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I. Introduction 
 
In 2011 waves of mass mobilization led to the collapse of long-term authoritarian regimes in 
Tunisia, Egypt and Libya. In all three countries, founding elections were held shortly thereafter 
and political groups were able to organize freely, mobilize supporters, and compete for influence 
in newly opened political systems after decades of constricted participation.  Some of the results 
of these elections were dramatically surprising to observers. In Egypt, the Nour party, which had 
no political experience at all prior to 2011 and suffered decades of repression under the Mubarak 
regime, won nearly 22% of parliamentary seats, while other parties with more political 
experience fared far worse. Somewhat less surprising to Egypt-watchers was that the Muslim 
Brotherhood’s party won 43% of the seats in parliament, though the precise reasons for their 
victory are unclear. Next door, in Libya, observers were similarly surprised that, unlike in 
Tunisia and Egypt, a party running on a non-Islamist, civil democratic platform, won 
approximately 48% of the vote, while the Muslim Brotherhood’s party won only 8%.  Finally, in 
Tunisia, the Muslim Brotherhood’s Ennahda Party, while also subjected to repression under Ben 
Ali, won 41% of the vote there, more than any other party. 
 
Elections following a regime transition “are crucial to the democratizing process of dismantling 
and disempowering the old regime. They are even more crucial to the installation, legitimation, 
and empowerment of a new democratic regime” (Linz & Stepan 1996, 93). Despite their 
importance, scholars lack systematic knowledge about political mobilization after authoritarian 
collapse and the factors that influence outcomes of founding elections. Thus, this paper asks two 
related questions. First, why are certain groups better than others at mobilizing supporters after 
authoritarian collapse? And second, in response to the varying success of different Islamist 
groups in all three countries, and as a way to gain leverage on the first question, under what 
conditions do Islamist groups in particular win founding elections? The second question is the 
primary focus of this chapter; the first question will not be explored here but is the central focus 
of section XX of this dissertation. 
 
As shall be laid out in detail in the following sections, I theorize that mobilization after 
authoritarian collapse can be traced back to the dynamics that existed between an authoritarian 
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regime, civil society, and the political opposition; in other words, legacies of political 
participation under the authoritarian regime linger through the transition and feed into the 
resources, strategies and legitimacy of different groups in the new political context.  
 
Specifically, I theorize that an opposition group that participated under the authoritarian regime 
as a social movement, rather than as a political party or NGO, will be able to mobilize supporters 
after authoritarian collapse better than groups that operated ‘above ground’ through visible, 
formal party structures or new parties formed after the transition. Groups that existed as social 
movements prior to authoritarian collapse will possess the symbolic legitimacy, interpersonal 
mobilizational skills, and grassroots presence that formally organized groups (political parties 
and NGOs) were unable to develop under the prior authoritarian context. These resources will 
equip those social movements that choose to form a political party to convince and mobilize 
supporters during the short window between authoritarian collapse and founding elections.  
 
Returning to my original question, my theory thus predicts that an Islamist group will win 
founding elections when it existed as a grassroots social movement under the prior regime, rather 
than simply as a political party. If it operated as a grassroots social movement, it will possess the 
necessary resources, legitimating frames and mobilizational skills to win electoral victories after 
authoritarian collapse. However, if an Islamist group did not operate as a social movement prior 
to authoritarian collapse, it is not any more likely to win electoral victories in founding elections 
than any other political party. 
 
 
II. Contributions 
 
In specifically focusing on the conditions under which Islamist groups in particular win founding 
elections, this paper seeks to contribute to the normalization of the study of political Islam within 
political science and allied disciplines. After the attacks of September 11, 2001, scholars, policy-
makers, and government officials have focused attention on the different Islamist groups that 
could, from the perspective of Washington, potentially form a similar threat in the future. 
Similarly, democratization efforts in the Middle East, and the prominent electoral win by Hamas 
in the Gaza Strip, called attention to Islamist parties and the larger phenomenon of what has been 
called ‘political Islam.’ 
 
However, this focus on political Islam has been plagued with methodological and theoretical 
problems. There is an overwhelming tendency, no matter what the academic discipline, to focus 
inordinately on the ideology of Islamist groups, as opposed to systematically evaluating other 
aspects of these movements. Ideology is the fulcrum around which other observations swing; it is 
seen as the explanatory variable in many of these accounts. “[This] framework has imposed a 
particular way of raising questions and building conceptions, imprisoning attitudes in predefined 
and static formulas. Muslim exceptionalism seems, therefore, to reside in the ways we raise 
questions about these matters” (Filali-Ansari 1999, 21). For example, Esposito (1997, 4) when 
attempting to demonstrate the variety of Islamist groups, remains focused on the variety of their 
ideologies: “the reality is far more complex and diverse than its popular image. Alongside 
violent radical rejectionists are Islamic organizations that espouse political liberalization and 
democratization.” This approach is deeply flawed and leaves much of political Islam hidden; this 
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is akin to saying that the critical characteristics of the German Red Army Faction can be 
explained by the tenets of its ideology, leaving other explanatory variables unexplored in a 
systematic way.  
 
As such, this paper also seeks to demonstrate the value of incorporating the phenomenon of 
Islamic activism into the larger body of knowledge of social movements and organizations, 
examining Islamist groups not from the perspective of Islam, but from the perspective of 
movements and parties more generally. 
 
By linking post-authoritarian mobilization to the political configuration of regime and opposition 
under the prior regime, I am adopting a neo-institutionalist perspective on post-authoritarian 
mobilization. While critics of the old institutionalism argue that focusing on structural features of 
politics underemphasizes individual agency and contingency, neo-institutionalists position the 
strategic choices of actors within the constraints of the larger political context; “political 
struggles are mediated by the institutional setting in which [they] take place”… “institutions 
shape the goals that political actors pursue and…structure power relations among them, 
privileging some and putting other at a disadvantage” (Thelen & Steinmo 1992, 1-32). My 
argument also links the micro-foundations of persuasion and mobilization to the intermediate-
level formal and informal institutions that structure the power resources and political strategies 
of different societal actors, thus overcoming the criticism leveraged against micro-approaches 
that fail to link micro-processes to larger sociopolitical outcomes. 
 
The remainder of this paper will (1) justify my central theory in more detail, demonstrating why 
a neo-institutionalist perspective sheds light on post-authoritarian mobilization and why social 
movements are best equipped for this task; (2) outline the competing explanations most often 
cited in the literature; (3) use the case of Egypt as a plausibility probe for my argument; (4) and 
draw preliminary conclusions. 
 
 
III. The Theory 
 
1. Mobilization at the Micro-Level 
 
Mobilization is a process of persuading individuals to join in collective action for a certain 
purpose, be it engaging in protests or other contentious actions or “getting the public to turn out 
to vote for, or otherwise support, a candidate” (Aldrich 2011, 44). McAdam et al (2001, 34) 
define mobilization as the process whereby “people who at a given point in time are not making 
contentious claims start doing so.”  Huntington in turn (1968) uses ‘mobilization’ to mean the 
entrance of new groups into politics, or the process by which an individual becomes politically 
active.  
 
There are two ‘problems’ of mobilization. First, successful mobilization requires creating a link 
between a given individual and a cause in order to both persuade that individual to participate 
and inform him of the opportunity to do so (Passy 2003). While individuals can read newspapers, 
listen to radio or television broadcasts, or receive e-mails about different causes, interpersonal 
contact is by far the most persuasive; face-to-face contact not only increases the likelihood that 
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an individual will be persuaded but also “increases the perceived importance of the election 
within that social network” (Rolf 2012, 15). 
 
Even once the individual has been persuaded that the cause in question is important or correct, 
she must also view that cause as worthy of her time, effort, and possibly any risk involved in that 
action; mobilization is “the quintessential problem of collective action” (Aldrich 2011, 21), 
wherein many people will conclude that it is not individually rational to participate in political 
activity. As such, successful mobilization becomes more likely when the individual costs of 
mobilization - both the physical costs of political participation and the decision costs - are 
lowered and the benefits are increased (Ibid).  
 
These individual decisions evaluating the costs and benefits of participation in collective action 
are not made in a vacuum,  nor in simply material terms; this decision is made in the context of 
social relations. The decision to join a movement is affected by incentives caused by social ties – 
not only by the negative incentive of the risk of losing a friend (a punishment for not joining) but 
by the incentive provided by the perception that an existing friendship will be actively enhanced 
by participating in the movement together. The salience of the social tie affects this incentive; the 
stronger the social tie, the stronger the incentive for shared participation. (Gould 2003)  
 
Studies of voter turnout in Western contexts affirm the relational nature of cost-benefit decisions 
regarding voting; “the [voter] turnout decision is best represented as a conditionally cooperative 
response to cooperative decisions made by friends, family, neighbors, and coworkers” (Rolf 
2012, 4).  
 
 
2. Mobilizing Structures 
  
Mobilizing structures play a central role in linking micro-level interaction and individual 
persuasion to collective actions and outcomes. Mobilizing structures typically take one of two 
forms. The first is a “formal association of persons” (Tarrow 2011, 123), such as political parties, 
professional unions, NGOs, student groups, and church or mosque groups. I will refer to this 
mode of organization as a ‘formal organization’ for the remainder of this project. The second 
kind of mobilizing structure is “the connective structures or interpersonal networks that link 
leaders and followers, centers and peripheries, and different parts of a movement sector with 
another, permitting coordination and aggregation, and allowing movements to persist even when 
formal organization is lacking” (Ibid, 124). I will refer to this second mode of organization as 
‘interpersonal networks.’ Both of these types of mobilizing structures become ‘political’ once 
they make a social or political claim vis-a-vis society or the state.  
 
Both formal organizations and informal networks solve the first problem of mobilization — 
creating linkages between individuals and causes in order to persuade and provide opportunities 
for participation. An individual’s likelihood of political mobilization is directly influenced by the 
interpersonal networks that individual is a member of. Snow, Zurcher and Ekland-Olson (1980) 
found that 60-90 percent of members from a range of religious and political organizations joined 
due to their membership in certain interpersonal networks. Similarly, 78 percent of 
environmental activists in Milan during the 1980s became involved due to “personal contacts 
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developed either in private settings (family, personal friendship circles, colleagues) or in the 
context of other relational activities” (della Porta & Diani 2006, 117). Social ties between 
individuals provide information about activism, influence opinions, and provide the relational 
context for the development of new identities and emotional bonds as the result of political 
action (Diani 2003).  
 
The role of interpersonal networks in individual mobilization is even more pronounced when the 
political activism in question is costly or high-risk because the problem of persuasion is even 
larger. An individual must be closely connected to a movement through numerous strong ties to 
engage in activism that can result in imprisonment, torture, or death (della Porta & Diani 2006; 
McAdam 1986; Passy 2003).  
  
Mobilizing structures also employ ideological and ideational ‘frames’ that provide intellectual 
and emotional focal points for claims and grievances. Framing is the “collective process of 
interpretation, attribution, and social construction, [that] mediates between opportunity and 
action” (McAdam et al 2001, 41). Mobilizing structures use ideological frames to construct a 
message that dignifies grievances, creates an identity for members, identifies the target of their 
claims and convinces individuals of the righteousness of a cause (Tarrow 2011; Zald 1996; 
McAdam et al 2001). For example, religious organizations and parties typically employ powerful 
religious symbols, rituals and values to criticize secular or liberal institutions, define the basis of 
an alternative system, and provide a set of identities to their members (Kalyvas 2003; 
Wiktorowicz 2004). 
  
Organizations also solve the second problem of mobilization, which is altering an individual’s 
cost-benefit ratio regarding mobilization. Organizations can influence mobilization by providing 
incentives -  material and ideological - for their members to participate on behalf of a cause. 
Different organizations attempt to alter the cost-benefit ratio in different ways. Professional 
political organizations such as political parties “may try to mobilize the largest possible support 
from the general public... Available strategies range from calling upon broadly supported sets of 
values to the provision of selective incentives to prospective members/subscribers in the form of 
services leisure-time activities, discount packages, etc” (Della Porta & Diani 2006, 141). 
Organizations that rely on voluntary participation provide different incentives to their members. 
These organizations tend to provide ideological and solidaristic incentives, in part because they 
lack material resources (Ibid). 
 
Political parties offer a prime example of the way in which organizations alter the cost-benefit 
ratio of mobilization by providing programmatic shortcuts that make it easier for voters to 
become informed about candidates (Mainwaring & Scully 1985). Parties also organize “rallies, 
bonfires, and the like that provide information about the election, the contenders, and the stakes 
involved” (Aldrich 2011, 106).  Political parties reduce the physical cost of voting by busing 
voters to the polls and providing information on polling locations and voting procedures (Ibid). 
  
3. Organizational Variation:  
 
While mobilizing structures can solve the two problems of mobilization, not all organizations are 
the same; they vary in a number of ways that affect their ability to create linkages with 
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individuals and alter their cost-benefit calculations, which in turn affects their mobilizational 
capacity.  
  
Organizations can vary in terms of their legality, their visibility, and their exclusivity. Passy 
(2003) classified movement organizations according to their legality and their visibility, yielding 
four movement types: (1) legal, high visibility organizations, (2) illegal, high visibility 
organizations, (3) legal, low visibility organizations, and (4) illegal, low visibility organizations. 
Legal, visible groups can more easily persuade and provide information to individuals as well as 
openly attempt to alter their cost-analysis. Conversely, low visibility groups, both legal and 
illegal, must rely on interpersonal networks for their mobilizational efforts and cannot as openly 
provide material incentives or reduce costs for participation.  
   
Political parties are the quintessential example of a formal organization that attempts to generate 
collective mobilization; according to Huntington (1968, 402), “parties are instruments of 
mobilization,” of bringing people into political activity. Political candidates join or form parties 
for precisely this reason; the political party, as a formal organization, enables a candidate to “get 
supporters to vote for them…as well as get them to provide the cadre of workers and contribute 
the resources needed to win elections” (Aldrich 2011, 21). Parties can organize rallies, distribute 
information, situate themselves in an office, and employ members to persuade individuals to take 
part in collective action. 
 
Collective action is not as easily coordinated through interpersonal networks as it is through 
formal organizations that have offices, membership lists, and a clear organizational structure. As 
a result, many interpersonal networks remain latent and do not fulfill a mobilizational role until 
they are activated by a momentous political event.  These interpersonal networks thus “operate 
as ‘intermittent structures,’ i.e., “organizations or organizational units which are deployed and 
then ‘fold up’ until their period of activity arrives again” (Della Porta & Diani 2006, 149). 
However, interpersonal networks provide massive mobilizational potential once they are 
activated, especially due to the fact that mobilization often takes place through what has been 
termed ‘bloc recruitment’. Bloc recruitment occurs when “cells, branches, or simply significant 
groups of members of existing organizations are recruited as a whole to a new movement, or 
contribute to the start of new campaigns” (della Porta & Diani 2006, 120). Similarly, groups with 
pre-existing ties to a range of other groups may do better at both identifying their potential 
supporters and targeting them for mobilization: “Candidates and parties focus their campaign 
appeals and mobilization drives on those they believe already are, or are most likely to become, 
their supporters” (Aldrich 2011, 47).  
  
The study of social networks has illuminated the ways in which the types of linkages that exist 
between groups, an organization’s position within a network, the number of ties that a group has 
to other groups within a network, and other network characteristics impact a group’s ability to 
mobilize and influence others (Christakis & Fowler 2009; Watts 2003; Barbarasi 2003; 
Granovetter 1973).  Thus, the extent to which a political organization is connected to a range of 
other groups through interpersonal networks, such as charity organizations, religious 
organizations, NGOs, and cultural organizations, can influence its ability to carry out bloc 
recruitment when it is time to mobilize supporters, as “established networks may allow leaders to 
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mobilize large groups of actors without convincing each member of the virtues of the cause” 
(Broadbent 2003, 206).  
 
4. Participation and parties in Authoritarian regimes 
 
I have so far begun to set up an answer to the first part of my question — why certain groups are 
better able to than others to mobilize supporters. Organizations would be expected to better 
mobilize supporters depending on how well they solve the two problems of mobilization: linking 
individuals to causes and altering the cost-benefit ratio of participation. However, the second part 
of my question needs to be addressed — how this process is different after the collapse of an 
authoritarian regime. In this following section I will address the ways in which the political 
environment impacts different political groups’ modes of organization (and by implication their 
ability to solve the problems of mobilization), justifying why I believe that political 
organizations’ abilities to mobilize supporters after an authoritarian breakdown is influenced by 
the prior authoritarian context. 
  
Multiple scholars have emphasized the impact of varying cultural and political contexts on social 
movements and political organizations in general. In most countries, organizations must interact 
with institutional features of that environment, complying with laws, regulations or other 
requirements that in some way delineate the boundaries of collective action. These boundaries 
are narrower in some states than in others: “in many countries, organizations wishing access to a 
series of material resources must respect a long list of laws and regulations, first and foremost in 
their organizational structure” (della Porta & Diani 2006, 152). The way in which different 
organizations and movements must comply with regulations — or, more generally, adapt to their 
political environment — in turn affects their mobilizational capabilities.  
  
Authoritarian political contexts have a particular effect on political organizations. Authoritarian 
regimes tend to operate multiple mechanisms of control, repression, co-optation and surveillance 
to prevent the ascension of any group to a position of prominence or influence that could 
challenge their supremacy. “When authoritarian leaders believe that a group or movement is 
directly threatening their own values and/or interests, they have a wide array of administrative, 
legislative, and coercive levers to deploy against it” (Rosefky-Wickham 2002, 8).  As such, 
authoritarian regimes that permit elections routinely manipulate the electoral process through 
crafting unfair electoral rules, preventing certain opposition groups from forming as parties, and 
engaging in voter intimidation, bribery, co-optation and electoral fraud (Levitsky & Way 2002) 
in order to control electoral outcomes. These regimes “play the game of multiparty elections by 
holding regular elections for the chief executive and a national legislative assembly. Yet they 
violate the liberal-democratic principles of freedom and fairness so profoundly and 
systematically as to render elections instruments of authoritarian rule” (Schedler 2006, 3). This 
political environment tends to influence political parties in a number of ways, often turning party 
politics into a competition in which weakened parties compete over state resources that are 
ultimately distributed based upon personal ties rather than programmatic or policy agendas 
(Lust-Okar 2008; Shehata 2008). Alternatively, many opposition leaders leave party politics 
altogether and attempt to pursue their agendas through NGOs (Langohr 2004). 
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However, like political parties, other organizations must abide by a set of restrictions and rules 
that prevent collective actors from organizing activities that could challenge state authority; 
authoritarian leaders know that potential challengers will “either create an organizational vehicle 
or utilize an existing one and transform it into an instrument of contention” (McAdam et al 2001, 
47). Therefore, most other organizations within civil society are restricted or monitored in 
authoritarian settings in order to prevent their use as mobilizing structures for the opposition. 
Regimes employ a web of laws controlling the ways in which NGOs, professional organizations 
and labor unions hold meetings, elect leaders, and organize collectively, appoint regime-
approved leaders of these organizations, or attempt to co-opt them with material benefits. As a 
result of these restrictions, formal civil society organizations in authoritarian settings are 
routinely co-opted [and therefore delegitimated as a site for political opposition] or depoliticized. 
 
Due to these restrictions on formal organizations, political groups that wish to pursue a more 
radical or challenging agenda in authoritarian contexts often do so through interpersonal 
networks that cannot be easily monitored, controlled, or punished (Wiktorowicz 2001; Albrecht 
2008). For example, salafi organizations in Jordan, which explicitly challenge the legitimacy of 
the Hashemite monarchy, organize themselves through decentralized networks of teacher-student 
linkages  (Wiktorowicz 2001, 133). Similarly, in Leninist regimes, citizens routinely utilize 
interpersonal networks for a range of activities from the overtly political to non-political tasks 
such as house-building; “the use of networks is necessary even to access corruption in the 
system” (Osa 2003, 78).  Social movements or political groups pursuing a transformative agenda 
that challenges regime authority or legitimacy thus must operate through informal networks to 
avoid punishment, and are adept at utilizing social ties and powerful symbols to persuade new 
individuals to support their cause, often at great risk (Tarrow 2011; Wiktorowicz 2004; della 
Porta & Diani 2006). 
  
Thus, the way that organizations mobilize supporters for any kind of meaningful political activity 
will be very different in authoritarian contexts as compared to democratic ones. In most cases, 
political parties and elections are discredited, civil society organizations are depoliticized or 
constrained, and only groups and movements operating through informal networks have any 
success in pursuing a more radical agenda.  
 
 
5. Founding Elections and Authoritarian Legacies 
 
I argue that a historical conception of participation under long-term authoritarian regimes is 
necessary to understand the ability of different groups to mobilize supporters after an 
authoritarian breakdown. Founding elections are often held relatively quickly after authoritarian 
collapse or regime transition in order to pave the way for institutional and political change. For 
example, of 29 founding elections in sub-Saharan Africa between 1989 and 1994, half of all of 
these countries proceeded directly to elections after authoritarian breakdown rather than writing a 
new constitution or reviewing other institutional rules (Bratton & van de Walle 1997). Similarly, 
across former Soviet states in central and eastern Europe, the first parliamentary elections after 
the fall of the USSR were held in 1989 or 1990 - i.e., during either the same or following year as 
the regime’s collapse (Kostelecky 2002). And in Egypt, Tunisia, and Libya, founding elections 
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— whether for a new parliament or a constitution-drafting assembly — were held within the year 
after Ben Ali, Mubarak and Qaddafi were deposed. 
 
As described in the introduction, “political struggles are mediated by the institutional setting in 
which [they] take place”… “institutions shape the goals that political actors pursue 
and…structure power relations among them, privileging some and putting other at a 
disadvantage” (Thelen & Steinmo 1992, 1-32). While political actors in transitional settings 
possess and display tremendous agency and strategic behavior, the short time frame between 
authoritarian collapse and founding elections means that most actors will still be coping with the 
consequences of several decades of political repression, co-optation and control. The evolution 
of organizational form, the integration into and establishment of interpersonal networks, and the 
persistent depoliticization of many formal organizations are processes that unfold and solidify 
throughout the duration of an authoritarian regime.  
 
Thus, patterns, routines, and practices of participation that existed for decades before the point of 
transition will likely have a large affect on the way in which groups attempt to mobilize 
supporters for the founding elections. Political groups that choose to compete in founding 
elections will not have the capacity or resources to radically change their modus operandi during 
a period that, according to O’Donnell & Schmitter (1986), is typically characterized by a high 
degree of uncertainty.  
 
As a result, an opposition group that participates under the authoritarian regime as a social 
movement will be better able to mobilize supporters after authoritarian collapse than groups that 
operate ‘above ground’ through visible, formal party structures. Only social movements will 
possess the grassroots presence, experience in persuasion, popular legitimacy, and organizational 
capacity to successfully mobilize supporters, as old parties were discredited, new parties are 
unknown, and other collective mobilizing structures — NGOs and civil society organizations — 
will likely have been depoliticized.  
 
Finally, returning to the original question of this paper — under what conditions to Islamist 
groups mobilize supporters to win elections after authoritarian collapse ?— I therefore argue that 
such groups will successfully win elections if they existed under the prior regime as a social 
movement. 
 
 
IV. Competing Explanations 
 
I will test my theory against the four main competing explanations for why certain groups are 
better than others at mobilizing supporters in electoral campaigns more generally. 
 
Prior electoral experience 
First, logic tells us that parties that have participated in elections before will be more likely to 
succeed in subsequent elections, due to their ability to learn from prior mistakes, gain name 
recognition, and improve mobilizational tactics.   
 
Societal Cleavages 
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Second, the literature linking societal cleavages with voting behavior predicts that the party that 
appeals to the majority religious or ethnic group will mobilize more supporters than parties that 
represent a minority group, irrespective of electoral district size or material resources (Lipset & 
Rokkan 1967; Horowitz 1991).  
 
Clientelism 
Third, the literature on clientelism predicts that political groups that channel their resources 
through patron-client linkages are best able to mobilize supporters in many democratic and 
nondemocratic contexts (Bratton & van de Walle 1997; van de Walle 2003; Lust-Okar 2008).  
 
Electoral Design 
Fourth, the literature on party systems has demonstrated that electoral design choices (electoral 
district size, for example) privilege certain kinds of political groups over others (Boix 1999; 
Posner 2007; Lust-Okar 2008). This literature predicts that groups with more resources will 
perform better than smaller parties when electoral districts are larger, irrespective of ideological 
platform or organizational history. 
 
 
V. Research Design and Case Selection 
 
This dissertation employs a two-tiered comparative design, in which I conduct both within-case 
and cross-case analysis to conduct a structured, focused comparison of post-authoritarian 
political mobilization. This section focuses on Egypt, which serves as a crucial case for my 
investigation; there were several Islamist groups that ran in the 2011 parliamentary elections and 
some of these won far larger vote shares than others (in other words, these cases display 
variation on the dependent variable). This variation will allow me to explore the conditions under 
which Islamist groups successfully mobilized supporters after the collapse of the Mubarak 
regime and under which conditions they were unsuccessful. I will also examine the other non-
Islamist political groups that successfully and unsuccessfully mobilized supporters in the 2011 
founding elections in order to test my theory and avoid selection bias (by either examining only 
positive cases or only Islamist cases). 
 
At the within country level, I carry out qualitative comparative analysis using data gathered 
through approximately 100 interviews with members of Egyptian political parties, civil society 
organizations, social movements, and professional syndicates gathered over six months in 2012, 
in Alexandria, Cairo, and the Nile Delta (Tanta, Mansoura, and Zagazig). These interviews are 
supplemented by data gathered from secondary academic and media sources. 
 
In order to test my theory beyond Egypt, I have selected Tunisia and Libya for cross-case 
analysis from the universe of cases in which Islamist groups attempted to mobilize supporters 
after the collapse of a long-term authoritarian regime. These cases were selected using a most-
similar systems design (George & Bennett 2005); all three country cases have Arab majority 
populations with large Muslim majorities; each country has a history of colonialism, followed by 
independence during which time one or several authoritarian rulers came to power. Each country 
suffered from similarly poor socioeconomic conditions and all three underwent a political 
transition during the 2011 Arab Uprisings after which founding elections were held.  
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In addition to selecting country cases through a most-similar case design in terms of the regime 
and socio-political environment, these three cases also have the advantage of variation on the 
dependent variable; in two of these cases, Egypt and Tunisia, Islamist groups won large 
majorities in the founding elections. However, in Libya, a non-Islamist group won the largest 
vote share in the founding election. This variation will allow me to test my theory; if my theory 
is correct, the Islamist groups that won majorities in Egypt and Tunisia should display social 
movement characteristics and mobilizational techniques, whereas in Libya, I would expect the 
opposite. 
 
Of course, important differences remain between Egypt and Tunisia on the one hand, and Libya 
on the other. For one, the Qaddafi regime leans closer to a sultanistic dictatorship than either the 
Ben Ali or Mubarak regimes, resulting in Libyan civil society and opposition being much less 
vibrant and diverse than that of the other two countries. Second, external actors played a large 
role in the Libyan transition and mass mobilization was significantly lower than in either Tunisia 
or Egypt. The next section of my dissertation will examine these important differences, going 
beyond transitions in the Middle East, to examine how distinctions in regime type, transition 
type, and economic factors alter my theory and affect post-authoritarian electoral mobilization. 
 
VI. Egypt and Egyptian Islamist Mobilization in 2011 
 
Egypt and the Egyptian Islamist groups serve as a crucial country case or plausibility probe for 
this theory. As will be elaborated in the following sections, Egypt under the Mubarak regime had 
a highly repressive political and social environment in which opposition and civil society were 
restricted and monitored by the state.  
 
If my theory is correct in explaining why Islamist groups best mobilize supporters after 
authoritarian collapse — i.e. when they form parties based in social movements that existed 
under the prior regime — then there are four observable implications of my theory that should 
appear in this case: 
 
1) The political environment under the Mubarak regime should have been of a nature that 
political opposition was constricted, delegitimized, and repressed. 
 
2) The repression of political opposition should have resulted in a situation in which genuine, 
legitimate opposition was driven underground or into informally organized movements. 
 
3) Parties that emerged from these social movements under the Mubarak regime mobilized 
supporters better than Mubarak-era parties or other new parties formed after the revolution. 
 
4) Islamist parties that mobilized supporters most successfully will exhibit social movement 
characteristics (a. a pre-existing grassroots presence and b. highly salient legitimating symbols or 
“frames”) and will utilize micro-mobilizational strategies during electoral campaigns, while 
Islamist parties that did not mobilize successfully will exhibit fewer of these social movement 
characteristics and will not utilize the micro-mobilizational strategies. 
 
 The following sections will examine each of these observable implications in turn. 
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OBSERVABLE IMPLICATION 1: The political environment under the Mubarak regime will 
have been of a nature that political opposition was constricted, delegitimized, and repressed. 
 
Hosni Mubarak came to power in Egypt after President Anwar Sadat’s assassination in 1981, and 
presided over a system of repression, fraud, and co-optation, characterized consistently by 
Freedom House as “Not Free”, until the Egyptian Revolution in January 2011. The Mubarak 
regime used a mixture of repression and intimidation, legal restrictions limiting freedoms of the 
press, association, and expression, electoral manipulation, the control of NGOs, labor 
organizations and professional syndicates, and the repression of social movements. 
 
1) Repression and Intimidation 
 
Upon coming into office in 1981, Mubarak declared a state of emergency, which he renewed 
every three years. This state of emergency permitted the state to circumvent judicial processes 
and carry out a program of repression against potential challengers. The Emergency Law no. 162 
(1958) was later replaced by a constitutional clause on terrorism (Article 179),  enabling the 
security services to conduct wiretaps of telephones, arrest citizens without warrant or judicial 
review, search private homes, and detain citizens indefinitely (Gohar 2008; Freedom House 
2005). As of 2008, an estimated 16,000 citizens were detained without charge, in conditions of 
overcrowding, poor sanitation, and the absence of medical care, with numerous allegations of 
forced confessions (Freedom House 2008).  
 
Indefinite detention and surveillance, while rampant, were not the most severe punishments 
inflicted upon suspected opposition members; torture and ill-treatment was rampant in prisons 
and in encounters with police (Freedom House 2005), the now-famous Khalid Said murder only 
one of many. Furthermore, this torture was not only used against adult political dissidents, but 
against teenagers and petty criminals, and in some cases, “suspects' family members were 
tortured to extract confessions” (Freedom House 2008). As a result of these repressive tactics, 
the Mubarak regime succeeded in raising the costs of political dissent to levels that most people 
would consider too risky to engage in. 
 
 
2) Freedoms of Association, Expression, and the Press 
 
Alongside the general repression and intimidation used by the regime and wielded through the 
Emergency Law, the Mubarak regime also enacted a series of laws specifically limiting freedoms 
of association, expression and the press.  In addition to the Law of Association (2003), which 
will be discussed below, the regime limited freedom of assembly; before groups could hold 
public demonstrations, rallies, or protests of any kind, organizers had to apply and receive 
approval from the Ministry of Interior, which unsurprisingly rarely gave permission (Freedom 
House 2005). 
 
Freedom of expression was similarly cordoned off, with political criticism directed at the 
president, his family or the military strictly prohibited. Discussions of sectarianism, criticisms of 
Islam and other such ‘sensitive’ topics were also limited. These restrictions extended to the 
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media, where the state owned and managed all broadcast television stations and most radio 
stations, with privately-owned stations only permitted to broadcast entertainment programs. 
Similarly, Mubarak appointed the editors of the three leading newspapers, effectively controlling 
print journalism. Needless to say, articles criticizing the president or covering controversial 
topics were grounds for the closure of the remaining private newspapers and the arrest of the 
authors. (Freedom House 2005)  
 
 
3) Electoral Fraud and Campaign intimidation 
 
As is characteristic of authoritarian regimes, the Mubarak regime possessed the formal electoral 
and party institutions of a democratic polity. However, through a web of regulations, 
intimidation and fraud, the regime controlled and manipulated these institutions to the extent that 
they could not be considered democratic (Freedom House 2005). During parliamentary electoral 
campaigns, opposition party members were routinely jailed and harassed; voter turnout was often 
low, as many believed the elections to be pointless, and those who did attempt to vote were often 
beaten by the security service (Freedom House 2008). Reports of voting irregularities occurred at 
every election; for example, during the the June 2007 elections for the Shura Council, observers 
complained that only members of Mubarak’s National Democratic Party were permitted to enter 
the polling stations to submit their votes (Freedom House 2008). The Muslim Brotherhood, 
which ran candidates as independents in the elections for the lower house of parliament, 
expected to have its leaders rounded up and imprisoned around election time; one senior 
Brotherhood member estimates that in 2005 approximately 6,000 Muslim Brothers were arrested 
during the campaigning1. A former leader of the Wafd party described parliamentary elections as 
“a form of theater in which the ending is known in advance but the actors still act out their 
roles2.” 
 
4) Restrictions on Political Parties 
 
In addition to systematic fraud and intimidation, the regime also effectively hamstrung political 
parties through a series of restrictions in order to maintain the primacy of Mubarak’s National 
Democratic Party, which “had at its disposal all available political, economic, financial, and 
publicity resources” (Gohar 2008, 173).  
 
First, Law no. 40 (1977), Article 8, states that the regime can control the formation of political 
parties through the Political Parties Committee (PPC). Anyone wishing to form a new political 
party had to submit an application, along with a set number of signatures gathered from across 
the country; between 1977 and 2005, the PPC approved only four new parties, while rejecting 
over 60, sometimes repeatedly (Gohar 2008; Freedom House 2005). As part of these restrictions, 
the regime banned the formation of religious parties, targeting Islamist groups in particular 
through this ruling, who resorted to running candidates as independents. 
 

                                                
1 Author interview with senior Brotherhood member from the Alexandria branch. Alexandria, Egypt, 7/24/2012. 
2 Author interview with Mahmoud Abazza, former secretary general of the Wafd Party, in Cairo, Egypt. 11/14/2012, 
2:00 PM. 
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As a result, the parties that were allowed to form and that had any sort of influence could be 
counted on one hand. The New Wafd, originally founded in 1919 and reconstituted in 1983, was 
the most successful of these, gaining more seats in parliament between 2000 and 2005 than any 
other opposition party (Shehata 2008). Al-Tagama’u, a leftist party established in 1975, was 
heavily critical of Sadat but took part in elections under the Mubarak regime (Gohar 2008). Al-
Ghad attempted to portray itself as a party of youth and women (Gohar 2008). Even these, 
parties, however, were harassed and constrained by the regime. A leader of Wafd in Zagazig, a 
city in the Nile Delta, said that it was difficult to convince people to join the party or take part in 
the campaigns because of the persistent fear of punishment for involvement in politics3. Electoral 
campaigns were heavily monitored by the security services and the party was prevented from 
holding campaign rallies or conferences outside of party offices4.  
 
These restrictions on political parties and the electoral fraud had several consequences for 
Egyptian political parties during the Mubarak era. First, the parties that were permitted to form 
were typically unsuccessful at winning parliamentary seats, due to fraud and campaign 
restrictions. Second, even those that did win seats were unable to affect legislative change in the 
NDP-dominated parliament and were often seen by citizens as being co-opted by the regime. 
Third, elections and parties became not an avenue for political opposition, but instead a means of 
service-provision, or what Lust-Okar (2004) has termed “competitive clientelism”. Similarly, in 
an in-depth ethnographic study of Egyptian parliamentary campaigns, Shehata (2008, 114) 
argues that “most Egyptians do not vote on the basis of party platforms or political programs, 
policy issues, or ideology. Many if not most vote for candidates who they believe will provide 
them khadamat (services). Services, however, are understood to be not just public goods for the 
entire community…They are also frequently understood to be individual services for district 
residents and include things like helping residents and their children find employment, secure 
housing, and gain access to healthcare, in addition to facilitating all sorts of dealings between 
individuals, the government and its bureaucracy.” Finally, and most detrimental to the political 
opposition in the Mubarak era, this ‘hollowness’ of political parties and their inability to affect 
change led many of the more dynamic political opposition leaders to leave party life altogether 
and attempt change through NGOs focused on narrow issues (Langohr 2004).  
 
 
5) Restrictions on NGOs 
 
The Mubarak regime attempted to control various sectors of civil society that could pose a threat 
to the regime’s legitimacy, resulting in an NGO sector that was both constrained and 
depoliticized to a large extent. As discussed previously, freedom of association was severely 
restricted under the Mubarak regime, including the formation and operation of non-governmental 
organizations. The so-called “NGO law”, or the 2003 Law of Associations, "prohibits the 
establishment of associations 'threatening national unity [or] violating public morals,' prohibits 
NGOs from receiving foreign grants without the approval of the Ministry of Social 
Affairs...requires members of NGO governing boards to be approved by the ministry, and allows 
the ministry to dissolve NGOs without a judicial order" (Freedom House 2005).  
 

                                                
3 Author interview with a leader of the Wafd party in Zagazig, Egypt. 8/15/2012, 1:30 PM 
4 Author interview with a leader of the Wafd party in Zagazig, Egypt. 8/15/2012, 1:30 PM. 
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While the regime was content to allow the NGO sector to take over some of the state’s service 
provision through charitable activities, the Ministry of Social Affairs largely rejected the 
application of any organization that had a political agenda or attempted societal transformation 
(Gohar 2008). There were notable exceptions to this, with some famous NGOs working on 
behalf of human and workers’ rights, these organizations were constantly faced with the threat of 
being shut down and their leaders imprisoned. Some of these succeeded in circumventing the 
Ministry of Social Affairs by registering under a different legal classification, but their activities 
were circumscribed by routine ‘visits’ by the security services5. As a result of these restrictions, 
the NGO field in Egypt was largely what Foley and Edwards (1996) term the apolitical ‘civil 
society 1’, with only a sprinkling of ‘civil society 2’ organizations challenging the state around 
narrow issues. 
 
 
6) Control of Labor Unions and Professional Syndicates 
 
As both labor unions and professional syndicates provide the organizational structure from which 
to plan and launch collective action that could challenge the state, the Mubarak regime 
maintained a set of controls over both organizations that largely prevented their utilization for 
independent political activity.  
 
Labor 
 
Law 35 (1976) made the state-managed Egyptian Trade Union Federation (ETUF) the sole legal 
trade union organization in the country (Benin 2012, 3). ETUF’s mission “was to control 
workers as much as it was to represent them” (Benin 2012, 3) and was criticized by international 
labor organizations as repressing the ability of workers to engage in collective bargaining (Gohar 
2008, 184). ETUF decided the labor movement’s policies, ‘negotiated’ with the regime about 
privatization policies, and prevented politicized demands from being leveraged against the state 
(Gohar 2008). Law no. 12 (1995) similarly prohibits workers in each industry from forming 
more than one union at the national level (Gohar 2008).  As such, despite the opposition of the 
majority of rank-and-file workers to Sadat-era privatization policies, ETUF’s leadership agreed 
to the policy changes, representing the wishes of the regime rather than those of ETUF’s 
members (Benin 2012). By the fall of the Mubarak regime in February 2011, only three unions 
had succeeded in breaking away from the direct control of ETUF (Benin 2012, 5). 
 
In addition to controlling the organizational form of labor unions and preventing their 
proliferation, the regime also controlled workers’ ability to strike. The 2003 Unified Labor Law 
dictates that only workers employed in so-called ‘non-strategic’ industries are permitted to strike 
and mandates that workers must obtain permission to do so from ETUF before the strike can be 
called into effect (Freedom House 2005). 
 
Professional Syndicates 
 
The organizational parallel to the labor unions within the professional fields are Egypt’s 
syndicates, although the professional syndicates have engaged in more issues outside of their 
                                                
5 Author interview with employee at Cairo Institute for Human Rights Studies in Cairo, Egypt. 8/1/2012, 11:30 AM. 
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direct professional purview; for example many syndicates provided aid in a variety of disasters, 
such as the earthquake in 1992, aid convoys to the Gaza strip, and others (Gohar 2008). They 
also emerged as an alternative channel for political participation in reaction to the paralyzation of 
political parties. While it is probably an exaggeration to say that as NGOs became the 
participatory avenue for liberals, syndicates became a political channel for Islamists, as one 
Muslim Brotherhood member commented6, this observation is not far off. Throughout the 1990s, 
the Muslim Brotherhood used several of the professional syndicates — namely the pharmacists, 
engineers, doctors, and teachers — as political rehearsal grounds, practicing electoral strategies 
and slowly gaining majorities on many of the syndicate general committees7.  
 
Muslim Brotherhood gains on these committees did not go unnoticed by the regime and in 1993, 
the Unified Law of Professional Syndicates no. 100 was enacted, imposing a number of 
restrictions on elections. The law mandated that in order for syndicate elections to be valid, at 
least 50 percent of the total members of that syndicate — for example, 50 percent of all 
engineers in Egypt — had to vote in those elections. If this threshold was not met, the elections 
were held again, with a 30 percent participation threshold. If that threshold was again not met, 
the regime assigned a leader of the syndicate (Gohar 2008). Unsurprisingly, it was extremely 
difficult to organize 50 percent of all members of one profession to vote and these restrictions 
thus led to the appointment of regime-approved syndicate leaders in the 1990s, “single-handedly 
[bringing] the election process to a complete stop in ten professional syndicates, including those 
for doctors, engineers, dentists, pharmacists, agriculturalists, teachers, and lawyers (Gohar 2008, 
181). 
 
In summary, the above examination of the political environment under the Mubarak regime 
conforms to my first observable expectation, namely, that the Mubarak regime was of a nature 
that political opposition was constricted, delegitimized, and repressed. 
 
 
OBSERVABLE IMPLICATION 2: The repression of political opposition should have resulted 
in a situation in which genuine, legitimate opposition was driven underground or into informally 
organized movements. 
 
In addition to hollowing out political parties and controlling NGOs, labor unions, and 
professional syndicates, the regime repressed the handful of social movements that existed in 
Egypt at the time, namely the labor protest movement, Kefaya, the Muslim Brotherhood, several 
salafi movements, and April 6 movement.  
 
As predicted by the central theory here, unlike political parties, NGOs and labor organizations, 
these movements were able to directly challenge the regime in a variety of ways, questioning 
regime legitimacy and in some cases providing parts of the citizenry with alternative visions of 
society. Due to the way in which these movements were organized and operated, the regime was 
less successful at controlling them. Unlike parties, NGOs, labor unions, and professional 

                                                
6 Author interview with a Muslim Brotherhood member, also a senior member of the Pharmacy Syndicate in Cairo, 
Egypt. 10/15/2012, 4:00 PM. 
7 Author interviews with members of the pharmacy, engineering, teachers, and doctor’s syndicates in Tanta and 
Mansoura, Egypt. 9/6/2012. 
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syndicates, each of the following movements engaged in a different counter-hegemonic project 
and, with the exception of the labor protest movement, organized through largely informal 
channels. 
 
Of these movements, only the Muslim Brotherhood and the two salafi movements – the Salafi 
Calling and the Islamic Group – formed political parties after the revolution. The question of 
why certain movements form parties and others do not is addressed in Section XX of this 
dissertation. As such, and for the sake of space, this version of the paper will only address those 
movements that ultimately formed political parties. 
 
(a) The Muslim Brotherhood 
 
The most famous of the Islamist groups in Egypt, the Muslim Brotherhood was founded in 1928 
by Hassan al-Banna as both a philanthropic society and a political, social and religious 
movement. Due to its message, its activities, and the repression it suffered under Nasser, Sadat 
and Mubarak, it grew and changed over the years to be one of the most well-organized 
movements in Egypt before the 2011 revolution (Gohar 2008). In the 1990s, the Brotherhood 
began to run independent candidates in parliamentary elections, and, despite severe repression by 
the regime, including the arrest, imprisonment and torture of its members, the Brotherhood won 
eighty-eight seats in the 2005 elections (Gohar 2008).   
 
Symbolic Legitimacy 
 
Like many religious groups, the Muslim Brotherhood possessed a high degree of symbolic 
legitimacy as a result of the highly salient mobilizing frames the movement used to explain its 
goals, highlight the injustice of the regime, and provide an alternate vision of society. “Islamist 
groups in Egypt [were] unified by their opposition to what they regard as a corrupt and un-
Islamic political and social order, and by their alternative programme based on Sharia” 
(Abdelrahman 2004, 111). The Muslim Brotherhood highlighted the problems facing the vast 
majority of Egyptians during the Mubarak era: corrupt politicians, police brutality, occupational 
dead ends, and miserable economic conditions. The idea that ‘Islam is the solution’, as goes the 
Brotherhood’s slogan, was naturally appealing in its provision of meaning, hope, and an 
alternative vision of life and the afterlife. The Brotherhood also framed political and social 
engagement in terms that highlighted the duty of every individual to participate in the public 
sphere (Rosefsky Wickham 2002). 
 
In addition to the legitimacy conferred on the group by its salient mobilizing frames, the Muslim 
Brotherhood was also viewed as legitimate as a result of the repression inflicted upon its 
members by the Mubarak regime (Lacroix 2012).  
 
Grassroots Presence 
 
The Muslim Brotherhood carried out its activities throughout Egypt, with branches located in 
every province, and sub-branches located beneath that at the local level.8 The Brotherhood’s 
activities centered both on middle class Egyptians, including professionals, and also on poorer 
                                                
8 Author interview with Muslim Brotherhood leader in Alexandria, Egypt. 7/24/2012, 3:00 PM. 
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Egyptians to whom their message was particularly salient (Mitchell 1969; Rosefsky Wickham 
2002).  
 
This grassroots presence was not limited to spreading the message of Islam (discussed below) 
but also consisted in large part of community-building and charitable activities. The Muslim 
Brotherhood directly and indirectly ran or funded charities, low-cost medical services, tents 
selling food items and school supplies at discounted prices, and other services for middle and 
low-income Egyptians (Rosefsky Wickham 2002). They also helped to solve disputes in their 
neighborhoods, organized workshops for women before they would get  married, and engaged in 
social work, or as one female Brotherhood member described it, “engaging them in an activity 
and activating their skills to serve the people”.9  
 
Mobilizing Tactics 
 
The Muslim Brotherhood was particularly effective at mobilizing supporters for activism 
through a number of avenues. First, as part of their objective of societal transformation toward a 
more Islamic (and by implication, more just, peaceful, uncorrupt) society, members of the 
Muslim Brotherhood engaged in so-called da’wa, or “calling”, a form of proselytization. The 
Muslim Brotherhood, as well as salafis, as will be discussed below, engaged in da’wa fardia or 
“individual calling,” meaning both leading others to a more Islamic life by living that life 
yourself, as well as influencing others’ behavior and thinking through individual contact.10 
According to both the Muslim Brotherhood and salafis, “the most effective form of outreach is 
through direct personal contact” (Rosefsky Wickham 2002, 130). The Muslim Brotherhood was 
also aware that interpersonal contact is most effective when carried out between individuals who 
already have bonds of trust or familiarity; “rather than approach a stranger…one begins by 
propagating the da’wa among relatives, neighbors and peers” (Rosefsky Wickham 2002 130). 
This same method of face-to-face interaction was utilized when mobilizing for other forms of 
activism, such as elections. 
 
In addition to individual mobilization and outreach, the Muslim Brothers had an organized 
system of outreach and recruitment to different sectors of society as part of their project of 
Islamization and recruitment. The Brotherhood had different outreach divisions for labor and 
peasants, university students, and professional syndicates, and in each case attempted to establish 
or encourage an ‘Islamic atmosphere’ in each location (Mitchell 1969). It was part of this 
outreach effort that the Brotherhood began to gain stronger footholds in the professional 
syndicates through the internal syndicate elections, discussed above.  
 
Finally, the Ikhwaan utilized these persuasive and outreach capabilities when they ran 
independent candidates in the elections in 2000 and 2005. Rather than campaigning openly and 
being subject to regime repression, Brotherhood members went house-to-house, slipping 
pamphlets underneath doors, contacted friends and neighbors and urged them to vote for 

                                                
9 Author interview with Muslim Brotherhood member in Giza, Egypt on 11/24/2012 at 5:00 PM. 
10 Author interviews with member of the Muslim Brotherhood in Cairo, Egypt on 11/22/2012 at 10:30 AM; a 
member of the Muslim Brotherhood Women’s Council in Giza, Egypt on 11/24/2012, 5:00 PM. 



WORKING DRAFT – DO NOT DISTRIBUTE 

19 

Brotherhood candidates, and hung banners in the street in the middle of the night under cover of 
darkness.11 
 
Organizational Structure 
 
Perhaps what distinguishes the MB from other social movements is the degree of organization 
that it developed since its founding and the relatively exclusive nature of its membership. As a 
severely repressed movement — many Ikhwaan were regularly charged with terrorism activities 
and imprisoned during electoral campaigns (Freedom House 2008) — the Ikhwaan developed a 
secretive and hierarchical organizational structure. While avoiding obvious formal organizational 
features that could be monitored and repressed, the movement developed a pyramidal structure 
connected horizontally at each level by intensive interpersonal bonds. Beneath the Guidance 
Bureau, the top of the pyramid, each province in Egypt had a leadership board; beneath that, 
there was a leadership unit at the district level, and a leadership unit at each sub-division of the 
district (Mitchell 1969). Within each branch unit, the Brothers were grouped into so-called 
‘families’ of 4-5 members, who engage in weekly activities together, observe each other, and 
socialize with each other.12 The outreach and da’wa activities took place through the different 
families of each branch, across Egypt. 
 
 
(b) Salafi Calling (Al-Da’wa al-Salafiyya)  
 
The Salafi Calling (al-Da'wa al-Salafiyya) was an informally organized movement of salafis, or 
followers of the first generation of Muslims, that began in Alexandria in the 1970s, when student 
activists at Alexandria University's Faculty of Medicine formed their own organization, separate 
from the Islamic student associations common on university campuses (Lacroix 2012). These 
salafis were in competition with the Muslim Brotherhood and as such saw the Salafi Calling as 
an alternative organization to which they could attract followers.  
 
Symbolic Legitimacy 
 
The Salafi Calling garnered symbolic legitimacy as a movement in a fashion similar to that of the 
Muslim Brotherhood, as they were another movement based upon the teachings and life of the 
Prophet Muhammad, thus offering an alternative vision of life and society, and espousing an 
image of purity and morality, renouncing both violent tactics and the participation in politics. 
Their teachings focused on fundamentalist, textualist interpretations of the Qur'an, focused on an 
individual's relationship with God, and individual spirituality. As a result of this, despite their 
more conservative religious orientations, many Egyptians viewed the Salafi Calling as less strict 
and more accessible than the Muslim Brotherhood (Ahmed 2012). 
 
The Mubarak regime repressed the Salafi Calling but also was somewhat more lenient toward the 
group in contrast to the Muslim Brotherhood, because of their renunciation of violence and 

                                                
11 Author interviews with members of the Muslim Brotherhood in Alexandria, Egypt on 7/24/2012; in Cairo, Egypt 
on 10/14/2012 at 2:00 PM; in Cairo, Egypt on 11/22/2012 at 10:30 AM. 
12 Author interview with Muslim Brotherhood leader in Alexandria, Egypt on 7/24/2012 at 3:00 PM. 



WORKING DRAFT – DO NOT DISTRIBUTE 

20 

politics (Lacroix 2012). However, individual salafis continued to fear arrest and torture at the 
hands of the regime13.  
 
Grassroots Presence 
 
While the Salafi Calling was headquartered in Alexandria, with its prominent leaders not allowed 
to travel outside of the city, the group spread outside of Alexandria as individual salafis travelled 
to the city to study under prominent salafi preachers and then returned to their homes, spreading 
the message there too (Lacroix 2012). As a result, the Salafi Da’awa had a grassroots presence 
throughout the country, in both rural areas and in lower-income neighborhoods of urban areas. 
The group also engaged in social service provision, with charities and hospitals throughout the 
country, especially in low-income areas (Lacroix 2012).  
 
Mobilizing Tactics 
 
Like the Muslim Brotherhood, the Salafi Calling used the interpersonal da'wa method of 
recruitment and persuasion as part of their proselytization (Wiktorowicz 2006). Salafi Calling 
members or followers attempted to model proper behavior and convince others to adopt their 
ideas and practices through interpersonal relationships, in which they attempted to both educate 
and assist friends and acquaintances in becoming a better Muslim14. The Salafi Calling also 
utilized interpersonal networks, especially those between members of the same religious study 
groups, to mobilize members and pass information15, and most of their activities remained 
‘underground’ (Lacroix 2012). 
 
Organizational Structure 
 
The Salafi Calling had a less structured and less centralized organization than the Muslim 
Brotherhood. The group did establish an administrative council in Alexandria, along with branch 
councils throughout the country, but the most important organizational groupings were between 
religious teachers and their students. Due to their obvious appearance (long beards), members of 
the Salafi Calling report feeling ‘visible’ and ostracized, and avoided meeting in groups larger 
than 5 or 6 people for fear of arrest. Their primary interaction thus occurred in the mosque and 
study groups.16 
 
(c) The Islamic Group (Al-Jama’a al-Islamiyya) 
 
The Islamic Group (Al-Jama’a al-Islamiyya) was another salafi movement focused on the 
islamification of society and the establishment of a social and political order in keeping with the 
teachings of the Prophet Muhammad. The Islamic Group began as a religious study group of 
nine people in Minya, in Middle Egypt in the 1970s, focused on the teachings of conservative 
Islamic thinkers. The group members began a campaign to enforce more socially conservative 

                                                
13 Author interview with salafis in Alexandria, Egypt, autumn 2012. 
14 Author interviews with salafis in Alexandria and Egypt, autumn 2012. 
15 Author interviews with salafis in Cairo, November 2012. 
16 Author interviews with salafis in Cairo and Alexandria, summer and autumn 2012. 
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values, such as gender segregation in schools, and gained control of the student union at Minya 
University in 1977. (Mubarak 1997) 
 
The Islamic Group was distinct from the Salafi Calling in that the Islamic Group espoused the 
use of violence in order to achieve the group’s goals. The Islamic Group took up arms in 1987, 
carried out multiple violent attacks against tourists (Mubarak 1997), and “waged war on the 
Mubarak regime for more than 15 years before its leaders -- most of whom were in jail -- 
officially renounced violence in 1997" (Lacroix 2012, 2). 
 
Symbolic Legitimacy 
 
The Islamic Group gained symbolic legitimacy through its platform of religious fundamentalism, 
similar to the Salafi Calling and its resistance to the Mubarak regime (Lacroix 2012).  
 
Grassroots Presence 
 
The Islamic Group was strongest in Middle and Upper Egypt (Rosefsky Wickham 1997), and at 
first focused on taking control of student union organizations in universities (Mubarak 1997). In 
addition to their violent activities, the movement also "had always been keen to develop a real 
social base through day-to-day social and religious activities,” (Lacroix 2012, 2) which made it 
distinct from other jihadi groups that only focused on violent opposition to the state. 
 
Mobilizing Tactics 
 
I am still gathering data on this. I would assume that the Islamic Group recruited and mobilized 
followers through interpersonal networks and clandestine means, given its use of violence and 
the resulting state repression. 
 
Organizational Structure 
 
The Islamic Group had a guidance council of sorts (Mubarak 1997) but the majority of its leaders 
were jailed after the group began its violent activities. The movement was essentially “a tightly-
knit group of several tens of thousands of activists, bound by common experiences of violent 
confrontation with the state" (Lacroix 2012, 2), as such operating largely through informal 
networks.  
 
In summary, the examination of informally organized opposition movements above demonstrates 
that the repression and constriction of the political opposition resulted in a situation in which 
genuine, legitimate opposition was driven into informally organized movements with grassroots 
presence, salient mobilizing symbols, and informal networks. 
 
 
OBSERVABLE IMPLICATION 3: Parties that emerged from these social movements under 
the Mubarak regime mobilized supporters better than Mubarak-era parties or other new parties 
formed after the revolution. 
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According to Observable Implication 3, if my theory is correct, the parties that emerged from 
social movements will have mobilized supporters better than either Mubarak-era parties or other 
new parties formed after the revolution. This comparison is shown in Table 1. 
 
 
TABLE 1: COMPARISON OF SOCIAL MOVEMENT & OTHER PARTIES 

SOCIAL MOVEMENT PARTIES SEATS IN PARLIAMENT 
FJP (Muslim Brotherhood) 216 (43.4%) 
Al-Nour (Salafi Calling) 109 (21.8%) 
Building & Development (The Islamic Group) 13 (2.6%) 
MUBARAK-ERA PARTIES SEATS IN PARLIAMENT 
Wafd 41 (8.2%) 
Tagama3u 3 (0.6%) 
Labor 1 (0.2%) 
Al Ghad 0? 
NEW PARTIES SEATS IN PARLIAMENT 
Social Democratic Party 16 (3.2%) 
The Free Egyptians 15 (3%) 
Reform & Development 10 (2%) 
Wasat 9  (1.8%) 
Revolution Continues 8 (1.6%) 
Al-Karama 6 (1.2%) 
Egypt National Party 5 (1%) 
Egyptian Citizen Party 4 (0.8%) 
Freedom Party 3 (0.6%) 
Al-Asala 3 (0.6%) 
Union Party 3 (0.6%) 
Al-Adl 2 (0.4%) 
Al-Hadara 2 (0.4%) 
Democratic Peace 2 (0.4%) 
Arab Egyptian Union Party 1 (0.2%) 
Nasserite Party 1 (0.2%) 
Free Egypt 0? 
Socialist Popular Alliance ? 
 
 
Upon reviewing the results in Table 1, one discrepancy stands out: the Building and 
Development Party, which emerged from Al-Jama’a Al-Islamiya, won fewer seats than the 
Mubarak-era Wafd party and two new parties: the Social Democrats and the Free Egyptians. 
This may be due to its more constrained grassroots presence or decreased legitimacy, both the 
result of the group’s use of violence and jihadi platform during the 1980s and 1990s. This 
hypothesis must be explored further.  
 
 
OBSERVABLE IMPLICATION 4: Islamist parties that mobilized supporters most successfully 
will exhibit social movement characteristics ((a) a pre-existing grassroots presence (b) highly 
salient legitimating symbols or “frames”) and will utilize micro-mobilizational strategies during 
electoral campaigns, while Islamist parties that did not mobilize successfully will exhibit fewer 
of these social movement characteristics and will not utilize the micro-mobilizational strategies. 
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TABLE 2: ISLAMIST PARTIES SOCIAL MOVEMENT CHARACTERISTICS IN 2011 

PARTY SOCIAL 
MOVEMENT 

PARTY? 

SALIENT 
MOBILIZING 

FRAMES 

GRASSROOTS 
PRESENCE 

PRE-2011 

MICRO-
MOBILIZATION* 

PARLIAMENTARY 
SEATS WON 2011 

Freedom & 
Justice 

YES  
(Muslim 
Brotherhood) 

Islamist 
transformation of 
society 

Throughout Egypt, 
rural and urban, 
charitable 
organizations,  

Yes 216 (43.4%) 

Al-Nour YES (Da’awa 
Salafiya) 

Islamist 
transformation of 
society through 
individual 
spirituality 

Throughout Egypt, 
rural and urban, 
stronghold in 
Alexandria, 
charitable 
organizations 

Yes 109 (21.8%) 

Building & 
Development 

YES (Al-Jama’a 
al-Islamiya) 

Previous militant 
opposition to 
Mubarak now 
Islamist platform 

Upper Egypt? ? 13 (2.6%) 

Al-Wasat NO (Leaders split 
from MB in 
1996) 

Moderate Islamist-
centrist platform 

-- No 9  (1.8%) 

Asala NO (Prominent 
salafi sheikhs 
split from al-
Fadhila) 

Islamist 
transformation of 
society  

Individual salafi 
sheikhs in Cairo 
and their followers 

No 3 (0.6%) 

New Labor NO (leaders split 
from MB) 

Islamist Party 
Platform 

-- No 1 (0.2%) 

Fadhila NO (Led by 
prominent salafi 
sheikhs from 
Cairo) 

Islamist 
transformation of 
society 

Individual salafi 
sheikhs in Cairo 
and their followers 

No ? 

Arab 
Unification 
Party 

NO (leaders split 
from New Labor 
party) 

Moderate Islamic 
Party Platform 

-- No ? 

*See Table 3 
 
 
TABLE 3: MOBILIZING STRATEGIES OF ISLAMIST PARTIES IN 2011 ELECTIONS 

PARTY  MICRO-MOBILIZATIONAL STRAGIES PARLIAMENTARY 
SEATS WON 2011 STREET 

CONFERENCES 
FLYERS, 

PAMPHLETS, 
BANNERS 

OUTREACH 
TO “BIG 

FAMILIES” 

OUTREACH 
THROUGH 
MOSQUES 

KNOCK-ON-
DOOR  

CAMPAIGN 

MICRO-
VOTER 

TRACKING 

OUTREACH 
TO 

WOMEN 
Freedom & 
Justice 

X X X ? X X X 216 (43.4%) 

Al-Nour X X  X X   109 (21.8%) 
Building & 
Development 

X X X ?    13 (2.6%) 

Al-Wasat X X  ?    9  (1.8%) 
Asala X X  ?    3 (0.6%) 
New Labor X X  ?    1 (0.2%) 
Fadhila    ?     
Arab 
Unification 
Party 

   ?     
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Tables 2 and 3 uncover interesting results. Beginning with Table 2, all of the Islamist parties, 
unsurprisingly, used Islam and Islam’s role in society as mobilizing frames, forming a sort of 
constant, and challenging the idea that the use of Islam alone is sufficient to win votes. Second, 
of all of the Islamist parties, only the three social movement parties had a pre-existing grass-roots 
presence that they could draw upon during the election campaigning.  
 
Turning to Table 3, we can see that all parties used street conferences and distributed flyers, 
handouts and pamphlets. These were campaign strategies used by every political party that I 
interviewed and are easy and relatively low-cost tools for smaller or poorly funded parties. 
However, the interesting variation emerges when examining the micro-mobilizational strategies, 
specifically strategies that required one-on-one or face-to-face persuasion.  
 
Outreach Through Mosques 
 
Before delving into the micro-mobilizational strategies below, it is important to address the 
question of the use of mosques during the electoral campaign. The accusation that Al-Nour and 
the FJP used Imams to urge people to vote for either party was widespread in Egypt. However, 
when I interviewed people more closely about this, nearly everybody told me that Imams did 
indeed urge people to vote, but did not name parties; I was told that they urged people to vote for 
“good Muslims” and that voters interpreted this individually. It is impossible to know without a 
large survey of Egyptian voters, but in examining the range of parties drawing on Islam and 
running on an Islamist platform, it is possible that all such parties would benefit from calls to 
vote for good Muslims. However, not all of the Islamist parties performed equally well in the 
elections, leaving other variation likely to be more important. 
 
Knock-On-Door Campaign17 
 
The knock-on-the door campaign is something that multiple Muslim Brotherhood members 
explained to me when I interviewed them about their campaign strategies. Members of the 
Brotherhood would canvass their neighborhoods and go door-to-door, talking about the Freedom 
and Justice Party and urging the household to vote for the FJP. Al-Nour members described a 
similar outreach strategy (although they did not have a name for it), whereby members of the 
party would walk around their neighborhoods, speaking to community members, shop-owners 
and residents. No other political party that I interviewed carried out any door-to-door community 
outreach program like this. 
 
Individual Voter Tracking18 
 
Individual voter tracking is a strategy that the Freedom and Justice Party carried out in much the 
same fashion as their da’wa. Each Brotherhood member selected a certain number of friends and 
family — typically 5-25 individuals — and then would contact, persuade and follow up with that 

                                                
17 Author’s interviews with political party members, Islamists and activists in Alexandria, Cairo, Tanta, Mansoura, 
and Zagazig, Egypt, summer and autumn 2012. 
18 Author’s interviews with political party members, Islamists and activists in Alexandria, Cairo, Tanta, Mansoura, 
and Zagazig, Egypt, summer and autumn 2012. 



WORKING DRAFT – DO NOT DISTRIBUTE 

25 

individual repeatedly throughout the campaign season, and right up until election day. They 
periodically reported on this number and on the status of their persuasive attempts to the other 
members of their usra and to their branch office. No other political party that I interviewed 
conducted such a campaign. 
 
Outreach to Women19 
 
Finally, the Muslim Brotherhood carried out a specific campaign using its female members and 
targeting households in lower-income areas. Female Ikhwaan went door-to-door in certain 
neighborhoods and entered households to speak to women within that household, gaining access 
that many male non-family members would not have. These female Ikhwaan talked to house 
hold members about why they and their husbands/fathers/brothers/sons should vote for the 
Freedom and Justice Party. No other political party that I interviewed carried out such a 
campaign.  
 
Thus, in summarizing the results of Tables 2 and 3, it appears that both a pre-existing grassroots 
presence and the use of micro-mobilizational strategies were most important in determining 
whether Islamist political parties were successful or unsuccessful in mobilizing supporters. These 
characteristics were only possessed by those Islamist parties that emerged from Mubarak-era 
social movements. 
 
 
Alternative Explanations 
 
While my theory appears to hold up well after comparing the characteristics and mobilizing 
strategies of social movement-based parties with either Mubarak-era or new parties, I will now 
test my theory against competing explanations for why certain parties would be expected to 
mobilize supporters more or less successfully after authoritarian collapse. Table 4 summarizes 
these competing explanations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                
19 Author’s interviews with political party members, Islamists and activists in Alexandria, Cairo, Tanta, Mansoura, 
and Zagazig, Egypt, summer and autumn 2012. 
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TABLE 4: COMPETING EXPLANATIONS 
 
SOCIAL MOVEMENT 
PARTIES 

ELECTORAL 
EXPERIENCE 
PRE-2011 

 
SOCIETAL 
CLEAVAGE 

 

 
CLIENTELISM 

 
PARTY SIZE SEATS IN 

PARLIAMENT 

FJP X X X Large 216 (43.4%) 
Nour  X X Large 109 (21.8%) 
Building & Development  X ?  13 (2.6%) 
 
MUBARAK-ERA 
PARTIES 

ELECTORAL 
EXPERIENCE 
PRE-2011 

 
SOCIETAL 
CLEAVAGE 

 

 
CLIENTELISM 

 
PARTY SIZE SEATS IN 

PARLIAMENT 

Wafd X  X Large 41 (8.2%) 
Tagama3u X  X  3 (0.6%) 
Al Ghad X  X  0? 
 
NEW PARTIES ELECTORAL 

EXPERIENCE 
PRE-2011 

 
SOCIETAL 
CLEAVAGE 

 

 
CLIENTELISM 

 
PARTY SIZE SEATS IN 

PARLIAMENT 

Social Democratic Party   X  16 (3.2%) 
The Free Egyptians   X  15 (3%) 
Reform & Development   X  10 (2%) 
Wasat  X X  9  (1.8%) 
Revolution Continues   X  8 (1.6%) 
Al Karama   X  6 (1.2%) 
Egypt National Party   X  5 (1%) 
Egyptian Citizen Party   X  4 (0.8%) 
Freedom Party   X  3 (0.6%) 
Al Asala  X X  3 (0.6%) 
Union Party   X  3 (0.6%) 
Al Adl   X  2 (0.4%) 
Al Hadara   X  2 (0.4%) 
Democratic Peace   X  2 (0.4%) 
Labor  X X  1 (0.2%) 
Arab Egyptian Union 
Party  X X  1 (0.2%) 

Nasserite Party   X  1 (0.2%) 
Socialist Popular 
Alliance   X  ? 

 
 
 
Prior electoral experience 
In examining the electoral results in Table 4, prior electoral experience does not predict the 
success of the different parties in mobilizing supporters. While two of the most successful three 
parties had prior electoral experience (FJP and al-Wafd), the other parties with prior experience 
performed quite dismally. 
 
Societal Cleavage 
As examined earlier when comparing Islamist parties against each other, the use of Islam as a 
mobilizing force does not guarantee electoral success. In comparing parties using Islamist frames 
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against those employing secular or more generically liberal frames, there are no patterns to be 
discerned; some Islamist parties fared far worse than many of the non-Islamist parties. 
 
Clientelism 
Clientelism does indeed play an enormous role in elections in Egypt (Shehata 2008). However, it 
is so pervasive and widespread — every party that I interviewed used some sort of clientelism in 
candidate-selection, their campaign promises, or the campaigns themselves that it is nearly 
impossible to distinguish amongst them. What would be interesting to examine is the actual 
funding held by each party — if all parties are using clientelism, then the wealthier parties would 
have more resources to channel through clientelistic relationships, but unfortunately campaign 
finances were the one topic about which I could not gain any information. 
 
Electoral Design 
Finally, there has been significant criticism of the electoral re-districting that occurred prior to 
the 2011 parliamentary campaigns, in that districts were made large. This re-districting would 
presumably have benefited the larger parties; smaller parties and independents do not have the 
same resources with which to cover a large area with materials or campaign visits. Large districts 
would also place parties with a pre-existing grassroots presence at an advantage for the same 
reason. No parties that I spoke to were willing to divulge their membership statistics, so I can 
only hazard a guess at party size and hypothesize that newer parties will tend to be smaller. 
   
 
Social Movement Characteristics of Non-Social Movement Parties 
 
Finally, it is important to examine the non-social movement parties to see whether they had the 
critical social movement characteristic — pre-existing grassroots presence — or used micro-
mobilizational strategies in the electoral campaign to guard against selection bias.  
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TABLE 5: SOCIAL MOVEMENT FEATURES & MOBILIZING STRATEGIES OF ALL PARTIES 
 
SOCIAL MOVEMENT PARTIES PRE-EXISTING 

GRASSROOTS 
PRESENCE 

 
KNOCK-ON-
DOOR 
CAMPAIGN 

 
MICRO-
VOTER 
TRACKING 

 
OUTREACH 
TO WOMEN 

SEATS IN 
PARLIAMENT 

FJP X X X X 216 (43.4%) 
Nour X X   109 (21.8%) 
Building & Development ?    13 (2.6%) 
 
MUBARAK-ERA PARTIES PRE-EXISTING 

GRASSROOTS 
PRESENCE 

 
KNOCK-ON-
DOOR 
CAMPAIGN  

 
MICRO-
VOTER 
TRACKING 

 
OUTREACH 
TO WOMEN 

SEATS IN 
PARLIAMENT 

Wafd     41 (8.2%) 
Tagama3u     3 (0.6%) 
Al Ghad     0? 
 
NEW PARTIES PRE-EXISTING 

GRASSROOTS 
PRESENCE 

 
KNOCK-ON-
DOOR 
CAMPAIGN  

 
MICRO-
VOTER 
TRACKING 

 
OUTREACH 
TO WOMEN 

SEATS IN 
PARLIAMENT 

Social Democratic Party     16 (3.2%) 
The Free Egyptians     15 (3%) 
Reform & Development     10 (2%) 
Wasat     9  (1.8%) 
Revolution Continues     8 (1.6%) 
Al Karama     6 (1.2%) 
Egypt National Party     5 (1%) 
Egyptian Citizen Party     4 (0.8%) 
Freedom Party     3 (0.6%) 
Al Asala X    3 (0.6%) 
Union Party     3 (0.6%) 
Al Adl     2 (0.4%) 
Al Hadara     2 (0.4%) 
Democratic Peace     2 (0.4%) 
Labor     1 (0.2%) 
Arab Egyptian Union Party X    1 (0.2%) 
Nasserite Party     1 (0.2%) 
Socialist Popular Alliance     ? 
 
 
The results in Table 5 demonstrate that the non-social movement parties had neither the grass-
roots presence, nor used the micro-mobilizational strategies employed by the social movement 
parties. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
At this point, the evidence that I have gathered in Egypt points to the fact that the Freedom and 
Justice Party and the Nour Party mobilized supporters so well due to their pre-existing grassroots 
presence and their micro-mobilizational strategies. Unlike new parties that formed after the 
revolution, or Mubarak-era parties that participated in elections under the old regime, only these 
social-movement parties possessed the legitimacy, pre-existing organizational presence, and 
persuasional skills to successfully mobilize supporters.  
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While both undoubtedly benefited from their salient mobilizing frames (Islam), an Islamist 
orientation was not sufficient to automatically gain large shares of votes, as is demonstrated by 
the lack of votes won by other parties with Islamist platforms. Prior electoral experience also 
does not guarantee electoral success, as demonstrated by the poor showing by el-Ghad and el-
Tagama’u. 


