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SOCIAL MOVEMENTS,
TRANSNATIONAL STRUGGLES,
AND CROSS-NATIONAL
DIFFUSION

Three waves of research?

Donatella della Porta, Martin Portos and Louisa Parks

This chapter investigates the emergence and development of research on transnational so-
cial movements (TSMs). Interest and research on the transnationalization of contentious
politics unfolded in parallel with the development of the Global Justice Movement (GJM)
at first and further developed with subsequent waves of anti-austerity protests and the ‘hot
Fall’ of 2019. Overall, we explore how different forms of cross-national diffusion have
evolved. We argue that dense organizational networks followed the 1999 ‘battle of Seattle’
mobilizations against free/global trade and calling for environmental and social justice. With
anti-austerity protests, cross-national diffusion happened in a less structured form, and with
the ‘hot Fall’ of 2019, activists seem to have been mobilized through mediated contacts and
loose connections. A similar trajectory can be traced with reference to media infrastructure,
controlled by social movement organizations during the first wave; defined by individuals’
use of social media in the second; and finally characterized by dense interactions in the
global media sphere in the third wave (see della Porta 2020). Our focus throughout will be
for the most part European, with some reference to the US, and on progressive social justice
movements for democratization, against economic globalization, and for environmental
justice, with a few examples of the social movements of the populist right.

Social movement scholarship on transnationalization took off in the 1990s, and has been
greatly influenced by discussions in international relations, on the one hand, and the empiri-
cal developments of TSMs, on the other hand. Like other fields of social science inquiry, re-
search on TSMs is at a stage where adequate theories, concepts, and methods are still being
developed. As leading scholars of the contentious politics and political process traditions
have long acknowledged, repertoires of action as we know them emerged alongside and in
symbiosis with the birth of the modern nation-state (Tilly, 1984). It was at the national level
that social movement actors observed, seized, and created political opportunities to mobi-
lize dissent. Scholars have discussed how social movements’ mobilization capacity, scope
and targets, duration, and forms have been shaped by a plethora of contextual and political
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features: the neoliberal capitalist system; types of democracy and political traditions; levels
and mechanisms of surveillance, policing, public order and state repression; availability of
allies; elites’ capacity to make concessions and implement procedural reforms; electoral ac-
countability and instability (e.g., McAdam, 1982; Tilly, 1984; Kriesi et al., 1995; Tarrow,
2011). The relevance of these opportunity/threat-generating factors was largely explored
through case studies at the national level or comparative research designs, remaining (like
much scholarship in political sociology and political science) anchored in individual states.
Social movement research was no exception to this trend: dominant approaches developed
helpful theoretical and methodological toolkits to understand mobilization dynamics at
the national level, largely downplaying the importance of transnational organization and
cross-national diffusion.

In the next section, we briefly review how interest in transnationalization developed in
the field of social movement studies. After that, we identify and discuss different paths of
transnational diffusion around three key experiences (the GJM, anti-austerity protests, and
the ‘hot Fall’ of 2019). In the concluding section, we interpret the pandemic as a critical
juncture that has imposed serious hindrances on transnational contention (through physi-
cal lockdowns; the emergency powers exercised by States, and through challenges related
to the spread of mis- and dis-information). Yet, this phase has also presented opportunities
by underlining the criticality of questions linked to both social justice and climate change.

The emergence of transnational social movement research

In social movement research, transnationalization was first addressed, with a focus on pro-
gressive movements, from the perspectives of international relations and international so-
ciology. Risse and colleagues’ cutting-edge work (1998) on transnational environmental
and human rights campaigns not only succeeded at bringing ‘transnational relations back
in’ but also stressed the importance of non-state actors and cooperation over competi-
tion. As non-governmental actors proliferated and grew larger in size and power, together
with the study of International Governmental Organizations (IGOs), International Non-
Governmental Organizations (INGOs) and Transnational Social Movement Organizations
(TSMOs) emerged (Smith et al., 1996; Boli and Thomas, 1999). With a focus on actors
playing at different geographical levels, these streams of research have transcended discipli-
nary borders between domestic and international politics (see Pefia, 2020).

With the ‘velvet’, peaceful revolutions in Central and Eastern Europe, key proponents of
global civil society saw a ‘taming of social movements’ in line with opening opportunities
in global governance institutions after the end of the Cold War (Kaldor, 2003) and stressed
the emergence of a relatively autonomous sphere between the state and the market. Indeed,
seminal studies on transnational movements highlighted their capacity to adapt to IGOs’
rules of the game, ‘preferring a diplomatic search for agreement over democratic account-
ability, discretion over transparency, and persuasion over mobilization in the street’ (della
Porta and Marchetti 2021, 467).

This cross-fertilization between social movement and international relations scholarship
highlighted some ideas that are key to understanding social movement transnationaliza-
tion. First, the importance of multilevel political opportunity structures for multilevel so-
cial movements was addressed. Specifically, IGOs were found to offer opportunities (and
constraints) for social movements focused on domestic and global challenges. Two main
paths were distinguished. On the one hand, in the so-called boomerang effect framework,
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domestic groups possibly subject to discrimination and/or repression—including social
movements with domestic political concerns—would seek international allies to put pres-
sure on domestic institutions (Keck and Sikkink, 1998). On the other hand, the ‘two-level
games’ approach conceives international negotiations between states as consisting of simul-
taneous negotiations at both the (domestic) intranational level and the international (inter-
governmental) arena. Domestic interest groups and social movement actors thus address
their own governments to influence political decisions beyond the state (Putnam, 1988).
Protests against the agricultural policies of the EU in countries such as Italy or Spain, for
instance, addressed respective national governments in the hope they would push for a
European policy in a direction they considered more favorable.

In this vein, scholars found that different international institutions offered distinctive op-
portunities to social movements. The variation of opportunities was found to apply within
the broad umbrella of the UN, where finance and trade agencies such as the International
Monetary Fund (IMF), World Bank, and the World Trade Organization (WTO) were found
to be especially hostile to social movement activism. More contained geographical IGOs
were also found to be fragmented, heterogeneous, and complex actors, with different bod-
ies offering different opportunities for social movements. The institutional degree of open-
ness in the European Union’s Council, Commission and Parliament varies dramatically
for example (Parks, 2015). Even when considering only the Commission, it appears that
different movements find it more or less difficult to get access to or to oppose a specific
(sympathetic) Directorate General (Ruzza, 2004). Deciding whether to use a ‘boomerang’
or a ‘two-level game’ strategy was ultimately found to depend on how these opportunities
were perceived by movement actors.

A second key idea in the scholarship is about exploring the types of resources and strat-
egies deployed in multilevel arenas with varying opportunities, including the exchange of
resources between IGOs and TSMOs. The exchange of knowledge, reciprocal potential le-
gitimation, and the potential of ‘vicarious activism’ were singled out as factors to sensitize
public opinion to global problems, though the numerous difficulties linked to transnational
coordination and mobilization were stressed (della Porta et al., 2010). We already noted
how scholars of movements dealing with IGOs stressed their taming effects, including the
downplaying of street protest and a greater focus on advocacy. However, protest was not
entirely discarded and has been argued to be in resurgence as widespread discontent with
the efficacy of less confrontational forms of action helped to create broad coalitions beyond
social movement networks to encompass trade unions, religious organizations, and other
interest groups. Semi-institutional action persists, but does so through disruptive modes of
action such as marches, strikes and direct actions. Following the Seattle WTO mobilizations
in 1999, contestation around international summits—and conflict between protesters and
police—escalated (della Porta et al., 2006). Even though transnational protests remained a
rare occurrence (see, e.g., Imig and Tarrow, 2001), the few transnational protests (global days
of action, counter-summits or social forums) were ‘eventful’ to the extent that they had im-
portant relational, cognitive and affective effects on the activists and organizations involved.

Third, the concept of scale shift was developed to describe and analyze aspects of when
a movement moves from one level—whether local, national or transnational—to another
(della Porta and Tarrow, 2005; Tarrow and McAdam, 2005). When movements shift up-
ward in scale to reach the transnational stage, this dramatically affects their organizational
forms, actor networks, and ideas (Walsh-Russo, 2014). Tarrow and McAdam (2005) dis-
tinguish two diffusion ‘pathways’: (i) relational diffusion, that is, pre-existing ties favor
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movement spread; (ii) brokerage, linking two or more previously non-connecting sites (Tar-
row and McAdam, 2005; Walsh-Russo, 2014). This also links to ideas about cross-national
diffusion discussed below.

A fourth key idea emerging from the cross-fertilization between social movement studies
and international relations is linked to studies of globalization concerned with the study
of the intensification of relations across borders. Scholars have investigated cross-national
strategies of public order control (McCarthy et al., 1999) and the diffusion of movement
frames (Snow and Benford, 1999), including, for example, the study of the construction of
injustice and adversarial frames in the supranational context of the EU’s agricultural policy
(Klandermans et al., 1999). In this vein, at the socio-cultural level, a global language and a
growing acknowledgment of the roles and responsibilities of IGOs developed alongside in-
tensified interactions during the transnational events mentioned. Social movement activists
began to present their campaigns as part of an encompassing movement calling for global
justice and global democracy. Although still deeply rooted in national political systems and
corresponding movement families, activists with cosmopolitan values—in the sense that
they tend to conceive of all human beings as members of a single community and therefore
believe that problems must be addressed globally—bridged global and local activists and
vice versa (della Porta and Tarrow, 2005; della Porta, 2007). In doing so, they favored the
development of transnational political systems and transnational identities (Tarrow, 20035).

Transnationalization has also taken place through and been studied as cross-national
diffusion. Diffusion processes, that is the spread of tactics and ideas within and across
movements, are multi-dimensional, and thus complex to pin down theoretically and em-
pirically (Givan et al., 2010; Walsh-Russo, 2014). As the breakdown of the Soviet Union
or the Orange revolution in Ukraine illustrate, ideas may spread even where there are few
favorable conditions and mobilization is constrained (Beissinger, 2002; Bunce and Wolchik,
2011). Especially, as two of the authors have noted elsewhere,

structural differences might jeopardize that assessment of similarities, which is a rel-
evant conducive condition for cross-national diffusion. Moments of economic insta-
bility are often considered as less propitious for mass mobilization than periods of
economic growth. Latecomers within a wave of protest might also find particular
difficulties in catching up with mobilization and so could countries in which strong
waves of protest were in their declining phases.

(della Porta and Portos, 2022, 885)

Different paths of diffusion—of both ideas and repertoires—are explained by a number of
factors, including once more the closing/opening of political opportunities, movements’ cul-
tures and traditions, and exogenous and contextual shocks, such as the degree of severity of
a socioeconomic recession (della Porta and Mattoni, 2014). Individuals also count: activists
who were mobilized in previous waves of protest bring their specific visions and experiences
to new waves, and activists travelling across borders often bring emerging ideas and tactics
with them (Romanos, 2016). New technologies mediate (facilitate and constrain) the cross-
country spread of information, and memory acts as a filter when activists process news of
fresh mobilizations occurring in other countries. Since social movement experiences are
rooted in specific historical moments and/or countries (Wood, 2012; della Porta, 2015),
when protest tactics are used outside of their original contexts they pass through mecha-
nisms of translation, experimentation and deliberation (Chabot, 2010).
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Diverse paths of transnational diffusion in social movements
in the new millennium

Social movements’ transnational links in the form of ideas, types of relationships and chan-
nels across countries vary in time and space. Similarly, resources and opportunities for
multilevel campaigns are far from constant: while scale shift from national to transnational
levels seemed to be an unstoppable trend, the transnationalization of contentious politics
did not follow the proliferation of international organizations and economic globalization.
Transnational mobilization instead appears to be influenced by transformations in global
capitalism and its political consequences. Importantly, research on the transnational dimen-
sion flourished with the GJM (della Porta and Tarrow, 2005; Tarrow, 20035; della Porta
et al., 2006). As the level of decision-making scaled up to the international level, social
movements also adapted, targeting IGOs (della Porta, 2007; Parks, 2015). The European
Social Forums in particular were found to be spaces for the convergence of progressive
milieus beyond country differences and traditional divides that hampered coordination.
Indeed, several transnational campaigns reflected and at the same time fueled cosmopolitan
values (della Porta, 2007).

The transnationalization of contentious politics began in the GJM and continued in the
subsequent waves of anti-austerity protests and in the ‘hot Fall’ of 2019, but with some
notable differences over time in terms of the types of diffusion processes, main actors, and
media infrastructure involved (see Table 14.1). Building on the work by della Porta and
Mattoni (2014), we distinguish between thick and thin diffusion processes across these
waves. While the former ‘relies on dense organizational networks, activist mailing lists
and websites, and annual, face-to-face gatherings to discuss and develop ideas and tactics,
which can be transmitted across time and space’ (i.e., thick diffusion spreads ideas and
tactics through people, organizations and technology), thin diffusion relies on individual ac-
tivists (not organizations), irregular meetings and social media to diffuse frames, ideas and
tactics, blurring the lines between transmitters of emerging practices and those who adopt
them (Rohlinger and Gentile, 2017, 24; see della Porta and Mattoni, 2014).

With the global financial crisis at the beginning of the 2010s, mass dissent and protests
contested rising inequality, austerity policies, the political status quo and corruption in a
broad range of countries from Tunisia to Spain, Greece to Brazil. While the main targets
were domestic institutions, these waves of mobilization also addressed issues of national
sovereignty, often portraying the nation-state as the space for democratic accountability

Table 14.1 Paths of diffusion in three waves of global protests

Wave 1: Global Wave 2: Anti-austerity Wave 3: The ‘hot Fall’
justice movement protests of 2019
Diffusion processes Thick diffusion Thin diffusion Thin diffusion
Actors Social movement Individual protesters Mediated contacts
networks and and activists
coalitions
Media Infrastructure Mailing lists and Social media platforms Global media-scape
alternative and satellite TV
websites networks

Source: Based on Della Porta (2020, 122-123).
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(della Porta and Mattoni, 2014; della Porta, 2015). There were however interconnections
among these different protest campaigns, which were even argued to constitute an ‘interna-
tional cycle of contention’ (Tejerina et al., 2013; della Porta and Mattoni, 2014).

A third wave of protest transnationalization unfolded in 2019, the so-called global ‘hot
Fall’, with millions marching in distant places, from Lebanon to Chile, from Ecuador to
Barcelona and London, with protestors often cross-referencing one another. Many of these
campaigns were coordinated at the international level through global days of action in an
effort to foster a global framing of problems as well as the need to implement global solu-
tions. According to della Porta (2020), these protests proceeded not in lengthier waves
of protest but in short bursts often characterized by global days of action interspersed
with similarly short moments of institutionalization. The ‘Ni Una Menos’ collectives spread
from Latin America to Southern Europe in this pattern, for example, while the Fridays for
Future saw a massive uptake all over the world. The ‘hot Fall’ of 2019 also surprised mass
media and public opinion alike with the quick spread across space of protests against ine-
quality and corruption. Della Porta noted at the time an ‘apparent lack of direct connection
but also frequent expression of reciprocal solidarity’ amongst these protests, suggestive of
a new type of transnationalization through learning and emulation at distance (2020, 119).

The counter-summits and social forums of the GJM were thoroughly analyzed as in-
stances of transnational politics, contributing to bridge local and global levels and foster-
ing cosmopolitan identities (della Porta and Tarrow, 2005; Tarrow, 2005). However, since
2008, the Great Recession seems to have halted this apparent trend toward the transnation-
alization of social movements. Especially,

while both waves of protest speak a cosmopolitan language, claiming global rights
and blaming global financial capital, the global justice movement moved to the na-
tional (and the local) from the transnational, while the new wave took the reverse
route and focused on the national level of protest... Probably the most visible disjunc-
ture between the two waves of protest, therefore, is indeed related to their territorial
level: while the global justice movement often engaged in cross-border mobilisations
that moved from one country to another [..., anti-austerity protests| chose relatively
stable camps, deeply inserted in the urban settings of hundreds of cities across the
world, as the main venue of activists.

(della Porta and Mattoni, 2014, 6-7)

The national level was the most relevant for anti-austerity protests (della Porta, 2015).
However, diffusion processes of repertoires and frames unfolded both through face-to-face
direct contacts and mediated ones. While frames are easily transmitted through indirect
channels, behavioral innovations normally require interpersonal contacts to be properly
transmitted, as diffusion between the 15M/indignados and Occupy Wall Street examples
show (Romanos, 2016). During the anti-austerity protests, transnationalization was facili-
tated by widespread shared perceptions of a global crisis, which

helped the cross-national traveling of a form of protest such as the protest camps that
spread from Tahrir Square in Egypt to Puerta del Sol in Madrid, and from Zuccotti
Park in New York to many squares and parks in many other countries of the world,
including Gezi Park in Turkey and the French squares of the Nuit debut.

(della Porta 2020, 126)
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Claims and references to a transnational struggle against austerity were also common to
several protest campaigns. For instance, in the Portuguese case, Baumgarten notes an em-
phasis on references to social movements elsewhere in 2011, citing slogans amongst Por-
tuguese protestors such as “We consider ourselves Greek.” [...] “Spain! Greece! Ireland!
Portugal! Our struggle is international!”” (Baumgarten, 2013, 466). Moreover, some pro-
test events were coordinated across borders and targeted supranational financial institu-
tions and corporations, such as ratings agencies, the European Central Bank and the IME
The ‘indignados’-launched Global Day of Action on 15 October 2011 staged marches in
951 cities in 82 countries (Perugorria and Tejerina, 2013). Similarly, dozens of protests in
solidarity with Greece took place in February 2012, after the Greek government imple-
mented harsh austerity policies to get access to the €130 billion lending package from the
European Union and the IMF (Kousis, 2014). Later in May, a transnational network of
activists set up the ‘Blockupy’ campaign in Frankfurt against the European Central Bank’s
financial policies and austerity measures. In addition, the main trade unions in Southern
European countries called for a coordinated strike and street marches in November 2012
participated in by hundreds of thousands of workers. However, [w]hile these mobilizations
certainly had a transnational flavor, they did not imply the gathering of activists coming
from various European countries within the same protest site, as regularly happened in the
case of the Global Justice Movement’ (Mattoni and della Porta, 2014, 288).

While networking activity in the GJM developed principally at the organizational level,
with frame-bridging efforts during campaigns, anti-austerity protests were concatenations of
individual participants mostly recruited through social media and interpersonal ties (Juris,
2012). As activists had different organizational memberships and backgrounds, the GJM was
a space of encounter among heterogeneous actors, a ‘movement of movements’. Anti-aus-
terity protests instead sought to represent ‘the 99% in their opposition to austerity policies
and the political status quo, mobilizing heterogeneous sectors of the population—amongst
which those punished by the consequences of recession (della Porta, 2015). Transnational
coordination did not tend to take place through structured movement organizations, but
was more grassroots in orientation, relying to a great extent on fluid networks, micro-blog-
ging spheres and participatory web platforms (della Porta and Mattoni, 2014).

In short, diffusion processes were key for the transnationalization of the GJM and al-
lowed the spread of forms of organization, repertoires of action and frames for mobiliza-
tion from one country to another (della Porta and Tarrow, 2005). Diffusion also occurred
in the anti-austerity protests. However, as the Great Recession hit different countries in
specific ways, and responses varied dramatically, tactics and ideas diffused selectively. In
addition, the forms of diffusion changed: thick forms in GJM were replaced by thin forms
in anti-austerity mobilizations.

Zooming in on this, della Porta and Mattoni describe thick diffusion in the GJM as
rooted in a specific, global organizational network within which all kinds of groups played
key roles as well as movement-managed communications networks and technologies, all
of which were strengthened and solidified through regular face-to-face gatherings (2014).
Conversely, and still following Mattoni and della Porta, anti-austerity protests saw thin
practices of diffusion in comparison. Information was relayed with speed via social media
accessed on mobile devices. In that sense, individuals rather than organizations were central
to ‘spreading imageries in the global wave of protest’, and in particular, those individuals
‘who designed and provided web platforms able to function as content aggregators, to
navigate the impressive amount of information produced in the framework of protests’
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(2014, 286). They speculate that these thin diffusion practices may have thickened over
time with increased face-to-face gatherings, had it not been for the aforementioned national
focus of these protests and the little space accorded to transnational connections at the col-
lective level (ibid).

The third wave of protests identified in Table 14.1 was still unfolding, and data were
still scarce, when the pandemic began. The trend from thick to thin diffusion seems to be
confirmed on the basis of the scholarship available, however: campaigns quickly intercon-
nected the local and global scales of contention around issues such as climate change or
violence against women, mobilizing millions in the streets. Domestic, specific grievances
acted as tipping points, e.g., Chile’s small increase in public transport fares, the WhatsApp
tax anger in Lebanon or China’s introduction of the National Security Law in Hong Kong,
triggering mass protests. Then, facilitated by social media and processes of solidarity, these
local struggles found resonance with other domestic or global struggles, contributing to the
spread of short bursts of protests worldwide.

In this sense, the corruption of elites as a diagnostic frame fueled protests in distant parts
of the globe in the Fall of 2019, from Ecuador to Iraq, Algeria to Haiti. In all these cases,
corrupt politicians—who often counted on support from the international community—
were perceived as part of a privileged social class exploiting its position for the sake of
private interests. Repression often contributed to the escalation of claims, which in turn lent
international relevance to protests and facilitated mass mobilization outside these specific
contexts. Importantly, inequalities and corruption often interacted with the re-intensifica-
tion of other cleavages, including the center and periphery or rural and urban areas, as seen
for example in different forms in Catalonia and Turkey.

Conclusion

In the three waves of global contention since the turn of the millenniumy we have analyzed
(the GJM, anti-austerity and the ‘hot Fall’ of 2019), transnationalization unfolded in dif-
ferent ways, and involved different actors, features and use of media infrastructure. There
were also some remarkable continuities between the protest waves. Not only did these
waves of transnational protests involve activists from different generations and organiza-
tional milieus, but they also voiced discontent with different phases of neoliberal capitalist
development (its rampant phase in the first wave, then in its crisis, and consolidation in the
third) and called instead for social justice and democracy, among other things.

The emergence of the Covid-19 pandemic in early 2020 has certainly not stopped pro-
tests, even if it appears to have altered the paths of cross-national diffusion once more.
As argued in the introduction to this chapter, scholarship on international relations as
well as that on social movements can provide a useful key to guide necessarily prelimi-
nary reflections. The idea of critical junctures as points at which international processes
and institutions may change or entrench their path dependency can also be applied to
the role of the pandemic for social movements in the third wave identified above. The
pandemic at first blush imposed a sudden transformation of the global context expressed
through abrupt changes to political opportunities and thus to the available repertoires
of contention for movements, most notably through physical lockdowns. As lockdowns
spread across the globe, protests in the street shrank, but many activities continued on-
line. In terms of diffusion, the pandemic as a truly global phenomenon fueled attention
to worldwide developments. We could therefore expect a further intensification in the
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thin diffusion trend mediated through the online technologies. In the earlier waves of the
pandemic, some evidence of this was already apparent. While protests declined steeply,
activists were very important in countering mis- and disinformation in the first stages
of the pandemic, for example by calling out self-congratulatory government promotion
of extra funds for social and healthcare services by providing comparative information
on previous cuts, or by challenging scaremongering and finger-pointing on social media
(Pleyers, 2020). Activism on the ground assumed very local forms of service provision in
the face of crisis, much as it did in Greece early in the financial recession discussed (della
Porta, 2022).

Later in the pandemic, transnational campaigns on issues of free access to vaccines,
targeting the WTO as well as the WHO and the EU, did appear. The most apparent
focus of protests after lockdowns eased, or before, has been against public health and
safety measures however, beginning with anti-mask protests and evolving into ‘No Vax’.
Here, as in the past, social movements have adapted and innovated in the face of chang-
ing opportunities, and in the later phases of the pandemic, it has been first and foremost
social movements on the populist right that have exploited opportunities offered by the
pandemic to push their agendas in the most readily visible ways. Populist right move-
ments across the globe have counter-framed scientific arguments about the danger of the
virus, with conspiracy theories (QAnon being perhaps the best known of these), and with
pseudo-scientific mis- and disinformation. This has conferred a fresh vigor to their anti-
government and anti-elite discourses, reviving exclusive forms of nationalism and anti-EU
positions. That said, progressive social movements have also been quick to develop new
forms of protest (though notably more respectful of public health and safety measures) as
lockdowns eased, including static and socially distanced protests. While often mobilizing
at a very local level, these protests have, at times, been connected across countries. This
happened in the specific organization of workers in some international corporations in
the logistic sectors, including Amazon, but also through more loosely coordinated global
campaigns relying largely on social media, such as the Black Lives Matter mobilizations
triggered by the killing of George Floyd (see della Porta et al., 2022). Finally, during the
pandemic, we have seen fascinating examples of new movement frame bridging: Black
Lives Matter protests were linked explicitly with environmental racism themes and thus
the environmental justice movement; in the UK, protests against police violence against
women also fed into protests defending the right to protest, restricted both during the pan-
demic and in legislative moves to introduce heavy punishments for new forms of protest
linked to Extinction Rebellion and against symbols celebrating figures central to colonial
invasions and slavery (Harris et al., 2021). Democratic rights frames have also re-emerged
forcefully in crackdowns on protests for democracy in Colombia, Hong Kong and more.
The pandemic itself was also used to bridge the master frame of health rights with several
other core concerns of progressive movements, drawing attention to the pressing need for
environmental justice as a clear consequence of climate change and biodiversity destruc-
tion. These examples of frame bridging necessarily took place through thin mechanisms,
yet they present a clear potential for a move back to thicker forms of transnational ac-
tivism to the extent that they underline, in ways reminiscent of the GJM, the necessarily
interlinked issues of rights, democracy and justice. The pandemic points forcefully to the
need for solidarity for social movements too, which may presage a move back to thicker,
though necessarily different given changing opportunity structures and media technology
landscapes, forms of diffusion.
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Note

1 Parts of this chapter build on previous contributions, namely Della Porta (2015, 2020); Pe== ct al.
(2010); Della Porta and Mattoni (2014); Mattoni and Della Porta (2014); Della Porta and Portos
(2022).
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