

third highest). When a participant answered the question with two responses on the same 

line, they both counted as the point value for that line. Unranked scores were also provided in 

data analysis when a research participant indicated this preference. In this case, each of the 

identified individuals was not given a score but simply was given a single point irrespective 

of their identified position. These questions were used to evaluate whether the responsibility 

for the function was relatively concentrated or relatively widely distributed and which 

network members were seen as the most responsible for each of the facilitation functions.  

Each facilitation management and output dimension (the facilitation functions, trust, 

and coordination) also included a question to determine how each research participant would 

like to see that particular activity or output improved. These questions allowed the researcher 

to provide constructive feedback to the network members when data analysis was completed, 

to assist them enhancing their network communications. These formative evaluation 

questions gave this study an applied research component, whereby the researcher offered the 

participants and their organizations an opportunity to learn from the research findings and 

improve the performance of their network. This study thus accords with Bogdan and Biklen’s 
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(2003) definition of “action research,” which is “research for the purposes of advancing a 

social cause, to change existing practices of inequality, discrimination, or environmental 

endangerment” (p.258) (e.g. challenging the US military invasion and occupation of Iraq). 

“Also used in a more general way to refer to research that leads to any kind of immediate 

change” (p.258) (e.g. providing information to research participants to better understand their 

communications processes, offering them a summary of their recommended improvements 

for these processes, offering them a general understanding of insights from peace movement 

and social movement scholarship, and offering them insights coming from this literature 

review to help them build their movement). 

Organizational environment questions were evaluated both quantitatively and 

qualitatively, summarizing the number of participants who identified coded themes. These 

responses provided a type of control for the study, revealing the context for network 

interactions over the course of the study period. Research participants were asked whether 

they noticed any events take place pertaining to a given environmental dimension (political, 

legal, economic, social/cultural, technological, coalition structure, and regulatory/funding) 

and, if they had, they were asked to describe the event and its impact on the network in an 

open-ended format. This allowed the participants to interpret the organizational environment 

from their individual vantage point (rather than that of the organization per se), ensuring that 

they had the opportunity to identify important contextual details (Babbie, 2001; Bogden & 

Biklen, 2003; Patton, 2002). 

Finally, several special questions were asked in the questionnaire to determine 

important, related information not captured by the other questionnaire questions. These 

questions included: question 26, “Please list any coalition subcommittees or small working 
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groups that you have participated in over the last 3 months?”, question 29, “What are the 

ways that you were given information on peace movement plans over the past 3 months?”, 

question 64, “If you had to leave the peace movement today, to what extent would you trust 

the other coalition members to carry on your work without you?”, question 79, “What were 

the 3 biggest accomplishments of the peace movement over the past 3 months?”, question 80, 

“What were the 3 biggest challenges or difficulties for the peace movement over the past 3 

months?”, question 81, “Overall, to what extent were the time, effort, and resources spent on 

peace movement activities over the past 3 months worthwhile?”, question 82, “Overall, how 

effective do you feel the peace movement was over the past 3 months?”, and question 83, 

“Please tell me more about why you chose your answer to question 82.” 

Internal Validity and Reliability 

 The questionnaires that were employed in this study were newly created specifically 

for this study population and the hypotheses and research questions under investigation. To 

improve the construct validity of the primary questionnaire (Babbie, 2001), questions were 

borrowed from other interorganizational network evaluation studies and were modified to fit 

the needs of this particular study. However, as the complete questionnaire and several of the 

questions that were used in this study were newly created, two steps were necessary to ensure 

its validity. First, the primary questionnaire was sent to experts in the subject area 

(interorganizational network evaluation research) (Drs. Joseph Galaskiewicz, Andrew H. Van 

de Ven, David Knoke, Richard Hall, and Michael McGuire) to verify its face validity 

(Babbie, 2001). Their suggestions were used to modify some of the questionnaire questions. 

The primary questionnaire was then field-tested with two different research participants prior 

to conducting the study, to ensure that the question wording was understandable, the question 
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order and instructions were clear and logical, and the questions elicited the intended range of 

responses. The researcher was present with the respondents while they filled out the 

questionnaire. Any challenges that arose, regarding the clarity of the instructions, the 

question wording, or the intent of the questions, were discussed (Fowler, 2002). These field-

tests did not “count” in the final data analysis but the questionnaire was modified according 

to participant feedback to improve its validity. 

Field-testing also helped to ensure that the questions presented in the questionnaire 

were reliable. In analyzing the field-tested questionnaires, the researcher considered the 

extent to which the range of responses for each facilitation management and output 

dimension was similar for each research participant. When each individual research subject 

had wildly different within dimension variability (Babbie, 2001), the wording of the 

questions was revised to improve question reliability. Modifying existing measures from 

previous studies also helped to improve the reliability of the questionnaire, by using 

questions that had already demonstrated their effectiveness in other research settings (Babbie, 

2001). Issuing the questionnaires twice would have also helped to ensure that the 

questionnaire was reliable (Babbie, 2001), but as mentioned earlier, this aspect of the 

research design was abandoned.    

Content validity, ensuring that the range of meanings of the variables under 

investigation had been covered (Babbie, 2001), was maximized by conducting an extensive 

review of the literature pertaining to interorganizational networks, informing the 

operationalization of the variables under investigation (see ‘Variables’ above). The validity 

of the facilitation management dimensions to predict interorganizational coordination and 

trust in the study population was its criterion validity (Babbie, 2001). In part, this was 
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determined upon the conclusion of the data analysis, which revealed that facilitation 

management had a greater effect on interorganizational coordination than trust. Also, when 

the research was presented to members of the study population in a focus group meeting, 

they generally concurred with the study’s findings. Ultimately, the validity of the findings 

will be reinforced or rejected by experts in interorganizational network analysis in conference 

presentations and social science articles that will come out of the research findings or in 

discussions with peace movement participants, who will determine the accuracy and 

usefulness of the findings for themselves. Theoretically, all of the relationships under 

investigation have been hypothesized by previous scholars and the research findings were 

explained in reference to this previous scholarship.  

Data Analysis Plan 

 The relationships that were investigated between facilitation management (including 

the dimensions of: logistical arrangements, social support, participatory discussion, conflict 

resolution, and participatory decision-making) and both interorganizational coordination and 

trust, were evaluated using two separate statistical models. Data were analyzed with SPSS 

statistical software.  The relationships were tested using multiple linear regression analyses, 

whereby the facilitation management dimensions (logistical arrangements, social support, 

participatory discussion and problems solving, conflict resolution, and participatory decision-

making) were used as predictors for the outcome variables (coordination or trust) in separate 

statistical models (Howell, 2002).  

 

The first regression model that was tested assumed that the complete set of facilitation 

management dimension data could be used to predict the coordination data, as follows: 
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The second regression model that was tested assumed that the complete set of facilitation 

management dimension data could be used to predict the trust data, as follows: 
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These data were tested against a critical value of α=.05 in one-tailed hypothesis tests, with 

the critical area of interest assuming that higher facilitation management values would 
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increase the levels of interorganizational coordination and trust in the network. As two 

separate statistical models were tested, the critical area for both tests needed to be accounted 

for in the study as a whole, which yielded a familywise error rate of α=.10 (α=.05 x 2). 

Missing data from non-responses or ‘don’t know’ responses for these statistical 

models were imputed using mean values from research participants from the same 

organization, if possible, or from the same age, gender, and racial group where no other 

organizational members responded to the question. Only values for responses to single 

questions were imputed, rather than the sum total of questions for a given dimension.  

Name-generator question responses were presented in the form of descriptive 

statistics and graphs (see Chapter 5). No hypotheses were presented as to how concentrated 

facilitation function responsibility would be within the network or how this might affect trust 

or coordination levels between individual network members. This was the first time that 

facilitation function responsibility concentration had been measured and the results are thus 

preliminary and suggestive, as is common in exploratory research (Babbie, 2001). To protect 

the confidentiality of research participants, all individuals were assigned an arbitrary number, 

and all of their data points were ascribed to this number rather than their name. The 

additional special questions that were asked in the primary questionnaire were presented by 

using descriptive statistics or qualitatively, as there was no hypothesis presented prior to the 

research predicting how these variables might be related to other variables in the study. The 

variables fill out the overall study context though, as descriptive research (Babbie, 2001).  

The qualitative data coming from organizational environment and formative 

evaluation responses were analyzed inductively, with the data shaping the inquiry rather than 

vice versa (Bogden & Biklen, 2003; Gilgun, 1994; Patton, 2002; Strauss, 1987; Strauss & 
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Corbin, 1998). This accords with the phenomenological research tradition. Phenomenology 

emphasizes the subjective interpretations of research subjects in attempting to understand 

their daily interactions and happenings, recognizing that each interpretation is only one of 

many interpretations of events (Bogden & Biklen, 2003; Patton, 2002). The researcher alone 

sought to discover emergent themes coming from the data and, as such, inter-researcher 

reliability was not a concern in this study (Bogden & Biklen, 2003). Particular attention was 

paid to discovering pervasive themes in the data and the prevalence of responses. 

Demographic and organizational environment control variables were also included in 

the data analysis. As mentioned above, data concerning the organizational environment 

(including: political, legal, economic, social/cultural, technological, coalition structure, and 

regulatory/funding contexts) were interpreted by the researcher to determine if contextual 

factors may have affected any of the relationships found or not found between the 

relationships under investigation and to illustrate the study context. The potential impact of 

demographic variables on the boundary spanners (including: age, organizational affiliation, 

organizational position, length of participation in the network, gender, education, and 

race/ethnicity) were evaluated using quantitative techniques. Potential correlations were 

measured between each demographic control variable and each independent (facilitation 

management dimensions) and each dependent (coordination and trust) variable. As well, 

potential covariation among the independent variables was investigated using statistical 

analyses. Any relationships found between the control variables and the independent or 

dependent variables or concerns regarding covariation among the independent variables was 

discussed. 
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Conclusion 

 This study was designed to investigate relationships between dimensions of 

facilitation management (logistical arrangements, social support, participatory discussion, 

conflict resolution, and participatory decision-making) and interorganizational coordination 

and trust, among the members of the Twin Cities anti-Iraq War nonprofit network. In 

addition to this explanatory research detailing the relationships between the independent and 

dependent variables, the study was also designed to explore and describe the concentration of 

responsibility for each facilitation management function in the network and the Twin Cities’ 

anti-Iraq War movement context, at the time of the study. The study also had an applied, 

action dimension, as the research participants were provided with a formative evaluation of 

their communications network, illustrating potential ways that they determined could 

improve their interorganizational communications. After this information was presented to 

the research participants in a report, their feedback on the findings was solicited in a focus 

group meeting to ensure that the findings were accurate and as helpful as possible and any 

points that needed further clarification were clarified. While this was an exploratory, pilot 

study in political advocacy nonprofit networks and the peace movement in particular, the 

study was also designed to build on and extend previous interorganizational network 

communications and group facilitation scholarship.  
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Figure 1.1 

 
 
 

Betweenness Centrality as Structural or Functional 
 

 

Betweenness as structural. A gatekeeper 
between two other network members. 

Communication 
Processes 

Betweenness as functional. Communication 
processes between two network members. 

Figure 1.1. Betweenness centrality conceptualized as structural and 
functional. 
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Figure 1.2 
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Figure 1.2. Logic model for an interorganizational political advocacy nonprofit network.  
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Chapter 2: 

Empowerment Theory and the Role of the Researcher in this Study 

 

 

 

Introduction 

This chapter connects this study to the field of social work by illustrating how 

empowerment theory and practice, community organizing, and group work inform the 

study design and the researcher’s role. This study is significant to the field of social work 

because the subject matter of the study and the role of the researcher are embedded in the 

theoretical framework of empowerment theory and the overlapping practice approaches 

of group work, community organizing, and advocacy. Together they bring together a 

vision for community social work research and practice that is based on the values and 

practice guidelines of empowerment theory and practice. Empowerment theory highlights 

the importance of social work research and practice being led by clients, rather than 

social workers. In this study, natural facilitators in the Twin Cities anti-Iraq War 

movement are identified. The empowerment-based researcher role employed in this study 

supported the work of the movement, helping participants to develop insights that could 

assist them improving their network performance, rather than a paternalistic researcher 

role, casting the researcher as an “expert”, or an exclusively academic role that could 

ignore the goals and needs of the research participants completely. 

The community practitioner role in social work practice illustrates how the 

researcher in this study was able to support the Twin Cities anti-Iraq War network. While 
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the researcher did not actually participate in the mobilization or training of that network, 

this study was designed to elicit such opportunities. Likewise, scholarship on group work 

facilitator skills provide particularly important insights for this study because this anti-

war network was considered to be a type of facilitated task group (a coalition of 

aggrieved, disadvantaged constituents (Toseland & Rivas, 2005)) and the facilitation 

processes studied (making logistical arrangements, providing social support, facilitating 

participatory discussion and decision-making, and managing conflict) are all integral to 

the practice of group work. Advocacy is also a fundamental goal for empowerment 

theory and community practice, as well as for anti-war organizations and networks, 

providing an important means of social and political action. Thus, the group work models 

proposed and discussed here, including: social action groups, coalitions, and self-directed 

group work, pay special attention to the role advocacy can have in group work practice. 

 In general, taking a political position against the Iraq War naturally aligns with 

the interests of the field of social work, which attempts to reduce societal violence by 

providing services to eliminate the causes and ameliorate the effects of domestic abuse 

and other forms of violence (GlenMaye, 1998; Gutierrez & Lewis, 1998). The Iraq War 

also incurs great opportunity costs for domestic spending on education, health care, and 

social services, all sectors in which social workers practice to assist disadvantaged clients 

and, for which, they have a vested interest in maintaining or increasing funding 

(American Friends Service Committee, n.d.; Stout, 1996). In addition, the National 

Association of Social Workers (1997) has a stated position against repressive military 

measures, particularly those in the developing world, which reinforce global systems of 

dominance and oppression against people in the global South (Van Soest, 1997).  
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Empowerment Theory and Practice 

Empowerment theory is a set of principles, values, and practice guidelines that 

provide social work practitioners with a framework for practice. As a theoretical 

framework, it is compatible a wide variety of social work interventions, but it is 

particularly compatible with group work. Group work with social action groups and 

coalitions seeking social and political change in their communities to address collective 

concerns is an important social work approach for community practitioners working in 

disadvantaged communities (Toseland & Rivas, 2005). Advocacy is an indispensable part 

of this kind of group work and is a central component of empowerment theory and 

practice. Empowerment theory and practice thus provide important insights for many 

community practitioners, who can assist community members by cultivating relationships 

according to empowerment theory and group work practice guidelines. Taken as a whole, 

the traditions of empowerment theory, group work, advocacy, and community 

organizing, provide a vision for empowerment community practice in social work, with 

community members leading change efforts rather than practitioners. The ‘self-directed 

groupwork’ model provides a specific example of how practitioners can strive to support 

groups of community members in disadvantaged communities who advocate for their 

own collective interests.  

 The foundation of empowerment theory is its value base. Typically, social 

workers engaging in empowerment practice assist individuals and groups from poor, 

aggrieved, and disadvantaged groups (Lee, 1996; Simon, 1994). Disadvantaged groups 

lack social power and are underrepresented politically, inhibiting their political and social 

influence (Dluhy, 1981). In this study, the anti-Iraq War activists and their nonprofits 
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have little voice in national defense policy-making, so they are considered to be 

politically underrepresented and disadvantaged. Power in empowerment theory is defined 

as the ability to determine one’s own life path, express one’s self-worth, influence public 

life with others, and participate in public decision-making (Parsons et al., 1998). Social 

work clients in empowerment practice are considered to be nestled in oppressive social 

structures that stigmatize them and impede their self-determination (Lee, 1996; Parsons et 

al., 1998). To assist clients, social work interventions must focus simultaneously on 

individual clients, their interpersonal relationships, and their social, political, economic, 

cultural context in order to be effective (Gutierrez, 1995; Parsons et al., 1998).  

A social worker in empowerment practice does not attempt to be neutral, but 

rather sides with their clients against oppression using a “fifocal vision”, recognizing 

historical, ecological, ethnic/racial, gender-based, and other societal inequities based on 

group membership (Lee, 1996). This partial stance is intended to reduce the self-blame of 

clients, while increasing their self-esteem, sense of community, and connections to other 

oppressed people, facilitating their pursuit of personal and collective goals (Lee, 1996; 

Parsons et al., 1995; Payne, 2005). Empowerment practice ultimately seeks to increase 

the self-determination of clients, their responsibility for governing their own life affairs, 

and their power to participate in and influence their social environment (Lee, 1996; 

Parsons, 1989; Parsons et al., 1998).   

 In empowerment practice, the way that a social worker interacts with their client 

can be more important than the specific intervention techniques employed. In fact, the 

empowerment practitioner should be a generalist, well versed in a variety of social work 

methods, to ensure that they can provide clients with assistance appropriate to their 
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clients’ needs and their contexts (Lee, 1996; Parsons et al., 1995). There are four 

elements of empowerment practice that need to be considered by social workers when 

working with their clients: 1) establishing client relationships; 2) providing clients with 

education, skills, and connections; 3) accessing resources needed by their clients; and 4) 

assisting clients to engage in social and political action to change their socio-political 

context (Parsons et al., 1998).  

When establishing working relationships with clients in empowerment practice, 

social workers minimize power differentials between themselves and their clients, 

collaboratively engaging with them as partners and supporters rather than treating them 

as victims, alms-seekers, or service beneficiaries (Cox, 1989; Parsons et al., 1998, 1995; 

Simon, 1994). Relationship building with clients in empowerment practice is a long-term 

process that fosters mutual trust, which is nurtured by the social worker (Gutierrez, 1995; 

Simon, 1994). In empowerment practice, social work clients are cast as subjects, capable 

of acting on their own behalf in the world and changing it, rather than objects who 

passively accept a social and political world that determines their fate (Gutierrez, 1995; 

Freire, 1997). The social worker reinforces and builds upon their strengths and resources, 

rather than focusing on their limitations (Lee, 1996; Parsons et al., 1995; Payne, 2005; 

Simon, 1994). A key precept in empowerment practice is that change is led by clients 

rather than the social worker (Parsons et al., 1998; Gottlieb, 1992; Lee, 1996). 

 Educating clients for critical consciousness is an important technique employed 

by empowerment practitioners to initiate and sustain their clients’ empowerment 

(Almeida et al., 2007; Cox, 1989; Gottlieb, 1992; Gutierrez, 1995; Lee, 1996; Parsons et 

al., 1998). Educating for critical consciousness involves engaging clients in dialogue that 
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challenges their pre-existing notions of their world, in order to help them re-consider their 

understandings as nestled within an oppressive socio-political context (Cordova, 1998; 

Freire, 1997). As a result, they are able to recognize that their personal problems are 

public, political ones as well, connecting their concerns with the concerns of other 

oppressed peoples in order to create a community of individuals that can support one 

another in opposing oppressive social and political structures and institutions (Freire, 

1997; Gottlieb, 1992; Gutierrez, 1995; Lee, 1996; Parsons et al., 1998). To initiate this 

process, social workers pose life problems that are considered and discussed with clients, 

promoting reflection on the manifestations of oppression that they see in their lives, in 

order to reconsider how oppressive forces conspire against their interests (Freire, 1997; 

Lee, 1996). This is all to stimulate critical thinking about their socio-political context and 

the individuals, groups, and institutions that support the oppressive status quo, in order to 

transcend and oppose it (Freire, 1997). Social workers also inform clients of their rights, 

responsibilities, and channels for potential public participation, helping them to see 

opportunities for challenging oppression in their lives and their socio-political context 

(Gottlieb, 1992; Simon, 1994).   

 Helping clients to develop their skills, resources, and connections can all serve to 

foster client self-determination as well. In empowerment practice, social workers can 

help clients develop life, leadership, self-advocacy, and problem-solving skills 

(Gutierrez, 1995; Lee, 1996; Parsons et al., 1998; Payne, 2005). Social workers also 

assist clients in accessing all manner of resources including: financial and material aid, 

emotional support, information, referrals to services, technical assistance or expertise, or 

other forms of help that enable clients to better meet their needs (Gutierrez, 1995; Lee, 
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1996; Parsons et al., 1998; Payne, 2005). In addition, facilitating two kinds of 

connections can prove helpful to clients, horizontal and vertical. Horizontal connections 

enable clients to link with other individuals sharing their concerns and who can provide 

one another with mutual aid, support, learning opportunities, and advocacy allies (Cox, 

1989; Lee, 1996; Parsons, 1989; Parsons et al., 1998). Vertical connections can provide 

individual, organizational, and institutional channels that clients can access to attempt to 

ameliorate some aspects of their oppression (Gottlieb, 1992; Gutierrez, 1995; Lee, 1996; 

Parsons, 1989; Parsons et al., 1998; Payne, 2005). Social and political action, including 

advocacy, is central to empowerment practice, helping clients to articulate their problems 

in political terms, struggle against oppressive social structures and institutions, and 

participate in wider community and social movements to improve their collective 

circumstances (Lee, 1996; Parsons et al., 1998; Payne, 2005; Simon, 1994).  

 Group work is particularly well suited to empowerment practice (Cox, 1989; 

Gutierrez, 1995; Lee, 1996; Parsons, 1989). According to Toseland and Rivas (2005), 

group work is a “goal-directed activity with small treatment and task groups aimed at 

meeting socioemotional needs and accomplishing tasks. This activity is directed to 

individual members of a group and to the group as a whole (p.12).” Treatment groups are 

focused primarily on meeting the socio-emotional needs of group members, while task 

groups form to accomplish specific goals and actions that are not intrinsically or 

immediately related to the socio-emotional needs of individual members. Toseland and 

Rivas suggest that groups can be intentionally formed, with the social worker bringing 

the group together and facilitating it, or natural, spontaneously occurring when 

individuals bring themselves together due to naturally occurring events, mutual attraction, 
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or common needs, and facilitate the group themselves. This study considers the 

interorganizational anti-Iraq War nonprofit network to be a natural, self-facilitating, self-

managing, self-sustaining group. 

The values guiding group work overlap considerably with empowerment values. 

Like empowerment practice, group work practice is grounded in the values of: egalitarian 

participation, positive relations between group members, group solidarity, mutual aid, 

freedom of expression, and democratic group discussion and decision-making (Payne, 

2005; Toseland & Rivas, 2005). Empowerment practitioners have used group work to 

enable members to learn from one another, assist them building their problem-solving, 

advocacy, and interpersonal skills, and enhance their critical consciousness, group 

identity, mutual aid and support, and community connections (Cox, 1989; Gutierrez, 

1995; Lee, 1996). In striving for these ends, empowerment practitioners who facilitate 

group work accept client definitions for their own problems, help them identify and build 

on their strengths, co-investigate the effects of power and oppression on their lives, and 

teach members practical skills (Cox, 1989; Gutierrez, 1995; Parsons, 1989). 

Empowerment practitioners who are also group workers have facilitated support and 

political action groups for diverse client groups such as: elders (e.g. Cox, 1989; Gottlieb, 

1992), African American families (e.g. Gutierrez & Lewis, 1998), juvenile offenders (e.g. 

Mullender & Ward, 1991), and homeless women (e.g. GlenMaye, 1998; Lee, 1996).    

 Disadvantaged clients are members of different kinds of communities and social 

workers supporting them must work in and with those communities. Communities are 

groups of people who form a social unit based on their shared interests, identities, 

cultures, common activities, common goals, psychological ties, or geographic location 



 46 

(Fellin, 1995; Mattessich & Monsey, 1997). Individuals are members of many such 

communities. Empowerment theory and practice are concerned with communities that are 

oppressed on the basis of their class, gender, physical or mental challenges, age, sexual 

orientation, or other characteristics, that can be brought together and mobilized through 

critical consciousness education (Mullender & Ward, 1991). Iraqis are considered to be 

such a community in this study, who are oppressed by the American military and the 

global systems dominating the developing world (Kinchloe & McLaren, 2000). The 

process of mobilization can unite communities with shared identities (like anti-war Iraqis 

or anti-war activists), but can also result in alliances between different oppressed 

communities, as well as with individuals in oppressor communities who struggle with the 

oppressed against oppression (when anti-war activists ally with Iraqis to end the war in 

Iraq, for example) (Freire, 1997). Acquiring a knowledge of the histories, cultures, 

languages, values, norms, political structures, and relational systems in those 

communities, as well as an understanding of previous effective and ineffective social 

work interventions, is an essential starting point for a practitioner interested in supporting 

people in their communities (Rivera & Erlich, 1998). It is important to note that this 

study does not necessarily consider the soldiers in the American military as members of 

oppressed groups. The American military servicemen and women being injured or killed 

in Iraq have been disproportionately European American and middle-class so they are not 

be considered to be an oppressed group in this study, though African Americans are 

overrepresented in the American Army, the working-class may be overrepresented in the 

American military, military service men and women are young adults, and American 
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casualties in the Iraq War disproportionately come from rural counties (Cushing & 

Bishop, 2005; Freedberg, 2007; Rotte, 2007; Sabir, 2008; Staff Reporter, 2004). 

The Place of Community Organizing in Empowerment Theory 

Another tradition in the field of social work that supports clients who undertake 

social and political action is community organizing. In addition to social and political 

action groups, community organizers have mobilized community members to offer their 

input into social policy analysis and planning for all levels of government, as well as to 

develop their local communities by participating in efforts to change and improve them 

(Mattessich & Monsey, 1997; Rothman, 1995). However, in keeping with empowerment 

theory, the focus here is on community organizing that brings together political and social 

action groups, where disadvantaged and aggrieved community members engage in 

advocacy and expression to alter their communities, increase their share of resources, 

build a following, and create societal awareness for their concerns (Rothman, 1995). This 

kind of organizing frequently connects community members to larger social movements, 

to change local, national, or international social and political structures (Garvin & Cox, 

1995; Flacks, 1995). Piven and Cloward (1979), for example, outline four examples of 

social movements that brought together poor people from across the United States to 

challenge societal inequities: the unemployed workers movement (in the 1930s), the 

industrial workers movement (in the 1930s), the civil rights movement (in the 1960s), 

and the welfare rights movement (in the 1960s and 1970s).  

Most community organizing, particularly organizing connected to wider social 

movements, has taken place outside of the field of social work and many schools of 

social work have only considered community organizing a legitimate field of study since 
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the 1960s (Garvin & Cox, 1995; Rivera & Erlich, 1998). Student interest in community 

organizing has declined since that time (Rivera & Erlich, 1998). In the field of social 

work, community organizing first began with the rank and file movement in the 1930s, 

when social workers learned from trade union organizers how to bring together 

constituents (including social workers themselves) to struggle for social, political, and 

organizational change (Garvin & Cox, 1995; Simon, 1994).  

Saul Alinsky’s organizing model arose from these unionist roots, applying a 

Marxist class-analysis to the concerns of social work clients (Alinsky, 1989; Rothman, 

1995). Community organizing models that addressed racial, ethnic, and gender-based 

inequities and injustice came about later (Gutierrez & Lewis, 1998; Rivera & Erlich, 

1998). The omission of racial, ethnic, and gender-based analyses of power in the Alinsky 

organizing model paternalistically excluded important community differences. The 

Alinsky model was paternalistic in other ways, as well. The organizer was an expert 

professional who analyzed neighborhoods and built an organization in them, according to 

prescriptions outlined by Alinsky, using confrontational tactics to enact a professionally-

defined agenda (Fisher, 1995; Harper, 1993; Rothman, 1995). In these ways, the model is 

practitioner-led, demanding a “strong ego” and “irreverence” on the part of the organizer 

(Alinsky, 1989). The model did also have empowering dimensions as well though, and 

much of its success was due to the practitioner self-examination, being responsive to the 

concerns of local people, creating power for the poor to use for themselves, and training 

indigenous community leaders to advocate for self-identified concerns and potential 

remedies for those concerns (Alinsky, 1989; Rivera & Erlich, 1998; Simon, 1994).  
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 Working with groups of people in a paternalistic fashion is a legitimate approach 

in social work practice, though organizers can act paternalistically consciously or 

unwittingly. In the paternalist approach to social work, clients are compelled to partake in 

an intervention, which is designed to bring about changes defined as positive by the 

social worker, with sanctions for those who do not adhere to the regimen specified by the 

social worker or who do not meet program goals (Mead, 1997). An example of 

paternalistic group work is mandatory pregnancy prevention programs for adolescents 

such as the Teenage Parent Welfare Demonstration and Ohio’s LEAP program, requiring 

members to attend and meet program performance standards to receive their full financial 

benefits (Maynard, 1997). Social workers can be unintentionally paternalistic too. Perez 

(2007) has criticized the involvement of professionals and professionally-oriented 

nonprofits in organizing efforts within larger social movements, suggesting that they can 

take away from a movement and disempower the movement’s members. Perez indicates 

that organizers who are reliant on a social movement for a career might not be as 

committed to it as voluntary nonprofessionals, while fundraising efforts and dependence 

on foundation grants can alter nonprofit goals and usurp staff time for administrative 

duties. This can make organizing efforts less radical, force multi-dimensional problems to 

be thought of in unidimensional, measurable terms, and inhibit volunteers from 

cultivating support networks (Perez, 2007; Thunder Hawk, 2007). Seen in this way, the 

involvement of organizers in the “funding establishment” can result in less empowered, 

less cohesive community members, resulting in less effective social expression and action 

(Thunder Hawk, 2007).    
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 In many respects though, the nature of organizing work lends itself well to 

empowerment theory, working primarily with disadvantaged people in a non-neutral 

fashion to help them build a constituency, assisting community members in cultivating a 

critical consciousness, and helping them to develop the skills to engage in social and 

political action (Rivera & Erlich, 1998). However, organizing can be experienced by 

clients as more or less empowering to the degree that the organizer takes the role of 

community leader or works with and trains indigenous leaders, the degree that power 

differences are minimized between community members and organizers, and the degree 

that the organizing process accords with the principles of empowerment (Rivera & 

Erlich, 1998). In feminist empowerment organizing, organizers encourage representative 

diversity in their grass-roots collectivity and nurture safe discussions among members 

according to democratic, humanist values, while participating in the communities that 

they organize in, identifying gender inequalities in those communities (Gutierrez & 

Lewis, 1998). In another example, community organizers have used empowerment theory 

and values to facilitate a group of inner city mothers who organized a food cooperative 

and protested governmental cuts to their day-care benefits (Gottlieb, 1992).    

 Advocacy is clearly an important part of social action organizing. Schneider and 

Lester (2001) define advocacy for the field of social work as, “the exclusive and mutual 

representation of a client(s) or a cause in a forum, attempting to systematically influence 

decision-making in an unjust or unresponsive system(s) (p.65).” As stated above, 

advocacy and empowerment practice are mutually reinforcing, as social work clients in 

empowerment practice maximize and make use of their political and social power 

(Gottlieb, 1992; Payne, 2005; Schneider & Lester, 2001). In this study, the Twin Cities’ 
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anti-Iraq War nonprofit network works together to maximize their visibility and power, 

advocating for changes to American defense and national security policy, specifically as 

these pertain to foreign policy in Iraq and the Middle Eastern region. In paternalistic 

social work practice, frequently social workers, administrators, or policy analysts speak 

on behalf of a client group (Bardach, 1997; Schneider & Lester, 2001), which can 

reinforce their feelings of powerlessness (Gutierrez, 1995). What is special about 

advocacy in empowerment practice is the way in which advocacy is practiced, with 

clients learning to advocate for themselves, and the social worker taking a supportive role 

(Gottlieb, 1992; Lee, 1996; Parsons et al., 1998, 1995; Payne, 2005). This approach to 

advocacy is the hallmark of empowerment group work and is particularly pronounced in 

the ‘self-directed group work’ model (Mullender & Ward, 1991; Payne, 2005). Self-

directed groups learn to engage in self-advocacy, struggling for social and political 

changes that address their own self-identified concerns (Mullender & Ward, 1991; Payne, 

2005; Schneider & Lester, 2001). Currently, all kinds of self-help social and political 

action groups (including groups that operate according to empowerment practice 

guidelines and values) are becoming more common and increasingly effective at meeting 

their social and political goals (Putnam, 2000; Schneider & Lester, 2001).  

 It is clear that the role of the social worker in community organizing and 

advocacy can vary on a continuum from more paternalistic to more empowering 

depending on the extent to which the constituents determine the agenda and lead the 

process. Social workers in empowerment practice have been called: power brokers, 

partners, mediators, supporters, facilitators, resources, collaborators, enablers, 

compatriots, and consultants, all implying that the working relationship is client-led 
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(Gutierrez, 1995; Lee, 1996; Parsons et al., 1998, 1995; Simon, 1994). Harper (1993), 

places community organizing approaches on a continuum from the least coercive 

organizer-community member relationship to the most coercive, as follows: facilitation, 

re-education, persuasion, and using power to induce the constituents to change. The more 

coercion that an organizer uses to induce their constituents to engage in political and 

social action, the more paternalistic that their approach is. More coercive approaches also 

introduce greater ethical concerns because, “change efforts do not respect the autonomy, 

rationality, and dignity of persons to choose whether or not they wish to change, or to be 

fully informed about the consequences of such choices (p.232).” Working to empower 

groups that advocate for themselves mitigates this concern somewhat by ensuring that 

they are in charge of the change effort. 

A facilitative approach to community organizing is the most compatible with 

empowerment practice and the least fraught with ethical concerns, followed by re-

education (educating for a critical consciousness) (Harper, 1993). Community organizing 

is not consistent with empowerment practice if it is driven by the practitioner on behalf of 

their clients, according to the practitioner’s definitions for community member concerns 

and potential remedies for those concerns, or attempts are made by the practitioner to 

persuade and/or coerce clients to engage in social and political change efforts. Language 

should also reflect this community-led orientation in empowerment practice. The terms 

“organizer” for the practitioner and “organizing” for social work practice for instance, are 

not appropriate for practice that follows empowerment practice guidelines and values 

because they imply that the practice is practitioner-led. Rather, the terms “community 

practice” and “community practitioner” are more suitable.   
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Community Practice as Group Work   

 Communities of people are made up of groups who have relationships with one 

another and exchange resources, making group work an indispensable part of community 

practice (Bakalinsky, 1995). In social networks, relationships and interactions are not 

distributed evenly. Inevitably cliques of people develop among those who are closer and 

friendlier with one another, creating clusters of relationships (subgroups) (Bakalinsky, 

1995; Buchanan, 2002; Galaskiewicz, 1989). Power between subgroups is not evenly 

distributed, with some groups occupying more central roles in the social network than 

other groups (Everett & Borgatti, 2005). Certain individuals act as bridges, connecting 

the subgroups into one relatively cohesive social network (Burt, 2001). A community 

practitioner must navigate among these subgroups and bridges, striving to facilitate 

interactions within and between community cliques that have different levels of power in 

their community (Bakalinsky, 1995; Everett & Borgatti, 2005). The principles and 

practices guiding group work can be used by a community practitioner to facilitate 

interactions among the members of individual subgroups or between different subgroups 

across the whole community, helping to foster a cohesive social network to better meet 

their community’s needs (Bakalinsky, 1995). 

According to Toseland and Rivas (2005), there are three kinds of task groups that 

are designed to meet community needs (rather than individual or organizational needs): 

social action groups, coalitions, and delegate councils. The focus here is on the first two, 

social action groups and coalitions, which are compatible with empowerment community 

practice. Social action groups are collections of community members (frequently 

disadvantaged members) who engage in planning and action to change their physical or 
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social environment for the benefit of group members and the community as a whole. 

Examples of social action groups are: a group of elders in a ommunity advocating for 

increased police protection, a tenants group seeking support to build a playground, or a 

group of community leaders trying to increase African American access to mental health 

facilities. Coalitions are larger, less stable collections of individuals, organizations, and 

groups who have common ideologies and ideals, and who attempt to maximize their 

social and political impact by sharing their resources and expertise to achieve common 

goals, believing that they cannot autonomously achieve their goals. In coalitions, it is 

particularly important to resolve conflict, share resources fairly, and maintain productive 

member relationships because the members balance their autonomy with the collective 

actions, goals, and interests of the group. Examples of coalitions include: a group of 

family planning agencies and health clinics promoting pro-choice legislation, a group of 

community agencies who raise community awareness of the need for a teen recreation 

center, and a group of business, community, or civic leaders who explore ways of 

reducing racial tensions in an urban area. In this study, the anti-Iraq War 

interorganizational network is considered to be a coalition of organizations with common 

ideologies and ideals seeking to maximize their political and social impact, according to 

the definition of coalition presented by Toseland and Rivas.  

A particularly good model for facilitating social action groups and coalitions 

using empowerment theory is the ‘self-directed groupwork’ model proposed by 

Mullender and Ward (1991). In self-directed groupwork, five practice guidelines provide 

the foundation for the facilitator and the members: 1) refusing to accept negative labels 

for each other and valuing each other’s strengths; 2) participation is voluntary, everyone 
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has a right to be heard, and everyone gets to contribute to the groups agenda and actions; 

3) complex problems stemming from oppression call for change efforts to be 

simultaneously directed at both individuals and social systems; 4) the collective power of 

the group is greater than that of individual group members alone; and 5) the group must 

challenge oppression in all its forms, group workers are facilitators, not leaders, who 

share the facilitation of the group with the members, and the group members should 

model their non-elitist values, as per empowerment theory. While the individual goals of 

self-directed groups vary in accordance with their context and unique concerns, all 

groups examine how oppression affects their lives and is embedded in their relationships, 

communities, and society, ultimately challenging this oppression by taking social and/or 

political action to confront it. As the group coalesces and matures, the worker takes a less 

central role and progressively gives the group members more responsibility for 

facilitating it, until the group is able to function autonomously and the worker becomes a 

consultant and resource for it, rather than a facilitator.  

It is important to note, that other types of self-managed, self-facilitated, and self-

sustaining groups, including some self-help groups, operate according to different 

practice principles, using paternalistic processes in some cases. For instance, some drug 

abstinence self-help groups are paternalistic when group members accept negative labels 

for one another, focus on member limitations, neglect the importance of societal 

influences on members’ behaviors, and use coercive social pressure to get members to 

think, feel, and act a certain way (Vaillant, 1997). Many groups may have both 

paternalistic and empowering qualities. An empowerment community practitioner must 

decide if they will work with paternalistic groups in the community and in what capacity.    
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 When mobilizing constituents in a coalition or social action group opposing 

oppression, community practitioners may work with both natural groups that bring 

themselves together, emerging from the community social structure, and formed groups, 

which the practitioner brings together, helps facilitate, and nurtures (Toseland & Rivas, 

2005). In formed groups, the practitioner recruits the members and helps them establish 

their own values, norms, language, history, political structure, and relational systems. 

Natural groups have already established their own values, norms, language, history, 

political structure, and relational systems, and the involvement of the community 

practitioner should reflect their status as mature groups by taking the role of a consultant, 

a resource for the group, or a collaborator, rather than a more central role like a facilitator 

(Henderson & Thomas, 2002; Rivera & Erlich, 1998). Functional mature groups have 

free and open discussions and responsible members, who are highly involved in the 

group, share responsibilities fairly, trust one another, express diverse viewpoints, and 

reflect on the group’s performance (Bakalinsky, 1995).  

Indigenous group leaders and facilitators naturally emerge from the structure of 

social networks, mature social groups, and the functioning of communities (Alinsky, 

1989; Buchanan, 2002; Rivera & Erlich, 1998). When working with natural groups, 

community practitioners must identify the pre-existing leaders and facilitators of the 

social action group or coalition that they are working with, along with any subgroups, 

while learning about the group’s values, norms, language, history, political structure, and 

relational systems, in order to understand how to work with community members, learn 

how best to support them, and ensure that any support is warranted and helpful (Gutierrez 

& Lewis, 1998; Henderson & Thomas, 2000; Rivera & Erlich, 1998; Shaffer et al., 2004). 
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In this study, indigenous facilitators are identified in the Twin Cities’ anti-Iraq War 

nonprofit network by getting research participants to identify individuals responsible for 

various facilitation functions. Empowerment community practitioners can support 

indigenous leaders and facilitators by offering to develop their leadership, advocacy, 

facilitation, and communication skills, or the skills of the group members (Alinsky, 1989; 

Gutierrez & Lewis, 1998; Lee, 1996; Mattessich & Monsey, 1997; Rivera & Erlich, 

1998; Simon, 1994). Some specific skills that could prove helpful include: agenda and 

meeting planning, providing mutual aid and support for other group members, facilitating 

discussions, employing various decision-making procedures, managing opinion and 

personality conflicts, solving problems as a group, relating to the media, writing policy 

recommendations, navigating the political process and political decision makers, 

planning and conducting protests, developing the group’s norms and vision, educating for 

critical consciousness, and researching oppression, community needs, and the group’s 

performance (Alinsky, 1989; Dluhy, 1981; Lee, 1996; Rivera & Erlich, 1998; Toseland & 

Rivas, 2005).  

Any evaluation of empowerment community practice should extend the process 

of empowering the community members, involving them in the evaluation of the process, 

practice outcomes, and group facilitation (Parsons, 1998; Mullender & Ward, 1991). 

Empowerment evaluation research is a kind of action research (as indicated in the 

definition provided in Chapter 1), involving the community members themselves as 

evaluators to minimize power differences between them and the practitioner, empowering 

them, and ensuring that the evaluation is responsive to their needs (Parsons, 1998; Sohng, 

1998). The evaluation should ideally be an extension of the process of group member 
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interaction and involve group discussion, as a part of the ongoing development of the 

coalition or social action group (Mullender & Ward, 1991). This research can be 

participatory when the community members conduct research and analyze the resultant 

data with the practitioner, gaining research skills through their involvement (Parsons, 

1998; Mullender & Ward, 1991; Sohng, 1998). Some central evaluation questions can 

come directly out of empowerment theory values, including: To what extent do members 

feel that they have gained more self-determination? To what extent have empowerment 

values been respected in the coalition or social action group? To what extent have social 

and political systems become less oppressive and more responsive to the groups concerns 

(Mullender & Ward, 1991)? Any documentation coming out of an evaluation of 

empowerment community members should be made available to them in language that 

they understand, to allow them to enhance their work together (Parsons, 1998). In this 

study, I solicited the input of the research participants in a focus group after completing 

data analysis to give them the opportunity to reflect on the findings and provide their 

interpretations of them, ensuring that the report summarizing the research findings was 

useful, helpful, and accessible.   

 This study considers the anti-Iraq War nonprofit network in the Twin Cities to be 

a task group with little political influence (a coalition as defined by Toseland and Rivas, 

2005), who could benefit from empowering research to maximize their influence. The 

network represented disadvantaged Iraqis that lacked political representation and 

influence. Iraqis, who are from the global South, were considered in this study to be 

disadvantaged and oppressed by the American military and the global systems 

dominating them as inhabitants of the global South (Kinchloe & McLaren, 2000). 
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Toseland and Rivas (2005) suggest that the facilitation functions that were tested in this 

study (including: making logistical arrangements, providing social support, facilitating 

participatory discussion, participatory decision-making, and resolving conflict) should 

improve the effectiveness and performance of task groups (as indicated in this study by 

the levels of interorganizational coordination and trust in the network).  

The anti-Iraq War nonprofit network in the Twin Cities was regarded as a mature, 

natural group and the data collected were intended to uncover who the indigenous 

facilitators were in the coalition, the extent that they were responsible for individual 

facilitation functions, the extent to which these functions were carried out, and the extent 

to which these arrangements resulted in interorganizational coordination and trust. The 

role of the researcher in this study was as a supporter and a resource for the anti-Iraq War 

nonprofit network, providing them with data and analysis to assist them in improving the 

performance of their network and, consequently, their impact. It would have been ideal to 

offer the network members skills training based upon the findings of this research, but as 

this was a research project, training was only recommended, though perhaps this would 

be a possibility in the future. However, the research sought to identify both facilitation 

strengths in the network and potential areas that the network could develop further. 

Consistent with evaluation methods in empowerment community practice, the anti-Iraq 

War network members provided feedback on the research findings in a meeting, 

conducted as a group evaluation process, and received a report on the research findings 

(see Appendix D: “Preliminary Findings Report”). The findings were presented in 

understandable terms, and the focus group meeting allowed the researcher to respond to 

the feedback of the research participants, clarify anything that members had difficulty 
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understanding, and bring out any insights that added to or altered the original 

interpretation of the findings.    

Conclusion 

 Taken as a whole, the traditions of empowerment theory, group work, advocacy, 

and community organizing, provide a vision for empowerment community practice in 

social work, with community members leading change efforts rather than the practitioner. 

Empowerment theory can help guide social work practitioners working with social action 

groups and coalitions. Empowerment community practice calls for social work to be 

client-led, with social workers taking the role of facilitator in formed groups or resource, 

supporter, and/or consultant in natural groups. Community practitioners in these roles can 

support disadvantaged individuals and groups who advocate for themselves, choosing 

their own terms, their own understandings for their concerns, their own remedies for 

those concerns, and their own means to struggle for social and political change. In the 

process, group members can gain a sense of their own power as individuals and as a 

group, achieving greater self-determination while creating wider social and political 

change. The evaluation of community empowerment practice should extend and build on 

these processes by involving members in the research and making any evaluation 

documentation available to them, stated in understandable terms. The ‘self-directed 

groupwork’ model provides a set of values and practice guidelines for working with 

disempowered or aggrieved communities. Natural, pre-existing groups should be thought 

of as mature groups with indigenous facilitators. Understanding a natural group’s values, 

norms, language, history, political structure, and relational systems is necessary before 

working with them, to determine how to best support their work. 
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This study considers the anti-Iraq War network in the Twin Cities to be a natural 

group that is coalition of disadvantaged individuals who struggle against Iraqi oppression, 

facilitating, managing, and sustaining their own network. Empowerment theory therefore 

provides practice guidelines that help to establish an empowering researcher role in this 

study. Social workers, particularly community practitioners, interested in supporting an 

anti-war network (which is consistent with the values of the social work profession), 

could use empowerment theory as a guide for practice. This means acting as a resource 

and consultant for the network, rather than a leader.  

Consistent with empowerment theory, this study identifies the natural facilitators 

in the Twin Cities’ anti-Iraq War nonprofit network and investigates how facilitation 

processes affect the performance of their group. However, the study stops short of 

providing training for the network leaders and members because it is a research project, 

and not community practice. Training members as a means of increasing their self-

determination is, of course, an important element of empowerment practice. However, 

the network members were given the study’s findings in understandable terms, with an 

opportunity to discuss them further as a group, in the hopes that they could determine 

how they could improve their communications network or if they could benefit from any 

training in the future. In fact, the research participants indicated that their opportunity to 

reflect on their network facilitation processes was a useful and helpful undertaking in and 

of itself. Also, in accordance with empowerment theory, the opportunity to participate in 

the interpretation of the research findings in a focus group discussion ensured that the 

study participants helped to evaluate the research findings and enhance them, by sharing 

their insights and discussing any findings that needed further clarification. 
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Chapter 3: 

The General Context for the Study: Social Movement Scholarship 

 

 

Introduction 

 This study examines interorganizational communication patterns among Twin 

Cities nonprofits taking action to oppose the Iraq War. Thus, the study takes place in the 

context of a type of social movement. Specifically, the study considers facilitation 

patterns among some individual representatives of certain nonprofits within the broader 

Twin Cities peace movement. Social movement scholarship therefore provides certain 

insights that influenced the study’s conclusions and the findings given to the study 

participants, as well as offering a tradition of scholarship within which to nestle the 

study’s findings. This chapter provides an overview of social movement scholarship, 

emphasizing cultural approaches that scholars have used to understand social movements. 

A definition of social movements is discussed, followed by a rationale for emphasizing 

cultural approaches in peace movement scholarship and an examination of some cultural 

approaches to social movement scholarship. Three central features of social movements 

are then considered: social networks and mobilization structures (the social movement 

structure), social movement ideology, frames, and the social construction of meaning (the 

social movement superstructure), and collective identities and repertoires in social 

movements (the social movement infrastructure). This is followed by an investigation of 

social movement contexts (called the ‘environment’ in organizational scholarship) and 

the chapter concludes with a discussion of social movement outcomes and endings.  
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General Definition of Social Movements 

 Social movements are actors in social conflicts but they are difficult to define 

because they are quite variable and different scholars coming from different disciplines 

have used their unique theoretical orientations to define them (Diani, 2008, 2003a). They 

are often even difficult to identify as a “social movement” because they have pluralistic 

participants, goals, and priorities which are sometimes incompatible or in conflict with 

one another (McAdam et al., 1996; Meyer, 2005). Over the history of social movement 

scholarship, certain explanatory and descriptive theoretical themes have gained more 

prominence, only to be later de-emphasized as competing themes have gained 

prominence and the body of scholarship has grown.  

Prior to the late 60s, social movements were considered to be collective psycho-

social responses to shared grievances or social breakdowns (the social system was de-

legitimated and changes were demanded of it), which gave rise to social unrest, irrational 

crowd behavior, widespread panics, and riots (Blumer, 2008; Buechler, 2007; Goodwin 

et al., 2007; Klandermans, 2008, 1992; McAdam et al., 1996; McCarthy & Zald, 1977; 

Mueller, 1992; Oliver & Johnston, 2005; Piven & Cloward, 1992, 1979; Tarrow, 1998; 

Zald, 1992). This theoretical orientation was criticized for ignoring the relatively stable 

nature of grievances in society over time, while social movements came and went, and 

made social movements seem overly emotional and irrational. Hence, in the late 1960s, 

theorists developed resource mobilization theory (social movements originate when the 

requisite resources are brought together by an aggrieved group) (Gamson, 1992; Jenkins, 

2008; Klandermans, 1992; Knoke, 1990; McCarthy & Zald, 1977; Mueller, 1992; 

Tindall, 2007; Oliver & Johnston, 2005). Resource mobilization by social movement 
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constituents was thought to take place in the context of a political opportunity structure 

(the political environment’s capacity to enable or constrain social movements) and 

political opportunity structure scholarship developed concurrently, emphasizing the 

structural aspects of social movements (McAdam et al., 1996; Melucci, 1989; Tarrow, 

1998, 1996).  

As resource mobilization and political opportunity structure theories became 

dominant in the 1970s, theorists noted that “meaning”, agency, and psycho-social social 

movement dynamics were minimized and, as a response, framing theories (cognitive 

social movements schema explaining social movement development) began to gain 

currency in the 1980s (Conway, 2006; Gamson, 1992; Klandermans, 2008; Mueller, 

1992; Oliver & Johnston, 2005; Piven & Cloward, 1992; Tarrow, 1998; Zald, 1992). 

Since the development of framing theories, “meaning” in social movement scholarship 

has expanded, with scholars considering the culture and collective identity of social 

movement participants, reconsidering societal breakdown theories in the context of the 

political opportunity structure, and developing micromobilization scholarship (specific 

individual interactions that encourage social movement participation) (Buechler, 2007; 

Conway, 2006; Gamson 1992; Goodwin et al., 2007; McAdam et al., 1996; Piven & 

Cloward, 1992; Williams, 2007).  

While is clear that social movements represent unique reactions to particular 

social circumstances (Piven & Cloward, 1979), there has been some continuity between 

the social phenomena identified as ‘social movements’ since the mid 18th century in 

Western Europe, when national collectivities began using tactics such as demonstrations, 

strikes, and petitions to react to circumstances brought about by industrialization, contact 
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with new cultures, instability in political power, and resource distribution inequities 

(Kriesi, 2007; Meyer, 2005; Tarrow, 1998; Tilly, 2008, 2005; Tilly & Wood, 2003). In 

the mid 18th century, the increased use of the printing press allowed information to be 

more easily distributed to more literate populations, who more closely associated in 

organizations and associations, creating a greater potential for previously disconnected 

individuals to politicize and collectivize their individual concerns, demonstrating their 

worthiness, credibility, numbers, and unity (Tarrow, 1998; Tilly, 2008, 2005; Tilly & 

Wood, 2003). In recent times, social movements in Western countries have become more 

pluralistic and increasingly common, with greater numbers of people participating in 

them, though this upward trend has varied from country to country (Kriesi, 1996; 

Putnam, 2000; Snow et al., 2007).   

 Frequently social movements are thought to be aligned with the political left (e.g. 

Flacks, 1995), but many successful movements in recent years have come from the 

political right (e.g. evangelical movements) (e.g. Putnam, 2000) or have come about as 

countermovements responding to leftist social movements (e.g. Whittier, 2007), and 

many social movements have become more professionalized and less radical in recent 

years (e.g. Kriesi, 1996). To accomplish their goals, professionalized social movements 

tend to emphasize “insider” tactics such as lobbying, building relationships with 

politicians, initiating court cases and testifying in congressional hearings to a greater 

extent, rather than resorting “outsider” tactics like demonstrations, strikes, and petitions, 

becoming an accepted part of the policy process in order to provide alternative visions for 

problems and constituencies, agenda and priority setting, resource allotments, and policy 

implementation (Batterbury, 2003; Baumgartner & Mahoney, 2005; Harper, 1993; 
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Jenness et al., 2005; Kriesi, 1996; McAdam et al., 2001; Meyer, 2005; Mettler, 2005; 

Saunders, 2007; Taylor & Van Dyke, 2007). The distinction between insider and outsider 

tactics is an important one for social movement scholars as many theorists have equated 

the visible social movements emphasizing “outsider” tactics with social movements. 

Outsider tactics such as demonstrations, petitions, and strikes have become an important 

part of the policy process, demonstrating numerical support for a movement and 

providing novel dramatic, non-institutional forms of political participation, but they are 

part of a range of strategies available to social movements (della Porta & Diani, 2006; 

Taylor & Van Dyke, 2007). Less visible insider tactics may also provide important 

strategies for social movements and may even be the primary milieu for collective action 

in certain social movements (Batterbury, 2003; Baumgartner & Mahoney, 2005; Harper, 

1993; Jenness et al., 2005; Kriesi, 1996; McAdam et al., 2001; Meyer, 2005; Mettler, 

2005; Saunders, 2007; Taylor & Van Dyke, 2007). Insider tactics demand a unique set of 

political skills, knowledge, and relationships with political actors that are not always 

available to social movement actors, but professionalized social movements using 

predominantly insider tactics have become increasingly common and effective in 

attaining their goals, though they often compromise their aims, accomplishing more 

moderate goals than movements that emphasize outsider strategies, which more easily 

retain their radical goals and movement “purity” (Amenta, 2005; Kriesi, 1996; Mettler, 

2005; Oliver & Marwell, 1992; Putnam, 2000).  

 Overall, social movement theorists have tended to emphasize the political means 

and aims of social movements over cultural means and aims, equating social movements 

with outsider tactics and movement participants engaging in contentious politics to create 
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social change. Consensus movements, with 80-90% attitudinal support in a society (e.g. 

Mother’s Against Drunk Driving), may not even have organized opponents and may 

remain apolitical, working for social change via social services and education (McCarthy 

& Wolfson, 1992; Mueller, 1992; Schwartz & Paul, 1992). Other social movements, like 

veganism, may not engage in the political process and have little to no organizational 

representation or resource mobilization because the social changes demanded by the 

movement are personal lifestyle changes (Cherry, 2006). Social movements cannot 

simply be seen as simply political in nature when the social change that is sought and the 

means used to achieve that change can be cultural as well as political. Piven and Cloward 

(1979) refer to a collectivity employing outsider tactics to induce social change as a 

“protest movement,” but because social movements can also use insider and cultural 

tactics, a broader definition of “social movement” should include these strategies as well. 

Using a broader definition, the structure of the social movement should likewise be 

inclusive, including: core activists who strategize, plan, and organize movement 

activities, adherents who participate in outsider activities, and other individuals, groups, 

and organizations engaging in insider and cultural strategies that support the movement 

(see figure 3.1) (Harper, 1993; McCarthy & Zald, 1977; Passy & Giugni, 2001).       

Various theorists have depicted social movements as: political networks (Knoke, 

1990b), mass opinions (Melucci, 1989), arguments against prevailing common sense 

views (Billig, 1995), bundles of narratives (Fine, 1995), dense relational networks (Diani, 

2007), conversations and discourse with opponents (Mische, 2003), collectivities that co-

opt civic and state infrastructure to serve their purposes (McCarthy & Wolfson, 1992), 

and the list goes on. Ultimately, a central feature of social movements is that they provide 
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individuals and groups with minority views, limited power, and limited access to the 

political system a means for bringing attention to their collective concerns and potential 

remedies for those concerns (Diani, 2003a; Gamson, 1975; Jenness et al., 2005; Meyer, 

2005). In recent times, social movements have become global in scope, drawing on 

global constituents and challenging transnational political institutions and multinational 

corporations (Chesters & Welsh, 2006; Conway, 2006; della Porta & Tarrow, 2008; 

Smith, 2007). These aspects of social movements are considered in the following general, 

inclusive definition of social movements: 

collectivities acting with some degree of organization and continuity 
outside of institutional or organizational channels for the purpose of 
challenging or defending extant authority, whether it is institutionally or 
culturally based, in the group, organization, societal, or world order of 
which they are a part (Snow et al., 2007).  
 

It is important to note that this definition illustrates that social movements challenge 

authorities and achieve their goals both politically and culturally. Examples of social 

movements include: the women’s movement (e.g. Taylor and Whittier, 1995), the labor 

movement (e.g. Clemens, 1996), the environmental movement (e.g. Diani, 2003b), the 

civil rights movement (e.g. McAdam, 1986), and the peace movement (e.g. Lofland & 

Marullo, 1990). 

A Cultural Approach for Social Movement Analysis in the Peace Movement 

 This study focuses specifically on the peace movement. A cultural emphasis is 

appropriate for analyzing the peace movement because national defense and foreign 

policy are among the most insulated policy domains as they are so central to national 

interest concerns, and policy impacts from the peace movement have therefore been few, 

hard to prove, and limited in scope (Chatfield, 1992; Giugni, 2004; Lofland & Marullo, 
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1990; Marullo & Meyer, 2007; Molander & Molander, 1990; Meyer, 1990). In fact, the 

peace movement has utilized little to no legal tactics in pursuit of policy aims (McCarthy, 

1996). Outcomes that have tended to be more accessible for the peace movement have 

been: receiving political recognition and legitimacy, achieving public support and 

legitimacy, providing novel and dramatic stories for the media, and changing personal 

and community values (della Porta & Diani, 2006). In addition, many peace movement 

participants prefer to seek personal empowerment rather than strategically attempting to 

influence policy (Chatfield, 1992; Rogne & Harper, 1990). Though both political and 

cultural change are sought by the peace movement, cultural change is emphasized to a 

greater extent here, to better match the goals and strategies of the peace movement 

(Chatfield, 1992; Marullo & Meyer, 2007; Meyer, 1990; Rogne & Harper, 1990). 

 Various theorists have considered the peace movement or other social movements 

to be countercultures of groups that stand against dominant cultures, cultures of 

resistance, or subcultures resisting the societal status quo (della Porta & Diani, 2006; 

Evans & Boyte, 1992; Fantasia & Hirsch, 1995; Habermas, 2008; Melucci, 1989; Taylor 

& Whittier, 1995). Social movement activities thus take place within a wider context of 

cultural conflicts and change (Fantasia & Hirsch, 1995; Habermas, 2008; Johnston & 

Klandermans, 1995; Melucci, 1996; Rochon, 1998; Taylor & Whittier, 1995; Touraine, 

2008; Williams, 2007). There are a wide range of definitions of culture but in social 

movement research, cultures are frequently considered to be the full set of values, norms, 

understandings and beliefs, language (including linguistic codes and symbols), rituals, 

and cultural artifacts utilized by members of society or social movement participants 

(Johnston & Klandermans, 1995; Rochon, 1998; Williams, 2007; Zald, 1996). For social 
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movement participants, these elements are represented by collective identities and 

ideologies in social movements (Diani, 2008; Melucci, 2008; 1996; 1989; Offe, 2008; 

Swindler, 1995; Taylor & Van Dyke, 2007; Williams, 2007). These cultural features take 

place in the networks of relationships in which social movement participants participate, 

both within the movement and outside of it (della Porta & Diani, 2006; Diani, 2008, 

2007, 2003a, 2003b, 2003c; Fantasia & Hirsch, 1995; McAdam, 2003; Melucci, 2008; 

Mische, 2003; Williams, 2007). Both social movement and wider societal cultures 

provide cultural resources that the social movement can draw upon (Swindler, 1995).  

All cultures exhibit a universal cultural pattern. They are built upon an 

infrastructure of subsistence patterns, a structure of the political economy, and a 

superstructure of intellectual life (Harris, 1987). In this study, social movement culture is 

considered to have the same universal pattern but the infrastructure, structure, and 

superstructure are defined differently to better accord with the social movement context. 

In this study, the infrastructure of social movement culture is considered to be the 

collective identity of the participants, which provides the foundation for social 

movements and is arguably the most fundamental feature of a social movement (Fine, 

1995; Gamson, 1992; Klandermans, 1992; Melucci, 1989; Mueller, 1992). When social 

movement participants interact with each other and society, their collective identity 

evolves and manifests itself as a social “repertoire” of strategies for dramatizing their 

concerns, getting public attention and support, and disseminating their values (della Porta 

& Diani, 2006; McAdam et al., 2001; McCarthy et al., 1996; Tarrow, 2008; 1998; 1992; 

Taylor & Van Dyke, 2007; Tilly, 2008, 2005; Zald, 1996). Social movements also take 

place within a structure of relational networks, which provide conduits for information 
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flow, social support and solidarity, and the transmission of social movement culture 

(della Porta & Diani, 2006; Diani, 2008, 2007, 2003a, 2003b, 2003c; Fantasia & Hirsch, 

1995; McAdam, 2003; Melucci, 2008; Mische, 2003; Williams, 2007). Over time, social 

movement networks provide the movement with the social capital that is the basis for 

mobilizing structures for recruiting participants and acquiring resources (della Porta & 

Diani, 2006; Diani, 2003b; Jenkins, 2008; Knoke, 1990; McAdam, 1986; McCarthy, 

1996; McCarthy & Zald, 1977; Oberschall, 2008; Snow et. al., 1980). The superstructure, 

the intellectual life of social movement culture, is provided by a movement’s ideology 

(Evans, 2008; Klandermans, 2007; Oliver & Johnston, 2005; Snow & Benford, 1992; 

Tarrow, 1992; Zald, 1996). Over time, the social movement’s ideology is used to produce 

meaning, which is contested in the broader society, providing the basis for the social 

construction of meaning (Conway, 2006; Gamson, 1992; Johnston & Klandermans, 1995; 

McCarthy, 1996; McCarthy et al., 1996; Melucci, 1989; Noakes & Johnston, 2005; 

Snow, 2007; Williams, 2007; Zald, 1996). Thus, the constituent components of social 

movement cultures include: collective identities, social networks, and ideologies, which 

can also be viewed dynamically as: repertoires, mobilization structures, and the social 

construction of meaning. These categories are presented here as distinct for analytical 

clarity but distinguishing between participant identities, ideologies, and social networks is 

arbitrary because these features interact and are not immediately distinguishable from one 

another in day-to-day interactions among the social movement participants. 

Certain social movement scholars have emphasized culture more in their analysis 

of social movements than others. ‘New social movement’ scholars from Europe, such as 

Melucci (2008, 1996, 1989), Touraine (2008), Offe (2008), and Habermas (2008), have 
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emphasized the cultural aspects of contemporary social movements in Western 

democratic societies in their scholarship. New social movement scholars assume that 

current social movements are no longer based upon distinctions between societal classes 

or political parties, but rather are based upon social movement participants’ (who are 

often middle-class) struggles to define themselves, defend their threatened lifestyles, and 

live self-regulating lives in civil society, free from governmental or societal intervention 

(e.g. the peace movement, the environmental movement, GLBT movements, lifestyle 

movements like veganism, or conservative movements like countermovements, the tea 

party movement, not in my backyard movements, the pro-life movement, etc.) (Melucci, 

2008, 1996, 1989; Touraine, 2008; Offe, 2008; Habermas, 2008). This de-emphasizes 

societal hierarchy in social movement claims-making, which becomes “classless,” 

blurring the traditional distinctions between public and private life, creating “the politics 

of “I,” and highlighting cultural contradictions and cultural means to transform society to 

accommodate the alternative “lifeworlds” of social movement participants (Ansell, 2003; 

Habermas, 2008; Harper, 1993; Melucci, 1996; 1989; Touraine, 2008). In this sense, 

creating a collective identity for social movement participants is an end in itself, 

improving the quality of life for all social movement participants and providing 

alternative lifestyles for other members of society (Habermas, 2008; Melucci, 2008, 

1996, 1989; Taylor & Van Dyke, 2007; Williams, 2007). There are, of course, certain 

social movements that remain focused on overturning traditional class-based forms of 

oppression (e.g. workers movements), often with many or most activists coming from 

lower socio-economic strata or communities of color (e.g. the current immigrant rights 

movement in the United States).  
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In the United States, Rochon (1998) has developed a cultural model to analyze 

social movements and other scholars have developed the concept of “framing” to 

understand social movement ideologies (e.g. Snow et al., 1986). Rochon’s (1998) cultural 

model stresses the importance of social movements’ attempts to change societal culture 

by challenging prevailing values, cultural symbols, and language, disseminating social 

movement values, cultural symbols, and language based on movement ideology. In this 

model, cultural change may or may not lead to political change. Rochon distinguishes 

between social movements which are essentially cultural, and political movements, which 

seek primarily to impact public policy through protest. Other social movement scholars 

emphasizing the cultural elements of social movements have developed framing theory. 

The central concept in framing scholarship is the “frame”, which is an interpretive 

schema (including both actions and words) used for perceiving, punctuating, labeling, 

and identifying concepts in the world, that originates from social movement ideology  

(McAdam, 1996b; McAdam et al., 1996; Noakes & Johnston, 2005; Snow, 2007; Snow 

& Benford, 1992; Snow et al., 1986). An example of a frame is “the US should get out of 

the Iraq War now.” Frames are situational and flexible but they are less complex, 

shallower ideas than an ideology, which provides social movement participants with a 

more elaborated theory and value system (Oliver & Johnston, 2005; Tarrow, 1992). 

When social movements are considered to be primarily cultural, social change is 

thought to come about when social movement participants innovate their tactics, their 

frames, and societal values, diffusing them throughout the broader society through 

networks of relationships. Diffusion occurs when one culture (e.g. a social movement as a 

culture of resistance) spreads values and ideas to another culture (e.g. the broader society) 
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(Harris, 1987). As social movement frames, values, tactics, and collective identities 

spread better throughout a society via relationships than through the media, the network 

ties of social movement participants become the primary conduits to spread desired social 

changes throughout society (Centola & Macy, 2007; Dal Fiore, 2007; Knoke, 1990b; 

McAdam, 2003; Oliver & Myers, 2003; Soule, 2007). Weak ties tend to spread messages 

much further throughout a society, so social movements with heterogeneous participants 

cast wider nets of weak ties and are at a relative advantage in spreading their frames, 

values, tactics, and identities (Diani, 2007; Knoke, 1990b; Nichols, 2008). In this way, 

social movements spread a consciousness of their collective identities and ideologies 

throughout society, initiating grassroots cultural change (Evans, 2008; Soule, 2007). Such 

“complex contagions” spread best when a potential “adopter” receives the same message 

from several different sources, so not only do social movement participants need to 

connect to non-participants to spread their consciousness, but ideally multiple 

participants should have relational ties to potential “adopters” (Centola & Macy, 2007; 

Dal Fiore, 2007). For simple information transmission from a social movement, 

individual weak ties may prove sufficient, however (Centola & Macy, 2007; Soule, 

2007). Diffusion is not sufficient to explain all of the transmission of social movement 

frames, values, tactics, collective identities, and information from movements to society 

though, and the media and organizational emulation also have important roles in 

diffusion, particularly in peak periods of movement activity (McAdam, 2003; Oliver & 

Myers, 2003; Soule, 2007).   
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Social Movement Networks and Mobilizing Structures      

 Most social movement network structures are more complex than a simple, 

unified collectivity, tied cohesively tied together in a network of relationships. A social 

movement consists of a network of networks, with relational clusters that are held 

together by both strong and weak ties, which provides the context for the thoughts, 

feelings, and behaviors of social movement participants (Chesters & Welsh, 2006; Gould, 

2003). Individual activists, social movement organizations (SMOs), as well as local, 

national, and international groups within social movements all communicate and 

exchange resources among their closest ties, which are knit together by bridges of weak 

ties (della Porta & Diani, 2006; Diani, 2007, 2003c; Klandermans, 1992; Knoke, 1990b; 

McAdam, 2003; McCarthy, 1996; McCarthy & Zald, 1977; Oberschall, 2008). Both 

practical and cultural resources are exchanged in social movement networks, but cultural 

resources are the most important resources exchanged, though they are sometimes 

contested and are not necessarily exchanged without conflict and contention between 

demographically, politically, ideologically, organizationally, and interpersonally 

homophilous social movement factions (Batterbury, 2003; Diani, 2003a, 2003b, 2003c; 

Fantasia & Hirsch, 1995; McAdam, 2003; Vasi, 2004). Values, tactics, frames, ideology, 

and social support are exchanged in these social movement networks of high density 

information, linking social movement participants to each other and the broader society 

(Diani, 2003a; Fantasia & Hirsch, 1995; Gamson, 1992; Melucci, 2008, 1989; Mische, 

2003; Passy, 2003; Passy & Giugni, 2000; Tindall, 2007). Social movement members are 

socialized in a movement’s networks, contributing to the formation of a sense of 

solidarity, a feeling that the collective is a “we”, and a generalized state of preparedness 
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for collective action (della Porta & Diani, 2006; Diani, 2003c; Gamson, 1975; Oegema & 

Klandermans, 1994; Passy, 2003; Passy & Giugni, 2001, 2000; Shemtov, 2003).  

Frequently, some social movement participants are active in different social movements, 

linking together a larger community of social movements (Carroll & Ratner, 1996; Diani, 

2007, 2003b; Gould, 2003).  

 The mobilization of resources to accomplish collective social movement action is 

largely accomplished in social networks. Recruitment of people into social movements 

frequently occurs (60-90% of recruits) along pre-existing relational ties that potential 

recruits have with social movement participants and SMOs (della Porta & Diani, 2006; 

Diani, 2007, 2003a; McAdam, 1986; McAdam & Paulsen, 1993; Passy, 2003; Snow et 

al., 1980; Tarrow, 2008, 1998; Tindall, 2007). If recruitment into the social movement 

occurs due to a pre-existing relationship with a core social movement member, the recruit 

will likely be more involved in the social movement and will likely sustain their 

participation longer (Diani, 2007; Passy, 2003; Passy & Giugni, 2000; Stevenson & 

Greenberg, 2000). The more embedded a current participant is in the social movement 

network (more ties to individuals and SMOs), the more likely they are to contribute more 

time and energy to a social movement, the more collaborative attitudes they are likely to 

have, and the longer they are likely to sustain their participation (Ansell, 2003; Cherry, 

2006; della Porta & Diani, 2006; Diani, 2007, 2003b; McAdam, 1986; McAdam & 

Paulsen, 1993; Passy, 2003; Passy & Giugni, 2001, 2000; Saunders, 2007; Tarrow, 2008, 

1998; Tindall, 2002). Recruitment of individuals into social movements frequently occurs 

in places where relational density is high among like-minded, politicized individuals, 
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such as universities, churches, or urban neighborhoods (Crossley, 2008; Flacks, 1995; 

Harper, 1993; Nichols, 2008).  

This evidence suggests that it is not primarily willpower or motivation that 

initiates and sustains social movement participation, but rather participation in social 

movement networks, which provide the actual appeals to participate and the social 

pressure to participate in collective movement actions (Cherry, 2006; Diani, 2003a; 

Friedman & McAdam, 1992; Passy, 2003; Passy & Giugni, 2001, 2000). Social networks 

provide opportunities for micromobilization (the words and actions used to invite 

potential social movement participants to participate in collective social movement 

action), influencing the decision-making process of potential participants by applying 

social pressure (Gamson, 1992; Klandermans & Oegema, 1987; McAdam & Paulsen, 

1993; Oegema & Klandermans, 1994; Passy, 2003; Passy & Giugni, 2001, 2000). 

Though the data examining how the strength of movement ties impacts recruitment are 

generally inconclusive, it is likely that strong ties matter more for women or when a 

social movement is becoming less prominent, has already lost its prominence, or 

participation in the social movement is very costly or risky (Cable, 1992; Lim, 2008; 

Passy, 2003; McAdam, 1986; McAdam & Paulsen, 1993; Tindall, 2007, 2002; Tindall & 

Wellman, 2001).     

 Social movement members also frequently join or leave social movements in 

groups corresponding to demographic, ideological, organizational, interpersonal, and 

political cliques within movement networks (della Porta & Diani, 2006). Entire 

organizations (including their membership), groups of likeminded individuals, or groups 

of friends often join social movements together, in a process called ‘bloc recruitment’ 
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(Crossley, 2008; della Porta & Diani, 2006; Diani, 2007; Knoke, 1990b). Withdrawing 

from collective social movement action also frequently occurs in groups, with individuals 

who have relational ties with one another simultaneously dropping out of a movement 

together (della Porta & Diani, 2006; McAdam, 1986). Some network ties, to departing 

social movement participants or to unsupportive individuals outside the movement (like 

friends, family, or co-workers), can also impede the growth of social movements by 

influencing potential movement participants not to participate in collective movement 

actions (della Porta & Diani, 2006; Klandermans & Oegema, 1987; McAdam & Paulsen, 

1993; Oegema & Klandermans, 1994). Potential recruits also have to be available to 

participate in social movements, giving people who have family or work obligations, 

financial limitations, fewer political or organizing skills, fewer relationships with other 

social movement participants, and possess less relevant knowledge, a relative 

disadvantage in social movement participation, explaining why educated, middle-class 

students, late career professionals, and retirees are more likely to participate in many 

contemporary social movements in Western democratic societies and tend participate in 

them more deeply (Cable, 1992; Crossley, 2008; Harper, 1993; Knoke, 1990b; McAdam, 

1986; Passy, 2003; Ray et al., 2003; Snow et al., 1980; Tindall, 2007; Tindall & 

Wellman, 2001). Certain age cohorts, like the young baby boomers and the World War II 

generation also tend to participate in social movements more than other cohorts due to 

common life experiences that reinforced movement participation (Giugni, 2007; Putnam, 

2000). 
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Social Movement Ideology, Framing, and the Social Construction of Meaning 

  The ideology of a social movement consists of the complete set of frames used by 

social movement participants used to interpret their social concerns and potential 

remedies for those concerns, as well as the values and beliefs that help bind those frames 

together into a relatively cohesive framework (Snow & Benford, 1992; Zald, 1996). 

While individual frames can be considered instruments for marketing the values, beliefs, 

and meanings for a social movement, the ideological framework provides a movement 

with philosophical and theoretical underpinnings that can be acquired only through 

deeper education and socialization (Oliver & Johnston, 2005). The relative cohesiveness 

of the ideological framework leads to feelings of solidarity among movement participants 

increasing their sense of collective identity, as well as providing guidelines for strategic 

and tactical choices (Evans, 2008; Melucci, 2008; Passy & Giugni, 2001; Snow, 2007; 

Tindall, 2002). The social movement’s culture of resistance, coupled with the wider 

societal culture, provide the cultural resources to construct a social movement’s ideology 

and its particular bundle of frames (McAdam et al., 1996; Noakes & Johnston, 2005; 

Snow & Benford, 1992; Tarrow, 1992).  

While social movements provide “havens,” “liberated zones,” “social 

laboratories,” and “free spaces” for the creation of frames that highlight cultural 

contradictions in wider societal culture and provide alternatives to mainstream cultural 

visions, movement frames are still contested internally among movement members, as 

well as externally in societal discourses occurring in the media, among policy-makers, 

and in society (Benford & Snow, 2000; Conway, 2006; Evans & Boyte, 1992; Eyerman 

& Jamieson, 2008; Fantasia & Hirsch, 1995; Gamson, 1995, 1992; Gamson & Wolfsfeld, 
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1993; Johnston, 1995; Klandermans, 1992; Klandermans & Goslinga, 1996; McCarthy, 

1996; McCarthy et al., 1996; McAdam et al., 2001; Noakes & Johnston, 2005; Snow, 

2007; Zald, 1996). This interplay and contestation of ideas leads to the social 

construction of meaning and cultural innovations, offering society alternative 

interpretations of policies, social concerns, language, symbols, and cultural codes for 

public discourses, public opinion, social movement participants, and, ideally, social 

movement opponents (Conway, 2006; Johnston & Klandermans, 1995; Klandermans, 

1992; Melucci, 1989; Mueller, 1992; Snow, 2007). Mature social movements therefore 

not only attempt to consciously and strategically create meanings but also attempt to 

disseminate those meanings throughout society (Benford & Snow, 2000; Eyerman & 

Johnston, 2008; Johnston & Klandermans, 1995; McAdam, 1996b; McAdam et al., 1996; 

Noakes & Johnston, 2005; Snow & Benford, 1992; Snow et al., 1986). For a particular 

frame to spread rapidly and widely in society, it needs to resonate culturally, coming 

from a credible source, being internally consistent, making sense to a wide variety of 

people, and fitting with the life experiences of the audiences interpreting it (Benford & 

Snow, 2000; Gamson, 1995; McCarthy, 1996; Noakes & Johnston, 2005).   

Several different types of collective action frames have been identified as being 

particularly important to social movements, helping to legitimize them both internally 

and externally (Oberschall, 1996). Diagnostic frames are used to “problemitize” and 

politicize social concerns, describing how a problem is the result of injustice, identifying 

who is culpable, and suggesting the urgent need for collective action to remedy the 

concern (Benford & Snow, 2000; della Porta & Diani, 2006; McCarthy et al., 1996; 

Noakes & Johnston, 2005; Snow, 2007; Snow & Benford, 1992; Snow et al., 1986). 
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Motivational frames are used to mobilize potential participants and invigorate current 

participants by embellishing claims of injustice and aligning framed messages with their 

personal ideologies (Benford & Snow, 2000; Klandermans, 2007; Johnston & 

Klandermans, 1995; Noakes & Johnston, 2005; Snow, 2007; Snow & Benford, 1992; 

Snow et al., 1986; Tarrow, 1998; Taylor & Whittier, 1995). Social movements 

strategically align evocative social movement frames with those of potential participants 

by frame bridging (linking similar but disconnected frames), frame amplification (using 

catchy phrases and slogans), frame extension (explaining new ideas that are important to 

an intended audience), and frame transformation (completely altering old paradigms for 

social problems) (Benford & Snow, 2000; Knoke, 1990b; Noakes & Johnston, 2005; 

Snow, 2007; Snow & Benford, 1992; Snow et al., 1986). Prognostic frames provide 

potential remedies for social concerns (Benford & Snow, 2000; della Porta & Diani, 

2006; McCarthy et al., 1996; Noakes & Johnston, 2005; Snow, 2007; Snow & Benford, 

1992; Snow et al., 1986). Frames that resonate with a wide range of audiences may 

evolve into a “master frame”, which captures the attention of the media, the public, and 

social movement opponents, when originating social movements providing an 

overarching social analysis can supply a variety of social movements with diagnostic, 

motivational, or prognostic frames (e.g. civil rights in the 1960s) (Benford & Snow, 

2000; della Porta & Diani, 2006; Noakes & Johnston, 2005; Snow, 2007; Snow & 

Benford, 1992; Snow et al., 1986). It is important to note that frames may not only be or 

ideas but can also be illustrated as social movement organizational forms (Clemens, 

1996) or as “strategic dramaturgy”, actions performed to dramatize aspects of a social 

movement’s ideology (McAdam, 1996b).  
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Collective Identities, Repertoires, and Interactions in Social Movements 

 A social movement’s collective identity arises out of and gets amplified by the 

cumulative individual and organizational identities of social movement participants, their 

individual roles within the movement, social movement ideology and frames, and the 

interactions taking place in the movement’s networks of relationships (della Porta & 

Diani, 2006; Diani, 2007; McAdam, 2003; McAdam et al., 2001; Saunders, 2007; Tilly, 

2005; Vasi, 2004). A social movement identity is relatively cohesive, but like social 

movement ideology, it is negotiated and contested both inside and outside of the social 

movement and individual social movement participants have multiple, overlapping 

personal, organizational, social movement, and cross-social movement identities (local, 

regional, national, and international) (della Porta & Diani, 2006; Diani, 2007; Fine, 1995; 

Hunt & Benford, 2007; Johnston & Klandermans, 1995; Melucci, 1995; Rucht, 2007; 

Taylor & Van Dyke, 2007). A social movement identity is considered ‘collective’ but, as 

noted, the identity emerges out of and is composed of individual and organizational 

identities, roles, frames, and interactions. From the vantage point of the social movement 

participant, the networks, ideologies, and collective identities constitute the social 

movement (see figure 3.2), but from the vantage point of the individual, the social 

movement’s networks, ideologies, and collective identities are part of an individual’s 

sense of self (see figure 3.3). 

A social movement’s collective identity gives social movement participants a 

greater sense of solidarity and belonging, provides a basis for social support, trust, values, 

norms, linguistic and cultural codes, cultural practices, and movement narratives, and 

creates a feeling within social movement participants that their fate is collective and 
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shared to help them face uncertain outcomes (della Porta & Diani, 2006; Fine, 1995; 

Klandermans, 1992; Melucci, 2008; 1995; Mueller, 1992). If a collective identity has a 

high degree of salience with potential social movement participants, they believe that 

collective action can be effective in addressing their concerns, their personal actions can 

be effective within the movement, and sufficient numbers of people will be motivated to 

engage in collective action to sustain the movement (Diani, 2007; Klandermans, 2007, 

1992; Marwell & Oliver, 2008; McAdam, 1986; McAdam & Paulsen, 1993; Morris, 

1992; Passy, 2003; Rochon, 1998). Highly salient collective identities inspire greater 

commitment among current social movement participants, as well as motivating potential 

recruits (Cherry, 2006; Friedman & McAdam, 1992; Harper, 1993; Morris, 1992; Passy 

& Giugni, 2000; Rochon, 1998).    

A social movement’s collective identity represents the movement participants’ 

effort to define themselves as a collective “we”, with common visions, tactics, and 

worldviews, establish and maintain their social and membership boundaries, and establish 

a political class consciousness among the participants (Woehrle & Coy, 2000; Diani, 

2003c; Evans & Boyte, 1992; Eyerman & Jamieson, 2008; Friedman & McAdam, 1992; 

Goodwin et al., 2007; Hunt & Benford, 2007; Klandermans, 1992; Melucci, 1996, 1995, 

1989; Morris, 1992; Rochon, 1998; Taylor & Whittier, 1992). Establishing a collective 

sense of “we” is critical for social movement participants as they engage in their social 

conflict, typically against more powerful opponents, and participate in lifestyles outside 

of the mainstream, facing a society that threatens their personal and collective identities 

(Woehrle & Coy, 2000; della Porta & Diani, 2006; Gamson, 1992; Melucci, 2008, 1996, 

1995, 1989; Mueller, 1992; Rochon, 1998; Taylor & Whittier, 1992). The boundaries, 
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determining who should be included in the “we”, are negotiated on an ongoing basis, 

determined both internally by social movement participants and externally by others, 

including the media, opponents, and the general public (Hunt & Benford, 2007; Gamson, 

1995, 1992; Johnston & Klandermans, 1995; McAdam et al., 2001; Melucci, 2008; 

Rucht, 2007). The boundaries themselves vary from more inclusive, resulting in greater 

social movement participation, to more exclusive with narrower participation, giving 

movements more control over the movement, tactics, goals, and fundraising, as is the 

case with many professionalized social movements (della Porta & Diani, 2006; Friedman 

& McAdam, 1992; Tarrow, 2008; 1998). Social movement boundaries determine who are 

considered legitimate participants in a movement’s political consciousness, which gives 

them a politicized interpretation of the social world based on their common interests, 

providing a foundation for social analysis and a justification for their actions (Evans, 

2008; Hunt & Benford, 2007; Morris, 1992; Rochon, 1998; Taylor & Whittier, 1995, 

1992). This is particularly important for social movements that struggle on behalf of 

vulnerable or oppressed populations (Evans, 2008; Taylor & Whittier, 1995).  

Social movement identities manifest themselves in interactions with the public, 

the media, policy-makers, and opponents, as public expressions of solidarity and 

contestation, for pragmatic and symbolic gain (McAdam et al., 2001; Tarrow, 2008, 

1998, 1992; Tilly, 2005). The entire complement of means with which social movements 

interact with the broader society and disseminate their ideology, values, political 

consciousness, and tactics (e.g. demonstrations, strikes, and petitions), is called the social 

movement’s ‘repertoire’ (McAdam et al., 2001; McCarthy et al., 1996; Tarrow, 2008, 

1998; Taylor & Van Dyke, 2007; Tilly, 2008, 2005; Zald, 1996). More radical and 
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disruptive tactics (including violence, illegal activity, and embarrassing opponents) are 

available to social movements with few participants and resources, and they can be 

effective in helping a movement achieve desired outcomes by lending legitimacy to more 

moderate social movement participants (called the ‘radical flank effect’), but such tactics 

yield diminishing returns and can undermine sympathy for the movement (Gamson, 

2007, 1975; Koopmans, 2007; McAdam et al., 1996; Tarrow, 2008, 1998; Taylor & Van 

Dyke, 2007). Social movements engaging in more disruptive activities rely on attracting 

participants who have personal “activist” identities and people who have previously 

engaged in collective action to build and sustain the social movement (Diani, 2007; 

Friedman & McAdam, 1992; Klandermans, 1992).  

 Leadership is a particularly important individual identity within a social 

movement. The role of leadership in social movements has generated more scholarship 

than any other social movement role. While many social movement participants reject the 

notion that their social movement has “leaders”, different social movement participants 

have different levels of relational, skill-based, normative, or charismatic power in the 

social movement by virtue of their network position and differentially fulfill necessary 

leadership functions (e.g. inspiration, coordination, communication, mobilization, and 

representation) (della Porta & Diani, 2006; Diani 2003b, 2003c; Morris & Staggenborg, 

2007). The internal leadership functions of inspiration, communication, coordination, and 

mobilization of resources may be performed by different individuals than the external 

leadership function of social movement representation to the media, public, and policy-

makers, with each function requiring different, potentially competing frames (Anheier, 



 86 

2003; della Porta & Diani, 2006; Diani 2003b; Gamson & Meyer, 1996; Morris & 

Staggenborg, 2007).   

Social movement brokers function as an internal social movement leader, having 

higher levels of potential social movement influence by virtue of their network position, 

even if they do not self-identify as leaders (Diani, 2003b, 2003c). Brokers are particularly 

accessible and visible social movement participants, having a disproportionately large 

number of ties to other movement participants or linking a disproportionately large 

number of participants, SMOs, and demographic, political, ideological, organizational, 

and interpersonal movement cliques together, using their network position to bridge 

ideological divides, promote collaborative attitudes, and provide movement access to 

peripheral social movement participants (Diani, 2003b, 2003c). Political entrepreneurs in 

social movements are another type of leader, who notice opportunities or threats in the 

social movement’s context, recognize and draw ideas from broader society, and politicize 

potential social movement participants (Anheier, 2003; Crossley, 2008; Jenkins, 2008; 

Morris & Staggenborg, 2007; Tarrow, 1992). All types of social movement leaders have 

particularly important, though diverse, roles in crafting and shaping the collective identity 

of social movements.    

The Social Movement Context 

 The social networks, ideology, and collective identity that constitute a social 

movement take place within a wider societal and global context. This context largely 

determines the timing and outcomes of social movements, according to short-lived 

windows of opportunity that are difficult for social movement participants to recognize, 

though relations with the context are reciprocal and a social movement can influence its 
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context and create opportunities for itself (Gamson & Meyer, 1996; McAdam, 1996a; 

McAdam et al., 1996; Tarrow, 2008; 1998, 1996; Zdravomyslova, 1996). The context 

provides a social movement with enabling and constraining conditions that facilitate or 

inhibit a social movement from forming or expanding (McAdam, 1996a; McAdam et al., 

1996; Tarrow, 2008; 1998, 1996). Political, cultural, and social circumstances can all 

affect a social movement’s ultimate trajectory (Edwards & McCarthy, 2007; Gamson & 

Meyer, 1996; McAdam, 1996a; Rucht, 1996; Williams, 2007). For instance in the social 

context, if a social movement has limited or poor relationships with elite, political social 

actors or represents constituents who are lower in the societal social hierarchy, formation 

or expansion of the social movement can be more difficult (Rucht, 1996). In the 

economic context, a weaker economy makes acquiring social movement resources more 

challenging and can inhibit the formation or expansion of social movements (Knoke, 

1990b; McCarthy & Zald, 1977).  

 More social movement scholarship focuses on the political circumstances than 

any other context. The ‘political opportunity structure’ refers to the extent that a given 

society or policy domain is accessible or inaccessible to social movement participants, 

has shifting political actor alignments or public policies, has political actors allied with 

the social movement, has the capacity to implement a social movement’s desired policy 

changes, and has a propensity to tolerate or repress social protest (Knoke, 1990b; Kriesi, 

2007; McAdam, 1996a; McAdam et al., 1996; Rucht, 1996; Tarrow, 2008; 1998, 1996). 

Political opportunity structures that are accessible, unstable, tolerate protest, have 

political actors that can implement desired policy changes, and have potential political 

social movement allies are more favorable for a movement, facilitating movement 
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formation or expansion (della Porta & Diani, 2006; McAdam et al., 1996; Osa, 2003; 

Piven & Cloward, 1979; Rucht, 1996; Stevenson & Greenberg, 2000; Tarrow, 1996; 

Zdravomyslova, 1996).  

The most direct manifestation of the political opportunity structure on the lives of 

social movement participants is the propensity of the state to use repressive police 

measures, which provide a barometer of the political opportunity structure for social 

movement participants (della Porta, 1996; della Porta & Diani, 2006; della Porta & 

Fillieule, 2007). Though there are exceptions, generally police repression of protest in 

contemporary Western democratic societies has been decreasing over time, when 

compared to historical examples, and is less severe and direct than police repression in 

societies with other types of political systems in the East or the global South, with police 

tending to under-enforce the law, collect information, and bargain with protesters (della 

Porta & Fillieule, 2007). This has tended to the normalize protest as part of the political 

process and generally yield peaceful demonstrations that are less likely to challenge the 

societal status quo or underlying, systemic societal inequalities, though there are notable 

exceptions to this pattern (e.g. anti-globalization demonstrations in Seattle and Genoa), 

with police using “selective repression” against protesters that are deemed “bad” by the 

authorities (della Porta & Fillieule, 2007; Piven & Cloward, 1992). The fallout from the 

September 11 terrorist attacks has also influenced police repression against social 

movement participants around the world and especially in the United States, where the 

Patriot Act and the War on Terror have been used repress and justify severe police 

actions against protesters, as occurred at the 2008 Republican National Convention in St. 
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Paul, Minnesota, when the authorities used intimidation, extreme force, and subversive 

strategies against protesters and potential protesters. 

 Opportunities in the political opportunity structure tend to align with cultural 

opportunities in the cultural context and openings in the ‘discursive opportunity structure’ 

(Gamson & Meyer, 1996; Williams, 2007; Zald, 1996). A favorable cultural climate, with 

public opinion and values generally supporting a social movement, can encourage the 

formation or expansion of a social movement (Gamson & Meyer, 1996; Kriesi, 2007; 

Rucht, 1996; Williams, 2007). The discursive opportunity structure occurs in the media, 

public discourse in the courts, in legislative arenas, in public meetings, at social 

movement events, and at other written and aural public presentations, and is an important 

part of the cultural context, providing theaters for framing contests to take place and 

cultural meanings to be challenged (Gamson, 2007; Snow, 2007). The media is a primary 

venue in the discursive opportunity structure and the contestation of frames, becoming a 

party to the conflict and potentially increasing or decreasing the prominence of social 

movement frames that influence cultural and policy changes (Gamson, 2007; Gamson & 

Meyer, 1996; Oberschall, 1996; Rucht, 2007). The media can increase a social 

movement’s mobilization potential and help it reach a much wider audience, but it can 

also decrease a movement’s control over its outgoing messages and information flow, 

potentially influencing movement frames to match mainstream ideology more closely 

(Gamson, 2007). The mainstream media is often seen by social movement participants as 

supporting the frames of their opponents, while diminishing and distorting their frames 

and activities, as occurs when leftist movements refer to the ‘corporate media’ or 

movements from the right refer to the ‘liberal media’. However, the news presented in 
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alternative media (e.g. newspapers, television, or radio programming produced by 

sympathetic communities) can better align with social movement frames and visions and 

the internet provides movement participants with a direct forum for expressing their 

views to other activists and the general public.   

 Social movement participants take advantage of  opportunities in a social 

movement’s context to increase their intensity of contention, draw in political allies, 

increase the range of tactics used in their repertoire, and change their collective identity, 

which creates waves of contention over time (see figure 3.4) (Koopmans, 2007). In peaks 

of protest activity, opponents become more susceptible (with decreased power relative to 

the social movement), incentives to participate in social movement activities become 

heightened, the intensity of conflict increases (drawing in a wider range of participants, 

including: members of the public, the media, and countermovements), frames and tactics 

are innovated to a greater extent, and social movement ideologies and collective identities 

diffuse further throughout society (della Porta & Diani, 2006; Koopmans, 2007; 

McAdam et al., 2001; Tarrow, 2008, 1998; Zdravomyslova, 1996). These transformations 

occur as a result of the social movement and its opponents anticipating each others’ 

strategy, movement participants adapting to contextual changes, and the context weeding 

out ineffective movement strategies (Koopmans, 2007). Many social movements may 

benefit from a protest wave, particularly if an innovative and evocative master frame is 

very resonant and can be employed by a range of movements, sparking a cycle of protest, 

as happened in the late 1960s and early 1970s, with the civil rights frame (della Porta & 

Diani, 2006; Knoke, 1990; Koopmans, 2007; McAdam et al., 2001; McCarthy & Zald, 

1977; Oliver & Myers, 2003; Snow & Benford, 1992; Snow et al., 1986; Tarrow, 2008, 
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1998; Whittier, 2007). In troughs of protest activity, social movement networks, 

ideologies, and collective identities become less visible, and enter a latent period called 

‘abeyance’, supported only by the remaining core activists who continue to maintain the 

social movements general preparedness for the next protest wave and experiment with 

their ideology and collective identity in the meantime (della Porta & Diani, 2006; 

Koopmans, 2007; Melucci, 2008, 1989; Osa, 2003; Snow, 2007).   

 Social Movement Outcomes 

 Social movement scholars have done relatively little research on social movement 

outcomes because “success” can be very difficult to define and outcome causality can be 

almost impossible to determine (Amenta, 2005; Amenta & Caren, 2007; Giugni, 2004; 

Jenness et al., 2005). Certain scholars believe that social change occurs as a result of 

political change (giving social movement participants clearer, political opponents and 

goals), which may later result in cultural change (Gamson, 1992; Tarrow, 1992). Other 

scholars believe that social change occurs as a result of cultural change with more vague 

opponents and goals), which sways public opinion and has more enduring societal 

influence, potentially inducing political change later (Giugni, 2004; Melucci, 1989; 

Oliver & Marwell, 1992; Swindler, 1995). These two theories of change correspond to a 

social movement’s emphasis on either political or cultural strategies, though most social 

movements rely on both strategies to some degree (Amenta, 2005). Studies have 

demonstrated that political social movements tend to be more successful when they have 

greater financial resources (Gamson, 1975; Meyer, 2005; Vasi, 2004; Voss, 1996), more 

professional and political skill (Knoke, 1990b; Kriesi, 1996; Meyer, 2005), more 

bureaucracy and hierarchy (Gamson, 1975; Kriesi, 1996), more political allies (Amenta, 
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2005; Amenta & Caren, 2007; Giugni, 2004; Knoke, 1990b; Kriesi, 1996; McAdam et 

al., 2001; Meyer, 2005; Vasi, 2004), a greater number of SMOs (Baumgartener & 

Mahoney, 2005), and focus on one specific issue that can be remedied politically 

(Gamson, 1975; Giugni, 2004), but they tend to achieve modest political gains because 

they make concessions (Giugni, 2004; Kriesi, 1996; Meyer, 2005). Studies have shown 

that cultural social movements are more successful when they have greater participation 

(Flacks, 1995; Gamson, 1975; Meyer, 2005; Oliver & Marwell, 1992), local issues are 

connected to national concerns (Flacks, 1995), and participants are more committed to 

the movement, its ideology, and its collective identity (Earl, 2007; Kriesi, 1996; Oliver & 

Marwell, 1992; Vasi, 2004), but the transformative personal and societal goals are often 

difficult to achieve (Earl, 2007; Meyer, 2005). In all cases, social movements have been 

found to be more effective when they have a favorable political opportunity structure 

(Amenta & Caren, 2007; Knoke, 1990b; Whittier, 2007), use culturally resonant frames 

(Amenta & Caren, 2007; Benford & Snow, 2000; Cress & Snow, 2000; McCarthy et al., 

1996; Snow, 2007; Whittier, 2007), and are considered to have legitimate goals and 

repertoires (Amenta & Caren, 2007; Klandermans, 1992; Knoke, 1990b; Voss, 1996).      

 There are a variety of potential political outcomes that a social movement can 

achieve. Political social movement outcomes include: mobilizing more resources, 

identifying politically resonant frames, getting issues placed on the public agenda, 

receiving benefits from opponents, gaining standing and participating in policy debates, 

getting political allies, favorably changing policies, political alignments, and 

governmental institutions, and having favorable existing policies enforced (Amenta & 

Caren, 2007; Gamson, 1975; Giugni, 2004; Knoke, 1990; Mettler, 2005; Meyer, 2005; 
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Tarrow, 1998). Gaining continuing political standing and leverage for a constituency has 

the greatest long-term impact, but specific benefits or specific one-time policy changes, 

which generally have shorter-term, narrower impacts, are more common (Amenta & 

Caren, 2007).   

 Social movements can attain a wide range of cultural outcomes, as well. Cultural 

social movement outcomes include: changing societal values and public opinion, creating 

and strengthening new societal identities, innovating social movement tactics, altering 

cultural symbols, language, and practices, increasing the prominence of social movement 

frames, and changing perceptions of societal power (Baumgartner & Mahoney, 2005; 

Earl, 2007; Rochon, 1998; Rochon & Mazmanian, 1993; Swindler, 1995; Tarrow, 1998; 

Zald, 1996). Cultural impacts tend to emphasize longer-term, more enduring, 

transformative societal changes than political impacts (Meyer, 2005). When seeking 

cultural change, social movement opponents tend to be diffuse, demanding changes of 

society as a whole, the transformation of individual values, and altering the thoughts and 

behaviors of individuals, rather than specifically targeting governments or policy changes 

(Gamson, 1992; Rochon, 1998; Rochon & Mazmanian, 1993).  

 Social movements can also intentionally seek to attain two kinds of internal 

outcomes: developmental and expressive outcomes. Developmental impacts include: 

strengthening relationships among social movement participants, strengthening collective 

social movement identities, building a sense of community among social movement 

participants from different movements, developing the political and organizing skills of 

social movement participants, developing a social movement’s SMOs, and altering the 

lives and life choices of a social movement’s participants (Baumgartener & Mahoney, 
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2005; Carroll & Ratner, 1996; Evans & Boyte, 1992; Giugni, 2007; Melucci, 1989; 

Meyer, 2005; Mische, 2003; Rochon, 1998; Rochon & Mazmanian, 1993; Tarrow, 1998; 

Vasi, 2004; Whittier, 2007). In addition, social movement participants take part in 

movements to reinforce the democratic process in society and achieve expressive 

impacts, including: expressing their collective and individual outrage, holding leaders 

accountable for their actions, providing an ongoing critique of societal values, and 

exercising their rights of freedom of expression, assembly, and political belief (Evans & 

Boyte, 1992). Social movements thus provide participants with “free-spaces”, “havens”, 

and “liberated zones” to express their alternative viewpoints to one another and witnesses 

to their collective actions (della Porta & Diani, 2006; Evans, 2008; Evans & Boyte, 1992; 

Fantasia & Hirsch, 1995; Taylor & Whittier, 1995).     

 Social movements also produce unintended outcomes. Countermovements, 

governmental repression, and public backlash against social movement ideologies and 

identities can all result from collective social movement actions (della Porta & Diani, 

2006; della Porta & Fillieule, 2007; Kriesi, 2007; Meyer, 2005; Piven & Cloward, 1979; 

Rucht, 2007, 1996; Tarrow, 2008, 1998, 1996). A social movement may not only fail to 

meet its own goals but make the path for aligned subsequent social movements more 

challenging (Voss, 1996). In a review of studies concerning the life courses of activists, 

Giugni (2007) found that social movement participants are on average more likely to: 

divorce, marry late, stay single, have fewer children, have sporadic work histories, and be 

less involved in religious communities. These effects are in addition to more intended life 

course effects, such as: having, on average, more leftist attitudes, higher levels of 
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education, and being more likely to be employed in social welfare professions (Giugni, 

2007).  

Eventually, social movements lose prominence and sometimes completely 

dissolve because of issue fatigue among social movement participants or the public, 

social movement factions undermining the movement’s cohesion, repression by the 

authorities deterring movement participants, or social movement participants becoming 

co-opted into mainstream political institutions, political parties, or pressure groups 

(Gamson, 1975; Piven & Cloward, 1979; Tarrow, 1998; Tilly, 2008). Ultimately, social 

movements may achieve their aims, they may be given concessions and de-mobilize, or 

they may retract into abeyance without having achieved important objectives, when 

insufficient numbers of participants sustain collective social movement action (Gamson, 

1975; Tarrow, 1998). After de-mobilization, the various effects that a social movement 

produced may or may not be long-lasting and any political and cultural changes that were 

ceded may or may not be institutionalized, leaving the movement participants and other 

stakeholders with either an aura of hope or hopelessness in their wake (Piven & Cloward, 

1979). 

Conclusion 

 Social movements are actors in complex social conflicts that vary greatly from 

setting to setting. There are some features that are consistent among modern social 

movements in Western democratic societies, however. All social movements have an 

infrastructure of collective identities and repertoires, a structure of social networks and 

mobilizing structures, and a superstructure of ideology and frames that are used to engage 

in the social construction of meaning in society. All social movements take place in a 
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social, political, and cultural context and are particularly sensitive to the political and 

discursive opportunity structures that they arise in, constraining or enabling their 

formation and expansion. As well, all social movements produce four types of outcomes 

to a greater or lesser degree: political, cultural, expressive, and developmental outcomes. 

These features are summarized in the logic model provided in figure 3.5. 
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Figure 3.1. Mapping social movement stakeholder involvement in social 
movements. 
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Figure 3.1. A map of social conflict: social movement stakeholders.  

Tension 
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Figure 3.2. The social movement’s vantage point. 
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Figure 3.2. Individual social movement members, ties, frames, and social movement 
organizations constituting a social movement industry (local, national, or 
transnational). 
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Figure 3.3. The individual social movement participant’s vantage point.  
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Figure 3.4. Waves of contention: contextual opportunities for social movements. 
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Figure 3.4. Contextual opportunities yielding waves of protest over time for 
a social movement. 
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Figure 3.5. Social Movement Logic Model 
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1. Policy impacts: gain legitimacy with authorities, change legislation, change laws. Insider 

and outsider political engagement. [audience: legislative deliberation and the courts]  
 
2. Cultural impacts: change public discourse, change institutional norms and policies, change 

values and norms, legitimizing alternative narratives of historical events. Public opinion 
and value change through mentorship and education. [audience: media, public institutions, 
and private life]  

 
3. Expressive impacts: personal and collective expressions of moral witness, outrage, and 

solidarity, asserting rights to free speech and freedom of association, holding leaders 
accountable, build awareness of issues and potential remedies for them (nurturing 
alternative visions), providing alternative narratives of historical events. Personal and 
group growth and transformation through informing, awareness building and personal 
experience. [audience: social movement participants themselves and passers by]  

 
4. Developmental impacts: establish and grow policy and cultural action networks, personal, 

organizational, and movement-wide organizing skill development, increase issue-related 
knowledge (diagnostic and prognostic), personal growth. Personal and group capacity 
building through mutual solidarity and support. [audience: social movement participants 
themselves] 
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Chapter 4: 

The Specific Study Context: The Peace Movement 

 

 

Introduction 

 In this chapter, peace movement scholarship is outlined, providing the context for 

this study, which focuses on a subset of the local Twin Cities peace movement, the anti-

Iraq War movement. First, a general understanding of how peace movement scholars 

have depicted the peace movement is provided, followed by a history of the American 

peace movement in the 20th Century. Then, the peace movement is considered in terms of 

the cultural social movement model outlined in the previous chapter. Peace movement 

participant demography and peace movement network scholarship is examined, followed 

by investigations of peace movement ideology, peace movement collective identity, and 

peace movement outcomes. Finally, the sample of survey respondents in this study is 

discussed here relative to previous studies of the peace movement and the context for the 

study is delineated, by analyzing themes emerging from the participants’ questionnaire 

responses in this study.    

What is the Peace Movement? 

 The peace movement is perhaps the world’s oldest continuous social movement 

and it has become an enduring cultural and political presence in the United States and 

across the Western world, though its form and aims have changed over time (Chatfield, 

1992). As a social movement, the peace movement engages as a social actor in collective 

local, societal, and international conflicts, trying to impact social policies and cultural 
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values (Lofland & Marullo, 1990). The opponent of the peace movement is typically the 

military-industrial complex, which includes all social actors with vested interests in the 

manufacturing of arms and perpetuation of war (governments, businesses, the media, 

etc.) (Mattausch, 2000). Peace movement participants seek alternatives to mass violence 

and war as an instrument of foreign policy, while underscoring the sanctity of human life, 

the need to achieve social and economic justice for all, and cooperative, nonviolent 

means to resolve conflicts (Chatfield, 1992; Marullo & Meyer, 2007; Snow et al., 1980). 

These aims draw attention contradictions in the meanings of core societal values such as: 

patriotism, citizenship, security, oppression, and victimization (Wagner, 2000). With the 

advent of nuclear weapons, the peace movement’s sense of urgency has been heightened 

and its mandate broadened to protect humankind and the planet earth from destruction, to 

question the modernization and development of the world, and to resist the exploitation 

of humanity and the natural world (Boulding, 1990; Marullo & Meyer, 2007).  

The peace movement attracts a wide variety of participants, drawing ideas from 

diverse philosophies and ideological frameworks relevant to the movement’s concerns, 

including: pacifism, Christianity and other religious traditions, moral reform, humanism, 

liberalism, radicalism, internationalist beliefs, anti-armament and anti-militaristic beliefs, 

anti-imperialistic beliefs, and various other philosophies (Boulding, 1990; Chatfield, 

1992)  The broad nature of peace movement aims result in an ideologically diverse, 

eclectic movement (that could even be considered many separate but aligned social 

movements), bringing together participants and SMOs with wide-ranging identities and 

philosophies, who address concerns from the local level to the international, often 

operating in their own separate demographic, political, ideological, organizational, and 
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interpersonal cliques when challenging concerns that are particularly important to each 

group (Boulding, 1990; Chatfield, 1992; Hunt & Benford, 2007; Lofland & Marullo, 

1990; Nusbaumer, 1990). Different peace movement participants provide different levels 

of support to the movement: from uninvolved adherents who donate money to peace 

movement organizations to full participants who contribute their time, energy, and 

resources to many peace movement collective actions, including acts of civil 

disobedience (Marullo, 1990). Certain peace movement values are relatively consistent 

among the various participants and cliques though, who tend to call for a social 

movement that is egalitarian, democratic, and nonviolent (Mattausch, 2000). 

The American Peace Movement in the 20th Century 

 In the 20th century, the American peace movement went through long periods of 

abeyance, punctuated by relatively brief periods of prominence (Boulding, 1990; 

Chatfield, 1992; Kendrick, 2000; Marullo & Meyer, 2007; Mattausch, 2000). During its 

periods of abeyance, when the movement’s context made mobilizing other participants 

and financial resources challenging, the peace movement has been held together by core 

participants and their personal support networks (Boulding, 1990; Kendrick, 2000; 

Marullo & Meyer, 2007; Snow & Benford, 1992). In these periods of abeyance, 

recruiting participants into the movement has made having a salient collective identity, 

crafting culturally resonant frames, and identifying and establishing relationships with 

sympathizers from other social movements, organizations with “peace” missions, and the 

general public, more important (Kendrick, 2000). For local peace movements, the 

alignments of organizations with stated “peace” missions has resulted in bloc recruitment 

of their organizational members into the peace movement and their participation in 
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ongoing collaborative projects, programs, and events that contribute to peace movement 

aims and mobilization (Kendrick, 2000).  

 Periods of peace movement prominence, when the protest movement has gotten 

more favorable media coverage and mobilizing participants and financial resources has 

been less challenging, have been few in number and difficult to predict (Boulding, 1990; 

Chatfield, 1992; Mattausch, 2000). The peace movement experienced six periods of 

prominence in the 20th century: from 1907 to World War I (against international war), a 

brief period prior to World War II (for world government), from 1958 to1962 (nuclear 

weapon test ban peace groups), from 1966 to 1972 (anti-Vietnam War activism), from 

1981 to the mid 1980s (the nuclear freeze movement), and from 1990 to 1991 (against the 

Gulf War) (Boulding, 1990; Chatfield, 1992; Giugni, 2004; Marullo & Meyer, 2007). 

These periods of prominence have tended to occur in protest waves lasting 5 to 7 years 

(Lofland & Marullo, 1990) and have been reactive, responding to a specific, defined, and 

salient perceived threat (e.g. war) or opportunity (e.g. an arms reduction policy window) 

that generates media interest (Chatfield, 1992; Mattausch, 2000).  

The peak period in the peace movement in the 20th century was the nuclear freeze 

movement from 1981 to the mid 1980s, when 10 million individuals participated in the 

movement, peace movement organizations multiplied (from 2,500 in 1980 to 7,500 in 

1990), and peace movement financial resources increased (Giugni, 2004; Lofland & 

Marullo, 1990; Lofland et al., 1990; Kendrick, 2000; Marullo & Meyer, 2007; Meyer, 

1990; Rochon & Mazmanian, 1993). During this period, the largest protest in US history 

occurred in New York City on June 12, 1982, when 1 million people took part in an anti-

nuclear arms demonstration in Central Park (Giugni, 2004; Rochon & Mazmanian, 1993). 
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The period of peace movement activism against the Vietnam War, from 1966 to 1972, 

was another period when participation in the peace movement was strong, due in part to 

the use of the draft by the US government, which gave the peace movement a 

constituency that was directly impacted (draftable men and their families) (Meyer, 2005). 

During periods of prominence, radical outsider strategies have provided a flank effect for 

the peace movement, giving more moderate movement participants more leverage in 

achieving less radical aims using insider and cultural strategies (Marullo & Meyer, 2007).      

Peace Movement Networks and Participant Demography 

  The demographic composition of peace movement participants resembles that of 

many other contemporary social movements in Western democratic societies. Peace 

movement participants tend to be disproportionately middle-class, with many working in 

social welfare professions (as teachers, social workers, non-profit professionals, doctors, 

nurses, lawyers, clergy, etc.) and who tend to have higher than average levels of 

education (Boulding, 1990; Hannon, 1990; Heaney & Rojas, 2007; Knudson-Ptacek, 

1990; Mattausch, 2000; Price, 1990). Many professional researchers, policy analysts, and 

educators (especially sociologists) participate in the peace movement, using their 

professional work to support the peace movement, often in movement leadership roles 

(Boulding, 1990; Chatfield, 1992; Lofland & Marullo, 1990; Marullo & Meyer, 2007; 

Nusbaumer, 1990). Peace studies has also grown as an academic discipline and peace 

studies scholarship has steadily increased over recent decades (Boulding, 1990; Hannon, 

1990; Nusbaumer, 1990). 

As with other social movements, two age groups of participants are over-

represented in the peace movement: college age individuals (18-27 years old) and late-
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career professionals (46-67 years old) (Heaney & Rojas, 2007). The cohort of individuals 

who participated in social movements in the 1960s (born between 1945 and 1955) also 

has tended to participate in the peace movement more than other age cohorts over time 

(Price, 1990). There has tended to be slightly more women in the peace movement than 

men, with more women taking leadership roles in the peace movement since the 1990s 

(Boulding, 1990; Knudson-Ptacek, 1990; Price, 1990). One study found that 60% of the 

participants in a local North Carolina nuclear freeze movement were women (Price, 

1990). Peace movement participants also tend to be disproportionately European 

American and white (Chatfield, 1992; Knudson-Ptacek, 1990). Republicans are very rare 

in the peace movement, with most participants supporting the Democratic Party or other 

independent political parties (Heaney & Rojas, 2007).  

Like other social movements, the peace movement mobilizes participants and 

other resources in social networks of like-minded individuals, friends, colleagues, and 

acquaintances (Chatfield, 1990; Lofland & Marullo, 1990; Price, 1990). People often join 

a local peace movement for a social outlet, to gain a sense of solidarity with others 

sharing similar concerns (Price, 1990). Peace movement resources have tended to be 

scarce, though in favorable contexts they have been slightly more abundant, particularly 

during favorable political opportunity structures (Benford & Zurcher, 1990; Marullo & 

Meyer, 2007). Peace movement participants have frequently become active in the 

movement through relationships that they have formed in universities, churches, or in 

ideologically aligned work settings like unions (della Porta & Diani, 2006). New peace 

movement campaigns have been largely mobilized from the social networks that were 

established in previous campaigns, as happened when initial Gulf War peace movement 
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participants mobilized out of previous networks of nuclear freeze supporters, for instance 

(Marullo & Meyer, 2007). Previous social movement participants are among the most 

likely to believe that collective action can be effective and, hence, are more likely to 

decide to participate in the peace movement (Marullo & Meyer, 2007; Price, 1990).    

Formal peace movement ties among peace movement organizations have been 

another important conduit for mobilizing peace movement resources (Chatfield, 1990; 

della Porta & Diani, 2006). Many peace movement participants are members of multiple 

peace movement organizations, binding the organizations together in relational networks, 

and frequently peace movement participants are members of organizations involved in 

other social movements, as well (Carroll & Ratner, 1996; Chatfield, 1992; della Porta & 

Diani, 2006). A study in Vancouver found that all of the surveyed peace movement 

participants were members of multiple peace movement organizations and 71% were 

members of organizations that were active in other social movements (Carroll & Ratner, 

1996). Although peace movement participants often state that very little intra-movement 

conflict exists, peace movement organizations both cooperate and compete with one 

another for scarce resources like: money, supporters, constituents, symbols, turf, status, 

and recognition (Benford & Zurcher, 1990). Resource use and acquisition is therefore 

negotiated among the various peace movement organizations (Benford & Zurcher, 1990). 

In addition to resource conflicts, conflicts can also emerge between peace movement 

participants and/or organizations over tactics, aims, and ideological or social boundaries 

(Wagner, 2000). Cooperation between peace movement organizations has often resulted 

in the formation of coalitions of organizations in order to maximize their scant resources 
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and have a greater societal influence, both politically and culturally (Benford & Zurcher, 

1990; Chatfield, 1992). 

Collective Identity and Ideology in the Peace Movement 

 A collective peace movement identity is difficult to achieve because it is such a 

pluralistic social movement (Boulding, 1990; Hunt & Benford, 2007; Nusbaumer, 1990). 

The wide range of personal ideologies and identities within the peace movement means 

that factions are common and coalitions are short-lived (Boulding, 1990). Peace 

movement participants form their personal and collective identities out of their networks 

of relationships with other peace movement participants and their involvement with 

peace movement organizations (della Porta & Diani, 2006; Kendrick, 2000; Lofland & 

Marullo, 1990; Price, 1990).  

Peace movement participants typically bring into the movement a preexisting 

identity that they have formed as a peace “activist” through their religious socialization, 

politicization in college, and interactions with like-minded people that have been 

supportive of their activist identity (Hannon, 1990). Ultimately, the collective peace 

movement identity is a pervasive one, affecting many aspects of the lives of movement 

participants such as: their values, language, self-definition, perceptions of social issues, 

responsibility for world concerns, and desire to make the world a better place (Knudson-

Ptacek, 1990). According to this worldview, the world is made better by reducing or 

eliminating war, imperialism, and armaments, while increasing human cooperation in 

meeting the needs of all people and ensuring the habitability of the world for all living 

things (Boulding, 1990; Chatfield, 1992; Lofland & Marullo, 1990). The moral 

dimensions of this identity are particularly important to many activists, who recognize a 
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shared humanity in all people, perceive the connectedness of all people and all living 

things, see the importance of grassroots efforts in striving to achieve the movement’s 

vision, and are committed to sustainable social change (Knutson-Ptacek, 1990).   

 Lofland and his colleagues (Lofland, 1995; Lofland & Marullo, 1990; Lofland et 

al., 1990) have identified six distinct theories of social change within the peace 

movement, with different peace movement participants and organizations employing a 

dominant theory, though most will use several or all of these theories at some point. 

These theories provide peace movement participants with more elaborated ideologies 

from which to design motivational, diagnostic, and prognostic frames. Peace movement 

transcenders seek to rapidly transform the consciousness of potential peace movement 

participants, opponents, and the general public with shocking facts and ideas. Educators 

communicate facts and attempt to reason with individuals to slowly persuade them to be 

more sympathetic to the peace movement. Intellectuals use those same strategies but try 

to discover and discuss novel facts and interpretations to bring about more rapid personal 

change. Politicians use political channels, compromise, and consider feasibility to more 

slowly achieve social change at the macro level. Protesters use non-cooperation and 

disruption to get attention and attempt to force opponents to change their positions 

rapidly. Finally, prophets use moral thoughts and arguments, attempting to transform the 

consciousness and the personal sense of responsibility of potential peace movement 

participants, opponents, and the general public.   

 The peace movement must continually wrestle with three fundamental dilemmas 

because it has such diverse theories of social change. The first of these dilemmas is to 

decide to what extent the movement should be strategic in trying to realize its vision or, 
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conversely, the extent to which it should be expressive, with participants acting as “moral 

witnesses” and performing strategic dramaturgy regardless of their effectiveness 

(Chatfield, 1992; della Porta & Diani, 2006; Marullo & Meyer, 2007; Rogne & Harper, 

1990). For example, this dilemma created a rift between individuals who engaged in civil 

disobedience for personal expression and those who strategically sought effectiveness in 

altering corporate practices in the Honeywell Project, in Minneapolis, where peace 

movement participants brought attention to the Honeywell Corporation for manufacturing 

landmine thermostats (Rogne & Harper, 1990). Rather than achieving legal, policy, or 

visible cultural changes, many peace movement participants would rather symbolically 

express their views and develop their own thoughts and morality, sharing their personal 

growth with other individuals in the hopes that they too will grow in the same way 

(Chatfield, 1992; Rogne & Harper, 1990).  

A related peace movement dilemma is the extent to which the movement should 

engage in insider or outsider political strategies (Chatfield, 1992; Meyer, 1990; Molander 

& Molander, 1990). Insider tactics, while they have the potential to be effective in 

altering social policy, engage policy makers in institutional settings so they are thought 

by some in the peace movement to isolate important debates and discussions from the 

movement and the public, disengaging movement participants from the process and 

artificially narrowing the issues addressed (Chatfield, 1992). A third dilemma the peace 

movement struggles with is the extent to which participants should use civil disobedience 

and, if used, what the intensity of the civil disobedience should be (Marullo & Meyer, 

2007; Rogne & Harper, 1990). Many participants in the peace movement believe that a 

peaceful society cannot come about by violent means, so adhere to a philosophy of strict 
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nonviolence, while others, frustrated by the slow pace or lack of change, would prefer to 

resort to more direct, intense collective action strategies (Rogne & Harper, 1990).      

Peace Movement Outcomes 

 Peace movement outcomes are often difficult to recognize, hard to measure, and 

challenging to link specifically to the peace movement itself, with a vast array of other 

causal forces affecting any perceived movement outcomes (Chatfield, 1992; Giugni, 

2004; Lofland & Marullo, 1990; Marullo & Meyer, 2007; Rogne & Harper, 1990). 

Defining peace movement “success” is likewise difficult from the perspective of 

movement participants, given the tension between participation based on the expression 

of “moral witness” or strategic “effectiveness,” as judged by large numbers of people 

participating at demonstrations, getting favorable media coverage, and achieving desired 

political changes (Chatfield, 1992; Rogne & Harper, 1990). Any perceived successes can 

be heavily influenced by the peace movement’s context and/or the management of the 

peace movement itself (Molander & Molander, 1990). In general, peace movement 

participants seek several key outcomes: respect in the political arena, particular policy 

changes, public legitimacy for the movement and its views, getting favorable media 

coverage through expressions of discontentment, personal transformations of the 

participants and members of the public, and socio-cultural transformations (della Porta & 

Diani, 2006). There are thus four distinct types of intended peace movement outcomes: 

political, cultural, expressive, and developmental. 

 The peace movement generally has little success influencing the political process 

and public policy (Marullo & Meyer, 2007; Mattausch, 2000). This is partly due to 

foreign policy and national security being among the most insulated policy domains, the 
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military-industrial complex as an opponent having a vast reservoir of resources to draw 

upon, budgetary items being uninteresting for the media and the public, and the irony that 

the best time for the peace movement to mobilize (e.g. the country is at war) is also the 

time that legislators are least likely to be receptive to peace movement frames (Chatfield, 

1992; Giugni, 2004; Marullo & Meyer, 2007; Meyer, 1990). The peace movement also 

offers virtually no legal strategy to speak of (McCarthy, 1996). However, the peace 

movement has influenced important policy-makers and policies over its history when its 

concerns have been focused, clearly defined, and salient with the public and the media. 

Examples of peace movement influence can be seen in the decision by the US 

government to exit Vietnam, decisions by the US government to control armaments and 

engage in negotiations with other nations to reduce armaments, and in the rationale and 

impetus to end the cold war (Chatfield, 1992; Marullo & Meyer, 2007). But even when 

the peace movement was at its height of mobilization, during the nuclear freeze campaign 

of the early 1980s, it attained few of its intended political outcomes (Meyer, 1990; 

Molander & Molander, 1990; Wernette, 1990). This limited success was due in part to 

failings by the peace movement itself, which had competitive factions that fragmented 

movement priorities and strategizing, moved away from successful participatory, 

educational strategies, and had participants with insufficient political experience and skill 

to engage in policy debates, putting forth poor policy proposals that lacked requisite 

support from important policy-makers and policy analysts (Molander & Molander, 1990).  

 Cultural outcomes have generally been more accessible to the peace movement. 

The peace movement has been a kind of idea incubator, challenging prevailing discourses 

related to peace, while generating and depicting alternative visions for lifestyles, societal 
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values and norms, and possible futures that align with the goals and values of the 

movement (Marullo & Meyer, 2007). For instance, the nuclear freeze movement 

challenged President Reagan’s “limited nuclear war” and “winning nuclear war” rhetoric, 

which he ultimately abandoned (Marullo & Meyer, 2007). At this same time, the peace 

movement supported exchange programs with the USSR, encouraged less US aggression 

towards the USSR, and helped to change public opinion towards the Soviet people 

(Lofland & Marullo, 1990; Molander & Molander, 1990). In an effort to gain public 

support, the peace movement has also attempted to engage in media discourses, which 

have sometimes been influenced by the movement, typically by using dramatic outsider 

tactics to illustrate peace movement frames that have captured the media’s interest 

(Marullo & Meyer, 2007; McCarthy et al., 1996). Additionally, the peace movement has 

impacted scholarship in fields like sociology and peace studies, which affects teaching in 

higher education and has the potential to make college students more aware of peace 

movement concerns and potential remedies for those concerns (Boulding, 1990; 

Chatfield, 1992; Nusbaumer, 1990). The peace movement has achieved cultural 

outcomes on the local level as well, gaining the ability to march in a Memorial Day 

parade along side veteran’s groups in New England, as an example (Wagner, 2000). 

 It is certain that the peace movement has achieved many expressive and 

developmental outcomes that have been largely internal, affecting the participants and the 

movement itself (Chatfield, 1992; Marullo & Meyer, 2007). The greatest peace 

movement resource is the people who contribute their time, energy, and ideas to the 

movement, and the movement participants have needed to be supportive of one another in 

order to sustain their participation (Meyer, 1990). In peace movement collective actions, 
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movement participants have developed their organizing and political expression skills, 

their ideology and frames related to peace movement concerns, and their ability to 

analyze society and world politics using peace movement frames (Chatfield, 1992; 

Mattausch, 2000). This personal development continues to lay a foundation for the peace 

movement for subsequent waves of participants who respond to new movement 

challenges by establishing and reinforcing collective identities, ideologies, and 

interpersonal and interorganizational networks (Chatfield, 1992; Marullo & Meyer, 

2007). In addition, peace movement participants have needed a wide variety of venues 

(e.g. weapons manufacturers, parks, governmental buildings, etc.) to express their moral 

outrage and indignation at policy, as well as cultural choices that favor the use of war and 

violence as instruments of foreign policy and national security, using these forums for 

expression to inspire other movement members, as well as members of the public 

(Chatfield, 1992; Mattausch, 2000; Marullo & Meyer, 2007; Rogne & Harper, 1990). 

The Study Sample 

This study investigated the perceptions of individuals representing peace 

movement organizations protesting the current Iraq War in the Twin Cities of Minnesota, 

as a case study. The final sample included thirty-six individuals representing forty-two 

organizations. (A list of the organizations represented, coming from an analysis of the 

background survey data, is provided in Appendix E.) As forty-five individuals were 

approached to participate in the study, the participation rate in the study was 80% 

(36/45). Having more than thirty subjects makes an approximation of a normal 

distribution of the data more likely for statistical analysis, even if it is a skewed data set, 

according to central limit theorem (Howell, 2002). The research subjects were each given 
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a twenty-five dollar donation for their organization to compensate them for their time and 

effort in filling out the primary survey, which took approximately one hour to complete, 

and asked them about communication patterns that they perceived in the local network of 

organizations opposing the Iraq War. The sample took place from April 20-30, 2009, 

approximately three months after the inauguration of Barack Obama as President of the 

United States, which occurred on January 20, 2009. The individuals sampled in this 

survey represented organizations that had a persisting organizational commitment to 

ending the current Iraq War, with a related mission. The subjects were identified through 

the researcher’s personal anti-war movement contacts, by using public information about 

anti-war organizations in the Twin Cities, and by asking individuals participating in anti-

Iraq War protests to identify the movement organizers and organizational representatives, 

which were approached by the researcher there and asked to participate in the study.  

The survey respondents were thus identified non-randomly, though care was 

taken to ensure that the sample represented as wide of a variety of organizations as 

possible (e.g. general anti-war organizations, women’s anti-war organizations, student 

anti-war organizations, socialist groups, etc.) and the researcher attempted to increase the 

racial/ethnic diversity of the sample by making a special effort to ask any encountered 

peace movement “leaders” or “organizers” of color to participate in the study. In this 

sense, the sample was purposive, to make statistical inferences to the larger population of 

anti-Iraq War nonprofits in the Twin Cities more valid (Babbie, 2001; Neumann, 1991; 

Patton, 2002; Punch, 1998). It is important to note that the researcher unsuccessfully 

attempted to include individuals who represented Grandmother’s for Peace, Students for 

Democratic Society, and peace activists working with representative Keith Ellison to 
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participate in the study, so no study participants from these groups were included in the 

final sample. This potentially reduced the diversity of the sample and the 

representativeness of the findings to some extent. Because the sample was non-random, 

making external validity of some concern, efforts were taken to find respondents in a 

variety of ways: using different peace listserves, going to different protest events, going 

to planning meetings held by different organizations, employing multiple internet 

sources, and using multiple contacts. As the study population was not identified using 

random techniques, an effort was made to ensure that any inferences made to the larger 

peace movement were both analytically and statistically sound (Gilgun, 1994; Punch, 

1998). It is therefore hoped that any derived insights could potentially prove instructive 

for other anti-war networks, in other cities.  

 Of the 36 respondents, 23 (64%) stated that they represented 1 organization, 8 

(22%) represented 2 organizations, 3 (8%) represented 3 organizations, and 2 (6%) 

represented 5 organizations. 31 respondents (86%) stated that they had been involved in 

the anti-Iraq War movement for more than 5 years, 3 (8%) stated that they had been 

involved for 2-5 years, 1 (3%) stated that they had been involved for 1-2 years, and 1 

(3%) stated that they had been involved between 6 months and 1 year. The respondents 

represented a variety of formal positions in the organizations that they “represented” 

(what was meant by representation was not defined by the researcher) for the purposes of 

this study. Several represented their organizations in different capacities, with 2 (6%) 

stating that they represented 3 different formal positions, 9 (25%) stating that they 

represented 2 different formal positions, and 25 (69%) stating that they represented a 

single type of formal position. 10 respondents (28%) indicated that they were board 
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members in the organization(s) that they represented, 2 respondents (6%) indicated that 

they were Executive Directors, 3 respondents (8%) indicated that they were staff 

members, 14 respondents (39%) indicated that they were members of a collective, 13 

respondents (36%) indicated that they were volunteers, and 7 respondents (19%) self-

identified as: “treasurer,” “organizer,” “member, participate in coalition meetings,” 

“moderator of network of perhaps 80 people nationwide,” “President,” “on the executive 

board in change of newsletter,” “delegate,” and “activist volunteer.”   

 The demographic representation of the study sample was generally consistent 

with the representation found in previous studies of the peace movement. 18 respondents 

(50%) indicated that they were male and 18 (50%) indicated that they were female, 

slightly fewer women than other peace movement studies have found. The age of the 

respondents largely reflected the bimodal pattern of over-representation by college-age 

and late-career professionals that has typically been found in other peace movement 

studies. Though, in this sample there were fewer college-age respondents than have been 

found in other studies and more elders. The cohort born in the 1950s had the greatest 

representation in this study, as other peace movement studies have found. 4 of the 

respondents (11%) stated that they were born in the 1980s, 3 of the respondents (8%) 

stated that they were born in the 1970s, 1 of the respondents (3%) stated that they were 

born in the 1960s, 11 of the respondents (31%) stated that they were born in the 1950s, 7 

of the respondents (19%) stated that they were born in the 1940s, 6 of the respondents 

(17%) stated that they were born in the 1930s, and 4 of the respondents (11%) stated that 

they were born in the 1920s. As has been found in other peace movement studies, this 

study’s respondents had higher than average levels of education, with all of them having 
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at least some college education. 12 respondents (33%) indicated that they had at least 

some college education, 15 respondents (42%) indicated that they had Bachelor’s 

degrees, and 9 respondents (25%) indicated that they had a graduate degree. The study 

sample was overwhelmingly European American/White, consistent with other peace 

movement studies. 32 respondents (89%) stated that they were European 

American/White, none stated that they were African American/Black, 1 respondent (3%) 

stated that they were Hispanic, 1 respondent (3%) stated that they were Asian American, 

none stated that they were Native American, 1 respondent (3%) indicated that they were 

multi-racial, and 1 respondent (3%) self-identified as “Human – Minnesotan.”       

The Study Context 

 In this study, the context for the anti-Iraq War movement in the Twin Cities was 

uncovered by asking research respondents about different features of the anti-Iraq War 

movement context and their perceived effects on the movement in the primary survey. In 

data analysis several themes were identified, both for the survey as a whole and in the 

responses to individual questions. Traditional elements of the context used by social 

movement scholars were included in this study (the political, economic, social, and 

cultural contexts), but because this study was designed using social network theory 

coming from organizational scholarship, it also included the technological, fundraising, 

regulatory, and legal contexts. Fundraising would be considered part of the economic 

context, while regulation and legal affairs would be considered part of the political 

context in some social movement research though.  

In considering the context for the Twin Cities peace movement, three major 

themes became evident from analyzing the primary survey data: the inauguration of 
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Barack Obama, the economic crisis and stimulus plan, and declining participation in 

collective anti-Iraq War movement action in the Twin Cities. The inauguration of Barack 

Obama as President of the United States was an event that most survey respondents 

believed affected the anti-Iraq War movement (N=31 for question 8, N=6 for question 14, 

N=1 for question 18, N=3 for question 20) along with the economic crisis and stimulus 

plan (N=27 for question 12, N=6 for question 14, N=3 for question 18). These events 

were thought to have diverse effects on the movement, but the most common belief was 

that they had a negative effect on movement participation due to a “honeymoon period” 

for Obama (N=14 for question 8, N=4 for question 14, and N=1 for question 18, and N=1 

for question 20) and public preoccupation with different issues (N=13 for question 8, 

N=15 for question 12, N=3 for question 14, and N=1 for question 18). Conversely, the 

inauguration of Barack Obama was also considered by many respondents to have had 

positive effects on the movement by making the federal government more open to peace 

movement ideas and protest, giving the movement more hope (N=6 for question 8, N=1 

for question 14), improving international relations (N=1 for question 14 and N=1 for 

question 20), and creating opportunities for new coalitions (N=1 for question 8). This 

latter interpretation accords more closely with political opportunity structure scholarship 

that would consider the inauguration of a Democratic President, with a stated agenda to 

change the status quo, as a favorable development in the political opportunity structure. 

Likewise, the economic crisis and stimulus was also considered to have some positive 

effects on the movement by making the linkage between military spending and the 

economy clearer (N=11 for question 12) and creating new coalition opportunities (N=4 

for question 12).  
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A large number of survey respondents perceived that the movement was 

undergoing a period of de-mobilization (noted above), with fewer numbers of participants 

coming to demonstrations and other public events (N=14 for question 8, N= 4 and N=2 

for question 14, N=6 for question 18, N=1 for question 20). This trend was echoed in 

responses coming from the background survey, where many more survey respondents 

noted that the movement was weakening (N=19) and losing members (N=18), than 

strengthening (N=5) or gaining members (N=5) (See Appendix F). This perception is 

accurate, as measured by participation at the single largest annual demonstration in the 

Twin Cities anti-Iraq War movement, the annual invasion of Iraq demonstration, whose 

participation declined significantly over the two years prior to this study (see figure 4.1). 

This finding would seem to contradict the prediction of political opportunity structure 

scholarship, which indicates that participation in the movement can increase due to 

changing political alignments and perceptions of the new administration’s openness. 

However, when one considers that typical protest waves in the peace movement are from 

5-7 years (Lofland & Marullo, 1990) and the Iraq War had been going on for 7 years at 

the time of this study, declining participation in the movement would be predictable, due 

to issue fatigue among the public and peace movement participant attrition. This also 

appears to have been a period of tactical transition for the peace movement, from the use 

of outsider tactics demanding that all of the troops leave Iraq immediately, to more 

moderate insider tactics and “responsible withdrawal” rhetoric on the part of certain 

peace movement participants.  

It is clear from the level of involvement at the March 21, 2009, annual invasion 

demonstration, where 350 people participated, that the anti-Iraq War movement was in 
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abeyance in the Twin Cities at the time of this study. The low level of participation at the 

annual invasion demonstration was consistent with the overall trend of declining 

participation from 4,000 participants in the 5th year of the annual invasion demonstration 

to 1,000 participants year prior to the study, and was not an anomaly brought about by the 

inauguration of Obama, the economic crisis, or the stimulus plan as indicated by the 

survey respondents. Declining participation in the anti-Iraq War movement in the Twin 

Cities was also consistent with lower anti-Iraq War movement participation levels in 

other American cities that were also declining at the time of this study (Galinsky, 2008).     

An analysis of the questionnaire responses to individual contextual questions 

captured by the primary questionnaire is provided below:  

Question 8. Have any specific political events taken place in the last 3 months that have 

affected your movement? (e.g. changes in political leaders, governmental policies, or the 

problem that you are trying to influence)  

For this question, a large majority of respondents (N=31) indicated that the 

inauguration of Barack Obama as president was a political event that affected the anti-

Iraq War movement in the Twin Cities. They suggested that this had 4 effects on the 

movement: 1) there were fewer active people in the movement in Obama’s “honeymoon 

period,” 2) other issues became more prominent for the public and in the news, 3) there 

was more hope and openness towards protesting as a means of political expression, and 

4) new coalitions were formed. Two other responses were indicated by more than one 

respondent: the use of high tech weapons/drones (N=2) and the release of CIA torture 

memos (N=2). The latter event was thought to be both disheartening and lent credibility 

to the argument that the War on Terror was illegal. 
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Event       Effects 

1. The inauguration of Barack Obama   1. Less active anti-war movement/ 

as President of the United States (N=31)  resistance, “honeymoon period”  

       (N=14) 

       2. Other issues more prominent in 

the public eye/news (like economy, 

Palestine, Afghanistan) (N=13) 

3. More openness towards protest/ 

hope (N=6) 

4. New coalitions (N=1) 

2. Use of more high tech weapons/drones (N=2) 

3. Release of torture memos (N=2)   1. Disheartening (N=1) 

       2. Credibility to illegality of War on  

Terror (N=1) 

4. Selection of new cabinet/administration (N=1)  

5. Minnesota National Guard being sent to Iraq (N=1) 

 

Question 10. Have any specific legal events taken place in the last 3 months that have 

affected your movement?  

For this question, a number of respondents (N=16) indicated that the ongoing trial 

of 8 arrestees from Republican National Convention protests in September, 2008, was a 

legal event that affected the anti-Iraq War movement in the Twin Cities. They suggested 
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that this had three effects on the movement: 1) the movement was energized, issues were 

kept alive, and members kept more connected, 2) it had the negative effect of dividing 

activists, and 3) the verdicts were good for activism in the Twin Cities. Two other 

responses were indicated by more than one respondent: ongoing court cases with 

individuals arrested at Alliant Tech, with the police agreeing not to arrest people at the 

Alliant Tech Shareholders meetings (N=6) and the release of CIA torture memos (N=5). 

The former event was thought to have the twofold effect of making Alliant Action 

activists more committed to the movement and less concerned about prosecution. 

 

Event       Effects 

1. Ongoing Republican National Convention  1. Negative, divides activists over  

8 court case (N=16)     strategy (N=4)    

       2. Energize movement/more  

       connected/keeps issue alive (N=3) 

3. The verdicts (dropped/lessened 

charges) are good for activism (N=2) 

2. Cases in arrests at Alliant Tech and  1. Shareholder’s meeting activists  

shareholders meeting ongoing (N=6)   not prosecutable (N=4) 

       2. More committed to Alliant Action 

       (N=3) 

3. Release of torture memos/ Obama will not 

prosecute (N=5) 

4. Appeal by Norm Coleman in Minnesota  
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Senatorial race (N=1) 

5. Rosemary Williams home foreclosure case (N=1) 1. Grassroots/strategic support (N=1) 

 

Question 12. Have any specific economic events taken place in the last 3 months that 

have affected your movement? (e.g. changes in the local, regional, or national economy)  

For this question, a large majority of respondents (N=27) indicated that the 

economic crisis and stimulus plan was an economic event that affected the anti-Iraq War 

movement in the Twin Cities. They suggested that this had five effects on the movement: 

1) making links between war and human needs funding clearer, 2) diverting attention 

away from Iraq War, 3) increasing military recruiting through the unemployment draft, 4) 

new coalitions forming, and 5) causing a decrease in fundraising. One other response was 

indicated by more than one respondent: changes in state and local budgets (N=2). This 

event was thought to get activists more focused on local concerns. 

 

Event       Effects 

1. Economic crisis/stimulus plan (N=27)  1. Diverts attention away from Iraq  

War (N=15) 

       2. Makes link between war and  

economy clearer (N=11) 

3. Increase in military recruitment, 

the “unemployment draft” (N=3) 

4. Fundraising problems, 

contributions down (N=3) 
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5. Forming new coalitions with 

groups working on economic issues 

(N=4) 

2. Changes in Minnesota state/local budgets (N=3) 1. More focus on local (N=3) 

3. Defense budget increase (N=1) 

4. Iran disinvestment bill (N=1) 

5. Veteran difficulties upon returning from 

combat (N=1) 

 

Question 14. Have any specific social or cultural changes taken place in the Twin Cities 

in the last 3 months that have affected your movement? (e.g. changes in community 

perceptions or community member behaviors)  

For this question, several respondents (N=6) indicated that home foreclosures, job 

losses, and a lack of healthcare for people, were social or cultural phenomena that 

affected the anti-Iraq War movement in the Twin Cities. They suggested that these 

phenomena had four effects on the movement: 1) making the public more concerned with 

the needs of others, 2) diverting attention away from the Iraq War, 3) making fundraising 

more difficult, and 4) leading to military recruitment in the “unemployment draft”. The 

inauguration of Barack Obama was another event that was indicated by the same number 

of respondents (N=6). They suggested that this event had three effects on the movement: 

1) decreasing demonstration attendance, 2) showing the world more openness towards 

national enemies, and 3) giving activists and the public more hope. Two other responses 

were indicated by more than one respondent: continuing concerns related to Republican 
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National Convention arrests (N=4) and more respect for tactical differences among 

movement participants (N=2). The former event was thought to have the effects of 

polarizing activists and decreasing participation in the movement, while the latter was 

thought to facilitate activists working together to go into public schools and speak 

directly to state legislators. 

 

Event       Effects 

1 Home foreclosures, job loss, no healthcare (N=6) 1. Awareness of issues of others  

(N=3) 

2. Diverts attention from Iraq War 

(N=2) 

       3. Fundraising problems (N=1) 

       4. “Unemployment draft” (N=1) 

2. Inauguration of Barack Obama (N=6) 1. Decrease in demonstration 

attendance, give him a chance (N=4) 

2. More openness towards US  

“enemies” (N=1) 

3. More hope (N=1) 

3. Continuing Republican National Convention  1. Polarize anti-war activists, 

concerns, police repression (N=4)   decrease involvement (N=2) 

4. Respect for tactical differences (N=2)  1. Go to schools (N=1) 

       2. Talk directly to legislators (N=1) 

5. More positive press coverage (N=1) 
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Question 16. Have any specific technological changes taken place in the last 3 months 

that have affected your movement? (e.g. technology supporting you, your allies, or your 

political rivals)  

For this question, several respondents (N=7) indicated that the use of Twitter was 

a technological change that affected the anti-Iraq War movement in the Twin Cities. They 

suggested that this had the effect of permitting more immediate communication to a 

wider audience, assisting organizing in multiple locations simultaneously. The use of the 

Internet and websites was another change that was indicated by several respondents 

(N=5). They suggested that this had two effects on the movement: 1) publicizing 

information and 2) sending action alerts to a wider audience. Three other responses were 

indicated by more than one respondent: the use of Facebook (N=3), the use of drones, 

cluster bombs, and phosphorous munitions by the military (N=2), and the use of text-

messaging (N=2). The former event was thought to have the effect of enhancing social 

networking in the movement and the latter was thought to have allowed activists to better 

communicate with youth. 

 

Event       Effects 

1. Use of Twitter (N=7)    1. More immediate communication  

to a wider audience, useful at 

demonstrations with multiple 

locations (N=4) 

2. Use of internet media and websites for   1. Publicize legislative sessions,  
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information dissemination (N=5)   talks, demos, protest, music, etc.  

       (N=3) 

2. Send action alerts to a wider 

audience (N=1) 

3. Use of Facebook (N=3)    1. Social networking (N=2) 

4. Use of drones, cluster bombs, and  

phosphorous munitions (N=2) 

5. Use of text-messaging (N=2)   1. Useful for contacting youth (N=1) 

6. Declining newspaper use (N=1) 

 

Question 18. Has your movement undergone any changes in the last 3 months that have 

affected your movement and its work? (e.g. new members, removal of members, changes 

in member relationships, changes in funding)  

For this question, several respondents (N=6) indicated that decreasing 

participation in movement collective action was a movement change that affected the 

anti-Iraq War movement in the Twin Cities. Various individuals joining and departing the 

movement were other changes that were indicated by the same number of respondents 

(N=6). Two other responses were indicated by more than one respondent: the economic 

crisis (N=3) and new collaborations bringing new strategies (N=2). The former event was 

thought to have the effects of: changing movement priorities, making fundraising more 

difficult for some, and making fundraising less difficult for others. 
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Event       Effects 

1. Decreases in overall participation (N=6) 

2. Individuals joining and leaving (N=6) 

3. Economic crisis (N=3)    1. Changing priorities (N=1) 

       2. Fundraising more difficult (N=1) 

       3. Fundraising less difficult (N=1) 

4. New collaborations bringing new strategies (N=3) 

5. More support by Middle Eastern Americans, 

anti-Zionist Jews, and Native Americans (N=1) 

6. Barack Obama inauguration (N=1)   1. Decreasing participation (N=1) 

7. Young people not as involved (N=1) 

 

Question 20. Have any other organizations or governmental agencies affected your 

movement in any way in the last 3 months? (e.g. providing support or constraining your 

movement)  

For this question, a few respondents (N=3) indicated that the inauguration of 

Barack Obama reflected a change in organizations or governmental agencies that affected 

the anti-Iraq War movement in the Twin Cities. They suggested that this had the effects 

of decreasing participation and showing the world that the US respects human rights and 

international relations. Four other responses were indicated by more than one respondent: 

the Eden Prairie police agreeing not to arrest activist shareholders at the annual Alliant 

Tech shareholders meeting (N=2), ongoing concerns of police repression (N=2), ongoing 

coalition work and the formation of a new coalition opposing the deployment of the 
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Minnesota National Guard (N=2), and National Lawyer’s Guild assistance supporting 

accused activists in various trials (N=2).  

 

Event       Effects 

1. Inauguration of Barack Obama (N=3)  1. Decreasing participation (N=1) 

2. Values human rights and 

international relations (N=1) 

2. Eden Prairie police agree not to arrest at  

Alliant Tech shareholders meetings (N=2) 

3. Concerns about police repression (N=2) 

4. Ongoing coalitions and creation of the 

coalition opposing the deployment of the  

Minnesota National Guard (N=2) 

5. National Lawyer’s Guild involvement (N=2) 1. Assistance with trials (N=1) 

6. Iraqi American Reconciliation Project  1. Working with city hall to establish  

actions (N=1)      a sister city in Iraq, exchange letters, 

and curriculum exchange (N=1) 

7. Schism between United for Peace and Justice 1. Hindering national protest (N=1) 

and Answer (N=1) 

8. Media attention elsewhere (N=1) 

9. Military recruiting in schools (N=1) 

10. Wanting more support from an individual  

organization (N=1) 
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Conclusion 

The peace movement is quite a diverse movement, with participants who have 

very diverse personal ideologies and identities. However, virtually all peace movement 

participants oppose the military-industrial complex, the use of mass violence, and war as 

an instrument of foreign policy, while they cherish the sanctity of human life and call for 

an egalitarian, democratic, and nonviolent social movement (though they might embrace 

tactics with varying levels of intensity). The peace movement in the United States is an 

established part of the American political process, providing ongoing political critique, 

though the protest movement has gone through relatively sporadic waves of prominence. 

The peace movement has not had many clear political successes over its history, instead 

it has had greater impacts on American culture and the lives of peace movement 

participants themselves, establishing skilled networks of activists ready for subsequent 

protest waves.  

This study’s sample of survey respondents is generally consistent with previous 

samples taken by peace movement scholars in other settings. Though, in this study, elders 

and men are slightly over-represented when compared to other study samples, while 

college-aged respondents and women are slightly under-represented. An analysis of the 

contextual data obtained from the study’s primary survey revealed three predominant 

themes in the perceptions of the anti-Iraq War movement participants over the study 

period: the Inauguration of Barack Obama (primarily with negative associated effects and 

some positive effects), the economic crisis and stimulus plan (primarily with negative 

associated effects and some positive effects), and declining participation in the movement 

and its collective actions. The anti-Iraq War movement in the Twin Cities entered a 
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period of abeyance by the time of this study, after a seven-year period of prominence, 

which is a typical length of time for a peace movement protest wave. This demobilization 

seemed to be largely due to public issue fatigue and peace movement member attrition, 

while representing a transition by the peace movement from outsider tactics to a greater 

emphasis on insider tactics with more moderate aims. 
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Figure 4.1. Participation in the annual Iraq invasion anniversary demonstration 

and other important demonstrations. 
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Year 1 – March 22, 2003 
Year 2 – March 20, 2004 
Year 3 – March 19, 2005 
Year 4 – March 18, 2006 
Year 5 – March 18, 2007 
Year 6 – March 15, 2008 
Year 7 – March 21, 2009 
 
Other Key Protests 
Pre-Iraq War:  
November 8, 2002 (500 participants) 
January 29, 2003 (1000 participants) 
 
Republican National Convention:  
August 31 – September 4, 2008 (9000 participants) 
 (Note: the Republican National Convention protests involved people from  

all over the country and occurred over a period of time) 
 
The numbers and dates used in this figure were taken from the following 
sources: Citizens for Legitimate Government, 2003; Collective Reporters, 2005; 
Collins, 2008; Democracy Cell Project, 2005; Helms, 2003; Mador, 2007; 
Mayron, 2003; Moore, 2006; Smetanka, 2009; Waddington, 2002 
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Chapter 5: 

Data Analysis 

 

 

 

Introduction 

The data analyzed in this chapter were used to investigate the hypotheses and 

research questions tested in this study. Namely, data were used to test the relationships 

between facilitation management (as well as each of the specific dimensions of 

facilitation management) and interorganizational trust and coordination and consider the 

concentration of responsibility for those functions in the network. The complete data set 

is provided in Appendix G. In addition to investigating the study hypotheses and research 

questions, an analysis of the difference between the trust and coordination networks is 

provided to illustrate that these two variables represented unique networks and were not, 

in fact, the same network. This is important because prior studies have not considered 

these two types of bonds as different types of interogranizational networks. As well, the 

“most trusted,” “least trusted,” “worked best with,” and “most difficult to work with” 

networks were diagramed, after the overall structure of core, support, and peripheral 

organizations was determined. A brief exploration of participants’ perceptions of how 

communication process could be improved, the three biggest accomplishments and 

challenges that each of the research participants noted for their movement, and the 

outcome variables effectiveness and worthwhileness were also considered here because 
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they illustrated the study participants’ overall perceptions of their communications 

network performance as well.  

Assumptions for Statistical Analysis 

The assumptions underlying a multiple linear regression analysis were found to be 

satisfied in the statistical models presented to test the hypotheses in this study. There are 

five underlying assumptions that must be satisfied for a multiple linear regression 

analysis to be valid: 

1) The relationships between the residuals and the dependent variables should be 

linear rather than curvilinear;  

2) There is no range restriction/truncation of the dependent variable residuals; 

3) Error variation is homoscedastic, demonstrated by residual values that are 

spread relatively evenly across the X-axes, when the residuals are plotted 

against either of the dependent variables; 

4) No potential outlier scores are considered to be problematic; 

5) The sample size is large enough to invoke central limit theorem, ensuring that 

the r and b value estimates are stable enough for the statistical tests. 

  

In this study, N=36 study participants was more than large enough to invoke central limit 

theorem, usually requiring approximately 30 survey respondents. The other assumptions 

required further investigation. 

 

The following graphs of the dependent variable residuals reveal that the assumptions for 

the multiple linear regression models were satisfied: 
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Trust Graphs 

The regression model assumed to underlie the data for the relationships between 

facilitation management dimensions and trust hypothesis test was: 
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Unstandardized Predicted Value Graph for the Trust Variable 

34.0000032.0000030.0000028.0000026.00000

Unstandardized Predicted Value

7.50000

5.00000

2.50000

0.00000

-2.50000

-5.00000

-7.50000

U
n

st
an

d
ar

di
ze

d 
R

es
id

ua
l

 

Q-Q Plot for the Trust Variable 

7.55.02.50.0-2.5-5.0-7.5

Observed Value

7.5

5.0

2.5

0.0

-2.5

-5.0

-7.5

Ex
pe

ct
ed

 N
or

m
al 

Va
lu

e

Normal Q-Q Plot of Unstandardized Residual

 

Cook’s Distance Graph for the Trust Variable 

30.0020.0010.000.00

ID#

0.30000

0.25000

0.20000

0.15000

0.10000

0.05000

0.00000

Co
ok

's 
Di

st
an

ce

 



 139 

1) The relationships between the residuals and the trust variable were linear rather 

than curvilinear. This was evident when the trust variable was plotted against its 

unstandardized residuals (above), which showed strong evidence of a linear relationship. 

The residual adherence to their expected normal value in the Q-Q plot showed further 

evidence for this assertion. 

2) There was no range restriction/truncation of the dependent variable residuals. 

This was clear here when the graph of trust plotted against the residuals was considered 

(above). While there were slightly fewer values at the high and low end of the X-axis in 

this graph, that is to be expected in a normal distribution for a composite variable so the 

values were not artificially narrow. 

3) Error variation was homoscedastic, as demonstrated by residual values that 

were spread relatively evenly across the X-axis when the residuals were plotted for the 

trust variable. When the graph of trust plotted against the residuals was considered 

(above), there were slightly fewer values at the high and low end of the X-axis, but that is 

to be expected with a composite variable and therefore the values were spread out 

relatively evenly over the X-axis. The unstandardized predicted value graph for the trust 

variable also appeared to be somewhat random, though there was some clustering at the 

higher end of the range.  

4) No potential outlier scores were considered to be a problem. While the Cook’s 

distance graph does show some evidence for five potential outliers at the middle to higher 

value range in this sample, they did not appear to be problematic on the other graphs. 

Therefore, while this indicated something to be aware of during data analysis, it was not a 

concern that would have invalidated the statistical test.  
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Coordination Graphs 

The regression model assumed to underlie the data for the relationships between 

facilitation management dimensions and coordination hypothesis test was: 
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The null hypothesis (Ho), that was tested against the alternative hypothesis (H1) was: 
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Unstandardized Predicted Value Graph for the Coordination Variable 

35.0000030.0000025.0000020.00000

Unstandardized Predicted Value

4.00000

2.00000

0.00000

-2.00000

-4.00000

-6.00000

-8.00000

-10.00000

U
ns

ta
nd

ar
di

ze
d

 R
es

id
ua

l

 

Q-Q Plot for the Coordination Variable 
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1) The relationships between the residuals and the dependent variables were linear 

rather than curvilinear. The Q-Q plot (above) showed a linear tendency in the residuals 

for the coordination variable. There was some tailing off towards the top and bottom of 

the range but this did not appear to make the relationship curvilinear. 

2) There was no range restriction/truncation of residuals across the X-axis when 

the residuals were plotted against the coordination variable. While  the graph does show a 

clustering at the higher end of the range, the linear trend in the data would lead the data to 

intercept the X-axis at an approximate value of 22. Therefore, some clustering at the 

higher values would be expected.  

3) Error variation was reasonably homoscedastic, with values spread relatively 

evenly across the X-axis, when the residuals were plotted against the coordination 

variable. Though there was some clustering with the variable residuals in the higher 

values, the linear trend in the data intercepting the X-axis would make the clustering 

expected. So the residuals were considered to be relatively homoscedastic, with this 

reservation noted. The unstandardized predicted value graph mirrored this trend and the 

noted concern. 

4) No potential outliers were seen that would invalidate the statistical test. The 

Cook’s Distance graph does reveal three potential outliers, as does the unstandardized 

residual plot for the coordination variable, but major concerns with potential outliers 

were not evident on the Q-Q plot. Therefore, while this indicated something to be aware 

of during data analysis, it was not a concern that would invalidate the statistical test. 

 

Tables of the residual statistics are provided below: 
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Residual Statistics for the Trust Variable 

Residuals Statistics a

26.341 35.865 32.847 2.2592 36

-2.880 1.336 .000 1.000 36

.708 2.516 1.358 .394 36

25.384 36.571 32.773 2.4118 36

-6.6741 6.8598 .0000 3.2037 36

-1.929 1.982 .000 .926 36

-2.033 2.167 .010 1.020 36

-7.4153 8.2000 .0741 3.9370 36

-2.153 2.320 .012 1.052 36

.492 17.524 4.861 3.699 36

.000 .285 .041 .069 36

.014 .501 .139 .106 36

Predicted Value

Std. Predicted Value

Standard Error of

Predicted Value

Adjusted Predicted Value

Residual

Std. Residual

Stud. Residual

Deleted Residual

Stud. Deleted Residual

Mahal. Distance

Cook's Distance

Centered Leverage Value

Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N

Dependent Variable: Trust_Compositea. 

 

Residual Statistics for the Coordination Variable 

Residuals Statistics a

21.141 36.496 31.300 3.1872 36

-3.187 1.630 .000 1.000 36

.559 1.985 1.072 .311 36

23.541 36.805 31.389 3.0695 36

-8.5956 3.5623 .0000 2.5284 36

-3.147 1.304 .000 .926 36

-3.529 1.396 -.013 1.029 36

-10.8054 4.0800 -.0893 3.1493 36

-4.537 1.419 -.042 1.139 36

.492 17.524 4.861 3.699 36

.000 .534 .044 .099 36

.014 .501 .139 .106 36

Predicted Value

Std. Predicted Value

Standard Error of

Predicted Value

Adjusted Predicted Value

Residual

Std. Residual

Stud. Residual

Deleted Residual

Stud. Deleted Residual

Mahal. Distance

Cook's Distance

Centered Leverage Value

Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N

Dependent Variable: Coord_Compositea. 

 

 

Multiple Linear Regression Models:  

The Trust Variable Hypothesis Test 

The model as tested: 

trust = logistical arrangements + social support + participatory discussion + conflict 

resolution + participatory decision-making + error  
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ANOVAb

178.647 5 35.729 2.984 .027a

359.223 30 11.974

537.870 35

Regression

Residual

Total

Model
1

Sum of

Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Predictors: (Constant), Dec_Composite, Sup_Composite, CR_Composite, Facil_

Composite, Log_Composite

a. 

Dependent Variable: Trust_Compositeb. 

 

Coefficientsa

17.663 5.964 2.961 .006

.010 .342 .005 .030 .976 .261 .005 .004 .677 1.477

.587 .211 .443 2.782 .009 .395 .453 .415 .877 1.140

.424 .331 .232 1.279 .211 .278 .227 .191 .678 1.475

-.404 .247 -.264 -1.637 .112 -.054 -.286 -.244 .857 1.167

.413 .340 .233 1.217 .233 .330 .217 .182 .605 1.653

(Constant)

Log_Composite

Sup_Composite

Facil_Composite

CR_Composite

Dec_Composite

Model

1

B Std. Error

Unstandardized

Coefficients

Beta

Standardized

Coefficients

t Sig. Zero-order Partial Part

Correlations

Tolerance VIF

Collinearity Statistics

Dependent Variable: Trust_Compositea. 

 

 

 

Collinearity Diagnosticsa

5.914 1.000 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

.037 12.696 .00 .00 .70 .06 .00 .04

.023 16.105 .00 .03 .05 .00 .87 .05

.011 23.119 .03 .25 .16 .77 .05 .02

.008 26.673 .51 .03 .08 .04 .08 .65

.007 29.322 .46 .68 .00 .14 .00 .23

Dimension

1

2

3

4

5

6

Model

1

Eigenvalue

Condition

Index (Constant)

Log_

Composite

Sup_

Composite

Facil_

Composite

CR_

Composite

Dec_

Composite

Variance Proportions

Dependent Variable: Trust_Compositea. 

 

 

Model Summary

.576a .332 .221 3.4604

Model
1

R R Square

Adjusted

R Square

Std. Error of

the Estimate

Predictors: (Constant), Dec_Composite, Sup_

Composite, CR_Composite, Facil_Composite, Log_

Composite

a. 
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The independent variable facilitation management was found to be related 

(statistically significant) to the dependent variable trust in this multiple linear regression 

analysis [α=.05 and p=.027 (<.05)], suggesting that the statistical model is valid. The 

only individual independent dimension of facilitation management in the model found to 

be related (statistically significant) to trust was social support [α=.05 and p=.009 (<.05)]. 

No other individual dimensions were found to have relationships that were close to 

statistical significance. With no VIF scores above 1.7 (more than 3 would indicate a 

potential concern), colinearity did not appear to be a large concern in this model. With no 

sign switching (+/-) from zero order to partial correlations, no suppressor variables were 

likely, with the possible exception of logistical arrangements which moved farther from 

zero from the partial to the zero order correlation (participatory discussion and decision-

making were less likely concerns in this regard, as well). The resultant corrected model 

is: 

 

trust = social support + error 

 

The effect size was found to be moderately weak. R square was found to be .33, meaning 

that the model explains 33% of the variation in the dependent variable trust. 

 

A post-hoc regression analysis of the relationship between the social support 

variable and the trust variable as a statistical model (see below) revealed that when tested 

independently, the social support variable was still found to be related (statistically 

significant) to the trust variable [α=.05 and p=.017 (<.05)].  The effect size was found to 
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be weak. R square was found to be .16, meaning that the model explains 16% of the 

variation in the dependent variable trust.  

ANOVAb

83.921 1 83.921 6.286 .017a

453.949 34 13.351

537.870 35

Regression

Residual

Total

Model
1

Sum of

Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Predictors: (Constant), Sup_Compositea. 

Dependent Variable: Trust_Compositeb. 

 

 

Coefficientsa

25.389 3.036 8.362 .000

.523 .209 .395 2.507 .017

(Constant)

Sup_Composite

Model
1

B Std. Error

Unstandardized

Coefficients

Beta

Standardized

Coefficients

t Sig.

Dependent Variable: Trust_Compositea. 

 

 

Model Summaryb

.395a .156 .131 3.6540

Model
1

R R Square

Adjusted

R Square

Std. Error of

the Estimate

Predictors: (Constant), Sup_Compositea. 

Dependent Variable: Trust_Compositeb. 

 

 

The Coordination Variable Hypothesis Test 

The model as tested: 

coordination = logistical arrangements + social support + participatory discussion + 

conflict resolution + participatory decision-making + error  
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ANOVAb

355.528 5 71.106 9.534 .000a

223.752 30 7.458

579.280 35

Regression

Residual

Total

Model
1

Sum of

Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Predictors: (Constant), Dec_Composite, Sup_Composite, CR_Composite, Facil_

Composite, Log_Composite

a. 

Dependent Variable: Coord_Compositeb. 

 

Coefficientsa

14.565 4.707 3.094 .004

.436 .270 .223 1.616 .116 .451 .283 .183 .677 1.477

.669 .167 .487 4.017 .000 .501 .591 .456 .877 1.140

-.563 .262 -.297 -2.153 .039 -.038 -.366 -.244 .678 1.475

-.436 .195 -.274 -2.237 .033 -.120 -.378 -.254 .857 1.167

.935 .268 .509 3.489 .002 .443 .537 .396 .605 1.653

(Constant)

Log_Composite

Sup_Composite

Facil_Composite

CR_Composite

Dec_Composite

Model

1

B Std. Error

Unstandardized

Coefficients

Beta

Standardized

Coefficients

t Sig. Zero-order Partial Part

Correlations

Tolerance VIF

Collinearity Statistics

Dependent Variable: Coord_Compositea. 

 

 

Collinearity Diagnosticsa

5.914 1.000 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

.037 12.696 .00 .00 .70 .06 .00 .04

.023 16.105 .00 .03 .05 .00 .87 .05

.011 23.119 .03 .25 .16 .77 .05 .02

.008 26.673 .51 .03 .08 .04 .08 .65

.007 29.322 .46 .68 .00 .14 .00 .23

Dimension

1

2

3

4

5

6

Model

1

Eigenvalue

Condition

Index (Constant)

Log_

Composite

Sup_

Composite

Facil_

Composite

CR_

Composite

Dec_

Composite

Variance Proportions

Dependent Variable: Coord_Compositea. 

 

Model Summary

.783a .614 .549 2.7310

Model
1

R R Square

Adjusted

R Square

Std. Error of

the Estimate

Predictors: (Constant), Dec_Composite, Sup_

Composite, CR_Composite, Facil_Composite, Log_

Composite

a. 

 

 

The independent variable facilitation management was found to be related 

(statistically significant) to the dependent variable coordination [α=.05 and p=.000 
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(<.05)] in this multiple linear regression analysis. The individual dimensions of 

facilitation management found in the model to be related (statistically significant) to 

coordination were social support [α=.05 and p=.000 (<.05)], participatory discussion 

[α=.05 and p=.039 (>.05)], conflict resolution [α=.05 and p=.033 (<.05)], and 

participatory decision making [α=.05 and p=.002 (<.05)]. With no VIF scores above 1.7 

(more than 3 would indicate a potential concern), colinearity did not appear to be a large 

concern in this model. With no sign switching (+/-) from zero order to partial 

correlations, no suppressor variables were likely, with the exception of logistical 

arrangements, which moved farther from zero from the partial to the zero order 

correlation.  

It is important to note that two of the variables, participatory discussion and 

conflict resolution, were found to have the opposite relationship with coordination than 

was predicted by theory. That is to say, individuals with high participatory discussion or 

conflict resolution scores had lower coordination scores on average. These two cases are 

discussed further below. The resultant corrected model is: 

 

coordination = social support – participatory discussion – conflict resolution + 

participatory decision-making + error 

 

The effect size was found to be moderately strong. R square was found to be .61, 

meaning that the model explains 61% of the variation in the dependent variable 

coordination. 
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The relationship between participatory discussion and coordination was found to 

be opposite to the theoretically hypothesized relationship due to measurement error. Two 

of the four participatory discussion questions that were asked of the survey respondents 

were found to have alternative interpretations that accounted for the discrepancy between 

theory and the findings. Upon examination the measure was discovered to have had low 

content validity (internal consistency). The following questions were found to have led 

respondents to respond differently to them than the other two questions that were used to 

measure participatory discussion:  

 

Question 39. How frequently did you tell other movement members about the problems 

and challenges that you noticed the movement was facing over the past 3 months? 

 

Question 40. How frequently did you share your opinions with other movement members 

about how the movement could problem-solve to overcome its challenges over the past 3 

months? 

 

Both of the above questions assumed that the respondent noticed movement 

problems and challenges over the past three months. If they did not notice such 

challenges, they would have responded rarely or never, giving them a lower participatory 

discussion score than may have been warranted than if they felt they could have shared 

their opinions about problems, challenges, and problem-solving but had no reason to do 

so, having noticed none. This interpretation is consistent with what many respondents 

mentioned in conversations with the researcher over the three-month study period. Many 
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stated that, “there was nothing going on over the past few weeks” and “you should have 

done this survey during the RNC when there was a lot of conflict and discussion.” After 

dropping question 39 and 40 from the analysis due to this concern over alternative 

interpretations, participatory discussion was found to have a very different relationship 

with coordination.  

The resultant post-hoc regression analysis of the new participatory discussion 

variable’s relationship with coordination yielded the following test results:  

 

ANOVAb

228.911 1 228.911 22.214 .000a

350.369 34 10.305

579.280 35

Regression

Residual

Total

Model
1

Sum of

Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Predictors: (Constant), New_Facila. 

Dependent Variable: Coord_Compositeb. 

 

Coefficientsa

13.234 3.870 3.419 .002

2.244 .476 .629 4.713 .000

(Constant)

New_Facil

Model
1

B Std. Error

Unstandardized

Coefficients

Beta

Standardized

Coefficients

t Sig.

Dependent Variable: Coord_Compositea. 

 

 

Model Summary

.629a .395 .377 3.2101

Model
1

R R Square

Adjusted

R Square

Std. Error of

the Estimate

Predictors: (Constant), New_Facila. 

 

 



 151 

 

In this model, participatory discussion was found to have a statistically significant 

[α=.05 and p=.000 (<.05)] and positive relationship with coordination, as theoretically 

predicted. The effect size was found to be moderately weak. R square was found to be 

.40, which is sizable given that this model is of a single predictor variable alone. This 

means that, using the new measure, 40% of the variation in coordination is explained by 

the participatory discussion variable. 

The case of conflict resolution, as having the opposite relationship with 

coordination than was predicted by theory, was explainable using a statistical analysis. A 

post-hoc regression analysis of the relationship between the conflict resolution variable 

and the coordination variable revealed that, when tested independently (below), the 

conflict resolution variable was no longer found to be related (not statistically significant) 

to the coordination variable [α=.05 and p=.487 (>.05)].  This means that the relationship 

between conflict resolution and coordination that was discovered in the multiple linear 

regression analysis was due to its interaction with other variables, rather than having any 

separate direct influence on the coordination variable itself.  

 

ANOVAb

8.301 1 8.301 .494 .487a

570.979 34 16.794

579.280 35

Regression

Residual

Total

Model
1

Sum of

Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Predictors: (Constant), CR_Compositea. 

Dependent Variable: Coord_Compositeb. 
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Coefficientsa

34.059 3.983 8.551 .000

-.190 .271 -.120 -.703 .487

(Constant)

CR_Composite

Model
1

B Std. Error

Unstandardized

Coefficients

Beta

Standardized

Coefficients

t Sig.

Dependent Variable: Coord_Compositea. 

 

 

The lack of relationship between the conflict resolution and coordination variables 

may be due to a variety of possible reasons. If the following cases are removed from 

analysis: 2, 4, 10, 16, 19,28, 29, 31, and 34, the relationship between conflict resolution 

and coordination is found to be significant and positive in a regression analysis, but there 

is no single factor unifying these cases to justify such a grouping. Additionally, it is 

important to note that there were two dimensions of the conflict resolution variable 

measured by the primary questionnaire: frequency of conflict and frequency of conflict 

resolution. High scores would result if an individual indicated that they perceived low 

frequencies of personal conflict and high frequencies of conflict resolution dialogue and 

overcoming personal conflict within the network of anti-Iraq War activists.  

There are four potential contributing factors that may explain why low frequencies of 

personal conflict and high frequencies of conflict resolution dialogue and overcoming 

personal conflict would not result in higher levels of coordination among the study 

participants: 

1) The levels of conflict were too low in the network to measure the 

relationship between conflict resolution and coordination. In response to question 44 

(“How frequently did you have an interpersonal conflict with another movement member 

that interfered with your communication with them over the past 3 months?”), 18 out of 
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36 respondents (50%) replied never and 9 out of 36 (25%) replied one time. This suggests 

that an absence of conflict might have made this an irrelevant measure for many 

respondents. 

2) The study participants were from Minnesota where there is a cultural norm 

of “Minnesota nice,” which involves avoiding discussing conflicts. For example, in 

response to question 30, respondent #5, indicated, ““Minnesota nice” sometimes gets in 

the way of critical reflection.” Respondents may thus have experienced lower levels of 

conflict resolution discussion and overcoming personal conflict because the measure of 

conflict resolution that was used in this study was not culturally appropriate in Minnesota 

or with anti-Iraq War activists in Minnesota. 

3) Less embedded people in the anti-Iraq War network, who would have 

tended to have lower coordination scores, may have experienced lower levels of conflict 

but may have thought about the conflict resolution questions more theoretically. This 

would give them a higher perception of their potential to use conflict resolution dialogue 

and overcoming potential conflicts. This could create a negative relationship with 

coordination. 

4) Methodological concerns with the questions. Principally, if an individual 

respondent did not experience conflict they might answer questions about their conflict 

resolution dialogue and overcoming of personal conflict in two opposite ways. Either 

they could answer theoretically, suggesting what they could have done if such a conflict 

had occurred or practically, suggesting that they did not use conflict resolution dialogue 

or overcome their personal conflicts as they did not have any conflicts. These differing 

interpretations could have artificially increased or decreased a respondent’s conflict 
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resolution score, depending more on their interpretation of the survey questions than on 

their disposition towards conflict resolution in the anti-Iraq War network. 

Potentially, all of these factors could have contributed to a lack of a statistically 

significant relationship between the conflict resolution and coordination variables, but as 

these lines of reasoning were not tested, they will have to remain conjecture. 

A post-hoc regression analysis of the relationship between the social support 

variable and the coordination variable (below) revealed that when tested independently, 

the social support variable was still found to be related (statistically significant) to the 

coordination variable [α=.05 and p=.002 (<.05)].  The effect size was found to be 

moderately weak. R square was found to be .25, meaning that the model explains 25% of 

the variation in the dependent variable trust.  

ANOVAb

145.489 1 145.489 11.403 .002a

433.791 34 12.759

579.280 35

Regression

Residual

Total

Model
1

Sum of

Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Predictors: (Constant), Sup_Compositea. 

Dependent Variable: Coord_Compositeb. 

 

Coefficientsa

21.480 2.968 7.237 .000

.689 .204 .501 3.377 .002

(Constant)

Sup_Composite

Model
1

B Std. Error

Unstandardized

Coefficients

Beta

Standardized

Coefficients

t Sig.

Dependent Variable: Coord_Compositea. 
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Model Summaryb

.501a .251 .229 3.5719

Model
1

R R Square

Adjusted

R Square

Std. Error of

the Estimate

Predictors: (Constant), Sup_Compositea. 

Dependent Variable: Coord_Compositeb. 

 

 

A post-hoc regression analysis of the relationship between the participatory 

decision-making variable and the coordination variable (below) revealed that when tested 

independently, the participatory decision-making variable was still found to be related 

(statistically significant) to the coordination variable [α=.05 and p=.007 (<.05)].  The 

effect size was found to be weak. R square was found to be .20, meaning that the model 

explains 20% of the variation in the dependent variable trust.  

 

ANOVAb

113.509 1 113.509 8.286 .007a

465.771 34 13.699

579.280 35

Regression

Residual

Total

Model
1

Sum of

Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Predictors: (Constant), Dec_Compositea. 

Dependent Variable: Coord_Compositeb. 

 

Coefficientsa

18.731 4.410 4.247 .000

.813 .282 .443 2.879 .007

(Constant)

Dec_Composite

Model
1

B Std. Error

Unstandardized

Coefficients

Beta

Standardized

Coefficients

t Sig.

Dependent Variable: Coord_Compositea. 
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Model Summaryb

.443a .196 .172 3.7012

Model
1

R R Square

Adjusted

R Square

Std. Error of

the Estimate

Predictors: (Constant), Dec_Compositea. 

Dependent Variable: Coord_Compositeb. 

 

 

The Relationships of Logistical Arrangements with Trust and Coordination 

Logistical arrangements was the only facilitation management dimension not to 

be found to be related (statistically significant) to either dependent variable. Perhaps if 

logistical arrangements (arranging meetings, informing constituents on-time of events in 

understandable terms, etc.) were performed adequately well with this sample of 

respondents, they did not affect the levels of trust and coordination beyond this bare 

minimum standard for organization (like an on/off switch, rather than a dimmer). 

Interestingly, two logistical arrangement questions (receiving on-time information and 

being in integrated working relationships) were found to be related to trust and 

coordination when tested independently with a regression analysis. Maybe these 

relationships would be best explained by reversing the presumed causal order for the 

relationships. Perhaps being in higher trust relationships increased the likelihood of 

receiving on-time information and being in integrated working relationships (high levels 

of work coordination) increased the likelihood of receiving clear and understandable 

information. However, with only one question to consider, these relationships are merely 

suggestive rather than explanatory. 

By using a post-hoc regression analysis to test each of the logistical arrangements 

questions separately, question 22 (“How frequently did you receive information telling 
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you about movement planning meetings and events in sufficient time for you to be able to 

participate in those meetings and events over the past 3 months?”) was found to be 

related (statistically significant) to the trust variable [α=.05 and p=.027 (<.05)] (below).  

The effect size was found to be weak. R square was found to be .14, meaning that the 

model explains 14% of the variation in the dependent variable trust. None of the other 

questions were found to be related to the trust variable.  

 

ANOVAb

73.436 1 73.436 5.376 .027a

464.433 34 13.660

537.870 35

Regression

Residual

Total

Model
1

Sum of

Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Predictors: (Constant), On_timea. 

Dependent Variable: Trust_Compositeb. 

 

 

Coefficientsa

21.968 4.732 4.642 .000

2.519 1.086 .370 2.319 .027

(Constant)

On_time

Model
1

B Std. Error

Unstandardized

Coefficients

Beta

Standardized

Coefficients

t Sig.

Dependent Variable: Trust_Compositea. 

 

 

Model Summaryb

.370a .137 .111 3.6959

Model
1

R R Square

Adjusted

R Square

Std. Error of

the Estimate

Predictors: (Constant), On_timea. 

Dependent Variable: Trust_Compositeb. 
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By using a post-hoc regression analysis to test each of the logistical arrangements 

questions separately, question 24 (“How frequently was the information that you received 

about movement events and meetings clear and understandable over the past 3 months?”) 

was found to be related (statistically significant) to the coordination variable (see below) 

[α=.05 and p=.000 (<.05)].  The effect size was found to be moderate. R square was 

found to be .47, meaning that the model explains 47% of the variation in the dependent 

variable trust. None of the other questions were found to be related to the coordination 

variable.  

ANOVAb

269.615 1 269.615 29.603 .000a

309.665 34 9.108

579.280 35

Regression

Residual

Total

Model
1

Sum of

Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Predictors: (Constant), Understandablea. 

Dependent Variable: Coord_Compositeb. 

 

Coefficientsa

10.886 3.785 2.876 .007

4.681 .860 .682 5.441 .000

(Constant)

Understandable

Model
1

B Std. Error

Unstandardized

Coefficients

Beta

Standardized

Coefficients

t Sig.

Dependent Variable: Coord_Compositea. 

 

 

Model Summaryb

.682a .465 .450 3.0179

Model
1

R R Square

Adjusted

R Square

Std. Error of

the Estimate

Predictors: (Constant), Understandablea. 

Dependent Variable: Coord_Compositeb. 
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By testing question 22 as a surrogate for logistical arrangements in a multiple 

linear regression analysis with social support, the variables were no longer separately 

found to be statistically related to trust, though the model as a whole was found to be 

related [α=.05 and p=.014 (<.05)] (below).  The effect size for this model was moderately 

weak. R square was found to be .23, meaning that the model explains 23% of the 

variation in the dependent variable trust. As tested, this model was: 

 

trust = q22 + social support  

 

ANOVAb

123.388 2 61.694 4.912 .014a

414.481 33 12.560

537.870 35

Regression

Residual

Total

Model
1

Sum of

Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Predictors: (Constant), On_time, Sup_Compositea. 

Dependent Variable: Trust_Compositeb. 

 

Coefficientsa

18.561 4.849 3.828 .001

.420 .211 .317 1.994 .054

1.921 1.084 .282 1.773 .086

(Constant)

Sup_Composite

On_time

Model
1

B Std. Error

Unstandardized

Coefficients

Beta

Standardized

Coefficients

t Sig.

Dependent Variable: Trust_Compositea. 

 

Model Summaryb

.479a .229 .183 3.5440

Model
1

R R Square

Adjusted

R Square

Std. Error of

the Estimate

Predictors: (Constant), On_time, Sup_Compositea. 

Dependent Variable: Trust_Compositeb. 
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By testing question 24 as a surrogate for logistical arrangements with social 

support, along with participatory decision-making and the new measure of participatory 

discussion, the relationship with coordination was statistically significant [α=.05 and 

p=.000 (<.05)] (below) and improved the explanatory power of the model to predict 

coordination in a multiple linear regression analysis. However, social support and 

participatory decision-making were no longer separately found to be related to 

coordination in the model.  The effect size for this model was found to be moderately 

strong. R square was found to be .73, meaning that the model explains 73% of the 

variation in the dependent variable coordination. This model had the strongest predictive 

power of all the models tested. Tested as follows: 

 

coordination =  q24 + social support + participatory discussion*new + participatory 

decision-making + error  

 

ANOVAb

422.027 4 105.507 20.799 .000a

157.253 31 5.073

579.280 35

Regression

Residual

Total

Model
1

Sum of

Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Predictors: (Constant), Dec_Composite, Sup_Composite, Understandable, New_

Facil

a. 

Dependent Variable: Coord_Compositeb. 
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Coefficientsa

-1.604 3.742 -.429 .671

3.337 .740 .486 4.509 .000

.242 .148 .176 1.634 .112

1.508 .392 .422 3.849 .001

.179 .202 .098 .888 .381

(Constant)

Understandable

Sup_Composite

New_Facil

Dec_Composite

Model
1

B Std. Error

Unstandardized

Coefficients

Beta

Standardized

Coefficients

t Sig.

Dependent Variable: Coord_Compositea. 

 

Model Summaryb

.854a .729 .694 2.2523

Model
1

R R Square

Adjusted

R Square

Std. Error of

the Estimate

Predictors: (Constant), Dec_Composite, Sup_

Composite, Understandable, New_Facil

a. 

Dependent Variable: Coord_Compositeb. 

 

 

Control Variables 

Several of the control variables were found to be correlated with the variables of 

interest in the study (independent and dependent variables). The resultant correlations and 

significance levels are presented below. When a relationship was found to be statistically 

significant, the variable is bolded and a cross-tabulation graph is provided below it, along 

with an explanation for the finding. 

 

Position (Board Member or Executive Director/ Not Executive) 

Logistical Arrangements  -.373 Pearson Correlation (.025 Significance) 

Social Support    .009 Pearson Correlation (.960 Significance) 

Participatory Discussion  -.066 Pearson Correlation (.701 Significance) 

New Participatory Discussion  .255 Pearson Correlation (.133 Significance) 
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Conflict Resolution   -.195 Pearson Correlation (.254 Significance) 

Participatory Decision-Making -.109 Pearson Correlation (.526 Significance) 

Trust     .103 Pearson Correlation (.549 Significance) 

Coordination    .023 Pearson Correlation (.896 Significance) 

Log_Composite * Executive Crosstabulation

Count

0 1 1

0 1 1

0 2 2

0 1 1

0 2 2

0 1 1

1 8 9

1 0 1

1 0 1

3 1 4

0 1 1

2 5 7

1 1 2

1 0 1

1 1 2

11 25 36

11.0

12.0

13.0

14.0

15.0

15.8

16.0

16.3

16.8

17.0

17.5

18.0

19.0

19.3

20.0

Log_Composite

Total

1.00 2.00

Executive

Total

 
 

 

It seems logical to suggest that the respondents who identified themselves as 

either board members or executive directors (coded as 1) would perceive logistical 

arrangements in the social network to be better than did the respondents that did not 

identify themselves as executives (coded as 2). The above cross-tabulation table 

demonstrates that the differences between the two groups appear at the lower range with 

no executives falling in the bottom 6 responses. Board members and executive directors 

are more involved in organizing logistical arrangements within their own organizations 

and would seem to be more sensitive to the logistical arrangements variable. However, 



 163 

since the logistical arrangements variable was not found statistically related to either of 

the dependent variables, this did not appear to affect the analysis a great deal. 

 

Duration of Network Involvement 

Logistical Arrangements  .111 Pearson Correlation (.519 Significance) 

Social Support    .242 Pearson Correlation (.155 Significance) 

Participatory Discussion  .055 Pearson Correlation (.751 Significance) 

New Participatory Discussion  -.102 Pearson Correlation (.553 Significance) 

Conflict Resolution   -.088 Pearson Correlation (.608 Significance) 

Participatory Decision-Making -.007 Pearson Correlation (.969 Significance) 

Trust     .363 Pearson Correlation (.029 Significance) 

Coordination    .115 Pearson Correlation (.506 Significance) 

Trust_Composite * How_Long Crosstabulation

Count

0 0 0 1 1

0 0 0 1 1

1 0 0 0 1

0 0 1 0 1

0 1 0 0 1

0 0 0 3 3

0 0 0 1 1

0 0 1 1 2

0 0 0 3 3

0 0 0 1 1

0 0 0 1 1

0 0 1 2 3

0 0 0 1 1

0 0 0 2 2

0 0 0 1 1

0 0 0 2 2

0 0 0 3 3

0 0 0 1 1

0 0 0 2 2

0 0 0 1 1

0 0 0 1 1

0 0 0 1 1

0 0 0 1 1

0 0 0 1 1

1 1 3 31 36

23.0

24.0

27.0

28.0

29.0

30.0

30.4

31.0

32.0

32.5

32.8

33.0

33.2

33.5

33.7

34.0

35.0

35.7

36.0

36.5

37.0

37.7

41.0

42.0

Trust_Composite

Total

2 3 4 5

How_Long

Total

 
 

 

It seems logical to suggest that the longer that individuals had been involved in 

the anti-Iraq War movement, the higher that their levels of trust would be in the network. 

However, this is a very tentative conclusion with these data given the low frequencies of 
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respondents who indicated that they had been involved in the network for shorter time 

periods. No respondents indicated that they had been involved in this network for less 

than 6 months, 1 respondent (3%) indicated that they had been involved for 6 months to 1 

year (coded as 2), 1 respondent (3%) indicated that they had been involved for 1 to 2 

years (coded as 3), 3 respondents (8%) indicated that they had been involved for 2 to 5 

years (coded as 4), and 31 respondents (86%) indicated that they had been involved for 

more than 5 years (coded as 5). Therefore, any effects on the study’s findings should 

have been minimal. This finding suggests that further research should be conducted to 

verify it in other settings, though it is consistent with other social network studies that 

have found relationships between relational history and trust. The finding is also 

consistent with the views of five survey respondents, who indicated as a response to 

question 65 (“What could be done to improve the trust among movement members?”), 

that trust was built over time, by working together. 

 

Gender 

Logistical Arrangements  .094 Pearson Correlation (.587 Significance) 

Social Support   .435 Pearson Correlation (.008 Significance) 

Participatory Discussion  -.045 Pearson Correlation (.778 Significance) 

New Participatory Discussion  .094 Pearson Correlation (.586 Significance) 

Conflict Resolution   .269 Pearson Correlation (.113 Significance) 

Participatory Decision-Making .146 Pearson Correlation (.395 Significance) 

Trust     .297 Pearson Correlation (.079 Significance) 

Coordination    .449 Pearson Correlation (.006 Significance) 
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Sup_Composite * Gender Crosstabulation

Count

1 0 1

1 0 1

1 1 2

2 0 2

3 1 4

0 1 1

2 3 5

2 1 3

3 2 5

1 0 1

1 1 2

0 1 1

1 5 6

0 1 1

0 1 1

18 18 36

8.0

9.3

10.0

11.0

12.0

12.8

13.0

14.0

15.0

15.3

16.0

16.5

18.0

19.0

20.0

Sup_Composite

Total

1 2

Gender

Total

 
 

Coord_Composite * Gender Crosstabulation

Count

1 0 1

1 0 1

1 0 1

1 0 1

0 1 1

3 2 5

1 0 1

2 0 2

0 1 1

1 1 2

0 1 1

3 4 7

2 2 4

1 0 1

1 0 1

0 1 1

0 1 1

0 3 3

0 1 1

18 18 36

19.0

22.0

26.0

27.0

28.0

29.0

29.5

30.0

30.3

31.0

31.5

32.0

33.0

33.5

34.0

34.2

35.8

38.0

39.0

Coord_Composite

Total

1 2

Gender

Total

 
 

 

The above finding that gender is related to social support is consistent with 

previous social movement research, indicating that women (coded here as 2) tend to 

perceive their relationships as  providing them with more support than men. It is 

impossible to tell from the wording of the survey questions if women experienced higher 

levels of actual social support or this was simply due to their perception of network 

interactions. It seems logical to suggest that the women in this network engaged in 

relationships that they perceived as more celebratory, supportive, motivating, and 
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provided them with more direct aid, consistent with women’s interactions in other social 

movements and networks in other settings. The effect on these data was rather large 

(Pearson correlation .435). Nine of the top ten social support scores were by women and 

5 of the bottom 6 scores were by men. The implication for this study is that a large part of 

the social support variable’s effects on trust and coordination were due to gender 

differences. The above finding that women were more likely to have higher coordination 

scores as well, further underscores the impact this variable had on the coordination 

variable specifically. Again, the effect here is rather large (Pearson correlation .449). 

Clearly, the female respondents in this survey perceived higher levels of coordination 

than their male counterparts. The highest 6 coordination scores were by women and the 

lowest 4 were by men.    

 

Age 

Logistical Arrangements  .251 Pearson Correlation (.140 Significance) 

Social Support   .520 Pearson Correlation (.001 Significance) 

Participatory Discussion  -.247 Pearson Correlation (.147 Significance) 

New Participatory Discussion  .101 Pearson Correlation (.588 Significance) 

Conflict Resolution   .073 Pearson Correlation (.673 Significance) 

Participatory Decision-Making -.274 Pearson Correlation (.106 Significance) 

Trust     .104 Pearson Correlation (.548 Significance) 

Coordination    .281 Pearson Correlation (.097 Significance) 
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Sup_Composite * DOB Crosstabulation
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The above finding, that age was related to perceptions of social support in this 

network is consistent with the researcher’s experience in conducting this study. In 

interactions with respondents, older respondents generally seemed to be more supportive 

and perceive their colleagues as more supportive. The effects demonstrated here are 

rather large (Pearson correlation .52). Though there were few younger participants in this 

study (coded as decade of birth: 80s = 1, 70s = 2, 60s = 3, 50s = 4, 40s = 5, 30s = 6, and 

20s = 7), rendering this finding tentative (4 were born in the 1980s, 3 were born in the 

1970s, and 1 was born in the 1960s). 4 of the lowest 6 social support scores were by 

respondents born in the 1970s and 1980s and 6 of the highest 8 scores were made by 

respondents born in the 1920s and 1930s. Given that gender was also related to social 

support, the combined effects that these two variables had on social support was strong. 

 

Education 

Logistical Arrangements  .242 Pearson Correlation (.155 Significance) 



 168 

Social Support    -.006 Pearson Correlation (.973 Significance) 

Participatory Discussion  .300 Pearson Correlation (.075 Significance) 

New Participatory Discussion  -.288 Pearson Correlation (.088 Significance) 

Conflict Resolution   .432 Pearson Correlation (.009 Significance) 

 [Conflict only]   -.053 Pearson Correlation (.758 Significance) 

 [Resolution only]  .468 Pearson Correlation (.004 Significance) 

Participatory Decision-Making .031 Pearson Correlation (.856 Significance) 

Trust     .112 Pearson Correlation (.515 Significance) 

Coordination    -.088 Pearson Correlation (.612 Significance) 

CR_Composite * Education Crosstabulation
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Resolution_Only * Education Crosstabulation
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The above finding, that education was related to conflict resolution, was isolated 

to one dimension of the conflict resolution variable, resolution itself. The two questions 

that asked about perceived levels of conflict were not found to be related to education. 

The other two conflict resolution questions asked about discussing differences in an effort 

to overcome them and actually overcoming those differences. These latter questions were 

found to be related to education and the effect was fairly large (Pearson correlation .468). 

So the higher and lower educated respondents experienced the same levels of conflict in 

the network, but they dealt with any conflict differently. Respondents stating that they 

had some college training (coded as 3) provided 7 of the lowest 12 ‘resolution only’ 

scores, while respondents indicating that they had a graduate degree (coded as 5) had 4 of 

the highest 8 ‘resolution only’ responses (having a bachelor’s degree was coded as 4). It 

is logical to suggest that higher educated individuals tended to try to discuss and 

overcome their problems and that individuals with lower educational levels used other 

means to deal with conflicts, such as avoidance or accommodation. Overall in this study, 

the respondents were found to be relatively well educated with no respondents having 

less than some collage. As conflict resolution was not found to be individually related to 

either trust or coordination, its effects on the findings of this study were minimal.   

 

Race* 

Logistical Arrangements  .096 Pearson Correlation (.576 Significance) 

Social Support    -.070 Pearson Correlation (.687 Significance) 

Participatory Discussion  -.002 Pearson Correlation (.989 Significance) 
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New Participatory Discussion   .022 Pearson Correlation (.900 Significance) 

Conflict Resolution   -.007 Pearson Correlation (.966 Significance) 

Participatory Decision-Making .100 Pearson Correlation (.564 Significance) 

Trust     .213 Pearson Correlation (.212 Significance) 

Coordination    .087 Pearson Correlation (.612 Significance) 

* It is important to note the lack of diversity of this variable. Though the researcher 
made special efforts to include all of the “leaders” and “organizers” of color that were 
encountered in this study, there was not sufficient diversity to make any inferences. 
89% of survey respondents (N=32) indicated that they were European 
American/White, 3% (N=1) Latino(a)/Hispanic, 3% (N=1) Asian American, 3% 
(N=1) multi-racial, and 3% (N=1) Self-identified as “human, Minnesotan.”  

 
 
Table summarizing statistically significant control variables 
 

Control Variable Statistically significant 

relationship with dependent or 

independent variable (p-value) 

Effect size 

expressed as 

Pearson 

correlation 

Position Logistical Arrangements (.025) -.373 

Duration of Network Involvement Trust (.029) .363 

Gender Social Support (.008) 
Coordination (.006) 

.435 

.449 

Age Social Support (.001) .520 

Education Conflict Resolution (.009) 
Resolution only (.004) 

.432 

.468 

 
 

Network Facilitation Function Scores and Facilitation Function Concentration  

The graphs below illustrate the individuals who were identified by survey 

respondents as having responsibility for the various facilitation functions among the anti-

Iraq War movement members in the Twin Cities. The graphs show ranked and unranked 

scores, meaning that ranked scoring includes the differential scoring for the individuals 

identified by questionnaire respondents as being the “most responsible” (3pts), the 
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“second most responsible” (2 pts), and the “third most responsible” (1pt). Unranked 

graphs show how many different respondents were identified by questionnaire 

respondents but do not include differential scoring based on rankings. The centralization 

pie charts illustrate the concentration of scores for each facilitation function. Where the 

area is taken up differentially with few individuals having a larger “slice” than other 

network members, the facilitation function can be considered concentrated. If slices are 

evenly distributed among many individuals, the function can be considered diffuse. In 

this study, concentrated facilitation functions provided evidence that individuals 

facilitated that function, while diffuse facilitation functions provided evidence that the 

function was not facilitated, and was either negotiated, with no function oversight and 

each individual performing the function for him or herself, or was not performed, where 

the function itself did not take place to a great extent in the network. 

 

The Logistical Arrangements (Organizing) Facilitation Function 

The logistical arrangements (organizing) facilitation function data were collected 

from the study participants as responses to the following primary questionnaire question: 

Question 27, “Who were the three people most responsible for organizing movement 

strategizing and planning meetings over the past 3 months?” 
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Individual Scores: Q27 - Organizing (Ranked)
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Q27 Organizing Centralization (Unranked)

 

The primary questionnaire respondents provided the following number of responses to 

question 27, concerning organizing: 

3 answers: 26 

2 answers: 5 

1 answer: 4 

No answer: 1 

A total of 37 different individuals were identified as having some responsibility for this 

function. 

The logistical arrangements (organizing) centralization graphs show a 

concentrated pattern for this facilitation function, with a few individuals taking up larger 

slices than others. The 3 highest scoring individuals alone received 54.5% of the total 

ranked points and 44.6% of the unranked points, which were the highest percentages for 

any individual function. The points per individual score for this function was 5.35 (see 

below), one of four functions to have a score higher than 5. Overall, there were 37 

different individuals who were indicated as having some level of responsibility for this 

function. This function was therefore considered to be facilitated. 
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 The Logistical Arrangements (Information Dissemination) Facilitation Function 

The logistical arrangements (information dissemination) facilitation function data 

were collected from the study participants as responses to the following primary 

questionnaire question: Question 28, “Who are the three people most responsible for 

sharing information on movement plans and activities over the past 3 months?” 

Individual Scores: Q28 - Information 
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Individual Scores: Q28 - Information 

Dissemination (Unranked)
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Q28 - Information Dissemination Centralization 

(Unranked)

 

The primary questionnaire respondents provided the following number of responses to 

question 28, concerning information dissemination: 

3 answers: 26 

2 answers: 3 

1 answer: 7 

No answer: 0 

A total of 35 different individuals were identified as having some responsibility for this 

function. 
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The information dissemination centralization graphs show a concentrated pattern 

for this facilitation function, with a few individuals taking up larger slices than others. 

The 3 highest scoring individuals alone received 44% of the total ranked points and 

39.8% of the unranked points. The points per individual score for this function was 5.71 

(see below), one of four functions to have a score higher than 5. Overall, there were 35 

different individuals who were indicated as having some level of responsibility for this 

function. This function was therefore considered to be facilitated. 

 

The Social Support Facilitation Function 

The social support facilitation function data were collected from the study 

participants as responses to the following primary questionnaire question: Question 36, 

“Who were the three people most supportive of other movement members over the past 3 

months?” 

 

Individual Scores: Q36 - Social Support (Ranked)
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Q36 - Social Support Centralization (Ranked)

 

 

Individual Scores: Q36 - Social Support 
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The primary questionnaire respondents provided the following number of responses to 

question 36, concerning social support: 

3 answers: 26 

2 answers: 4 

1 answer: 2 

No answer: 4 

A total of 50 different individuals were identified as having some responsibility for this 

function. 

The social support centralization graphs do not show as great of a concentrated 

pattern for this facilitation function, with a few individuals taking up larger slices than 

others. The 3 highest scoring individuals received merely 28.5% of the total ranked 

points and 19.8% of the unranked points. The points per individual score for this function 

was 4.28 (see below), one of two functions to have a score lower than 5. Overall, there 

were 50 different individuals who were indicated as having some level of responsibility 

for this function, the largest number of individuals for any facilitation function. This 

function was therefore not considered to be facilitated. 

 

The Participatory Discussion Facilitation Function 

The participatory discussion facilitation function data were collected from the 

study participants as responses to the following primary questionnaire question: Question 

42, “Who were the three people most responsible for facilitating movement strategizing 

or planning discussions over the past 3 months?” 
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Individual Scores: Q42 - Facilitation (Ranked)

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

1 6 11 16 21 26 31 36 41 46 51 56 61 66 71 76 81 86 91 96

Individual Number

S
c
o

re
s

 

Q42 - Facilitation Centralization (Ranked)

 

Individual Scores: Q42 - Facilitation (Unranked)

0

5

10

15

20

25

1 6 11 16 21 26 31 36 41 46 51 56 61 66 71 76 81 86 91 96

Individual Number

S
c
o

re
s

 



 180 

Q42 - Facilitation Centralization (Unranked)

 

The primary questionnaire respondents provided the following number of responses to 

question 42, concerning participatory discussion: 

3 answers: 30 

2 answers: 2 

1 answer: 2 

No answer: 2 

A total of 37 different individuals were identified as having some responsibility for this 

function. 

The movement participatory discussion centralization graphs show a concentrated 

pattern for this facilitation function, with a few individuals taking up larger slices than 

others. The 3 highest scoring individuals alone received 43.1% of the total ranked points 

and 39.3% of the unranked points. The points per individual score for this function was 

5.65 (see below), one of four functions to have a score higher than 5. Overall, there were 

37 different individuals who were indicated as having some level of responsibility for this 

function. This function was therefore considered to be facilitated. 
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The Conflict Resolution Facilitation Function 

The conflict resolution facilitation function data were collected from the study 

participants as responses to the following primary questionnaire question: Question 48, 

“Who were the three people most responsible for helping to resolve interpersonal 

conflicts among movement members over the past 3 months?”  

Individual Scores: Q48 - Conflict Resolution 
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Individual Scores: Q48 - Conflict Resolution 

(Unranked)
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The primary questionnaire respondents provided the following number of responses to 

question 48, concerning conflict resolution: 

3 answers: 9 

2 answers: 3 

1 answer: 5 

No answer: 19 



 183 

A total of 35 different individuals were identified as having some responsibility for this 

function. 

The conflict resolution centralization graphs do not show a concentrated pattern 

for this facilitation function, with a few individuals taking up larger slices than others. 

The 3 highest scoring individuals received merely 26.7% of the total ranked points and 

18.8% of the unranked points, which were the lowest percentages for any individual 

function. The points per individual score for this function was 2.57 (see below), the 

lowest score for any facilitation function by far. Overall, there were 35 different 

individuals who were indicated as having some level of responsibility for this function, 

even though 19 respondents did not indicate a single individual as being responsible for 

the function on their primary questionnaire. The difficulty that many respondents had in 

answering this question can also be taken as evidence that conflict resolution was not 

facilitated in this network. This function was therefore not considered to be facilitated. 

 

The Participatory Decision-Making Facilitation Function 

The participatory decision-making facilitation function data were collected from 

the study participants as responses to the following primary questionnaire question: 

Question 54, “Who were the three people most responsible for helping coalition 

members reach planning decisions over the past 3 months?” 
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Individual Scores: Q54 - Encourage Decision-

Making (Ranked)
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Q54 - Encourage Decision-Making Centralization 

(Unranked)

 

The primary questionnaire respondents provided the following number of responses to 

question 54, concerning participatory decision-making: 

3 answers: 24 

2 answers: 4 

1 answer: 6 

No answer: 2 

A total of 29 different individuals were identified as having some responsibility for this 

function. 

The participatory decision-making centralization graphs show a concentrated 

pattern for this facilitation function, with a few individuals taking up larger slices than 

others. The 3 highest scoring individuals alone received 44% of the total ranked points 

and 40% of the unranked points. The points per individual score for this function was 

5.97 (see below), the highest score for any facilitation function. Overall, there were 29 

different individuals who were indicated as having some level of responsibility for this 

function, the lowest function total. This function was therefore considered to be 

facilitated. 
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Points Per Individual Scores 
 

Another means for assessing the level that responsibility for the various 

facilitation functions was concentrated in the network was by determining the average 

points that identified individuals received for a given function. The points per individual 

(PPI) value is the mean score for the individuals identified as having some responsibility 

for a given facilitation function: the total for all of the 3 point, 2 point, and 1 point scores 

for the individuals identified as having some responsibility for a given function, divided 

by the number of individuals identified. This gives an average score for the function as a 

whole, determining how concentrated that the scores were overall. The higher the value, 

the more concentrated that the function is, yielding evidence that it is facilitated. A 

comparison of the PPI scores for the facilitation functions is provided below: 

PPI for Q27 (Organizing: Coded as 1 on the chart below) 198/37= 5.35 
PPI for Q28 (Information Dissemination: Coded as 2 on the chart below) 200/35 = 5.71 

PPI for Q36 (Social Support: Coded as 3 on the chart below) 214/50 = 4.28 
PPI for Q42 (Facilitation: Coded as 4 on the chart below) 209/37 = 5.65 

PPI for Q48 (Conflict Resolution: Coded as 5 on the chart below) 90/35 = 2.57 

PPI for Q54 (Encourage Decision-making: Coded as 6 on the chart below) 173/29 = 5.97 

 

The PPI scores for the facilitation functions are summarized on the graph below: 
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The above graph, illustrating the points per individual scores for each facilitation 

function, clearly shows a more concentrated pattern for organizing, information 

dissemination, facilitation, and encouraging decision-making (which all had similar 

values: 5.35, 5.71, 5.65, and 5.97) than for social support and conflict resolution (which 

clearly had markedly lower values: 4.20 and 2.57). The most concentrated function 

overall was found to be encouraging decision-making, with a PPI of 5.97, while the least 

concentrated function was found to be conflict resolution, with a PPI of 2.57. 

If each respondent identified separate individuals as the “most responsible,” 

“second most responsible,” and “third most responsible” for each function, then the PPI 

score for each function would be 2 (3pts+2pts+1pts=6pts/3 individuals=PPI of 2) and 108 

different individuals would have been named as having responsibility for the function (36 

respondents x 3 responses = 108 individuals). Even though there were nearly as many 

individuals identified as having some responsibility for the facilitation functions overall, 

with 99 total individuals identified, including the survey respondents (ranging from 29 

different individuals with encouraging participatory decision-making to 50 individuals 

with social support), the PPI scores were much higher than 2: 5.35 PPI for organizing, 

5.71 PPI for information dissemination, 5.65 PPI for encouraging participatory 

discussion, and 5.95 PPI for encouraging participatory decision-making, which had the 

highest PPI score at almost 3 times what would be expected if responsibility for this 

function was distributed in a completely equal, egalitarian fashion in the network (e.g. 

PPI=2). 

As a further aid to analysis, each of the centralization graphs are summarized on 

separate pages below so that they can be compared to each other more easily:
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Individual Scores for Facilitation Functions Side-by-Side Comparison (Ranked) 

 

Individual Scores: Q27 - Organizing (Ranked)
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Individual Scores: Q36 - Social Support (Ranked)
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Individual Scores: Q48 - Conflict Resolution 

(Ranked)
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Centralization of Facilitation Functions Side-by-Side Comparison (Ranked) 

 

Q27 - Organizing Centralization (Ranked) Q28 - Information Dissemination Centralization 

(Ranked)

 

 

 

Q36 - Social Support Centralization (Ranked) Q42 - Facilitation Centralization (Ranked)

 

 

Q48 - Conflict Resolution Centralization (Ranked) Q54 - Encourage Decision-Making Centralization 

(Ranked)
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Individual Scores for Facilitation Functions Side-by-Side Comparison (Unranked) 
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Individual Scores: Q48 - Conflict Resolution 

(Unranked)
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Centralization of Facilitation Functions Side-by-Side Comparison (Unranked) 

 

Q27 Organizing Centralization (Unranked) Q28 - Information Dissemination Centralization 

(Unranked)

 

 

Q36 - Social Support Centralization (Unranked) Q42 - Facilitation Centralization (Unranked)

 

 

Conflict Resolution Centralization (Unranked) Q54 - Encourage Decision-Making Centralization 

(Unranked)

 

 

In summary, four facilitation functions in the Twin Cities anti-Iraq War nonprofit 

network were considered to be facilitated: organizing (logistical arrangements), 

information dissemination (logistical arrangements), participatory discussion, and 
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participatory decision-making. Two of the functions, social support and conflict 

resolution (particularly conflict resolution), exhibited a less concentrated responsibility 

pattern and were thus not considered to be facilitated in this network. 

 

Top Ten Scorers for all Network Facilitation Functions 

For each facilitation function, specific individuals in the social network were 

identified as having some level of responsibility for each facilitation function. Here, the 

individuals with the highest ten scores (those identified as having the most responsibility 

for the facilitation functions) are listed below. The number of the individual is written in 

italics, followed by their total points for the function using ranked scoring in bold and 

their unranked points (the number of times that they were identified) in regular script 

(Individual # = ranked points/unranked points). For individuals with the same point 

totals, the individual with the greatest number of unranked points was ranked higher. The 

highest ten scorers for each facilitation function were then compared with the other 

function lists to determine which individuals appeared on multiple lists, to identify the 

facilitators of multiple functions in the network.  

 

The Logistical Arrangements (Organizing) Facilitation Function 

In response to question 27, “Who were the three people most responsible for 

organizing movement strategizing and planning meetings over the past 3 months?”, the 

following 12 respondents were identified as having the most responsibility for the 

logistical arrangements (organizing) facilitation function: 
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1. 3 = 62/25 

2. 20 = 29/12 

3. 14 = 17/8 

4. 1 = 8/5 

5. 9 = 7/5 

6. 10 = 7/3 

7. 6 = 4/3 

8. 33 = 4/2 

9. 7, 8, 16, 34 = 3/2 

Total Points = 198/101 

% of points concentrated in 3 highest scoring individuals = 54.5%/44.6% 

 

The Logistical Arrangements (Information Dissemination) Facilitation Function 

In response to question 28, “Who are the three people most responsible for sharing 

information on movement plans and activities over the past 3 months?”, the following 10 

respondents were identified as having the most responsibility for the logistical 

arrangements (information dissemination) facilitation function: 

1. 3 = 57/22 

2. 20 = 20/9 

3. 41 = 11/6 

4. 7 = 10/6 

5. 1 = 10/4 

6. 8 = 8/6 
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7. 9 = 7/5 

8. 10 = 6/4 

9. 14 = 6/3 

10. 17 = 6/2 

Total Points = 200/93 

% of points concentrated in 3 highest scoring individuals = 44%/39.8% 

 

The Social Support Facilitation Function 

In response to question 36, “Who were the three people most supportive of other 

movement members over the past 3 months?”, the following 10 respondents were 

identified as having the most responsibility for the social support facilitation function: 

1. 3 = 34/14 

2. 1 = 15/6 

3. 9 = 12/5 

4. 7, 20 = 11/5 

5. ----- 

6. 8 = 10/4 

7. 14 = 8/3 

8. 24 = 7/5 

9. 56 = 6/3 

10. 42 = 5/4 

Total Points = 214/126 

% of points concentrated in 3 highest scoring individuals = 28.5%/19.8% 
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The Participatory Discussion Facilitation Function 

In response to question 42, “Who were the three people most responsible for 

facilitating movement strategizing or planning discussions over the past 3 months?”, the 

following 10 respondents were identified as having the most responsibility for the 

participatory discussion facilitation function: 

1. 3 = 51/23 

2. 20 = 20/11 

3. 14 = 19/8 

4. 5 = 13/6 

5. 19 = 11/6 

6. 1 = 11/5 

7. 9 = 10/5 

8. 10, 41 = 6/4 

9. ----- 

10. 30 = 6/2 

Total Points = 209/107 

% of points concentrated in 3 highest scoring individuals = 43.1%/39.3% 

 

The Conflict Resolution Facilitation Function 

In response to question 48, “Who were the three people most responsible for helping 

to resolve interpersonal conflicts among movement members over the past 3 months?”, 

the following 15 respondents were identified as having the most responsibility for the 

conflict resolution facilitation function: 
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1. 14 = 9/4 

2. 20 = 9/3 

3. 3 = 6/2 

4. 5 = 5/3 

5. 7, 41, 44 = 4/2 

6. ----- 

7. ----- 

8. 4, 55 = 3/2 

9. ----- 

10. 6, 30, 32, 34, 39, 88 = 3/1 

Total Points = 90/48 

% of points concentrated in 3 highest scoring individuals = 26.7%/18.8% 

 

The Participatory Decision-Making Facilitation Function 

In response to question 54, “Who were the three people most responsible for helping 

coalition members reach planning decisions over the past 3 months?”, the following 10 

respondents were identified as having the most responsibility for the participatory 

decision-making facilitation function: 

1. 3 = 43/18 

2. 20 = 20/8 

3. 14 = 13/6 

4. 5, 9 = 10/6 

5. ----- 
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6. 19 = 9/4 

7. 8 = 8/4 

8. 7 = 5/2 

9. 41 = 4/3 

10. 16 = 4/2 

Total Points = 173/80 

% of points concentrated in 3 highest scoring individuals = 44%/40% 

 

Individuals Ranking in the Top Ten for Multiple Functions 

 The following individuals were identified as being among the ten most 

responsible for more than one facilitation function. The number of different functions 

among which an individual was identified among the top ten scorers appears as regular 

script followed by the individuals’ numbers in italics (number of functions in the top ten: 

individual numbers): 

6 functions: 3, 14, 20* 

5 functions: 7, 9* 

4 functions: 1, 8, 41* 

3 functions: 5, 10* 

2 functions: 6, 16, 19, 30, 34 

* all individuals that scored in the top ten for at least 3 functions represented only 

organizations that were in the core or supporting organizations identified below. 
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The individuals ranking in the top ten for multiple facilitation functions were 

considered here to be general network facilitators (conducting the facilitation 

management for the network). When considering their overall scores, as well as the 

number of times that individuals were identified as being among the top ten most 

responsible for the facilitation functions, some individuals (for example, respondent #3) 

seemed to have been very responsible (having high responsibility scores) for a wide 

variety of facilitation functions (on many top ten lists) for the entire network, while 

others (for example, respondent #9) seem to have been responsible for facilitation 

functions for a smaller circle of individuals within the network (on many top ten lists but 

having lower responsibility scores).   

 

Network Diagrams 

 

The following diagrams illustrate the ties indicated by the survey respondents. 

Directionality of the ties are only depicted in the “least trusted” and the “most difficult to 

work with” network diagrams. In other network diagrams, the ties are reciprocal (because 

they are positive, abundant, and directionality isn’t as much of a concern). It is important 

to note that ties are indicators of relationships but are not in and of themselves 

relationships. In an organization is represented by many individuals (particularly for a 

large organization like Women Against Military Madness), a tie between an individual 

from one organization with an individual from another organization does not mean that 

the organizations necessarily have a “most trusted” relationship or “worked best with” 

one another.  

The two types of bonds depicted here are also diagramed in different ways. The 

“most trusted”/“least trusted” relationships are shown vis a vis their connection to the 
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most central organizations (the core and supportive organizations). Core and supportive 

organizations were determined by the number of times that they were indicated by 

different primary questionnaire respondents to the “most trusted” and “least trusted” 

questions. It is important to note that many of the study participants represented several 

organizations, so their relationships with other organizations were depicted with the 

entire range of organizations that they represented in the “most trusted”/“least trusted” 

(high/low trust) networks. Overlapping representation (overlapping membership) was 

considered equivalent to having identified a tie between organizations in the “most 

trusted”/“least trusted” (high/low trust) networks. Because of overlapping memberships, 

the complexity of organizational ties could have been overwhelming and confusing on a 

network diagram. Thus, after identifying the core/support organizations for the “most 

trusted” network, ties were depicted from peripheral organizations to core/support 

organizations only in the high trust diagram, not laterally between peripheral 

organizations. In the “worked best with”/“most difficult to work with” (work 

coordination) networks, complexity was reduced by assigning each respondent a single 

organization that they seemed to identify most strongly with on their questionnaire 

responses (thus overlapping membership was not included as part of the diagram). 

Lateral ties between peripheral organizations were included in the “least trusted,” 

“worked best with,” and “most difficult to work with” diagrams because complexity was 

otherwise reduced. For conceptual clarity, the base model for core and support 

organizations taken from the “most trusted” network was also used as the basis for other 

diagrams. 
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The Organizational Key for the Network Diagrams 

The following organizations were represented by the study respondents or a respondent 

indicated a tie with them. They were assigned numbers on the network diagrams to make 

the diagrams less cluttered. An organization’s number is presented, followed by its name: 

1) Women Against Military Madness 

2) Iraq Peace Action Coalition 

3) Twin Cities Peace Campaign 

4) Anti-war Committee 

5) Veterans for Peace 

6) St. Joan of Arc Church 

7) Alliant Action 

8) Sisters of St. Joseph 

9) Iraq Veterans Against the War 

10) Peace Island 

11) Eagan/Burnsville Peace Bannering and Vigils 

12) Minnesota Alliance of Peacemakers 

13) Pax Christie 

14) Military Families Speak Out 

15) A Million Copies Initiative 

16) World Citizen 

17) Middle-East Committee 

18) Every Church a Peace Church 

19) Progressives of Minnesota 
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20) Nonviolent Peace Force 

21) Students for Democratic Society, University of Minnesota 

22) Welfare Rights Committee, People’s Bailout 

23) Workers International League 

24) Minnesota Peace Project 

25) Twin Cities Artist Coalition 

26) Nobel Peace Prize Festival 

27) Interfaith Peacekeepers of Edina 

28) People of Faith Peacemakers 

29) Community of St. Martin 

30) Socialist Action 

31) Macalister Students for a Democratic Society 

32) Socialist Alternative 

33) Youth Against War and Racism 

34) Mayday Books 

35) Coalition for Palestinian Rights 

36) Minnesota Immigrant Rights 

37) Citizens for Global Solutions 

38) Iraqi American Reconciliation Project 

39) Friends of the RNC 8 

40) MPUC Peacemakers 

41) Minnesota Peace Lobby 

42) Northwest Neighbors for Peace 
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The Number of Times that an Organization is Mentioned in the “most trusted” and High 

Coordination Networks 

The following chart illustrates how many times that an organization was 

mentioned by different respondents in primary questionnaire responses. Ties from both 

the organizations that an individual represented and the organizations that they mentioned 

as being the “most trusted” (overlapping memberships as well as ties) are included in the 

high trust network. In the high coordination network, respondents were assigned an 

organization that they seemed to identify most strongly with so overlapping memberships 

were not considered. The order of the organizations comes from the high trust network. 

 

High trust network      Organization High work coordination network 

(Membership overlaps and ties)   (Single originating org, ties only) 

Core Organizations 

29   Women Against Military Madness    23 

20   Iraq Peace Action Coalition     8 

14   Twin Cities Peace Campaign     15 

13   Anti-war Committee      9 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Support Organizations 

9   Veterans for Peace      5 

9   St. Joan Church      1 

7   Alliant Action       6 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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Other Organizations 

4   Sisters of St. Joseph      4 

3   Iraq Veterans Against the War    2 

3   Peace Island       0 

3   Peace Bannering      0 

3   Minnesota Alliance of Peacemakers    2 

2   Pax Christie       2 

2   Military Families Speak Out     2 

2   A Million Copies Initiative     0 

2   World Citizen       1 

2   Middle-East Committee     0 

2   Every Church a Peace Church    1 

2   Progressives of Minnesota     0 

2   Nonviolent Peace Force     0 

2   Students for Democratic Society, University of Minnesota   2 

2   Welfare Rights Committee, People’s Bailout   4 

2   Workers International League    2 

1   Minnesota Peace Project     0 

1   Twin Cities Artist Coalition     0 

1   Nobel Peace Prize Festival     0 

1   Interfaith Peacekeepers of Edina    1 

1   People of Faith Peacemakers     1 

1   Community of St. Martin     0 
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1   Socialist Action      3 

1   Macalister Students for a Democratic Society  1 

1   Socialist Alternative      2 

1   Youth Against War and Racism    2 

1   Mayday Books      0 

1   Coalition for Palestinian Rights    0 

1   Minnesota Immigrant Rights     0 

1   Citizens for Global Solutions     0 

0   Iraqi American Reconciliation Project   1 

0   Friends of the RNC 8      1 

0   MPUC Peacemakers      1 

0   Minnesota Peace Lobby     1 

0   Northwest Neighbors for Peace    1 
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Core and Support Organizations Network Diagram 

 
 
 

This sociogram illustrates the “most trusted” relationships mentioned at least 5 

times by survey respondents. Core organizations were mentioned at least 10 times and 

support organizations were mentioned at least 5 times by survey respondents. Both “most 

trusted” ties and overlapping memberships by survey respondents were included as ties in 

this diagram. This diagram represents the central focal organizations that the anti-Iraq 

War movement organized around. 
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Most Trusted Organizations Network Diagram 

 
 

This sociogram depicts the “most trusted” ties indicated by survey respondents 

between peripheral and core/support organizations in the anti-Iraq War nonprofit 

network. Lateral ties and duplicate ties are indicated for core and support organizations 

(the organizational relationships indicated more than 5 times are shown) but not amongst 

peripheral organizations for the sake of clarity on the diagram (there were no 
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relationships between peripheral and core/support organizations that were indicated 5 

times or more). Some organizations are grouped in the same box when they had the same 

pattern of ties to reduce clutter in the model. This does not necessarily indicate that ties 

exist among the organizations that share a box. High trust relationships are also 

underestimated in this model because many respondents indicated that it was difficult to 

confine their responses to 3 “most trusted” relationships. Still, it clearly shows high levels 

of trust in a network, which has a high density of interorganizational relationships. 
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Least Trusted Organizations Network Diagram 

 
 

This sociogram depicts the “least trusted” ties in the network. Only single ties are 

included (thus overlapping “least trusted” ties that were indicated by multiple 

questionnaire respondents from the same organization were not depicted here). Lateral 

ties among the peripheral organizations are included. There are reciprocal “least trusted” 

ties between organization 4 (Anti-War Committee) and organizations 32 and 33 (Socialist 
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Alternative and Youth Against War and Racism). There are no “least trusted” ties among 

the core and support organizations. 
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High Coordination Organizations Network Diagram 

 
 

This sociogram depicts the organizations represented by the individuals that 

primary questionnaire respondents indicated that they “work best with”. Respondents 

were assigned an organization to represent that they seemed to identify most closely with 

on their questionnaire responses. Both relationships between the peripheral and 
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core/support organizations and lateral ties between peripheral organizations are 

illustrated. No overlapping memberships are included here as the survey respondents 

were assigned a specific organization. No duplicate ties are included, when multiple 

respondents indicated that a given tie existed. Note that there are a few organizations in 

this diagram that are not connected to the core/support organizations (27, 28, 12, 16). As 

well, three organizations are connected to the core/support organizations through only 

one other organization only (31, 39, 40). Some organizations therefore depended on a 

single tie alone to maintain their connection to the core/support organizations.  
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Low Coordination Organizations Network Diagram 

 

This sociogram depicts the ties among the organizations represented by 

individuals who the primary questionnaire respondents indicated that they found the most 

difficult to work with, and the organizations that the respondents represented (they were 

again assigned to represent a single organization that they seemed to most identify with). 

Only single ties are included, not overlapping memberships or duplicate ties. Note 

reciprocal “ most difficult to work with” ties are indicated between organization 4 (Anti-
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War Committee) and organizations 32 and 33 (Socialist Alternative and Youth Against 

War and Racism). 

 

High Trust and High Coordination Networks: the Same or Different? 

The “most trusted” and “work best” with ties indicated by survey respondents 

overlapped somewhat. Below is a chart indicating how many individuals identified by the 

survey respondents as “most trusted” or “worked best with” were different for each 

survey respondent. This is an important distinction because no previous research has 

considered bonds of high trust and work coordination to be distinct types of networks. 

The findings presented below indicate that these types of networks are not in fact 

synonymous, though they were found to overlap somewhat. Overall, in only 5 cases did 

primary questionnaire responses to the questions asking them to identify who they “most 

trusted” and “worked best with” overlap completely. In 13 cases, 1 individual differed 

between the individuals identified on the “most trusted” and “worked best with” 

responses.  In 8 cases, 2 individuals differed between the individuals identified on the 

“most trusted” and “worked best with” responses. In 8 cases, all 3 individuals differed 

between the individuals identified on the “most trusted” and “worked best with” 

questionnaire responses for a respondent.     
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Respondent #  Degree of difference  Respondent #  Degree of difference 

(no diff. to 3 different ties)  (no diff. to 3 different ties) 

1. 3 different 

2. 1 different 

3. 1 different 

4. no difference 

5. no responses 

6. 3 different 

7. 1 different 

8. 2 different 

9. no responses 

10. 1 different 

11. 1 different 

12. 1 different 

13. 1 different 

14. no difference 

15. 1 different 

16. 1 different 

17. 1 different 

18. no difference 

19. no difference 

20. no difference 

21. 3 different 

22. 3 different 

23. 3 different 

24. 3 different 

25. 2 different 

26. 2 different 

27. 2 different 

28. 3 different 

29. 2 different 

30. 2 different 

31. 1 different 

32. 2 different 

33. 3 different 

34. 1 different 

35. 2 different 

36. 1 different 

Totals 

No response  No difference  1 Different 2 Different 3 Different 

2   5   13  8  8 
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Formative Evaluation Questions of Facilitation Functions 

 Several questions were included on the primary questionnaire in this study to 

identify any possible ways that facilitation management could be improved in the anti-

Iraq War network. These questions asked the respondents if anything could be done to 

improve the functioning of all of the specific facilitation management dimensions 

(logistical arrangements, social support, participatory discussion, conflict resolution, and 

participatory decision-making), as well as trust and coordination. The following sections 

list those questions followed by a summary the responses to each of those formative 

evaluation questions:  

 

Logistical Arrangements (Organizing) 

Question 30, “What could be done to improve movement strategizing and planning 

meetings?” 

 While two respondents had no response or stated that they had no concerns with 

strategizing and planning in the anti-Iraq War nonprofit network, many respondents 

suggested ways that this could be improved. The most common responses were: a need 

for wider participation (N=5), more outreach to other communities, organizations, and 

young people (N=4), and ensuring that organizational representatives in meetings are 

capable, regular, and have continuity between statements made within their organization 

and within the network (N=3). Several other responses were made by two respondents: 

that meeting planning could be more frequent/consistent, that meeting agendas could be 

sent out in advance of meetings, that movement members could be more disciplined in 

following the agenda, that movement members could be more tolerant and get over small 

concerns, that more responsibilities could be shared/delegated, and that there could be a 

centralized calendar of movement events. The following list summarizes the responses to 

this questionnaire question: 

1. More and wider participation (N=5) 

2. More outreach (to other communities, other organizations, and young people-

meetings more interesting for them) (N=4) 
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3. Ensuring organizational representatives are capable, regular participants, and have 

continuity between movement discussions and organizational discussions (N=3) 

4. More planning meetings, more consistency (N=2) 

5. Send out agendas in advance (N=2) 

6. Being more disciplined following the agenda (N=2) 

7. More tolerance and openness to diverse tactics/getting over small stuff (N=2) 

8. Share responsibilities/delegate (N=2) 

9. A centralized community calendar of events, announcements, and invitations 

(N=2) 

10. More patience (N=1) 

11. Less participants/more professionals (N=1) 

12. Deal with “Minnesota nice” (N=1) 

13. Don’t assume that people know the background of issues being discussed (N=1) 

14. Training in agenda drafting and leading meetings (N=1) 

15. Setting meeting times well in advance (N=1) 

16. Set a plan for emergency actions that can be followed independently (N=1) 

17. More new ideas (N=1) 

18. This is done well, there are no concerns with this (N=2) 

 

Logistical Arrangements (Information Dissemination) 

Question 31, “What could be done to improve correspondence among movement 

members?” 

 While nine respondents had no response or stated that they had no concerns with 

correspondence between network members in the anti-Iraq War nonprofit network, many 
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respondents suggested ways that this could be improved. The most common responses 

were: all organizations in the movement could meet every other month (N=3), technology 

could be used better (N=2), and taking more time to dialogue and get to know each other 

better (N=2). The following list summarizes the responses to this questionnaire question: 

1. All groups meeting every other month to discuss plans, differences, problems 

and/or an email list for the whole movement/current contact list could be 

developed with the best way to reach everyone (N=3) 

2. Better use of communication technology (N=2) 

3. Time to get to know each other better and dialogue more (N=2) 

4. Make sure that word gets out in multiple ways (N=1) 

5. Time spent on follow-through (sign ups at meetings, demonstrations, etc. are 

collected with people specifically designated for this task) (N=1) 

6. Better PR/selling to get people to do the work (N=1) 

7. Use the phone more (N=1) 

8. Check e-mail regularly (N=1) 

9. More diversity and open-mindedness towards tactical differences (N=1) 

10. More timely feedback (N=1) 

11. More intentional reporting to the media (N=1) 

12. More regular contact (N=1) 

13. Simplify messages (N=1) 

14. This is done well, there are no concerns with this (N=9) 

 

Social Support 

Question 37, “What could be done to improve the support that movement members offer 

one another?” 
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 While eight respondents had no response or stated that they had no concerns with 

the social support that network members offered one another and felt that this was done 

well over this period by the anti-Iraq War nonprofit network, many respondents 

suggested ways that this could be improved. The most common responses were: more 

informal interactions, team-building, and social activities (N=8) and better introductions 

for new members (N=3). Three other responses were made by two respondents: that 

movement members articulate their needs to other movement members, that movement 

members continue to be honest and accepting, and that movement members ask one 

another how they are doing, listening to each other. The following list summarizes the 

responses to this questionnaire question: 

1. More informal interactions and team-building (party, picnic, social activities – 

watch the alcohol because of ideological differences) (N=8) 

2. Better introductions and support for new members (N=3) 

3. Articulate your needs to fellow members (N=2) 

4. Keep being honest and accept people’s ability to participate (they have a life 

outside of the movement) (N=2) 

5. Ask each other if you need help and how you are doing, listen (N=2) 

6. Follow-up and assess after movement actions (N=1) 

7. Check-in at meetings (N=1) 

8. An anonymous donor (N=1) 

9. Having a movement-wide meeting once each month (N=1) 

10. Keep singing (N=1) 

11. Make fundraisers fun (N=1) 

12. Everyone try to show up (N=1) 

13. Designate a support person (N=1) 

14. Return your messages (N=1) 
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15. Give each other public affirmation (N=1) 

16. Celebrate small successes (N=1) 

17. This is done well, there are no concerns with this (N=8) 

 

Participatory Discussion 

Question 43, “What could be done to improve strategizing or planning discussions 

among movement members?” 

 While four respondents had no response or stated that they had no concerns with 

strategizing and planning discussions in the anti-Iraq War nonprofit network, many 

respondents suggested ways that this could be improved. The most common responses 

were: sticking to meeting times and providing advanced notice for meetings (N=3), 

longer, more political discussions, with more strategizing (N=3), and more informal 

discussion and social events (N=3). Several other responses were made by two 

respondents: sticking to more concrete goals and objectives, showing more open-

mindedness towards differing strategies and ideologies, more participation in general, and 

getting more diversity, new perspectives, and young people. The following list 

summarizes the responses to this questionnaire question: 

1. Stick to meeting times, advanced notice for meetings, consistent meeting times 

(N=3) 

2. Longer, more political discussions, discuss strategy and perspectives (N=3) 

3. More informal discussion, social events (N=3) 

4. More concrete goals and objectives, stick to them (N=2) 

5. More participation generally (N=2) 

6. Open-mindedness towards different strategies and ideologies (especially direct 

action) (N=2) 

7. More diversity, new perspectives and young people (N=2) 
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8. Keep discussion open, listen, make sure that people are understood (N=1) 

9. Maintain many leaders and community outreach (N=1) 

10. More hierarchy (N=1) 

11. Better introductions of new members (N=1) 

12. Training for drafting agendas and leading meetings, skilled organizational 

representatives (N=1) 

13. Have a centralized calendar (N=1) 

14. Just show up (N=1) 

15. Distribute information coming from meetings (N=1) 

16. Separate planning and strategizing (N=1) 

17. Cut off long talkers (N=1) 

18. Allow for both freedom and structure (N=1) 

19. This is done well, there are no concerns with this (N=4) 

 

Conflict Resolution 

Question 49, “What could be done to better resolve conflicts among movement 

members?” 

 While five respondents had no response or stated that they had no concerns with 

movement conflict resolution in the anti-Iraq War nonprofit network, many respondents 

suggested ways that this could be improved. The most common responses were: having 

open, respectful, inclusive discussion, facilitated by individuals with interpersonal skills 

(N=7), using a mediator or designated movement members intervene for disruptive 

conflicts (N=4), and being aware of and bringing up concerns, talking directly to 

individuals about problems with them (N=4). Several other responses were made by two 

respondents: movement members should listen and accept feedback, movement members 

should be tolerant and over time things get better, conflict is a useful part of the 
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movement process, and generally spending more time talking about problems. The 

following list summarizes the responses to this questionnaire question: 

1. Have open discussion, respect for all, a chance for all to speak, have leaders with 

best interpersonal skills facilitate discussions (N=7) 

2. When conflicts become disruptive get a mediator or designate a group of 

movement members to help out with conflict (N=4) 

3. Bring up issues, talk directly to people about problems, awareness of your own 

point of view and priorities (N=4) 

4. Listen and accept feedback (N=2) 

5. Tolerance for others and over time things get better (N=2) 

6. Conflict is useful to the discussion process (N=2) 

7. Spend more time talking about problems (N=2) 

8. Have unity and a common cause (N=1) 

9. Do not go public with conflicts (N=1) 

10. Compliment and praise one another (N=1) 

11. Keep issues focused and objective (N=1) 

12. Carry out your own ideas (N=1) 

13. Conflict resolution training for movement members (N=1) 

14. This is done well, there are no concerns with this (N=5) 

 

Participatory Decision-Making 

Question 55, “What could be done to improve coalition decision making?” 

 While seven respondents had no response or stated that they had no concerns with 

coalition decision-making in the anti-Iraq War nonprofit network, many respondents 

suggested ways that this could be improved. The most common response was: broader 
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participation, including more youth (N=5). Two other responses were made by two 

respondents: having more time for making decisions and making sure that movement 

members are open and honest with their plans. The following list summarizes the 

responses to this questionnaire question: 

1. Broader participation (including more youth) (N=5) 

2. More time for making decisions (N=2) 

3. Be open and honest with your plans (N=2) 

4. Overcome turf concerns (N=1) 

5. Fewer members making decisions (N=1) 

6. People are too nice, more boat rocking (N=1) 

7. Ensure that women, people of color, and young people are heard (N=1) 

8. Unity of message amidst diverse tactics (N=1) 

9. Define terms clearly (N=1) 

10. Small group discussions (N=1) 

11. Use visual aids (N=1) 

12. Meeting communication training for movement members (N=1) 

13. Make sure organizational representatives know the positions of their 

organizations (N=1) 

14. This is done well, there are no concerns with this (N=7) 

 

Trust 

Question 65, “What could be done to improve the trust among movement members?” 

 While seven respondents had no response or stated that they had no concerns with 

trust among network members in the anti-Iraq War nonprofit network, many respondents 

suggested ways that this could be improved. The most common responses were: more 

social activities and interpersonal contact (N=6), listening to others and having open 
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communication (N=5), and being aware that trust increases over time, with working 

together (N=5). Three other responses were made by two respondents: work could be 

divided up and delegated more, more post-event evaluations could be done, and each 

person should follow through with their work in their own way. The following list 

summarizes the responses to this questionnaire question: 

1. More social activities and interpersonal contact (N=6) 

2. Listen to others and ongoing communication, open group discussions (N=5) 

3. Trust increases with time, working together, sharing projects, discussion, and 

decision-making (N=5) 

4. Divide up work more, delegate more (N=2) 

5. More post-event evaluations (N=2) 

6. Each person does their own thing in their own way, make sure that you follow-

through on your tasks (N=2) 

7. Get over petty concerns and focus on priorities (N=1) 

8. Stop spying and repression (N=1) 

9. Smaller work groups (N=1) 

10. Connect work to New Testament Christianity (N=1) 

11. Broaden trust to groups outside of core activists (N=1) 

12. Ask for help when you need it (N=1) 

13. Reflect on new solutions to problems (N=1) 

14. Contribute according to your talents (N=1) 

15. This is done well, there are no concerns with this (N=7) 
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Coordination 

Question 78, “What could be done to improve the coordination of work and the 

distribution of movement resources among movement members?” 

 While four respondents had no response or stated that they had no concerns with 

the coordination of movement work in the anti-Iraq War nonprofit network, many 

respondents suggested ways that this could be improved. The most common responses 

were: a need for wider participation (N=4) and more attention to teamwork and 

cooperation (N=3). Several other responses were made by two respondents: members 

should listen and communicate more, there should be more planning meetings, there 

should be more opportunities for dialogue, there should be more ways to pool resources, 

and making sure that individuals follow through and are accountable for their work. The 

following list summarizes the responses to this questionnaire question: 

1. More participation (N=4) 

2. More attention to teamwork and cooperation (N=3) 

3. Listen and communicate more (N=2) 

4. More planning meetings (N=2) 

5. More opportunities for dialogue (N=2) 

6. Find more ways to pool resources (N=2) 

7. Ensure individual follow through and accountability (N=2) 

8. Consistent organizational representatives to attend meetings (N=1) 

9. Use technology more (N=1) 

10. Trust each other more (N=1) 

11. Delegate more responsibilities (N=1) 

12. Have a coordinating body for each organization (N=1) 

13. Have a common calendar for the movement (N=1) 

14. Higher resource organizations could participate more in activity planning (N=1) 
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15. More mentoring (N=1) 

16. Combine events that are similar (N=1) 

17. Define “sponsorship” and “financial support” (N=1) 

18. Pay dues on time (N=1) 

19. Co-promoting events and celebrating events together (N=1) 

20. Dropping activities that are not going well in favor of high priority activities 

(N=1) 

21. This is done well, there are no concerns with this (N=4) 

 

Anti-Iraq War Movement Accomplishments and Challenges 

 The anti-Iraq War nonprofit network experienced many accomplishments and 

challenges over the study period. These were captured as responses in the primary 

questionnaire and are summarized below (following the specific questions that were 

asked, which are presented first): 

Accomplishments 

Question 79, “What were the 3 biggest movement accomplishments over the past 3 

months?” 

 The most commonly identified accomplishment over the study period was the 

March 21, 6th anniversary of the invasion of Iraq demonstration (N=16). Other common 

responses were: the movement staying visible and persisting (N=6), Zero Recruitment 

Day (N=5), and trial preparations and successes (N=5). Other responses made by at least 

two movement members were: March 4 arrests at Alliant Tech (N=4), raising awareness 

of Gaza and the Gaza demonstration (N=4), helping Barack Obama get elected (N=3), 
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solidarity with Republican National Convention arrestees (N=3), getting young people to 

participate (N=3), protesting the deployment of the National Guard at the governor’s 

mansion (N=3), maintaining public opinion against the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan 

(N=2), working on the People’s Bail Out Coalition (N=2), keeping the public discussion 

on torture alive (N=2), and linking the economy and military spending (N=2). The 

following list summarizes the responses to this questionnaire question:  

1. March 21 demonstration and march marking 6th anniversary of invasion of Iraq 

(N=16) 

2. The movement staying visible, persistent in witnessing war and maintaining 

coalitions (N=6) 

3. Zero Recruitment Day (N=5) 

4. Trial preparations and successes (N=5) 

5. March 4 arrests at Alliant Tech (N=4) 

6. Work on Gaza, raising awareness, the Gaza demonstration (N=4) 

7. Helping get Barack Obama, the 1st African American president elected (N=3) 

8. Solidarity with Republican National Convention arrestees (N=3) 

9. Intergenerational work, getting young people to participate (N=3) 

10. National Guard deployment protest at the governor’s mansion (N=3) 

11. Maintaining US public opinion against the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan (N=2) 

12. Work on the People’s Bail Out (N=2) 

13. Keeping a public discussion alive on torture (N=2) 

14. Linking the economy to military spending (N=2) 

15. Continuing peace vigils at Burnsville and Eagan (N=1) 
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16. Loring Park demonstration (N=1) 

17. Conducting a workshop on returning veterans (N=1) 

18. Developing a relationship with Keith Ellison (N=1) 

19. Starting to influence Barack Obama for nuclear disarmament (N=1) 

20. Continuing the Lake St./Marshall Ave. vigil, combining Iraq and Afghanistan 

(N=1) 

21. Discussion following the March 21 demonstration (N=1) 

22. Setting-up counter-recruitment tables at career fairs (N=1) 

23. Accessing Minneapolis schools with a counter-recruitment message (N=1) 

24. Conducting a book tour (N=1) 

25. Participating in the National Religious Campaign against Torture (N=1) 

26. Conducting a play on the absurdity of a just war (N=1) 

27. Co-sponsoring a foreign policy conference (N=1) 

28. Conducting the Youth Against War and Racism benefit concert (N=1) 

29. Central Ave. (N=1) 

30. The immigrant rights demonstration (N=1) 

31. Having more dialogue with police (N=1) 

32. Establishing a timeline for Iraq withdrawal (N=1) 

33. Creativity (N=1) 

 

Challenges 

Question 80, “What were the 3 biggest movement challenges or difficulties over the past 

3 months?” 
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 The most commonly identified challenge over the study period was a decline in 

participation due to Obama getting inaugurated and his announcement of an Iraq 

withdrawal (N=19). Another common response was: the economic crisis decreasing 

participation, decreasing funding, and increasing military recruitment (N=11). Other 

responses made by at least two movement members were: ongoing wars and deployments 

(N=5), the cold weather (N=4), maintaining energy and overcoming weariness and 

apathy (N=4), the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan being in the news less and on people’s 

minds less (N=3), not enough resources and funding (N=3), the need for more diversity 

(class, race/ethnicity, and youth) (N=3), the March 21 demonstration (N=2), not 

compromising the message (N=2), considering new types of action (N=2), and 

broadening the movement to include Afghanistan (N=2). The following list summarizes 

the responses to this questionnaire question:  

1. Participation rates down at demonstrations influenced by the Obama inauguration, 

announcement of withdrawal (keep base involved, keep current members, get new 

members) (N=19) 

2. Economic crisis decreasing participation, increasing military recruitment, and 

decreasing fundraising (N=11) 

3. Ongoing wars and deployments (N=5) 

4. The cold weather (N=4) 

5. Maintaining energy, overcoming weariness and apathy (N=4) 

6. The occupations in Iraq and Afghanistan not on people’s minds or in the news 

(N=3) 

7. Not enough resources: time, money, space, etc. (N=3) 
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8. More diversity: different classes, youth, and racial/ethnic group representation 

needed (N=3) 

9. The March 21 demonstration (N=2) 

10. Not compromising: e.g. “no war” vs. “peace” and complete nuclear disarmament 

(N=2) 

11. Considering new types of actions, other ways to mark important events like the 

anniversary of the invasion of Iraq (N=2) 

12. Broadening the movement to include Afghanistan (N=2) 

13. Reflecting on practice (N=1) 

14. Conveying a clear message in the media (N=1) 

15. Getting people together for Zero Recruitment Day (N=1) 

16. Resistance in the religious establishment (N=1) 

17. Use of theory to inform practice (N=1) 

18. Disagreement over Republican National Convention arrestees (N=1) 

19. State legislators refusing to bail out the poor (N=1) 

20. Lack of a coherent national movement (N=1) 

21. Strategizing (N=1) 

22. Barack Obama’s cabinet picks (N=1) 

23. Determining how to support Somalis (N=1) 

24. Transforming the economy: national health care and energy policy (N=1) 

25. Environmental destruction in Iraq and Afghanistan (N=1) 
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Feelings of Worthwhileness and Effectiveness 

The primary questionnaire questions asked participants to state the extent that 

they felt their peace movement work was worthwhile and effective. Overall, respondents 

indicated that the anti-Iraq War movement was more worthwhile than effective, though 

both of these indicators showed that respondents had high levels of feelings that the 

movement was both worthwhile and effective. The mean of the worthwhileness scores 

was 4.10, quite a high value, while the mean of the effectiveness scores was 3.54, over 

one half point lower but still high (the values were coded as 1= to no extent, 2= to a little 

extent, 3 = to some extent, 4 = between some extent and a considerable extent, 5 = to a 

considerable extent, and 6 = to a great extent). In fact, the mode worthwhile score was 5 

(to a considerable extent), while the mode effectiveness score was 3 (to some extent). 

78% of respondents indicated that the movement time, effort, and resources spent were to 

a considerable extent or to a great extent worthwhile. No respondents felt that the 

movement was less than to some extent worthwhile. 42% of respondents indicated that 

the movement time, effort, and resources spent were to a considerable extent or to a great 

extent effective. While 8% of participants indicated that the movement was effective to a 

little extent, no primary questionnaire respondents indicated that it was to no extent 

effective. The results for these two questions are summarized in the graphs below. 
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 In order to gain a richer, more detailed understanding of perceptions of peace 

movement effectiveness among the study participants, they were also asked on the 

primary questionnaire to tell more about why they chose their specific response to the 

question that asked them the extent to which they felt that their peace movement work 

was effective. The most commonly identified reason for identifying how effective the 
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movement was over the time period covered were: providing an ongoing presence, 

staying visible and strong (N=7) and a decline in participation due to Obama getting 

inaugurated and the economic crisis (N=7). Other responses made by at least two 

movement members were: personal satisfaction and being faithful to the movement 

(N=3), hearing positive feedback from the public (N=2), maintaining vigils and coalitions 

(N=2), and more public awareness of things like the treatment of Palestinians in Gaza and 

torture (N=2). The following list summarizes the responses describing why the study 

participants considered their peace movement work to have been effective or not: 

 

1. Provided an ongoing presence, staying visible and strong, persisting with our 

alternative analysis (N=7) 

2. The Obama “honeymoon period” and the economic crisis have decrease the 

interest of the public and the participation of less committed members (N=7) 

3. Personal satisfaction doing the work, being faithful to the movement regardless of 

effect (N=3) 

4. Hearing from the public that we’re doing an excellent job, positive feedback 

(N=2) 

5. Keeping a presence at vigils and in coalitions through the down period in 

demonstration participation (N=2) 

6. More public awareness: e.g. torture and Gaza (N=2) 

7. Core activists remain committed, active, and ready (N=1) 

8. There is a lot of energy in work committees (N=1) 
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9. The connection between military spending and human needs spending is more 

obvious (N=1) 

10. No choice, there is no alternative (N=1) 

11. The movement’s message is clear and united (N=1) 

12. A jury trial energizes the group (N=1) 

13. Personal growth (N=1) 

14. Attempting “peace conversion” over and over (N=1) 

15. People are starting to understand the connection of the peace movement to early 

Christian history (N=1) 

16. The March 21 rally was positive with police cooperation (N=1) 

17. The movement could do more public outreach (N=1) 

18. Communication between movement members could be improved (N=1) 

19. The movement could coordinate the message to the media better (N=1) 

20. No change in tactics or strategies (N=1) 

21. The movement is polarized over torture issues (N=1) 

 

 



 234 

Chapter 6: 

Conclusions 

 

 

 

 

Introduction 

 This study, entitled “The Effects of Facilitation Management on 

Interorganizational Coordination and Trust in an Anti-Iraq War Political Advocacy 

Nonprofit Network in the Twin Cities,” is interdisciplinary, drawing insights from a 

variety of theories coming from different academic fields. Therefore the findings 

uncovered implications that built on the scholarship in several different academic fields, 

while also yielding applied lessons that could benefit the peace movement and me as a 

researcher and activist. In this chapter, the findings resulting from the investigation of the 

testable hypotheses and research questions in this study are presented first. The data that 

these findings are based upon came principally from the primary questionnaire, but they 

were also discussed in a focus group meeting with the research participants, who outlined 

some important insights regarding the findings and the research process in the study. As 

the study drew ideas from social network theory, group facilitation theory, empowerment 

theory, as well as social movement and peace movement scholarship, the study’s 

implications for these bodies of scholarship are highlighted next. Then, the limitations of 

this study are outlined, followed by some suggestions for future research, discussing how 

the findings coming from this study could be built upon and extended. 
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Findings: The Hypotheses and Research Questions 

There were 12 testable hypotheses that were tested statistically in this study. 

These are presented below, along with the statistical findings confirming or rejecting 

each hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1: Network facilitation that encourages inclusive, clear, and timely logistical 

processes in an anti-Iraq War advocacy nonprofit network will result in a higher degree 

of trust. 

 
This hypothesis was rejected. The initial multiple linear regression test revealed a 

p-value of .976 (critical value α=.05) for the logistical arrangements variable when tested 

with trust as a dependent variable, indicating that a relationship was absent. A subsequent 

post-hoc analysis of the logistical arrangements variable revealed that when the results of 

each logistical arrangements question were separately tested as independent variables 

with the trust variable, question 22 “How frequently did you receive information telling 

you about movement planning meetings and events in sufficient time for you to be able to 

participate in those meetings and events over the past 3 months?” was the only question 

found to have a statistically significant relationship with the trust variable (p-value .027). 

This relationship was found to be weak (R square .14). As this statistical test involved a 

single question alone, and was not a composite measure, this relationship should be 

considered suggestive, to be investigated with further research, rather than explanatory.   

 
Hypothesis 2: Network facilitation that encourages social support processes amongst 

network members in an anti-Iraq War advocacy nonprofit network will result in a higher 

degree of trust. 

 
This hypothesis was confirmed. The initial multiple linear regression test 

revealed a p-value of .009 (critical value α=.05) for the social support variable when 

tested with trust as a dependent variable, indicating that a relationship was present. A 



 236 

subsequent post-hoc analysis of the social support variable revealed that this relationship 

remained statistically significant when the social support variable was tested separately as 

an independent variable with the trust variable (p-value .017). This relationship was 

found to be weak (R square .16).  

 
Hypothesis 3: Network facilitation that encourages participatory, non-hierarchical 

discussion processes in an anti-Iraq War advocacy nonprofit network will result in a 

higher degree of trust. 

 
This hypothesis was rejected. The initial multiple linear regression test revealed a 

p-value of .211 (critical value α=.05) for the participatory discussion variable when tested 

with trust as a dependent variable, indicating that a relationship was absent. No 

subsequent post-hoc analysis was performed on the participatory discussion variable with 

the trust variable.  

 
Hypothesis 4: Network facilitation that encourages conflict resolution processes in an 

anti-Iraq War advocacy nonprofit network will result in a higher degree of trust. 

 
This hypothesis was rejected. The initial multiple linear regression test revealed a 

p-value of .112 (critical value α=.05) for the conflict resolution variable when tested with 

trust as a dependent variable, indicating that a relationship was absent. No subsequent 

post-hoc analysis was performed on the conflict resolution variable with the trust 

variable.  

 
Hypothesis 5: Network facilitation that encourages participatory decision-making 

processes in an anti-Iraq War advocacy nonprofit network will result in a higher degree 

of trust. 

 
This hypothesis was rejected. The initial multiple linear regression test revealed a 

p-value of .233 (critical value α=.05) for the participatory decision-making variable when 
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tested with trust as a dependent variable, indicating that a relationship was absent. No 

subsequent post-hoc analysis was performed on the participatory decision-making 

variable with the trust variable.  

 
Hypothesis 6: Taken as a whole, the processes fostered by network facilitation 

management (logistical arrangements, social support, participatory discussion, conflict 

resolution, and participatory decision-making) in an anti-Iraq War advocacy nonprofit 

network will result in a higher degree of trust.  

 
This hypothesis was confirmed. The initial multiple linear regression test 

revealed a p-value of .027 (critical value α=.05) for the facilitation management 

composite variable (including: logistical arrangements, social support, participatory 

discussion, conflict resolution, and participatory decision-making) when tested with trust 

as a dependent variable, indicating that a relationship was present. This relationship was 

found to be moderately weak (R square .33).  

Hypothesis 7: Network facilitation that encourages inclusive, clear, and timely logistical 

processes in an anti-Iraq War advocacy nonprofit network will result in a higher degree 

of coordination. 

 
This hypothesis was rejected. The initial multiple linear regression test revealed a 

p-value of .116 (critical value α=.05) for the logistical arrangements variable when tested 

with coordination as a dependent variable, indicating that a relationship was absent. A 

subsequent post-hoc analysis of the logistical arrangements variable revealed that when 

the results of each logistical arrangements question were separately tested as independent 

variables with the trust variable, question 24 “How frequently was the information that 

you received about movement events and meetings clear and understandable over the past 

3 months?” was the only question found to have a statistically significant relationship 

with the trust variable (p-value .000). This relationship was found to be moderate (R 
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square .47). As this statistical test involved a single question alone, and was not a 

composite measure, this relationship should be considered suggestive, to be investigated 

with further research, rather than explanatory, though the moderate effect size makes this 

a particularly intriguing possibility.   

 
 
Hypothesis 8: Network facilitation that encourages social support processes amongst 

network members in an anti-Iraq War advocacy nonprofit network will result in a higher 

degree of coordination. 

 
This hypothesis was confirmed. The initial multiple linear regression test 

revealed a p-value of .000 (critical value α=.05) for the social support variable when 

tested with coordination as a dependent variable, indicating that a relationship was 

present. A subsequent post-hoc analysis of the social support variable revealed that this 

relationship remained statistically significant when the social support variable was tested 

separately as an independent variable with the coordination variable (p-value .002). This 

relationship was found to be moderately weak (R square .25).  

 
Hypothesis 9: Network facilitation that encourages participatory, non-hierarchical 

discussion processes in an anti-Iraq War advocacy nonprofit network will result in a 

higher degree of coordination. 

 
This hypothesis was confirmed. The initial multiple linear regression test 

revealed a p-value of .039 (critical value α=.05) for the participatory discussion variable 

when tested with coordination as a dependent variable indicating that a relationship was 

present, however this relationship was found to be negative rather than positive as 

hypothesized. Further investigation reveled that 2 of the 4 questions composing the 

participatory discussion measure could have had been interpreted differently, which 

could have affected how survey respondents completed the primary questionnaire: 
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question 39, “How frequently did you tell other movement members about the problems 

and challenges that you noticed the movement was facing over the past three months?” 

and question 40, “How frequently did you share your opinions with other movement 

members about how the movement could problem-solve to overcome its challenges over 

the past 3 months?” Both questions assume that the respondent noticed movement 

problems and challenges over the past 3 months. If they did not notice such challenges, 

they would respond rarely or never, giving them a lower participatory discussion score 

than may have been warranted if they felt they could have shared their opinions about 

problems, challenges, and problem-solving but had no reason to do so, having noticed 

none. Removing these questions from a subsequent post-hoc analysis of the participatory 

discussion variable revealed that this relationship remained statistically significant when 

the new participatory discussion variable was tested separately as an independent variable 

with the coordination variable (p-value .000), and the relationship between participatory 

discussion and coordination was positive as hypothesized. This relationship was found to 

be moderate (R square .40).  

 
Hypothesis 10: Network facilitation that encourages conflict resolution processes in an 

anti-Iraq War advocacy nonprofit network will result in a higher degree of coordination. 

 
This hypothesis was rejected. The initial multiple linear regression test revealed a 

p-value of .033 (critical value α=.05) for the conflict resolution variable when tested with 

coordination as a dependent variable, indicating that a relationship was present, though 

this relationship was found to be negative rather than positive as hypothesized. A 

subsequent post-hoc analysis of the conflict resolution variable revealed that when tested 

as a separate independent variable with the coordination variable, no relationship between 
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the variables was found (p-value .487), indicating that the positive relationship found in 

the multiple linear regression test was due to an interaction with the other facilitation 

management variables rather than resulting directly from a separate relationship between 

the conflict resolution and coordination variables.   

 
Hypothesis 11: Network facilitation that encourages participatory, non-hierarchical 

decision-making processes in an anti-Iraq War advocacy nonprofit network will result in 

a higher degree of coordination.  

 
This hypothesis was confirmed. The initial multiple linear regression test 

revealed a p-value of .002 (critical value α=.05) for the participatory decision-making 

variable when tested with coordination as a dependent variable, indicating that a 

relationship was present. A subsequent post-hoc analysis of the social support variable 

revealed that this relationship remained statistically significant when the participatory 

decision-making variable was tested separately as an independent variable with the 

coordination variable (p-value .007). This relationship was found to be weak (R square 

.20).  

 
Hypothesis 12: Taken as a whole, the processes fostered by network facilitation 

management (logistical arrangements, social support, participatory discussion, conflict 

resolution, and participatory decision-making) in an anti-Iraq War advocacy nonprofit 

network will result in a higher degree of coordination. 

 
This hypothesis was confirmed. The initial multiple linear regression test 

revealed a p-value of .000 (critical value α=.05) for the facilitation management 

composite variable (including: logistical arrangements, social support, participatory 

discussion, conflict resolution, and participatory decision-making) when tested with 

coordination as a dependent variable, indicating that a relationship was present. This 

relationship was found to be moderately strong (R square .61). 
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There were 6 additional research questions that were tested empirically in this 

study. These are presented below, followed by the findings pertaining to each question: 

Research question 1: Responsibility for organizing meeting arrangements in the anti-Iraq 

War advocacy nonprofit network could be concentrated among fewer network members, 

indicating that those individuals are the facilitators of the function in the network, or 

distributed more broadly, indicating that the function is not facilitated by specific 

individuals in the network. 

 
 

The organizing facilitation function was found to be facilitated in this social 

network. The 3 highest scoring individuals alone received 54.5% of the total designated 

points for the primary questionnaire responses for this function, which was the highest 

percentage for any individual function. The points per individual score of 5.35 for the 

organizing function, demonstrates that among those identified as having some 

responsibility for this function they, on average, received 5.35 points, also suggesting that 

responsibility for this function was concentrated among fewer individuals in the network. 

Overall, there were 37 different individuals who were indicated as having some level of 

responsibility for this function. 

 
Research question 2: Responsibility for information dissemination in the anti-Iraq War 

advocacy nonprofit network could be concentrated among fewer network members, 

indicating that those individuals are the facilitators of the function in the network, or 

distributed more broadly, indicating that the function is not facilitated by specific 

individuals in the network. 

 
The information dissemination facilitation function was found to be facilitated in 

this social network. The 3 highest scoring individuals alone received 44% of the total 

designated points for the primary questionnaire responses for this function. The points 

per individual score of 5.71 for the information dissemination function, demonstrates that 

among those identified as having some responsibility for this function they, on average, 
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received 5.71 points, also suggesting that responsibility for this function was 

concentrated among fewer individuals in the network. Overall, there were 35 different 

individuals who were indicated as having some level of responsibility for this function. 

 
Research question 3: Responsibility for social support in the anti-Iraq War advocacy 

nonprofit network could be concentrated among fewer network members, indicating that 

those individuals are the facilitators of the function in the network, or distributed more 

broadly, indicating that the function is not facilitated by specific individuals in the 

network. 

 
The social support facilitation function was not found to be facilitated in this 

social network. The 3 highest scoring individuals received merely 28.5% of the total 

designated points for the primary questionnaire responses for this function. The points 

per individual score of 4.28 for the social support function, demonstrates that among 

those identified as having some responsibility for this function they, on average, received 

only 4.28 points, also suggesting that responsibility for this function was not concentrated 

among individuals in the network. Overall, there were 50 different individuals who were 

indicated as having some level of responsibility for this function, the highest total for any 

facilitation function. This function is therefore considered to be negotiated, with 

responsibility for this facilitation function being widely distributed across the social 

network. 

 
Research question 4: Responsibility for participatory discussion in the anti-Iraq War 

advocacy nonprofit network could be concentrated among fewer network members, 

indicating that those individuals are the facilitators of the function in the network, or 

distributed more broadly, indicating that the function is not facilitated by specific 

individuals in the network. 

 
The participatory discussion facilitation function was found to be facilitated in 

this social network. The 3 highest scoring individuals alone received 43.1% of the total 
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designated points for the primary questionnaire responses for this function. The points 

per individual score of 5.65 for the participatory discussion function, demonstrates that 

among those identified as having some responsibility for this function they, on average, 

received 5.65 points, also suggesting that responsibility for this function was 

concentrated among fewer individuals in the network. Overall, there were 37 different 

individuals who were indicated as having some level of responsibility for this function. 

 
 
Research question 5: Responsibility for conflict resolution in the anti-Iraq War advocacy 

nonprofit network could be concentrated among fewer network members, indicating that 

those individuals are the facilitators of the function, or distributed more broadly, 

indicating that the function is not facilitated by specific individuals in the network. 

 
The conflict resolution facilitation function was not found to be facilitated in this 

social network. The 3 highest scoring individuals received merely 26.7% of the total 

designated points for the primary questionnaire responses for this function, the lowest for 

any facilitation function. The points per individual score of 2.57 for the conflict 

resolution function, which was the lowest for any facilitation function, demonstrates that 

among those identified as having some responsibility for this function they, on average, 

received only 2.57 points, also suggesting that responsibility for this function was not 

concentrated among individuals in the network. Overall, there were 35 different 

individuals who were indicated as having some level of responsibility for this function, 

even though 19 respondents did not indicate a single individual on their questionnaire 

response to this question. Participant feedback suggests that, rather than this facilitation 

function being considered negotiated, as was the case with social support, an alternate 

possibility seems equally plausible, that the function is in large part not being carried 

out in the social network (see “Insights from the Research Participants” below).  
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Research question 6: Responsibility for participatory decision-making in the anti-Iraq 

War advocacy nonprofit network could be concentrated among fewer network members, 

indicating that those individuals are the facilitators of the function in the network, or 

distributed more broadly, indicating that the function is not facilitated by specific 

individuals in the network. 

 

The participatory decision-making facilitation function was found to be 

facilitated in this social network. The 3 highest scoring individuals alone received 44% 

of the total designated points for the primary questionnaire responses for this function. 

The points per individual score of 5.97 for the participatory decision-making function, 

which was the highest for all of the facilitation functions, demonstrates that among those 

identified as having some responsibility for this function they, on average, received 5.97 

points, also suggesting that responsibility for this function was concentrated among fewer 

individuals in the network. Overall, there were 29 different individuals who were 

indicated as having some level of responsibility for this function, the lowest total for any 

individual function, also suggesting that the function was concentrated among fewer 

individuals. 

Insights from the Research Participants    

 Research participants received a “Preliminary Findings Report” (see Appendix 

D), which outlined the research findings and potentially helpful insights emerging from 

the literature review in this study. This gave them an opportunity to reflect on the study 

and provide feedback to the researcher in subsequent conversations, e-mails, and in a 

focus group meeting that was designed with that explicit purpose. Almost all of the 

feedback that was given by the research participants on the research process and the 

findings was positive. For instance, 2 research participants e-mailed the following 

feedback, “I read your entire research report and find the information very helpful,” and 
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“I really appreciated your report and all your work. I do think it will be extremely helpful 

to activists and organizers within the peace movement.” A focus group meeting was 

conducted with 6 research participants (3 men and 3 women) on August 26, 2009, to 

review the research process and the “Preliminary Findings Report,” as well as discuss the 

implications of the research for peace movement activists and clarify anything that was 

unclear.  

At this meeting, research participants made many important points. In general, 

they felt that the research was useful and “needed to be done,” highlighting the 

importance of peace movement communication to peace movement participants. One 

participant stated that the “Preliminary Findings Report” contained abundant information 

and was more complete than they had expected. Another participant said that they found 

the numbers of respondents who supported suggestions for improving communications 

(the ‘recommendations’) to be helpful, because the prevalence of those views within the 

network was included. Many participants felt that gaining an understanding protest waves 

was particularly helpful, as they had experienced how draining their peace movement 

involvement was over time. Various participants also appreciated considering the 

relational and cultural dimensions of their movement, which was a new perspective for 

some of them. All research participants agreed that it was more important that they found 

their movement efforts to be worthwhile rather than effective (which is hard to measure), 

in order to sustain their involvement in peace movement activities. 

Not all reactions to the research process or findings were positive, however. In 

fact, two potential research participants (both European American elders and women who 

are board members for Women Against Military Madness) declined an opportunity to 



 246 

complete a primary questionnaire for the study, stating that they found the questions 

difficult to answer and did not reflect their vision for the peace movement. They may not 

have trusted me as a researcher, the study’s focus on their social networks, the academic 

nature of the research, or the lack of feminist scholarship informing the study. Several 

critical comments were made at the focus group meeting, as well. One participant noted 

that they felt Veteran’s for Peace should be considered more central to the anti-Iraq War 

nonprofit network than was indicated on the network diagrams. There was wide 

agreement that the network diagrams were highly dependent on who completed 

questionnaires as they could have looked different if additional or different activists were 

included. One participant wondered aloud what the role of “professionals” should be in 

the peace movement given the findings of this study, suggesting that professionals should 

be observers of the peace movement, rather than participants. Another participant stated 

that they felt that the media should be considered to be more oppositional to peace 

movement goals and tactics than was depicted in the “Preliminary Findings Report,” 

which suggested that the media was essentially impartial. Yet another participant stated 

that they felt that this research over-emphasized the importance of relationships and that 

ideology, rather than relationships to other activists, sustains their participation in peace 

movement activities. The same person indicated that they would like me, the researcher, 

conduct more research on activists’ subjective points of view and provide evidence to 

justify the views of peace movement activists in the future.  

A particularly important insight that was given by a research participant at the 

focus group meeting was that they realized when reading the “Preliminary Findings 

Report” that no one was performing conflict resolution in their network, even when they 
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did experience high levels of conflict (like during the Republican National Convention, 

prior to this study being conducted). This provides evidence that this communication 

function was not being performed rather than being negotiated, as was the case with 

social support. Rather than being broadly negotiated by greater numbers of peace 

movement participants who took some responsibility for this function, the participant’s 

comment suggests that the function was not being done to a great extent. This accords 

with other evidence that this was a low-conflict network, where conflict resolution was 

not being done. For instance, 50% of the participants stated that they had no conflicts at 

all over the 3-month research period and 25% indicated that they had only 1 conflict. As 

well, 53% of the participants indicated that they never discussed their interpersonal 

differences in an effort to overcome them over the research period, with another 11% 

indicating that they had only done this one time. By far, the responsibility for the conflict 

resolution facilitation function was the least concentrated of all the functions studied (a 

2.57 PPI) and yielded the fewest responses, with 53% of respondents providing no 

response to the corresponding primary questionnaire question (question #48) and another 

14% providing only one responsible individual, though the question asked for 3 

responsible individuals. It therefore seems plausible that conflict resolution as a function 

was not negotiated, but rather was not being performed to a great extent in this particular 

network during the study period.    

Implications for Social Network Theory 

 This study makes two methodological innovations that could be used by other 

social network researchers in other settings. Asking survey respondents to identify “who 

is most responsible for ‘X’ communication function?” could be used by other social 
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network researchers in other settings to determine if specific communications functions 

in a given social network are negotiated, facilitated, or not performed over the research 

period. The questions could be broadened to consider other kinds of functions within 

social networks. For instance, if social support was considered as a separate network, a 

researcher could consider how concentrated the responsibility for the functions of 

providing emotional assistance to help others cope with stress or offering direct physical 

and financial aid to other network members are in the network that they are studying. 

This could illuminate other ways that power and responsibility are distributed in a 

network, independent from the positional power considered by measuring closeness and 

betweenness in social networks. In general, this provides researchers with another means 

for evaluating how networks, which are supposed to be relatively non-hierarchical, can 

achieve their aims purposefully and balance power amongst the network members.  

Another methodological innovation was asking separate questions concerning the 

trust and coordination of network members, which were considered to be different types 

of networks in this study. This methodological approach could allow other network 

researchers to diagram different kinds of network bonds that are relevant variables in a 

given study, rather than considering bonds of familiarity or friendship as the only type of 

network bonds that can be diagramed. This study found that bonds of trust and work 

coordination did overlap, but their corresponding network ties and diagrams were not 

identical.  This differentiation of network bonds could be used by other network 

researchers to depict different kinds of bonds that are suitable for their research contexts.    

 This study also revealed various findings that build on and extend other social 

network scholarship. The network diagrams that were drawn-up, particularly the 
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diagrams of trust bonds, illustrate how dense the relationships were in this network, 

typical of a core network. The research findings could therefore be compared to findings 

of other studies of other high-density interorganizational networks consisting of core 

network members. It is also clear from this study that the management of communication 

processes in an interorganizational network can greatly impact the overall work 

coordination in the network and, to some extent, impact the overall level of trust in the 

network. Facilitation management was only able to explain 33% of the variation of the 

trust variable in this study, compared with the duration of network involvement control 

variable, which explained 36%. However, facilitation management was able to explain 

61% of the coordination variable, compared with the gender control variable, which 

explained 45%. When the logistical arrangements variable was reduced to question 24 

alone, conflict resolution was eliminated, and dual-meaning questions were eliminated 

from the participatory discussion variable, this model was found to explain 71% of the 

variation in the coordination variable. 

 The study also empirically tested relationships between individual facilitation 

management variables with trust and coordination, which were previously untested in 

peace movement networks and tested very little empirically in other interorganizational 

social network research. Previous empirical social network research has demonstrated 

positive correlations between conflict resolution and trust (Gargiulo & Ertug, 2006; Hall 

et al., 1981; Van de Ven & Ring, 2006) integrated decision-making and trust (McEvily & 

Zaheer, 2006), integrated problem solving (discussion) and trust (McEvily & Zaheer, 

2006), procedural justice and trust (Cook, 2005; Ring, 1996; Van de Ven & Ring, 2006), 

and the quality of network discussion and coordination (Hall et. al., 1981). Relationships 
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between logistical arrangements and trust or coordination, decision-making and 

coordination, conflict resolution and coordination, social support and trust or 

coordination, were untested statistically in interorganizational social network research. 

This study demonstrated statistically significant relationships between social support and 

trust, as well as social support, participatory discussion, and participatory decision-

making and coordination. However, unlike previous interorganizational network studies, 

statistically significant relationships were not found between conflict resolution, 

participatory discussion, or participatory decision-making and trust.   

Implications for Group Facilitation Theory 

 Several of the study findings build on and extend previous group facilitation 

scholarship. As with social network theory, the finding that perceptions of group 

facilitation impacted both the perceptions of work coordination and trust in this social 

network are important, demonstrating these relationships empirically. Discovering that 

group facilitation had more of an impact on work coordination than trust, could be a 

provocative finding in group facilitation scholarship. As well, linking group facilitation to 

social movements and social networks was an innovation investigated in this study, to 

illustrate how some communication functions in certain pre-existing social groups can be 

facilitated, negotiated, or not performed at all (according to the degree that the function is 

performed and the responsibility for the function is concentrated), which will be new to 

this body of scholarship. At present, the only scholarship that illustrates the functioning 

of communication processes in social networks depicts communication functions as 

freely negotiated by network members (e.g. Nan, 2008; Garb & Nan, 2006). An 

interesting finding that might be particular to this study but warrants further investigation 
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is the finding that the education level of study participants was related to their perceptions 

of conflict resolution (Pearson correlation of .47), with more educated people being more 

likely to perceive higher levels of conflict resolution in the network.  

Implications for Empowerment Theory 

Several of the study findings build on and extend previous empowerment theory 

scholarship. In this study, indigenous facilitators were found to be facilitating 

communications processes in this network (organizing, information dissemination, 

participatory discussion, and participatory decision-making), even though none of them 

had a formally designated network facilitation role. Community practitioners coming 

from the empowerment tradition could use similar methods to identify individuals 

responsible for communications processes or other network processes of interest, 

identifying individuals responsible for those processes in a social network in order to 

offer them skills training and knowledge to enhance their ability to carry out those 

processes. Where responsibility for the processes are found to be more widely distributed 

(such as with social support and conflict resolution in this study), a community 

practitioner could train and support all of the network members to enhance the network’s 

ability to better manage those processes.  

This study also illustrates how community practitioners might be able to support 

pre-existing social networks and social movements that advocate for the disadvantaged. 

This study provides an example of how social research, and social network research in 

particular, can be used to build rapport and relationships with vulnerable, low-power 

groups of people that could benefit from the skills and knowledge of a practitioner. The 

formative evaluation questions included in this study were designed to increase the 
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research participants’ knowledge of their communications network, improving their 

ability to enhance the performance of their communications in the network and, thereby, 

their self-determination, which is an important aim of empowering evaluations (Patton, 

2002).  

This study provided an important means for me, the researcher, who has had 

continuing involvement in anti-Iraq War activities, to “give back” to the research 

participants. As well, inviting them to participate in a focus group meeting to discuss the 

findings ensured that their views were accurately captured in the study’s findings and 

they were not marginalized by the research process. Compensating the participants for 

their time in completing the primary questionnaire, spending time building relationships 

with each participant, being present when they completed the questionnaire, and crafting 

a “Preliminary Findings Report” to benefit them, hopefully helped each participant see 

that their views were valued and that I, as the researcher, was concerned for their welfare 

and attempted to help them enhance their work. In these ways, power relationships 

between the researcher and the participants were minimized in accordance with 

empowerment theory and I adopted the roles of ‘resource’ and ‘consultant’ for the anti-

Iraq War movement in the Twin Cities.  

Implications for Social Movement and Peace Movement Research 

Several of the study findings build on and extend previous social movement 

scholarship, in general, and peace movement scholarship, in particular. The study focuses 

on the social role of ‘broker’ outlined in social movement scholarship (e.g. Diani, 2003b). 

Instead of simply measuring the social position of brokers in the Twin Cities anti-Iraq 

War movement using traditional social network research methods (measuring the 



 253 

centrality of individuals, especially betweenness) , the broker role is more developed in 

this study, considering each brokers’ degree of responsibility for the five communication 

functions investigated (logistical arrangements (including: organizing and information 

dissemination), social support, encouraging participatory discussion, conflict resolution, 

and encouraging participatory decision-making). This provides a picture of brokers in a 

social movement that could be contrasted against traditional social movement findings 

that merely depict their position in their social networks.  

Other data uncovered in this study provided evidence that may influence 

additional social movement scholarship, providing more credence for the notion that 

social movements are ‘networks of networks.’ Demographic variables were found to be 

related to various communication function and output variables. Gender was found to be 

related to social support (p-value .008) and coordination (p-value .006), age was found to 

be related to social support (p-value .001), and education level was found to be related to 

conflict resolution (p-value .004). All of these relationships had moderate effect sizes 

(with R squared values greater than .40), leading to the intriguing possibility that people 

of different ages, genders, and education levels may not just perceive the peace 

movement differently, but may also relate to each other in their own homophilous 

demographic cliques, that could actually be more supportive, coordinate more closely, 

and seek to resolve conflict more.  

Research participant perceptions of worthwhileness and effectiveness in this study 

also yielded an interesting finding. As discussed above, worthwhileness of participation 

in the peace movement may be more important in sustaining the participation of activists 

than their perceptions of movement effectiveness. In the focus group meeting and in other 
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interactions with the researcher, the research participants noted that because their 

effectiveness is hard to measure, they pay little attention to it or simply believe that what 

they do is effective, with little evidence to support this claim. Instead, they suggested that 

perceiving their time spent on what they believe are worthwhile activities keeps them 

engaged with the peace movement. To date, research has demonstrated that perceptions 

of effectiveness motivate individuals to join and stay involved in a social movement 

(Klandermans, 1992; Marwell & Oliver, 2008; McAdam & Paulsen, 1993; Passy, 2003; 

Piven & Cloward, 1979; Rochon, 1998). The findings of this study are particularly 

important in understanding sustained participation rather than recruitment into the peace 

movement, because the movement had entered a period of abeyance at the time of this 

study and the vast majority of research participants (86%) had been involved in the anti-

Iraq War movement in the Twin Cities for greater than 2 years. The research participants’ 

meanings of effectiveness could be developed more fully in a follow-up analysis with 

further qualitative analysis of question 83, “Please tell me more about why you chose 

your answer to question 82” (question 82 was “Overall, how effective do you feel your 

movement was over the past 3 months?”). Together these findings (worthwhileness being 

seen as more important by participants, perceptions of worthwhileness being higher on 

average than effectiveness, and meanings associated with ‘effectiveness’ in this network), 

could demonstrate how important perceptions of worthwhileness are to sustaining 

participation in the peace movement.   

Implications for Peace Activists 

 Many of the study findings hopefully hold many helpful insights for Twin Cites 

peace activists and the peace movement more generally. Some important lessons emerged 
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from this study for peace activists, many of which were summarized in the “Preliminary 

Findings Report” that was given to all of the research participants in this study. In 

general, a cultural and relational view of the peace movement might provide activists 

with a novel and provocative illustration of the workings of the peace movement. 

Because national defense and foreign policy are among the most insulated policy 

domains (as they are central to national interest concerns) and policy impacts from the 

peace movement have therefore been few, hard to prove, and limited in scope (Chatfield, 

1992; Giugni, 2004; Lofland & Marullo, 1990; Marullo & Meyer, 2007; Meyer, 1990; 

Molander & Molander, 1990), a cultural and relational, rather than a political view of the 

peace movement is appropriate, giving peace activists new strategies to advance their 

aims, potentially helping them to see their work as more effective. According to this view 

of the peace movement, building relationships within the peace movement and with 

potential supporters outside of it is tantamount to peace movement effectiveness because 

efficacy entails the transmission of values, complex ideas, and collective identities, which 

is accomplished better via relationships than less personal means of communication such 

as the media or public demonstrations. This view prioritizes nurturing relationships over 

convincing elites and the public of social movement ideology. Other ideas developed in 

the “Preliminary Findings Report” provide recommendations and insights designed to 

enhance the work of Twin Cities anti-Iraq War activists specifically with their future 

organizing, by discussing potential improvements that could be made to their 

communications network, depicting the Iraq War protest wave, illustrating their 

relationships with one another, and giving them a better sense of their specific 

demographic and historical circumstances, to see how their context might have affected 
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their work. Hopefully, these insights will prove helpful in future peace movement protest 

waves in the Twin Cities.  

Implications for Personal Development 

 For me, the Principal Investigator in this study, I found the study to be interesting, 

challenging, and rewarding. I grew from the experience both professionally and 

personally. Professionally, I was able to see how the social network, group facilitation, 

empowerment, and social movement scholarship that I drew from applied or did not 

apply to the activities of the research participants that I was interacting with. Hopefully, 

this gave the study a more nuanced understanding of their work and yielded findings that 

more closely approximated their communication patterns. I learned how to manage the 

voluminous information that was involved in crafting this study, which amalgamated 

insights from a wide range of scholarship, in order to make sense of the findings. I 

learned how important it is to build and maintain relationships with your research 

partners: the research participants and my academic advisors. I also gained a deeper 

understanding of the research methods that I employed in this study, by putting them to 

use and confronting data collection and data analysis challenges.  

Personally, I grew from my interactions with activists in the peace movement, 

participating in many peace movement events and planning meetings. I more greatly 

appreciate the commitment of peace activists to peace and against war, imperialism, 

injustice, and domination. I became more able to see the links between these themes as 

the study wore on. I gained a deeper appreciation for the arguments of peace movement 

participants and became more dedicated to ending the current wars in Iraq and 

Afghanistan, as well as gaining an awareness of American involvement in atrocities in 
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Gaza. I now see how important it is to express one’s strong political views publicly and 

take responsibility for crafting the world into one that one is proud of and better matches 

one’s vision for what the future could hold. However, I came to realize that I am not as 

much of an “expressionist” in the peace movement, stating what I believe for its own 

sake, but, rather, I am more of a “strategist” making my political statements in ways that I 

believe will have the greatest impact on our society and across the globe. Toward this 

end, in the future I will continue to investigate the means with which peace activists 

communicate with one another and conduct their work to ensure that they are aware of 

their strategic options and consider which of them would likely be the most effective in 

achieving their goals. 

Limitations of the Study 

 There were important limitations in this study of the anti-Iraq War movement in 

the Twin Cities. For instance, speaking of an “anti-Iraq War movement” is analytically 

useful but does not exactly reflect the work of activists who typically work 

simultaneously on multiple peace movement issues, only work with certain other 

members of the peace movement, and often work within other social movements. This 

limitation is part of larger concerns with social network research in social movements: 

imposing arbitrary boundaries on a social movement for the purposes of a study and 

minimizing the subjective boundaries and meanings of the research participants 

(Conway, 2006; Gamson, 1992; Klandermans, 2008; Mueller, 1992; Oliver & Johnston, 

2005; Piven & Cloward, 1992; Tarrow, 1998; Zald, 1992). When completing the primary 

questionnaire in this study, several research participants commented that the peace 

movement was “voluntary” and the questionnaire questions implied that their roles and 
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communication patterns were more formal and structured than they experienced, 

sometimes even stating that a given question was “unfair.”  Though many respondents 

also stated that many of the questions were “good questions” causing them to think more 

deeply about communications processes that they ordinarily would not think as deeply 

about. The quantitative research methods and academic presentation style of the 

“Preliminary Findings Report” may have also contributed to a lack of validation of the 

experience of the research participants and made the findings less accessible to the 

research participants than they otherwise could have been.  

The limitations of social network research were brought into sharp relief by the 

two potential research participants who declined participation in the study because felt 

they could not answer the questionnaire questions, as the questions did not reflect their 

vision of the peace movement. They may not have trusted me as a researcher, the study’s 

focus on their social networks, the academic nature of the research, or the lack of feminist 

scholarship informing the study, as they both represented a feminist organization. It is 

possible that other research participants may also have lacked trust in me as a researcher 

or this specific study and may not have been as forthcoming on the questionnaires as 

possible, though several research participants commented that they were willing to be 

more forthcoming about certain questions on the questionnaires because I was an 

“outsider”. 

Several methodological limitations were also apparent in this study. The research 

population was drawn non-randomly and consisted of only thirty-six individuals. This 

means that inferences made to the entire population of anti-Iraq War nonprofits in the 

Twin Cities should be made with caution, though care was taken to ensure that the 
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research participants came from a wide variety of peace movement organizations and that 

all encountered people of color who were “leaders” or “organizers” in the anti-Iraq War 

movement were asked to participate and were included in the study. Though certain 

prominent anti-Iraq War organizations and groups, including: Grandmothers for Peace, 

Students for Democratic Society, and supporters of Keith Ellison, were not included in 

the study, even though efforts were made to do so. Also, the power of the statistical tests 

to detect relatively subtle trends is limited by the relatively small sample size, so subtle 

trends that may have emerged with a larger sample may not be present here. This is 

particularly true given the lack of a second round of surveys, which was part of the initial 

research design but was abandoned due to the challenges that many research participants 

had in responding to the survey. The lack of a second round of surveys also decreased the 

internal validity of the study, as other explanations for the relationships between the 

variables analyzed cannot be ruled out as easily. The lack of a comparison group in this 

design also lowers the internal validity of the findings. It is important to note, however, 

that this one-shot survey design with no comparison group has been the most common 

research strategy in social network research thus far (e.g. Galaskiewicz, 1979; Laumann 

& Pappi, 1976; Morrissey et. al., 1982; Van de Ven & Ferry, 1980). As well, because 

only one researcher analyzed this data, the quality of the findings are more dependent on 

my skill as a researcher and the interpretations that were made in data analysis are limited 

to being drawn from my perspective alone. 

 Many of the research participants commented how the study period (three 

months) did not reflect their work as activists well, which entails long-term action and 

involvement with the peace movement. This study, therefore, does not capture long-term 
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relational dynamics among this research population and only reflects the anti-Iraq War 

nonprofit network in a relatively stable abeyance period. It also seems likely that the 

repression experienced by many of the peace activists at the Republican National 

Convention in St. Paul, which occurred approximately 4 months prior to this study, likely 

affected the communication patterns among the anti-Iraq War movement participants. 

However, because this study focused solely on the three months after Barack Obama was 

inaugurated on January 20, 2009, these dynamics were not analyzed in this study. I 

personally experienced some concern related to previous repression when attempting to 

get to know some of the research participants and asking them to participate in this study. 

Several research participants worried that I might be a police officer or that the study data 

might be confiscated by the authorities. 

 As the questionnaire was designed specifically for this study and questions were 

borrowed and modified from a variety of research traditions, there were measurement 

instrument limitations that affected the study. Because the primary questionnaire 

designed for this study was new, there are no other studies to which many of the findings 

of this study could be compared. Also, as noted above in “Principal Findings,” 2 of the 4 

questions for the participatory discussion variable had competing meanings, which 

affected research participant responses and the final data analysis. These questions should 

be modified in future research to avoid that problem by asking respondents if they felt 

that they could have provided input regarding discussion and problem solving rather than 

asking them if they did. The conflict resolution questions may also have been culturally 

inappropriate for the Minnesota context, as noted in ‘Data Analysis’ above and could be 

modified to clarify whether hypothetical or actual conflict is being asked about.  
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In addition, some of the terms used in the primary questionnaire were interpreted 

subjectively and most probably differently by various research respondents. For example, 

each research participant could have interpreted “the peace movement” differently, and 

could have used different criteria to determine which organization that they 

“represented.” Subjective participant definitions for ‘representation’ were particularly 

problematic because certain individuals may have interpreted it as membership in an 

organization, while others interpreted it as someone who could act on behalf of an 

organization. When depicting the network relationships, this became problematic because 

representation and membership became synonymous for the purposes of drawing the 

network diagrams. Therefore, some organizations’ interorganizational relationships were 

potentially overrepresented on the network diagrams while others were potentially 

underrepresented. To avoid this problem in the future, it seems best to present two 

separate kinds of diagrams, coming from two distinct kinds of questions, a membership 

overlap diagram, derived from questions asking each research participant about the 

organizations that they are members of, with multiple responses being one kind of a tie, 

and an interpersonal relationship diagram, based on who activists identify as ties on study 

questions designed to elicit relational ties. Combining these two distinct concepts on an 

amalgamated “interorganizational relationship” diagram, seemed to lead to conceptual 

confusion and a less accurate portrayal of interorganizational relationships than would 

have been possible if these concepts were kept distinctive. This would eliminate the 

concerns over subjectively defined organizational representation and would not demand 

that the relationships of individual boundary spanners be considered as surrogates for 

organizational relationships.      
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Suggestions for Future Research 

 There are many opportunities presented by this study for building on and 

extending this research. Clearly, many of the findings would be much stronger if this 

study were to be replicated in other settings with different research populations. The 

relationship between facilitation management and coordination, for example, could be 

tested in other research settings. Other researchers could also develop an overarching 

theory to explain the relationships that were found among the variables that were 

examined and link the various theories that were drawn upon here more cohesively.  

Some of the gaps in the findings could also be elaborated on through further 

research. For instance, more of the variation in the coordination variable was explainable 

due to facilitation management than the trust variable. Future studies could focus on 

finding other variables that explain more of the variation in the trust variable. The 

relationships between the demographic control variables with the independent and 

dependent variables in the study (age with social support, gender with social support and 

coordination, and education level with conflict resolution) could be better understood 

with further theorizing and research on these relationships as well. It may be that the 

perceptions within these demographic groups vary or it may be that these groups relate to 

each other in homophilous demographic cliques that have different levels of social 

support, coordination, and conflict resolution. Future research could also compare the 

effects of feelings of worthwhileness and effectiveness in other settings and their 

differential impacts on the peace movement or other social movements. 

 This study also begins to develop deeper understandings of the broker role in 

social networks and social movements. The concept of betweenness centrality was 
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modified to consider functional forms of betweenness, instead of considering the effects 

of network position alone as a source of social network power. The concentration of 

responsibility for the various facilitation functions studied here illustrates how these and 

other important social network functions can be performed by fewer or greater numbers 

of network members. Differentiating between communication functions that were 

facilitated, negotiated, or not performed at all was an initial attempt at understanding 

different communication network management strategies and their effects on network 

performance. Future studies could extend these findings to other settings or develop new, 

more elaborated conceptual models for interpreting communication strategies and 

network member responsibility for them. One interesting finding that was 

underdeveloped in this study because it was unexpected was that conflict resolution as a 

function may not have been performed to a great extent in this social network. Questions 

specifically designed to differentiate between functions that are performed by many, 

widely distributed network members and functions that are not performed to a great 

extent in the social network would enhance the interpretation of the research findings, to 

differentiate these two distinct network conditions. 

 Hopefully, this research will also pave the way for future studies to evaluate the 

communication systems of other local peace movements and perform other formative 

evaluation research to benefit the peace movement and other social movements. While 

social network evaluation is a common form of research that has been used to examine 

and enhance private sector and social service interorganizational networks, this study is 

the first of its kind in the peace movement. This study demonstrates that social network 

research and formative evaluation questions can benefit the peace movement as 
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empowering action research. Hopefully, it will demonstrate to other social movement 

scholars that they can use their opportunities to study social movements to get to know 

activists and enhance their work. This study specifically points out how conflict 

resolution scholars could evaluate a local social movement’s communication network to 

identify areas where training in conflict resolution and communication skills could 

benefit peace movement activists, including which activists would most benefit from that 

training (facilitators for concentrated communication functions and all activists for 

negotiated functions). For functions that are not performed, researchers would need to 

determine if activists were pleased with this state of affairs or if activists would like to 

learn how to perform the function in their network and, therefore, would appreciate 

training as to how to perform the function. Future research could also evaluate the impact 

of any training conducted to benefit social movement participants, to ensure that it 

actually benefits the activists, benefits them in the manner that was intended, and is as 

effective and helpful as possible. 

Conclusion 

 This study and its findings have yielded a wide-range of implications, both 

scholarly and practical. As the study was interdisciplinary, there were scholarly 

implications for several traditions of academic scholarship: social network theory, group 

facilitation theory, empowerment theory, and scholarship investigating social 

movements, in general, and the peace movement, in particular. Thus, the study could 

offer publishable findings in the academic fields of: sociology, social work, 

organizational management, and conflict resolution. As well, there are many ways that 

this research could be extended in future studies to better understand the findings 
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produced in this study. Hopefully, the study’s findings will also prove to be beneficial for 

the anti-Iraq War movement activists in the Twin Cites and the Twin Cities peace 

movement, more generally. Many of the findings could prove to be interesting and 

helpful for local peace movements in other settings as well. As the Principal Investigator, 

I have also found this research to be personally rewarding and challenging, developing 

my research skills and my appreciation and admiration for the work of peace movement 

activists, who, against overwhelming odds, continue to struggle for a just, nonviolent, 

less militaristic world for us all. I appreciate their work to these ends even more after 

having conducted this study and I am very grateful to the activists who shared their time 

and perceptions with me to make this study possible.  
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Appendix A: Background Questions 

These questions are designed to give me a general understanding of the organization(s) 
that you represent in the Twin Cities anti-war coalition. If the organization(s) is/are an 
affiliate of a regional, national, or international organization, then the questions apply to 
the local chapter only. 
 
1. What is the name of the organization that you represent? (you can list more than one) 

a) _________________________________________________________________ 

b) _________________________________________________________________ 

c) _________________________________________________________________ 

 
2. What year was the local chapter of that organization founded? (for each organization) 

a) _________________________________________________________________ 

b) _________________________________________________________________ 

c) _________________________________________________________________ 

 
3. What is the mission statement of that organization? Or alternatively, where could I find 
the mission statement (website, pamphlet, etc.)? (for each organization) 
 
a)______________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

b)______________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

c)______________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 
4. What was your budget for the 2008 calendar year? (place an ‘x’ in the appropriate box 

for each organization) 
 

 Organization a Organization b Organization c 

$0-5,000      

$5,000 - 10,000     

$10,000-20,000      

$20,000-50,000     

$50,000-100,000    
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More than $100,000    

5. Currently, how many people from each of the following categories are represented by 
your organization? (place the number in each appropriate box for each organization) 

 Organization a Organization b Organization c 

Board member       

Executive director      

Staff member       

Volunteer     

Member (collective/constituent)    

 
6. How long has your organization been working in the coalition? (for each organization) 

a) _________________________________________________________________ 

b) _________________________________________________________________ 

c) _________________________________________________________________ 

 
7. Over the past 3 months, have you noticed the coalition gaining or losing members?  

What have you noticed to indicate this? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

8. Over the past 3 months, have you noticed the participation by coalition members 

weakening or strengthening? What have you noticed to indicate this? 
________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

9. Over the past 3 months, have you noticed any increase or decrease in contact that 

coalition members have with one another?  What have you noticed to indicate this? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 
10. Over the past 3 months, have you noticed that ideas generated by coalition members 

are getting more similar or more different? What have you noticed to indicate this? 



 318 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix B: Primary Twin Cities Anti-Iraq War Movement Questionnaire 

 

Please tell me about yourself. 

1. In this movement of people who take action against the Iraq War, what is/are the 
name(s) of the organization(s) that you represent? 
________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 
2. What is your position in that/those organization(s)? Place an ‘x’ in the box beside your 

answer. If more than one, please indicate each organization beside each choice. 

� Board member 
� Executive director 
� Staff member 
� Member of a collective 
� Volunteer 
� Self-identified. Please specify: _________________________________________ 

 
3. How long have you been participating in this movement of people who take action 
against the Iraq War? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Less than 6 months 
� 6 months to 1 year 
� 1 year to 2 years 
� 2 to 5 years 
� More than 5 years 

 
4. What is your gender? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Male    
� Female 

 

5. What is your date of birth? (month/day/year) ___________/_________/____________ 
 
6. What is the highest level of education that you have completed? Place an ‘x’ in the one 

box beside your answer. 

� Less than a high school diploma 
� High school diploma or G.E.D. 
� Some college 
� Bachelor’s degree 
� Graduate degree 

 
7. What is your race? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� European American/White 
� African American/Black 
� Latino(a)/Hispanic 
� Asian American 
� Native American/American Indian 
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� Multiracial 
� Self-identified. Please specify: _________________________________________ 

 
Please tell me about the conditions faced by the anti- Iraq War movement in the 

Twin Cities over the last 3 months. 

 
8. Have any specific political events taken place in the last 3 months that have affected 
your movement? (e.g. changes in political leaders, governmental policies, or the problem 
that you are trying to influence) Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Yes (Please go to question 9) 
� No (Please go to question 10) 
� Don’t know (Please go to question 10) 

 
9. Please tell me more about what those events were and how they affected your movement. 
________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 
10. Have any specific legal events taken place in the last 3 months that have affected 
your movement? (e.g. court cases or court rulings) Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside 

your answer. 

� Yes (Please go to question 11) 
� No (Please go to question 12) 
� Don’t know (Please go to question 12) 

 
11. Please tell me more about what those events were and how they affected your movement. 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 
12. Have any specific economic events taken place in the last 3 months that have 
affected your movement? (e.g. changes in the local, regional, or national economy) Place 

an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Yes (Please go to question 13) 
� No (Please go to question 14) 
� Don’t know (Please go to question 14) 

 



 321 

 

 

 

 

 

13. Please tell me more about what those events were and how they affected your movement. 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 
14. Have any specific social or cultural changes taken place in the Twin Cities in the 
last 3 months that have affected your movement? (e.g. changes in community perceptions 
or ways that community members behave) Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your 

answer. 

 
� Yes (Please go to question 15) 
� No (Please go to question 16) 
� Don’t know (Please go to question 16) 

 
15. Please tell me more about what those changes were and how they affected your movement. 
________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 
16. Have any specific technological changes taken place in the last 3 months that have 
affected your movement? (e.g. technology supporting you, your allies, or your political 
rivals) Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Yes (Please go to question 17) 
� No (Please go to question 18) 
� Don’t know (Please go to question 18) 

 
17. Please tell me more about what those changes were and how they affected your movement. 
________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________
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________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 
18. Has your movement undergone any changes in the last 3 months that have affected 
your movement and its work? (e.g. new members, removal of members, changes in 
member relationships, changes in funding) Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your 

answer. 

� Yes (Please go to question 19) 
� No (Please go to question 20) 
� Don’t know (Please go to question 20) 

19. Please tell me more about what those changes were and how they affected your 
movement. 
________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 
20. Have any other organizations or governmental agencies affected your movement 
in any way in the last 3 months? (e.g. providing support or constraining your movement) 
Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Yes (Please go to question 21) 
� No (Please go to question 22) 
� Don’t know (Please go to question 22) 

 
21. Please tell me more about how those organizations or agencies affected your movement. 
________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Please tell me about your movement planning activities over the last 3 months. E.g.  

strategizing, organizing, and planning activities, and/or discussing when, where, and 

how to conduct protests, solicit signatures for petitions, get media attention, write 

position papers, build support and/or your base, or conduct research. 
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22. How frequently did you receive information telling you about movement planning 
meetings and events in sufficient time for you to be able to participate in those meetings 
and events over the past 3 months? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
23. How frequently was your entire movement of organizations invited to participate in a 
strategizing or planning meeting over the past 3 months? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside 

your answer. 

� Never 
� One or two times 
� Three or four times 
� Five or six times 
� More than six times 
� Don’t know 

 
24. How frequently was the information that you received about movement events and 
meetings clear and understandable over the past 3 months? Place an ‘x’ in the one box 

beside your answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
25. How frequently did you find getting in contact with another movement member to be 
a problem over the past 3 months? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
� One time 
� Two times 
� Three times 
� More than three times 
� Don’t know 

 
26. Please list any movement subcommittees or small working groups that you have 
participated in over the last 3 months. 
________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________



 324 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 
27. Who were the three people most responsible for organizing movement strategizing 
and planning meetings over the past 3 months? 
         

        First name and last initial (e.g. Jane D.)       Their organization  

a) Most responsible: ________________________          __________________________ 

b) 2nd most responsible: _____________________          __________________________ 

c) 3rd most responsible: _____________________          __________________________ 

28. Who are the three people most responsible for sharing information on movement 
plans and activities over the past 3 months? 

        First name and last initial (e.g. John D.)       Their organization  

a) Most responsible: ________________________          __________________________ 

b) 2nd most responsible: _____________________          __________________________ 

c) 3rd most responsible: _____________________          __________________________ 

 
29. What are the ways that you were given information on movement plans over the past 
3 months? Place an ‘x’ in all boxes that apply. 

� In person 
� By telephone 
� By e-mail 
� On a website 
� On a blog 
� By written correspondence (e.g. newsletter or flyer) 
� Other. Please specify:________________________________________________ 
� Don’t know 

 
30. What could be done to improve movement strategizing and planning meetings? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 
31. What could be done to improve correspondence among movement members? 
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________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 
32. How frequently did your movement celebrate its successes over the past 3 months? 
Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
� One time 
� Two times 
� Three times 
� More than three times 
� Don’t know 

 
33. How frequently did your fellow movement members help you cope with stress affecting 
your movement work over the past 3 months? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your 

answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
34. How frequently did your fellow movement members directly assist you with your 
movement work over the past 3 months? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
35. How frequently did your fellow movement members motivate you to accomplish 
your movement work over the past 3 months? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your 

answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 
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36. Who were the three people most supportive of other movement members over the past 
3 months?  

        First name and last initial (e.g. Jane D.)       Their organization  

a) Most responsible: ________________________          __________________________ 

b) 2nd most responsible: _____________________          __________________________ 

c) 3rd most responsible: _____________________          __________________________ 

 
37. What could be done to improve the support that movement members offer one 

another? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 
38. How frequently did you feel that your point of view (about how the movement should 
conduct its activities) was valued by other movement members over the past 3 months? 
Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
39. How frequently did you tell other movement members about the problems and 
challenges that you noticed the movement was facing over the past 3 months? Place an 

‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
40. How frequently did you share your opinions with other movement members about 
how the movement could problem-solve to overcome its challenges over the past 3 
months? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
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� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
41. How frequently did you feel that you could not share your opinions with other 
movement members about movement activities, challenges, or potential solutions over 
the past 3 months? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
42. Who were the three people most responsible for facilitating movement strategizing or 
planning discussions over the past 3 months?  
 

        First name and last initial (e.g. John D.)       Their organization  

a) Most responsible: ________________________          __________________________ 

b) 2nd most responsible: _____________________          __________________________ 

c) 3rd most responsible: _____________________          __________________________ 

43. What could be done to improve strategizing or planning discussions among 
movement members? 
________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

44. How frequently did you have an interpersonal conflict with another movement 
member that interfered with your communication with them over the past 3 months? 
Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
� One time 
� Two times 
� Three times 
� More than three times 
� Don’t know 

 
45. How frequently did you think that another movement member took some action 
against you personally or intentionally made you look bad in the eyes of other movement 
members over the past 3 months? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
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� One time 
� Two times 
� Three times 
� More than three times 
� Don’t know 

 
46. How frequently did you discuss interpersonal differences with other movement 
members to try to overcome those differences over the past 3 months? Place an ‘x’ in the 

one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
� One time 
� Two times 
� Three times 
� More than three times 
� Don’t know 

 
47. How frequently did you feel like your interpersonal differences with other movement 
members were overcome over the past 3 months? (e.g. no longer disrupted your 
communication with them) Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
48. Who were the three people most responsible for helping to resolve interpersonal 
conflicts among movement members over the past 3 months?  

        First name and last initial (e.g. Jane D.)       Their organization  

a) Most responsible: ________________________          __________________________ 

b) 2nd most responsible: _____________________          __________________________ 

c) 3rd most responsible: _____________________          __________________________ 

 
49. What could be done to better resolve conflicts among movement members? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 
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50. How frequently did you participate in the decision making for coalition strategizing 
or planning decisions over the past 3 months? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your 

answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
51. How frequently did your coalition reach majority (over half of the coalition 

organizations agreeing) in making strategizing or planning decisions over the past 3 
months? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
52. How frequently did your coalition reach consensus (all of the coalition organizations 
agreeing) in making strategizing or planning decisions over the past 3 months? Place an 

‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
53. How frequently did you feel that any coalition strategizing or planning decision 
compromises were fairly distributed among the coalition members over the past 3 
months? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
54. Who were the three people most responsible for helping coalition members reach 
planning decisions over the past 3 months?  
 

        First name and last initial (e.g. John D.)       Their organization  

a) Most responsible: ________________________          __________________________ 
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b) 2nd most responsible: _____________________          __________________________ 

c) 3rd most responsible: _____________________          __________________________ 

 
55. What could be done to improve coalition decision making? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Please tell me about the results of your movement planning over the last 3 months. 

E.g. implementing your plans and/or conducting activities such as: protesting, 

soliciting signatures for petitions, getting media attention, writing position papers, 

building your movement and/or base, or conducting research. 

 
56. How frequently did you allow another movement member from a different 
organization to make a decision on your behalf (for a stance that you supported) over the 
past 3 months? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
� One or two times 
� Three or four times 
� Five or six times 
� More than six times 
� Don’t know 

 
57. How frequently did another movement member from a different organization trust 
you to make decisions on their behalf (for a stance that they supported) over the past 3 
months? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
� One or two times 
� Three or four times 
� Five or six times 
� More than six times 
� Don’t know 

 
58. How frequently did you feel that other movement members put the movement’s 
interests ahead of their personal and organizational interests over the past 3 months? (e.g. 
their personal reasons for participating in the movement, hoped for political changes, or 
organizational goals) Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
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� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
59. How frequently did you put the movement’s interests ahead of your own personal and 
organizational interests over the past 3 months? (e.g. your personal reasons for 
participating in the movement, hoped for political changes, or organizational goals) Place 

an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 
� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
60. How frequently did you feel that movement failures were blamed on specific individuals 
and organizations rather than the entire movement or unfortunate circumstances over the past 
3 months? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
61. How frequently did you have access to shared movement resources over the past 3 
months? (e.g. money, equipment, supplies, help) Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your 

answer. 
� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
62. How frequently did you feel that the other movement members did what they said 
they would do for the movement over the past 3 months? (e.g. followed through on their 
commitments) Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 
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63. How frequently did you feel that other movement members were honest in their 
dealings with you over the past 3 months? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your 

answer. 
� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
64. If you had to leave the movement today, to what extent would you trust the other 
movement members to carry on your work without you? 

� To no extent 
� To a little extent 
� To some extent 
� To a considerable extent 
� To a great extent 
� Don’t know 

 
65. What could be done to improve the trust among movement members? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

66. Who were the three movement members from different organizations that you trusted 
the most over the past 3 months? 

        First name and last initial (e.g. Jane D.)       Their organization  

a) Most trusted:        ________________________          __________________________ 

b) 2nd most trusted:  ________________________           __________________________ 

c) 3rd most trusted:  _______________________             __________________________ 

 
67. Who were the three movement members from different organizations that you trusted 
the least over the past 3 months?  
 

        First name and last initial (e.g. John D.)       Their organization  

a) Least trusted:    ___________________________          _________________________ 

b) 2nd least trusted: _________________________           _________________________ 

c) 3rd least trusted:  ________________________             _________________________ 
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68. How frequently do you feel that your movement workload was shared fairly with 
other movement members over the past 3 months? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside 

your answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
69. How frequently do you feel that your movement work integrated well with the work 
of other movement members over the past 3 months? (e.g. was important to the 
movement and did not duplicate the work of others) Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside 

your answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
70. How frequently do you feel that the goals pursued by your movement reflected the 
joint interests of the entire movement rather than the interests of an individual 
organization or a small group of organizations over the past 3 months? Place an ‘x’ in the 

one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

71. How frequently do you feel that the public statements made by your organization 
about movement activities matched what was said by other movement members from 
different organizations over the past 3 months? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your 

answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
72. How frequently do you feel that the movement’s financial resources were shared 
fairly amongst the movement members over the past 3 months? (e.g. money, supplies, 
facilities, and equipment) Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 
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� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
73. How frequently do you feel that the movement’s human resources were shared fairly 
amongst movement members over the past 3 months? (e.g. staff and volunteer time 
dedicated to movement activities) Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
74. How frequently do you feel that the credit for movement accomplishments was 
shared fairly amongst movement members over the past 3 months? Place an ‘x’ in the 

one box beside your answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

75. How frequently do you feel that the credit for movement failures was shared fairly 
amongst movement members over the past 3 months? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside 

your answer. 

� Never 
� Rarely 
� About half of the time 
� Frequently 
� Always 
� Don’t know 

 
76. Who were the three movement members from different organizations that you 
worked best with over the past 3 months? 
  

        First name and last initial (e.g. Jane D.)       Their organization  

a) Best :          _________________________          _________________________ 

b) 2nd best:           _________________________           _________________________ 

c) 3rd best:            ________________________             _________________________ 
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77. Who were the three movement members from different organizations that were the 
most difficult to work with over the past 3 months? 
  

        First name and last initial (e.g. John D.)       Their organization  

a) Most difficult:      _________________________          _________________________ 

b) 2nd most difficult: ________________________           _________________________ 

c) 3rd most difficult: _______________________             _________________________ 

 
 

78. What could be done to improve the coordination of work and the distribution of 
movement resources among movement members? 
________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 
79. What were the 3 biggest movement accomplishments over the past 3 months? 
 

a) Biggest          _______________________________________________________ 

b) 2nd biggest:           _______________________________________________________ 

c) 3rd biggest:           _______________________________________________________ 

 
80. What were the 3 biggest movement challenges or difficulties over the past 3 months? 
 
a) Biggest          _______________________________________________________ 

b) 2nd biggest:           _______________________________________________________ 

c) 3rd biggest:           _______________________________________________________ 

 

 

81. Overall, to what extent were the time, effort, and resources spent on movement 
activities over the past 3 months worthwhile? Place an ‘x’ in the one box beside your 

answer. 

� To no extent 
� To a little extent 
� To some extent 
� To a considerable extent 
� To a great extent 
� Don’t know 
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82. Overall, how effective do you feel your movement was over the past 3 months? Place 

an ‘x’ in the one box beside your answer. 

� To no extent 
� To a little extent 
� To some extent 
� To a considerable extent 
� To a great extent 
� Don’t know 

 
83. Please tell me more about why you chose your answer to question 82. 
________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Thank you for responding to this survey! 
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Appendix C: Letter of Consent 
Dear anti-war activist, 
Hello, my name is Tory Hansen. I am a PhD student at the University of Minnesota in the 
School of Social Work. As part of my PH.D. degree, I am doing a dissertation research project. 
For my research, I would like to look at how anti-war organizations and groups in the Twin 
Cities communicate with each other, trust one another, and work with one another in 
coalitions. 
 
I am personally committed to ending the current wars in Iraq and Afghanistan and I hope that 
my research can help you to improve and strengthen coalition work you do in the Twin Cities. 
I also hope that lessons can be learned that will be able to assist peace activists in other 
cities. 
 
I am inviting you to participate in this research because you are a person who has 
represented an organization that has demonstrated its commitment to ending the Iraq War 
when you worked, planned, and strategized with other Twin Cities organizations taking action 
to oppose the Iraq War over the past 3 months. I chose to limit my questions to a 3 month 
period because 3 months back seems to me to be a reasonable length of time to remember. 
 
If you agree to participate in the study, I will ask you to fill out some background information 
on your organization on a 10-question form. I will then ask you to fill out a larger survey on 
two separate occasions, the first time and then a second time 3 months later. I’ll be present 
when you fill out the survey to answer any questions that might arise as you fill it out.   
 
The survey should take about 30-45 minutes to fill out, though some people may take up to 
an hour. Each time you complete one of these larger surveys, I will donate from $25-33 to 
your organization (depending on how many people participate and how much money I can 
raise) to support your work. 
 
The survey asks questions about how you talk about things as a coalition, how you support 
one another, how you make decisions, how you manage conflict, how much you trust one 
another, and how coordinated your work is as a group. I will ask you the names of individuals 
in your coalition but I will never report an individual’s name, for any reason. Instead, I will use 
a letter of the alphabet to represent them or group the information so that no individuals will 
be identifiable. 
 
When I have collected the surveys, I will study the information. Within 6 months of collecting 
the final surveys, I will give you and all of the other contributors to the study a report on what 
I found, along with any ideas that I might have on strengthening your coalition or improving 
the coalition’s communication, trust, and coordination.  
 
After I give you the report, I will offer you, along with all of the other participants, an 
opportunity to meet with me to discuss the study and my findings so that I can make sure 
that the study is accurate, representative, and as helpful as possible.  
 
Afterwards, I will complete my study for the School of Social Work to get my degree and it will 
be catalogued as a dissertation at the University of Minnesota. I also hope to present the 
findings at academic conferences, in academic journals, and in presentations to help peace 
activists in other cities. I will also give all of the organizations that participated in the study an 
amended final report that reflects any changes that were discussed after meeting with the 
members of your coalition. 



 338 

 
Even if you agree to participate in the study at this time, you can drop out at any time for any 
reason. So thank you for your support! I really appreciate your assistance☺ If you have any 
questions, please contact me at: 612-839-0705 or hanse784@umn.edu or my dissertation 
advisor Lisa Albrecht at: 612-624-3669 or lalbrech@umn.edu. 

Sincerely, 
Tory Hansen, M.S. 

PhD Candidate, School of Social Work, University of Minnesota 

 
Dear anti-war activist, 
You have been invited to participate in a research study of communication patterns between anti-
war organizations and individuals. The study is being conducted by Tory Hansen, a doctoral 
candidate in the School of Social Work at the University of Minnesota, who is advised by Dr. 
Lisa Albrecht also in the School of Social Work. You were selected as a potential participant 
because of your involvement representing your organization to other organizations as part of a 
coalition in the anti-war movement in the Twin Cities. We ask that you read this form and ask 
any questions you may have before agreeing to be in the study. 
 
The results of this study may help us understand ways of improving communication patterns 
between anti-war organizations in general, and the communication patterns among organizations 
in the Twin Cities in particular, to strengthen the anti-war movement. We would very much 
appreciate your assistance with this effort! 
 
If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to provide some background 
information on your organization and the work of coalitions in the Twin Cities that oppose the 
current war in Iraq. Later, you will be asked to complete 2 surveys, 3 months apart, about your 
communication with other anti-war activists representing other organizations over the previous 3 
months. These surveys should take about 30-45 minutes to complete, though they could take an 
hour. Finally, after being given a report on the findings of this research, you will be invited to 
participate in a group discussion of the research and its findings that will take about 1 ½ hours.  
 
This study will have minimal risks to you. Recalling information that concerns your 
communications, conflicts, trust, and coordination with other anti-war activists could make you 
feel anxious or upset. You may withdraw from answering the questions at any time and you do 
not have to answer any question that you do not wish to answer.  
 
The study offers you benefits as well. Both times that you complete the 2 larger surveys, a 
donation of $25-33 will be made to your nonprofit organization. As well, the findings of this 
study could potentially improve the your coalition’s communication patterns or help other anti-
war coalitions to improve their communication patterns. 
 
The records of this study will be kept confidential. In any sort of report that we may publish, we 
will not identify you or any individual that you mention in your answers by name. All results will 
be presented in aggregate or where an individual is discussed, a letter of the alphabet will serve as 
an indicator for that a person instead of their name. Research records will be stored securely and 
only researchers will have access to those records. The information gathered will be used to 
describe communication patterns, coordination between organizations, and trust between 
activists.  
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Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether to participate will in no way affect 
your future relations with the University of Minnesota. If you decide to participate, you are free to 
not answer any question or withdraw at any time with out affecting those relationships. 
 
If you have any questions about this research project now or in the future, you are encouraged to 
contact the primary investigator, Tory Hansen (612-839-0705 or hanse784@umn.edu). You may 
also contact his advisor, Lisa Albrecht (612-624-3669 or lalbrech@umn.edu).    
 
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone 
other than the researcher, you are encouraged to contact the University of Minnesota Subjects’ 
Advocate line (612-625-1650), D528 May, 420 Delaware St. SE, Minneapolis, Minnesota, 55455. 
 
If you are willing to participate in this project, please sign the attached consent form. 
 
Tory Hansen, M.S.      Lisa Albrecht 
School of Social Work Doctoral Candidate   Advisor 
University of Minnesota      University of Minnesota 
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Project:  The Effects of Facilitation Management on Interorganizational Coordination and Trust in 
an Anti-Iraq War Political Advocacy Nonprofit Network in the Twin Cities 
 
Primary Investigator:       Tory J. Hansen, M.S. 

105 Peters Hall 
1404 Gortner Ave. 
St. Paul, MN 55108 
612-839-0705 
hanse784@umn.edu 

 
Advisor:        Lisa Albrecht, PhD 

193 Peters Hall 
1404 Gortner Ave. 
St. Paul, MN 55108 
612-624-3669 
lalbrech@umn.edu 

 

The purpose of this research project and the nature of my involvement have been 
explained to my satisfaction. I have read about and understood each component of the 
project. I understand that: 
 

� All information will be held strictly confidential; 
� Participation is voluntary; 
� I am free to discontinue participation at any time without consequence. 

 
If you have any questions about this research project now or in the future, you are 
encouraged to contact the primary investigator, Tory Hansen (612-839-0705 or 
hanse784@umn.edu). You may also contact his advisor, Lisa Albrecht (612-624-3669 or 
lalbrech@umn.edu).    
 
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to 
someone other than the researcher, you are encouraged to contact the University of 
Minnesota Subjects’ Advocate line (612-625-1650), D528 May, 420 Delaware St. SE, 
Minneapolis, Minnesota, 55455. 
 
Please keep the cover letter for your records. 

 
I have read the above information. I have asked questions and have received answers. I 
consent to participate in the study. 
 
 
 
_______________________  ______________________ _____________ 
Name (please print)   Signature   Date   
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Appendix D. Preliminary Findings Report 

 
 
 
 

Preliminary Findings Report 
 
 
 
 
 

Project Title: 

The Effects of Facilitation Management on Interorganizational Coordination and Trust 

in an Anti-Iraq War Political Advocacy Nonprofit Network in the Twin Cities 

 

Principal Investigator: 

Toran Hansen, MS (Conflict Analysis and Resolution) 

PhD Candidate, 

School of Social Work, 

University of Minnesota 

 

 

Dissertation Committee Members:  

Dr. C. David Hollister (Advisor), Dr. Lisa Albrecht, Dr. Kristen C. Nelson,  

and Dr. Dario Menanteau-Horta 

 
August 12, 2009 
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The Purpose and Scope of the Study 

  
 I hope that this study can provide helpful insights for Twin Cities peace 
movement activists, especially those who participated in the study. The background 
information for the study comes from social movement scholarship, social network 
scholarship, and scholarship on the communication processes involved in group 
facilitation. I think of the peace movement as a type of social group, a social network, 
with its own unique ‘culture of resistance’. This cultural and relational view of the peace 
movement extends beyond the peace movement, to broader society, which I consider to 
have an overarching culture connected through networks of social relationships. Using 
this cultural and relational view of social movements and society has ideally helped me to 
craft some useful recommendations for enhancing peace movement communications 
processes, building the movement, and creating stronger relationships among activists.  
 

I approached activists to participate in this study who were active in the Twin 
Cities peace movement and who in some way represented organizations that persistently 
opposed the Iraq War. The study’s findings apply only to the activists and organizations 
opposing the Iraq War in the Twin Cities, not to the peace movement as a whole. I 
approached 45 people to participate in the study and 36 activists actually participated (an 
80% participation rate). 35 of those activists also completed background information 
surveys that asked them about the organizations that they represented and whether they 
thought that anti-Iraq War activism was expanding or contracting.  
 

The activists were identified by me, through my personal anti-war movement 
contacts, by using public information about anti-war organizations in the Twin Cities, and 
by asking activists participating in anti-Iraq War actions to identify the organizers of 
those actions and the representatives of prominent organizations who took part in them. I 
was careful to ensure that the participants represented as wide of a variety of peace 
movement organizations as possible (e.g. general anti-war organizations, women’s anti-
war organizations, student anti-war organizations, socialist groups, etc.). The study’s 
surveys were completed from April 20-30, 2009, 3 months after the inauguration of 
Barack Obama as President of the United States, which occurred on January 20, 2009. 
 

I had four main research goals in the study: 1) to investigate how certain 
communication processes, which are considered to be 5 separate aspects of “group 
facilitation” (making logistical arrangements for open communications, social support, 
participatory, non-hierarchical forms of discussion, participatory, non-hierarchical forms 
of decision-making at the coalition level, and conflict resolution), would affect trust and 
work coordination among peace movement activists, 2) to investigate whether certain 
activists were responsible for facilitating certain communication processes, 3) to uncover 
any potential improvements that could be made to communication processes, and 4) to 
map organizational relationships in the movement. I hope that the findings of this 
research, coupled with insights that I gained from reading social movement scholarship, 
have allowed me to provide some helpful recommendations for peace movement activists 
in the Twin Cities and offer them a novel and invigorating perspective on their work.  

 



 343 

Executive Summary 

1. The following statistically significant relationships were found among the 
communication processes studied, trust, and work coordination: 
a) Group facilitation as a whole with trust 
b) Social support with trust 
c)  “How frequently did you receive information telling you about movement 

planning meetings and events in sufficient time for you to be able to 
participate in those meetings and events?” with trust 

d) Group facilitation as a whole with work coordination 
e) Social support with work coordination 
f) Participatory movement discussion with work coordination 
g) Participatory coalition decision-making with work coordination 
h) “How frequently was the information that you received about movement 

events and meetings clear and understandable?” with work coordination 

2. The following demographic categories were found to have statistically significant 
relationships with the communication processes studied: 
a) The formal position of the movement member in their organization (executive 

director/board member or not) with logistical arrangements 
b) The duration of involvement with the Twin Cities movement with trust 
c) The movement member’s gender with social support and work coordination 
d) The movement member’s age with social support 
e) The movement member’s educational level with conflict resolution (but not 

conflict presence) 
3. Specific movement members were found to be responsible for fulfilling the 

following communication processes: 

• Organizing strategizing and planning meetings 

• Information dissemination 

• Facilitating movement discussion 

• Encouraging coalition decision-making 
4. Specific movement members were not found to be responsible for the following 

communication processes, which individuals seem to perform for themselves: 

• Social support 

• Conflict resolution 
5. The movement was found to have high levels of trust and low levels of conflict 
6. Several suggestions for enhancing communication among movement members 

were made. The most common were (in order): more informal interactions and 
team-building, more and wider participation in strategizing and planning, 
generally having open, respectful discussions facilitated by skilled individuals, 
and working more together by sharing more projects together. 

7. Movement participation was, on average, considered to be very worthwhile and 
moderately effective (slightly lower). 

8. The movement was found to be contracting, with decreasing participation at 
demonstrations, suggesting that the Iraq War protest wave was coming to an end. 

9. Predominant contextual circumstances thought to be effecting the movement at 
this time were: the inauguration of Barack Obama and the economic crisis/ 
stimulus package, which activists considered to decrease participation at protests. 
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The Demographic Composition of Study Participants and the Study Context 

 
Responses to demographic questions:  
 The demographic representation of the study sample was generally consistent 
with the representation found in previous studies of the peace movement in other 
locations. 18 respondents (50%) indicated that they were male and 18 (50%) indicated 
that they were female, slightly fewer women than other peace movement studies have 
found. The age of the respondents to some degree reflected over-representation by 
college-age and late-career professionals, typically found in other studies. Though, here 
there were fewer college-age respondents than have been found in other studies and more 
elderly respondents. As well, the cohort born in the 1950s had the greatest representation 
in this study, as other studies have found. 4 of the respondents (11%) stated that they 
were born in the 1980s, 3 of the respondents (8%) stated that they were born in the 1970s, 
1 of the respondents (3%) stated that they were born in the 1960s, 11 of the respondents 
(31%) stated that they were born in the 1950s, 7 of the respondents (19%) stated that they 
were born in the 1940s, 6 of the respondents (17%) stated that they were born in the 
1930s, and 4 of the respondents (11%) stated that they were born in the 1920s. This 
study’s participants had higher than average levels of education, as has been the case with 
other studies, with all of the respondents here having at least some college education. 12 
respondents (33%) indicated that they had at least some college education, 15 
respondents (42%) indicated that they had Bachelor’s degrees, and 9 respondents (25%) 
indicated that they had a graduate degree. The participants were overwhelmingly 
European American, consistent with other studies. 32 respondents (89%) stated that they 
were European American, none stated that they were African American, 1 respondent 
(3%) stated that they were Hispanic, 1 respondent (3%) stated that they were Asian 
American, none stated that they were Native American, 1 respondent (3%) indicated that 
they were multi-racial, and 1 respondent (3%) self-identified as “Human – Minnesotan.” 

Of the 36 respondents, 23 (64%) stated that they represented 1 organization, 8 
(22%) represented 2 organizations, 3 (8%) represented 3 organizations, and 2 (6%) 
represented 5 organizations. 31 respondents (86%) stated that they had been involved in 
the anti-Iraq War movement for more than 5 years, 3 (8%) stated that they had been 
involved for 2-5 years, 1 (3%) stated that they had been involved for 1-2 years, and 1 
(3%) stated that they had been involved for 6 months – 1 year. The participants 
represented a variety of formal positions in their organizations. Several represented 
multiple organizations in different capacities, with 2 (6%) stating that they represented 3 
different formal positions, 9 (25%) stating that they represented 2 different formal 
positions, and 25 (69%) stating that they represented a single type of formal position. 10 
respondents (28%) indicated that they were board members in the organization(s) that 
they represented, 2 respondents (6%) indicated that they were Executive Directors, 3 
respondents (8%) indicated that they were staff members, 14 respondents (39%) indicated 
that they were members of a collective, 13 respondents (36%) indicated that they were 
volunteers, and 7 respondents (19%) self-identified as: “treasurer,” “organizer,” 
“member, participate in coalition meetings,” “moderator of network,” “President,” “on 
the executive board in charge of newsletter,” “delegate to Minnesota Alliance of 
Peacemakers,” and “activist volunteer.”   
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Study context: 
Three major contextual themes were common to the survey as a whole: the 

inauguration of Barack Obama, the economic crisis and stimulus plan, and declining 
participation in anti-Iraq War protest actions in the Twin Cities. The inauguration of 
Barack Obama as President of the United States was an event that most survey 
respondents believed affected the anti-Iraq War movement (N=31 for question 8, N=6 for 
question 14, N=1 for question 18, N=3 for question 20), along with the economic crisis 
and stimulus plan (N=27 for question 12, N=6 for question 14, N=3 for question 18). 
These events were thought to have diverse effects on the movement, but the most 
common belief was that they had a negative effect on movement participation due to a 
honeymoon period for Obama (N=14 for question 8, N=4 for question 14, and N=1 for 
question 18, and N=1 for question 20) and public preoccupation with different issues 
(N=13 for question 8, N=15 for question 12, N=3 for question 14, and N=1 for question 
18). Conversely, the inauguration of Barack Obama was also considered by many 
respondents to have had positive effects on the movement by making the federal 
government more open to peace movement ideas and protest, giving the movement more 
hope (N=6 for question 8, N=1 for question 14), improving international relations (N=1 
for question 14 and N=1 for question 20), and creating opportunities for new coalitions 
(N=1 for question 8). Likewise, the economic crisis and stimulus also was considered to 
have some positive effects on the movement by making the linkage between military 
spending and the economy clearer (N=11 for question 12) and creating opportunities for 
new coalitions (N=4 for question 12).  

A large number of survey respondents perceived that the movement was waning, 
with fewer numbers of participants coming to demonstrations and other public events 
(N=14 for question 8, N= 4 and N=2 for question 14, N=6 for question 18, N=1 for 
question 20). On the background surveys, 18 respondents indicated that the movement 
was losing members (compared to 5 who indicated that it was gaining) and 19 indicated 
that it was weakening (compared to 5 who indicated it was strengthening). This 
perception was echoed by participation at the single largest annual anti-Iraq War protest 
in the Twin Cities, the annual invasion of Iraq demonstration, whose participation 
declined significantly in recent years (see below). This finding is consistent with social 
movement scholarship that has found typical peace movement protest waves to be 5-7 
years long and the Iraq War had been going on for 7 years at the time of this study. 
Protest waves are thought to decline due to public fatigue with the issues and activist 
attrition. Declining participation in the Twin Cities was also consistent with lower anti-
Iraq War movement participation in other American cities, as well. 
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Relationships among the Activists in the Study  

 
There are many indicators that the respondents in this survey participate in a high trust, 
low conflict, high-density network of relationships, typical of a social movement network 
of core activists who communicate well with one another. Note the following set of 
survey responses: 
 
1. How frequently did your fellow movement members directly assist you with your 

movement work over the past 3 months?  

� Never    1 (3%) 
� Rarely    4 (11%) 
� About half of the time  2 (6%) 
� Frequently   21 (58%) 

� Always   8 (22%) 

� Don’t know   0 
2. How frequently did you feel that you could not share your opinions with other 

movement members about movement activities, challenges, or potential solutions over the 

past 3 months?  

� Never    12 (33%) 

� Rarely    17 (47%) 

� About half of the time  5 (14%) 
� Frequently   1 (3%) 
� Always   0 
� Don’t know   0 
� No Answer   1 (3%) 

3. How frequently did you have an interpersonal conflict with another movement member 

that interfered with your communication with them over the past 3 months?  

� Never    18 (50%) 

� One time   9 (25%) 

� Two times   6 (17%) 
� Three times   0 
� More than three times  2 (6%) 
� Don’t know   1 (3%) 

4. If you had to leave the movement today, to what extent would you trust the other 

movement members to carry on your work without you? 

� To no extent   0 
� To a little extent  1 (3%) 
� To some extent  3 (8%) 
� To a considerable extent 9 (25%) 

� To a great extent  22 (61%) 

� Don’t know   1 (3%) 
5. Who were the three movement members from different organizations that you trusted 

the least over the past 3 months?  

� 2 answers: 7 
� 1 answer: 7 
� No answer: 21 
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There were also few instances of trust-related concerns discussed by survey respondents 
(see examples 4 and 5 above). In fact, of the 36 respondents, none could give three 
examples of movement members that they least trusted, only 7 gave two examples, 7 
gave one example, and 21 gave no response at all. Any concerns with trust that did 
appear seemed to occur as a result of isolated incidents, differences in ideology, or 
differences in tactical preferences.  
 
A map of the “most trusted” organizational relationships coming from the survey 
responses appears below:  
 

 
This network depicts the “most trusted” ties indicated by survey respondents between 
peripheral and core/support organizations. Ties indicated on the survey responses as well 
as individual activist memberships with multiple organizations are both considered to be 
a tie here. Ties between peripheral organizations are not shown. Some organizations are 
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grouped in the same box when they had the same pattern of ties to simplify the model but 
it does not necessarily indicate that a relationship exists among the organizations sharing 
a box. High trust relationships are underestimated in this model because many 
respondents indicated that it was difficult to confine their responses to 3 “most trusted” 
relationships. Still, it shows high levels of trust in a social network which has a high 
density of inter-organizational relationships. 
 
A map of the  organizational representatives who “work best” together coming from the 
survey responses appears below: 

 
 

This network map depicts the ties between work colleagues who “work best” with one 
another. Here, individual survey respondents who were members of multiple 
organizations were assigned a single organization to represent in order to simplify the 
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model, allowing ties between peripheral organizations to be shown in this map. Note that 
there are a few organizations that are not connected to the core/support organizations here 
(27, 28, 12, 16). Three organizations are connected to the core/support organizations 
through another organization only (31, 39, 40). Some organizations seem to depend on a 
single tie alone to maintain their connection to the core/support organizations.  
 
Organizational Key for Network Maps 

 
43) Women Against Military Madness 

(W) 
44) Iraq Peace Action Coalition (I) 

45) Twin Cities Peace Campaign (T) 
46) Anti-war Committee (A) 
47) Veterans for Peace (V) 

48) St. Joan of Arc Church (S) 
49) Alliant Action (Aa) 

50) Sisters of St. Joseph (Si) 
51) Iraq Veterans Against the War (Iv) 

52) Peace Island (Pi) 
53) Eagan/Burnsville Peace Bannering 

and Vigils (Eb) 
54) Minnesota Alliance of Peacemakers 

(Ma) 
55) Pax Christie (Pc) 

56) Military Families Speak Out (Mf) 
57) A Million Copies Initiative (Mc) 

58) World Citizen (Wc) 
59) Middle-East Committee (Me) 

60) Every Church a Peace Church (Ec) 
61) Progressives of Minnesota (Pm) 

62) Nonviolent Peace Force (Np) 
63) Students for Democratic Society, 

University of Minnesota (Sd) 
64) Welfare Rights Committee, People’s 

Bailout (Wr) 
65) Workers International League (Wi) 

66) Minnesota Peace Project (Mp) 
67) Nobel Peace Prize Festival (Nf) 
68) Interfaith Peacekeepers of Edina 

(Ip) 
69) People of Faith Peacemakers (Pf) 
70) Community of St. Martin (Sm) 

71) Socialist Action (Sa) 
72) Macalister Students for a 

Democratic Society (Ms) 
73) Socialist Alternative (So) 

74) Youth Against War and Racism 
(Yw) 

75) Mayday Books (Mb) 
76) Coalition for Palestinian Rights (Pr) 

77) Minnesota Immigrant Rights (Ir) 
78) Iraqi American Reconciliation 

Project (Ir) 
79) Friends of the RNC 8 (F8) 

80) MPUC Peacemakers (Mpm) 
81) Minnesota Peace Lobby (Ml) 

82) Northwest Neighbors for Peace (Nn) 
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Number of times that an organization is mentioned in the  

“most trusted” and work coordination networks* 
 
High trust network      Organization High work coordination network 
(Membership overlaps and ties)   (Single originating org, ties only) 
 

29   Women Against Military Madness    23 

20   Iraq Peace Action Coalition     8 

14   Twin Cities Peace Campaign    15 

13   Anti-war Committee      9 

9   Veterans for Peace      5 

9   St. Joan Church      1 

7   Alliant Action       6 

 
* Core organizations are in bold, support organizations are italicized.
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Movement Communication Processes 

 
Definitions of the processes considered in the study: 
Logistical Arrangements – The facilitation of logistical arrangements ensures that 
correspondence among activists is understandable and clear, made in sufficient time to 
enable participation, is problem-free, includes all relevant activists, and that meeting places 
and times are amenable to all activists.  
 

Social Support – The facilitation of social support ensures that activists support, motivate, 
and assist one another, particularly when someone is experiencing stress.  
 

Participatory Discussion and Problem Solving – The facilitation of participatory discussion 
and problem solving ensures that diverse points of view are included in discussions and that 
all activists have the ability to freely share their opinions. 
 

Conflict Resolution –The facilitation of conflict resolution ensures that interpersonal 
differences can be expressed and overcome, so that network discussion, problem solving, and 
decision making can remain productive. 
  
Participatory Decision-Making–The facilitation of participatory decision-making ensures 
that network decisions are reached and reflect the input of as many activists as possible.  
 
Group Facilitation - includes logistical arrangements, social support, participatory discussion 
and problem solving, conflict resolution and participatory decision-making.  
  

Work Coordination – is the extent to which activist labor and resources are shared fairly 
(according to the ability and means of individuals and organizations to contribute), activists 
attempt to accomplish common goals together, credit for activist successes and failures are 
shared fairly, and work duplicity is avoided.  
  
Trust – is the extent to which activists believe that other activists put the movement’s 
interests above their personal interests, make good faith efforts to accomplish movement 
tasks, are honest with one another, and give one another the benefit of the doubt.   
 
Relationships discovered: communication processes, work coordination and trust: 
 
There were statistically significant relationships discovered between trust and the following 
communication processes: 
 

• Group facilitation as a whole (found to explain 33% of the variation in trust) 

• Social support (found to independently explain 16% of variation in trust) 

• The logistical arrangements question, “How frequently did you receive 

information telling you about movement planning meetings and events in 

sufficient time for you to be able to participate in those meetings and events?” 
(found to independently explain 14% of the variation in trust) 

There were statistically significant relationships discovered between work coordination and 
the following communication processes: 
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• Group facilitation as a whole (found to explain 61% of the variation in work 
coordination) 

• Social support (found to independently explain 25% of the variation in work 
coordination) 

• Participatory peace movement discussion (found to independently explain 
40% of the variation in work coordination) 

• Participatory coalition decision-making (found to independently explain 20% 
of the variation in work coordination) 

• The logistical arrangements question, “How frequently was the information 

that you received about movement events and meetings clear and 

understandable?” (found to independently explain 47% of the variation in 
work coordination) 

 
Relationships with demographic categories  

Demographic category Statistically significant 
relationship with 
communication processes, 
work coordination, or trust  

% of explainable 
variation in the 
relationship 

Formal organizational position Logistical arrangements  37% 

Duration of involvement opposing 
the Iraq War in the Twin Cities 

Trust  36% 

Gender Social support  

Work coordination  

44% 
44% 

Age Social support  52% 

Education Conflict resolution 

Resolution only (not conflict 
presence) 

43% 
47% 

 

All of these statistical tests show moderate to moderately strong relationships between: 
formal organizational position and logistical arrangements, duration of involvement in 
opposition to the Iraq War in the Twin Cities and trust, gender and social support and work 
coordination, age and social support, and education with conflict resolution (but not conflict 
presence). This means that among Twin Cities activists, people that have formal 
organizational positions (Executive Director or board member) perceive logistical 
arrangements in the peace movement to work better than other activists. Activists who have 
been involved in opposition to the Iraq War in the Twin Cities longer perceive trust in the 
peace movement to be stronger (though few of the survey respondents were involved for less 
than 2 years). Activists who are women perceive the levels of social support and work 
coordination in the peace movement to be higher than men. Activists who are older perceive 
levels of social support in the peace movement to be higher than younger activists. Activists 
with higher levels of education perceive there to be greater conflict resolution in the peace 
movement than those with lower levels of education, though they both appear to experience 
the same levels of conflict.  
Are there specific individuals responsible for certain communication processes or not? 
 

Who were the three people most responsible for organizing movement strategizing and 
planning meetings over the past 3 months? 
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The below graph shows a concentrated pattern for meeting organizing responsibility among 
peace activists, with a few individuals being more responsible for this process than others. 
The 3 most responsible individuals received 44.6% of the total responses (no ranking of 
individuals was used), which were the highest percentages for any individual process. 
Overall, there were 37 different individuals who were indicated as having some level of 
responsibility for this process. This process is therefore considered to be facilitated by 
specific activists. 
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Who are the three people most responsible for sharing information on movement plans and 
activities over the past 3 months? 

The below graph shows a concentrated pattern for information dissemination responsibility 
among peace activists, with a being few individuals more responsible for this process than 
others. The 3 most responsible individuals received 39.8% of the total responses (no ranking 
of individuals was used). Overall, there were 35 different individuals who were indicated as 
having some level of responsibility for this process. This process is therefore considered to 
be facilitated by specific activists. 
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Who were the three people most supportive of other movement members over the past 3 

months? 

The below graph does not show of a concentrated pattern for social support responsibility 
among peace activists, with responsibility for this process being broadly distributed. The 3 
most responsible individuals received 19.8% of the total responses (no ranking of individuals 
was used). Overall, there were 50 different individuals who were indicated as having some 
level of responsibility for this process (the most of any process). This process is not therefore 
considered to be facilitated by specific activists. 
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Individual Scores: Q36 - Social Support 
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Who were the three people most responsible for facilitating movement strategizing or 
planning discussions over the past 3 months? 

The below graph shows a concentrated pattern for participatory discussion facilitation 
responsibility among peace activists, with a being few individuals more responsible for this 
process than others. The 3 most responsible individuals received 39.3% of the total responses 
(no ranking of individuals was used). Overall, there were 37 different individuals who were 
indicated as having some level of responsibility for this process. This process is therefore 
considered to be facilitated by specific activists. 
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Who were the three people most responsible for helping to resolve interpersonal conflicts 
among movement members over the past 3 months? 

The below graph does not show of a concentrated pattern for this conflict resolution 
responsibility among peace activists, with responsibility for this function being broadly 
distributed among peace activists. The 3 most responsible individuals received 18.8% of the 
total responses, which was the lowest percentage for any individual process (no ranking of 
individuals was used). Overall, there were 35 different individuals who were indicated as 
having some level of responsibility for this process, even though 19 respondents did not have 
a response. The difficulty that many respondents had in providing an answer for this question 
is also evidence that conflict resolution is not facilitated. This process is not therefore 
considered to be facilitated by specific activists. 
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Individual Scores: Q48 - Conflict Resolution 
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Who were the three people most responsible for helping coalition members reach planning 
decisions over the past 3 months? 

The below graph shows a concentrated pattern for the responsibility for encouraging 
coalition decision-making among peace activists, with a being few individuals more 
responsible for this process than others. The 3 most responsible individuals received 40% of 
the total responses (no ranking of individuals was used). Overall, there were 29 different 
individuals who were indicated as having some level of responsibility for this process. This 
process is therefore considered to be facilitated by specific activists. 
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The results of this study indicate that specific anti-Iraq War activists in the Twin Cities are 
responsible for the following communication processes: 

1. Organizing planning and strategizing meetings 

2. Disseminating information on movement plans and activities 

3. Facilitating planning and strategizing discussions 

4. Encouraging activists to reach planning decisions 

 
The results of this study indicate that specific anti-Iraq War activists in the Twin Cities are 
not responsible for the following communication processes, rather they are processes 
performed by all activists individually: 

1.  Social support 
2.  Conflict resolution 
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Anti-Iraq War Movement Feelings of Worthwhileness and Effectiveness 
Overall, the survey respondents indicated that the movement was more worthwhile 

than effective, though both of these indicators showed activists feel that the movement was 
both worthwhile and effective (see the graphs below). 78% of respondents indicated that the 
movement time, effort, and resources spent were to a considerable extent or to a great extent 
worthwhile. No respondents felt that the movement was less than to some extent worthwhile. 
42% of respondents indicated that the movement time, effort, and resources spent were to a 
considerable extent or to a great extent effective. While only 8% indicated that the movement 
was effective to a little extent and none indicated that it was to no extent effective. The 
results for these two questions are summarized in the graphs below (coded as 1= to no extent, 
2= to a little extent, 3 = to some extent, 4 = between some extent and a considerable extent, 5 
= to a considerable extent, and 6 = to a great extent). 
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A Cultural/Relational View of the Peace Movement 

 
Potential social change strategies for peace movement organizations and activists: 

1. Direct policy influence model: acquire political skill, legitimacy, and allies, gain and 
use political skills, professionalize, bureaucratize, centralize, make concessions. 
Dependent on allies, financial resources, and political skills. Primary venue – the 
legislative arena and the courts. Insider politics (within institutional channels), 
advocacy, and compromise. 

 
2. Influence public opinion model: gain large numbers of constituents, apply pressure on 

governmental officials and other authorities, sway public opinion using the media. 
Dependent on mobilizing large numbers of constituents and having policy 
opportunities open up. Primary venue – the media and information dissemination 
forums. Outside politics (outside of institutional channels), mass protest, and 
confrontation. 

 
3. Culture change model: value change and diffusion through formal and informal 

networks, meet and mentor diverse constituents through networks, an ongoing 
enactment of and statement of values. Dependent on ideologies, values, and identities. 
Primary venues – life encounters and encounters with local institutions like schools, 
churches, neighborhood organizations, and local nonprofit organizations. 
Enculturation, role modeling, institutional change, and education. 

 
4. External expression model: solidarity through discourse and action, provide an 

ongoing political critique and performances/dramatizations of that critique, creating 
radical flank effects. Dependent on other social movement members for solidarity, 
participation, and support. Primary venue – local places with symbolic value to 
perform for passers by. Soapbox venues for events and performances. 

 
5. Developmental model: personal growth and the development of organizing skills, 

issue-related knowledge, and relationships with others who believe in the same 
collective ideology and have the same values. Maintain and build the movement’s 
networks, ideology, and identity to be ready for policy opportunities. Dependent on 
other social movement members for solidarity and support. Primary venue – the self 
and other social movement members. Solidarity and free spaces. 

 
6. Individual expression model: develop personal skills and issue-related knowledge 

while sharing collective ideology and identity with a social movement. Relationships 
with other movement members may be present as well. Share new skills and 
knowledge with others, especially intimate friends and family, when and where 
appropriate. Dependent on personal motivation. Primary venue – the self. Psychic 
growth and transformation.  

 
 

Deeper, more fundamental    Increasingly direct 
and personal change     policy influence 
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A cultural view of the peace movement and its context 
The peace movement can be considered a culture of resistance within the overarching 
societal culture. When looked at culturally, it has 3 essential features that evolve in 
interactions with opponents and bystanders: 

• A collective identity, a politicized sense of “we” (the movement’s heart); 

• A network of relationships, communication connections (the structure); 

• A collective ideology, the political critique (the movement’s mind). 
 
The peace movement’s culture of resistance takes place within multiple, overlapping contexts 
(legal, political, economic, linguistic, social, technological, environmental, and public 
opinion), that make up society and dominant societal culture. Social movement members 
interact with this context to create social change according to the strategies outlined above, 
taking advantage of opportunities and overcoming constraints. 
 
A traditional political view of a social movement: 

 
 
A relational view of a social movement:  

 
 
 The focus of intentional social movement outcomes 

“We” social 
movement activists 
and organizations 

“They” opponents 
like governments 
and elites 

Core activists 

Participants 

Open 
bystanders Oppositional 

bystanders 

Media 

Opponents 

Tension 

“Peace culture” and 
political insiders 
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Outcome Focus 

Policy impacts: gain legitimacy with authorities, 
change legislation, change laws. Political and legal 

engagement inside and outside traditional channels. 
[audience: legislative venues and the courts]  

External 
to social 
movement 

Cultural impacts: change public discourse, change 
institutional norms and policies, change values and 
norms, legitimize alternative narratives of historical 
events. Public opinion and value change through 

mentorship and education. [audience: media, public 
institutions, and private life]  

Mostly 

external 
to social 
movement, 
partly 
internal 

Expressive impacts: personal and collective 
expressions of moral witness, outrage, and solidarity, 
asserting rights to free speech and freedom of 
association, holding leaders accountable, building 
awareness of issues and potential remedies for them 
(nurturing alternative visions), providing alternative 
narratives for historical events. Personal and group 

growth and transformation through informing, 

awareness building, and personal experience. 
[audience: social movement participants themselves 
and passers-by]  

 

 

Mostly 

internal to 
social 
movement, 
partly 
external 

Developmental impacts: establish and grow activist 
and policy networks, develop personal, organizational, 
and movement-wide organizing skills, increase 
knowledge of concerns and potential remedies for 
them, personal growth. Personal and group capacity 

building through mutual solidarity and support. 

[audience: social movement participants themselves] 

 

 

Internal 
to social 
movement 

 
A cultural emphasis is appropriate for analyzing the local Twin Cities peace movement 
because national defense and foreign policy are among the most insulated policy domains, 
being central to national interest concerns, and peace movement policy impacts have been 
few, hard to prove, and limited in scope. In fact, the peace movement has utilized little to no 
legal tactics in pursuit of policy aims. In addition, many peace movement participants prefer 
to seek personal empowerment rather than strategically attempting to influence policy and 
local peace movements are not powerful enough to influence national policy (though they are 
an important part of the national peace movement and help to legitimize national goals). 
Though both political and cultural change are sought by the peace movement, cultural change 
is emphasized to a greater extent here to better match the goals and strategies of the peace 
movement. Therefore, the social change strategies recommended below focus on encounters 
with individuals and local institutions, rather than national political influence as a primary 
objective. 

Less 
activist 
control 

More 
activist 
control 
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 Recommendations coming from the Research 

 
What could be done to improve movement strategizing and planning meetings? 

 
 While two respondents had no concerns with movement strategizing and planning 
and felt that this was done well by the anti-Iraq War movement, many respondents suggested 
ways that this could be enhanced. The most common responses were: a need for wider 
participation (N=5), more outreach to other communities, organizations, and young people 
(N=4), and ensuring that organizational representatives in meetings are capable, regular, and 
have continuity between their coalition and intra-organizational statements (N=3). Several 
other responses were made by two respondents: that meeting planning could be more 
frequent/consistent, that the agenda could be sent out in advance of meetings, that movement 
members could be more disciplined in following the agenda, that movement members could 
be more tolerant and get over small concerns, that more responsibilities could be 
shared/delegated, and that there could be a centralized calendar of movement events.  
 

1. More and wider participation (N=5) 
2. More outreach (to other communities, other organizations, and young people-

meetings more interesting for them) (N=4) 
3. Ensuring organizational representatives are capable, regular participants, and have 

continuity between coalition discussions and organizational discussions (N=3) 
4. More planning meetings, more consistency (N=2) 
5. Send out agendas in advance (N=2) 
6. Being more disciplined following the agenda (N=2) 
7. More tolerance and openness to diverse tactics/getting over small stuff (N=2) 
8. Share responsibilities/delegate (N=2) 
9. A centralized community calendar of events, announcements, and invitations (N=2) 
10. More patience (N=1) 
11. Less participants/more professionals (N=1) 
12. Deal with “Minnesota nice” (N=1) 
13. Don’t assume that people know the background of issues being discussed (N=1) 
14. Training in agenda drafting and leading meetings (N=1) 
15. Setting meeting times well in advance (N=1) 
16. Set a plan for emergency actions that can be followed independently (N=1) 
17. More new ideas (N=1) 
18. This is done well, there are no concerns with this (N=2) 

 
What could be done to improve correspondence among movement members? 

 
 While nine respondents had no concerns with correspondence between movement 
members and felt that this was done well by the anti-Iraq War movement, many respondents 
suggested ways that this could be enhanced. The most common responses were: all 
organizations in the movement could meet every other month (N=3), technology could be 
used better (N=2), and taking more time to dialogue and get to know each other better (N=2).  
 

1. All groups meeting every other month to discuss plans, differences, problems and/or 
an email list for the whole movement/current contact list with the best way to reach 
everyone (N=3) 
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2. Better use of communication technology (N=2) 
3. Time to get to know each other better and dialogue more (N=2) 
4. Make sure that word gets out in multiple ways (N=1) 
5. Time spent on follow-through (sign ups at meetings, demonstrations, etc. are 

collected with people specifically designated for this task) (N=1) 
6. Better PR/selling to get people to do the work (N=1) 
7. Use the phone more (N=1) 
8. Check e-mail regularly (N=1) 
9. More diversity and open-mindedness towards tactical differences (N=1) 
10. More timely feedback (N=1) 
11. More intentional reporting to the media (N=1) 
12. More regular contact (N=1) 
13. Simply messages (N=1) 
14. This is done well, there are no concerns with this (N=9) 

 

What could be done to improve the support that movement members offer one another? 

 

 While eight respondents had no concerns with the social support that movement 
members offered one another and felt that this was done well by the anti-Iraq War 
movement, many respondents suggested ways that this could be enhanced. The most 
common responses were: more informal interactions, team-building, and social activities 
(N=8) and better introductions for new members (N=3). Three other responses were made by 
two respondents: that movement members articulate their needs to other movement members, 
that movement members continue to be honest and accepting, and that movement members 
ask one another hw they are doing, listening to each other.  
 

1. More informal interactions and team-building (party, picnic, social activities – watch 
the alcohol because of ideological differences) (N=8) 

2. Better introductions and support for new members (N=3) 
3. Articulate your needs to fellow members (N=2) 
4. Keep being honest and accept people’s ability to participate (they have a life outside 

of the movement) (N=2) 
5. Ask each other if you need help and how you are doing, listen (N=2) 
6. Follow-up and assess after movement actions (N=1) 
7. Check-in at meetings (N=1) 
8. An anonymous donor (N=1) 
9. Having a movement-wide meeting once each month (N=1) 
10. Keep singing (N=1) 
11. Make fund raisers fun (N=1) 
12. Everyone try to show up (N=1) 
13. Designate a support person (N=1) 
14. Return your messages (N=1) 
15. Give each other public affirmation (N=1) 
16. Celebrate small successes (N=1) 
17. This is done well, there are no concerns with this (N=8) 

 
What could be done to improve strategizing or planning discussions among movement 

members? 



 362 

 
 While four respondents had no concerns with strategizing and planning discussions 
and felt that this was done well by the anti-Iraq War movement, many respondents suggested 
ways that this could be enhanced. The most common responses were: stick to meeting times 
and provide advanced notice for meetings (N=3), longer, more political discussions, with 
more strategizing (N=3), and more informal discussion and social events (N=3). Several 
other responses were made by two respondents: sticking to more concrete goals and 
objectives, showing more open-mindedness towards differing strategies and ideologies, more 
participation in general, and getting more diversity, new perspectives, and young people.  
 

1. Stick to meeting times, advanced notice for meetings, consistent meeting times (N=3) 
2. Longer, more political discussions, discuss strategy and perspectives (N=3) 
3. More informal discussion, social events (N=3) 
4. More concrete goals and objectives, stick to them (N=2) 
5. More participation generally (N=2) 
6. Open-mindedness towards different strategies and ideologies (especially direct 

action) (N=2) 
7. More diversity, new perspectives and young people (N=2) 
8. Keep discussion open, listen, make sure that people are understood (N=1) 
9. Maintain many leaders and community outreach (N=1) 
10. More hierarchy (N=1) 
11. Better introductions of new members (N=1) 
12. Training for drafting agendas and leading meetings, skilled organizational 

representatives (N=1) 
13. Have a centralized calendar (N=1) 
14. Just show up (N=1) 
15. Distribute information coming from meetings (N=1) 
16. Separate planning and strategizing (N=1) 
17. Cut off long talkers (N=1) 
18. Allow for both freedom and structure (N=1) 
19. This is done well, there are no concerns with this (N=4) 

 
What could be done to better resolve conflicts among movement members? 

  
While five respondents had no concerns with movement conflict resolution and felt that 

this was done well by the anti-Iraq War movement, many respondents suggested ways that 
this could be enhanced. The most common responses were: having open, respectful, inclusive 
discussion, facilitated by individuals with interpersonal skills (N=7), using a mediator or 
designated movement members intervene for disruptive conflicts (N=4), and being aware of 
and bringing up concerns, talking directly to individuals about problems with them (N=4). 
Several other responses were made by two respondents: movement members should listen 
and accept feedback, movement members should be tolerant and over time things get better, 
conflict is a useful part of the movement process, and spending more time talking about 
problems generally.  
 

1. Have open discussion, respect for all, a chance for all to speak, have leaders with best 
interpersonal skills facilitate discussions (N=7) 
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2. When conflicts become disruptive get a mediator or designate a group of movement 
members to help out with conflict (N=4) 

3. Bring up issues, talk directly to people about problems, awareness of your own point 
of view and priorities (N=4) 

4. Listen and accept feedback (N=2) 
5. Tolerance for others and over time things get better (N=2) 
6. Conflict is useful to the discussion process (N=2) 
7. Spend more time talking about problems (N=2) 
8. Have unity and a common cause (N=1) 
9. Do not go public with conflicts (N=1) 
10. Compliment and praise one another (N=1) 
11. Keep issues focused and objective (N=1) 
12. Carry out your own ideas (N=1) 
13. Conflict resolution training for movement members (N=1) 
14. This is done well, there are no concerns with this (N=5) 

 
What could be done to improve coalition decision making? 

 
 While seven respondents had no concerns with coalition decision-making and felt that 
this was done well by the anti-Iraq War movement, many respondents suggested ways that 
this could be enhanced. The most common response was: broader participation and including 
more youth (N=5). Two other responses were made by two respondents: have more time for 
making decisions and making sure that movement members are open and honest with their 
plans.  
 

1. Broader participation (including more youth) (N=5) 
2. More time for making decisions (N=2) 
3. Be open and honest with your plans (N=2) 
4. Overcome turf concerns (N=1) 
5. Fewer members making decisions (N=1) 
6. People are too nice, more boat rocking (N=1) 
7. Ensure that women, people of color, and young people are heard (N=1) 
8. Unity of message amidst diverse tactics (N=1) 
9. Define terms clearly (N=1) 
10. Small group discussions (N=1) 
11. Use visual aids (N=1) 
12. Meeting communication training for movement members (N=1) 
13. Make sure organizational representatives know the positions of their organizations 

(N=1) 
14. This is done well, there are no concerns with this (N=7) 

 
What could be done to improve the trust among movement members? 

 
 While seven respondents had no concerns with trust among movement members and 
felt that this was done well by the anti-Iraq War movement, many respondents suggested 
ways that this could be enhanced. The most common responses were: more social activities 
and interpersonal contact (N=6), listening to others and having open communication (N=5), 
and being aware that trust increases over time, with working together (N=5). Three other 
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responses were made by two respondents: work could be divided up and delegated more, 
more post-event evaluations could take place, and each person should follow through with 
their work in their own way.  
 

1. More social activities and interpersonal contact (N=6) 
2. Listen to others and ongoing communication, open group discussions (N=5) 
3. Trust increases with time, working together, sharing projects, discussion, and 

decision-making (N=5) 
4. Divide up work more, delegate more (N=2) 
5. More post-event evaluations (N=2) 
6. Each person does their own thing in their own way, make sure that you follow-

through on your tasks (N=2) 
7. Get over petty concerns and focus on priorities (N=1) 
8. Stop spying and repression (N=1) 
9. Smaller work groups (N=1) 
10. Connect work to New Testament Christianity (N=1) 
11. Broaden trust to groups outside of core activists (N=1) 
12. Ask for help when you need it (N=1) 
13. Reflect on new solutions to problems (N=1) 
14. Contribute according to your talents (N=1) 
15. This is done well, there are no concerns with this (N=7) 

 
What could be done to improve the coordination of work and the distribution of movement 

resources among movement members? 

 
 While four respondents had no concerns with the coordination of movement work and 
felt that this was done well by the anti-Iraq War movement, many respondents suggested 
ways that this could be enhanced. The most common responses were: a need for wider 
participation (N=4) and more attention to teamwork and cooperation (N=3). Several other 
responses were made by two respondents: members should listen and communicate more, 
there should be more planning meetings, there should be more opportunities for dialogue, 
there should be more ways to pool resources, and making sure that individuals follow 
through and are accountable for their work.  

1. More participation (N=4) 
2. More attention to teamwork and cooperation (N=3) 
3. Listen and communicate more (N=2) 
4. More planning meetings (N=2) 
5. More opportunities for dialogue (N=2) 
6. Find more ways to pool resources (N=2) 
7. Ensure individual follow through and accountability (N=2) 
8. Consistent organizational representatives to attend meetings (N=1) 
9. Use technology more (N=1) 
10. Trust each other more (N=1) 
11. Delegate more responsibilities (N=1) 
12. Have a coordinating body for each organization (N=1) 
13. Have a common calendar for the movement (N=1) 
14. Higher resource organizations could participate more in activity planning (N=1) 
15. More mentoring (N=1) 
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16. Combine events that are similar (N=1) 
17. Define “sponsorship” and “financial support” (N=1) 
18. Pay dues on time (N=1) 
19. Co-promoting events and celebrating events together (N=1) 
20. Dropping activities that are not going well in favor of high priority activities (N=1) 
21. This is done well, there are no concerns with this (N=4) 

 
11 recommendations for peace movement communication processes based on findings: 
 

1. Have more informal interactions (parties and social activities) and team-building.  
2. Get broader participation in discussion and decision making. Make a special effort to 

include youth and newer members, delegating tasks to them. Suggestion: elicit input 
at protest actions or other events or by using the internet and listserves.  

3. Ensure better introductions and support for new members, including thorough back-
story explanations, not assuming that people know the inside stories. 

4. Make sure that activists who facilitate peace movement discussion, problem solving, 
and decision-making are skilled in these processes. 

5. As conflict and social support are not facilitated by specific individuals, give all 
activists opportunities to learn conflict resolution and social support skills. All 
activists should take responsibility for respectfully discussing problems and being 
open to such discussions. When necessary, discuss important differences. 

6. Set meeting agendas in advance, send them out prior to meetings, and stick to them. 
7. Establish a centralized peace community calendar of events, announcements, and 

invitations and maintain an up-to-date contact list for peace movement activists. 
8. Organize infrequent opportunities for the entire peace movement to come together to 

discuss ideology, tactics, plans, differences, and problems.  
9. Do more shared projects involving multiple, different organizations and activists. 
10. Offer communication technology training to activists who are less skilled with it. 
11. Keep listening, staying open-minded and tolerant when listening to other activists. 
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Strategies to build and maintain the peace movement (particularly when a protest wave 
has ended). 

1. Awareness of the place in a protest wave. When mobilizing, move individuals one 
category left on the relational view of social movements diagram on page 15 (e.g. 
getting those already in the “peace culture” to become protest participants). When the 
wave is ending or the movement is between waves, maintain individuals in their 
category with social support. Keep people invited, included, and involved. 

2. Awareness of those most likely to engage in action based on their demographic 
category, availability (family and work constraints), and historical involvement. For 
the peace movement, these people tend to be: previous activists, over 45 years of age 
or in college [late undergrad or grad students], not Republican, European American, 
social welfare professionals (doctors, lawyers, nurses, educators, social workers, and 
clergy), and there tend to be more women than men. 

3. Awareness of feeder organizations, supporting them in bringing new participants to 
the peace movement or reinvigorating previously involved people. For the peace 
movement, these are peace organizations that operate on campuses and churches with 
missions related to peace. 

4. Awareness of personal activist motivations: self-efficacy, worthiness of time spent on 
peace movement activities, an “activist” identity, belief that action can make a 
difference (with other participants demonstrating this or a government that appears 
receptive), positive regard for the movement and its ideology, friends, family, and 
acquaintances who are involved in the movement (friendship), and an issue that 
appears current, worthwhile, and widely agreed upon.  

5. Attempt outreach, fitting into the goals and ideology of other organizations and 
movements, where appropriate. This can be programmatic (like “food arsenal” 
[partnering with a local food bank to collect a food bank item for each nuclear 
weapon] and “peace child” [partnering with a local school to conduct a theatrical 
school exchange with Russia to promote peace between the countries]), alliances with 
other movements with aligning ideology, goals, and strategies (like “parallel 
injustice” in the Twin Cities peace movement), expanding into different geographic 
locations that may have untapped receptive individuals that are available and match 
the profile of typical peace activists, or finding other sympathetic organizations or 
groups. 

6. Create relational opportunities that are not dependent on ideological exchanges: give 
away peace cookies, have fund-raising events that attract new people (car wash, bake 
sale, movie night), sponsor lectures that appeal to a broad audience, etc. Focus on 
establishing relationships rather than political critique. 

7. Remember: identify participants, ask them to participate through social network 
connections, motivate them to participate, and help them overcome obstacles to 
attending events (child care, transportation, etc.). Most scholars agree that having a 
personal connection with activists is more important in getting people to participate 
and stay involved in a movement than their strength of belief in an issue. So 
relationships matter more than beliefs in this respect.  

8. Even under the best of circumstances, converting to sympathizers to activists is not 
easy. A study of the largest peace demonstration in Dutch history showed that 4% of 
identified sympathizers actually participated in the demonstration. 
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 Appendix E. Organizations and Coalitions Represented as Indicated by Study 

Participants on the Background Questionnaire 

(Note that participants were not asked to identify the type of nonprofit that they represented 
on the background questionnaire and many types of nonprofit are represented here under the 
general heading “nonprofit” (e.g. religious nonprofits, political advocacy nonprofits, 
coalitions, etc.). Information that is absent from the summaries below was not provided by 
the research participants.) 
 

Large Organizations ($100,000 or more 2008 budget) 
 

Organization Name: Women Against Military Madness 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Headquarters 
Year Founded: 1982 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): More than $100,000 
Executive Director: 1 (called “Director”) 
Number of Paid Staff Members: 1 
Number of Volunteers: 40 
Number of Members: 1,100 
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: 1991 (First Gulf War) 
Mission Statement: Women Against Military Madness is a nonviolent, feminist organization 
that works in solidarity with others to create a system of social equality, self-determination, 
and justice through education, action and the empowerment of women. WAMM’s purpose is 
to dismantle systems of militarism, economic exploitation and global oppression. 
 

Organization Name: Nonviolent Peace Force 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Headquarters 
Year Founded: 1996 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): more than $100,000 
Executive Director: 1 
Number of Paid Staff Members: 
Number of Volunteers: 
Number of Members: 
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Since Invasion 
Mission Statement: The mission of Nonviolent Peaceforce is to build a large-scale trained, 
international civilian nonviolent peaceforce. Nonviolent Peaceforce will be sent to conflict 
areas to prevent death and destruction and protect human rights, thus creating the space for 
local groups to struggle nonviolently, enter into dialogue, and seek peaceful resolution. 
 
 

Organization Name: Sisters of St. Joseph 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Local Chapter 
Year Founded: 1859 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year):  
Executive Director:  
Number of Paid Staff Members:  
Number of Volunteers:  
Number of Members: 400 
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Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Since Prior to the Invasion (not officially a part of the 
mission) 
Mission Statement: Stimulated by the Holy Spirit of Love and receptive to those 
inspirations 
        The Sister of Saint Joseph moves always towards 
                profound love of God 
                and 
                love of neighbor without distinction 

                        from whom she does not separate herself 
                        and 
                        for whom, in the following of Christ 
                        she works in order to achieve unity 
                        of neighbor with neighbor 
                        and neighbor with God 
                                directly in this apostolate 
                                and 
                                indirectly through works of charity 

                in humility - the spirit of  the Incarnate Word 
                                (Philippians 2:5-8) 

                in sincere charity (cordiale charité) - the manner of 
                                Saint Joseph whose name she bears 

                in an Ignatian-Salesian climate: that is, with an 
                        orientation towards excellence 
                                        (Le dépassement, le plus) 
                        tempered by gentleness (douceur), peace, joy 

 
 

Organization Name: St. Joan of Arc Church 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Headquarters 
Year Founded: 1946 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): more than $100,000 
Executive Director:  
Number of Paid Staff Members:  
Number of Volunteers:  
Number of Members:  
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Since fall of 2002 
Mission Statement: St. Joan of Arc is a joyful Christian community 

which celebrates the loving Word of God 
in worship and in action.  

We transcend traditional boundaries and draw those  
who seek spiritual growth and social justice.  
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We welcome diverse ideas and encourage reflection 
on the message of the Gospel.  

We are committed to the equality 
of all our members and strive to ensure 

their full participation 
through liturgy, education, and service.  

By these means we seek to empower all 
who come to grow in wisdom and bring to reality 

the promise of Christ.  

 

Middle-Sized Organizations ($20,000 – 100,000 2008 budget or $5,000 – 20,000 2008 
budget and 50 or more members) 
 

Organization Name: Workers International League 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Headquarters 
Year Founded: 2003 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $20-50,000 
Executive Director: 2 
Number of Paid Staff Members: 1 
Number of Volunteers: 4 
Number of Members: 9 
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Since January 2003 
Mission Statement: The Program of the WIL: What We Fight For: 

For the right to strike, union representation, and collective bargaining 

For trade union democracy 

For a mass party of labor to power  
Full employment and housing 

A living wage for all  
Free, quality health care for all 
Free, quality education for all 

For the immediate and unconditional legalization of all undocumented immigrants  
Outlaw all forms of discrimination – equal rights for all 

A socialized plan of production for agriculture and natural resources  
Action to protect the environment  

Nationalization of the commanding heights of the economy: the major banks and 
corporations 

Socialist Internationalism 

 

Organization Name: Veterans for Peace 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Local Chapter 
Year Founded: 1988 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $10-20,000 
Executive Director: 0 
Number of Paid Staff Members: 0  
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Number of Volunteers: 0 
Number of Members: 200-300  
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Since Prior to the Invasion 
Mission Statement: We, having dutifully served our nation, do hereby affirm our greater 
responsibility to serve the cause of world peace. To this end we will work, with others: a) 
Toward increasing public awareness of the costs of war; b) To restrain our government from 
intervening, overtly or covertly, in the international affairs of other nations; c) To end the 
arms race and to reduce and eventually eliminate nuclear weapons; d) To seek justice for 
veterans and victims of war; e) To abolish war as an instrument of national policy. To 
achieve these goals, members of Veterans for Peace pledge to use non-violent means and to 
maintain an organization that is both democratic and open with the understanding that all 
members are trusted to act in the best interests of the group for the larger purpose of world 
peace. 
 
Organization Name: Community of St. Martin 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Headquarters 
Year Founded: 1985 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $50-100,000 
Executive Director: 1 (called “Board President”) 
Number of Paid Staff Members: 3 (part time) 
Number of Volunteers: 8 
Number of Members: 60-75 
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Since Prior to the Invasion 
Mission Statement: We strive to be an ecumenical Christian community. Rooted in 
Scripture, sharing worship and ministry, we affirm active nonviolence, love of justice and 
peace, and the integrity of God’s creation. Acknowledging our complicity in the materials 
and oppression of the dominant culture, we seek to practice loving hospitality and care-filled 
stewardship of God’s gifts of ourselves, land, time and possessions. Through an ongoing 
process of action and reflection we seek to shape our lives according to our faith and the 
urgings of the Spirit. We commit ourselves to one another and to the way of Jesus Christ. 
Our community is open to all who share these values. 
 
Organization Name: World Citizen 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Headquarters 
Year Founded: approx. 1980 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $20-50,000 
Executive Director:  
Number of Paid Staff Members:   
Number of Volunteers:  
Number of Members:  
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Peace Education for Teachers focus 

Mission Statement: “Empower the education community to promote a just and peaceful 
world.” 

World Citizen is a private, non-profit organization whose mission is to support Peace 
Education and the concept of World Citizenship. It was founded by Lynn Elling and 
launched on United Nations Sunday in 1982. World Citizen focuses its activities on children 
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and youth following the advice of Mohandas Gandhi who said, “If we are to reach real 

Peace in this world, we shall have to begin with the children." In that spirit, World Citizen 
today touches thousands of young people through its three programs, the Peace Education 
Project, the International Peace Site Program, and in partnership with the Norwegian Nobel 
Institute and Augsburg College, the Nobel Peace Prize Festival at Augsburg College, 
Minneapolis MN. 

International Peace Sites commit to upholding the following five principles: 

• Seek peace within yourself and others  
• Be a responsible citizen of the world  
• Promote intercultural understanding and celebrate diversity  
• Reach out in service  
• Protect the environment 

Organization Name: Minnesota Alliance of Peacemakers 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Headquarters 
Year Founded: 1994-1995 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $5-10,000 
Executive Director: 1 
Number of Paid Staff Members: 0  
Number of Volunteers: 47 
Number of Members: 76 (Organizations) 
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Since the Start of the War  
Mission Statement: To strengthen the effectiveness of the peace and justice 
movement/community in Minnesota by enabling member organizations to share their 
resources, insights and ideas and devise cooperative strategies to accomplish common goals. 
 
Small Organizations (less than $5,000 2008 budget or $5,000-$20,000 2008 budget and 
less than 50 members) 
 

Organization Name: Alliant Action 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Headquarters 
Year Founded: 1996 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): 0-$5,000 
Executive Director: 0 
Number of Paid Staff Members: 0 
Number of Volunteers: 50 
Number of Members: 50 
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Prior to Invasion of Iraq 
Mission Statement: Although we are opposed to specific weapon systems produced by 
Alliant, our main concern is the violent solutions this Minnesota based company represents to 
world conflict. 
 
We ask who profits and who dies? 
 
Join members of Veterans for Peace, Sisters of St. Joseph, Woman Against Military 
Madness, area colleges and many other Justice and Peace groups and individuals. We vigil 
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outside the front door of the corporate headquarters of the largest Minnesota based military 
contractor every Wednesday morning from 7 to 8 AM. 
 
The weekly vigil is held regardless of weather and begins with those gathered reciting a 
commitment to practice nonviolence. 
 
Activists working on a multitude of issues share their activities with the weekly CIRCLE and 
networking continues at breakfast every week. 
 

Organization Name: Coalition for Palestinian Rights 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Headquarters 
Year Founded: 2006 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $0-10,000 
Executive Director: 0 
Number of Paid Staff Members: 0 
Number of Volunteers: 25 
Number of Members: 25 
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Related Concerns 
Mission Statement: The Coalition for Palestinian Rights (CPR) is a Minnesota based 
coalition that includes many Twin Cities activists and groups that are in solidarity with 
Palestinian rights. It was agreed that the CPR would support and work towards the following: 
1) The application of international law and requirement that Israel abide by such law, 
including: 
a. U.N. Resolutions 194 (Right of Return) 
b. U.N. Resolution 242 and 338 (End Israeli occupation of West Bank, Gaza Strip and East 
Jerusalem) 
c. International Court of Justice ruling – in particular the advisory opinion of 2005 declaring 
the Wall illegal 
d. Geneva Convention and other applicable Human Rights laws (including among other 
things, treatment of civilians in occupied territories (assassination, imprisonment, torture) 
and import of settlers into that territory) 

2) The right of the Palestinian people to self-determination including: 
a. Respect for their democratic choices 
b. Right to a viable state 

3) End to Unconditional Military Aid to Israel, with some of the conditions including: 
a. Application of point #1 above. 
4) General support for Divestment movements happening around the world to end funding 
for Israeli apartheid. 

Organization Name: Iraq Peace Action Coalition 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Headquarters 
Year Founded: 1998 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $0 – 5,000  
Executive Director: 0 
Number of Paid Staff Members: 0 
Number of Volunteers: 10-20 
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Number of Members: 30 
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Since Inception of Organization (1st Gulf War) 
Mission Statement: Bring together groups for mass actions such as demonstrations, public 
forums and the like to work against sanctions and military intervention in Iraq. (not an 
official mission statement) 
 
Organization Name: Twin Cities Peace Campaign 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Headquarters 
Year Founded: 1998 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $0-5,000 
Executive Director: 0 
Number of Paid Staff Members: 0 
Number of Volunteers: 10 
Number of Members: 0 
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Since Inception of Organization 
Mission Statement: The Twin Cities Peace Campaign – Focus on Iraq promotes peaceful 
alternatives to war and armed conflict, and addresses the root causes of social and economic 
injustice. The Campaign strives to accomplish this through education, action and political 
advocacy, while always adhering to the principles of nonviolence. 
 
Organization Name: Peace Island Concert, Peace Bannering Vigils 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Headquarters 
Year Founded: 2004 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $10,000-20,000 
Executive Director: 0 
Number of Paid Staff Members: 0 
Number of Volunteers: 20-30 
Number of Members: 40 
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Since Inception of Organization 
Mission Statement: Peace Island will convene as a solutions driven conference at Concordia 
University, St. Paul to promote and celebrate peace, justice, harmony, nonviolence and care 
of the earth. 
 
Nationally known speakers have been invited to participate in panels and discussions relating 
to their field of expertise. 
 
The conference will run two days, with three plenary sessions each day. The plenary will be 
followed by four breakout sessions where all attendees will contribute to the discussion and 
the solutions. 
 
Entertainment, films, and other discussions and presentations will be offered in between the 
sessions. And, a large gathering/break room "The Commons" will be available for 
organizations to have tables to display their information. 
 
Organization Name: St. Joan of Arc/WAMM Peacemakers 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Headquarters 
Year Founded: 1996 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $0-5,000 
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Executive Director: 0 
Number of Paid Staff Members: 0 
Number of Volunteers: 10 
Number of Members: 10 
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Since Inception of Organization 
Mission Statement: The group’s mission is to identify and address militarism, and show 
how it is antithetical to the “good news” of the Gospel. To this end, it has set itself five goals: 
1. To rediscover early Christian teachings and practices regarding war and the military; 2. To 
provide education and propose action to promote peace and oppose militarism; 3. To 
disseminate information regarding militarism; 4. To oppose militarism through direct 
nonviolent actions; 5. To encourage munitions manufacturers to initiate a plan for peaceful 
production. 
 
Organization Name: Socialist Alternative 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Headquarters 
Year Founded: 2001 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $10-20,000 
Executive Director: 0 
Number of Paid Staff Members: 1 
Number of Volunteers: 30 
Number of Members: 30 
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Since 2001 (post 9/11) 

Mission Statement: What We Stand For: 

• No cuts in public services: full funding for all community needs. 
• A massive public spending increase in health, housing, education, childcare, leisure 

and community facilities paid for by taxes on the rich. 
• Cancel the national debt with no payment to the big investors. Use the money to 

rebuild the inner cities and the infrastructure under union conditions and wages. 
• Free, high quality public education for all, from preschool to college. 
• Free, socialized medicine under democratic control. 
• End pollution and environmental destruction with massive investment to clean up the 

environment. 
• End discrimination and prejudice on the grounds of race, sex, ethnic background, 

sexuality and disability. 
• Equal pay for equal work. 
• Defend abortion rights; for the right of women to choose. 
• Defend immigrant rights; papers for all. 
• End police brutality and harassment through labor community committees to control 

all aspects of public safety. 
• Mass pickets and militant action to stop union busting, plant closures and layoffs. 
• A minimum wage of $12.50/hour or $500 per week minimum guaranteed Income. 
• No Workfare or prison labor, guaranteed training and a job for all. 
• A 30 hour work week without loss of pay. 
• Major investment in a cheap, accessible, integrated, safe, publicly owned 

transportation system that meets the needs of people and the environment. 
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• Scrap antiunion laws. Trade unions to be democratically controlled by their members. 
Full time union officials should be elected and receive the wage of an average 
worker. Unions to break with the parties of the bosses and campaign to build a mass 
Workers’ Party. 

• Solidarity with the struggles of workers in other countries; an injury to one is an 
injury to all. 

• Take into public ownership, under democratic working class control and 
management, the top 500 corporations, banks, insurance and finance houses that 
dominate the economy. Compensation to be paid on the basis of proven need. An end 
to the rule of profit, for a socialist society to meet the needs of all. 

 
 
Organization Name: Youth Against War and Racism 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Headquarters 
Year Founded: 2004 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $10-20,000 
Executive Director: 0 
Number of Paid Staff Members: 1 
Number of Volunteers: 15 
Number of Members: 30 
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Since Inception of Organization 
Mission Statement: Youth Against War and Racism is a growing national network of youth 
activists and student groups. YAWR is organized around the following Points of Unity: 
* End the occupation of Iraq - Bring the troops home now! 
* Money for jobs and education, not war! 
* Military recruiters out of our schools! 
* Say no to racism, homophobia, and attacks on our civil liberties! 

Youth Against War and Racism began in the fall of 2004 when three high school members of 
Socialist Alternative started to organize against military recruiters at Kennedy High in 
Bloomington, Minnesota. When their principal tried to ban them from setting up an antiwar 
table against military recruiters, the students waged a successful public campaign defending 
their free speech rights. 

As news of this victory spread, YAWR quickly grew to other high schools across the Twin 
Cities. Student activists with Socialist Alternative along with independent activists started 
YAWR chapters in other cities in spring of 2005. 

Organization Name: Anti-War Committee 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Headquarters 
Year Founded: 1998 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $0-10,000 
Executive Director: 0 
Number of Paid Staff Members: 0 
Number of Volunteers: 10-30 
Number of Members: 8-10 
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Since Inception of Organization 
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Mission Statement: The Minnesota Anti-War Committee began in December 1998 with 13 
people who committed civil disobedience to protest the bombing of Iraq. We organize vigils, 
rallies, marches, educational forums, street theater, and civil disobedience actions to 
challenge the injustices of U.S. foreign policy. We believe in peace through justice, and we 
stand in solidarity with oppressed people here and abroad. As the U.S. war in Iraq continues, 
our most urgent campaign is to end the occupation and bring U.S. troops home now. 
 
Organization Name: Pax Christi Twin Cities Area 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Local Chapter 
Year Founded: 1980s 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $0-5,000 
Executive Director: 1 (called Board President) 
Number of Paid Staff Members: 0 
Number of Volunteers: 10 
Number of Members: 300-500 
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Since Prior to the Invasion 
Mission Statement: We believe in: 

• Nonviolence and Peacemaking  
• Disarmament, Demilitarization, and Reconciliation with Justice  
• Economic and Interracial Justice in the U.S.  
• Human Rights and Global Restoration  

Statement of Purpose: 
Pax Christi USA strives to create a world that reflects the Peace of Christ by exploring, 
articulating, and witnessing to the call of Christian nonviolence. This work begins in personal 
life and extends to communities of reflection and action to transform structures of society. 
Pax Christi USA rejects war, preparations for war, and every form of violence and 
domination. It advocates primacy of conscience, economic and social justice, and respect for 
creation. 

Pax Christi USA commits itself to peace education and, with the help of its bishop members, 
promotes the gospel imperative of peacemaking as a priority in the Catholic Church in the 
United States. Through the efforts of all its members and in cooperation with other groups, 
Pax Christi USA works toward a more peaceful, just, and sustainable world. 

Organization Name: Every Church a Peace Church 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Headquarters 
Year Founded: 2001 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $0-5,000 
Executive Director: 0 
Number of Paid Staff Members: 0  
Number of Volunteers: 8 
Number of Members: 0 
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War:  
Mission Statement: The vision of ECAPC is the formation of new peace churches and the 
transformation of war-justifying churches into peace churches, so that the world will be 
turned toward peace as churches live and teach as Jesus lived and taught. 
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Organization Name: People of Faith Peacemakers 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Headquarters 
Year Founded:  
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $0-5,000 
Executive Director:  
Number of Paid Staff Members:   
Number of Volunteers:  
Number of Members:  
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War:  
Mission Statement: People of Faith Peacemakers is a resource and support group for those 
concerned about peace and justice from a faith perspective. 
 
Organization Name: Interfaith Peacemakers of Edina 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Headquarters 
Year Founded: 1975  
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $0-5,000 
Executive Director: 1  
Number of Paid Staff Members: 0   
Number of Volunteers: 0 
Number of Members: 125 
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Since 2001 
Mission Statement: We, the Inter-faith Peacemakers of Edina, responding to our common 
spiritual aspirations, seek to nurture a community of peacemakers. We share concern over 
growing threats to our earth and to all like and over the cost to all humanity of escalating 
arms races and of military violence. Our role is to gather information, to initiate and support 
educational programs, to be a forum for dialogue, and a focal point for peacemaking 
activities. To nurture a community of Peacemakers be providing annual information on our 
exorbitant military spending and its dramatic effect of funding our growing domestic needs. 
 
Organization Name: A Million Copies Initiative 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Headquarters 
Year Founded: 2007 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $0-5,000 
Executive Director:  
Number of Paid Staff Members:   
Number of Volunteers:  
Number of Members:  
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Pro-Peace focus, not Anti-War 

Mission Statement: A million ordinary women, men and children in a million places at a 
million times have made a million differences in their communities and in their world.  

www.amillioncopies.info celebrates the accomplishments of the past, and is meant to 
encourage personal action in the present and the future, using the accomplishments of Mr. 
Elling and Dr. Schwartzberg as excellent examples of what committed people can do. Mr. 
Elling would be delighted to see his 1971 accomplishment repeated, and includes a potential 
draft resolution for anyone interested in carrying his efforts forward today. Dr. Schwartzberg 
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would like to see his Affirmation of Human Oneness used, and translated into even more 
world languages.  

The work of Mr. Elling and Dr. Schwartzberg are only two of numberless examples, 
everywhere: examples to be celebrated, and replicated. Numberless and anonymous women, 
men and children are doing extraordinary things every day. They, too, deserve the spotlight 
of positive attention in your community. 

www.amillioncopies.info is meant as a portal, rather than simply a destination...the links 
included on the home page are organizations which provide opportunities for learning and for 
engagement in helping build a better world. They are not the only organizations seeking a 
better world, but they are excellent examples.  

www.amillioncopies.info is meant most of all as a bridge between the inspiration and caring 
and wisdom of elders in societies everywhere, conveyed to young people who will inherit 
this planet as we have left it.  

Organization Name: Citizens for Global Solutions 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Local Chapter 
Year Founded: approx. 2004 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $0-5,000 
Executive Director:  
Number of Paid Staff Members:   
Number of Volunteers:  
Number of Members:  
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: More Effective UN focus 
Mission Statement: We are a membership organization working to build political will in the 
United States to achieve our vision. We do this by educating Americans about our global 
interdependence, communicating global concerns to public officials, and developing 
proposals to create, reform, and strengthen international institutions such as the United 
Nations. 
 
Organization Name: Nobel Peace Prize Festival at Augsburg College 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Headquarters 
Year Founded: approx. 1995 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $10-20,000 
Executive Director:  
Number of Paid Staff Members:   
Number of Volunteers:  
Number of Members:  
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Nobel Peace Prize for Students focus 
Mission Statement:  
 

• to teach young people about the Nobel Peace Prize and its influence on world peace  

• to instill in young people the belief that peace is a concept to which everyone can and 
must contribute 

• to teach that peace begins within and must be expressed in the family, in the school, 
in the community, in the country and in the whole world  
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Organization Name: Military Families Speak Out 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Local Chapter 
Year Founded: 2005 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $0-5,000 
Executive Director: 0 
Number of Paid Staff Members: 0  
Number of Volunteers: 10-20 
Number of Members: 20 
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Since 2002  
Mission Statement: an organization of people opposed to the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan 
who have relatives or loved ones who are currently in the military or who have served in the 
military since the buildup to the Iraq war in the fall of 2002. Formed by two families in 
November of 2002, we have contacts with military families throughout the United States, and 
in other countries around the world. Our membership currently includes over 3,400 military 
families, with new families joining daily.  

As people with family members and loved ones in the military, we know that it is our loved 
ones who are, or have been, or will be on the battlefront. It is our loved ones who are at risk, 
who have been injured or who have died as a result of these wars. It is our loved ones who 
are returning scarred from their experiences, who are suffering from Post Traumatic Stress 
Disorder (PTSD). We say:  

Support Our Troops  

Bring Them Home Now!!! and  

Take Care of Them When They Get Here.  
 
Organization Name: Iraq Veterans Against the War 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Local Chapter 
Year Founded: 2006 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $0-20,000 
Executive Director: 0 
Number of Paid Staff Members: 0  
Number of Volunteers: 10-25 
Number of Members: 10-25 
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Since the Inception of the Organization  

Mission Statement: From its inception, IVAW has called for: 

� Immediate withdrawal of all occupying forces in Iraq;  

� Reparations for the human and structural damages Iraq has suffered, and stopping the 

corporate pillaging of Iraq so that their people can control their own lives and future; and  

� Full benefits, adequate healthcare (including mental health), and other supports for 

returning servicemen and women.  

Our membership includes recent veterans and active duty servicemen and women from all 

branches of military service, National Guard members, and reservists who have served in the 

United States military since September 11, 2001.  
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IVAW’s strategy is to mobilize the military community to withdraw its support for the war 

and occupation in Iraq. Therefore, IVAW is leading the movement of veterans and GIs who 

are working to bring the troops home now.  

 
Organization Name: “Peacemakers” of the Macalister Plymouth United Church 
Local Chapter or Headquarters: Headquarters 
Year Founded: 1990s 
Budget (2008 Calendar Year): $0-5,000 
Executive Director: 0 
Number of Paid Staff Members: 0  
Number of Volunteers: 30 
Number of Members: 30 
Duration of Opposition to Iraq War: Since the Inception of the Iraq War 
Mission Statement: We are a small group that meets monthly. Within our church 
community, our purposes are: 
- to connect people with peace activities in the community  
- to initiate / facilitate education and advocacy events and actions  
- to provide leadership in peacemaking for our own church & the larger church denomination  
- to “be the leaven in the bread to call MPUC to faithful peacemaking” 
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Appendix F. Background Questionnaire Findings 

Has the anti-Iraq War Movement in the Twin Cities been Expanding, Contracting, or 

Staying the Same Size in the Twin Cities over the Past Year? 

 
Over the past year, have you noticed the Twin Cities anti-Iraq War movement gaining or 
losing members? 
 
The responses to this question show that a slight majority of respondents believed that the 
anti-Iraq War movement in the Twin Cities was losing members over the year prior to the 
survey (N=18), while a few believed that the movement was gaining members (N=5) and a 
large minority believed that the movement had not gained or lost members (N=11). It is 
important to note which members were considered to be lost however, because the vast 
majority of respondents felt that the core membership of the movement remained committed, 
while the more peripheral members that sometimes participate in demonstrations had come to 
these events in smaller numbers. In the words of Respondent #19, “Losing – decline in size 
of demonstration. These are not the core activists but rather the rank and file of the 
movement.” Therefore, respondents who suggested that the movement was losing members 
and those who suggested that the movement had remained the same size may have had more 
agreement if these 2 different groups in the Twin Cities anti-Iraq War movement were 
considered separately in this question. 
 
Gaining (N=5) 
 
Respondent #15: “I believe they have been gaining… people I don’t know doing lots of 
work” 
 
Respondent #22: “ Gaining – more tooting from traffic on Lake Street Bridge. Hearing what 
many say against this war” 
 
Respondent #24: “gaining – more attending protests and rallies” 
 
Respondent #27: “gaining a little – I don’t know anyone who has dropped out – more people 
show up at ECAPC meetings. More younger people are showing up at People of Faith 
Peacemakers” 
 
Respondent #33: “I think the number of anti-war activists has remained relatively steady.” 
 
Losing (N=18) 
 
Respondent #3: “We have many fewer members coming to demos, but that doesn’t 
necessarily reflect a loss of people in the peace movement. I think of it like dormant cells that 
can be re-activated in a time of crisis. The number of active people in WAMM, out at Alliant 
Action and the bridge, in IPAC and TCPC remain the same.” 
 
Respondent #4: “I think that we have more people who agree with us, but less people 
actively demonstrating.” 
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Respondent #6: “Losing since Nov 4, 2008 election – lower interest/participation at every 
level due to all-volunteer nature of military and election fatigue/people deluded by politics” 
 
Respondent #11: “The core activist group has remained roughly the same, although some 
people who used to participate are no longer active, while other new people have appeared. 
The size of the demonstrations has fallen.” 
 
Respondent #12: “I have noticed the movement lose members. Now it seems most people 
who come to rallies and marches are more of the activist type as opposed to your average 
every day person.”  
 
Respondent #13: “Over the past year, I think the movement has lost some members, as can 
be seen in the smaller demonstrations that have happened, for instance, on March 21, 2009. 
However, the anti-war demonstrations at the RNC were also quite large and important – in 
fact, some of the largest in recent Twin Cities history.” 
 
Respondent #16: “Losing. The numbers of people at protests have decreased an there haven’t 
been that many new people coming to our meetings even though there have been major 
protests this year against the Iraq war during the RNC.  I think a lot of this has to do with the 
election of President Obama.” 
 
Respondent #17: “I think the majority of people in the Twin Cities and in the United States 
are opposed to the War in Iraq.  Yet I would have to say the number of active participants in 
the anti-war movement is currently decreasing.  There are likely several factors for this 
including the election of Barack Obama, the (false) perception that the war is coming to an 
end, the lack of coverage of the ongoing violence in Iraq and the costs of the war by the 
media, and the focus on the global economic crisis.”     
 
Respondent #18: “Both, we expanded participation leading up to the RNC, and have declined 
after the election of Obama.” 
 
Respondent #19: “Losing – decline in size of demonstration. These are not the core activists 
but rather the rank and file of the movement” 
 
Respondent #20, “Election years a typically more difficult for independent movements as 
many people turn their attention to the election – few people participate in anti-war events” 
 
Respondent #25: “Losing members.” 
 
Respondent #26: “overall, I think the movement has lost superficial members, especially in 
the aftermath of Obama’s election –mistakenly thinking that the war was ending. There are 
fewer people on the bridge, in the streets, writing letters …” 
 
Respondent #29: “I don’t know if the anti-Iraq War movement is losing members, or if it is 
simply losing energy.  I spoke to this at some length in the Uncomfortable Essays I provided 
previously.  For several years I have noted that actual participation in anti-Iraq War activities 
has been steadily declining at the same time as polls show more and more people are against 
the war.  There is some kind of a disconnect.  When I first became engaged in this movement 
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in 2001-2002, you could on thousands involved in marches, particularly before the bombing 
of Iraq began in March, 2003.  The most recent event in which I participated, on the 
anniversary of the Iraq bombing in March 2009, had 350 participants.” 
 
Respondent #31: “Loosing members , attendance at meetings” 
 
Respondent #32: “losing – size of rallies down” 
 
Respondent #34: “losing, due to the reduced numbers at events.” 
 
Respondent #36: “I would say that it seems to me to be losing members. I judge this by the 
participation level at demonstrations” 
 
Staying the Same (N=11) 
 
Respondent #1: “the core of the antiwar movement remains committed and active.  public 
opinion remains opposed to continued u.s. involvement.” 
 
Respondent #2: “About the same, I think, as far as organization of membership. But we get 
lots more positive affirmation from people in the streets – Lake st. Bridge on Wednesdays.” 
 
Respondent #5: “membership is amorphous so this is a difficult question to answer” 
 
Respondent #8: “same” 
 
Respondent #9: “same” 
 
Respondent #10: “Active membership in the groups to which I belong has stayed about the 
same” 
 
Respondent #14: “I would describe it as uneven. People have become demobilized (they are 
coming out less), but anti-war sentiment remains strong. Events like the RNC protests were 
the biggest our city has seen (and the biggest in the country last year). However, the 
anniversary of the war was marked with a protest of about 500 people, less than half what it 
was before. However, people have not been withdrawing from our email or mailing lists, the 
public is very receptive of our public events, and so on. Interest in major events continues, as 
evidenced by the outpouring of support for Palestinians in response to the Israeli assault on 
the Gaza Strip.” 
 
Respondent #21, “I’m afraid the cold weather decrease participation at vigils and 
demonstrations but there are other ways of opposing the war. To me it seems about the same 
– there are large groups @ large events: such as Holy Innocence Service – Speakers” 
 
Respondent #23: “Not a noticeable change – It didn’t seem there was as big crowd at the 
Holy Innocent’s Memorial” 
 
Respondent #28: “Staying about the same.” 
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Respondent #30: “has stayed the same” 
 
 
 
Over the past year, have you noticed the participation by anti-war movement members 
weakening or strengthening? 
 
The responses to this question show that a slight majority of respondents believed that 
participation in the anti-Iraq War movement in the Twin Cities was weakening over the year 
prior to the survey (N=19), while a few believed that the participation was strengthening 
(N=5) and some believed that the participation level had not changed (N=10). Again, it is 
important to note how the movement participation was considered to be weakening however, 
because the vast majority of respondents felt that the core membership of the movement 
remained committed, while the more peripheral members that sometimes participate in 
demonstrations had come to these events in smaller numbers. In the words of Respondent 
#11, “Again, core members have maintained their activities (as seen in attendance at IPAC 
meetings), but overall participation in demonstrations has fallen.” Therefore, respondents 
who suggested that participation in the movement was weakening and those who suggested 
that the participation had remained the same size may have had more agreement if these 2 
different groups in the Twin Cities anti-Iraq War movement were considered separately in 
this question. 
 
Strengthening (N=5) 
 
Respondent #16: “Strengthening. I think that the election of President Obama and the 
declaration of the withdrawal of active combat troops from Iraq could have been hard for the 
movement to navigate but people united to present a clear analysis and a direction forward.” 
 
Respondent #22: “Strengthening – It seems the many people I talk to are very much against 
this war.” 
 
Respondent #24: “strengthening – younger people attend” 
 
Respondent #27: “Strengthening – People seem to be having more questions about the war 
and those who supported the war earlier are showing up at meetings or just asking questions 
or raising doubts.” 
 
Respondent #28: “Strengthening as we see the need for “educating” President Obama in Iraq 
and now Afghanistan but others feel not the need there was with Bush.” 
 
Weakening (N=19) 
 
Respondent #1: “participation of the larger movement has weakened.  it peaked with march 
on rnc in sept. but has decreased probably because of the  economic crisis, fewer casualties in 
iraq and election of obama.__however, the core, about 300-500 people remains active and 
when called on turns out.  at the same time, participation around Palestinian rights and 
solidarity has strengthened. especially after Israel's assault on Gaza.  most notable and 
encouraging is the participation of Palestinians and other Arab Americans, and the  formation 
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of the int.jewish antizionist committee.   500 people attended the jan. march in opposition to 
the israeli siege and bombing.  last sat., 100 people attended a forum called parallel injustice; 
american indians and palestinians._relationships are being built with members of muslim, 
arab american and other antiwar groups.” 
 
Respondent #2: “Rallies are generally smaller, I think, but organized efforts are increasing – 
like the WAMM effort to organize constituencies in all 8 MN congressional districts.” 
 
Respondent #3: “see above” 
 
Respondent #4: “There were less people at the March 21, 2009 demonstration.” 
 
Respondent #6: “Same as above – weakening” 
 
Respondent #10: “Daniel Berrigan’s poem, “some” says it all. Active participation as 
measured by rallies, vigils, demonstrations, acts of civil disobedience is down. But the 
majority of US citizens now oppose wars even though active participation seems to have 
lessened.” 
 
Respondent #11: “Again, core members have maintained their activities (as seen in 
attendance at IPAC meetings), but overall participation in demonstrations has fallen.” 
 
Respondent #12: “The core members remain strong, but the less involved tend to have placed 
a large amount of faith in Obama ending the Iraq war and many still believe the war in 
Afghanistan is the ‘good’ war, therefore they’ve become less active. There was little to no 
democratic activist support at the last anti-war march, for example.” 
 
Respondent #13: “For some, their participation has strengthened, while for many, it has 
weakened. In Youth Against War and Racism, we saw a strengthening of participation at 
many points throughout 2008, including enthusiastic participation at our summer camp by 
nearly 2 dozen mainly high school youth, and many of them organized almost full-time for 2 
weeks in the run-up to the RNC. Since then, however, there has been a general weakening of 
participation.” 
 
Respondent #14: “Participation was at it’s height in the months just before and after the 
RNC. Since then, there has been some decline in participants at meetings (those who plan 
events and demonstrations). A number of people have turned their attention to campaigns 
against political repression (post-RNC) and to economic justice campaigns. Again, the anti-
war sentiment remains very strong, though the level of activity is lower.” 
 
Respondent #17: “We’re still organizing the same number of events and demonstrations as 
we ever had in the Anti-War Committee.  We just finished an unprecedented level of anti-
war organizing locally for when the RNC was in town.  But overall, I think turnouts at 
demonstrations are lower than they have been in the past.  I think the core membership of our 
committee is as strong as ever, but the participation by the general public is probably 
weakening a bit for the reasons stated above.” 
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Respondent #18: “Same as above, meetings and demos increased in 2008, decreased in 
2009” 
 
Respondent #25: “There is a core group of activists that has remained very strong. There is 
less participation by the general population.” 
 
Respondent #26: “weakening for same reasons as #7” 
 
Respondent #29: “See #7” 
 
Respondent #31: “weakening, lower attendance at meetings & events” 
 
Respondent #32: “weakening – less coalition members at planning mtgs – high frustration 
levels” 
 
Respondent #34: “weakening, due to burn-out, and the resent elections.” 
 
Respondent #36: “I would say that our movement was weakened somewhat by differences 
encountered during the RNC.” 
 
 
Staying the Same (N=10) 
 
Respondent #5: “with an amorphous membership and varying tactics, it is difficult to know” 
 
Respondent #8: “same” 
 
Respondent #9: “same” 
 
Respondent #15: “It ebbs and flows with the situation… Many Arab Americans have gotten 
involved” 
 
Respondent #19: “No real change – in core member activities” 
 
Respondent #20, “Generally participation in meetings is the same, participation in events 
fluctuates based on what is in the news etc.” 
 
Respondent #21, “I think it is about the same… indication as above” 
 
Respondent #23: “I think participation is consistently strong. I believe it’s staying the same – 
strong. The weather is sometimes a factor when the event is outdoors” 
 
Respondent #30: “has stayed the same” 
 
Respondent #33: “The activity of anti-war groups peaked during the RNC and then seemed 
to have returned to pre-RNC levels.  The number of events I’m notified of now seems to be 
the same as pre-RNC time.  MN IVAW has become much less active after “Winter Soldier” 
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out in Silver Spring, MD in March of 2008.  A few members were trying to do too much 
(myself included), and some struggled with PTSD or significant depression.” 
 
 
Over the past year, have you noticed any increases of decreases in contact that movement 
members have had with one another? 
 
The responses to this question show that a slight majority of respondents believed that 
contact among the Twin Cities anti-Iraq War movement members was staying the same over 
the year prior to the survey (N=17), while a large minority believed that the contact was 
increasing (N=11) and a few believed that the level of contact was decreasing (N=5). An 
increase in contact between movement members would be expected when the movement 
overall has decreased in size and the remaining members were the more committed, core 
activists that tend to stay in closer contact than the peripheral activists who left the 
movement. This pattern is reflected in the comment by Respondent #28: “Seems to be a 
noticeable increase in e-mail transmissions and efforts to coalesce are more evident.” The 
respondents also indicate that increases in contact had resulted from coordinated efforts 
protesting the Republican National Convention creating relationships (Respondent #14 
stated, “Increase… A high level of communication and coordination, as well as a practice of 
collaboration, were all a direct result of the RNC protests. There continues to be 
collaboration by anti-war activists both around anti-war issues, as well as local/community 
struggles.”) and as a result of outreach efforts by the anti-war movement to communities that 
had not traditionally participated in their activities  peace movement (Respondent #16 
indicated, “Increases. This past year the anti-war movement have continued our work with 
each other in our work but we have also outreached to other communities such as the Somali 
community.”).  
 
Increasing (N=11) 
 
Respondent #2: “WAMM has strong coalition ties. Concern for movement members grows 
with more contact and also more fun in evidence.” 
 
Respondent #10: “My impression is that there has been an increase. Groups collaborate and 
plan some actions together more so than they did years ago. But there has been a decrease in 
numbers at large events and this concerns me.” 
 
Respondent #13: “There seems to be more contact among some elements of the movement, 
in the run-up to the RNC demonstrations, but I’m not an expert on this.” 
 
Respondent #14: “Increase… A high level of communication and coordination, as well as a 
practice of collaboration, were all a direct result of the RNC protests. There continues to be 
collaboration by anti-war activists both around anti-war issues, as well as local/community 
struggles.” 
 
Respondent #15: “A lot more contact because of the RNC protests” 
 
Respondent #16: “Increases. This past year the anti-war movement have continued our work 
with each other in our work but we have also outreached to other communities such as the 
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Somali community. We in the AWC have also initiated an action called the Zero Recruitment 
Day where many local and greater MN peace and anti-war groups participated in.” 
 
Respondent #17: “If you mean contact between various activist groups, I think it’s definitely 
increased.  The RNC brought numerous people and groups together that had never worked 
together before.  The Coalition to March on the RNC and Stop the War brought together 
dozens of groups that helped plan a rally and march for tens of thousands on Sept 1.  The 
larger Protest RNC 2008 Coalition brought together virtually all of the groups who were 
planning actions for the RNC including groups whose tactics and ideologies differ widely.  
The need for support and networking among the 800+ who were arrested at the RNC inspired 
the formation of the Community RNC Arrestee Support Structure (CRASS).  The MN 
Coalition for a People’s Bailout and the MN Coalition for Gaza are also examples of newly 
formed coalitions that have increased collaboration among various activists and groups in the 
Twin Cities.” 
 
Respondent #28: “Seems to be a noticeable increase in e-mail transmissions and efforts to 
coalesce are more evident.” 
 
Respondent #31: “increased , more meetings & calls to action by those still involved” 
 
Respondent #33: “The level of contact MN IVAW had with other peace groups increased as 
we spoke out more, but has diminished now because there’s only a few of us speaking out.  
We’re still contacted frequently, we just do less.” 
 
Respondent #34: “ There seems to have been an increase of communication regarding 
shifting coalitions within Iraq and Afghanistan.” 
 
 
Decreasing (N=5) 
 
Respondent #6: “I think overall it’s somewhat down but contacts among very active 
members is not substantially decreased” 
 
Respondent #12: “Since I’ve been active I’ve noticed a large chunk of the religious 
community has all but cut ties with much of the peace movement. I’m not sure why this is, as 
I personally have no ties to the religious community. I distinctly remember them being 
present at marches, and I’ve heard they were at meetings, in the past.”  
 
Respondent #18: “More contact in 2008 by e-mail, phone, reg. mail. Less of these in 2009” 
 
Respondent #32: “decrease in collaborative fundraising” 
 
Respondent #36: “I can only speak for VfP but I think our involvement with the local 
coalition is less.” 
 
 
Staying the Same (N=17) 
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Respondent #1: “no.  continue to meet and organize opposition both to u.s. presence in iraq 
and now calling for an immediate end to the occupation of Afghanistan.  As mentioned 
above, contact with people particularly concerned about justice and sovereignty for Palestine  
has intensified and is broadening.” 
 
Respondent #3: “No, because we participate on ongoing events (vigils) and action groups” 
 
Respondent #4: “I have not noticed any changes in contact.” 
 
Respondent #5: “I don’t know how to measure this” 
 
Respondent #8: “fluxuates with activity” 
 
Respondent #9: “fluxuates with activity” 
 
Respondent #11: “No noticeable difference in my opinion.” 
 
Respondent #19: “No change” 
 
Respondent #20, “Varies dramatically depending on circumstances” 
 
Respondent #21, “I don’t see that this has changed significantly one way or the other – but 
I’m not on organizing committees so I might not observe the change” 
 
Respondent #22: “No, I have nothing to go on to indicate this.” 
 
Respondent #23: “I can’t see a change – maybe I’m missing it!” 
 
Respondent #25: “I would say that contact between movement members has remained 
consistent.” 
 
Respondent #26: “I thinks some have grown tired as the wars continue. Some of us are in this 
for the long haul – others see their opposition to just this particular war.” 
 
Respondent #27: “about the same – we do show up at one another’s meetings or events – but 
that has always been the case.” 
 
Respondent #29: “I have noticed that there are silos in this movement.  I also spoke to this in 
the Uncomfortable Essays “The Curse of Cooperation?”  There are affinity groups that gather 
and dissipate, for instance, there was a coalition around the Republican National Convention; 
another coalition is forming around Afghanistan.  Perhaps the leading organization in all of 
this is WAMM.” 
 
Respondent #30: “has stayed the same” 
 
 
 



 390 

Over the past year, have you noticed that ideas generated by movement members are 
increasingly similar or different than usual? 
 
The responses to this question show that a strong majority of respondents believed that the 
ideas generated by the anti-Iraq War movement in the Twin Cities were not differentiating 
over the year prior to the survey. 26 respondents indicated that ideas were staying essentially 
similar or becoming even more similar, while 7 indicated that the ideas over the past year had 
become increasingly different. It is important to note that this does not indicate how different 
that the respondents’ felt the ideas were. For instance, in the words of Respondent #2, “I 
think new ideas crop up all the time. One year we had an overnight outside Sen. Coleman’s 
office. Last year we initiated Alliant Action/WAMM’s Walk Against Weapons. This year the 
walk again, but a different route,” indicating a high level of creativity in the movement while, 
Respondent #12 stated that, “The ideas have all been the same ideas I’ve heard ever since I 
became politically active 5 or 6 years ago,” indicating very little creativity and new ideas in 
the movement.  

With the wording of this question, it is possible that an idea might be seen as “the 
same old, same old” by one respondent while it seemed radically new to another depending 
on what they were comparing it to and if they were considering the details of the idea or the 
general theory behind the idea. For instance, respondent #14 suggested that there had been, 
“Lots of new ideas! I can give particular examples, but I think in general, people have a new 
sense of confidence, post-RNC. Moreover, with a new president who appeals to many 
progressives on social questions, and even on Iraq policy, people are grappling with new 
ways to communicate ideas and motivate action.” These innovations may have been seen as 
incidental to someone considering large scale theoretical innovations and drastically different 
tactics. Respondent #10 for example had a more theoretical interpretation to this question, “I 
have not seen much difference over a period of 25 years. Getting people to resist systemic 
violence with direct non-violent actions continues to be the biggest challenge. As always 
most Americans are long on charity and short on justice and this effects people in the anti-
war movement as well. Resisting systemic violence and injustice there vort nonviolent 
actions have always been difficult and I expect it always will be so.” Overall, the responses 
indicate that the movement’s ideas had been relatively stable over the year prior to the 
survey, which would be expected in a movement that had been in existence for some time 
and had decreasing participation, at least among more peripheral members who could 
provide innovative ideas.  
  
Similar (N=26) 
 
Respondent #1: “the ideas generated correspond in part to what is happening in the particular 
countries.  in iraq, the movement has had make the case that the war is not yet over.  that the 
occupation continues, that plans to withdraw, and then not fully, in the future are not correct 
and the u.s. must withdraw all troops now.  in Afghanistan, there is much public (and even 
some within the movement) confusion and hesitance to leave; for the women, because 
weâ€™ve made such a mess of it and can somehow fix it, etc.  with Palestine, there is a  
growing realization in the public of the injustice of Israel’s  occupation of Palestine, the 
bombing of Lebanon and most recently 
Gaza and the continuing siege of Gaza.  the movement is also talking about a one state 
solution  and the grave problems with Zionism or Jewish state.” 
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Respondent #2: “I think new ideas crop up all the time. One year we had an overnight outside 
Sen. Coleman’s office. Last year we initiated Alliant Action/WAMM’s Walk Against 
Weapons. This year the walk again, but a different route.” 
 
Respondent #3: “Similar. Howard Zinn (noted historian) has reminded us on many occasions 
that we must continue all the things we have been doing and eventually change will come. 
We try to be creative (eg MN Coalition to Bring the Guard Home) and plug into natural 
actures whenever we can.” 
 
Respondent #4: “I can’t think of any.” 
 
Respondent #5: “The tactics used over the past year are historically related to previous types 
of tactics (rallies, forums, street theatre, legal, civil disobedience, etc.).” 
 
Respondent #6: “I see a change since election in 2008 – many want to trust that Obama will 
do the right think and/or are using the change in political leaders as exercise to stop their own 
efforts.” 
 
Respondent #8: “similar” 
 
Respondent #9: “similar” 
 
Respondent #10: “I have not seen much difference over a period of 25 years. Getting people 
to resist systemic violence with direct non-violent actions continues to be the biggest 
challenge. As always most Americans are long on charity and short on justice and this effects 
people in the anti-war movement as well. Resisting systemic violence and injustice there vort 
nonviolent actions have always been difficult and I expect it always will be so.” 
 
Respondent #12: “The ideas have all been the same ideas I’ve heard ever since I became 
politically active 5 or 6 years ago.” 
 
Respondent #13: “Some of the ideas are similar – for instance, the March 21st demonstration 
this year organized by IPAC in many ways just followed the same formula as years past. 
Among youth, though, it seems like there have been more creative ideas, including the play 
we put on at our student strike during the RNC, the “Funk the War” contingents and 
demonstrations, etc.  But overall, for most people, it seems quite similar.” 
 
Respondent #15: “I believe their has been a continual creative process. One new idea that 
help unite the national as well as the Local are the St. Paul Principles” 
 
Respondent #16: “This one is harder to say. Many of the types of events, protest, educational 
forums, etc may seem inherently similar but there is some attempt to make them new and 
different. Things such as the St. Paul Principles to build unity amongst the different 
ideological tendencies in the anti-war movement for the RNC was the first of it’s kind that 
was successful. Also the very recent Parallel Injustice forum, which linked the struggle 
between the Native American and Palestinian movements was an attempt to look at a familiar 
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issue a new way. The Zero Recruitment Day as well was another attempt to have a different 
type of focus for the Anti-war movement even though it was a day of action.” 
 
Respondent #17: “I would say they’re mostly similar with some new ideas.  Examples of 
similarities would include familiar tactics like permitted rallies and marches, press 
conferences, and pickets.  Fresher ideas include days of coordinated action such as the Zero 
Recruitment Day, where coordinated actions against military recruitment will take place all 
over the state on the same day, with a united message and a diversity of tactics.” 
 
Respondent #18: “The ideas locally haven’t changed that much among the core activists” 
 
Respondent #21, “I think all groups are very committed strongly to the ending of the war and 
occupation” 
 
Respondent #22: “I have not talked to any one to indicate this” 
 
Respondent #23: “Similar – same ideas: War is evil, obsolete – stop the war – I hear these 
sentiments and outcrys all the time” 
 
Respondent #26: “I think much of the activity is the “same old, same old” and hasn’t created 
a lot of new strategies.” 
 
Respondent #27: “they tend to be similar – although one member commissioned a play or 
series of vignettes on the absurdity of Christian Just War theory” 
 
Respondent #28: “Increasingly similar. We need new ways of communicating with members 
through press and radio regarding common events.” 
 
Respondent #29: “See Uncomfortable Essay #10.  I think the anti-war movement is stuck in 
the methodology of the 1960s, and that methodology simply does not work well in today’s 
environment.” 
 
Respondent #30: “has stayed the same” 
 
Respondent #31: “basically similar, still trying to influence people & get Congress to do 
what the people want” 
 
Respondent #32: “similar – feels like we are stuck” 
 
Respondent #33: “No.  Each group seems to concentrate on specific and often different 
issues – Israel/Palestine, Iraq, Afghanistan, care of returning vets, support of labor, etc.” 
 
Different (N=7)  
 
Respondent #11: “Some seem to be more radicalized, realizing that the new administration 
will not end the war immediately, while others want to “hope” that there will be a change 
after all. Some, therefore, want to sharpen the ideas and demands, whereas others want to 
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moderate the demands or at least keep them within the old limits, despite the changed 
conditions. Make sense? :-)” 
 
Respondent #14: “Lots of new ideas! I can give particular examples, but I think in general, 
people have a new sense of confidence, post-RNC. Moreover, with a new president who 
appeals to many progressives on social questions, and even on Iraq policy, people are 
grappling with new ways to communicate ideas and motivate action.” 
 
Respondent #16: “See above” 
 
Respondent #19: “Some new ideas as people adapt to changing circumstances (National 
Guard Campaign, Speaking tours, Radio ads.)” 
 
Respondent #25: “I have perceived a trend toward different ideas from members of the anti-
war movement – there has been a shift toward broader concerns than solely ending the war 
and occupation of Iraq. These concerns include veterans’ and refugee issues; the use of 
torture by the US on detainees; and building relationships with the people of Iraq” 
 
Respondent #34: “Ideas have tended to becoming more diverse.” 
 
Respondent #36: “I think we are parting somewhat on our ideas about effective actions. 
Some want more civil disobedience and others don’t” 
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Appendix G. Primary Questionnaire Results 

Twin Cities Anti-Iraq War Movement Survey Results 

 

N = 36 

45 respondents were approached to complete the survey so the response rate was 36/45 = 

80% 

 

1. In this movement of people who take action against the Iraq War, what is/are the name(s) 
of the organization(s) that you represent? 
 
23 – 1 organization 
8 – 2 organizations 
3 – 3 organizations 
0 – 4 organizations 
2- 5 organizations 
 
2. What is your position in that/those organization(s)?  
N = 36, 25 single responses, 9 double responses, 2 triple responses 
� Board member  10 (28%) 
� Executive director  2 (6%) 
� Staff member  3 (8.3%) 
� Member of a collective 14 (39%) 
� Volunteer   13 (36%) 
� Self-identified  7 (19%) “IPAC - treasurer” “organizer” “member, participate 

in coalition meetings” “moderator of network of perhaps 80 people nationwide” 
“President” “on the executive board in change of newsletter” “delegate to Minnesota 
Alliance of Peacemakers” “activist volunteer” 

 
3. How long have you been participating in this movement of people who take action against 
the Iraq War?  
N = 36 

� Less than 6 months  0 
� 6 months to 1 year 1 (3%) 
� 1 year to 2 years 1 (3%) 
� 2 to 5 years  3 (8%) 
� More than 5 years 31 (86%) 

 
4. What is your gender?  
N = 36 

� Male   18 (50%)    
� Female   18 (50%) 

 

5. What is your date of birth?  
N = 36 

� 1980s   4 (11%) 
� 1970s   3 (8%) 
� 1960s   1 (3%) 
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� 1950s   11 (31%) 
� 1940s   7 (19%) 
� 1930s   6 (17%) 
� 1920s   4 (11%) 

 
6. What is the highest level of education that you have completed?  
N = 36 

� Less than a high school diploma 0 
� High school diploma or G.E.D. 0 
� Some college    12 (33%) 
� Bachelor’s degree   15 (42%) 
� Graduate degree   9 (25%) 

 
7. What is your race?  
N = 36 

� European American/White  32 (89%) 
� African American/Black  0 
� Latino(a)/Hispanic   1 (3%) 
� Asian American   1 (3%) 
� Native American/American Indian 0 
� Multiracial    1 (3%) 
� Self-identified    1 (3%) “Human – Minnesotan” 

 
8. Have any specific political events taken place in the last 3 months that have affected your 
movement? (e.g. changes in political leaders, governmental policies, or the problem that you 
are trying to influence)  
N = 35 

� Yes   32 (89%) 
� No   3 (9%) 
� Don’t know  0 
� No answer 1 (3%) 
 

9. Please tell me more about what those events were and how they affected your movement. 
 
Respondent #1: “Resistance in Iraq is not very active right now… Obama’s election… 
economic crisis… more in conflict in Palestine and Afghanistan; use of US drones and 
21,000 more soldiers sent to Afghanistan” 
 
Respondent #2: “Obama’s election – not consistent in his views. We are aware of needing to 
keep an eye on him.” 
 
Respondent #3: “Inauguration of President Obama. This produced discussion re: our bac or 
some of our base, wanting to give the President a “honeymoon period” or believing bring 
about the desired/needed changes. Turnout for the sixth anniversary of the Iraq war was 
considerably down from past years, as was expected”  
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Respondent #5: “ a. many working people became increasingly concerned with economic 
issues impacting their survival… b. some petty bourgeois people followed them liberal 
tendencies and withdrew from activism after the election of Obama” 
 
Respondent #6: “Inauguration – change of administration and ensuing “change” of policies. 
Actually little real change but enormous manipulating politically (i.e. party loyalties) which 
totally sapped the steam/efforts of anti-war” 
 
Respondent #7: “Event- Obama takes office: Disappointment with Obama’s plan to go to 
Afghanistan, MN Guard leaving for Iraq. Obama’s appointments to cabinet and agency heads 
– Cabinet is a pro-war cabinet. Robert Gates replacing current weapons with more lethal, 
new, higher-tech weapons; Financial sector bailouts – We are forming new coalitions: MN 
people’s bailout, MN coalition on Gaza. Re-informing and making more connections to its 
Muslims and Arabs; low income and poor, Native Americans. Event – Siege of Gaza 
continuing Dec 1 bombing and invasion.” 
 
Respondent #8: “Obama inauguration – people can’t be complacent because people (some) 
were glad. Watch – Accountability… Anniversary of invasion of Iraq – actions to mark the 
date” 
 
Respondent #10: “Election of Barack Obama has created a more open atmosphere to protest 
policies that promote US military aggression. It is too early to tell whether some people now 
avoid becoming actively involved because they expect Obama to change things despite their 
efforts” 
 
Respondent #11: “New president. Iraq War to continue well beyond promised withdrawal, 
certainly beyond “out now” demanded by movement.” 
 
Respondent #12: “Barack Obama being elected has caused many to believe the war in Iraq is 
over, or close to over.” 
 
Respondent #13: “Election/inauguration of Obama, announcement of withdrawal of most 
troops over next 20+ months. Seems to have made the urgency of protesting the war less 
important to some people… Economic crisis – has shifted some attention away from the 
war(s), but also raised the issue of the “unemployment draft”” 
 
Respondent #14: “Inauguration of Obama – The public has hope/confidence in Obama’s 
willingness/ability to end the war in Iraq. That hope very positive, but has a demobilizing 
effect. This gives us the new task, not of explaining what is wrong with the war, but instead, 
motivating ppl. To act-not be passive and wait.” 
 
Respondent #15: “Obama going into Afghanistan… Israeli war Gaza” 
 
Respondent #16: “The election of president Obama presented an interesting situation for the 
anti-war situation. On one hand, he ran on an anti-war platform which was positive that he 
pledged to end the war in Iraq. When he took office, President Obama set a timeline to 
remove troops but then he also said that he would leave 30-50,000 troops as an occupying 
force on the ground. This inherently does not respect the sovereignty of the people of Iraq. 
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The pledge to remove the active combat troops confuses some people however and has as a 
result caused some not to show up for protests and events in the same numbers as before.” 
 
Respondent #17: “President Obama was inaugurated which has led many people to believe 
that the war in Iraq will end soon. In fact, Obama’s plan will heep 50,000+ US troops in Iraq 
through 2011. Obama has also deployed an additional 21,000 troops to Afghanistan. We’ve 
tries to raise awareness about the ongoing war in Iraq, the escalating war in Afghanistan and 
connect the economic crisis to war spending and the “economic draft”” 
 
Respondent #18: “The election of Obama has created expectations/illusions that the war will 
soon be over, leading to a decrease in people participating in demonstrations.” 
 
Respondent #19: “Domestic { Obama taking office… Change in US policy (plan to 
withdraw/shift to Afghanistan)}… Unrest in Palestine… Recent events Iraq and 
Afghanistan” 
 
Respondent #20: “New US administration and Iraq not being in the news as frequently” 
 
Respondent #21: “Obama’s decision to keep troops in Iraq beyond next August – this was a 
disappointment…. The continued violence in Iraq…. see the necessity to continue resistance” 
 
Respondent #22: “the president keeping the troops in Iraq, assign to the violence in Iraq” 
 
Respondent #23: “Pres. Obama’s decision to keep troops in Iraq – a bad decision I’d say” 
 
Respondent #24: “change in political leaders… courts dismissing many cases (can’t get trial 
hearing)… ATK moving to Eden Prairie… house foreclosures” 
 
Respondent #25: “-Election of Obama: Has excited the peacemaking community but has also 
diffused energy. Wider community tends to say “things will be better now. I don’t need to be 
in the streets… the release of documents on the US and torture of detainees has been 
extremely disheartening.”  
 
Respondent #26: “Release of torture memos by Obama, release of int’l Cnte of Red Cross on 
torture (give more credibility to argument of illegality of how the “War on Terror” is 
conducted)… Some movement on Cuba provides some hope of getting pass old us/them 
paradigm” 
 
Respondent #28: “1) Continuation of “Iraq” War into Afghanistan… 2) Election of Obama 
and Democrats who are reneging on their promises to aggressively stop war.” 
 
Respondent #29: “New President and uncertainty about how he can/will impact the status 
quo in Iraq.” 
 
Respondent #30: “- Protest regarding the Israeli and Palestinian situation – Keith Ellison was 
booed off stage – resulted in the action of forming endorsement of a members peace lobby 
project to address all peace issues including the Iraq war. Training teams in progress… 
Protest marches keeping the issue alive” 
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Respondent #31: “Presidential election has many people believing the Iraq War is over.” 
 
Respondent #32: “Obama inaugural – First 100 days – trying to stay focused w/ hopes up – 
difficult” 
 
Respondent #34: “With the elections and a new president, many have felt that the new 
administration will end the Iraq War and that there is little need for the level of activity that 
was taken under the former administration.” 
 
Respondent #35: “With the election of a new President who has some compassion and 
intelligence this no doubt gives reason for hope. The flip side of this is the pressure from the 
war hawks that can influence him because of other programs he is pushing. The Afghanistan 
invasion and build up by Obama is an example of this. So hopefully he will turn around.” 
 
Respondent #36: “New administration – membership renewal is down… I think people 
slowed up a bit to see how things go with the new administration.” 
 
10. Have any specific legal events taken place in the last 3 months that have affected your 
movement?  
N = 35 

� Yes   24 (67%) 
� No   10 (28%) 
� Don’t know  1 (3%) 
� No answer 1 (3%) 
 

11. Please tell me more about what those events were and how they affected your movement. 

Respondent #1: “ongoing RNC 8 prosecutions energize movement… acquittal after 
trespassing at recruiting office 1 year ago also energize movement” 
 
Respondent #2: “NRC convention – some were arrested (I one of them) – trials yet to be… 
Alliant tech – arrested there in Feb. or march… Make us more connected” 
 
Respondent #3: “Some people are more involved in monitoring the court cases resulting from 
arrests at the RNC.” 
 
Respondent #7: “WAMM can’t commit illegal acts, but provides support for arrestees such 
as grandmother’s for peace; Release of torture memos – our tackling torture at the top (3T) 
committee affected; RNC 8 support – civil liberties have gained emphasis as part of the 
movement; home foreclosures- Rosemary Williams in South Mpls., has won trial date to stop 
foreclosure – we have been supporting her struggle as an example, providing grassroots and 
strategic support.” 
 
Respondent #8: “-Defendants found “inprosecutable” in shareholders’ trespassing charges. 
EP police say they won’t arrest shareholders at next annual mtg.” 
 
Respondent #9: “Eden Prairie Police notify Alliant they will not arrest legal shareholders at 
next years annual meeting” 



 399 

 
Respondent #10: “Arrests at the RNC have garnered a lot of attention and appear to have 
negatively impacted the peace movement. It may have divided the peace movement over 
strategies taken by some protesters.” 
 
Respondent #11: “RNC protests and legal aftermath.” 
 
Respondent #16: “The pending legal cases around the arrests for the RNC and the verdict 
that the RNC 8 are not terrorists are very good for activism in Minnesota.” 
 
Respondent #17: “7 people who were arrested for trespassing at an anti-war action last year 
were acquitted at the trial. And the vast majority of the 396 people who were arrested on day 
4 at the RNC had their charges dropped. These are victories for the movement that will 
hopefully inspire people to further escalate protests against the war to include more acts of 
civil disobedience.”  
 
Respondent #18: “Trials have begun of people arrested during the RNC. This probably has a 
chilling effect to some extent.” 
 
Respondent #19: “RNC case – dismissal of some charges” 
 
Respondent #20: “Court cases after RNC demonstrations… The need to defend basic 
demonstrator rights no people feel that the can participate in public anti-war events w/o 
fecucy being victruyed.” 
 
Respondent #21: “A group from Alliant Action were arrested at headquarters… feel more 
committed to the group…. Obama’s decision not to investigate CIA members in regard to 
torture” 
 
Respondent #22: “the last arrests at the Alliant action head quarters the US president decision 
not to investigate the CIA members around the torture issue” 
 
Respondent #23: “Arrests at Alliant Tech Headquarters… one court case is/was postponed… 
I am determined to be active in this peace group” 
 
Respondent #24: “court dismissals… shareholders being arrested at a Shareholders mtg. 
which they have a right to attend… police force at the RNC (illegal arrests and brutality)” 
 
Respondent #26: “Decision to drop terrorism enhancement on RNC 8 case – helps average 
citizen get over the fear mongering around the RNC event… I have had my arraignment for 
RNC arrest – keeps the issue of Int’l lain alive” 
 
Respondent #28: “Admission by new Administration of Approval of Torture Methods” 
 
Respondent #30: “investigation/consideration of holding Bush administration accountable for 
torture tactics – we have set up an action table for our bimonthly meetings – so members 
have tools to take action on this issue as well as other peace issues…. Appeal by Norm 
Coleman – we have 1 less senator to address our issues” 
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Respondent #32: “RNC – protester trials and movemt members involved – we have lost a 
few members disagreeing with” 
 
Respondent #34: “The RNC 8 seems to shake up many within the Anti-war community.” 
 
Respondent #36: “Arrests at RNC have affected the local movement” 
 
12. Have any specific economic events taken place in the last 3 months that have affected 
your movement? (e.g. changes in the local, regional, or national economy)  
N = 35 

� Yes   30 (83%) 
� No   4 (11%) 
� Don’t know  1 (3%) 
� No answer 1 (3%) 

 

13. Please tell me more about what those events were and how they affected your movement. 

Respondent #1: “economic crisis. Much energy going into that but these are opportunities to 
make links between the war and economy.” 
 
Respondent #2: “one fellow lost his job” 
 
Respondent #3: “The economic crisis. Has not affected the IPAC group yet. Twin Cities 
Peace Campaign is financially sound. It does affect some peace groups relations to ongoing 
contributions, especially those who have employees/staff.” 
 
Respondent #5: “a. the declining role of the dollar in the international economy makes 
working people more concerned about survival issues… b. increased unemployment caused 
many people to be concerned about survival issues” 
 
Respondent #6: “Stimulus plan debate because it’s linked to economic crisis/fraud/hardship 
has diverted attention” 
 
Respondent #7: “Increase in military recruitment with job loss; financial sector and corporate 
bailout on a federal level. Also: Defense Budget increase! MN state budget – we are part of 
the MN People’s Bailout Coalition demanding cuts be made from the upper income and 
corporate brackets, not poor and human needs (legislative work); Iran Disinvestment bill in 
MN legislature – neo-con pushed legislation – we are opposing. WAMM connects state and 
federal budgets which are used to fund war with deprivation of human needs domestically. 
The coalitions we work in also makes these connections.” 
 
Respondent #8: “some people have been involved w/anti-foreclosure rallies. Linking the 
connection to $ for war but not human needs, etc.” 
 
Respondent #10: “People are very concerned about the economic crisis and seem to place 
war and military weapons as issues of lesser concern. The numbers at large protests appear to 
be fewer.” 
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Respondent #11: “Biggest crisis of capitalism since 1930s. Economy on people’s minds more 
than war, although costs of war and cuts at home connected.” 
 
Respondent #12: “The overall global economic crisis has shifted people’s attention away 
from the war.” 
 
Respondent #13: “The economic crisis has shifted attention away from the war; but also 
raised the issue of the “unemployment draft”, people having to join the military owing to the 
lack of jobs; and also made more apparent the cost of the war in Iraq, at the expense of social 
needs, jobs, etc.” 
 
Respondent #14: “The economic crisis has deepened, which affects us in a few ways: 1. the 
war is a less pressing social question/concern; 2. pressing issues in our local community 
require the attention of activists (and supporters) – incl. home foreclosures, 
state/local/univ./school budget crises/debates.” 
 
Respondent #15: “Foreclosure crisis – We are now working on a People’s Bailout Coalition” 
 
Respondent #16: “The national and global economic crisis has taken a lot of the focus away 
from the war in Iraq and many are focusing more on the economy and what needs to be done 
there. That has made it harder to organizing people around the war. We have tried to respond 
appropriately by linking the issues with slogans such as “foreclose the war” and participating 
in local economic coalitions and supporting legislations such as the people’s bail-out bill at 
the Minnesota state legislature.” 
 
Respondent #17: “The economic crisis continues to be a major factor in people’s lives and on 
the news. We try to connect the issue to the war through slogans and banners (Foreclose the 
war) and by raising awareness of the economic difficulties veterans often face after returning 
from combat as well as the economic necessities that often make people feel they have no 
other options besides the military.” 
 
Respondent #18: “The economic crisis has become a huge focus of attention decreasing 
further the awareness of the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq.” 
 
Respondent #19: “Economic crisis/shift focus from international to domestic issues” 
 
Respondent #20: “Growing economic crisis has changed the political discussion, with Iraq 
and Afghanistan getting less news attention. Several anti-war groups have been involved in 
relating economic crisis to the war (Foreclose the War, Not People’s Homes)” 
 
Respondent #21: “Having been foreclosed on – so much of economics is connected to war…. 
See need to continue resisting war” 
 
Respondent #22: “all I take in is on the Lake street bridge and Alliant tech Wed am” 
 
Respondent #23: “Foreclosures… More and more money going to the war… Alliant resisters 
are coming in more effort numbers” 



 402 

 
Respondent #26: “continuing economic meltdown provides “teachable moments” to the 
general public” 
 
Respondent #28: “Huge economic crisis domestically which has finally begun to shed light 
on the vast disparity in spending for military vs. domestic needs” 
 
Respondent #29: “Economy generally. People are preoccupied with their own situations. Iraq 
has all but disappeared in the conversation generally.” 
 
Respondent #30: “the worst economic downturn in decades – huge opportunity to address to 
address the needs of people with a President who believes and leads in negotiation with other 
world leaders and rebuilding our infrastructure as well as focusing on a more sustainable 
world. The timeline he has given to pull down troops in Iraq give us a tool to keep an 
accountability focus.” 
 
Respondent #32: “Economic downturn and redirection of people’s life focus – struggle” 
 
Respondent #33: “Economy has decreased donations” 
 
Respondent #34: “IVAW national office has been facing economic issues due to poor money 
management.” 
 
Respondent #35: “With the election of a new president we have started a petition for nuclear 
disarmament that would also include the Middle East. This wouldn’t have had too much of a 
chance if that with the previous administration.” 
 
Respondent #36: “When this economy is bad if people are losing their jobs they get more 
focused on those issues than war even though they are related.” 
 
14. Have any specific social or cultural changes taken place in the Twin Cities in the last 3 
months that have affected your movement? (e.g. changes in community perceptions or ways 
that community members behave)  
N = 35 

� Yes   16 (44%) 
� No   14 (39%) 
� Don’t know  5 (14%) 
� No answer 1 (3%) 

 
15. Please tell me more about what those changes were and how they affected your movement. 
 
Respondent #2: “Home foreclosures – makes us more aware of our neighbors” 
 
Respondent #6: “continuing impact from vilification of RNC protesters/so effective framing 
by media that has polarized peace community” 
 
Respondent #7: “Increase in poverty, foreclosures, job loss, no health care – more people it 
empty and empathetic! The acceptance of the military “career option” with the lack of 
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employment. WAMM participated in zero recruitment day. On a positive note about the 
federal administration – the opening of dialogue possibilities with countries considered 
“enemies” by the previous DC admin. Reflected locally.” 
 
Respondent #10: “My guess is that people who attended larger rallies, demonstrations, or 
protests are more inclined to sit back because of the RNC debacle and election of barrack 
Obama” 
 
Respondent #11: “Illusions in Obama in many communities and among anti-war activists.” 
 
Respondent #12: “Many democrats in the community are less inclined to protest now that 
they have congress and the white house.” 
 
Respondent #15: “The concept to respect tactical differences” 
 
Respondent #18: “Many people have become unemployed. I don’t know for sure but I think 
this may lead many to be wrapped up in dealing with this problem.” 
 
Respondent #20: “Some people are so happy that the Bush administration is gone that they 
are happy to have the Obama administration and are willing to “just give him a chance”” 
 
Respondent #24: “sit ins at home foreclosures… greater force by police” 
 
Respondent #26: “there still is some residual of hope left from Obama campaign and 
inauguration which helps enliven and energize people.” 
 
Respondent #28: “As in #13… More people are realizing the necessity for dissent and “why? 
good, upstanding citizens would go to the streets.” 
 
Respondent #29: “I sense that there is more of a recognition of “we” as opposed to “me” – 
There is still a great plenty of selfishness, but I think as economy constricts there will more 
of a tendency/need for people to look out for each other.” 
 
Respondent #30: “Protest against the war a few days ago was covered favorably by the press 
– they said all in all is was peaceful and garnered a lot of attention. Much more positive than 
the protests at the RNC last September.” 
 
Respondent #35: “The economy has taken more attention and also harder perhaps to 
fundraise.” 
 
Respondent #36: “Different tactics. We are forming groups to work directly with our 
legislators on war issues. Also we are working against recruiting by going into schools rather 
than on the streets.” 
 
16. Have any specific technological changes taken place in the last 3 months that have 
affected your movement? (e.g. technology supporting you, your allies, or your political 
rivals)  
N = 35 
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� Yes   14 (39%) 
� No   16 (44%) 
� Don’t know  5 (14%) 
� No answer 1 (3%) 

 
17. Please tell me more about what those changes were and how they affected your movement. 
 
Respondent #1: “much more use of twitter. Last week during zero recruitment day, which 
took place in several locations around T.C., twitter reports were very useful.” 
 
Respondent #6: “continuing/spy collection more and more leaking about data collection… 
much effort in state legislature to open dam to “secret intelligence collection”/from RNC” 
 
Respondent #7: “People connecting/finding out at a fast pace through technology – We are 
exploring and some are beginning to use Twitter and Facebook. YouTube continues to 
increase in use (legislative sessions, talks, demos, protest, music on) Negative technological 
changes: Defense sec. Robert Gates’s plans for more high tech, lethal weaponry such as 
unmanned predator drones.”  
 
Respondent #8: “Twitter – May help with organizing but AA doesn’t use it.” 
 
Respondent #9: “some groups have begun to “twitter”” 
 
Respondent #10: “The use of unman drones and the excessive use of cluster bombs and white 
phosphorous munitions by Israel in Gaza has disturbed many people in the movement” 
 
Respondent #11: “Facebook is more an accepted tool than ever. Social networking in 
general.” 
 
Respondent #13: “I got text messaging – which is a useful tool for contacting high school 
students and youth.” 
 
Respondent #14: “Technology that was introduced by anti-RNC activists – Twitter – was 
used by local anti-war activists for the first time at Zero Recruitment day (a coordinated day 
of actions on 4/23).” 
 
Respondent #16: “During the RNC we have started to use twitter as an organizing tool the 
again during Zero Recruitment Day. As we are looking at organizing more disperse actions 
we will likely be looking at using that as a tool to organize.” 
 
Respondent #17: “During the RNC we used Twitter to send out text messages quickly to 
large groups of people. The Anti-War Committee utilized Twitter for our Zero Recruitment 
Day action as well. The Twin Cities Indy Media website has been revamped and improved 
since the RNC and we use that more to post stories and events. We’ve also increased our use 
of Facebook.” 
 
Respondent #26: “hopefully reaching a larger audience by sharing articles on New American 
Dream” 
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Respondent #28: “The power and Immediacy of the Internet to excite, motivate, and co-
ordinate people to action.” 
 
Respondent #29: “I don’t believe that things like “twitter” will have great significance, but 
who knows – wasn’t long ago that we’d never heard of texting or YouTube” 
 
Respondent #30: “-We have an on-line tool called AOT (Actions Options Tool) which allows 
all of our members as well as Peace Groups around the country to send out an action and 
others indicate their level of support. Our members are older and many don’t want to use it 
and those who have, have not found it to be any more effective than what they already 
doing… we have a secretary who is highly computer literate and sends out powerful 
informative action e-mails announcements and opportunities to our membership” 
 
Respondent #35: “It is possible that the decline of newspapers will affect the way that we are 
able to discern and affect events.” 
 
18. Has your movement undergone any changes in the last 3 months that have affected 
your movement and its work? (e.g. new members, removal of members, changes in member 
relationships, changes in funding)  
N = 35 

� Yes   19 (53%) 
� No   16 (44%) 
� Don’t know  0 
� No answer 1 (3%) 

 

19. Please tell me more about what those changes were and how they affected your movement. 
 
Respondent #1: “numbers were down at the 6th anniversary of invasion of Iraq march: Last 
year at height of deaths there were 5000 marchers. This year 500.” 
 
Respondent #2: “Gene Ott’s continuous infection. More concern for each other.” 
 
Respondent #6: “Board etc. – very minimal impact” 
 
Respondent #7: “* But it still seems to be a lot of the same people exchanging information. 
More work with Muslims, Arabs, Middle Eastern Americans. We have found more common 
cause and great participation from. Our Middle East work around Palestine has been 
enhanced and credibility has increased with the support of Anti-Zionist Jews and a few 
“Christian” based (we’ve always had some) have sponsored talks and are making 
connections with Native Americans and the parallel to Palestinians.” 
 
Respondent #10: “The financial crisis has – it seems to me- changed everyone’s priorities 
including the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. I don’t think it has affected the “hardline” 
advocates for peace through justice.” 
 
Respondent #11: “The economic crisis has affected member’ income, making fundraising 
difficult.” 
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Respondent #13: “There has been some positive efforts to collaborate with SDS at 
Macalester, with YAWR, which will hopefully help the future.” 
 
Respondent #14: “Similar to #17 – anti-RNC activists many from the anarchist community 
took a new interest in the anti-war movement, after we had a chance to work together. They 
have added their strength (in numbers), but also with some new strategies (i.e. Indymedia, 
legal support). Also significant, are recent attacks on the Somali community and Gaza – 
which have impacted our priorities and who we partner with.” 
 
Respondent #17: “We’ve lost a couple of regular members whose lives got busier and they 
moved on to other things. We’ve also had people who used to be active, but had gone away 
return. Overall, we have a few less people than we did 3 months ago. We still try to do the 
same amount of work so sometimes it feels overwhelming.” 
 
Respondent #18: “There has been less participation due to Obama election. This will mean 
less contributions also.” 
 
Respondent #19: “The economic crisis and the political events in the US (election of Obama) 
has caused the base to shrink and/or become less encouraged. This will eventually affect the 
core” 
 
Respondent #20: “The political environment, new administration, feeling that Iraq war is 
“over”, confusion over Afghanistan, have made some people feel they don’t have to rake part 
in an independent anti-war movement.” 
 
Respondent #24: “Just the weather – fewer in winter protesting” 
 
Respondent #27: “One person dropped out due to health” 
 
Respondent #28: “In our case with a modest budget people are more willing to contribute – 
“crisis” has shifting from strictly the immorality of war itself to the immorality of the cost of 
the war.” 
 
Respondent #30: “-We are organizing in the art of dialogue and learning the difference 
between debate and dialogue – Members are beginning to build trust with each other / talk 
through an issue thoughtfully rather than argumentatively and they exploring opportunities 
for partnerships through time set aside at bi-monthly meetings = together we can be 
stronger.” 
 
Respondent #31: “Member participation has dropped” 
 
Respondent #32: “MFSO had a difficult time recruiting March members for rally – low 
attendance” 
 
Respondent #34: “Former president of the IVAW chapter steps down, and has been less 
active within the chapter ever since.” 
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Respondent #35: “We had our yearly elections and we have been very fortunate in the quality 
of volunteer officers over the yrs. We’ve had.” 
 
Respondent #36: “Passing on generations- older folks are leaving out and passing on, not as 
much young people coming forward”  
 
20. Have any other organizations or governmental agencies affected your movement in 
any way in the last 3 months? (e.g. providing support or constraining your movement)  
N = 35 

� Yes  14 (39%)  
� No   17 (47%) 
� Don’t know  4 (11%) 
� No answer 1 (3%) 

 
21. Please tell me more about how those organizations or agencies affected your movement. 
 
Respondent #2: “Police Officer Tracy Sue complained shareholders’ arrests at ATK are 
illegal and now Eden Prairie police will not arrest us at shareholders’ meetings. (maybe 
within the last 9 months)” 
 
Respondent #6: “RNC had enormous impact/just got WAMM to fight against police 
repression” 
 
Respondent #7: “National Lawyer’s Guild has always been involved in civil liberties and 
some peace-related causes – this has stepped up with trials and connections – Iraq American 
Reconciliation (IARP) a group which WAMM helped launch is working with Mpls. City 
Council to create a sister city with Najaf, Iraq- also involves schools with letters of exchange 
and curriculum.” 
 
Respondent #8: “Yes, see #11” 
 
Respondent #10: “The inability of United for Peace and Justice (UFPJ) and Answer to work 
together has affected the local peace movement. It has resulted in there not being a national 
protest against the wars.” 
 

Respondent #12: “We are involved in a lot of coalitions where sometimes not everyone 
agrees. Sometimes it is a struggle to adopt certain positions.” 
 
Respondent #14: “The National Lawyer’s Guild, made up of progressive lawyers, has 
become increasingly active and lend support to our movement.” 
 
Respondent #18: “Still have concerns about police repressive activity during the RNC, 
although this has subsided.” 
 
Respondent #19: “Democratic party – and the successful election of Obama and Dems in the 
senate has affected the movement- shrinking the base” 
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Respondent #20: “Seeming change in Iraq policy, confusion over what is happening in Iraq. 
Media and press attention thery to other issues.” 
 
Respondent #24: “more recruiting for military in schools… home foreclosing… cut backs for 
poor populations… sending our National Guard to Iraq” 
 
Respondent #26: “Having a State Dept. which values human rights and Int’l relationships is a 
welcome change” 
 
Respondent #28: “I would like MAP to better support the distribution of the educational anti-
war cards we produce. Knowing the facts promotes activism.” 
 
Respondent #29: “New administration (Obama), I seem to read that one reason the 3/20/09 
protest ot Iraq may have been very much impacted by a big Obama Comm. Organizing event 
the same day – Timing may have been coincidental or intentional. See Star Tribune news 
article about 3/20 in the 3/21 Sunday paper.” 
 
Respondent #35: “Women Against Military Madness, Anti-War Committee, Iraq Veterans 
Against the War, etc. formed a coalition with us to try to keep the Mn. Guard from 
deployment to Iraq” 
 
22. How frequently did you receive information telling you about movement planning 
meetings and events in sufficient time for you to be able to participate in those meetings and 
events over the past 3 months?  
N = 36 

� Never     0 
� Rarely     0 
� About half of the time   2 (6%) 
� Frequently    20 (56%) 
� Between Frequently and Always 1 (3%) 
� Always    13 (36%) 
� Don’t know    0 

 
23. How frequently was your entire movement of organizations invited to participate in a 
strategizing or planning meeting over the past 3 months?  
N = 36 

� Never   1 (3%) 
� One or two times 6 (17%) 
� Three or four times 10 (28%) 
� Five or six times 11 (31%) 
� More than six times 7 (19%) 
� Don’t know  1 (3%) 

 
24. How frequently was the information that you received about movement events and 
meetings clear and understandable over the past 3 months?  
N = 35 

� Never    0 
� Rarely    0 



 409 

� About half of the time  2 (6%) 
� Frequently   19 (53%) 
� Always   14 (39%) 
� Don’t know   0 
� No Answer   1 (3%) 

 
25. How frequently did you find getting in contact with another movement member to be a 
problem over the past 3 months?  
N = 36 

� Never   20 (56%)    
� One time   5 (14%) 
� Two times   5 (14%) 
� Three times  0 
� More than three times 2 (6%) 
� Don’t know  4 (11%) 

 
26. Please list any movement subcommittees or small working groups that you have 
participated in over the last 3 months. 
 
Respondent #1: “IPAC general mtgs: program committee for the 6th anniversary march: now 
recruitment day action, Twin Cities Peace Campaign” 
 
Respondent #2: “I try to stay out of the planning” 
 
Respondent #3: “WAMM Iraq committee; WAMM fundraising committee; Every Church a 
Peace Church Steering committee; zero recruitment day; MN coalition for a people’s bailout; 
Iraq and American Reconciliation Project; Ministries International at St. Joan of Arc” 
 
Respondent #4: “WAMM – Fundraising committee and membership committee” 
 
Respondent #5: “WAMM – membership committee, bylaws revision work group… IPAC 
meeting agenda planning discussions, poster making work group” 
 
Respondent #6: “IPAC Planning – meeting nearly every Sat in almost 3 months, Now off 
WAMM fundraising, don’t like formal committees/ better informal connections” 
 
Respondent #7: “WAMM Iraq Committee (Twin Cities Peace Campaign), WAMM Middle 
East Committee, MN Coalition for a People’s Bailout, Iraq Peace Action Coalition.” 
 
Respondent #8: “Zero Recruitment Day planning mtg., March Forth Alliant Action 9 (group 
arrested for attempting to get an appointment with ATK CEO), MN Depleted Uranium 
Coalition, MN SOA Watch mtg.”  
 
Respondent #9: “1. Awest planning at ATK for March 4th, 2. Planning Zero Recruitment Day 
April 23, 3. Depleted Uranium coalition”  
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Respondent #10: “Twin Cities Peace Campaign – focus on Iraq (TCPC), Iraq Peace Action 
Coalition, Alliant Action, St. Joan of Arc/WAMM Peacemakers, Every Church a Peace 
Church (ECAPC)” 
 
Respondent #11: “flyer slogans/design” 
 
Respondent #12: “Peace marshalling for the anti-war march in march” 
 
Respondent #13: “Iraq Peace Action Coalition, Army of None project with Vets for Peace 
and YAWR, working on counter-recruitment tabling” 
 
Respondent #14: “Zero Recruitment Day was a joint effort of several anti-war movement 
groups, MN Gaza Coalition, People’s Bailout Coalition” 
 
Respondent #15: “People’s Bailout Coalition” 
 
Respondent #16: “Iraq Peace Action Coalition (Outreach Committee, Program Committee, 
Finance Committee), Minnesota Immigrant Rights Action Coalition Mayday Celebration 
Planning, Minnesota Gaza Coalition (Program Committee)” 
 
Respondent #17: “I was on a working group to help plan Zero Recruitment Day” 
 
Respondent #18: “3 sub committees: for fundraising/for planning a future event/for outreach 
for March demo” 
 
Respondent #19: “Media, education/speaking tour, mtg. planning” 
 
Respondent #20: “IPAC planning for March 21st protest, program committee, outreach 
committee” 
 
Respondent #24: “Alliant Action, WAMM_Iraq.com, street theater (political themes), demos 
on Mall down town Mlps and MOA” 
 
Respondent #25: “Involved in small group meeting with Keith Ellison’s office on Middle 
East peace” 
 
Respondent #26: “pre-trial meetings with co-dependents for RNC case… Iraqi American 
Reconciliation Project” 
 
Respondent #27: “coming home collaborative (for returning vets), healing memories” 
 
Respondent #28: “Met once with small working group down to a MAP meeting” 
 
Respondent #30: “Women Against Military Madness, Nonviolent Peace Force, Minnesota 
Alliance of Peacemakers Program Committee, Minnesota Peace Lobby, Friends for a 
Nonviolent World” 
 
Respondent #31: “Anti-war committee, MPP” 
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Respondent #32: “Outreach at St. Joan of Arc” 
 
Respondent #33: “VFP” 
 
Respondent #35: “Coalition to keep the Guard Home, Armistice Day Bell ringing outreach, 
Minnesota Peace Lobby” 
 
Respondent #36: “Caucuses, lobbying committee” 
 
27. Who were the three people most responsible for organizing movement strategizing and 
planning meetings over the past 3 months? 
         

        First name and last initial (e.g. Jane D.)       Their organization  

a) Most responsible: ______________________________          

__________________________ 

b) 2nd most responsible: ___________________________          

__________________________ 

c) 3rd most responsible: ___________________________          

__________________________ 

 
28. Who are the three people most responsible for sharing information on movement plans 
and activities over the past 3 months? 
 

        First name and last initial (e.g. John D.)       Their organization  

a) Most responsible: ______________________________          

__________________________ 

b) 2nd most responsible: ___________________________          

__________________________ 

c) 3rd most responsible: ___________________________          

__________________________ 

 
29. What are the ways that you were given information on movement plans over the past 3 
months?  
N = 36 

� In person       30 (83%) 
� By telephone       22 (61%) 
� By e-mail       33 (92%) 
� On a website       13 (36%) 
� On a blog       1 (3%) 
� By written correspondence (e.g. newsletter or flyer)  20 (56%) 
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� Other        7 (19%)  “at meetings, at 
rallies” “twitter” “facebook” “meetings” “WAMM weekly calendar of events” 
“church bulletin” 

� Don’t know       0 
 
30. What could be done to improve movement strategizing and planning meetings? 

Respondent #1: “more outreach into other communities” 
 
Respondent #2: “patience” 
 
Respondent #3: “Regular participation by the same member or members of each group at 
coalition meetings. Broader attendance (eg. some groups – Friends for a Nonviolent World… 
don’t attend” 
 
Respondent #5: “”Minnesota nice” sometimes gets in the way of critical reflection. I do not, 
however, have suggestions for mitigating this cultural impact” 
 
Respondent #6: “less participants/ If you had money, you’d hire professionals… Without 
much more difficult to find talent and skilled assistance on volunteer basis” 
 
Respondent #7: “More participants – a few people do most of the work. Also – in meetings 
and other planning, etc. it would be helpful if people didn’t begin “Well, everybody knows 
about…” referring to internal work in the peace movement. Don’t assume! It makes new 
people feel excluded or struggle too much” 
 
Respondent #10: “I think Alliant Action should have more planning meetings. The other 
groups meet regularly and plan events. The bigger problem appears to be that getting people 
to participate in our larger events” 
 
Respondent #11: “Include agenda proposal in email meeting reminders. Explain to new 
attendees how meetings work, what IPAC is, etc.” 
 
Respondent #12: “The agenda could be a bit more disciplined. It is good to be flexible, but 
have an outline as well.” 
 
Respondent #13: “They could follow less of a routine formula and be more engaging for 
newer people, especially young people, who often feel like the meetings are a chore. There 
could be more outreach and more of an attempt to draw in new forces.” 
 
Respondent #14: “1. Continued training for individuals responsible for drafting agendas and 
leading meetings; 2. Centralized calendar for local community; 3. More individuals confident 
and capable in representing the organizations the work in (requiring recruitment and skills 
development).” 
 
Respondent #15: “I think it’s a well oiled machine! Open and democratic” 
 
Respondent #16: “This is hard to answer because we are all busy and have such conflicting 
schedules. What would be helpful is to agree to a meeting time well in advance and agree to 
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send 1-2 representatives per group and have a set agenda/questions before hand. The member 
organizations can then discuss the points before the meetings and then at the main coalition 
meeting we can talk more about the points there. I think this would be a much more 
democratic way of strategizing but it doesn’t allow us to have a quick response in emergency 
actions. In those scenarios, I still think that a small grouping of representatives should be 
empowered to call emergency demonstrations on a pre-approved upon plan.” 
 
Respondent #17: “Some people in certain groups don’t support civil disobedience or direct 
action and don’t want to be associated with it, some groups who exclusively do direct action 
don’t always trust groups who want to support and communicate with them because they are 
worried about surveillance and infiltration” 
 
Respondent #18: “if there was more people participating” 
 
Respondent #19: “more delegation of responsibilities… more work in 
subcommittees/working groups… more attention to overall strategy before load” 
 
Respondent #20: “When we plan events such as March 21st we invite as wide a group 
possible to attend.” 
 
Respondent #21: “Probably more participation” 
 
Respondent #23: “Attend these planning sessions” 
 
Respondent #24: “broader base, age, culture background, diversity, participating in strategy 
mtgs… more money and time” 
 
Respondent #26: “better use of a central “clearing house” for announcements/invites.” 
 
Respondent #28: “Better communication on meeting attenders and specific agenda items” 
 
Respondent #29: “I really think that the core groups for nearly all organizations do not really 
care for outside input and would rather plan things and tell others.” 
 
Respondent #31: “It is a democratic process that is messy, I would leave it alone.” 
 
Respondent #32: “new ideas” 
 
Respondent #33: “One overall peace gp. – MAP doesn’t function very well” 
 
Respondent #34: “Holding meets on a consistent basis, about the same time every month.” 
 
Respondent #35: “Keeping things simple and not fussing over the small stuff esp. about 
offending people in power or stepping on toes.” 
 
31. What could be done to improve correspondence among movement members? 

Respondent #1: “perfect computer performance. Make sure word gets out to people multiple 
ways. Time spent coordinating and follow through. Make sure sign ups are done at meetings, 
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demos, etc. Not just an afterthought. Specific people assigned to do that and only that. Not 
sure how to get sloed that more attent in poil to” 
 
Respondent #3: “I think it is fine” 
 
Respondent #5: “organizations and individuals share contact information and contacts seem 
adequate for work” 
 
Respondent #6: “Need more and better PR/selling to get people to do anything” 
 
Respondent #7: “People might use the phone to contact people and talk more. At least in the 
WAMM office, we are deluged daily with e-mails and can’t even get them all in a timely 
manner. Although, I think we do well considering” 
 
Respondent #8: “If everyone had and used their email regularly (like once a day)” 
 
Respondent #10: “I think if a representative from each group would meet every other month 
to discuss plans, differences, problems, etc. might help to dispel negative feelings and 
encourage participation in actions taken.” 
 
Respondent #11: “I think that for this group email and phone calls along with regular face to 
face meetings are adequate.” 
 
Respondent #12: “Perhaps getting to know each other better.” 
 
Respondent #13: “There could be an e-mail discussion list set up for the whole movement, 
and possibly just more phone calls in between meetings.” 
 
Respondent #14: “I think our methods of communication are strong, and only limited by how 
individuals access them.” 
 
Respondent #16: “There should be a current list of movement contact phone numbers and 
emails and the best way to contact them. For example, the AWC meets weekly and we don’t 
have paid staff so if you leave us a voicemail you might not get an answer for a week so the 
best way is an email of a call to the personal call of one of the more active members. 
Knowing the best way to contact a certain group is helpful.” 
 
Respondent #17: “I think open meetings between more members of the types of groups 
mentioned above (and everyone in between) would be beneficial. Open and honest 
communication and an open-mindedness toward the idea of a diversity of tactics, separated 
by time or space, with a clear message, would really help.” 
 
Respondent #18: “we could make better use of electronic communications i.e. Facebook, text 
messaging” 
 
Respondent #19: “Greater use of website… more use of cell phones/text message” 
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Respondent #21: “Because group is small enough it seems to me that information gets 
distributed quite well with circle vision, flyers, etc.” 
 
Respondent #22: “ It seems I get all the info. I need to be where I want to participate in 
demonstrating against the war. Our group is small enough for letting each other know. The 
flyers help” 
 
Respondent #23: “This is happening already because the group is small and committed.” 
 
Respondent #24: “more time for dialog (maybe at demos)” 
 
Respondent #25: “Communication among movement members serves me well – members of 
our parish are very plugged in to the peacemaking community. Communication with the 
community outside the movement is not as successful.” 
 
Respondent #26: “give more timely feedback to one another, about events, articles, actions… 
Be more intentional in reporting on events via local media (on-line, in print, broadcast). 
 
Respondent #29: “They need to start over, rather than continue the “same old, same old”. I 
see the movement in many ways as being stuck in the 1960s, which only 60s activists can 
really relate to” 
 
Respondent #31: “We are OK here” 
 
Respondent #32: “email works” 
 
Respondent #34: “Better communication on a regular basis” 
 
Respondent #35: “Simplify” 
 
32. How frequently did your movement celebrate its successes over the past 3 months?  
N = 36 

� Never    6 (17%) 
� One time   6 (17%) 
� Two times   9 (25%) 
� Three times   2 (6%) 
� More than three times  9 (25%) 
� Don’t know   4 (11%) 

 
33. How frequently did your fellow movement members help you cope with stress affecting your 
movement work over the past 3 months?  

N = 36 
� Never    3 (8%) 
� Rarely    6 (17%) 
� About half of the time  8 (22%) 
� Frequently   11 (31%) 
� Always   6 (17%) 
� Don’t know   2 (6%) 
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34. How frequently did your fellow movement members directly assist you with your 
movement work over the past 3 months?  
N = 36 

� Never    1 (3%) 
� Rarely    4 (11%) 
� About half of the time  2 (6%) 
� Frequently   21 (58%) 
� Always   8 (22%) 
� Don’t know   0 

 
35. How frequently did your fellow movement members motivate you to accomplish your 
movement work over the past 3 months?  
N = 35 

� Never     0 
� Rarely     4 (11%) 
� About half of the time   2 (6%) 
� Frequently    22 (61%) 
� Between Frequently and Always 1 (3%) 
� Always    6 (17%) 
� Don’t know    0 
� No Answer    1 (3%) 

 
36. Who were the three people most supportive of other movement members over the past 3 
months?  

        First name and last initial (e.g. Jane D.)       Their organization  

a) Most responsible: ______________________________          

__________________________ 

b) 2nd most responsible: ___________________________          

__________________________ 

c) 3rd most responsible: ___________________________          

__________________________ 

 
37. What could be done to improve the support that movement members offer one another? 

Respondent #1: “check in at mtgs” 
 
Respondent #2: “It’s awfully good right now… We carpool, support each other at trials.” 
 
Respondent #3: “As far as I know, it is sufficient. We each draw our sustenance from our 
groups. It is important that people are honest with one another and accepting of people’s 
ability to participate. Give us more days in the week!” 
 
Respondent #5: “support is adequate for my needs and I cannot speak for others” 
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Respondent #6: “anonymous donor could give us lots of money” 
 
Respondent #7: “I see a lot of hard-working, dedicated people in the movement and have no 
criticism, considering they have limited time and energy – There can be some competition 
between people to be the hardest working! But I feel like people are respectful and 
supportive of one another overall.” 
 
Respondent #10: “I think meeting together – every other month even- so members would 
remind each other of the need – would help.” 
 
Respondent #11: “Perhaps an informal party to celebrate successes, get to know each other 
better, etc. Although with this particular group, it could blow up the differences in ideology 
and cause problems. Alcohol and politics don’t always mix! Perhaps a picnic?” 
 
Respondent #12: “Better introductions and more social interactions” 
 
Respondent #13: “There could be more effort to ask people if they need help and offer help 
and direct assistance. We also could all probably do a better job just asking people how they 
are doing personally, what they feel about the movement, etc.” 
 
Respondent #14: “I think this is excellent and mostly limited by time. Also, at times, greater 
understanding paired with more communication about individual needs, that world. 
Generally, when individuals express a need for support, it’s met. When help is needed but not 
articulated, community members sometimes lack understanding.” 
 
Respondent #15: “Nothing comes to mind – there’s a lack backbiting” 
 
Respondent #16: “People just need to take the time to listen to one another and realize that 
many people have lives outside of our activism and support that life as well.” 
 
Respondent #17: “more follow-up meetings to assess how an action went – to recognize 
people for their hard work and make plans for the future. I think more parties and 
celebrations would also be good.” 
 
Respondent #18: “maybe some further informal type activities or social activities” 
 
Respondent #19: “More informal interaction outside of mtgs.” 
 
Respondent #21: “Can’t think of other things…. As far as I can see everyone seems to feel 
supported… Welcoming and info. given to new members seems helpful” 
 
Respondent #22: “It seems all members are supportive in a satisfying way, the breakfast we 
share together seems very satisfying and supportive for each other. Sometimes we sing a 
peace song which helps keep us united.” 
 
Respondent #23: “It appears to me that all members feel supported. Give special support to 
the new members” 
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Respondent #24: “everybody show up for everything… Fun Fund Raisers” 
 
Respondent #26: “more public recognition and affirmation” 
 
Respondent #28: “clarification by individual members or specific groups as to what specific 
support they NEED” 
 
Respondent #29: “There needs to be a major shift from hard-edged focus on pure advocacy 
positions to celebrating small incremental victories that may seem unimportant – like getting 
a letter published – (column in Star Trib)” 
 
Respondent #30: “Continue to provide enough time for members to dialogue and form 
relationships” 
 
Respondent #32: “retreat” 
 
Respondent #34: “more team-building” 
 
Respondent #35: “Perhaps a pt. person, although we usually have a number of people doing 
this and talk with each other. Keeping up on answering our messages in the office could be 
more systematic because we rely on volunteers. While E-Mail helps in some ways it does 
leave others out. I think that the mail things is that people feel useful.” 
 
Respondent #36: “Get togethers to celebrate accomplishments” 
 
38. How frequently did you feel that your point of view (about how the movement should 
conduct its activities) was valued by other movement members over the past 3 months?  
N = 36 

� Never    0 
� Rarely    1 (3%) 
� About half of the time  5 (14%) 
� Frequently   23 (64%) 
� Always   3 (8%) 
� Don’t know   4 (11%) 

 
39. How frequently did you tell other movement members about the problems and challenges 
that you noticed the movement was facing over the past 3 months?  
N = 36 

� Never    4 (11%) 
� Rarely    8 (22%) 
� About half of the time  6 (17%) 
� Frequently   15 (42%) 
� Always   2 (6%) 
� Don’t know   1 (3%) 

 
40. How frequently did you share your opinions with other movement members about how 
the movement could problem-solve to overcome its challenges over the past 3 months?  
N = 36 
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� Never    3 (8%) 
� Rarely    4 (11%) 
� About half of the time  11 (31%) 
� Frequently   14 (39%) 
� Always   3 (8%) 
� Don’t know   1 (3%) 

 
41. How frequently did you feel that you could not share your opinions with other movement 
members about movement activities, challenges, or potential solutions over the past 3 
months?  
N = 35 

� Never    12 (33%) 
� Rarely    17 (47%) 
� About half of the time  5 (14%) 
� Frequently   1 (3%) 
� Always   0 
� Don’t know   0 
� No Answer   1 (3%) 

 
42. Who were the three people most responsible for facilitating movement strategizing or 
planning discussions over the past 3 months?  
 

        First name and last initial (e.g. John D.)       Their organization  

a) Most responsible: ______________________________          

__________________________ 

b) 2nd most responsible: ___________________________          

__________________________ 

c) 3rd most responsible: ___________________________          

__________________________ 

 
43. What could be done to improve strategizing or planning discussions among movement 
members? 
 
Respondent #1: “take lessons from Linda” 
 
Respondent #2: “Keeping it open from beginning to end…. Listening, making sure a 
person’s words are understood. (I don’t do this so well.)” 
 
Respondent #3: “I think that we do okay. In MN we have many peace groups who come 
together on issues based on individual and group interests. I think this results in the 
development of more leaders and greater outreach to members of the broader community in 
the long run, although it may decrease attendance at given actions.” 
 
Respondent #4: “We seem to be getting along pretty well and everyone pitches in. 
Sometimes we could use more people. The same people always seem to volunteer.” 
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Respondent #5: “Bringing in new perspectives is usually helpful” 
 
Respondent #6: “hierarchy is effective… other way participatory consensuring” 
 
Respondent #7: “more people to do the work” 
 
Respondent #10: “Apart from face-to-face meetings I don’t know. Being involved in the 
peace movement is different than being employed or running one’s own business. It depends 
on the good will of people and it’s all voluntary. Personally, I am inspired by people who are 
concerned about justice issues and take action to correct injustices.” 
 
Respondent #11: “I think the group does an excellent job. Perhaps keep to agreed-upon 
meeting times which here changed a couple of times, forcing me and the others to reschedule 
other activities.” 
 
Respondent #12: “Better introductions, many of this probably come with time as I am fairly 
new to the scene.” 
 
Respondent #13: “They could be longer and more political, dealing with addressing the 
perspectives for the movement. They could incorporate more forces, and have concrete goals 
or accomplishments, such as setting a next protest, etc.” 
 
Respondent #14: “see #30. Add: The key is to be focused on objectives or goals for a given 
project. When those are at the center of discussions, they are very effective.” 
 
Respondent #15: “Just show up” 
 
Respondent #16: “Different organizations have different definitions for actions and 
ideologies. It would be useful to just get on the same page with that and learn to trust each 
other in the movement more.” 
 
Respondent #17: “more willingness by direct action groups to talk openly and trust allies in 
the movement, more open-mindedness toward direct action/cd on the part of some mutant 
members who are resistant to it.” 
 
Respondent #18: “if there was more participaties along with greater diversity and more 
young people” 
 
Respondent #19: “Devote more time to broad strategy discussion” 
 
Respondent #20: “Involve more people in untral planning… have concrete step  people can 
bring back to their organization” 
 
Respondent #21: “I suppose more participation – and commitment to distributing 
information” 
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Respondent #22: “It seems all is well in our group. We do not do much planning other than 
our usual routine. In the earlier years we would sit at Alliant tec doors or some plan for 
trespassing and be arrested for civil disobedience.” 
 
Respondent #23: “Deeper involvement… Deeper discussions” 
 
Respondent #24: “-time for informal discussions… planning parties… get more young folks 
involved” 
 
Respondent #26: “more advanced notice” 
 
Respondent #28: “Hold one meeting specifically covering these 2 objectives” 
 
Respondent #29: “They need to do what I suspect is impossible for them: to clear the decks 
and really look at changing tactics and strategies.” 
 
Respondent #31: “Spend more time together talking” 
 
Respondent #32: “Tell people to shut up – nope I mean plan a cut off strategy when people 
go on and on” 
 
Respondent #33: “A weekend retreat outside the T.C. – At a State P/C” 
 
Respondent #34: “Frequent communication. Consistent times and days for meetings.” 
 
Respondent #35: “Recognizing that time commitments need to allow for both freedom and 
structure.” 
 
44. How frequently did you have an interpersonal conflict with another movement member 
that interfered with your communication with them over the past 3 months?  
N = 36 

� Never    18 (50%) 
� One time   9 (25%) 
� Two times   6 (17%) 
� Three times   0 
� More than three times  2 (6%) 
� Don’t know   1 (3%) 

 
45. How frequently did you think that another movement member took some action against 
you personally or intentionally made you look bad in the eyes of other movement members 
over the past 3 months?  
N = 36 

� Never    29 (81%) 
� One time   2 (6%) 
� Two times   0 
� Three times   1 (3%) 
� More than three times  0 
� Don’t know   4 (11%) 
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46. How frequently did you discuss interpersonal differences with other movement members 
to try to overcome those differences over the past 3 months?  
N = 36 

� Never    19 (53%) 
� One time   4 (11%) 
� Two times   6 (17%) 
� Three times   0 
� More than three times  7 (19%) 
� Don’t know   0 

 
47. How frequently did you feel like your interpersonal differences with other movement 
members were overcome over the past 3 months? (e.g. no longer disrupted your 
communication with them)  
N = 30 

� Never    8 (22%) 
� Rarely    3 (8%) 
� About half of the time  3 (8%) 
� Frequently   7 (19%) 
� Always   6 (17%) 
� Don’t know   3 (8%) 
� No Answer   6 (17%) 

 
48. Who were the three people most responsible for helping to resolve interpersonal conflicts 
among movement members over the past 3 months?  

 

        First name and last initial (e.g. Jane D.)       Their organization  

a) Most responsible: ______________________________          

__________________________ 

b) 2nd most responsible: ___________________________          

__________________________ 

c) 3rd most responsible: ___________________________          

__________________________ 

 
49. What could be done to better resolve conflicts among movement members? 

Respondent #1: “good facilitation of mtg. Giving all chance to speak. Dealing with it with 
neutral person if bad enough.” 
 
Respondent #2: “Listening, bringing up issues instead of ignoring or covering them up.” 
 
Respondent #3: “My experience is that some personal conflicts resolve themselves over time 
(probably because they are not significant). Tolerance. Different groups use different 
strategies with separation of time and space (when conflict is about strategy)” 
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Respondent #5: “Since I do not become involved in these issues/if they exist between and 
among members. I have no recommendations.” 
 
Respondent #6: “best interpersonal skills in leaders… also “lead” which is taking charge” 
 
Respondent #7: “I don’t see much conflict – People seem to work in the way they like.” 
 
Respondent #10: “I don’t think anything can be done except to talk about it. In 25 years, I 
have only stated 3x that I would not attend meetings with certain persons after numerous 
attempts to resolve conflicts.” 
 
Respondent #11: “I’m not sure that there are any such open conflicts – but there are certainly 
undercurrents of conflict between various political tendencies” 
 
Respondent #12: “A lot of the conflicts are political and everyone needs to remember this 
organization is a group of many different political views.” 
 
Respondent #13: “Open discussion, possibly forums for debates, more effort to talk through 
problems rather than let suspicions linger” 
 
Respondent #14: “Conflicts can only be resolved when there is the mutual goal of having a 
higher level of unity and common cause. In these case, open but respectful discussion is all 
that is needed… so the time and space for these discussions” 
 
Respondent #15: “Main thing is not to go public with critiques or disagreements” 
 
Respondent #17: “Willingness to collaborate, accept constructive feedback, remembering to 
compliment and praise good work, not just raise concerns or objections” 
 
Respondent #18: “We don’t have a problem with inter-personal conflicts.” 
 
Respondent #19: “Open/honest discussion… mutual respect” 
 
Respondent #21: “I suppose getting an objective mediator could be a possibility if there were 
a serious conflict” 
 
Respondent #20: “Conflict is part of the process – discussion of speakers, slogans, etc. 
Always carry each groups of individuals view of what is most important.” 
 
Respondent #22: “It seems we have a satisfying routine, so conflicts do not arise. People are 
very open to each others ideas, if any one would happen to come up with one” 
 
Respondent #23: “agree to get an experienced mediator to help.” 
 
Respondent #24: “Keep the issues objective and focused” 
 
Respondent #26: “talk to people directly rather than about them.” 
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Respondent #27: “We resolved it ourselves. I think we found the way.” 
 
Respondent #28: “Develop a “Board of Concern” to bring any grievances forward – convey 
openness!” 
 
Respondent #29: “to acknowledge that there are conflicts and that conflicts are not bad, in 
fact can be useful to promote change” 
 
Respondent #30: “continue on with dialogue and other restorative justice tools” 
 
Respondent #31: “Spend more time together talking” 
 
Respondent #32: “hard because of passion of many for change – so many issues” 
 
Respondent #34: “Make it clear that all political views are respected, while not letting one 
viewpoint over-ride another” 
 
Respondent #35: “That people with ideas should be prepared to carry them out. Not be so 
uptight about stepping on politically correct toes. That everybody can be useful, but the 
organization(s) have priorities.” 
 
Respondent #36: “Conflict resolution sessions.” 
 
50. How frequently did you participate in the decision making for coalition strategizing or 
planning decisions over the past 3 months?  
N = 36 

� Never      6 (17%) 
� Rarely      3 (8%) 
� Between Rarely and half of the time  1 (3%) 
� About half of the time    3 (8%) 
� Between half the time and Frequently 1 (3%)  
� Frequently     17 (47%) 
� Always     4 (11%) 
� Don’t know     1 (3%) 

 
51. How frequently did your coalition reach majority (over half of the coalition 

organizations agreeing) in making strategizing or planning decisions over the past 3 months?  
N = 36 

� Never    2 (6%) 
� Rarely    0 
� About half of the time  1 (3%) 
� Frequently   16 (44%) 
� Always   10 (28%) 
� Don’t know   7 (19%) 

 
52. How frequently did your coalition reach consensus (all of the coalition organizations 
agreeing) in making strategizing or planning decisions over the past 3 months?  
N = 36 
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� Never    1 (3%) 
� Rarely    1 (3%) 
� About half of the time  2 (6%) 
� Frequently   22 (61%) 
� Always   5 (14%) 
� Don’t know   5 (14%) 

 
53. How frequently did you feel that any coalition strategizing or planning decision 
compromises were fairly distributed among the coalition members over the past 3 months?  
N = 36 

� Never    0 
� Rarely    0 
� About half of the time  4 (11%) 
� Frequently   20 (56%) 
� Always   3 (8%) 
� Don’t know   9 (25%) 

 
54. Who were the three people most responsible for helping coalition members reach 
planning decisions over the past 3 months?  
 

        First name and last initial (e.g. John D.)       Their organization  

a) Most responsible: ______________________________          

__________________________ 

b) 2nd most responsible: ___________________________          

__________________________ 

c) 3rd most responsible: ___________________________          

__________________________ 

 
55. What could be done to improve coalition decision making? 

Respondent #1: “So far so good but there are looming differences” 
 
Respondent #2: “Turf???” 
 
Respondent #3: “I think we are doing okay. This might not be true if our coalition were 
broader and we had more conflict re: ideas, philosophies, strategies…”  
 
Respondent #6: “2-3 hours IPAC consensus… less members 15-20 members” 
 
Respondent #8: “More participation” 
 
Respondent #10: “I don’t know. IPAC has the representation of most of the movements. 
Most people appear to feel free to express their thinking and wishes. A single majority vote 
decides what action will be taken. This, I think is the best way to come to a decision! I can’t 
think of another way.” 
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Respondent #11: “Again, I think it is quite good, given the motley makeup of its 
participants” 
 
Respondent #12: “Sometimes, despite disagreements people almost seem too nice. No one 
wants to “rock the boat.” 
 
Respondent #13: “Things run pretty smoothly in the Twin Cities, and there have not been 
many controversies.” 
 
Respondent #14: “Sometimes, there isn’t enough time to meet and fully discuss our 
decisions. This is a consequence of all of us having jobs, family, and other responsibilities. 
We do our best…. The other necessity is for partners to be open and forthright with their 
individual plans. This is uneven.” 
 
Respondent #16: “The Coalition works pretty well together and people have a high level of 
unity and trust with each other. People talk frankly and honestly with each other. If we have 
disagreements people take the time to talk through the problems.” 
 
Respondent #17: “I think we do this pretty well in the Twin Cities. Making sure women, 
people of color, and young people are included and listened to always helps. I think striving 
for unity of message while welcoming a diversity of tactics makes coalition decision-making 
easiest.” 
 
Respondent #18: “Again if the participation was broadened and diversified and more 
youthful.” 
 
Respondent #20: “It generally works well, especially when we are able to get a larger group 
together for usitial discussion.” 
 
Respondent #21: “More participation” 
 
Respondent #22: “More participation” 
 
Respondent #23: “Increase the participation by recruiting others” 
 
Respondent #24: “more time for dialog” 
 
Respondent #29: “I’d just repeat what I’d already said” 
 
Respondent #30: “definition of terms… small group discussions…. Visual as well as 
auditory experiences” 
 
Respondent #32: “mtg communication training” 
 
Respondent #35: “Make sure that each representative comes to the table knowing the 
direction and the primary positions of their group.” 
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56. How frequently did you allow another movement member from a different organization 
to make a decision on your behalf (for a stance that you supported) over the past 3 months?  
N = 36 

� Never      8 (22%) 
� One or two times    11 (31%) 
� Three or four times    3 (8%) 
� Between three or four and five or six times 1 (3%) 
� Five or six times    4 (11%)   
� More than six times    2 (6%) 
� Don’t know     7 (19%) 

 
57. How frequently did another movement member from a different organization trust you to 
make decisions on their behalf (for a stance that they supported) over the past 3 months?  
N = 35 

� Never   10 (28%) 
� One or two times 10 (28%) 
� Three or four times 4 (11%) 
� Five or six times 3 (8%) 
� More than six times 1 (3%) 
� Don’t know  7 (19%) 
� No Answer  1 (3%) 

 
58. How frequently did you feel that other movement members put the movement’s interests 
ahead of their personal and organizational interests over the past 3 months? (e.g. their 
personal reasons for participating in the movement, hoped for political changes, or 
organizational goals) N = 36 

� Never      3 (8%) 
� Rarely      3 (8%) 
� About half of the time    2 (6%) 
� Between half the time and Frequently 1 (3%) 
� Frequently     20 (56%)     
� Always     2 (6%) 
� Don’t know     5 (14%) 

 
59. How frequently did you put the movement’s interests ahead of your own personal and 
organizational interests over the past 3 months? (e.g. your personal reasons for participating 
in the movement, hoped for political changes, or organizational goals)  
N = 36 

� Never      0 
� Rarely      2 (6%) 
� About half of the time    4 (14%) 
� Between half the time and Frequently 1 (3%) 
� Frequently     18 (50%) 
� Always     6 (17%) 
� Don’t know     4 (11%) 
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60. How frequently did you feel that movement failures were blamed on specific individuals and 
organizations rather than the entire movement or unfortunate circumstances over the past 3 
months? N = 34 

� Never    13 (36%) 
� Rarely    18 (50%) 
� About half of the time  2 (6%) 
� Frequently   0 
� Always   0 
� Don’t know   1 (3%) 
� No Answer   2 (6%) 

 
61. How frequently did you have access to shared movement resources over the past 3 
months? (e.g. money, equipment, supplies, help)  
N = 33 

� Never    5 (14%) 
� Rarely    3 (8%) 
� About half of the time  3 (8%) 
� Frequently   12 (33%) 
� Always   8 (22%) 
� Don’t know   2 (6%) 
� No Answer   3 (8%) 

 
62. How frequently did you feel that the other movement members did what they said they 
would do for the movement over the past 3 months? (e.g. followed through on their 
commitments)  
N = 36 

� Never      0 
� Rarely      0 
� About half of the time    1 (3%) 
� Between half the time and Frequently 2 (6%) 
� Frequently     24 (67%) 
� Always     8 (22%) 
� Don’t know     1 (3%) 

 
63. How frequently did you feel that other movement members were honest in their dealings 
with you over the past 3 months?  
N = 36 

� Never    0 
� Rarely    0   
� About half of the time  2 (6%) 
� Frequently   18 (50%) 
� Always   15 (42%) 
� Don’t know   1 (3%) 

 
64. If you had to leave the movement today, to what extent would you trust the other 
movement members to carry on your work without you? 
N = 36 

� To no extent   0 
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� To a little extent  1 (3%) 
� To some extent  3 (8%) 
� To a considerable extent 9 (25%) 
� To a great extent  22 (61%) 
� Don’t know   1 (3%) 

 
65. What could be done to improve the trust among movement members? 

Respondent #1: “more parties” 
 
Respondent #2: “Listen.” 
 
Respondent #3: “More interpersonal contact. Time is a big factor limiting this contact” 
 
Respondent #5: “On a personal level I find a lot of trust and respect among members. One 
might note that “membership” is voluntary. One might also note that the peace community is 
not very ethnically or racially diverse – so what does trust measure here?” 
 
Respondent #6: “stop police spying/repression/accomplishing goals… working in smaller 
groups and divvying up workload” 
 
Respondent #10: “Communication on an ongoing basis. Even if some people have firmly 
entrenched views and still think it’s helpful to keep communicating with them at whatever 
level is possible.” 
 
Respondent #11: “To always put any disagreements openly on table to be discussed and 
resolved democratically. Always, carry out group discussions even if you personally 
disagree, unless it is a serious breach of your orgs/personal principles.” 
 
Respondent #12: “I feel trust is fairly good in this group, but it is a matter of working with 
the same people for long periods of time.” 
 
Respondent #13: “More responsibilities could be delegated (i.e. I have to learn to trust people 
more). There could also be more open communication, and when someone doesn’t trust 
another group of person, efforts could be made by others in the mvmt to mediate the 
conflict.” 
 
Respondent #14: “I think trust grows out of common work and open evaluations of our 
successes and failures. Continuing to develop joint projects, share work and decision-making, 
and collectively discussing our results will build on trust.” 
 
Respondent #15: “It’s not something that I think needs to be worked on” 
 
Respondent #16: “There’s very little that should be done. For the most part, most groups and 
people in the movement are very forthright and trustworthy. We see each other as parts of the 
same struggle and essential to each others work.” 
 



 430 

Respondent #17: “More joint actions, open meetings, and social events. I think this is 
improving in the Twin Cities – in large part due to organizing leading up to and after the 
RNC.” 
 
Respondent #18: “A somewhat franker discussion when problems do arise” 
 
Respondent #19: “Trust develops out of a shared history of work and honesty. Longer we 
work together, more we trust each other.” 
 
Respondent #21: “I suppose getting to know one another better” 
 
Respondent #22: “as far as I can see we trust one other a great deal, although I do not know 
every one as well as my close friends in the group” 
 
Respondent #23: “Have more parties” 
 
Respondent #24: “more time for dialog… time together informally” 
 
Respondent #26: “taking more time for reflection and post-event evaluations rather than just 
moving to the next event.” 
 
Respondent #27: “to see the connection w/New Testament Christianity” 
 
Respondent #28: “I trust each coalition member to do their own objective in their own way. 
Seldom is a perceived coalition action open to modification by other members… or input 
accepted.” 
 
Respondent #29: “I think there is trust but it is restricted to a really very small core group of 
activists who rely on each other. There is not much shared” 
 
Respondent #30: “do what you volunteer for… ask for help when you need it…. Seek 
solutions reflect seek new solutions… small group discussions with food… ask people to be 
involved according to their gifts/ talents and passions” 
 
Respondent #31: “I trust the people close to me” 
 
Respondent #34: “Work together more” 
 
Respondent #35: “Abandon pettiness… Recognize that there are priorities and that some 
issues can be taken on that due several things at once ie; nuclear disarmament – war SOA – 
Latin American, Energy and Health Care – Economy… Also don’t let side issues of pettiness 
side track – just not give it any head.” 
 
66. Who were the three movement members from different organizations that you trusted the 
most over the past 3 months? 
  

        First name and last initial (e.g. Jane D.)       Their organization  
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a) Most trusted:        ______________________________          

__________________________ 

b) 2nd most trusted:  ______________________________           

__________________________ 

c) 3rd most trusted:  _____________________________             

__________________________ 

 
67. Who were the three movement members from different organizations that you trusted the 
least over the past 3 months?  
 

        First name and last initial (e.g. John D.)       Their organization  

a) Least trusted:    ______________________________          _________________________ 

b) 2nd least trusted: ____________________________           _________________________ 

c) 3rd least trusted:  ___________________________             _________________________ 

 
 

68. How frequently do you feel that your movement workload was shared fairly with other 
movement members over the past 3 months?  
N = 36 

� Never      1 (3%) 
� Rarely      4 (11%) 
� About half of the time    5 (14%) 
� Between half the time and Frequently 1 (3%) 
� Frequently     17 (47%) 
� Always     6 (17%) 
� Don’t know     2 (6%) 

 
69. How frequently do you feel that your movement work integrated well with the work of 
other movement members over the past 3 months? (e.g. was important to the movement and 
did not duplicate the work of others)  
N = 36 

� Never      0 
� Rarely      1 (3%) 
� About half of the time    5 (14%) 
� Frequently     23 (64%) 
� Between Frequently and Always  1 (3%) 
� Always     6 (17%) 
� Don’t know     0 

 
70. How frequently do you feel that the goals pursued by your movement reflected the joint 
interests of the entire movement rather than the interests of an individual organization or a 
small group of organizations over the past 3 months?  
N = 36 
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� Never    0 
� Rarely    0 
� About half of the time  7 (19%) 
� Frequently   19 (53%) 
� Always   8 (22%) 
� Don’t know   2 (6%) 

 
71. How frequently do you feel that the public statements made by your organization about 
movement activities matched what was said by other movement members from different 
organizations over the past 3 months?  
N = 36  

� Never    0 
� Rarely    1 (3%) 
� About half of the time  4 (11%) 
� Frequently   26 (72%) 
� Always   1 (3%) 
� Don’t know   4 (11%) 

 
72. How frequently do you feel that the movement’s financial resources were shared fairly 
amongst the movement members over the past 3 months? (e.g. money, supplies, facilities, 
and equipment)  
N = 36 

� Never     1 (3%) 
� Rarely     2 (6%) 
� About half of the time   3 (8%) 
� Frequently    14 (39%) 
� Between Frequently and Always 1 (3%) 
� Always    11 (31%) 
� Don’t know    4 (11%) 

 
73. How frequently do you feel that the movement’s human resources were shared fairly 
amongst movement members over the past 3 months? (e.g. staff and volunteer time dedicated 
to movement activities) 
N = 36 

� Never     0 
� Rarely     2 (6%) 
� About half of the time   7 (19%) 
� Frequently    16 (44%) 
� Between Frequently and Always 1 (3%) 
� Always    8 (22%) 
� Don’t know    2 (6%) 

 
74. How frequently do you feel that the credit for movement accomplishments was shared 
fairly amongst movement members over the past 3 months?  
N = 36 

� Never     0 
� Rarely     3 (8%) 
� About half of the time   2 (6%) 
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� Frequently    23 (64%) 
� Always    7 (19%) 
� Don’t know    1 (3%) 

 
75. How frequently do you feel that the credit for movement failures was shared fairly 
amongst movement members over the past 3 months?  
N = 36 

� Never     0 
� Rarely     3 (8%) 
� About half of the time   3 (8%) 
� Frequently    17 (47%) 
� Between Frequently and Always 1 (3%) 
� Always    1 (3%)     
� Don’t know    11 (31%) 

 
76. Who were the three movement members from different organizations that you worked 
best with over the past 3 months? 
  

        First name and last initial (e.g. Jane D.)       Their organization  

a) Best :          ______________________________          

_________________________ 

b) 2nd best:           ______________________________           

_________________________ 

c) 3rd best:            _____________________________             

_________________________ 

 
77. Who were the three movement members from different organizations that were the most 
difficult to work with over the past 3 months? 
  

        First name and last initial (e.g. John D.)       Their organization  

a) Most difficult:      ______________________________          

_________________________ 

b) 2nd most difficult: _____________________________           

_________________________ 

c) 3rd most difficult: ____________________________             

_________________________ 

 
 

78. What could be done to improve the coordination of work and the distribution of 
movement resources among movement members? 
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Respondent #2: “Listening. Following through!” 
 
Respondent #3: “Same member or members of a group attend coalition meetings. The model 
we have in MN many different groups working on different peace and justice issues has been 
a good one. The natural movements so MN as having one of the more active peace 
movements in the country. Many small groups make more leaders vs. one group with a few 
leaders.” 
 
Respondent #4: “I joined the WAMM membership committee to try to get more WAMM 
members active.” 
 
Respondent #6: “I don’t see these as problems… Promotion/recruitment/ineffective 
communication with public” 
 
Respondent #7: “more people” 
 
Respondent #10: “Planning meetings are the only way that I think this can be done. 
Persistence is attending meetings is imperative to accomplish this coordination” 
 
Respondent #11: “I think it’s fair as is.” 
 
Respondent #12: “We could use technology to a greater extent.” 
 
Respondent #13: “More trust, more dialogue, more delegation of tasks. There could be more 
of a coordinating body, in each organization, to get work done.” 
 
Respondent #14: “A common calendar… Other than that, I think we get out of things 
equivalent to what we put in, and I think that’s fair.” 
 
Respondent #17: “Some of the groups with more money and resources and staff (like 
WAMM) could do more to actively plan demonstrations” 
 
Respondent #18: “probably an increase in communication by phone, e-mail etc.” 
 
Respondent #19: “More skill development and mentoring… More explicit attention to 
member team work” 
 
Respondent #20: “There are so few resources available- IPAC generally makes decisions at 
our meetings on what resources to use for a particular project – We don’t really have other 
organizational resources available to us” 
 
Respondent #21: “I suppose more cooperative work” 
 
Respondent #23: “More involvement and cooperation” 
 
Respondent #24: “combine like issue events… more joint mtgs and dialog” 
 
Respondent #27: “so far so good” 
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Respondent #28: “We have done better at defining what “sponsorship” or “financial support” 
means” 
 
Respondent #29: “I am actively lobbying leaders to figure out some way to pool resources” 
 
Respondent #30: “members to pay their dues on time… co-promotion/advertising… co-
sponsored/participatory celebrations” 
 
Respondent #34: “Accountability of tasks, better communications” 
 
Respondent #35: “Some, perhaps many movement members belong to overlapping 
organizations. I don’t know if this is viable but the encouragement of dropping dead end 
activities to help that what is important is necessary for security. The problem is attachment 
to unhealthy mainstream values. Sometimes overlapping is a problem.” 
 
79. What were the 3 biggest movement accomplishments over the past 3 months? 
 

a) Biggest: 

Respondent #1: “6th anniversary march” 
 
Respondent #2: “Trial preparations” 
 
Respondent #3: “Helping to elect Barack Obama” 
 
Respondent #4: “6-year anniversary of Iraq War” 
 
Respondent #5: “Establishing that peace/anti-war movement remains viable” 
 
Respondent #6: “peace vigils Burnsville/Eagan” 
 
Respondent #7: “450 at the “Out of Iraq” demo” 
 
Respondent #10: “Persistent resistance and witness against the wars” 
 
Respondent #11: “March 21 demo against the war” 
 
Respondent #12: “The March in late March” 
 
Respondent #13: “march 21st Anti-War demonstration” 
 
Respondent #14: “Zero Recruitment Day – several recruiting offices closed, broad media 
coverage, community outreach, coordinated effort” 
 
Respondent #15: “Loring Park demonstration with the Arab community” 
 
Respondent #16: “RNC protest” 
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Respondent #17: “RNC! (post RNC support of arrestees and continuing solidarity) – many 
groups worked together effectively” 
 
Respondent #18: “March 21 demo” 
 
Respondent #19: “March 21 demo” 
 
Respondent #20: “March 21st build-up – including Afghanistan” 
 
Respondent #21: “March 4th demonstration and arrests at Alliant” 
 
Respondent #22: “March 4th – 9 arrests at Alliant tec” 
 
Respondent #23: “Demonstration on March 4th” 
 
Respondent #24: “We caused ATK to move 3 times” 
 
Respondent #25: “Getting Obama elected (that didn’t happen solely because of our 
movement, obviously)” 
 
Respondent #26: “getting terrorism charges against RNC 8 dismissed” 
 
Respondent #27: “workshop on returning vets issues” 
 
Respondent #28: “Area protest sites” 
 
Respondent #29: “The Mar. 20 March in St. Paul (but it was really very small).” 
 
Respondent #30: “Developed relationship w/Keith Ellison-Muslim” 
 
Respondent #31: “6 year march” 
 
Respondent #32: “March rally” 
 
Respondent #33: “March 21 March to S.C.” 
 
Respondent #34: “March 21st march/rally” 
 
Respondent #35: “Perhaps to influence a president to begin nuclear disarmament” 
 

b) 2nd biggest:  

Respondent #1: “zero recruitment day” 
 
Respondent #2: “Got into ATK” 
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Respondent #3: “Maintaining a high op. of American who are against the wars in Iraq and 
Afghanistan” 
 
Respondent #5: “Bringing together intergenerational groups” 
 
Respondent #6: “Bring ‘em home protest at Pawlenty’s” 
 
Respondent #7: “Lake St./Marshall ave. bridge combining “Out of Afghanistan” with “Out of 
Iraq” vigil” 
 
Respondent #10: “Election of 1st African American for president” 
 
Respondent #11: “keep coalition together in a difficult time” 
 
Respondent #12: “The discussion following the march” 
 
Respondent #13: “setting up counter-recruitment tables at career fairs and getting access to 
Minneapolis schools” 
 
Respondent #14: “People’s Bail Out – opposes foreclosures and neighbors, demand state 
politicians address our needs” 
 
Respondent #15: “around Gaza” 
 
Respondent #16: “ZRD Day” 
 
Respondent #17: “Zero Recruitment Day” 
 
Respondent #18: “Gaza demo” 
 
Respondent #19: “Arnove tour” 
 
Respondent #20: “St. Paul Trude and habr Arseneedly endorsement” 
 
Respondent #21: “Encouraging schools to participate on Wed. bridge vigils” 
 
Respondent #23: “Young people joining the movement” 
 
Respondent #24: “court cases dismissed” 
 
Respondent #25: “National Religious Campaign Against Torture” 
 
Respondent #26: “keeping citizens active in opposition to the war (not pretending that 
Obama will change things).” 
 
Respondent #27: “production a play/musical on absurdity of a just war” 
 
Respondent #28: “Republican National Convention march” 
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Respondent #30: “Co-sponsored Foreign Policy Conference” 
 
Respondent #31: “N.G. home now” 
 
Respondent #32: “Anti-recruitment day” 
 
Respondent #35: “Persistence” 
         

c) 3rd biggest:   

Respondent #1: “acquittal of trespassing from Recruitment off.” 
 
Respondent #2: ”Continued letters, demonstrations, actions” 
 
Respondent #3: “Getting more attention on the Israeli/Palestinian situation… focus on 
torture” 
 
Respondent #5: “Linking the current economic crisis to military spending” 
 
Respondent #6: “March 21st march” 
 
Respondent #7: “working with MN People’s Bailout on Iraq War” 
 
Respondent #10: “Brining issue of torture into the larger public discussion” 
 
Respondent #12: “the decision to continue IPAC through the “down” part of the year” 
 
Respondent #13: “YAWR benefit concert” 
 
Respondent #14: “Palestinian solidarity – outspoken and visible” 
 
Respondent #15: “Central Ave.” 
 
Respondent #16: “6th Anniversary protest” 
 
Respondent #17: “Immigrant Rights Demonstration” 
 
Respondent #19: “RNC 8 – defense” 
 
Respondent #20: “Connecting w/ economic issues” 
 
Respondent #24: “dialog with police force (at times)” 
 
Respondent #28: “Trying to stop ping deployment of National Guard to Iraq or Afghanistan” 
 
Respondent #30: “Getting a time-line for Iraq established” 
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Respondent #35: “Creativity” 
 
 
 
80. What were the 3 biggest movement challenges or difficulties over the past 3 months? 
 
a) Biggest: 

Respondent #1: “occupations of Iraq and Afghanistan not in news or people’s minds” 
 
Respondent #2: “Weather” 
 
Respondent #3: “The election of Obama in terms of people not coming out in large numbers 
to demonstrations” 
 
Respondent #4: “Trying to get people out for the demo.” 
 
Respondent #5: “Facilitation, reflecting on practice” 
 
Respondent #6: “Political problems, Obama” 
 
Respondent #7: “so much going on! Too few resources and people” 
 
Respondent #10: “Getting people out in large numbers” 
 
Respondent #11: “Obamamania” 
 
Respondent #12: “The changing political climate” 
 
Respondent #13: “Dealing with the Obama “honeymoon”” 
 
Respondent #14: “Conveying our message clearly, through a non-allied mass media” 
 
Respondent #15: “Getting people together art tre ZRD” 
 
Respondent #16: “the challenges with the economic crisis and collapse” 
 
Respondent #17: “maintaining energy” 
 
Respondent #18: “March 21 demo” 
 
Respondent #19: “Organizing in light of Obama victory” 
 
Respondent #20: “Iraq-Afghanistan out of new” 
 
Respondent #21: “cold weather for vigils” 
 
Respondent #22: “cold weather, early in the AM” 
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Respondent #23: “Inclement weather” 
 
Respondent #24: “war still goes on” 
 
Respondent #25: “Overcoming the collective weariness and disengagement on the war and 
occupation of Iraq” 
 
Respondent #26: “getting better participation across racial and class lines” 
 
Respondent #27: “resistance in the established religious community” 
 
Respondent #28: “Trying to stopping deployment of National Guard to Iraq or Afghanistan” 
 
Respondent #29: “Why so few people participated in the Mar. 20 Mar.” 
 
Respondent #30: “Continued death of civilians and soldiers” 
 
Respondent #31: “Apathy” 
 
Respondent #32: “Election frustration” 
 
Respondent #33: “$$” 
 
Respondent #34: “March 21st march/rally” 
 
Respondent #35: “Not compromise on nuclear disarmament by all” 
 
Respondent #36: “Types of actions to take” 
  

b) 2nd biggest:     

Respondent #1: “bad economy - people distracted” 
 
Respondent #2: “Not enough people, time, space” 
 
Respondent #3: “Keeping our base involved” 
 
Respondent #5: “Using theoretical discussions to inform practice” 
 
Respondent #7: “poor economy translates as more military recruitment” 
 
Respondent #10: “Disagreement over RNC protests” 
 
Respondent #11: “Economic crisis” 
 
Respondent #12: “The economic downturn” 
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Respondent #13: “Grappling with how to deal with the announcement of withdrawal of 
troops in Iraq” 
 
Respondent #14: “State legislators have been pressured to stop any legislation that bails out 
poor and working people” 
 
Respondent #16: “no war and no occupation of Iraq” 
 
Respondent #17: “keeping the #s of people in our orgs up” 
 
Respondent #19: “Organizing in light of economic crisis” 
 
Respondent #20: “Economic crisis” 
 
Respondent #21: “getting new members” 
 
Respondent #23: “recruiting new members” 
 
Respondent #24: “time and money to expand pressure and events” 
 
Respondent #25: “Overcoming a sense that the new administration will do the work without 
our continued energy.” 
 
Respondent #26: “finding better ways than a tired coalition march to mark war anniversary” 
 
Respondent #30: “Continued destruction of environment by war activities” 
 
Respondent #32: “Economy impact” 
 
Respondent #33: “Flagging interest” 
 
Respondent #34: “Former IVAW President stepping down” 
 
Respondent #35: “Get out of Iraq/Afghanistan and dismantle bases” 
 
 

c) 3rd biggest:  

Respondent #1: “fundraising” 
 
Respondent #3: “lack of a coherent national movement” 
 
Respondent #5: “Strategizing, to ethnically and racially diverse” 
 
Respondent #7: “a coalition formed that works closely w/ MN legislators and seems to 
compromise more – i.e. universal “peace” instead of “no war”” 
 
Respondent #10: “Barach Obama’s cabinet appointments” 
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Respondent #12: “Overall general apathy” 
 
Respondent #13: “Lower levels of activism” 
 
Respondent #14: “Determining how to support our Somali community in the face of major 
attacks – slow response.” 
 
Respondent #16: “no redeployment of troops” 
 
Respondent #19: “Rebuilding movement to focus on broader war (Afghanistan, Pakistan) not 
just Iraq” 
 
Respondent #20: “Including Afghanistan” 
 
Respondent #21: “keeping old members” 
 
Respondent #23: “maintaining present members” 
 
Respondent #24: “increase members (youth)… get better media coverage” 
 
Respondent #30: “Downturn of economy for financial support to peace organizations” 
 
Respondent #35: “Implement Nat. Health Care/Energy development conservation (Economic 
transformation) 
 
       

 

81. Overall, to what extent were the time, effort, and resources spent on movement activities 
over the past 3 months worthwhile? 
N = 36 

� To no extent      0 
� To a little extent     0 
� To some extent     7 (19%) 
� Between some extent and a considerable extent 1 (3%) 
� To a considerable extent    17 (47%) 
� To a great extent     11 (31%) 
� Don’t know      0 

 
82. Overall, how effective do you feel your movement was over the past 3 months?  
N = 36 

� To no extent      0 
� To a little extent     3 (8%) 
� To some extent     16 (44%) 
� Between some extent and a considerable extent 1 (3%) 
� To a considerable extent    13 (36%) 
� To a great extent     2 (6%) 
� Don’t know      1 (3%) 
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83. Please tell me more about why you chose your answer to question 82. 
 
Respondent #1: “There’s a core of people that remain active and committed and do ongoing 
building and ready to seize opportunities.” 
 
Respondent #2: “1) I hear people say, “ you guys are doing an excellent job.” 2) A lot of 
energy in work of committees. 3) I like what’s going on.” 
 
Respondent #3: “The vigils and coalitions are very important to keeping a public presence 
during times when numbers at demonstrations are low. We are still getting a great response at 
the bridge and there is a growing sentiment against the war in Afghanistan. Also, we are 
pleased about the focus on torture and the fact that more Americans are becoming aware of 
the truth re: the Israeli/Palestinian conflict. Active membership in the movement has ups and 
downs. This is one of the down times because the president has promised to get the US out of 
Iraq and people want to give him a “honeymoon period.” Also, Americans are focused on the 
economic crisis.” 
 

Respondent #4: “I think a lot of people are giving Pres. Obama a honeymoon period and it is 
harder to get people out. I think it was good that we still had a demonstration and did our best 
to get the word out.” 
 
Respondent #5: “The anti-war movement endorses and works with organizations with a 
primary focus on other issues and thus remains relevant as it draws the connections between 
military spending and things like immigrant rights, housing, foreclosures and renter 
evictions, failing infrastructure, declining health care, schools, etc.” 
 
Respondent #6: “ no choice, no alternative… need to recruit more people to doing 
something” 
 
Respondent #7: “I believe any work in the movement is effective because it keeps the 
movement going and visible to oppose the war and to be there for more new people to join.” 
 
Respondent #9: “Baby steps are being taken everyday in a 13 year “action” the past 90 days 
don’t really represent much” 
 
Respondent #10: “I choose to believe that our movements have affected the general public 
even though this is hard to measure. I choose to believe that I was called to be faithful not 
successful and the movements I support have been faithful and regardless of the concrete 
results are effective.” 
 
Respondent #11: “given the conditions, we did as well as we might here” 
 
Respondent #12: “I feel that just posting flyers and letting people know of the opposition to 
the Iraq War still exists is extremely positive, regardless of the numbers that show up.” 
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Respondent #13: “We could have been more effective in doing bold outreach. The March 
21st demo, although small, was good – but there was not nearly as much public outreach as in 
the past. We have to rebuild the movement, because activist layer is dwindling.” 
 
Respondent #14: “This is base largely on the feedback we’ve received from the public on our 
work – this has been getting more positive and I think we have won more people to the idea 
that we need them involved to win the changes we all want to see.” 
 
Respondent #15: “Because this is a difficult period with people facing job loss and economic 
security” 
 
Respondent #16: “With the world conditions the way that they are, I think it would have been 
difficult for the movement to grow by large amounts during this last period (with the 
economy and President Obama promising to end the war) but due to a clear and united 
message the local anti-war movement has been able to stay strong and continue to hold our 
ground instead of suffering and loses in this last period.” 
 
Respondent #17: “I think we’ve been successful in continuing to work together and plan 
coordinated actions effectively. I think we could improve our communication among 
ourselves and our coordination of media message.” 
 
Respondent #18: “it was a difficult period so our results were modest.” 
 
Respondent #20: “With-in the lumlulcorn of the paleebut and social environment, new 
administration, etc., we have kept alive an alternative analysis of the war and a well to evel 
it.” 
 
Respondent #21: “There will be a jury trial for the 9 arrested on March 4th – that energizes 
the group and also get message out to a few more folks… jury” 
 
Respondent #22: “It is difficult to measure effectiveness when it comes to persisting war.” 
 
Respondent #23: “The fact that there will be a trial by jury – this helps get the message out. 
The group is energizes the members.” 
 
Respondent #24: “For the cause… make a stronger movement” 
 
Respondent #25: “The peace movement’s vigilance has been vital, I believe, to making sure 
that honest information about the war, torture, veteran’s health concerns, etc. has stayed on 
the nation’s radar screen. We continue to demand the truth and to steer our country toward a 
better way of being in the world.” 
 
Respondent #26: “I am part of the movement as much to keep the world changing me as for 
me to change the world. We must seek “peace conversion” over and over again.” 
 
Respondent #27: “What we’re trying to establish is a connection w. anti-war to early 
Christian history – people are starting to get it but aren’t at all fully convinced” 
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Respondent #28: “With Bush gone there was a chance that “protesting” would wane. Not the 
case. Most have accepted the Obama request that he can’t do it all! He needs to “make the 
point” to the Nation. The Movement Continues!!” 
 
Respondent #29: “Until there is recognition of a need for deep change in tactics and 
strategies the movement will be marginalized.” 
 
Respondent #30: “There are people everywhere working on the issue however, we have a 
long way to go” 
 
Respondent #31: “Torture and the polarization it brings has limited the anti-war movement.” 
 
Respondent #32: “St. Paul Rally – cooperation w/police – positive outcome at St. Capt.” 
 
Respondent #33: “Conflicts within Nat’l IVAW. Lack of interest at local level.” 
 
Respondent #34: “We were able to get members to various events, however there were too 
few members to do much speaking/recruitment.” 
 
Respondent #35: “Because lives are in the balance our efforts small as they are compared to 
the general populace of apathy are effective in that we have not gone away” 
 
Respondent #36: “I feel we are always doing some good, even though it cannot be measured 
or seen directly” 


