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As we enter a fresh decade, it has become obvious that (despite a 
few inspiring exceptions) our campaigns for social, economic and 
environmental justice in Europe are just not winning. Across 
Europe, we face the rise of the right, in governments and 
populist movements. The crises of climate change, pollution and 
environmental destruction continue to intensify. The impacts of 
the global pandemic we are facing are falling unequally, affecting 
the oppressed and marginalised far more deeply than the 
privileged. 

At the same time, there is a growing appreciation of the power of 
harnessing digital tools in our campaigns, while also ceding 
power to supporters to set strategy and take leadership. There is 
much talk of ‘digital organising’ — but what does this really 
mean and how much is actually happening?

In the first study of its kind, Tectonica and GQR surveyed 150 
progressive organisations (those fighting for social, environmental 
and economic justice) from across Europe. We asked how can we 
define digital organising? How well is it understood? What do 
digital organising practices look like? How much are they utilised 
in your organisation? And what are the biggest barriers? 
Through 17 in-depth interviews and a continent wide online 
survey, this report offers a temperature check on the state of 
digital organising in Europe. Our findings demonstrate what is 
needed to take distributed leadership to the next level so we can 
start winning on the issues that matter to us.

Ned is Co-Founder and CEO at Tectonica 
Digital Campaign Solutions, an agency 
specialising in utilising digital organising 
methods and tech for building movements. 
As a partner of the company, Ned has helped 
develop digital strategy for hundreds of 
projects for progressive NGOs, political 
parties and candidates in over 35 countries.

Becky Jarvis is one of the world’s leading 
practitioners and trainers in digital first 
campaigning and strategy. As Network 
Support Director at OPEN she helped build 
and sustain a network across 19 different 
countries. At 38 Degrees she led successful, 
high profile campaigns as one of their first 
staffers. She’s currently consulting with The 
Sunrise Project, and is board member of 
Skiftet and Left Foot Forward.

Natasha is a recognised thought leader in 
understanding how social change happens, 
and her work is focused on movement 
research, strategy, building relational 
activist networks, and training. She has 
20 years experience in working for social 
change, from grassroots activism to 
organisational and campaign strategy. 
Natasha is Director and founder of the 
Organising for Change training collective, 
and writes a popular blog exploring how 
social change happens.

https://thinkingdoingchanging.com/
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The Five-Part Framework for 
Digital Organising

We developed our own framework to enable us 
to assess campaigning activities in relation to the 
term ‘digital organising’, since it is commonly 
used to refer to a wide variety of  approaches. 
The framework breaks down the full spectrum of  
online activities in people-powered efforts to impact 
political change, classifying them according to five 
major categories; from one-way communication, 
to coordinated mobilisation and decentralised 
organising.

Our experience tells us that if  efforts are 
not distributed across all areas of  the 
framework, we’re missing key approaches 
that are necessary to building the power of  
progressive campaigns, and helping us to 
win.

Executive Summary

What is the State of Digital organising 
in Europe? Key learnings:

A. The right is winning online

Most progressives we surveyed think digital campaigns on 
the right are stronger than their own campaigns. Many 
interviewees reported that simple, emotionally triggering 
messaging is easier to convey, repeat and multiply — especially 
on social media — giving a natural advantage to the particular 
breed of  right wing movements currently entering the political 
stage across the globe. Progressive messaging is more complex, 
harder to convey online, and better understood in conversation.

Some interviewees further blame social media for subsuming 
or replacing organising networks; others told us that right wing 
authoritarian governments pose significant challenges.

B. There is massive unrealised potential 
for digital organising

The good news is that progressives agree — our campaigning 
work is most effective when we’re communicating, mobilising 
and organising — working across our five-part framework for 
digital organising. The bad news is that progressives are just not 
doing what they think they need to do to win — activities at the 
start of  the spectrum are most common in practice, and fully 
decentralised organising is relatively rare.

C. Barriers

1. Lack of  best practice and education

Our survey shows full digital organising — that is to say action 
beyond communications and mobilising — is rare. This means 
it isn’t visible, giving a much smaller pool of  examples to 
learn from — this perpetuates the cycle of  digital organising 
best practice being poorly understood, and therefore little 
implemented. Over one-third (39%) of  survey respondents said 
low-levels of  education on digital organising best practices are a 
barrier to successful digital organising, topping the list of  main 
barriers. A surprising 13% of  respondents told us they had 
received no training at all, even from colleagues.

The lack of  clear best practice and research connecting online 
campaigning approaches to impact has led to the adoption of  
assumptions and practices that are not working. Without proof  of  
what has worked, campaigners are left to copy and repeat activities 
regardless of  their likelihood to increase success.

2. Prioritisation of  easy, cheap low-level actions over 
long term investment

One-third (34%) of  respondents reported lack of  resources as one 
of  the most significant barriers to successful digital organising. 
Digital mobilising practices such as list building, petitions and 
other one-click actions get immediate results, with figures 
that can look impressive for internal reporting and address 
pressing fundraising needs. In contrast, good digital organising 
takes time, is harder to measure and harder to report on. The 
prioritisation of  easier to measure, short-term goals may be 
preventing the development of  a longer term strategic vision, 
affecting the ability of  progressives to win in the longer term.
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3. Cultural, institutional & language barriers 

Campaigners told us that many European countries simply 
don’t have strong examples of  organising wins or a culture 
of  digital organising. This was reported by 22% of  survey 
respondents and came out strongly in interviews, especially 
when compared to the US. 

The centralised nature of  decision-making among European 
institutions becomes reflected in political approaches to 
engagement in campaigns. Decentralised digital organising 
at a pan-European level is not fully possible, and the multiple 
languages spoken across Europe, and inside many European 
countries, act as their own barrier to campaigning well online.

Tools, Technology & Trends

Big social media platforms and email are most universally used 
by digital campaigners (used by 91% of  survey respondents), 
followed by collaborative platforms (63% use). The most 
commonly used social media platforms are Facebook and 
Twitter, while Zoom, Google-Suite and WhatsApp are the most 
popular of  the collaborative platforms. Collaborative tools are 
used by organisers to help recreate the community experience 
that has been destroyed by social media, building smaller 
groups in which people can deepen relationships, and making 
local strategy possible. 

Inspiration and Reasons to be Cheerful

Firstly, our survey and interviews show huge buy in across 
Europe to the value of  digital organising among progressive 
campaigners, although it is little understood and practiced. 
This means there is vast untapped potential for social change 
actors to move activities across the five-part framework for 
digital organising, build relationships and leadership, and 
potentially turn the tide against the rise of  the right. 

Recommendations
For progressive NGOs, unions and political 
parties

1. More communication, sharing and relationship building 
across the progressive community

2. Development of  the evidence base for digital organising 
into shareable best practice

3. Investment in coaching, training and expert support for 
digital organising

4. Deploying communications, mobilising and organising 
strategically to build power

5. Willingness to shift culture and decentralise power

6. Measuring steps towards impact

Funders have an important role to play in 
making the above happen, by supporting the 
following:

1. Networking and mapping

2. Research

3. Training

4. Long term investment in strategic digital organising 
research and practices

6
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Methodology
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Mapping Trends

Work began with an ambitious mapping 
exercise to identify over 1,100 organisations 
across Europe working for environmental, 
social and economic justice, giving a strong 
base for outreach to engage in the research.

Defining ‘Europe’

We defined Europe as all countries on the continent (regardless 
of  their place in the European Union) that don’t spread onto 
another continent (so excluding Russia and Turkey). 

Defining ‘Political Entities’

Our research limited itself  to “progressive” civil society 
organisations and political parties, ideologically on the 

centre and the left, working towards economic, social, and 
environmental justice. We excluded project focused NGOs not 
engaging in political change making, and the public and private 
sectors. 

We acknowledge research into digital organising to the right of  
centre would be valuable, but was outside of  the scope of  this 
project.

Defining ‘Digital Organising’

Enlisting support from 33 major players in the digital 
organising industry — who have played a large role in 
development of  methods, tools, and technologies, we developed 
the definition in the introduction below [see page 10].

Chart 1: European progressive political entities
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The project support team spent weeks scouring the internet and 
relevant networks in search of  progressive organisations, for 
our outreach. We found that Western European countries are 
home to larger numbers of  organisations, stronger networks, 
greater diversity in advocacy type, and greater activity relative 
to population. While we may have over-represented Western 
organisations due to language and online presence, in Eastern 
Europe we found lower numbers of  NGOs and political parties 
(which are far easier to map); our mapping found Eastern 
Europe has 2/3 less NGOs and 1/2 less political parties than 
the West.

Research Process 

We invited 33 leading organisers from across Europe to discuss 
trends and help develop our definition of  digital organising. 
Then in partnership with polling and opinion research firm 
GQR, Tectonica spent July and August of  2020 conducting 

in-depth interviews with 17 organisations across Europe. We 
interviewed five people from pan-European/international 
NGOs, seven from country-specific NGOs; two from pan-
European political parties, two from national political parties, 
and one from a European political group. Interviews lasted 
45-minutes and were conducted via Zoom. Emerging themes 
were developed into an online survey which was completed 
by 1501 people working with progressive organisations in 
29 countries. Fieldwork took place between August 24 and 
September 14.

Although large, the survey sample was not representative. 
Respondents were asked to rate the digital organising practices 
in their country, or at a pan-European level (depending on the 
main focus of  their work). Survey responses were anonymised, 
though at the end of  the survey respondents were given the 
option to ‘opt in’ to receive benchmarking data comparing their 
results to the larger sample.

Sector by % Decision Makers by %

Revenue by % Number of supporters by %

Who did we hear from?

NGO/Social sector

Political party

Union

Think-tank

Academia

Other

Decision maker

Non-decisionmaker

No digital practice

< €20k — €100k

€100k — €500k

€500k — €1m

€1m — €25m

€25m-€100m

€100m+

Don’t know

Less than 10

10 to 50

51 to 100

101 to 500

501 to 1,000

1,001 to 5,000

5,000+

Don't know

71

23

10

27

4

13 20
65

12

9

6

3
11

48

76

21
15

8
4

1 1 3

3

Chart 2: Research participant demographics

1 We explicitly invited one respondent per organisation. We are confident that the majority of  respondents came from different organisations, 
though there may be a few instances where more than one individual from a single organisation completed the survey. The anonymity of  the 
survey means we cannot verify a respondent’s identity or organisation.
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A Growing Civic Tech Sector

In addition to the large number of civic organisations across Europe fighting for social and environmental 
issues, Europe has seen a burgeoning civic tech sector emerge in recent years, responding to the market 
demand to create technologies that address the need of bringing European institutions closer to their 
citizens.

These platforms are being used by governments, NGOs, and civil society to increase citizen participation, 
give a direct and more immediate voice to citizens in decision-making, ensure an inclusive continuity of 
democracy beyond just election day, and increase trust between populations and their authorities. As a 
bellwether for democratic values and practices worldwide, Europe is a prime location for innovation in 
the technology sector as it relates to the evolving role of tech in citizen participation, seeing the recent 
development of numerous platforms including Make.org, Civocracy, Quorum, Fluicity, Novoville, Cap 
Collectif, Citipo, We., and Bluenove.

N=150

Strategic Roles
Although we heard from staff and volunteers in a wide variety 
of  roles making social change in our survey, the vast majority 
(76%) of  them were in positions responsible for digital strategy 
decision-making.

Skew to Western Europe
Despite extensive outreach to organisations in other areas 
of  Europe, most survey responses (44%) came from Western 
Europe, and 19% from pan-European entities. This correlates 
to our mapping, where close to half  the organisations we found 
were located in Western Europe. The over representation 
of  UK responses (26% of  total sample) reflects the survey 
language and networks of  those involved, as well as the relative 
size of  UK civil society and overall population.

Mostly NGOs
Although we hoped to view the activities of  a range of  actors, 
the overwhelming majority (71%) of  survey responses came 
from NGOs, with just 23% from political parties and unions 
combined. More research is needed to explore reasons for this, 
but we found greater numbers of  NGOs than other entities 
in our mapping. It could be that parties are less interested in 
organising work outside of  election cycles, and/or that parties 
and unions are unavailable during summertime. Conversely, 
NGOs may have more time and be more incentivised by the 
benchmarking we offered.

Chart 3: Number of research participants by region
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Defining Digital Organising
The term ‘digital organising’ is commonly used for everything from one-way communication, petitions and list 
building to Twitter strategy and supporting distributed teams of volunteers. With such a range of activities 
potentially falling under the umbrella of ‘digital organising’, we needed to first propose our own definition in 
order to assess the state of digital organising in Europe. With the help of 33 leaders in the European digital 
organising field, we came up with the following:

Full Digital Organising...

• offers transformational development of  activist leadership & 
agency

• builds relationships

• enables activism to scale and grows the pool of  those who 
support a cause

• is enabled by technology

• is oriented to achieve social change
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The Five-Part Framework for Digital 
Organising

Having defined digital organising, our team still needed to 
group and assess activities campaigners are using online, so 
we developed our five-part framework for digital organising. 
This breaks down the full spectrum of  online activities in 
people-powered efforts to impact political change, classifying 
them according to five major categories; from one-way 
communication, to coordinated mobilisation and finally to 
decentralised organising. 
Read the full story of how we developed this framework here

The order of  these categories is dependent on levels 
of  supporter engagement, beginning with one-way 
communication, moving through top-down direction, and 
ending with activists creating strategies / acting autonomously. 
As decision-making is decentralised, relationships develop and 
are sustained through the organising activities.

COMMUNICATIONS

1. Broadcast Communication & Social Media:
Using digital messaging tools for one-way communication (such as basic 
mass email systems and social media, a website that communicates 
information, etc.) 

ORGANISING

4. Supporter-Based Organising:

Digital mobilisation is blended with organising e.g. activists are encouraged 
to generate their own creative content, or organise events around a centrally 
decided theme on a particular occasion.

MOBILISING

2. Recruitment, List Building & Engagement:

Using digital mobilising tools for purposes that include simple two-way 
communication (conducting list building, petitions and surveys, digital 
advertising, donation drives, etc.) 

5. Fully Decentralised Organising:

Decentralised and self-organising with technology (distributed organising, 
autonomous group organising, peer2peer, etc.). Autonomous groups 
determine their own strategies and implement them. The organisation uses 
methods online to be led by and accountable to their activists. 

3. Audience Segmentation & Organisation-
Directed Activism:

Building and scaling relationships with digital technologies, two-way 
communication that includes listening and tailored responses (segmented email 
and communications, ladder of  engagement which leads to increased level of  
involvement, etc.)

10
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To understand the framework several key 
points should be considered:

Why organise?
All efforts on the spectrum have an important role to play in 
making change happen, they are all needed, and those at that 
start of  the spectrum pave the way for those at the end. 

Our experience tells us that if  efforts are not spread 
across the spectrum, we’re missing key approaches 
that could build the power of  progressive campaigns 
and help us to start winning.

US academic Dr. Hahrie Han defines ‘mobilising’ as work 
which engages people who already agree with your cause in 
centrally coordinated actions, often at scale. In contrast, she 
says, ‘organising’ involves building the leadership of  activist 
organisers who are then able to set their own strategy and 
campaign autonomously, supporting their own teams of  
volunteers. 

These organiser led teams are able to reach deep into 
communities and grow campaign support outside of  ‘the usual 
suspects’. Where mobilising grows your reach and supporter 
base, organising builds deep committed relationships and has 
the power to transform those it engages, actually changing 
minds about an issue. This in turn brings in more people to 
mobilise in a mutually reinforcing, power building cycle.

“Mobilising and organising are mutually reinforcing 
approaches... To meet the challenges of building power, 
civic associations need to go broad in their mobilising 
and deep in their organising.”

— Dr. Hahrie Han2

How Organisations Develop Activists

Is Europe reaching its full potential when it comes to digital 
organising? Read on to see the final results of  our research 
below...

2 Dr. Hahrie Han, How Organisations Develop Activists, Oxford University Press, 2014, p. 17

• The framework is not structured according to use of  
technological tools, but instead around the goals and 
outcomes of  using these tools. 

• This isn’t a framework in which the actions of  movements 
or organisations can be located in one finite place. 
Organisations are likely to be engaging in activities in 
multiple places along the spectrum. 

• The framework is progressive, in that broadcast 
communications are generally needed to pave the way for 

list building, recruitment and engagement. Similarly, that 
is needed before you can engage supporters in directed 
activism. Then in turn, those activities provide a base from 
which to recruit supporters and train them as organisers. 

• Where an organisation concentrates campaigning resources 
along the spectrum depends on their role within a movement 
ecosystem, the stage of  their campaigning efforts and their 
strategy.

11



Key Learnings

A. The right is winning online

88% of  survey respondents optimistically reported their own 
organisation’s digital organising is improving, compared with 
70% of  those who say the right is improving. It’s concerning 
how well the right is perceived to be doing by progressives. We 
heard from interviewees that digital platforms favour populist 
right wing content — making it easier for right wing campaigns 
to succeed online, and meaning that progressives need to work 
harder. 

Simple, emotionally triggering messaging is easier 
to convey, repeat and multiply — especially on social 
media — giving a natural advantage to the particular 
breed of  right wing movements currently entering the 
political stage across the globe.

Many interview participants noted that social media affords 
greater reach to emotional messaging, particularly extremist 
and fear-based messaging, as these types of  messages generate 
strong reactions. This supports the arguments of  films like ‘The 
Social Dilemma’3 and a growing body of  research which shows 

how algorithms on platforms like Youtube4 can send people 
down ‘rabbit holes’ of  radicalisation.

Several interviewees went on to explain that progressive 
messaging is much more complex than the populist 
messaging of  the right, reflecting the reality 
of  structural oppressions and environmental 
destruction — meaning it isn’t so easy to convey 
simply online. While strong progressive narrative and 
framing can be powerful online, an excellent way to 
communicate progressive messaging on complex issues is 
through to building relationships and trust.

Digital organising is improving across the board; people feel 
most positive about their own practices

State of digital organising, total sample, N=150

Overall, do you think that digital 
organising done by PROGRESSIVE/
RIGHT WING/YOUR organisation(s) 
in (COUNTRY) is improving or getting 
worse? 

Improving Getting worse

Progressive organisations

Right wing organisations

Your organisation

67

13 11
4

70

88

“I think social media, in particular, has played a big 
part in moving things, I would say more to the right.”
— Coordinator of  Organising, pan-European NGO01

3 See 2020 Netflix Documentary Link 
4 See 2019 New York Times investigation into the role of  Youtube in the right wing radicalisation of  Brazil Link 

Chart 4: Improvement in digital organising practice
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Most progressives think campaigns on the right are 
stronger than their own campaigns

It is obvious from the current composition of  governments 
and growing populist movements that the right is thriving. 
Our survey data showed 43% of  respondents think the right 

is running stronger digital campaigns than progressives 
(compared to 33% saying progressive campaigns are stronger). 
16 out of  17 interviewees said that the right — particularly the 
far right — are achieving greater reach through their online 
campaigns. Others expanded on this by reflecting on the rise in 
authoritarianism and populism.
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“I went to Brussels and I knocked on the doors of the 
anti-poverty network, the LGBT network, the migrants 
network, HIV, like all the progressive organisations... 
it took several years of face to face meetings to really 
get them to understand the nuance of [our issue]… 
and to take a position in favour [of the issue]... I think 
that this trust in digital, [the idea that] we are going to 
convince so many people because we have this great 
campaign... I don’t know how effective it is basically.”

— Coordinator of  Organising, pan-European NGO1

Some further blame social media for 
subsuming or replacing organising networks

Some interviewees speculated that social media can be even 
more problematic, beyond favouring right wing efforts, by 
also playing a role in the destruction of  traditional organising 
networks among progressives:

“The role of membership organisations has fallen. And 
so we will get these loose networks that have built up 
and they call them networks… A lot of people say that 
there is this increased engagement. I think that the 
level of engagement that is actually there in everyday 
society is actually decreasing.”

— Voter Outreach and Engagement Officer, Political Party01

Right wing authoritarian governments pose 
significant challenges

In our interviews, several Eastern European organisations (in 
countries with right wing authoritarian governments) reported 
issues with government-backed right wing organising using 
nefarious methods, including use of  public data and violence 
against progressive organisers. 

Social media platforms’ steps to regulate their 
content don’t address structural problems

While this past year has seen policy changes within most major 
social media platforms, these are usually policies specific to 
political ads and do little to address the underlying structural 
issues. The core of  the problem is that social media platforms 
are built to increase time users spend on their systems for 
increased exposure to advertisements, regardless of  how that 
time increase is achieved and the type of  content it gives 
advantage to.

Fake news in and of itself was not seen to be a 
big threat to individual campaigns

While fake news and disinformation attacks are still a problem, 
several interviewees indicated that this is less an issue in 
their work than the overall systemic impact of  social media 
in unequally amplifying extremist voices above theirs. In 
fact, only 11% of  survey respondents cited disinformation 
campaigns as a barrier to a successful digital operation. Others 
interviewees further noted that countering disinformation has 
long been an issue when advocating for marginalised groups, 
and several interviewees suggested that rather than countering 
disinformation, effort is better spent in crafting solid campaign 
narratives.

B. There is massive unrealised 
potential for digital organising

The good news is that progressives agree — our 
campaigning work is most effective when we’re 
communicating, mobilising and organising — 
working across our five-part framework for digital 
organising

We used the five-part framework for digital organising 
described in the introduction as a tool to understand what 
survey participants think they should be doing, compared to 
what they actually are doing. To do this, we listed out twelve 
separate campaign activities and asked what organisations are 
doing (rating how much from a great deal — not at all). Then 
in a separate question we asked how much each of  these activities 
should feature in a successful digital organising practice, using the same 
scale. See Table 1 at the end of  this section for full details of  
findings here. We gave no weight to any areas as more or less 
valuable (to reduce theoretical bias), and subsequently grouped 
these activities into our own framework. A simple average of  
the scores in each category were taken to arrive at the figures 
below. 

There was broad agreement about what activities should 
feature in a successful campaign — as you can see in the 
diagram below, answers are spread across each framework 
category with a slight bias towards the later stages of  
mobilising (indicating segmentation and simple organisationally 
directed campaign actions).

The bad news is that progressives are just not 
doing what they think they need to do to win

Over half  (52%) of  survey respondents agree there is an 
unrealised potential for digital organising in their country. 

Digital activities participants believe should 
feature in campaigns
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Activities at the start of  the framework are most commonly 
practiced, and fully decentralised organising is relatively rare. 
Our data show stark contrast between what campaigners think 
they should be doing to have greatest impact, and what they 
actually do.

At the decentralised organising end of  the framework (taking 
survey results and averaging them for this category), while 
around three quarters (73%) said supporters should be 
organising their own actions a great deal or fair amount, less 
than one-third (32%) of  organisations are actually running 
campaigns this way. 

In the middle of  the framework (again averaging survey results 
by category), while 86% think activities in the category of  
directed activism (mobilisation) is key to campaign efficacy, 
about half  (54%) are actually putting this into practice. 

Communications is the only category of  practice where 
campaigners actual activities come close to matching with what 
they think effective digital campaigning looks like.

Larger, better resourced organisations in the survey (those 
with over 5,000 supporters — or a turnover of  more than 
500k Euros) were more likely to value top down organising 
than smaller organisations with lower turnovers, which 
conversely valued decentralised organising more. Similarly, UK 
organisations place more value on centralised top down action, 
and are doing less organising than the rest of  the sample. 

From our experience, we suspect less resourced campaigns 
and organisations might turn to more decentralised methods 
out of  simple necessity. A digital ad campaign for example 
(that might have great reach but does not distribute decision-
making) requires significant financial resources to run. Setting 
up distributed local groups is slower and may have less reach 
(at least to begin with), but if  volunteer run can be done on a 
much tighter budget. 

Along with the digital organising experts we invited to our 
early workshop, we believe activist involvement in, and 
ownership of  campaigning (which we define in our framework 
as ’organising’), is absolutely key to building relationships, trust, 
support and ultimately impact for progressive causes. 

The lack of  full organising (as we define it) in practice appears 
to be an important factor in the relative failure of  progressive 
campaigns and candidates. But this means there is massive 
unrealised potential for digital organising in Europe, if  we can 
overcome the barriers campaigners face.

Should feature vs Does feature

Digital activities that do feature in organisations' 
campaigns
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Chart 6: "Do feature" by category

Chart 7: Comparison of "Should feature" vs. "Does feature"

When comparing the activities 

survey participants said 

should feature in a successful 

digital campaign with 

what they actually do, the 

difference becomes apparent. 

As activities are more 

decentralised, organisations 

are doing less of the activities 

they know they should be 

doing.
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CATEGORY QUESTION SHOULD FEATURE DOES FEATURE

1. Broadcast 
Communication 
& Social Media

Having a website that serves mostly to share 
information about our organisation or issue

A great deal — 39%
A fair amount — 32%
Great deal/Fair — 71%

A great deal — 54%
A fair amount — 26%
Great deal/Fair — 80%

Sharing general information like sending email 
newsletters, and news to our supporters on social 
media or a similar channel

A great deal — 47%
A fair amount — 37%
Great deal/Fair — 84%

A great deal — 60%
A fair amount — 21%
Great deal/Fair — 81%

2. Recruitment, 
List building & 
Engagement

Conducting list building activities like petitions and 
surveys, or doing fundraising

A great deal — 43%
A fair amount — 39%
Great deal/Fair — 82%

A great deal — 38%
A fair amount — 22%
Great deal/Fair — 60%

Doing advertising like running ads on social media, 
Google, or through DSPs, among others

A great deal — 37%
A fair amount — 29%
Great deal/Fair — 65%

A great deal — 28%
A fair amount — 27%
Great deal/Fair — 55%

3. Audience 
Segmentation 
& Organisation-
Directed 
Activism

Using digital technology to send segmented 
communications to different lists to optimize our 
reach, targeting supporters based on demographics, 
interests, or activities

A great deal — 58%
A fair amount — 27%
Great deal/Fair — 85%

A great deal — 36%
A fair amount — 22%
Great deal/Fair — 58%

Running digital campaigns with CRM automations or 

similar tools, to ask for deeper levels of engagement 

from supporters, with segmented follow-ups based on 

their past activities

A great deal — 49%
A fair amount — 36%
Great deal/Fair — 85%

A great deal — 24%
A fair amount — 21%
Great deal/Fair — 45%

Using digital tools to mobilize supporters to take actions 

on behalf of the organisation, like conducting targeted 

advocacy campaigns, electoral persuasion campaigns, 

or Get out the vote activities, among others

A great deal — 62%
A fair amount — 26%
Great deal/Fair — 88%

A great deal — 38% 
A fair amount — 19%
Great deal/Fair — 57%

4. Supporter-
based 
organising

Supporters organising their own actions — like setting 

up petitions, creating content, or organising events — 

using our organisation’s digital tools

A great deal — 37%
A fair amount — 43%
Great deal/Fair — 79%

A great deal — 19%
A fair amount — 18%
Great deal/Fair — 37%

Creating online processes like crowdsourcing or 

building online workspaces so that activists and 

supporters participate in strategy design

A great deal — 35%
A fair amount — 41%
Great deal/Fair — 76%

A great deal — 15%
A fair amount — 21%
Great deal/Fair — 36%

Using digital tools like Slack groups or private activist 

areas on our website, to build relationships between 

supporters and create group culture

A great deal — 35%
A fair amount — 40%
Great deal/Fair — 76%

A great deal — 17%
A fair amount — 24%
Great deal/Fair — 41%

5. Fully 
decentralised 
organising

Supporters autonomously setting strategy and running 

their own campaigns, using digital technology — such 

as setting up their own microsite campaigns or social 

media groups — to lead groups of activists

A great deal — 29%
A fair amount — 35%
Great deal/Fair — 65%

A great deal — 13%
A fair amount — 16%
Great deal/Fair — 29%

Supporters using digital tools to manage their own 

advocacy actions, such as day of action events, 

protests, rallies, online stunts, or similar

A great deal — 45%
A fair amount — 37%
Great deal/Fair — 82%

A great deal — 17%
A fair amount — 17%
Great deal/Fair — 34%

Table 1 — Comparing reporting on what organisations feel they should 
be doing to what they are doing.

Respondents were asked the extent to which each practice 
features in their own digital organising, and also how much it 
should feature in a successful digital organising campaign (a 
great deal, fair amount, little, not at all/DK). The full wording 
of  the survey options in the survey are listed on the table below. 

We grouped the twelve practices into the five parts of  the 
framework, taking an average of  the scores in each category to 
arrive at an average incidence per category, which we reported 
in the earlier graphs. Full analysis of  these scores is on page 13.

Table 1: Digital activities (Cumulative totals may be off by one-point in some places due to rounding)
15



C. Barriers

Education and funding are main barriers to better digital organising

Barriers to digital organising, total sample, N=150

Which of the following is the biggest barrier(s) to a 
successful digital operation in (COUNTRY)? Please 
select up to THREE options.

Low-levels of education on digital organising best practices

Lack of funding and resources

Lack of hard skills

Failure to innovate beyond list building

There is not a culture of digital organising in (COUNTRY)

Right wing and populist voices have more cut through online

Distrust from dcsnmkrs to pass decentralised power to organisers

GDPR

Digital organising models don’t see an immediate ROI

Disinformation campaigns

Multiple languages are spoken in my country or region

Digital tools structured to favour fear- and hate-based messaging

Lack of appropriate digital organising tools and platforms

Coronavirus pandemic increasing competition online

Oversight and regulations from my government

Distrust from supporters

39

34

24

23

22

15

14

13

12

11

9

9

8

7

4

3

1. Lack of best practice and education

So, why aren’t European campaigners organising online? There 
are many factors, but the largest and most significant was 
clearly identified as a lack of  education on best practice (cited 
by 39% of  respondents), and therefore lack of  understanding, 
on how to do digital organising well. 

This can be partly accounted for by the fact that little full 
digital organising is happening, according to reporting 
against our framework. Almost half  our sample (47%) reported 
they learn from digital campaigns run by other progressives, 
with a 29% learning from colleagues. Yet when asked what 
digital organising had most inspired them, the most common 
response from 28% of  respondents was ‘I don’t know’ or 
‘None’ — 52% reported people in their country do not 
understand what digital organising is. We find these results 
deeply concerning. 

As full digital organising isn’t happening at the levels 
needed, it isn’t visible, giving a much smaller pool 
of  examples to learn from — this perpetuates the 
cycle of  digital organising best practice being poorly 
understood, and therefore little implemented. 

While some organisations are doing digital organising, their 
own definitions of  it are muddled, revealing the knowledge gap 
we would expect to follow from a lack of  education or strong 
examples. When asked in an open ended survey question to 
define digital organising, almost one-third described it as use 
of  online tools to mobilise supporters, one-fourth described 
it as online communication; just 4% said that it involved 
decentralised organisation. 

43% of  our sample are receiving training from external 
digital specialists — but 24% said they lack hard skills. Most 
worryingly, 13% told us they had received no training 
at all, even from colleagues. These are mostly people with 
responsibility for digital campaigning strategy! We would take a 
dim view of  accountants, web developers, nurses, hairdressers 
or social workers that had never been formally trained — this 
should be no less true for those tasked with running effective 
campaigns to improve our society and environment.

Q: Some responses to the question: How 
would you define digital organising?

• “Mobilising supporters in online spaces 
utilising popular digital platforms”

• “Mobilising for the causes we promote”

• “Using internet tools and social media to 
inform people about a problem, encourage 
them to care and to act”

“I mean, there’s a lot of need for digital education and 
there’s so many myths and conspiracy theories...”
— Senior Program Officer, NGO02

Chart 8: Barriers
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None of  this should be seen as a criticism of  those tasked 
with doing political work online in Europe. Since it is a 
new discipline and relatively little full digital organising is 
happening, it is unsurprising that the field is poorly studied, 
and therefore not well taught. Several interview participants 
reported how difficult they felt it was to isolate the role a digital 
campaign plays in determining its ultimate success, and also 
that there is frequent over attribution to the simple role of  
social media platforms (in the ‘Arab Spring’ for example).

“I mean, the hardest thing I would say is measuring 
impact… there’s always a bit of suspension of disbelief 
going on when it comes to campaigning, even more if 
you come from a scientific background. It’s very hard 
to say with certainty that the thing you’re doing is 
working.”
— Executive Director, NGO03

We also heard from interviewees that the metrics which are 
commonly used to measure success online often don’t equate 
to real world impact. These measures are sometimes called 
‘vanity metrics’, recording things like open rates of  emails, click 
throughs or views of  a film. They make easy and impressive 
stats to report on, but this doesn’t mean they are actually 
important steps towards a campaign goal.

The lack of  clear best practice and research behind 
the relationship between types of  online campaigning 
and ultimate impact has led to adoption of  
assumptions and practices that may not be winning. 
Without proof  of  what has worked, campaigners are 
left to copy and repeat activities regardless of  their 
likelihood to increase success.

“So we think that if we get our election film to be 
viewed a million times on Facebook, that we will 
win the election. That is a logical fallacy… the step 
that they’ve missed is that just seeing a film and sort 
of thinking that it’s good doesn’t actually then result 
in an action or a behavior, a new behavior being 
created. I think that on the micro level there are a 
lot of logical fallacies that just don’t work. And then 
people are sitting in meetings and making decisions 
based on ideological fallacies on the meso level... 
then there’s entrenching this, setting a course for five 
years where you build your whole organisation on 
that logical fallacy.”
— Voter Outreach and Engagement Officer,

Political Party01

“Someone in fundraising can be like, well, if you 
give me this much money, I can deliver this for you 
in 12 months and I’m like, if you give me this money 
I might be able to deliver this to you in two years 
time or three. It’s time. And an internal competition 
for scarce resources.”
— CEO, NGO05

One-third (34%) of  respondents reported lack of  
resources as one of  the most significant barriers to 
digital organising. This is the reality of  campaigns for 
social, environmental and economic justice — we could always 
use more resources. Interestingly though, the more well-
resourced organisations in our sample cited lack of  resource 
as a higher barrier than smaller, less well funded set ups. This 
implies something going on beyond just a lack of  money, 
pointing to the need to make a case for resources and what they 
are spent on.

Digital mobilising practices such as list building, 
petitions and other one-click actions get immediate 
results, with figures that can look impressive 
for internal reporting. In contrast, good digital 
organising takes time, is harder to measure and 
harder to report on.

Five of  our in-depth interviews drew out the insight that digital 
organising needs long term sustained investment to see results. 
Without knowledge of  good practice or strong examples, 
and given the challenges of  measuring organising impact (for 
example, measuring the commitments of  supporters and the 
depth of  their relationships), long term investments aren’t being 
committed. 

“If you want to build a network of a thousand 
campaign activists who are really engaged, you need 
some resources to do that. It’s also gonna take you 
some time to find them, onboard them, then build 
relationships with them, build trust with them, put 
them into action… cycle a couple of times until they 
feel really, really invested. That just takes time. And 

I think sometimes we want to see [results] in a year 
metric or even an in a quarter metric… we put this 
thing in and we’ve got this output out of it. But that 
would always be very transactional. If you’re trying 
to do more relational stuff, it’s just going to take more 
time.”

— Director of  Campaigns and Organising, NGO04

This lack of  willingness to invest in digital organising also leads 
to lack of  innovation beyond list building, identified by 23% 
of  survey respondents as a barrier. There’s lots of  data on how 
to build a supporter contact list online for an organisation. It’s 
well understood, easy to measure, relatively quick and gives 
impressive numbers to report on. It can also lead to increased 
income through donations, as well as names on campaign 
actions. Building deeper relationships and supporter autonomy 
through digital organising can’t be so easily quantified, and 
moves slower, at the speed of  trust. 

The prioritisation of  easier to measure, short-term 
goals may be contributing to a lack of  longer term 
strategic vision, affecting the ability of  progressives to 
win in the longer term.

2. Prioritisation of easy, cheap low-level actions over long term investment
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3. Cultural, institutional & language barriers

Campaigners told us that many European countries 
simply don’t have strong examples of  organising wins 
or a culture of  organising, especially when compared 
to the US. 22% of  survey respondents said the lack of  digital 
organising culture in their country was one of  the biggest 
barriers. In Europe, we tend to see and get excited about big 
movements like Black Lives Matter without understanding the 
slow relational power building that has gone into them.

“[European campaigners] see Black Lives Matter and 
say, yeah, we all like Black Lives Matter. Let’s jump 
in the wave. But then they don’t understand the inner 
workings of why that movement became so powerful 
and so successful. They don’t understand it. And I don’t 
think they are ready to give up so much power, and let 
it get redistributed, and give people their own voice.”
— Communications and Campaign Strategist, 

European Political Group01

14% of  survey respondents said that distrust from 
decision makers to pass decentralised power 
to organisers was one of  the biggest barriers to 
organising where they operate. While this isn’t a huge 
percentage of  the sample, we shouldn’t underestimate this as 
a barrier. It also came out strongly from our interviewees, a 
group we selected for their greater expertise in decentralised 
organising. Distrust from decision makers appears to be a more 
significant barrier for those who understand organising and 
struggle to make a case for it internally. 

NGOs, unions and political parties are generally constructed 
as top down hierarchies, where those at the top make the big 
decisions. They control messaging, imagery and tactics. So 
ceding power to supporters can cause great anxiety internally, 
even when there is tacit buy in to the value of  organising. 
Decision makers worry about the risks of  organisers going off 
message, off brand, or doing things that haven’t been centrally 
approved, especially if  speaking to campaign targets like MPs 
or Ministers.

“We’re at the point where everyone is intellectually 
bought into giving people more autonomy, and the 
organising approach, letting people go and run with 
things. But there are also some tensions within that, 
tensions that come from brand and creative... It doesn’t 

quite look as good as what we would want to make 
it, like we wouldn’t use that word. And it’s like, well, 
that’s fine, because they use their own words and we 
should be excited by that.”

— Director of  Campaigns and Organising, NGO04

The structure of  government at a European Union level does 
not allow for much decentralisation — MEPs are elected by 
proportional representation, having large constituencies, and 
the scale of  campaigning needed to influence the Parliament 
is vast. It was reported to us by several interview participants 
that the centralised nature of  decision-making 
among European institutions becomes reflected in 
political approaches to engagement in campaigns — 
particularly those at the pan-European level, and funded by 
European governments. While it was acknowledged that such 
centralisation has fairly successfully served to protect against 
populist influence in politics since World War II, that rigidity 
also has put it at threat of  populist results in elections. 

In this time of  social media, politics is personal and people 
want to feel heard and represented by those in power. The 
inability to engage with EU institutions and decision-making 
creates a frustration among the populace that could see an 
uprising at the ballot box for authoritarians and populists. 
Full digital organising at an EU-wide level is not 
fully possible, and this is reflected by the organising 
activities reported by pan-European entities, focused more on 
communication and mobilising.

“I remember the campaign that we did with the 
European Parliament for the last election. It was the 
closest you could get to digital organising at a European 
scale. Not perfect but the closest.”

— Communications and Campaign Strategist, 
European Political Group01

The multiple languages spoken across Europe, and 
inside many European countries, act as their own 
barrier to campaigning well online. If  multiple languages 
are spoken in the areas in which a campaign is running, 
everything must be translated, and the language pool can 
limit the spread of  sharing, communication, and building of  
relationships. While a relatively small number compared to 
other barriers, 9% of  survey respondents flagged multiple 
languages as one of  their most significant barriers.

“Yeah, that’s very easy because you only have 
to communicate in Dutch… Because if we have 
one campaign we do in Brussels with the other 
organisation it has to be in French also. And it’s very, 
very difficult on social media. It’s almost impossible.”
— Communications Manager, NGO06

“We [in Europe] don’t have a tradition of organising 
in quite the same way that you might find in other 
contexts... America has a strong and long time 
tradition of organising as a practice. And there are 
pockets of that in the UK context. But actually the UK 
doesn’t have a long tradition of organising in quite 
the same way.”
— Communications and Campaign Strategist,

European Political Group01
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D. Online/offline campaigning can no 
longer be separated

A strong emergent theme from interviews, reflecting 
on the reality even before the global pandemic, was 
that the traditional offline-online division (known in 
the electoral political world as field vs. digital) is a 
dichotomy that is no longer relevant. 

56% of  survey respondents agreed an offline component 
is essential to foster relationships built online. Interviewees 
told us again and again that online actions alone can’t build 
successful campaign movements — because a deeper level of  
commitment and connection is required, and this is fostered 
through relationship 

building. Many interview participants expressed the desire 
for online approaches that can match the depth of  social 
connection found in traditional offline events and activities — 
something particularly important in 2020 as the world moves to 
digital connections due to social distancing measures.

“So I don’t think that necessarily physical activism is 
important, but giving people the impression that this is 
real is more important than ever.” 
— Campaign Coordinator, Political Party02
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Tools, Technology & Trends
Big social media platforms and email are most 
universally used by digital campaigners, followed 
by collaborative platforms Zoom, G-Suite and 
WhatsApp.

The tools utilised by our users reflect where campaigns 
sit on our five-part framework — most energy is put into 
communications (Facebook and email), less into segmentation 
and organisationally directed action, and even less into 
platforms which allow supporters to collaborate and organise 
autonomously. 

This use of  tools reflects the lack of  digital organising strategy 
we identified above — without well understood good practice 
and training, people don’t know how to get the most from 
digital tools, especially at the collaborative end of  the spectrum. 
It also demonstrates how digital campaigning approaches have 
become stuck in replicating patterns that don’t necessarily 
equate to impact. This creates a vicious cycle and results in a 
lack of  collaborative tools being specifically built for organisers. 

We know that the audience for Facebook is dwindling, and 
we hear from our interview participants that it is becoming 
less effective for organising (digital ads seldom translate into 
any significant action or commitment, Facebook groups 
have serious algorithmic challenges to engage those who sign 
up, etc). We also heard that Twitter’s impact is limited as its 
users are not representative of  the wider population. Some 
interviewees reported that they use Twitter only when targeting 
journalists or decision-makers within European institutions. 

Despite this, the universality of  Facebook and Twitter mean 
that their place within any digital campaign is still assumed 
as a default. It’s not that these platforms have no value for 
campaigns (Facebook, for example, can still be useful for 
communications and lead generation), but rather that there 
isn’t a clear justification for such widespread intensive use by 
progressives.

The most used social media/communications platforms are Facebook, email, 
and Twitter, which see daily use

Social media and public communications platforms, total sample, N=136

Which of the following social media and public communications platforms does your organisation use for 
campaigning?

How frequently do you use each of the 
following?

Fb: N=135; E-mail: N=131; Tw: N=112

Facebook

Email

Twitter

Instagram

YouTube

WhatsApp

Livestreaming systems

Peer-to-peer texting software

Broadcast texting

Chatbot software

TikTok

Snapchat

Public Relations Software

Meetup

Dating apps (Tinder, Grindr, etc.)

99

96

82

76

66

44

34

12

10

10

9

3

2

1

1

Every day
69

63

57

A few times a week

22

16

25

Once a week

6
10

8

A few times a month

10
6

Once a month
0

2

2

1

A few times a year
0
0

Chart 9: Social media and communications platforms

1
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For collaboration, a majority of people are on Zoom, Google Suite, and WhatsApp

Commercial and custom organising platforms

Collaboration platforms, total sample, N=94

Commercial and custom organising platforms, total sample, N=76

Which of the following collaboration 
platforms does your organisation use 
for campaigning?

Which of the following collaboration platforms does your organisation use for campaigning?

How frequently do you use each of the 
following?

How frequently do you use each of the 
following?

NOTE: N<50

Zoom: N=76; GS: N=52; WA: N=51

Mailchimp: N=31; Custom-built CRM: 
N=20; NationBuilder: N=17

Zoom

Google Suite

WhatsApp groups

Facebook groups

Slack

Project Management systems

Miro

Other video conferencing systems

Discord

Mural

Event Management software

Collab. content publishing 
software

Chat rooms/video chat 

Confluence

Element (formerly Riot)

Coda.io

Speechifai

Mailchimp (or other email-only service)

Custom-built CRM

NationBuilder

ControlShift

Action Network

Peer-to-Peer apps and platforms

Other petition/list building services 

Custom-built mobile app

Digital ad platform

Other canvassing software

Social listening tools 

Non-Organising CRM

ECanvasser

Fundraising software and CRMs 

Engaging Networks

CiviCRM

Campaignion

Crowdsourcing and civic tech apps 

Care2

EveryAction / NGPVan

New/Mode

Blue State Digital

Quorum

Salsa

82

54

53

49

46

37

11

10

3

2

2

1

0

5

5

5

5

42
27

22
19

18
16

15
15
15

14
12

11
11

9
9

8
4
4
4

3
3
3

1
0

Every day

Every day

42
78

54

6

A few times a week

A few times a week

26

14

22

Once a week

Once a week

12
2

10

A few times a month

A few times a month

14
2

10

Once a month

Once a month

3

4

2

2

2

2

0

0

A few times a year

A few times a year

Chart 10: Collaborative platforms

Chart 11: Commercial and custom organising platforms
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Organisers are using collaborative 
tools and expressed a need for more

Over half  of  those who use collaborative tools are using 
G-Suite and WhatsApp for collaboration in campaigning. 
Interviews identified that the tools that are the most highly 
valued by those fully organising are those that solve everyday 
problems. Activists most need tools to foster collaboration for 
successful decentralised campaigns. 

Collaborative tools (Google drive, Miro, Mural, Zoom, 
Slack, chat bots, chat rooms, Whatsapp) help recreate 
the community experience that has been destroyed 
by social media, building smaller groups in which 
people can deepen relationships. This is confirmed by 
the data from our survey regarding digital tools. Three-quarters 
(75%) of  survey respondents think using digital tools like Slack 
groups or to build relationships between supporters and create 
group culture should feature a great deal or fair amount in a 
successful digital campaign.

“That was run on Slack, and that functionality is 
something that we’re going to have to pay attention 
to, be it through Slack or WhatsApp or Discord or 
something else… having channels for people to 
volunteer with specific tasks whenever they have a 
moment to do a translation or send an email to my 
friends or whatever, but for people who have some kind 
of commitment, to from time to time, taking part.”

— Campaign Coordinator, Political Party02

Collaborative tools can be used powerfully, allowing 
for the creation of  shared space without traditional 
bounds of  time and geography, making local strategy 
development possible. 

“When we are organising for the local community here, 
we will join up to a Zoom call and we have a Google 
document and we’ll talk about what we want to do for 
the local environment. We can use tools like Miro or 
Mural to support that, to help with the brainstorming, 
even if it’s online. And we can build our local strategies. 

The strategy work that is done on a national level… 
it’s the same process. You still need to think about 
your space, and the relationships within that space. 
You need to think about your purpose. and how you’re 
going to structure resources and commitments… And 
these work tools can definitely be used for invigorating 
local engagement. Just because we live close together 
doesn’t mean that we can actually meet up… people 
have kids, people have different shifts. And so the 
ability to go into a Google doc, somebody does it first 
and then I go in maybe an hour later, and we still sort 
of like we still agree on what is written. There is a very, 
very important thing.”
— Voter Outreach and Engagement Officer, 

Political Party01

The ability to communicate with activists in real-time, 
and to report back on campaigning activities and progress 
transparently and honestly, is key to building trust and 
deepening relationships in decentralised organising — and 
therefore key to its success.

But we also heard from interviewees that the collaborative 
tools currently available are not always ideal for 
organising, although successful campaigns are 
being run using them. The off-the-shelf  ones are often not 
designed for political influencing or made with a mobilisation 
component in mind. Plus there can be issues with moving 
supporters from common (but less useful) organising platforms 
like Facebook groups, to technologies like Slack or Discord, as 
organisers face resistance from less tech savvy supporters and 
volunteers.

“If you are talking about the right technologies, you 
can see how they are built around creating some 
form of common purpose. And that’s the difference... 
social media isn’t aggregating. The purpose building 
technologies are the most important for us. So 
Google Drive is fantastic.”
— Voter Outreach and Engagement Officer, 

Political Party01
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SpeechifAI’s mission is inspired by co-
founder Tudor Mihailescu’s childhood 
experience. Although left handed, he 
was forced to write with his right hand in 
primary school. Years later, he channeled 
the frustration he found at not being able 
to express himself in writing into developing 
SpeechifAI, a tool to help people express 
themselves on social media in support of 
causes they care about.

Organisations can upload their assets, then 
community members can edit them to add 
their own voice before sharing on social 

media (with templates adapted to the style 
of each different platform). 

Since launch in the summer of 2019, 
SpeechifAI has helped users create 
around 100,000 unique posts for all 
major social networks and empowered 
digital campaigns to generate billions of 
impressions on social media. It has been 
widely used by progressives in the US, 
including Democratic campaigns in key 
battleground states, and is just starting to 
be used by digital organisers in Europe.

SpeechifAI — a customisable social 
share kit with serious potential
A (relatively rare) example of a collaborative tool built with 
campaigning in mind is SpeechifAI.
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Inspiration and Reasons 
to be Cheerful
Our research has highlighted many problems with European 
digital organising — we’ve seen a widespread lack of  
knowledge and understanding of  best practice, and low 
implementation. But there are many glimmers of  hope and 
reasons to be cheerful too.

Firstly, there is huge buy in across Europe to the value 
of  digital organising among progressive campaigners, 
although it is little understood and practiced. This 
means there is vast untapped potential for social 
change actors to move activities across the five-part 
framework for digital organising, build relationships 
and leadership, and potentially turn the tide against 
the rise of  the right.

We also know that despite digital organising requiring resources 
to be committed for long periods of  time, it is possible to 
organise online without a massive budget. 

This is evidenced by the fact that smaller, less well-resourced 
organisations value decentralised organising more, and are 
doing more of  it, than their better funded counterparts. 
Similarly, in continental Europe, despite our mapping finding 
countries have less variety and volume of  political and civil 
society actors, organising is more valued and commonly 
practiced than in the better resourced and larger UK social 
change sector. 

We have selected a few inspiring stories from European 
campaigners (separate to our anonymous interviews), about 
how they are organising online to win, to share with you below.
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aHang (‘the voice’) is a digital 
campaigning organisation founded in 
Hungary in 2018. Most of the team have 
a background in offline organising, 
but they saw the power of digital tools 
in creating social change awnd have 
been pioneers in bringing new online 
methods to Hungarian campaigning. The 
organisation has grown fast and currently 
has over 300,000 members. Campaign 
Director Gergely Hajdu told us the story 
of how aHang and it’s members got a 
progressive Mayor elected to the city of 
Budapest.

Viktor Orbán has led the Conservative 
Fidesz party as Prime Minister since 2010, 
with a toxic agenda of widespread anti-
democratic reform. In 2019, opposition 
parties approached aHang to ask for their 
help in running a primary to elect just 
one candidate to run against the sitting 
Fidesz Mayor in Budapest. 90% of aHang’s 
members voted to take this on, and so the 
organisation’s work to bring democracy 
back to the capital began. Their 
campaign was 100% member funded, 
from developing technology, to flyers, 
organising costs, and video explainers.

After months of stressful negotiations 
with progressive parties on the process, 
including a widely signed petition to 
protest against parties pulling out of the 
pact to field just one candidate between 
them, the day of the primary election 
arrived. aHang designed software to 
handle voting online and offline at the 
same time, connecting to a Government 
Gateway database so their servers and 
activists on the street could check the 
identity of voters and prevent duplication. 
Voting booths were staffed with aHang’s 
own volunteers, invited into the process 
and trained after signing pro democracy 
petitions. 

Voting ran smoothly and resulted in 
the election of the most progressive 
candidate, Gergő Karácsony. Other 
parties kept their word and supported 
Karácsony to stand alone against the 
incumbent Fidesz Mayor, who he beat in 
the Mayoral election!

More information on how aHang 
campaigned to make this happen can be 
found here: Click this Link

Beating authoritarianism 
in Budapest
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Voor 14 is the Netherlands version of 
the US Fight for $15 and the UK Living 
Wage campaign, run by the FNV 
union federation in the Netherlands. It 
launched in February 2019 with the aim 
of influencing party policy in the March 
2021 general election. The campaign 
team estimated that to achieve this they 
would need 500 local organisers leading 
thousands of volunteers to reach a much 
bigger pool of voters. 

To begin they wanted to get a broad 
reach on social media and gather lots of 
leads for follow up — after some testing 
they went with NationBuilder as a custom 
CRM system. The platform saves so 
much time in the long run by storing all 
data from on and offline action in one 
place, making follow up and handovers 
much simpler than organising through 
spreadsheets alone. When the pandemic 

hit, FNV realised it would have to take 
half of its offline organising team online 
and brought in Tectonica to help with 
managing this transition. 

They now have a digital campaigning 
(or content team) responsible for 
mass communications fuelling the 
infrastructure for list building (using 
email, Facebook, Twitter, Facebook 
Ads, SpeechifAI etc). This team’s work 
is followed up by the digital organising 
team, who call supporters on the 
phone and allocate tasks according 
to what people are interested in doing. 
They currently have around 29 active 
local groups and 150 committed local 
organisers — but they’re growing fast and 
succeeding well at moving people from 
online signups into activity and ultimately 
leadership. In a couple of weeks their first 
petition attracted 50,000 signatures.

One to watch — Campaigning for 
fair wages in the Netherlands
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The team at Milieudefensie (Friends of the 
Earth in the Netherlands) were inspired by 
Bernie Sanders’ campaign tactics to bring 
big organising to their climate campaign. 
They thought a new campaign using 
these tactics could help then gather wide 
opinion polling on climate justice at the 
same time as recruiting a growing team 
of volunteers, who they could pivot into 
campaigning to influence the March 2021 
general election.

In 2019 they recruited 100 volunteers, 
bringing together local activists, their 
friends and new contacts from social 
media outreach. Team leaders received 
coaching from a staff member, but 
organised their own teams to knock 
on people’s doors and speak to them 
about climate justice. The results of this 
doorstep polling were captured on a 
mobile phone friendly website adapted 
from Green party canvassing. 

Milieudefensie used the platform Open 
Social to connect volunteers, build 
peer-to-peer relationships, coordinate 
events and run monthly trainings for 
new starters. The volunteer teams grew 
quickly, mostly from social media with 
some recruitment on the doorstep, and 
they now have 500 volunteers. When the 
coronavirus pandemic lockdown hit, the 
teams had knocked on 10,000 doors and 
recorded 4,000 conversations — but their 
work was sadly shut down as face to face 
conversations became an infection risk. 

The doorstep polling has been immensely 
helpful in getting news coverage and 
influencing politicians, as it shows the 
level of support for climate justice in 
areas politicians might not have expected 
to see it. Volunteers have lobbied election 
candidates directly themselves, self 
reporting on the conversations they’ve 
had with the public, with powerful effects.

Door knocking for climate justice
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Despite the complexity of this research and the issues we have unearthed, our 

recommendations are clear and relatively simple.

1. More communication, sharing 
and relationship building across the 
progressive community

Much could be done to improve the networks of  progressive 
organisations within and across European countries. Where 
stronger relationships exist, trust increases, paving the way for 
campaign successes, failures and learnings to be shared, and to 
increase the visibility of  digital organising already happening. 
This peer-to-peer sharing and support could be invaluable in 
transitioning towards decentralised digital organising. Setting 
up action learning sets between organisations and across sectors 
could be one effective way to do this. 

2. Development of the evidence base 
for digital organising into shareable 
best practice

Since the lack of  science behind organising is a major driving 
factor in it being poorly understood and little adopted, 
addressing this is fundamental to turning things around. 
There is a serious need for organisations delivering full digital 
organising to begin to build an evidence base and strategic 
understanding of  what can work. Those beginning to transition 
from mobilising to organising should set out from the start to 
record and share learning. 

3. Investment in coaching, training and 
expert support for digital organising

A lack of  training in best practice was one of  the highest 
barriers to campaigners organising online. Our experience 
shows us that investment in this is most effective when it is 
part of  a long term strategic commitment to learning and 
improvements, combining coaching and mentoring with 
training and support to align this with effective strategy. Expert 
consultants and agencies like Tectonica5 can provide packages 
of  such training and support, but organisations need to value, 
prioritise and budget for this. The global pandemic has put 
budgets under pressure, and training can be viewed as one 
of  the most disposable expenses, but this is a false economy. 
In these challenging times, and with the right on the rise, we 
need to be channelling limited resources into the most effective 
actions. Packages of  training and strategic support can play an 
invaluable role in identifying winning strategies and approaches 
for building power online. 

4. Deploying communications, 
mobilising and organising strategically 
to build power

Campaigners should plot their activities against the categories 
on our five-part framework for digital organising, assessing if  
their energy is going equally into communications, mobilising 
and organising6, noticing if  efforts are concentrated in one or 
two categories. This raises key strategic questions. Campaigners 
should ask — who do we need to be engaging and how? Do 
we need to reach new audiences? Are we deepening existing 
supporters’ commitment and activity? Might we have a greater 
chance of  winning if  volunteers took on more responsibility? 
The answers to these questions will tell you whether or not you 
need to put more energy into mobilising or fully decentralised 
organising, and strategy should be adapted accordingly.

Organisations should select digital campaigning tools according 
to how effective they are at achieving the desired impact, 
not according to the availability of  tools in the marketplace. 
While tech and service providers have convincing sales models 
for bringing in new people, the market only reflects what 
people are currently doing — which we know isn’t working 
and is far from what they should be doing. Organisations, 
parties, and unions should develop clear campaign strategy, 
working backwards from the outcomes they hope to achieve 
to determine approach and audience, and only then selecting 
appropriate digital technologies. 

5. Willingness to shift culture and 
decentralise power

The hierarchical structure and culture of  organisations is 
another obvious barrier towards fully decentralised organising. 
Senior leadership of  organisations will need to fully buy into 
ceding power to supporters if  they wish their campaigns and 
causes to benefit from all that more decentralised organising 
has to offer. With this must come a commitment to the 
organisational transformation required such work to succeed; 
reducing centralised sign off and control, and operating in 
a more transparent, democratic and accountable way. This 
requires patience from the leadership, as we know organising 
takes time. We also know that good digital organising is a 
discipline which stretches across entire teams, so it is important 
that buy in and understanding goes well beyond the leadership 
and into adjacent roles.

Recommendations

Recommendations for progressive NGOs, unions 
and political parties

5 The Tectonica Organising Network is also a good source of  free resources, training etc. You can sign up online here
6 This is something Tectonica can help organisations explore — if  you’re interested get in touch 28
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Recommendations for Funders
Since resourcing is always an issue for progressive campaigns, funders have an 

important role to play in making the above happen, by supporting the following:

1. Networking and mapping

It isn’t easy to see what progressive entities exist across 
Europe. A central, openly accessible online index of  European 
campaigning organisations would be an immensely valuable 
tool, for future pieces of  research such as this report as well as 
for day to day connections and collaborations. pan-European 
(and country focused) social change infrastructure organisations 
could coordinate such an index, help to build relationships 
across issue areas and disciplines, and build a stronger social 
change sector.

2. Research

Alongside, perhaps working with the efforts of  NGOs to 
document best practice, more rigorous research is needed into 
the science of  digital organising. Work could also usefully be 
done exploring more deeply why the right is winning online. 

3. Training

With organisations slashing their training budgets and 
cutting staff in the face of  the financial challenges posed 
by COVID-19, external support is sorely needed to ensure 
campaign staff are educated in developing effective people-
powered campaign strategy. Only a handful of  major 
organisations are actually teaching digital organising, and one 
of  the largest, Mobilisation Lab, has just closed its doors.

4. Long term investment in strategic 
digital organising

To help organisations make the long term strategic investments 
needed for fully decentralised organising, corresponding 
funding approaches are needed. This funding should include 
support to help organisations manage transformation of  their 
culture and structures to accommodate more democratic ways 
of  operating. And it must avoid setting short-term reporting 
goals, relying instead on nuanced quantitative feedback, being 
ready to change approach and flex according to membership 
direction.

6. Measuring steps towards impact

Campaigns will inevitably optimise for what they measure. So 
it is important that campaign plans report against measures of  
people power that genuinely contribute to campaign impact. 
This may mean qualitative reporting is needed about the 

quality of  relationships and the slow growth of  groups, as 
well as longer term political impact. It is important that these 
measures are understood to be of  equal value to larger figures 
showing much shallower engagement.
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Online survey of progressive organisations in Europe, fieldwork by GQR. Fieldwork conducted 24 August to 14. 

September, 2020. Total sample, n=150. For more information on survey data, contact GQR Analyst Rebecca 

Yuska at ryuska@gqrr.com or info@gqrr.com

Methodology

Country Revenue Supporters

TOTAL UK Non-UK
Less than 

500k
Over 500k

Less than 
5000

Over 5000

Q3 Which of the following best describes your area of work?

Total answering  <150>  <39> <111>  <64>  <67>  <70>  <72>

Non-profit/NGO/ Charity 71 69 71 84 69 86 56

Political party 15 5 19 11 16 9 24

Union 8 18 5  - 9  - 17

Think-tank 1 3 1  - 3 3  - 

Academia 1 3 -  -  -  - 1

None of the above 4 3 5 5 3 3 3

Q5 In rough terms, what was your organisation's total revenue or budget in Euros in 
its most recently reported financial year?

Total Answering  <150>  <39> <111>  <64>  <67>  <70>  <72>

Less than €20,000 9 8 9 20  - 13 4

€20,000 to less than €100,000 11 10 11 25  - 20 3

€100,000 to less than €500,000 23 10 28 55  - 31 18

€500,000 to less than €1 million 10 10 10  - 22 14 6

€1 million to less than €25 million 27 26 28  - 61 13 40

€25 million to less than €50 million 3 13 -  - 7  - 6

€50 million to less than €100 million 1 3 -  - 1  - 1

€100 million to less than €250 million 2 3 2  - 4  - 4

€250 million or more 1 3 1  - 3  - 1

Don't know/Prefer not to say 13 15 12  -  - 9 17

*Less than €500K 43 28 100  - 64 25

€500K to €25 million 37 36  - 84 27 46

€25 million or more 7 21  - 16  - 13

Q6 Approximately how many members or supporters does your organisation have? 

Total Answering  <150>  <39> <111>  <64>  <67>  <70>  <72>

Less than 10 6 5 6 14  - 13  - 

10 to 50 12 3 15 14 10 26  - 

51 to 100 9 3 12 16 4 20  - 

101 to 500 6 3 7 11 1 13  - 

501 to 1,000 3  - 4 2 4 6  - 

1,001 to 5,000 11 18 8 14 7 23  - 

More than 5,000 48 56 45 28 63  - 100

Don't know 5 13 3 2 9  -  - 

*Up to 500 33 13 41 55 16 71  - 

501 to 5000 13 18 12 16 12 29  - 

More than 5000 48 56 45 28 63  - 100

Q7  Which of the following best describes your involvement in your organisation's 
digital practice?

Total Answering  <150>  <39> <111>  <64>  <67>  <70>  <72>

I have the final say when it comes to strategic decisions surrounding my organisation's 
digital practice and their implementation 

27 23 28 33 24 29 28

I have contributed to  strategic decisions surrounding my organisation's digital practice 
and their implementation

50 54 49 52 51 50 50

I have made some contribution to  strategic decisions surrounding my organisation's 
digital practice and their implementation 

18 15 19 9 24 16 19

I have not been involved in my organisation's digital practice 3 5 2 2 1 1 3

My organisation does not have a digital practice 3 3 3 5  - 4 -

*Decision maker 77 77 77 84 75 79 78

Non-Decision maker 21 21 21 11 25 17 22

Appendix
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Q11 Overall, do you think that digital organising done by PROGRESSIVE 
organisations in (COUNTRY) is improving or getting worse? 

Total Answering  <150>  <39> <111>  <64>  <67>  <70>  <72>

Improving 67 79 63 59 75 57 78

Getting worse 13 8 15 17 9 19 10

Don't know 19 13 22 23 16 24 13

*Improving - Worse 54 72 48 42 66 39 68

Q12 Overall, do you think that digital organising done by RIGHT WING organisations 
in (COUNTRY) is improving or getting worse?

Total Answering  <150>  <39> <111>  <64>  <67>  <70>  <72>

Improving 70 82 66 72 72 67 72

Getting worse 11 8 12 8 12 10 11

Don't know 19 10 23 20 16 23 17

*Improving - Worse 59 74 54 64 60 57 61

Q13 Overall, do you think that digital organising done by your organisation is 
improving or getting worse? 
Total Answering  <150>  <39> <111>  <64>  <67>  <70>  <72>

Improving 88 85 89 86 88 86 92

Getting worse 4 8 3 6 3 7 1

Don't know 8 8 8 8 9 7 7

*Improving - Worse 84 77 86 80 85 79 90

Q14 In a few lines, how do you define digital organising?

Total answering  <55>  <15> <40>  <23>  <24>  <24>  <28>

Use of online tools to mobilise supporters 29 40 25 26 38 25 36

Online communication 24 20 25 30 17 33 14

Digital networking and relationship building 24 40 18 26 29 25 21

Creating an online space for supporters to collaborate 18 27 15 17 17 17 18

Giving people resources/opportunity to organise autonomously 15 20 13 13 21 8 21

Use of online tools (general) 13 7 15 9 13 8 18

Calls to action 9 13 8 4 13 8 11

Use of online tools to identify supporters 7 7 8 13 4 8 7

Build support for a cause 7 13 5 9 8 8 7

Building or multiplying power using online tools 7 7 8 4 8 8 7

Having an impact online 5  - 8 4 4 4 4

Decentralised oorganisation 4  - 5  - 4  - 7

Online trainings/e-learning for supporters 2  - 3 4  - 4  - 

Other 9  - 13 13 8 13 7

Q15-26 Please indicate how much each of the following SHOULD feature in a 
successful digital organising campaign.

Total Answering  <150>  <39> <111>  <64>  <67>  <70>  <72>

Q15 Having a website that serves mostly to share information about our 
organisation or issue

A Great Deal 39 18 47 47 28 54 28

A fair amount 32 36 31 31 34 26 38

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 71 54 77 78 63 80 65

Little/not at all (combined) 27 41 22 22 36 19 33

Q16 Sharing general information like sending email newsletters, and news to our 
supporters on social media or a similar channel

A Great Deal 47 41 50 55 40 50 47

A fair amount 37 46 33 34 42 36 38

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 84 87 83 89 82 86 85

Little/not at all (combined) 15 10 16 11 18 14 14

Q17 Conducting list building activities like petitions and surveys, or doing 
fundraising

A Great Deal 43 33 47 44 43 33 54

A fair amount 39 44 37 38 42 47 31

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 82 77 84 81 85 80 85

Little/not at all (combined) 16 18 15 19 13 20 13

Country Revenue Supporters

TOTAL UK Non-UK
Less than 

500k
Over 500k

Less than 
5000

Over 5000
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DSPs, among others
Q18 Doing advertising like running digital ads on social media, Google, or through 

A Great Deal 37 36 37 36 39 34 39

A fair amount 29 33 27 28 25 23 35

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 65 69 64 64 64 57 74

Little/not at all (combined) 33 26 35 36 34 43 24

Q19 Using digital technology to send segmented communications to different lists 
to optimize our reach, targeting supporters based on demographics, interests, or 
activities 

A Great Deal 58 64 56 48 67 56 61

A fair amount 27 21 30 38 19 24 29

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 85 85 86 86 87 80 90

Little/not at all (combined) 12 10 13 14 10 19 7

Q20 Running digital campaigns with CRM automations or similar tools, to ask for 
deeper levels of engagement from supporters, with segmented follow-ups based on 
their past activities
A Great Deal 49 49 49 47 52 37 58

A fair amount 36 33 37 34 37 39 35

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 85 82 86 81 90 76 93

Little/not at all (combined) 10 5 12 16 6 19 3

Q21 Using digital tools to mobilise supporters to take actions on behalf of the 
organisation, like conducting targeted advocacy campaigns, electoral persuasion 
campaigns, or Get out the Vote (GOTV) activities, among others
A Great Deal 62 62 62 61 61 66 63

A fair amount 26 28 25 27 28 23 26

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 88 90 87 88 90 89 89

Little/not at all (combined) 9 8 10 11 9 9 10

Q22 Supporters organising their own actions -- like setting up petitions, creating 
content, or organising events - using our organisation's digital tools

A Great Deal 37 36 37 38 36 34 40

A fair amount 43 41 43 42 43 44 42

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 79 77 80 80 79 79 82

Little/not at all (combined) 19 21 19 19 21 20 18

Q23 Creating online processes like crowdsourcing  or building online workspaces so 
that activists and supporters can participate in strategy design

A Great Deal 35 33 35 33 34 43 28

A fair amount 41 38 41 45 37 37 47

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 75 72 77 78 72 80 75

Little/not at all (combined) 23 26 22 20 28 19 24

Q24 Using digital tools like Slack groups or private activist areas on our website, to 
build relationships between supporters and create group culture

A Great Deal 35 36 35 30 39 37 36

A fair amount 40 36 41 42 39 37 40

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 75 72 77 72 78 74 76

Little/not at all (combined) 23 23 23 27 22 24 24

Q25 Supporters autonomously setting strategy and running their own campaigns, 
using digital technology - such as setting up their own microsite campaigns or 
social media groups - to lead groups of activists

A Great Deal 29 31 29 36 24 34 24

A fair amount 35 26 39 34 34 36 38

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 65 56 68 70 58 70 61

Little/not at all (combined) 33 38 31 28 42 29 36

Q26 Supporters using digital tools to manage their own advocacy actions, such as 
day of action events, protests, rallies, online stunts, or similar

A Great Deal 45 38 48 47 43 54 39

A fair amount 37 38 36 36 39 33 39

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 82 77 84 83 82 87 78

Little/not at all (combined) 17 21 16 17 18 13 22

Q27-38 Next, please indicate how much each of the following features in YOUR 
ORGANISATION'S digital organising campaigns.

Total Answering  <150>  <39> <111>  <64>  <67>  <70>  <72>

Country Revenue Supporters

TOTAL UK Non-UK
Less than 

500k
Over 500k

Less than 
5000

Over 5000
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A Great Deal 54 44 58 58 48 66 44

A fair amount 26 28 25 25 28 20 32

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 80 72 83 83 76 86 76

Little/not at all (combined) 17 23 14 14 19 11 21

Q28 Sharing general information like sending email newsletters, and news to our 
supporters on social media or a similar channel

A Great Deal 60 56 61 61 63 63 60

A fair amount 21 21 21 20 19 17 24

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 81 77 82 81 82 80 83

Little/not at all (combined) 15 15 14 16 13 17 11

Q29 Conducting list building activities like petitions and surveys, or doing 
fundraising

A Great Deal 38 41 37 36 42 27 49

A fair amount 22 21 23 23 22 26 19

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 60 62 59 59 64 53 68

Little/not at all (combined) 35 33 36 38 30 43 28

Q30 Doing advertising like running digital ads on social media, Google, or through 
DSPs, among others

A Great Deal 28 26 29 27 30 26 29

A fair amount 27 26 27 20 36 20 36

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 55 51 56 47 66 46 65

Little/not at all (combined) 42 44 41 52 30 53 31

Q31 Using digital technology to send segmented communications to different lists 
to optimize our reach, targeting supporters based on demographics, interests, or 
activities

A Great Deal 36 31 38 39 36 34 38

A fair amount 22 23 22 20 22 17 28

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 58 54 59 59 58 51 65

Little/not at all (combined) 37 41 36 38 36 44 31

Q32 Running digital campaigns with CRM automations or similar tools, to ask for 
deeper levels of engagement from supporters, with segmented follow-ups based on 
their past activities

A Great Deal 24 18 26 23 25 17 29

A fair amount 21 18 23 19 22 16 28

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 45 36 49 42 48 33 57

Little/not at all (combined) 46 54 43 52 42 57 36

Q33 Using digital tools to mobilise supporters to take actions on behalf of the 
organisation, like conducting targeted advocacy campaigns, electoral persuasion 
campaigns, or Get out the Vote (GOTV) activities, among others

A Great Deal 38 33 40 38 39 33 43

A fair amount 19 18 20 22 21 21 18

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 57 51 59 59 60 54 61

Little/not at all (combined) 38 44 36 38 34 43 33

Q34 Supporters organising their own actions -- like setting up petitions, creating 
content, or organising events - using our organisation's digital tools

A Great Deal 19 8 23 22 16 17 22

A fair amount 18 10 21 14 24 13 19

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 37 18 44 36 40 30 42

Little/not at all (combined) 59 77 53 61 55 67 56

Q35 Creating online processes like crowdsourcing  or building online workspaces so 
that activists and supporters can participate in strategy design 

A Great Deal 15 3 20 22 9 26 7

A fair amount 21 10 24 25 18 20 19

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 36 13 44 47 27 46 26

Little/not at all (combined) 60 82 52 50 69 51 69

Country Revenue Supporters

TOTAL UK Non-UK
Less than 

500k
Over 500k

Less than 
5000

Over 5000Q27 Having a website that serves mostly to share information about our 
organisation or issue
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Q36 Using digital tools like Slack groups or private activist areas on your website, to 
build relationships between supporters and create group culture

A Great Deal 17 13 19 22 10 23 14

A fair amount 24 23 24 19 31 20 22

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 41 36 43 41 42 43 36

Little/not at all (combined) 53 59 51 53 54 51 60

Q37 Supporters autonomously setting strategy and running their own campaigns, 
using digital technology - such as setting up their own microsite campaigns or 
social media groups - to lead groups of activists

A Great Deal 13 3 16 17 6 17 10

A fair amount 16 5 20 17 18 14 17

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 29 8 36 34 24 31 26

Little/not at all (combined) 66 85 59 63 69 66 67

Q38 Supporters using digital tools to manage their own advocacy actions, such as 
day of action events, protests, rallies, online stunts, or similar

A Great Deal 17 8 20 19 12 19 15

A fair amount 17 13 19 20 18 14 17

Great deal/fair amount (combined) 34 21 39 39 30 33 32

Little/not at all (combined) 61 74 56 53 66 60 65

Q39 Organisations grow their digital organising practices in a number of different 
ways. Which TWO of the following have taught you the most about digital 
organising best practices?

Total Answering  <150>  <39> <111>  <64>  <67>  <70>  <72>

Digital campaigns run by other progressive organisations 47 59 43 44 49 43 54

Trainings (in-person or online) with digital specialists outside of my organisation 43 26 50 45 40 40 46

My colleagues 29 28 30 27 36 27 32

Publications (print or online) by digital specialists outside of my organisation 18 18 18 19 16 21 14

Events/outside 17 10 19 16 18 13 19

A digital consultant 6 3 7 3 9 4 8

Digital campaigns by right wing organisations 6 13 4 8 4 6 7

My boss 3 5 2 3 3 1 4

Publications (print or online) by right wing organisations doing digital organising 3 3 3 5  - 4 1

I have not had any formal instruction on digital best practices 13 15 12 16 10 20 6

Don't know 1 3 1  - 1  - 1

Q40-48 Next you will see some pairs of statements. For each, please indicate 
whether the FIRST statement or the SECOND statement comes closer to your views, 
even if neither is exactly right…STATEMENT MUCH CLOSER

Total Answering  <150>  <39> <111>  <64>  <67>  <70>  <72>

40A There is an unrealised potential for digital organising in (COUNTRY) . 35 29 37 39 30 33 33

Organisations in (COUNTRY)  are capitalising on their digital organising potential. 19 10 22 10 30 15 23

41 My organisation values decentralised digital organising. 19 18 19 20 15 17 21

My organisation thinks digital organising should be a top-down operation. 17 15 17 17 19 14 19

42A Effective digital organising needs an offline component to foster relationships built 
online. 

40 33 43 39 39 39 40

There is no value added to digital organising by incorporating offline interactions. 28 33 26 29 24 24 30

43A The far right and populists are running stronger digital campaigns than 
progressives. 

21 36 14 15 24 9 26

Progressives are running stronger digital campaigns than the far right and populists. 17 12 20 18 22 26 12

45B People in  (COUNTRY) understand what digital organising is. 18 19 18 14 22 15 22

People in (COUNTRY)  do not understand what digital organising is. 29 19 33 34 22 28 24

Country Revenue Supporters

TOTAL UK Non-UK
Less than 

500k
Over 500k

Less than 
5000

Over 5000

34



Total Answering  <150>  <39> <111>  <64>  <67>  <70>  <70>

40A There is an unrealised potential for digital organising in (COUNTRY) . 52 62 48 61 48 52 50

Organisations in (COUNTRY)  are capitalising on their digital organising potential. 41 33 44 29 52 39 45

41 My organisation values decentralised digital organising. 45 38 48 52 40 44 49

My organisation thinks digital organising should be a top-down operation. 40 46 38 34 48 36 43

42A Effective digital organising needs an offline component to foster relationships built 
online. 

56 52 57 52 58 52 60

There is no value added to digital organising by incorporating offline interactions. 40 43 39 42 39 39 40

43A The far right and populists are running stronger digital campaigns than 
progressives. 

43 56 38 36 51 29 50

Progressives are running stronger digital campaigns than the far right and populists. 33 32 34 42 30 43 29

45B People in (COUNTRY) understand what digital organising is. 40 33 43 40 41 41 43

People in (COUNTRY) do not understand what digital organising is. 52 48 54 54 51 49 51

Q40-48 FIRST STATEMENT - SECOND STATEMENT

Total Answering  <150>  <39> <111>  <64>  <67>  <70>  <72>

40A Unrealised potential - Capitalising 11 29 4 32 -3 12 5

41 Decentralised - Top down 5 -8 10 17 -7 9 6

42A Need offline - Do not need offline 16 10 19 10 18 12 20

43A Far right better - Progressives better 10 24 4 -6 22 -14 21

45B People understand digital organising - Do Not -12 -14 -11 -14 -11 -8 -8

Q49 Which of the following systems does your organisation use for digital 
organising? Please select all that apply. 

Total answering  <150>  <39> <111>  <64>  <67>  <70>  <72>

Social media and public communications platforms 91 90 91 91 91 90 93

Team collaboration systems 63 51 67 63 64 61 65

Commercial and custom organising software 49 59 46 42 55 40 60

None of the above 1 3  -  -  -  -  - 

Don't know 2  - 3 3 1 3  - 

Q50 (IF COMMERCIAL AND CUSTOM ORGANISING SOFTWARE AT Q49) Which of the 
following commercial and custom organising platforms does your organisation use 
for campaigning? 

Total answering  <74>  <23>  <51>  <27>  <37>  <28>  <43>

Mailchimp (or other email-only service) 42 43 41 30 49 54 35

Custom-built CRM 27 4 37 33 27 18 35

NationBuilder 22 26 20 26 16 29 16

ControlShift 19 4 25 41 8 7 26

Action Network 18 26 14 7 27 11 21

Peer-to-Peer apps and platforms 16 13 18 22 14 25 12

Custom-built mobile app 15 4 20 11 19 14 16

Digital ad platform 15 9 18 7 19 11 19

Other canvassing software or custom canvassing system 14 4 18 15 11 14 14

Social listening tools (Crowdtangle, ActionSprout, Mention, etc.) 12 13 12 7 16 11 12

Non-Organising CRM (Salesforce, etc.) 11 26 4 4 14 7 12

ECanvasser 11 13 10 15 5 21 5

Fundraising software and CRMs (Blackbaud, etc.) 9 13 8 4 14 4 12

Engaging Networks 9 17 6 4 14 11 9

CiviCRM 8 4 10 7 11 11 7

Campaignion 4 13  -  - 5 4 5

Crowdsourcing and civic tech apps (Fluicity, Make.org, etc.) 4  - 6 7 3 4 5

Care2 4 13  -  - 8 4 5

EveryAction/NGPVan 3 9  - 4 3 4 2

New/Mode 3 9  -  - 5  - 5

Blue State Digital 3 9  -  - 5  - 5

Quorum 1  - 2  - 3  - 2

Other petition/list building services (Avaaz, Elephant, etc.) 16 9 20 15 22 21 14

Something else 16 13 18 22 11 21 14

Q40-48 STATEMENT TOTAL

Country Revenue Supporters

TOTAL UK Non-UK
Less than 

500k
Over 500k

Less than 
5000

Over 5000
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Q51 (IF SOCIAL MEDIA AND PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS PLATFORMS AT Q49) Which 
of the following social media and public communications platforms does your 
organisation use for campaigning?

Total answering  <136>  <35> <101>  <58>  <61>  <63>  <67>

Facebook 99 100 99 98 100 98 100

Email 96 97 96 95 98 98 94

Twitter 82 100 76 76 87 75 90

Instagram 76 63 80 71 75 68 85

YouTube 66 66 66 62 67 70 63

WhatsApp 44 51 42 52 36 38 48

Livestreaming systems 34 37 33 21 41 33 37

Peer-to-peer texting software 12 14 11 9 15 13 9

Broadcast texting 10 17 8 7 11 6 13

Chatbot software 10 11 9 7 10 3 15

TikTok 9 11 8 3 11 6 9

Snapchat 3 3 3  - 3  - 6

Public Relations Software (Muck Rack, etc.) 2 9  -  - 5  - 4

Meetup 1 3 1 2  - 3  - 

Dating apps (Tinder, Grindr, etc.) 1 3 1 3  - 3  - 

Something else 7 9 6 9 7 10 4

Q52 (IF TEAM COLLABORATION SYSTEMS AT Q49) Which of the following team 
collaboration platforms does your organisation use for campaigning?

Total answering  <94>  <20>  <74>  <40>  <43>  <43>  <47>

Zoom 82 95 78 83 84 81 81

Google Suite (Google Docs, Drive, etc.) 54 30 61 68 47 58 55

WhatsApp groups 53 65 50 50 53 44 62

Facebook groups 49 55 47 50 49 49 51

Slack 46 50 45 53 44 44 47

Project Management systems (Airtable, Basecamp, Trello, Asana, Jira, Clickup, etc.) 37 45 35 43 35 35 38

Miro 11 20 8 5 14 7 13

Other video conferencing systems (Whereby) 10 5 11 5 12 12 9

Discord 5 10 4 5 2 5 6

Mural 5 5 5 3 9 2 9

Event Management software 5 10 4 5 7 5 6

Collaborative content publishing /managing software 5  - 7 3 7 9 2

Chat rooms and video chat (House Party, Google Duo, etc.) 3 10 1 3 5 2 4

Confluence 2  - 3  - 5 5  - 

Element (formerly Riot) 2  - 3  -  - 5  - 

Coda.io 1  - 1 3  - 2  - 

Something else 12 5 14 5 19 9 13

None of the above 3  - 4 5 2 5 2

Country Revenue Supporters

TOTAL UK Non-UK
Less than 

500k
Over 500k

Less than 
5000

Over 5000

Q112 Which of the following is the biggest barrier(s) to a successful digital operation 
in (COUNTRY)? Please select up to THREE options.

Total answering  <150>  <39> <111>  <64>  <67>  <70>  <72>

Low levels of education on digital organising best practices 39 44 37 39 39 44 31

Lack of funding and resources 34 46 30 47 25 40 28

Lack of hard skills on things like data analysis, social media, or UX 24 28 23 27 22 30 17

Failure to innovate beyond list building 23 33 20 22 25 19 29

There is not a culture of digital organising in (COUNTRY) 22 21 23 20 22 16 26

Right wing and populist voices have more cut through online 15 15 15 20 12 16 15

Distrust from decisionmakers to pass decentralised power to organisers 14 15 14 9 18 10 18

GDPR 13 10 14 11 15 10 17

Digital organising models don't see an immediate return on investment 12 8 14 3 19 7 18

Disinformation campaigns 11 10 12 16 6 13 8

Digital tools are structured to favour fear-based and hate-based messaging 9 10 9 8 9 9 11

Multiple languages are spoken in my country or region 9  - 12 9 7 7 11

Lack of appropriate digital organising tools and platforms 8 5 9 6 9 7 10

Coronavirus pandemic increasing competition online 7 3 9 6 9 6 8

Oversight and regulations from my government 4 3 5 3 6 1 7

Distrust from supporters 3  - 4  - 4 1 4

Something else 3 8 2 5 3 6 1

There are no barriers 3  - 5 3 3 7  - 

Don't know 5 3 6 5 4 6 6
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Q113A When it comes to digital organising, what is the most inspiring or 
encouraging thing you have seen in (COUNTRY) in the past year?

Total answering  <73>  <21> <52>  <29>  <33>  <32>  <39>

Specific local camapaigns and organisations 25 43 17 21 27 25 23

Optimizing digital organising practices due to COVID-19 12 5 15 14 12 13 13

Digital organising helping groups who have been put at risk by COVID-19 7  - 10 7 9 9 5

Black Lives Matter 5 10 4 3 6 3 8

Collaborative initiatives 5 10 4 7 3 9 3

Specific European campaigns and organisations 5 5 6 7 6 9 3

Climate campaigns 3 5 2 3  - 3 3

Youth campaigns 3 5 2 7  - 6  - 

Other 14 10 15 10 15 13 13

None 5  - 8 3 6 3 8

Don't know 23 10 29 24 24 19 28

Q122 Region

Total answering  <150>  <39> <111>  <64>  <67>  <70>  <72>

Western Europe 44 100 24 41 46 34 51

Northern Europe 11  - 14 14 9 11 11

Central Europe 8  - 11 11 7 14 3

Southern Europe 8  - 11 8 9 9 8

Eastern Europe 11  - 14 14 7 13 8

Pan-European 19  - 25 13 21 19 18

Country Revenue Supporters

TOTAL UK Non-UK
Less than 

500k
Over 500k

Less than 
5000

Over 5000
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