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Editorial Preface

When the Brussels Office of the Rosa-Luxemburg-Stiftung 
(RLS Brussels) launched a survey on organizing and digital 
tools in the summer of 2025, the German left party Die 
Linke—presumed dead by some just a few months earlier—
was still celebrating its gains from the February general 
elections, while making sense of its tremendous growth 
and diversification of membership in the preceding months. 
For the first time in its history—and never seen at such 
a level in Germany before—the party had implemented 
a digitally supported mass canvassing campaign. Now, it 
was facing the task of reflecting on what had been built 
and what had worked, while carrying these achievements 
forward into longer-term engagement at a broader scale.   

Handling mass campaigns to amplify engagement and 
outreach is, of course, a challenge well-known to move-
ments, parties, and organizations. Responding to these 
evolving needs, left actors increasingly embrace digital 
technology: from phone banking apps to AI chatbots, from 
canvassing tools that support campaigns to community 
engagement apps that boost participation and retention—
digital tools help scale organizing, build relationships, and 
turn diffuse discontent into collective capacity. 

Yet while such tools offer new possibilities, they also 
raise strategic, ethical, and especially organizational ques-
tions that require collective reflection. For many years, the 
Rosa-Luxemburg-Stiftung has supported such reflection 
by fostering shared learning and exchange of practical 
experiences around (digital) organizing among left actors. 
Through the Organizing for Power programme (O4P), RLS 
has supported the training of more than 50,000 organizers 
across 160+ countries on core aspects of organizing. 

What has become apparent, however, is that much like 
society at large, the relationship of left organizers with 
tech is ambiguous and conflicted. We are still figuring 
out what is useful and what drains our resources; how to 
maintain a focus on relationship-building while expanding 
audiences and membership; what data we need, and how 
to gather and use it ethically; and how to keep people 
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engaged without overwhelming or burning them out. 
This report, then, is part of a broader aspiration by RLS 
Brussels to create space for exchange, collective learning, 
and capacity building at the intersection of organizing  
and technology. We launched the survey to learn directly 
from those on the frontlines about existing practices, 
resources, challenges, opportunities, hopes and needs 
around tech-supported organizing across contexts. 

The responses—coming from highly experienced 
organizers with diverse geographical, organizational,  
and political backgrounds—are rich and detailed, pro-
viding a rare empirical view of how organizations on the 
left are using digital tools in practice. Fine-grained and 
deep insights from this material offer valuable guidance 
on ways forward. 

Our thanks therefore go, first and foremost, to all 
respondents (whether full or partial) for their time and 
trust. We are also grateful to our partners and networks 
who helped circulate the survey through their channels. 
We would like to extend our sincere thanks to the author, 
Aaron Niederman, for their continued involvement with 
the project, their clear-eyed analysis, and their ability 
to situate the findings within a broader perspective. We 
are equally grateful to Andy King and Marie Schwab for 
their innovative and inspiring design, and for the illustra-
tions that so well reflect the core messages of the report. 
Finally, our thanks go to Sophia Bader, whose initial idea 
set this entire project in motion, and whose work was  
vital in bringing it to fruition. 

We hope that the insights and, especially, the recom-
mendations will be useful to movements and parties  
on the left as they continue to develop their approaches 
to organizing and tech, and as they take the next steps  
in their work.

Organizing, Technology,  
and Developing Collective Practice

Ada Regelmann
Brussels, April 2026
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Executive Summary
This report analyzes how left organiza-
tions use digital tools for organizing  
and why current approaches often fall 
short. Based on an anonymous qualitative 
survey that drew 153 responses, including 
37 completed submissions from  
34 organizations across 15 countries, 
this analysis focuses on the complete 
responses and combines inductive  
analysis with organizing theory to identify 
both structural constraints and strategic 
opportunities.

Executive Summary
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Key Findings

 
  Digital terrain is unequal.Digital terrain is unequal. Respondents 
consistently described repression,  
algorithmic suppression, and hostile 
platforms, alongside internal chal-
lenges such as fragmentation and low 
militancy.

 Use is widespread, effectiveness Use is widespread, effectiveness 
is low.is low.  While 94.6 percent use digital 
tools for organizing-related work, only 
5.4 percent report doing so without 
major challenges.

 Tool use is narrow. Digital tools are 
used primarily for communication and 
coordination; more strategic organiz-
ing functions remain under-supported.

 Ownership is a central tension.Ownership is a central tension.  
Strong commitments to open-source  
or left-owned tools coexist with heavy 
reliance on commercial platforms due 
to capacity and usability constraints.

 Organizing needs drive demand.Organizing needs drive demand.  
Respondents articulated needs in 
terms of planning, leadership develop- 
ment, relational organizing, and  
transitioning people from online to  
offline action, not specific products.

  Capacity limits digital ambition.Capacity limits digital ambition. 
Funding constraints, turnover, uneven  
digital literacy, and time pressure  
shape adoption far more than resis
tance to technology itself.

Organizing, Technology,  
and Developing Collective Practice
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Recommendations

Rather than calling for “more tools,”  
the report identifies leverage points 
where coordinated interventions could 
yield disproportionate gains:

 Design for accessibility  
from the outset

 Strengthen security without  
undermining participation

 Improve  reach  while reducing  
information overload

 Use data and automation to free  
organizers for relational work

 Build international networks  
through interoperable, movement- 
aligned infrastructure

Executive Summary
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These themes are translated into detailed 
recommendations with concrete action 
steps tailored for organizers, developers, 
and other movement actors. The aim is 
not to prescribe a single path forward,  
but to clarify practical options, trade-offs, 
and areas where coordination can 
strengthen capacity.

The challenge is no longer whether 
technology matters for organizing, but 
how it is conceptualized and built. Few  
existing studies examine how digital tools 
are actually used by leading organizations 
across the international left, or assess 
their capacity to support in-person, rela-
tional organizing in practice. This report 
fills that gap at a particularly decisive 
moment: as large language models 
(LLMs) and so-called “AI” rapidly expand, 
it advances a framework for collective 
re-strategizing—one that foregrounds 
tools as facilitators of more frequent, 
deeper, and more durable human relation-
ships—so that, as one respondent put it, 
“technology serves people, not the other 
way around.”

Organizing, Technology,  
and Developing Collective Practice
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Method Box:
Survey Design and  
Analytical Approach

The survey was conducted 
between July and September 
2025. Participants were 
recruited through the networks 
of the Rosa-Luxemburg-Stiftung 
Brussels Office. Participation 
was anonymous and self-se-
lected. In total, the survey drew 
153 responses, including 37 
completed submissions from 
34 distinct organizations. Two 
organizations submitted two 
responses each, and one organi-
zation submitted three responses 
corresponding to different 
regional party branches. The 
analysis focuses on the complete 
responses; all incomplete submis-
sions were excluded.

Respondents represented 15 
countries (see fig. 1). The sample 
included three responses from 
outside Europe (two from the 
United States and one from 
South Africa) and twelve from 
Germany, with one response 
coded as “international” due to 
work spanning multiple coun-
tries. Responses were submitted 
primarily in English, with one 
response in Greek. Organizational 

types included social movements, 
political parties, and trade unions 
(each comprising approximately 
one quarter of the sample), along-
side a smaller number of NGOs, 
think tanks, and media organiza-
tions (see fig. 2).

Respondents’ thematic focus 
areas were collected quantita-
tively, with widely shared priorities 
such as social issues, housing, 
climate, and labour appearing 
most frequently. In addition, 
several more specific or emer-
gent areas surfaced through 
open-ended responses, including 
public procurement, Palestine, 
and universal basic income (see 
fig. 3). Regarding sample limi-
tations, it should be noted that 
while organizing practices were 
widely discussed, direct-action–
only activities appeared only 
once. The sample therefore leans 
more institutional, reflecting the 
networks through which respond-
ents were reached. In addition, 
because respondents’ roles 
within their organizations were 
not collected, the analysis cannot 
fully assess the degree of organ-

Method Box
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izational overview or technical 
responsibility held by individual 
participants.

Qualitative responses were 
analyzed inductively using 
Dedoose, without a pre-existing 
codebook. The initial analyt-
ical framework comprised two 
primary code families derived 
from the survey structure: topical 
codes, capturing what respond-
ents discussed (e.g. tools, 
movements, organizations), and 
orientation codes, capturing how 
themes were framed (e.g. visions, 
needs, challenges, successes). 
Subcodes were developed iter-
atively within the topical codes 
based on the data, producing a 
code tree that extended up to five 
levels deep.

Across the dataset, respond-
ents generated nearly 140,000 
characters of qualitative mate-
rial, averaging just under 4,000 
characters per respondent. This 
volume was not only substantial, 
but analytically rich: responses 
contained detailed reflections on 
organizational practice, tool use, 
constraints, and future visions, 

enabling robust inductive anal-
ysis despite the relatively small 
number of participants. The 
initial coding process produced 
over 4,000 code applications, 
reflecting the density and rele-
vance of the material. These were 
subsequently refined and consol-
idated to 1,737 applications in the 
finalized code tree presented in 
Figure 4.

Given the richness of the 
qualitative data relative to the 
size of the sample, thematic 
frequencies are reported as 
indicative of patterns within this 
dataset, rather than as represent-
ative of the broader movement 
ecosystem. To support careful 
interpretation, the analysis distin-
guishes between responses 
(coded excerpts, sometimes 
multiple per participant) and 
respondents (individual survey 
participants). Key terms that 
may be unfamiliar or context-de-
pendent are bolded at first use 
and defined in the glossary.

Organizing, Technology,  
and Developing Collective Practice
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Digital Terrain

Introduction:
Organizing on Unequal 
Digital Terrain

Digital tools now sit at the center of organ-
izing across much of the international left. 
Campaigns are coordinated through mes-
saging platforms, outreach is conducted 
through social media, and internal organiz-
ing increasingly relies on digital infrastruc-
ture. Yet despite this widespread reliance, 
many organizations experience a persistent 
mismatch: the available tools are poorly  
suited to the work they are trying to do.

1

Introduction
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 The digital age arrived, and  
movements have adopted the tools 
available to them, often corporate, 
inefficient, or poorly suited to  
organizing needs. 

The survey underlying this report captures this contradic-
tion clearly. While 94.6 percent report using digital tools 
for campaigning, coordination, and organizing (see fig. 5), 
only around 5.4 percent report doing so without major 
challenges (see fig. 6). At the same time, current use 
remains relatively narrow. Digital tools are used primarily  
for communication and internal coordination (see fig. 7), 
with social media identified as the area in which dig-
ital tools are most central to organizing work (see fig. 8). 
These findings highlight a broader tension: digital tools 
have become indispensable to contemporary organizing, 
yet they often fall short of supporting the relational,  
strategic and collective processes through which move-
ments build power, pointing to substantial opportunities 
for further development and integration.

These challenges cannot be understood in isolation 
from the broader political terrain in which organizing 
now takes place. Although the survey focused primarily 
on digital tools, wider pressures facing the interna-
tional left surfaced repeatedly. External challenges—
including economic crisis, an international shift to the 
right, and repression both online and offline—appeared 
frequently despite no direct prompt. References to at-
tacks from the (far) right, defunding, and issues such 
as shadowbanning  were common, alongside internal 
challenges such as low militancy , disillusionment, and 
organizational fragmentation (see fig. 4).

In this sense, digital organizing does not unfold in a 
neutral technological environment. A growing body of 
research suggests that the digital terrain itself is uneven. 
In The Revolution That Wasn’t: How Digital Activism Favors 
Conservatives, Jen Schradie argues that the internet 
has failed to rebalance or democratize power, and that 
conservatives have instead consolidated advantages 
online with tangible offline effects (Schradie, 2019). 
More recent research reinforces this claim, showing 
that conservative content benefits from greater algo-
rithmic amplification (Huszár et al., 2021; González-Bailón 
et al., 2022), while social movements face systematic 
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disadvantages under conditions of repression, particularly 
visible in the case of the Palestine movement (Earl et al., 
2022; Al-Walli, 2025).

For much of the international left, digital practice has 
therefore developed under conditions not of strategic 
design but of adaptation. The digital age arrived, and 
movements have adopted the tools available to them, 
often corporate, inefficient, or poorly suited to organizing 
needs. Since then, much digital practice has been assem-
bled reactively, forming a patchwork arsenal rather than a 
coherent approach. Opponents, by contrast, have moved 
on the offensive, actively shaping digital conditions and 
operating from positions of structural advantage reinforced 
by privileged access to data, platforms, and institutional 
knowledge. Under constant pressure and rapid change, 
organizers have had limited space to step back, assess 
these conditions, and deliberately reorient their practices.

Despite the growing importance of these questions, 
surprisingly little systematic research has examined how 
organizers themselves understand and use digital tools 
in practice. A notable exception is The State of Digital 
Organizing in Europe 2020 written by Adams and Howey 
and produced by Tectonica, which offered a descriptive 
account of barriers and untapped potential alongside 
robust analysis of organizational practices and concrete 
recommendations for both organizations and funders 
(Adams & Howey, 2020).

Written five years later, this report both supplements 
and reorients that earlier work. Rather than treating digital 
organizing as a set of discrete digital actions, it places 
organizing itself at the center and examines how tech-
nology is taken up in practice, including how it supports, 
shapes, and at times expands organizing work. 

The analysis draws on an anonymous qualitative survey 
conducted between July and September 2025 with 37 
respondents from 34 organizations across 15 countries, 
including social movements, political parties, trade unions, 
and allied organizations. The survey consisted primarily of 
open-ended questions addressing organizing challenges, 
tool use, and perceived gaps between existing infrastruc-
ture and organizing needs. Responses generated nearly 
140,000 characters of qualitative material, enabling induc-
tive analysis of recurring patterns and tensions despite 
the relatively small sample. The findings presented here 
should therefore be read not as representative claims 
about the broader left ecosystem, but as analytically rich 
insights drawn from organizations actively grappling with 
digitalization under real political constraints.

Organizing on Unequal 
Digital TerrainIntroduction
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Conservative content benefits 
from greater algorithmic amplifica-
tion, while social movements face 
systematic disadvantages under 
conditions of repression.

Organizing, Technology,  
and Developing Collective Practice
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The report serves two complementary purposes.  
First, it provides a descriptive account of how digital tools 
are currently used within organizing practice, identifying 
patterns, tensions, and limitations that emerge across 
organizations. Second, it examines the challenges, needs, 
and visions articulated by organizers themselves in order 
to identify strategic opportunities for strengthening  
movement infrastructure.

The sections that follow move from tensions around 
tool ownership and development, to use cases and  
key principles derived from everyday organizational reali-
ties, and finally to broader questions of capacity and digi-
talization. Drawing on these findings, the report closes  
by identifying concrete areas of opportunity and tension 
and translating them into strategic recommendations 
for organizers, developers, and movement infrastructure 
more broadly. 

The challenge is no longer whether technology matters 
for organizing, but how it is conceptualized and built. At a 
moment when new technological shifts—most notably the 
rapid expansion of large language models and so-called 
“AI”—are once again reshaping the digital landscape, the 
question is how movements can re-strategize collectively 
so that digital tools strengthen rather than displace the 
human relationships at the heart of organizing. Or, as one 
respondent in the survey put it, the goal is to ensure that 
“technology serves people, not the other way around.” 

Organizing on Unequal 
Digital TerrainIntroduction
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Organizing, in the tradition of Marshall 
Ganz and Jane McAlevey (and further 
solidified in the Organizing for Power 
course), is a relational practice centered 
on building collective power. It involves 
identifying organic leaders , devel-
oping  shared narrative , and using 

 structured one-on-one conversations , 
 mapping , and  charting  to assess 

power, track participation, and build 
capacity in workplaces and commu-
nities. Strategy is advanced through 
structure tests , and escalating collec-

tive action, making participation visible 
and clarifying leadership, capacity, and 
readiness for further action.

What is Organizing?

Organizing, Technology,  
and Developing Collective Practice
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Tool Analysis  
and Insights

The following three themes—ownership  
and control, use cases and functions, and 
principles of effective tools—emerged  
inductively through the qualitative analysis 
as the most salient and recurring dimensions 
of how respondents understand and expe-
rience digital tools in organizing contexts. 
Their prominence reflects both frequency 
and analytical centrality. Ownership sur-
faced as a cross-cutting concern, shaping 
not only which tools are used but how they 
are evaluated and sustained over time. Use 
cases and principles, by contrast, operate 
as complementary analytical lenses: use 
cases articulate what organizers want dig-
ital tools to do in practice, while principles 
capture how those tools should function 
in relation to organizing values, capacities, 
and constraints. Collectively, these themes 
move from structural conditions, to concrete 
organizing needs, to evaluative criteria,  
providing a layered account of how digital 
tools are imagined, adopted, and contested 
across the movement ecosystem.

2

Tool Analysis  
and Insights
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Ownership and Control
Ownership is not a peripheral technical question but  
a central concern that shapes autonomy, security, and 
long-term capacity. Against this backdrop, it is unsur-
prising that respondents repeatedly raised questions 
of ownership in the survey and it emerged as one of 
the clearest sites of tension between political ideals 
and organizational reality. It appeared 42 times in open 
responses, with participants expressing strong interest 
in developing their own tools and relying exclusively 
on open-source software (see fig. 4). Yet when asked 
explicitly who builds the tools they currently use, 62.5 
percent reported relying primarily on commercial soft-
ware (see fig. 9).

Beyond political ideals, respondents articulated  
a wide range of practical reasons for seeking alter-
natives to commercial software. These included high 
costs, concerns over surveillance and data security, 
and a broader sense that existing digital infrastructures 
expose their organizations to structural vulnerabilities. 
Rather than simply seeking to move away from these 
tools, respondents also articulated desired horizons, 
most notably decentralization and public or collective 
ownership. Still, these aspirations were tempered  
by practical constraints: even relatively modest shifts 
within the existing commercial software landscape—
such as logging into new systems or moving from 
familiar messaging tools like WhatsApp to more struc-
tured collaborative environments such as Slack—were 
described as recurring hurdles for activists.

While tensions around adoption are explored in the 
recommendation section “Security Without Usability 
Trade-Offs,” questions of ownership alone surfaced a core 
strategic dilemma: whether to invest in building alterna-
tives insulated from corporate influence, or to navigate the 
practical limits of open-source solutions. This dilemma is 
addressed separately in a dedicated boxed discussion.

Questions of ownership emerged 
as one of the clearest sites of tension 
between political ideals and organi-
zational reality.

Organizing, Technology,  
and Developing Collective Practice
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Use Cases and Functions
Any meaningful assessment of digital tools must build 
off the organizing functions they are intended to sup-
port. From this perspective, it follows that respondents 
did not converge on named tools or finished solutions, 
but instead articulated functional needs and organizing 
problems to be addressed. Altogether, 75 coded excerpts 
highlighted desired use cases, showing a clear theme and 
priority (see fig. 4). When asked which tools they wished 
they had, respondents identified a range of areas in which 
they felt digital support was missing or insufficient. These 
responses were articulated both from a sense of con-
straint—what participants felt they were struggling with—
and from more aspirational visions of how digital tools 
might strengthen their work. Considered together, they 
reflect an openness to incorporating digital tools not only 
in already digitalized contexts, but also in place-based 
and in-person organizing practices.

The resulting visions clustered around two primary 
functions—planning and organizing—with a smaller set  
of needs falling outside these categories and grouped 
here as “additional functions.” The relative breadth of this 
latter category reflects the survey’s design rather than  
a lack of insight: it prioritized breadth over depth, and  
did not allow for follow-up probing that might have further 
specified emergent ideas. These responses should 
therefore be read as signals or nascent ideas rather than 
fully elaborated proposals pointing to areas of concern 
and opportunity that warrant further investigation. Their 
implications are taken up in more concrete terms in the 
recommendations section.

Tool Analysis  
and Insights
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Left-Owned vs. Open-Source
This dilemma is both theoretical 
and strategic, particularly for 
developers and those working 
to coordinate across organiza-
tions that rely on different digital 
tools. Left-owned solutions 
risk draining scarce resources 
and reproducing fragmented, 
redundant infrastructures, 
while open-source approaches 
face a different set of limits. 
As Benjamin Birkinbine argues 
in Incorporating the Digital 
Commons: Corporate Involve-
ment in Free and Open Source 
Software (2020), free and open-
source software can generate 
real commons-based value 
through sharing, collaboration, 
and collective production, while 
still being subsumed by capi-
talist accumulation. Corporate 
actors increasingly participate 
in, shape, and extract value from 
open-source projects, demon-
strating that openness does 
not preclude incorporation into 
digital capitalism.

Evgeny Morozov advances 
a parallel critique in Socialize 
the Data Centres!. While open-
source software may offer clear 
advantages in terms of trans-
parency and privacy, it does not 
resolve questions of ownership 
and power when core infrastruc-
tures, ecosystems, and data 

flows remain dominated by large 
corporations (2015). Morozov 
therefore shifts the focus away 
from open code alone toward 
the ownership and governance 
of infrastructure, arguing for 
stronger alternatives such as 
socializing information infrastruc-
ture and removing data from the 
market altogether, for example 
through forms of citizen owner-
ship that do not treat personal 
data as a commodity. Simply put, 
this line of thinking challenges 
the assumption that open source 
is sufficient on its own, arguing 
that without the democratization 
of underlying infrastructure, data 
and information flows remain 
vulnerable to surveillance and 
capture.

For organizers, however, these 
broader systemic visions must 
ultimately be translated into 
practical orientation. Rather than 
resolving questions of political 
economy in the abstract, the 
immediate concern is whether 
tools are usable, sustainable, 
and suited to both members and 
organizing tasks. These criteria 
cut across ownership models 
and recur throughout the report, 
including discussions of tool 
functions, design principles, and 
strategic trade-offs. 

Organizing, Technology,  
and Developing Collective Practice
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  “[We need] a tool to help us sys-
tematically do door-to-door conver-
sations, collect signatures for letters, 
take collective legal actions, map  
our organizing progress, and do tele-
phone campaigns.”

Tool Analysis  
and Insights
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(I) Planning
Respondents expressed strong interest in using dig-
ital tools to strengthen planning processes in organizing 
work. Some pointed to relatively concrete applications 
such as agenda-setting, meeting documentation, and  
follow-up, while others emphasized more democratic and 
participatory dimensions of planning. Several respondents 
described a desire to enable “genuine dialogue and  
collective decision-making” and to surface “ideas from all 
corners, not just the loudest or most centralized,” signa-
ling interest in tools that support voting, deliberation, and 
structured feedback.

Planning was also understood in spatial and procedural 
terms. Respondents highlighted the need for tools that 
could help map organizing efforts across geographies, 
campaigns, or stages of work, enabling deeper coordina-
tion and helping organizations avoid duplication or frag-
mentation. Such mapping was framed as a way to make 
relationships between initiatives visible and to clarify where 
responsibility, momentum, or gaps in coverage exist.

Finally, planning was frequently linked to learning from 
past activity and the data accompanying it. Respond-
ents emphasized the importance of drawing on insights 
generated through previous organizing, rather than relying 
solely on intuition or inherited routines. As one respondent 
put it, the aspiration was for “data and insights from 
tech [to be] used responsibly to strengthen organizing 
strategies.” Analytically, this points toward a spectrum 
of possibilities: from relatively simple uses of data to 
guide resource allocation—such as assessing attend-
ance patterns, or geographic reach—to more reflective 
analyses of organizing processes over time, including 
whether established strategies, structures, or divisions  
of labor continue to serve their intended purposes.

(II) Organizing
Across the dataset, 42 respondents emphasized the 
need for digital tools that support core organizing com-
petencies (see fig. 3). In contrast to related but more 
peripheral functions such as social media outreach, 
fundraising, or generic workflow management, these 
responses consistently pointed toward relational contact, 
structured participation tracking, leadership development, 
and processes of escalation. Within this set, 10 respond-
ents explicitly referenced needs related to charting, for 
example calling for “better ways of encouraging and 
tracking participation, promoting organic leadership,” 
while 8 respondents highlighted the importance of tools 

Organizing, Technology,  
and Developing Collective Practice
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that could support systematic one-on-one conversations 
and relational outreach.

One respondent articulated this cluster of needs 
particularly clearly, describing the desire for “a tool that 
can help us systematically do door-to-door conversa-
tions, collect signatures for letters, take collective legal 
actions, map our organizing progress, [and] do telephone 
campaigns.”

Beyond naming specific tasks, respondents also 
described aspirations for tools oriented toward trust-
building and relational work, as well as digital support for 
moving people from online engagement into in-person 
collective action within their local communities. These 
responses often articulated desired outcomes rather than 
concrete technological interventions, but they nonethe-
less help to clarify the broader vision respondents hold 
for what digital tools could enable in organizing practice.

Relatedly, a smaller set of responses pointed to chal-
lenges associated with rapid organizational growth, 
particularly where limited staff or volunteer capacity 
makes it difficult to sustain relational depth at scale. As 
one respondent noted, “It’s a big task for our few organ-
izers, who are volunteers, to organize a fast-growing 
organization.” While such responses do not specify how 
digital tools should address these challenges, they indi-
cate a clear interest in integrating technology more delib-
erately into organizing processes.

Taken together, these suggest that respondents see 
potential for technological intervention across multiple 
dimensions of organizing—from relational outreach and 
leadership development to participation tracking and 
organizational scaling. The strategic implications of these 
findings, and the trade-offs they entail, are taken up in  
the recommendations section.

(III) Additional Functions
Outside the core categories of planning and organizing, 
respondents highlighted several additional functions. 
Many expressed frustration with existing communica-
tion ecosystems, particularly in relation to repression and 
interaction. They called for “anti-repression” tools and  
for ways to communicate “in a structured way with front-
line audiences,” with one respondent succinctly capturing  
this need as an “easy communication tool that is not a 
group chat.”

A smaller subset of respondents raised needs related 
to direct action, including tools for “alerts for solidarity 
actions” and for responding to urgent situations such as 

Tool Analysis  
and Insights
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evictions in their neighborhoods. Others identified gaps in 
financial and administrative infrastructure, including tools 
for fundraising, managing membership lists, and collecting 
dues or fees.

This thematic clustering highlights broad areas of 
potential tool development, while also revealing a recur-
ring lack of specificity in how these needs are articulated. 
What, in concrete terms, constitutes a “trust-building” 
or “anti-repression” tool? What would a digital response 
to rapid organizational growth actually look like in prac-
tice? Even seemingly straightforward demands—such 
as the call for an “easy communication tool that is not a 
group chat”—remain underspecified when considered in 
isolation. Read alongside the broader analysis developed 
in the sections that follow, however, these formulations 
provide a meaningful entry point for assessing how digital 
tools—and the wider ecosystems in which they are 
embedded—might be designed, selected, and deployed  
in ways that genuinely support organizing work.

”We need tools that handle all  
the annoying tasks, so that organiz-
ers have more time to have conver-
sations with the people.”

Organizing, Technology,  
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Principles of  
Effective Tools

Questions of ownership and gaps in existing 
tools are necessary starting points, but they 
do not, on their own, explain why some tools 
strengthen organizing while others fall flat. 
As respondents reflected on the limits of 
current technologies and articulated visions 
for improvement, a set of recurring prin-
ciples emerged. Building on the sections 
above, this chapter shifts the focus from ori-
gins and use cases to the underlying qual-
ities of effective tools—how they function, 
how they are experienced by users, and how 
they are designed to integrate across the full 
arc of organizing work and with other tools 
already in use.

3
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Capacity
Digital tools quickly lose their value when they are under-
mined by bugs, lag, or other technical limitations. Con-
cerns related to capacity appeared 48 times across the 
survey. Participants—particularly those from older party 
organizations—described a range of challenges linked 
to outdated or insufficient infrastructure. Others pointed 
to reliability  issues with open-source platforms such 
as BigBlueButton, citing connectivity problems that ulti-
mately led them to revert to commercial alternatives  
like Zoom. 

More broadly, respondents made clear that resource 
constraints shape digital capacity and scalability . 
Smaller organizations in particular reported difficulties 
reaching large audiences, sending mass communica-
tions, or storing and managing significant volumes of 
data. Related challenges also emerged in relation to 
social media use: despite heavy reliance on these plat-
forms, many participants reported uncertainty about 
how to extend their reach or convert online visibility into 
sustained engagement or membership growth. These 
responses were grouped under what this report refers  
to as issues of ampflication .

Concerns around amplification were mirrored by frus-
trations at the opposite end of the spectrum. Several 
respondents described the volume of incoming communi-
cation as overwhelming. One characterized Telegram— 
a platform widely used for organizing communication 
across much of the European left—as producing “mental 
overload,” while another observed that “networks  
of 10k… just get lost or lose attraction.” Together, these 
accounts point to what is commonly described as an 
imbalanced signal-to-noise ratio : a condition in which 
meaningful information is crowded out by excessive or 
poorly structured communication. Addressing this imbal-
ance implicates not only tool design and adoption, but 
also the broader digital ecosystems in which these tools 
operate—an issue taken up further in the recommenda-
tions section.

 Organizing tools are not used in 
isolation—they are shaped by how 
they relate to one another, to activ-
ists’ workflows, and to the process 
of organizing work. 
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Usability
Usability concerns how individual tools function in prac-
tice—how easily people can learn them, navigate them, 
and carry out basic tasks within them—and issues  
related to this appeared 68 times across the survey.  
Yet when respondents described these challenges  
by calling for tools to be “easier” or “more user-friendly,” 
the practical implications were often unclear. While  
some pointed to flexibility and simplicity as guiding ideals, 
others identified more concrete frictions.

Several respondents highlighted maintenance as a 
recurring usability challenge, noting that tools such as 
spreadsheets quickly fall out of date and that the ongoing 
work of updating contact lists places a burden on organ-
izers. Most striking, however, were responses that linked 
usability problems to particular groups of users. Rather 
than treating usability as a uniform property of a tool, 
these accounts emphasized how tools function differ-
ently depending on who is expected to use them. These 
responses were therefore grouped under the category  
of accessibility .

Within this category, three primary accessibility needs 
emerged. First, language featured prominently. Respond-
ents emphasized that, in an ideal world, “you can partici-
pate in your own language,” and several called for built-in 
transcription and translation features, with one explicitly 
naming “AI translators” as a possible solution. Others 
extended this concern beyond language alone, arguing 
that cultural sensitivity should be a design consideration.

Second and third, age and digital literacy repeat-
edly surfaced as accessibility challenges. Respondents 
noted, for example, that “making the transition from email 
to messengers is already difficult, especially for older 
members,” and called for systems that people “with many 
different levels of digital literacy can use.” One respondent 
went further, suggesting that some members “simply do 
not have the ability to use more advanced aspects of web 
design.” Whether such limitations should be understood 
as fixed constraints or as failures of accessibility—and 
whether they can be addressed through organizational 
support or training—raises strategic questions that are 
taken up in later sections of this report.

Principles of  
Effective Tools
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 Signal-to-noise challenges are 
not purely technical. How tools are 
configured and used shapes wheth-
er communication feels actionable 
or overwhelming.
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Organizing Fit
While the previous sections focused on challenges  
and visions located within individual tools, 41 responses 
addressed how tools relate to one another, to activists’ 
workflows, and to the process of organizing work. These 
responses extend the findings from the Use Cases and 
Functions section, pointing to opportunities for inte-
grating tools across organizing activities. At the same 
time, they surface tensions between competing design 
logics—most notably between comprehensiveness  
(consolidating many functions within a single system) and 
interoperability  (linking multiple specialized tools)— 

that are often difficult to reconcile in practice.

(I) Comprehensiveness vs. Interoperability
Advocates of comprehensiveness articulated a clear 
and recurring vision: the need for “an all-in-one soft-
ware for internal and external organizing.” Others spec-
ified integrated support across core functions, including 
“email, messaging, teleconferencing, file and document 
sharing, and some form of CRM [contact and relation-
ship management].” Some extended this vision further 
into movement practice, like the respondent highlighted 
in the Organizing Use Cases section who called for “a 
tool that can help us systematically do door-to-door con-
versations, collect signatures for letters, take collective 
legal actions, map our organizing progress, [and] do tele-
phone campaigns.” Across these responses, comprehen-
siveness was framed as a way to consolidate organizing 
work within a single, coherent system.

By contrast, respondents oriented toward interoper-
ability emphasized integration rather than replacement. 
Several argued that “new tools don’t need to be invented,” 
but that existing ones should be “integrated into a priva-
cy-preserving and highly reliable service.” Others pointed 
to concrete needs, such as “something that easily and 
cheaply integrates between WhatsApp and software like 
Airtable [a cloud-based database and workflow tool],  
with the ability to automate some communication.” Rather 
than envisioning a single platform, these respondents 
prioritized coordination across tools already embedded  
in organizational practice.

While both approaches promise improvements over  
the current landscape, they rest on diverging design 
logics with distinct trade-offs. Researchers and practi-
tioners in software engineering and systems design—
working largely outside political organizing—have long 
noted that comprehensive, or “monolithic,” systems can 
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simplify coordination at small scales but tend to become 
rigid and difficult to adapt as complexity grows. Interop-
erable systems distribute functionality across specialized 
components, supporting adaptability, reducing depend-
ence on any single system, and enabling coordination 
across independently governed tools, while also intro-
ducing challenges of integration and maintenance  
(Kamisetty et al., 2023).

That said, the central question is not whether to 
choose comprehensiveness or interoperability, but where 
each approach is appropriate and where its limits begin. 
Developers must decide when to stop adding functions 
and instead invest in making tools work reliably with 
others, while movements face parallel questions about 
how to coordinate across diverse technical stacks, organ-
izations, and political contexts. Concrete recommenda-
tions for navigating these trade-offs are developed in  
the recommendations section.

(II) Suitability 
Suitability , understood here as the fit between a  

tool and an organizing task, appeared in 29 responses,  
underscoring how even tools with high capacity and 
strong usability can prove ineffective without an orienta-
tion toward the concrete work organizers are trying  
to do.

In particular, a number of respondents distinguished 
between tools that are effective for  mobilization  
and those required for organizing, emphasizing that 

 leadership development ,  deep engagement , and 
stronger structures cannot be achieved by outreach  
tools alone. In line with this insight, one respondent high-
lighted funneling (sometimes referred to as moving 
people along the “ladder of engagement”) as a particu-
larly promising use case, suggesting that technology 
could be designed to automatically identify participants 
ready for one-on-one conversations.

This emphasis connects directly to the earlier call 
for WhatsApp–Airtable integration: rather than manually 

 “Data and insights from tech 
should be used responsibly to 
strengthen organizing strategies.” 
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transferring information between tools, respondents  
envisioned systems that could seamlessly pass and struc-
ture data across platforms. More broadly, nine responses 
emphasized suitability in terms of reducing administra-
tive burden. One respondent described this as the most 
appropriate use of technology, as it would leave “organ-
izers with more time to think, plan, and develop strategy 
instead of being stuck in repetitive tasks.” Another 
echoed this sentiment, calling for tools that handle “all  
the annoying tasks” so that organizers have “more time  
to have conversations with the people.”

These responses point to a core dimension of suita-
bility in an organizing context: relational design .  
Here, suitability is not primarily about digital efficiency,  
but about whether tools are designed in ways that  
create space for more—and deeper—human relation-
ships. In this sense, effective organizing technology is  
not that which replaces human interaction, but that  
which actively enables it.

Principles of  
Effective Tools
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Organizational  
Capacity and  
Digitalization

Organizations are often already operat-
ing at or near their limits, trying to sustain 
and scale core organizing work with con-
strained capacity. Any shift in how work is 
done—particularly toward new approach-
es or technologies—therefore demands 
additional justification. While questions 
of how to expand organizational capacity 
are longstanding (and appeared in 102 
responses in this survey), they take on re-
newed urgency when examined through 
the lens of digitalization. Technology func-
tions as a multiplier: decisions made now 
about tools and practices can compound 
capacity over time—or lock organizations 
into new constraints. This section analyzes 
how digitalization intersects with organiza-
tional capacity, laying the groundwork for 
the recommendations section.

4
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and Digitalization

Material Constraints:  
Funding and Infrastructure
Funding constraints shape not only which digital tools 
organizations can access, but how fully they can adopt, 
combine, and sustain them over time. Respondents 
repeatedly emphasized that cost limits their ability to dig-
italize in meaningful ways. As one put it, “Some systems 
or combinations of systems exist, but they can some-
times be too expensive for a radical left party in a small 
country,” while another noted that limited resources pre-
vent them from “fully utilizing the range of tech available.” 
Others added that funding constraints restrict their ability 
to expand digital reach and to support larger volumes of 
participation, even where tools are already in use. In this 
sense, funding operates less as a discrete variable than 
as a background condition shaping the practical limits of 
digitalization.

People, Turnover, and Technological Skills
People are the core of any organizing practice, and organ-
izations across the international left already face a range 
of personnel-related challenges—pressures that are often 
intensified in the context of digitalization.

Some organizations report growth alongside diffi-
culties integrating new members into existing struc-
tures. At the same time—sometimes within the same 
organizations—others struggle with rapid turnover and 
sustaining engagement, particularly among members 
who are precarious workers or students. These dynamics 
complicate training and onboarding, especially when 
digital systems are complex, require ongoing mainte-
nance, or demand significant time investment upfront. 
One respondent captured this challenge succinctly, 
noting that “the organizational costs to roll out new tools 
are huge.” Others elaborated that “it takes a substantial 
time investment… to teach people about our database 
and the particular frameworks we use,” and that “it is 
quite common for them to fall off just as they are getting 
familiar with the systems.”

Combined with the inherent urgency of organizing 
work, these conditions help explain why developing tech-
nological skills, establishing consistent training programs, 
and maintaining shared digital practices often fall low on 
the priority list. One respondent, reflecting on digitaliza-
tion in union organizing in particular, described the chal-
lenge as a “lack of resources, skill and understanding.” 
Another emphasized that because many members are 
volunteers, they often lack “the time or energy to really 
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 Limited resources push organiz-
ers toward self-directed learning 
and improvised solutions, contribut-
ing to uneven implementation and 
inconsistent practices within organ-
izations and across the movement 
as a whole.
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develop our skills in a way that would be productive,” 
adding that “we do not even know what would be worth 
investing our time and money in.” In this context, limited 
resources push organizers toward self-directed learning 
and improvised solutions, contributing to uneven imple-
mentation and inconsistent practices within organizations 
and across the movement as a whole, as reflected in  
the Digitalization section of the coding tree (see fig. 4).

These conditions also shape members’ attitudes 
toward digital change. Respondents described how 
difficult it can be to introduce new tools once people 
are accustomed to existing software, and highlighted 
resistance among more established members, including 
“non-acceptance by ‘old guard’ party members.”  
As this analysis suggests, however, such attitudes are 
closely tied to underlying organizational constraints—
capacity limits, turnover, and tool complexity—rather than 
simple resistance to change. Interventions at the level 
of tool design and organizational practice may therefore 
offer immediate benefits, with the potential to generate 
downstream improvements in attitudes as well.

Organizational Capacity 
and Digitalization
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Recommendations

The recommendations that follow synthe-
size insights from across the analysis, chal-
lenges and visions for tool use with organ-
izational constraints and functions. They 
are organized thematically rather than by 
activity, and move from more immediate 
and widely recognized issues to broader 
and more forward-looking; each section 
examines how a recurring phenomenon 
identified in the survey creates implications 
for different domains of practice—such as 
tool development, training, implementation, 
or convening and exchange—without pre-
suming that every theme requires interven-
tion across all domains. This reflects the 
reality that effective digital organizing de-
pends on coordination between domains, 
rather than on isolated fixes.

5
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These recommendations are grounded in the survey  
responses and should be read as indicative rather  
than exhaustive. In several cases, they point toward prac-
tices or approaches that are already being explored 
within parts of the movement ecosystem. References  
to aligned projects or initiatives are therefore illustrative, 
not comprehensive, and do not imply exclusivity or supe-
riority. The aim is not to prescribe a single path forward, 
but to clarify where collective attention and coordination 
could yield disproportionate gains—particularly in a  
digital terrain that has thus far been unevenly shaped 
and contested. Read in this light, the recommendations 
that follow are offered as an opportunity to move from 
reactive adaptation toward a more intentional alignment 
of digital tools with organizing practice—so that, as one 
respondent put it, “technology serves people, not the 
other way around.”

Lowering Barriers to Participation
Accessibility emerged as a pervasive challenge in the 
survey, but the recommendation that follows is relatively 
clear. Rather than adopting tools first and addressing  
accessibility only once problems surface, actors have an 
opportunity to design for inclusion from the outset.  
As disability justice and accessibility have become central 
concerns across the left, these commitments should be 
carried more deliberately into digital organizing practices.

For developers, this means treating accessibility as a 
baseline rather than an add-on. Multilingual functionality, 
adjustable text size, and text-to-speech and speech-to-
text features should be standard considerations—or, at 
minimum, tools should be built to integrate seamlessly 
with existing translation and transcription services. The 
growing availability of LLMs also opens new possibilities 
for lowering digital literacy barriers, including chat- or 
voice-based support that can guide users step by step 
through onboarding and basic tasks. For members 
hesitant to adopt new tools, the availability of ongoing, 
responsive support—whether text-based or spoken— 
can significantly reduce intimidation and friction.

For organizers, accessibility has direct implications 
for training and internal practice. Well-designed trainings 
on digital tools can meaningfully lower digital literacy 
barriers, while shared learning spaces—where members 
can ask questions, support one another, and experiment 
together—help distribute knowledge and reduce depend-
ence on a small group of technically skilled individuals. 
Importantly, these moments of support should not be 
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 If we want to build technology 
that genuinely supports organizing, 
the strategic question is not 
whether to engage with LLMs at all, 
but where they might be deployed 
selectively and responsibly.

seen as merely technical: help calls, trainings, and trouble-
shooting sessions can also become openings for deeper 
organizing and relationship-building.

Finally, convening and exchanging concrete examples 
of accessible digital practices can reinforce these efforts, 
helping to normalize digital adoption and reduce hesita-
tion among members wary of technological change.

Security Without Usability Trade-Offs
Concerns around security were similarly prevalent in  
the survey, and the recommendations that follow are  
relatively clear. For developers, both left-owned and  
open-source tools offer pathways toward greater security  
and autonomy away from commercial platforms built 
around surveillance and opaque data practices. At the 
same time, respondents emphasized a strong need for 
in-house technical support and broader upskilling around 

digital security  and privacy, pointing to opportunities  
for training and exchange across organizations.

Importantly, such support does not need to be rein-
vented. Organizations and collectives already provide 
digital security assistance across the left via trainings 
and direct support—and wider awareness and coordina-
tion around these resources could strengthen collective 
capacity. Convenings focused on security practices  
could play a similar role.

Respondents also highlighted a persistent tension 
between security and adoption. When organizations 
already struggle with digital engagement, even modest 
security measures—such as two-factor authentication—
can become barriers. Security improvements must there-
fore be designed with usability in mind; otherwise, they 
risk undermining participation rather than strengthening it.

Organizing, Technology,  
and Developing Collective Practice
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 Effective organizing technology 
is not that which replaces human 
interaction, but that which actively 
enables it.

Recommendations
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Reach Without Overload
Improving amplification (within and beyond existing social 
networks), responding to repression, and addressing 
signal–noise imbalance require more varied and creative 
interventions. For developers, tools that help identify  
repression or shadowbanning could be one entry point, 
as could tools that support migration away from dominant 
platforms or the creation of parallel side channels when 
visibility is constrained. To address information overload—
and the recurring call for “an easy communication tool 
that is not a group chat”—features such as summaries, 
keyword flagging, or searchable archives could help users 
find what matters without constant attention.

At the same time, signal-to-noise challenges are not 
purely technical. How tools are configured and used—
such as what triggers notifications, what information 
is pushed rather than pulled, and who receives which 
messages—shapes whether communication feels action-
able or overwhelming. These are organizational choices 
as much as design ones, and they can be supported 
through training that helps members adjust settings 
and establish shared communication norms. In practice, 
improving this ratio requires a coordinated approach that 
combines technical interventions, such as prioritizing 
time-sensitive or action-oriented notifications while 
consolidating or delaying lower-priority messages, with 
clear guidelines about which channels are used for which 
purposes, how much detail is appropriate, and when 
communication should shift from text-based exchanges 
to phone calls or in-person meetings.

Several respondents also emphasized that online 
communication should ultimately serve real-world  
action rather than continuous engagement. This aligns 
with earlier calls for alerts for solidarity actions: when 
set up intentionally, existing tools can elevate urgent 
messages—such as eviction defenses or rapid mobiliza-
tions—so they cut through background noise and  
prompt response. As one respondent put it, “Less insta 
and more real life discussions and action would help.” 
Orienting digital communication toward clear next steps 
and in-person engagement helps ensure that amplifica-
tion strengthens organizing, rather than becoming an  
end in itself.

Using Data and Automation to Strengthen Organizing
As evidenced by respondents calling both for data and 
insights that strengthen organizing practice and for tech-
nology that reduces administrative burden so organizers 
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can focus on relational work, recommendations around 
data and automation carry particularly high stakes. For 
developers, this implies a need for much closer and more 
iterative relationships with organizers in order to under-
stand which data is actually useful, how it is produced, and 
how it feeds back into strategy. Developing tools around 
specific organizing use cases, learning from how they are 
used in practice, and integrating those insights into both 
further development and organizational decision-making is 
precisely the kind of cycle this moment calls for.

Beyond tool development itself, convenings and 
exchanges focused on how organizations use data, 
reduce administrative overhead, and integrate workflows 
could be especially valuable. There were two particu-
larly instructive examples of this, both highlighted by 
respondents. The Zetkin Foundation, combines a platform 
designed around concrete organizing practices—such 
as phone banking , door knocking , and petition 
signing—with a community that actively links developers 
and organizers to refine the tool in response to move-
ment needs. Solidarity Tech similarly positions itself as an 
“all-in-one organizing platform,” and recently supported 
the Zohran Mamdani campaign.

At the same time, while there is no shortage of  
workflow automation tools that pass, structure, and  
integrate data across applications, there are currently  
no widely used automation tools that are explicitly  
movement-aligned. This gap brings a final consideration 
into view: artificial intelligence—more specifically, LLMs. 
Existing commercial deployments raise serious con-
cerns, including environmental costs, opaque and often 
unethical data sourcing, and exploitative labor practices 
embedded in their production. Nonetheless, for those 
committed to building technology that genuinely sup-
ports organizing, the strategic question is not whether 
to engage with LLMs at all, but where they might be de-
ployed selectively and responsibly. Notably, when asked 

 If one takes seriously the  
project of building international left 
movements, it follows that techno
logy must play a role. The stakes 
therefore lie in how this technology 
is conceptualized and built. 
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what kinds of digital tools they would like to see devel-
oped in the future, one respondent captured both  
the ambition and ambiguity of this moment by simply  
answering: “Marxist AI.”

Building International Networks
While not foregrounded elsewhere in the report, a further 
use case emerged around technology’s potential to link 
movements and build networks across organizations and 
geographies. Respondents emphasized the role digital 
tools can play in supporting transnational organizing and 
coordination in particular. For developers, this points less 
toward building new standalone tools and more toward 
designing for interoperability—through shared data 
structures and standards that allow information to move 
between tools and organizations in secure (and often 

 GDPR-compatible ways.
Designing with movement linkage in mind also creates 

opportunities to address capacity constraints collec-
tively. Shared resource pools, codevelopment, and 
reusable modules for common organizing tasks—such 
as onboarding, phone banking, or event coordination—
can reduce duplication while allowing organizations to 
configure tools to their size and needs. Default configura-
tions that work for small or under-resourced groups,  
with clear pathways to scale, can further lower barriers  
to adoption.

This focus has implications beyond tool development. 
Training, implementation, and convening can all support 
stronger linkage by creating spaces to share practices 
around digital organizing, align workflows, and support 
organizational growth. If one takes seriously the project 
of building international left movements, it follows that 
technology must play a role. The stakes therefore lie in 
how this technology is conceptualized and built: whether 
movements remain locked into reactive adaptation, or 
develop the capacity to organize, coordinate, and win.

Organizing, Technology,  
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Accessibility-first features  
(multilingual, transcription,  

adaptable text)
 Security without  

participation trade-offs
 Organizing-centered tools 
(charting, 1:1s, escalation)
 Automation that reduces  
administrative burden

         Integrate
 Interoperable, GDPR- 

compatible data standards
 Seamless cross-tool workflows

 Signal–noise tools  
(summaries, filtering, archives)

 Migration pathways from  
dominant platforms

Iterate
 Build around concrete  
organizing use cases

 Field-test in live campaigns
 Structured feedback loops  

with organizers

Possible Pathways for Coordinated Action

Recommendations

DEVELOPERS

FUNDERS & CONVENERS

Infrastructure Investm
ent &

 S
tandards

Technical Insight &
 G

overnance Input

Fund
Sustainable infrastructure  

and maintenance
 Interoperable, movement- 

aligned tools
 Responsible AI and automation 

experimentation

Convene
 Exchanges on accessibility  

and digital practice
 Dialogue on workflows  

and data use
 Strategic conversations  

on AI governance

Coordinate
 Shared interoperability standards

 Resource pooling and  
co-development

 Circulation of tested  
models

Design



45Organizing, Technology,  
and Developing Collective Practice

Adopt
 Clear communication norms

 Intentional notification discipline
 Digital practices aligned with  

in-person action

Build
 Ongoing tool trainings

 In-house digital  
security capacity

 Collective literacy in  
data and privacy

Apply
 Use data to guide  

strategy and planning
 Deploy automation selectively

 Move online engagement  
into offline organizing

ORGANIZERS

Field Feedback & Use-Case Testing

Organizing-Centered Tool Design

Cap
ac

ity
 B

uil
ding &

 S
kil

l C
irc

ula
tio

n

Pra
ct

ice
-B

as
ed Lear

ning &
 S

cali
ng N

eeds

An illustrative model based on the report’s findings,  
outlining how interdependent roles across the movement 
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Conclusion

This report suggests that organizers across the interna-
tional left find themselves simultaneously constrained  
by unequal digital terrain and confronted with new stra-
tegic choices. Operating under persistent political, finan-
cial, and organizational pressures, organizations face  
increasing demand for technological support. Decisions 
about where and how to invest scarce resources there-
fore carry growing weight. This analysis therefore high-
lights how questions of digital infrastructure, capacity, 
and strategy have become unavoidable. Its analysis of 
tools, organizations, and movements is applicable across 
diverse organizing contexts, and its recommendations  
on accessibility, security, reach, automation, and coordi-
nation reflect initiatives that are already emerging,  
even if unevenly and under constraint.

At the same time, the survey has clear limitations.
Without follow-up questions or deeper engagement 
with how specific tools are used in practice and how 
they interact within organizational ecosystems, it cannot 
support precise recommendations for particular tech-
nological developments or interventions. Nor does it 
allow for a detailed reconstruction of organizational 
digitalization processes, limiting its ability to identify 
specific bottlenecks or leverage points. These limits are 
particularly salient in relation to large language models 
(LLMs), automation, and so-called “AI,” which appeared 
in respondents’ imaginaries as both objects of interest 
and uncertainty but could not be examined in depth within 
the scope of this study. These constraints are especially 
significant in a moment of rapid technological change,  
as LLMs and related forms of automation introduce  
both substantial potential and poorly understood risks, 
complicating strategic decisions about adoption,  
governance, and integration.

Further research would therefore benefit from deeper, 
practice-oriented inquiry with those at the center of both 
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organizing and tool development. This could include 
extended interviews, guided walkthroughs of organizing 
workflows, or longer and more interactive survey formats. 
In particular, focused research on how automation and 
LLM-based systems are already being tested, selec-
tively adopted, or deliberately avoided within organizing 
contexts would be critical for distinguishing speculative 
promise from practical utility, and for assessing whether 
such tools meaningfully reduce administrative burden, 
support strategic planning, or create space for rela-
tional work. Comparative case studies of organizations 
that have aligned organizing strategy and technological 
infrastructure in especially effective ways could help 
clarify what is possible when these processes reinforce 
one another. Insights from such cases could then be 
translated into models appropriate for organizations of 
different sizes, resources, and political contexts.

Finally, future research should broaden its scope 
to include organizations not reached in this survey, 
particularly in regions underrepresented here, as well as 
movements engaged primarily in direct action and less 
institutional forms of politics. With a broader and more 
intentional research agenda, work of this kind could 
contribute to a shared strategic orientation around tech-
nology and organizing, not as a single blueprint, but as 
a coordinated effort across movements, organizations, 
developers, and funders. The question is whether move-
ments can move beyond reactive adaptation and begin  
to appropriate and reshape the digital terrain as part  
of building collective power.

Organizing, Technology,  
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Figure 1. Geographic Distribution of Respondents

Survey question: “In which country are you 
predominantly politically active?”

Greece

Romania

 Finland

1

2

3

Organizing, Technology,  
and Developing Collective Practice

South Africa
1



50

Figure 2. Distribution of Organizational Types

Survey question: “Is your organization a political party, 
grassroots group, NGO, trade union, or another type?”
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Figure 3. Distribution of Primary Policy Focus Areas

Survey question: “What is your organization’s  
primary policy focus area?” Note: Multiple responses  
per organization were permitted.
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Figure 4. Coding Tree 
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The coding tree displays 1,737 consolidated code  
applications derived through iterative inductive analysis  
of nearly 140,000 characters of qualitative responses,  
reduced from an initial 4,000+ applications through code 
merging and structural refinement. Codes are organized 
hierarchically across up to five levels, and parent counts 
do not necessarily equal the sum of child counts because 
some excerpts were coded only at higher levels.
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Figure 5. Use of Digital Tools for Campaigning, 
Coordination, or Organizing

Survey question: “Are you currently using any digital tools 
or software in your organization to support campaigning, 
internal coordination, or organizing work?”

Figure 6. Experience of Challenges in 
Using Digital Tools

Survey question: “Is your organization  
experiencing any challenges in using digital 
tools in your political work?”
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Figure 7. Use Cases for Existing Digital Tools

Survey question: “What are you currently using digital 
tools for?” Note: Percentages reflect the share of  
respondents (n = 37) who reported each use case.  
Respondents could select multiple use cases, so  
percentages do not sum to 100%.
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Figure 8. Centrality of Digital Tools 
Across Areas of Work

Survey question: “For each area below, how central are 
digital tools or technology to the way your organization 
carries out this work?”

Figures and Graphs

Canvassing

Practical 
solidarity

Political 
Education

Social Media

Workplace  
organizing 

Neighbourhood 
organizing

Other

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Not at all relevant	 Slightly relevant	  

Somewhat relevant / context-dependent	 Clearly relevant

Highly relevant to our work



57Organizing, Technology,  
and Developing Collective Practice

Commercial (corporate) 
software
Open-source tools
Provided by another  
leftist organization
Custom-built for our 
organization

Not at all relevant	 Slightly relevant	  

Somewhat relevant / context-dependent	 Clearly relevant

Highly relevant to our work

Figure 9. Development Origins of Digital Tools in Use

Survey question: “Who developed 
the tools you are using?”

20

8

3
1



58

Accessibility  Can generally be understood as a prereq-
uisite for inclusion. In the context of organizing and tech-
nology, it refers to designing tools and applications with as 
few barriers as possible, so that people with different abil-
ities, resources, and levels of technical literacy can partic-
ipate equally in organizing processes.

Amplification  Amplification is a social media strategy 
that is all about increasing and extending content’s reach, 
meaning reaching beyond the core audience. While it  
can entail paid promotions, it is mostly about finding 
new ways of presenting content in a way that appeals 
to a broader public and audience that may not yet be 
convinced of your message—it can thus be perceived  
as a strategy of (social) media activism.

 Charting , also Whole-Worker Charting: The systematic 
mapping and documenting of persons, relationships, con-
nections and influence within a workplace and/or com-
munity, using literal charts, with the worker or the political 
subject at the core of the process. 

Comprehensiveness  Describes the extent to which a 
single tool consolidates multiple organizing functions into 
one coherent system, prioritizing all-in-one workflows over 
reliance on connections between separate, specialized 
tools (i.e. interoperability).

Digital Security  also: Information Security or Cyber 
Security: The protection of digital systems and information 
while safeguarding the rights, privacy, and safety of its 
users, especially those most vulnerable.

Door Knocking  Door Knocking, or Canvassing, refers to 
the organizing—or mobilizing—practice of systematically 
approaching constituencies through knocking on prom-
ising and pre-defined neighborhood’s doors, and engaging 
with inhabitants through systematic discussion guides 
and talking points. Within left-wing party organizing, this 
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practice has recently been gaining a lot of traction and has 
successfully been applied across Europe and Northern 
America. However, it doesn’t rely on a one-size-fits all 
approach. Depending on context (election-period or in-be-
tween elections), remaining time left to the election as well 
as personal resources, talks can take longer (drawing from 

 Deep Canvassing ) or can be shorter and more upfront. 
It is generally recommended that organizers do less talking 
and more listening, that they constantly bring in their 
talking points (that are usually limited to up to three issues 
that may or may not have already been identified through 
previous door-knocking endeavors), and that, at the end of 
a conversation, they ask a ‘deciding question’ (also referred 
to as ‘the ask’) that makes sure that people commit to 
a cause, a vote, or some other sort of pre-defined goal. 
Recent and notable examples for campaigns successfully 
centred around door knocking have been Zohran Mam-
dani’s run for NYC’s mayoral office, Denmark’s Red-Green 
Alliance’s win in Copenhagen’s municipal elections or Ger-
many’s die Linke’s campaigns on regional and federal levels 
that have secured the survival of the party. 

Deep Canvassing  US-American organizing technique 
revolving around policy issues that can be, but doesn’t 
need to be detached from election politics. It entails 
longer and empathetic yet structured conversations that 
encourage participants to consider alternative perspec-
tives, reflect on their beliefs, and engage with the experi-
ences of marginalized or underrepresented groups.

Deep Engagement  as opposed to shallow organizing: 
not tied to a specific organizing tradition in these terms, 
but reflects practices aimed at involving people more fully 
and durably in organizing processes—supporting learning, 
responsibility, and longer-term commitment rather than epi-
sodic participation. Also, see: Deep Organizing (McAlevey).

Funneling  Refers to the deliberate process of moving 
people, issues, or demands from a general base of interest 
toward focused forms of participation, responsibility, and 
leadership. This designed pathway—often from initial 
sign-ups to active involvement and eventual leadership—
identifies different levels of support and readiness to act, 
concentrating organizing efforts on those willing to take 
concrete steps and help build collective power.

 GDPR-Compatibility  The General Data Protection Reg-
ulation (GDPR) is the European Union’s law that governs 
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the collection, processing, storage, and sharing of per-
sonal data. A GDPR-compatible system ensures that this 
data is handled lawfully, transparently, securely, and with 
respect for individuals’ rights, including consent, access, 
correction, and deletion of their data. 

Interoperability An (organizing) tool’s ability to work 
smoothly with other specialized apps or systems, if  
combined, as opposed to a → comprehensive tool that pro-
vides all necessary features within a single app or platform.

Leadership development  The membership base is 
further expanded by developing, i.e. training → organic 
leaders to become organizers, schooling them in one-
on-one conversations to recruit and organize their col-
leagues. By expanding their abilities, they are trained to 
gradually take on more responsibilities, and eventually 
become pivotal figures in the planned political action.

Low militancy  Refers to a limited willingness or capacity 
to engage in disruptive collective action (such as strikes), 
often reflected in high thresholds for escalation, or pref-
erence for institutional negotiation over confrontation.

Mapping      , also: Power Mapping or Power Analysis:  
Refers to the systematic assessment of the distribution of 
power among ordinary people, across relevant institutions 
and actors in society: all relevant stakeholders and influ-
encers of the respective field need to be identified and 
sorted. Which organization, person, party holds power in 
the field? Where are they standing on the organizing issue: 
Are they convinced, leaning towards a side, indecisive or 
irretrievably against the cause? Depending on their rele-
vance and their position on the subject, stakeholders are 
identified and tried to be convinced to engage in, or side 
with the struggle—always trying to get them one step 
closer towards becoming organized. Getting more allies, 
however, is desirable, too. This mapping process often 
extends beyond formal organizations—ideally, it reaches 
into personal environments such as religious groups, fam-
ilies, communities and so on.

Mobilization  → Mobilizing vs. Organizing: While mobi-
lizing aims at temporarily and topically involving and accu-
mulating persons who already agree with a cause to stand 
up for it—much in an activist sense—organizing aims in a 
more in-depth way at persuading the undecided. It is about 
really getting persons involved for the long run within 
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a certain context. These processes can happen in the 
workplace, within the daily business of a political party—
meaning finding out strengths and commitments members 
are willing to contribute, thus encouraging them to get 
involved in party structures and democracies—or, more 
targeted, during election times. Party members may be 
organized to door-knock or to phone-bank for a candidate, 
thus giving them a sense of self-efficacy and agency, and 
ultimately tying them more closely to party structures. This 
example, moreover, shows how mobilizing and organizing 
can fruitfully overlap. While organizing whole neighbor-
hoods is the ultimate goal, organizing party members to 
mobilize neighborhoods to vote for a candidate can be yet 
another intermediary step to keep on organizing neighbor-
hoods once a candidate is elected.

Organic leaders  According to Jane McAlevey, leaders 
who are an integral part of the field that is intended to 
be organized—and they are there long before the union 
or the party comes into play. In labour organizing, for 
instance, these may be colleagues who are well respected 
and whose opinions matter greatly in the workplace. They 
usually do not hold a formal title or position and may even 
be hostile towards or unsure whether they want to support 
the cause. Once identified, organizers try to persuade 
these leaders to get involved by encouraging them to take 
on the leadership role that they are already informally ful-
filling, leveraging their existing strengths with the intent 
to win and scale the work. In this way, they help scale up 
organizing work by drawing more people into the struggle 
and by leading their colleagues by example.

Phone Banking  Structured outreach method in which 
organizers systematically call people—such as workers, 
members, or voters—to build relationships, share infor-
mation, assess support, and encourage them toward con-
crete forms of participation. It is frequently used in elec-
toral organizing and campaign advertising to persuade 
voters, mobilize turnout, or promote a candidate. Beyond 
that, phone banking is also used to target members and 
to identify levels of commitment, address concerns, and 
make specific asks that advance collective action or cam-
paign goals, and it is most often carried out using digital 
calling apps or platforms that help manage contact lists, 
scripts, and data collection.

 Reach  The amount of people that are being reached by 
a (political) message, mostly on (social) media. It can be 
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measured through views, clicks and interaction rates with 
posts, stories or articles.

Relational design A type of design that aims to inten-
tionally encourage connections and interactions between 
users. By placing human interaction into the core of the 
design, they help build community and collaboration that 
will ideally also happen outside the app.

 Reliability Ability of a tool to consistently perform its 
intended functions without failure, ensuring that users 
can communicate effectively and without interruptions, 
ensuring connectivity, availability, consistent performance, 
and data security.

Scalability As a platform grows in terms of users, pro-
cessed data, or audience, it can become challenging to 
maintain functionality. A highly scalable platform continues 
to operate reliably during periods of growth, without major 
performance or functionality issues.

 Shadowbanning  Refers to the opaque practice that 
tech companies are accused of in content moderation, 
meaning that users or political organizations are deliber-
ately excluded from search functions or exploring pages 
and thereby limiting the visibility of content and profiles. 
While tech companies typically deny that practice exists, 
social media users have repeatedly reported on this 
technique—occurring in political contexts, but not limited 
to them.

Shared narrative  Values need to be shared when 
embarking on a joint struggle—and they need to be trans-
ferred into action. This is why, throughout organizing, a 
shared narrative is often proposed initially, but ultimately 
shaped and symbolically reinforced with the larger group 
being organized. Because organizing focuses on experi-
ences that are shared—such as workers being exploited—
this common ground must be identified first to collectively 
fight for liberation and address systemic and historical 
oppression. According to Marshall Ganz, it connects 
individual experience, collective identity, and a sense of 
urgency—often articulated as self, us, and now—to enable 
choice, agency, and coordinated action.

Signal-to-noise ratio  Signal is the clear, accurate 
message, while (social) noise is overwhelming, incoherent, 
or false information. The higher the signal-to-noise ratio, 
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the more effectively the message is communicated; the 
lower it is, the more it becomes drowned out.

Structured one-on-one conversations  To persuade—
and organize—people, an organizer seeks to have direct 
conversations that are aiming at finding out issues, doubts, 
needs and visions for the respective context that is aimed 
at being organized. This aims at winning people over 
for the cause, and trying to get involved and committed. 
These conversations rely on structured conversation 
guides between co-workers, talking points, and questions. 
Moreover, these conversations are typically documented 
(charted) to further determine tactics. A structured inter-
action in which the organizer works through a series of 
steps: first, building trust and establishing a relationship; 
second, identifying common grievances and shared 
interests while highlighting issues that require action; 
and third, moving the person from inaction to action by 
proposing solutions—the plan to win—, exploring their 
willingness to engage, addressing counter-arguments, 
and agreeing on a concrete task they can take on. The 
organizer also collects relevant personal information and 
follows up after the conversation or meeting to maintain 
engagement.

Structure tests  Structure tests are quintessential to 
determine whether the cause the organizing revolves 
around has enough support among the persons that are 
determined to carry the struggle for. The aim is thus to 
reach a tangible and visible majority for it. In labour organ-
izing, a structure test might mean to walk around a hos-
pital unit and let colleagues sign up for a strike, or it might 
mean to hold an assembly where workers symbolically 
vote for a strike—but already wearing the same t-shirt to 
work or changing a Zoom profile picture may qualify as 
a more low level structure test. In political party organ-
izing, it may be a townhall meeting where voters endorse 
a candidate; and in community organizing, it might be an 
assembly where a community pledges to fight for a project 
they want to implement. Structure tests typically happen 
after leaders have been identified and tests are docu-
mented in the chart. 

Suitability  The degree to which a tool is well-matched 
to an organizing task, supporting its goals and workflow in 
a way that enables effective and efficient use.
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The use of digital tools for organizing is widespread across 
the international left, but often fails to realize its full potential. 
Capacity limits, a lack of strategy, and conflicting perspec-
tives on platform ownership pose significant practical con-
straints. Grounded in original qualitative survey research, this 
report examines how left organizations use digital tools for 
organizing and why current approaches often fall short. Com-
bining inductive analysis with organizing theory, it identifies 
both structural constraints and strategic opportunities. Key 
themes such as accessibility, reach, and security are trans-
lated into detailed recommendations with concrete action 
steps tailored to organizers, developers, and other movement 
actors. Rather than prescribing a single path forward, the 
report clarifies practical options, trade-offs, and areas where 
coordination can strengthen capacity. This is a practical, 
hands-on brochure for movements and parties on the left as 
they refine their approaches to organizing and technology 
and take the next steps in their work.
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