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Abstract
Organizations often announce their protest activities prior to their 
implementation to mobilize awareness, recruit supporters, and receive media 
attention. We are interested in the effectiveness of protest announcements—
that is, under what conditions governments make concessions to avoid having 
an announced protest take place. Governments assess the costs and benefits 
of providing concessions by taking into account the level of credible threat of 
the announced protest and the costs related to concessions. We test these 
assumptions with a unique data set on protest announcements and concessions 
in Nepal (2007-2010). Using cross-sectional regressions, we demonstrate that 
protest announcements by unions, announcements with highly threatening 
tactics and announcements with minimal demands will bring about concessions 
from the government. We contribute to the growing literature on different 
protest tactics by providing systematic empirical evidence, for the first time, 
on the effectiveness of mere protest announcements.
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Introduction

Organizations often announce their protests before they put them into action, 
as a look at the newspapers in a particular context demonstrates. Protest 
announcements provide information about the planned protest, which can 
then be used by the government to prevent the protest from happening. 
However, many organizations do take this risk into account and announce 
their protest. There are two potential reasons for this behavior: First, the orga-
nization behind the announcement can mobilize its membership and the 
broader audience by demonstrating general activism. Second, the organiza-
tion obtains information about the likely support for the protest from the pub-
lic reactions.

We are interested in why and when governments make concessions to 
avoid an announced protest from taking place. The government will make its 
decision regarding whether or not to make concessions by taking into account 
the costs of the planned protest, which are related to the likelihood that the 
organization behind the announcement will be able to implement the protest 
and to the potential impacts of the protest on its electorate. The government 
will also include the costs of potential concessions intended to prevent the 
protest in its decision-making process.

To our knowledge, our study is the first systematic analysis of protest 
announcement as a tactic in its own right. We have found one case study that 
looks at the use of protest announcements, but it focuses only on the use of 
protest announcements and not on their effectiveness. According to this 
study, the Confederation of Mexican Workers (CTM) announced 16,030 pro-
tests against austerity policies in the year 1982 alone. The CTM called for a 
strike 109,845 times from 1982 to 1992 (Rojas Hernandez, 1995). The eco-
nomic literature is more helpful for our purposes because it shows that protest 
announcements do have a substantial effect. Threats of strikes, which are the 
focus of these economic studies, are taken into account by financial markets 
because they put pressure on the stock market valuations of the affected com-
panies (Dinardo & Hallock, 2002; Persons, 1995). Because it focuses on 
announcements in the economic field, however, this literature does not help 
us understand the impact of protest announcements on the government.

We make use of a unique data set on protest announcements and conces-
sions from Nepal between 2007 and 2010. The codings are based on Nepalese 
daily newspapers, which provide the necessary information to test our theo-
retical model empirically. The data set is coded at the announcement level 
and covers 814 protest announcements from 299 different organizations. Our 
statistical analyses provide strong support for our hypothesis. The govern-
ment makes concessions to the mere announcement if it views the announced 
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protest as a credible threat. We find that unions and announced tactics with 
potentially devastating consequences for the daily lives of large parts of the 
electorate result in government concessions. In addition, we demonstrate that 
the government makes concessions to announcements with demands that can 
be easily met. These findings are robust to alternative model specifications 
and the inclusion of a list of confounding variables, such as controls for prior 
announcements, their realization, and their success.

Our argument is not that protest announcements are effective and the best 
option in every situation. For example, organizations cannot announce pro-
tests on a daily basis without losing credibility. The supporters will get tired 
and less supportive if announcements fail to result in actions or concessions, 
while the government will view the organization as a loudmouth that is not 
willing to employ the protests. We show that protest announcement is a tactic 
that can be rational and effective under specific conditions.

This study contributes to the research on social movements and conten-
tious politics in two ways. First, by focusing on protest announcement as a 
distinct strategy, we add a new perspective to the indefinite number of protest 
tactics (Tarrow, 2011; Tilly & Tarrow, 2015). We show that protest announce-
ments are part of many organizations’ repertoire of contention and thus need 
more attention in the study of the dynamics of political protest (Cunningham, 
Dahl, & Frugé, 2017; McAdam, 1983). Second, research on nonviolent resis-
tance and protest highlights the relevance of mass mobilization to the effec-
tiveness of such strategies (Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011; DeNardo, 1985). 
By demonstrating that governments make concessions even without the pro-
test actually being carried out, our study hints at the possible underestimation 
of the effectiveness of protests in existing studies that solely focus on protests 
that have actually occurred.

The article proceeds as follows: The “Studies on Protest Announcements” 
section provides an overview of previous research on protest announcements. 
In the “Government Reactions to Protest Announcements” section, we 
develop our theoretical model. The “Empirical Strategy” section presents the 
empirical data and is followed by the “Results” section. The “Conclusion” 
section summarizes our findings and discusses the implications for future 
research.

Studies on Protest Announcements

Prior research has identified a number of factors influencing social move-
ments’ strategic decisions to protest and to select a particular tactic (Tarrow, 
2011, pp. 39-41). Most of the research focuses on the particular protest tactic 
employed, such as nonviolent resistance campaigns (Chenoweth & Stephan, 
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2011; Gleditsch & Rivera, 2017) or street protests (Andrews & Biggs, 2006). 
Recently, studies have focused on internal organizational structures and com-
petition between various organizations to explain the organizations’ decisions 
to protest in a particular way (Cunningham et  al., 2017; Pearlman, 2011). 
These studies provide comprehensive explanations of organizations’ employ-
ment of a particular protest tactic, but not for the mere announcement of a 
protest.

The literature on social movements provides explanations of the rationale 
behind protest announcements. Using a rational approach, organizations 
select their strategies intentionally based on the costs that the tactics will 
incur and their anticipated success (Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011). The use of 
protest announcements as a tactic might be useful for various reasons. First, 
protest announcements are necessary to inform the supporters of the organi-
zations about the planned activity. Second, the organization is able to mobi-
lize its members and the broader audience by demonstrating general activism. 
According to the value-expectancy theory, people estimate their contribution 
to success and the cost of their participation when it comes to protest activism 
(Oberschall, 1994). If the prospective benefits gained through a collective 
good exceed the cost and risks of protesting, joining the group is rational and 
hence likely. Following Lipsky (1968), protest announcements are less cost 
intensive than the actual protest and thus a low-cost tactic to demonstrate 
commitment and activism.1 As personal resources such as time and campaign 
expenditures are low, people can be mobilized more easily and at the same 
time bolster their commitment for the actual protest if necessary.

Second, the organization can use the announcement to test how many 
resources are required to obtain concessions from the government, because 
all organizations have limited resources, which they will try to invest in the 
most effective way (Edwards & McCarthy, 2004; McCarthy & Zald, 1977). 
Actors substitute their strategies according to their benefit–cost calculation 
(Lichbach, 1987). To ascertain their goals, protest groups heighten costs and 
efforts if necessary. Starting with a protest announcement as a minimum-cost 
tactic, organizations can increase costs and efforts gradually as a linear func-
tion of continuous pressure. Regardless of actual resources, protest announce-
ments can be used by every organization.

The government can react in different ways, including repressive means or 
providing concessions. It will use repressive means when it feels threatened 
by a social movement (Davenport, 2007; Pierskalla, 2010). The findings 
regarding government repression in general are ambivalent because repres-
sion can increase or decrease the support for the protest (Davenport, 2007; 
Moore, 1998). A general finding, however, is that democracies use repressive 
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means less frequently than autocracies because they are bound by the laws 
and norms of the society (Carey, 2006; Muller & Weede, 1990).

Less has been written on the protest-concession nexus. Goldstone and 
Tilly (2001) argue that in line with the rationalist decision calculus, authori-
ties accommodate if concessions are perceived more beneficial, that is, less 
costly than repressive means. Concessions are connected to short-term costs 
such as the resources needed for accommodation and the sacrifice of policy 
options and long-term costs such as potential bandwagon effects among pro-
test groups (Rasler, 1996; Goldstone & Tilly, 2001). If those costs are per-
ceived to be low, accommodation in the sake of power reestablishment is 
likely. However, providing concessions might be a risky strategy for the gov-
ernment as concessions may motivate people to protest due to the signal that 
collective action increases the chance to reach collective goods (Rasler, 1996, 
pp. 145-146).

When it comes to protest announcements, the primary goal of the govern-
ment is to mitigate the costs before they are imposed avoiding short- and 
long-term costs by paying off the protesters. If groups announce their protest, 
the government evaluates the expected rather than the actual costs and 
chooses whether accommodating is more beneficial than taking the risk of 
protest realization. Protest announcements are, therefore, not only a strategic 
tool for protest groups but also a crucial factor in the decision calculus of the 
government. The literature highlights different factors explaining the success 
of protests. Governments appear to make concessions to protests with limited 
demands that can be easily met by the government authorities (Franklin, 
2009). Gamson (1975, p. 46) finds that protest groups raising single-issue 
demands are more likely to be successful toward the government than groups 
with multiple-issue demands. He argues that influencing the antagonist rather 
than displacing it by full-fledged reforms is more likely to succeed. In line 
with this argument, more fundamental demands, which would require a gen-
eral change in the political system or a policy field that affects large parts of 
the population, will be rejected by the government (Kriesi, 1996; Schumaker, 
1975). However, research on nonviolent campaigns provides evidence of 
successful protests with the goal of regime change. The mobilization of 
masses on the street in support of the campaign is one of the most powerful 
indicators explaining campaign success (Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011; 
Gleditsch & Rivera, 2017).

In sum, the literature on social movements and on government reactions to 
protests has neglected protest announcements. The most likely explanation 
for this is that protests that are actually carried out have a direct effect on the 
social movement and the government because they produce costs for both 
actors (Lipsky, 1968; Tilly & Tarrow, 2015). A further practical issue might 
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be that actual protests are easier to detect in newspapers than protest 
announcements. One has to scan all subsequent newspapers to link protests 
that have taken place to their announcements or to identify the cancelation of 
the announced protests. Using our data set, we can for the first time address 
the question of why some protest announcements result in concessions from 
the government.

We contribute to the existing literature in several ways. First, we introduce 
the announcement of a protest as a tactic in its own right, thus, expanding the 
repertoire of contention that has been theoretically and empirically limited to 
employed protest tactics. Research on protest announcements may improve 
our understanding of protest dynamics as it contributes to the puzzle of how 
organizations mobilize against contentious governments (McAdam, 1983; 
McAdam, Tarrow, & Tilly, 2001). If the threat of protest itself proofs to be 
sufficient to yield concessions, it is a cost-efficient substitute for risky and 
costly realizations and needs to be considered in the literature as a crucial 
tactic to challenge governments.

Second, the mere focus on protest realizations might lead to spurious 
results of the effect sizes due to omitted variable bias. The success of resis-
tance movements is generally explained as resulting from large turnouts at 
protest activities, among other factors (Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011). Our 
study questions this focus because these movements may obtain concessions 
even without the effective mobilization of their supporters if they are seen as 
a credible threat by the government.

Finally, most of the research so far concentrated on cross-national com-
parative studies, using aggregated data on a quarterly or yearly time base 
(e.g., Carey, 2006; Franklin, 2009). The total aggregate of government reac-
tions and dissident’s activity leads to contradictory results within the state-
dissent nexus (Lichbach, 1987). To gain a better understanding of how 
strategic interactions between the state and challengers evolve, it is important 
to disaggregate information below the national level. This study relies on data 
collected on the district level in Nepal and accounts thus for the variety of 
contentious politics that leads to frequent protest activity.

Government Reactions to Protest Announcements

In this section, we discuss our theoretical model, outlining the conditions 
under which the government will make concessions in response to the mere 
announcement of a protest to avoid the protest. If it is in the interest of the 
government to minimize the related costs then it should be a primary goal to 
mitigate the costs before the protests are imposed.2 Thus, if groups announce 
their protest, the government evaluates the assumed rather than the actual 
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costs and chooses whether accommodating is more beneficial than taking the 
risk of protest realization.

By doing this, the government can choose from different options. The 
government evaluates the costs and benefits associated with the protest 
announcement based on the level of credible threat it poses and the costs of 
possible concessions to decide how to react. The level of credible threat of 
the announcement is related to the potential consequences once the protest is 
implemented. The most relevant factors will be the capability of the organiza-
tion behind the announcement to implement the protest and the potential 
costs of the employed protest for the electorate. The costs related to govern-
ment concessions are based on the amount of resources the government might 
have to invest to avoid having the announced protest take place. We discuss 
and propose indicators to measure both aspects empirically below.

Facing a protest announcement, the government has three different 
options: (a) ignoring the announcement, (b) taking preventive measures to 
ensure the protest will not be implemented, or (c) providing concessions to 
prevent the protest from taking place. Ignoring the announcement is the best 
option for the government if it does not perceive the announcement as a cred-
ible threat. For example, a local group of people who are unsatisfied with a 
particular government policy will most likely be ignored by the government 
because of their limited influence on the public discourse or directly on the 
government. A recent example is an environmental group’s announcement of 
a protest in front of the White House to demonstrate against Trump’s environ-
mental policy.3 This announcement had no effect on the president’s decision 
to withdraw from the Paris climate deal.

The government will become active if the implemented protest would be 
more costly for the government than providing concessions. The decision to use 
repression, such as preventive arrests of possible activists (Davenport, 2014), 
depends on the government system. Although a democratic system limits the 
possible repertoire of preventive repressive measures (Carey, 2006; Muller & 
Weede, 1990), autocratic governments can, in contrast, make use of the full rep-
ertoire of repression if the announced protest is perceived as a credible challenge 
to the government. For example, in mid-June 2017, the Egyptian security forces 
raided houses and arrested dozens of lawyers in reaction to a call by lawyers to 
protest the transfer of control over two islands to Saudi Arabia at Tharir Square.4

Such preventive measures, however, are risky from the perspective of the 
government. In general, government repression can spark protests against the 
government and might thus initiate a broad-based antiregime movement. The 
literature on nonviolent resistance shows that this is most likely to be the case 
if members of the security forces have to repress their own relatives or view 
the repression as a very extreme reaction to nonviolence (Nepstad, 2013).
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Finally, the government can make concessions if it deems fulfilling the 
demands to be less costly than the likely consequences of the protest. In the 
following, we elaborate on different measurements of the level of credible 
threat—the features of the organization behind the announcement, the 
announced tactics—and the costs related to fulfilling the demands. This 
results in the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: The government will make concessions in response to a 
protest announcement if it perceives the announcement as a credible threat 
and the costs of fulfilling the demands as low.

Other groups can be motivated by concessions to announce their own pro-
tests to likewise receive concessions from the government (Rasler, 1996). 
However, the government will only provide concessions for any organization 
if the announcement is a credible threat. Moreover, the government will try 
to prevent that announcements automatically lead to concessions and vice 
versa. It, therefore, takes into account the risk of undermining the stability of 
the political system in its decision on concessions. Finally, the government 
has an interest in testing the mobilization capability of the organization from 
time to time by declining concessions. Thus, a self-sustaining spiral of 
announcements-concessions is highly unlikely. Considering these conditions, 
it is highly unlikely that groups successfully can emulate protest tactics by 
other organizations if they do not have the necessary resources and because 
the government will do everything to avoid a knock-on effect.

Organization Behind the Announcement

The perceived level of threat emanating from a protest announcement 
depends on the respective organization’s ability to actually carry out the pro-
test. The organization’s institutional strength, resources, and ability to cam-
paign are relevant indicators for the government. The presence of all of these 
factors increases the likelihood that the protest could be implemented as 
announced. The literature demonstrates that especially unions, political par-
ties, and ethnic organizations have the organizational strength and dense net-
works required to become credible challengers of the government (Butcher & 
Svensson, 2016; Goldstone, 2001; McAdam, 1986).

Unions possess great institutional strength due to their homogeneous 
membership, interlinked through various companies, which is often viewed 
as a prerequisite for successful protest activities (Butcher & Svensson, 2016; 
Collier, 1999). Unions can fall back on their membership contributions to 
cover expenses during protest activities. They are, therefore, independent 
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from government subsidies or third-party donations (Ahlquist & Levi, 2013). 
They have experience with protest activities due to their interactions with 
employers, which range from negotiations to strikes. Moreover, they are 
experienced in protesting for political goals that are not directly related to 
their own membership but rather to broader policy demands (Ahlquist & 
Levi, 2013; Butcher & Svensson, 2016). Unions, therefore, demonstrate 
solid, experience-based campaigning ability (Collier, 1999). We thus con-
clude that the government will most likely view announcements by unions as 
a credible threat.

Political parties have comparable organizational strengths based on their 
institutional structures, which ensure that their heterogeneous membership 
will gather around a common political goal. They require resources from 
their members to implement their activities, which is a constant challenge 
due to the high number of political activities conducted. However, their regu-
lar activities result in a very strong ability to organize political campaigns 
(Lust-Okar, 2004).

In contrast to unions, opposition parties are direct competitors of the gov-
ernment—more specifically, of the political parties constituting the govern-
ment. The incentives for the government to make concessions to a direct 
political competitor are very low. It would be rational for the government to 
wait until the opposing party demonstrates its willingness to bear the costs 
related to the announced protest by carrying out the first stage of the protest. 
This wait-and-see attitude has two advantages for the government. First, the 
direct competitor cannot obtain concessions and cannot frame itself as a suc-
cessful challenger of the government. Second, the competitor has to bear 
costs by initiating the protest. In sum, protest announcements by opposition 
parties are a credible threat, but the costs for the government of providing 
concessions will outweigh their possible benefits. We thus assume that the 
government will perceive concessions to opposition parties as more costly 
than the possible implementation of the announced protest.

Finally, ethnic organizations are pivotal actors in many societies, as the 
successful lobbying for the inclusion for indigenous representatives in execu-
tive positions in Latin America (Vogt, 2016) or the diverse activities of ethnic 
groups and self-determination movements around the world demonstrate 
(Cederman, Weidmann, & Gleditsch, 2011; Cunningham et  al., 2017). 
However, ethnic organizations lack the resources that the abovementioned 
organizations possess in many cases. First, they often do not have the institu-
tional strength to be a valid competitor of the government because various 
organizations from the same ethnic constituency compete for the resources 
and the representation of the ethnic group. This competition within the same 
constituency undermines the political power of each individual ethnic 
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organization (Cunningham, Bakke, & Seymour, 2012; Vogt, 2016). Second, 
the government relies on the support of the major ethnic groups only, because 
they constitute large parts of the electorate. However, the ethnic groups with 
the most reasons to protest against the government tend to be rather small and 
are discriminated against by the government (Cederman et al., 2011; Gurr, 
1993). In sum, the government will not view the announcement of protests by 
ethnic minority organizations as a credible threat and will, therefore, not 
make concessions.

Announced Protest Tactic

In addition to who announced the protest, the announced tactic itself is relevant 
for the level of perceived threat. The government’s power is based on its support 
within the electorate, and this support will crumble if many people become 
unsatisfied with government policy. The government thus analyzes the 
announced protest tactic in terms of possible costs for its supporters once imple-
mented. The costs for the government will be high if large parts of the electorate 
would suffer under the announced disruptive nonviolent tactics (Franklin, 2009), 
for which the geographical scope of the protest is a good proxy.

The government will ignore protest tactics with a very limited geographi-
cal reach because of their limited impact on the electorate. For example, a 
hunger strike is a symbolic tactic that does not affect people other than the 
protester. Surely, it sends a signal about grievances in the population and it 
might be the start of a larger protest movement, as was the case in Tunisia, 
which was a trigger for the Arab Spring (Pearlman, 2013, p. 394). However, 
symbolic tactics often did not lead to a massive mobilization against the gov-
ernment. For example, the hunger strike by members of the German Red 
Army Faction ended on June 29, 1973, “[. . . ] largely due to fading public and 
media interest.” (Passmore, 2009, p. 35) A further example of a failed sym-
bolic protest is the hunger strike by members of the Irish Republican Army 
(IRA) in Northern Ireland, who could not change the public perception of 
them as “terrorists” (Mulcahy, 1995). In most cases, the government, there-
fore, will not perceive such tactics as credible threats because they are very 
limited geographically and do not have any effect most of the time.

By contrast, disruptive tactics that affect more than one region of the 
country will be perceived as credible threats by the government because 
many people from the electorate will be directly affected by the protest 
(Tarrow, 2011, p. 103). For example, calls for national protests, revolution, or 
general strikes imply costs for large parts of a country and, therefore, cannot 
be easily ignored by the government. Large parts of the electorate will have 
to bear the costs of such strategies, due to not being able to work or a lack of 
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basic supplies in their cities. Most likely, they will make the government 
responsible for their problems because in their eyes the government is respon-
sible to maintain security. In the long run, parts of the electorate could sup-
port other political parties in the next election due to their disapproval of the 
government’s policy or due to the government’s inability to mediate con-
flicts. We assume that the government will make concessions in the case of 
protest announcements where the announced disruptive tactics would have 
devastating consequences for a large part of the electorate.

Announced Protest Demands

Aside from who and how, the “what” of the protest announcement is another 
relevant category for the government. The research differentiates between 
maximalist and minimalist demands based on their systemic relevance for 
government policies.

Maximalist demands address high-profile policies (e.g., immigration, 
energy, national defense and regime change) with consequences for numer-
ous other groups than the protest organization. In contrast, minimalist 
demands address low-profile policies with a limited scope of change. Their 
implementation does not interfere with the lives of other groups in a funda-
mental way and can be accommodated through a one-time payoff such as an 
invitation for mediation talks (Franklin, 2009; Kriesi, 1996; Schumaker, 
1975). Taking its electorate into account, the government cannot make con-
cessions to maximalist demands as these demands call for a fundamental 
change in parts of the government policy. Based on the cost–benefit calcula-
tion, it is no surprise that protests with limited demands are more likely to 
result in concessions from the government (Franklin, 2009; Gamson, 1975).

This mechanism also explains the government reactions to protest 
announcements. The government is more likely to accommodate minimalist 
demands than maximalist demands due to the restricted costs of the former. 
For example, it is relatively inexpensive for the government to react to a pro-
test announcement with the establishment of a commission to inquire into the 
demands. It becomes more difficult for the government if the demands refer 
to more radical and substantial policy goals such as a change in the political 
system. The costs of making concessions in response to such claims are very 
high and are often not affordable or even feasible.

Empirical Strategy

In the following subsections, we examine the effects of announcements on 
government concessions, making use of our new data set on announced 
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protests in Nepal between 2007 and 2010. The data set covers 814 protest 
announcements, which were directed at the government, as our unit of analy-
sis. We first discuss the scope conditions resulting from the use of Nepal as 
our case study. Next, we discuss the coding of protest announcements and 
possible biases in our data sources. Finally, we discuss our data structure and 
variables.

The Case of Nepal

Data restrictions and the requirement for information regarding the announce-
ments make a single-case study a fruitful first step in the study of protest 
announcements because it can ensure a high degree of internal validity. Nepal 
has been in a state of transition from an autocratic to democratic political 
system after the end of the civil war in 2006. The Nepalese state had been 
weakened by the decade-long civil war. In the transition period, various soci-
etal groups and political actors challenged the government as the peace 
agreement included the provision to discuss a new political structure and 
constitution during our investigation period (Lawoti & Hangen, 2013; Upreti, 
Poudel, & Ghimire, 2013).

The state capacity is low due to the civil war and the transition of the 
political system, which should decrease the likelihood of concessions after 
protest announcements. In particular, the Nepalese government had a hard 
time to make concessions due to its unstable power position that did not allow 
making credible commitments. The state capacity was also lacking on a more 
disaggregated administrative level. According to a representative survey of 
the effectiveness of the Village Development Committees (VDC) in Nepal, 
the second lowest administrative unit, 70% of all VDCs did not have a repre-
sentative on a regular basis (Inlogos, 2009). This makes Nepal a “least-likely 
case” for the effect of protest announcements on concessions.

The detection of the proposed effect would imply that our theoretical 
mechanism is also applicable to other cases in similar political contexts 
(Gerring & Seawright, 2007, p. 115). As the case of Nepal resembles a post-
conflict transition to democracy, we draw our conclusions primarily for poli-
ties in transition. The literature shows that contentious politics play a 
particularly important role in these contexts (e.g., Beissinger, 2007; Tilly & 
Tarrow, 2015). Various examples moreover support the claim that also threat-
ening tactics can result in reliable concessions from the government. In 
Pakistan, the opposition politician Nawaz Sharif called off a mass protest and 
sit-in in the capital after the government agreed to reinstate the former chief 
justice of the Supreme Court.5 The opposition in Yemen canceled a planned 
“Day of Rage” after president Ali Abdullah Saleh publicly announced that he 
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would not pass the power to his son and that he would not extend his term 
limits in early February 2011.6 In February 2008, Kenya’s opposition leader 
Odinga called off announced mass protests after president Kibaki acknowl-
edged some of his political demands for the first time.7 These examples pro-
vide evidences in line with our theoretical argument from countries in 
transition periods, but future research is needed to look systematically at the 
effectiveness of protest announcements in cases beyond Nepal.

Data Sources and Validity of Analysis

We have used local newspapers as data sources to ensure that we capture as 
many announcements as possible. The incentives to report on protest 
announcements should be higher for local newspapers than for international 
ones due to the low news value of announcements for the latter (Herkenrath 
& Knoll, 2011). The codings are based on two of the leading English daily 
newspapers in Nepal, the Himalayan Times and the Kathmandu Post. 
Although the headquarters of both newspapers are located in Kathmandu, 
both have editorial offices throughout the country. Editors and journalists 
from both newspapers and several other Nepalese newspapers assured us in 
interviews that they cover stories from all regions in Nepal.8 However, we 
cannot rule out the possibility that a geographical bias exists because we only 
know about the reported protest announcements and not their real number.9

The validity of our analysis rests on the assumption that protest announce-
ments and concessions are reported in the newspapers. Editors need to decide 
selectively on the relevance of certain events because print media provides 
only limited space. The most relevant factor is the news value of an event, 
which is high if it directly affects the personal lives of the readers (Schulz, 
1982). This is the case for protest announcements because they allow the 
readers to prepare for a possible shutdown of traffic or of public institutions 
in the following days.10 Reports on concessions have a similarly high news 
value because the readers will be informed that an announced protest will not 
take place. The journalists will receive the information about the concessions 
from the government and/or the organization behind the announcement. The 
government aims to show that it cares about civilian demands, while the 
organization behind the announcement wants to celebrate its success to mobi-
lize additional resources (McCarthy & Zald, 1977).

To avoid bandwagon effects and instability (Rasler, 1996), authorities 
could force the media to neglect such announcements and events to maintain 
control. According to the Freedom House Index, Nepal’s press status improved 
consistently and ultimately reached a value of 578 during the period under 
investigation. This means that the law guarantees freedom of the press, legally 
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prohibiting the censorship and harassment of journalists. Moreover, our inter-
views with Nepalese journalists did not reveal any sign of government involve-
ment in editorial decisions during the study period.

Data

The unit of observation is the announcement district of a protest against the 
Nepalese government from 2007 to 2010. An announcement is defined as the 
explicit threat or proclamation of protest activity based on a political issue in 
opposition to (a) the central, regional, or local government or (b) the general 
social, economic, or political development in the country for which the gov-
ernment is made responsible.11 We coded each of the announcements at the 
district level, based on the information in the newspapers about the location 
where the planned protest was to be carried out. The 526 protest announce-
ments occurred in 53 districts, out of a total of 75 districts in Nepal. As some 
of the announcements called for protests in several districts, the number of 
observations increased to 814. Most protests (38%) had been announced in 
the capital district Kathmandu.

Our dependent variable, government concessions, is a dichotomous vari-
able indicating whether the government offered concessions that led to the 
withdrawal of the announced protest. Concessions are defined as official 
statements, agreements, promises, or compromises taken by the government 
that are congruent with the protesters’ demands that had resulted in the can-
celation of the protest (Franklin, 2009). The time period for valid concession 
lies between the protest announcement and the date of the proclaimed protest 
realization. Thus, we do not code concessions that were provided by the gov-
ernment after the protest was carried out.

Two types of concessive reaction can lead to protest cancelation: First, 
direct action induced by the government within the time frame of protest 
announcement and proclaimed protest realization. The canonization of war 
victims, for example, can be implemented shortly and is a direct form of 
concession. Second, as not all demands can be met directly within this 
given time frame of announcement and protest, the government needs to 
react by making credible promises to the protesters. For example, the 
demand of an increase of salary as an extensive legal act cannot be met 
within days. As the government needs to strengthen its legitimacy and 
avoid reemerging protest or backlashes, it will offer credible and binding 
promises. However, we are not able to control if the promises by the gov-
ernment are kept after the protest is called off.

Although announced protests are also canceled due to holy festivals, weather 
conditions, or other factors, we make sure that government concession was the 
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reason for the withdrawal of the announced protest. Concessions are only 
coded with “1” if the reason for the protest withdrawal was explicitly linked to 
concessions made by the government.

The government offered concessions in 51 cases (6%). In 763 cases, no 
concessions were offered or the concessions were not successful. By com-
parison, a global study of violent campaigns finds that such campaigns have 
a 12% to 15% chance of being successful, depending on the measurement of 
success and their demands (Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011, p. 9). A study on 
politically active ethnic organizations in Latin America shows that their con-
stituencies were politically included at the subnational or national level in 
approximately 17% of all group years (Vogt, 2016, p. 793). Surely, protest 
announcements are less successful on average than other tactics of conten-
tious politics. This can be explained by their low cost, which means they are 
a tactic used frequently by many organizations. However, a success rate of 
6% is surprisingly high for a low-cost protest tactic. Especially, if one takes 
into account that our data set includes all protest announcements covered in 
the newspapers and not just those campaigns with generally strong mobiliza-
tion (Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011).

According to our theory, three different factors—the organization behind 
the announcement, the announced tactic, and the announced demands—
affect the government’s cost–benefit calculation. In the following, we discuss 
the operationalization and the data for each of the three independent vari-
ables. First, we differentiate between unions, political parties, ethnic organi-
zations, and others as announcers of the protest. Each organization has been 
coded in only one of the categories. The newspaper articles include the names 
of the organizations that announced the protest. Based on the names, we 
searched for a description of the organization in various data sources—pri-
marily in the newspapers themselves.

We coded organizations as unions if they represented a specific economic 
group. For example, the All Nepal Trade Union, the All Nepal Petroleum 
Workers Association, and the Civil Servants’ Organisation are representa-
tives of petroleum-industry workers and civil servants. We coded organiza-
tions as political parties if they were recognized officially by the Nepalese 
government as a political party. The data were obtained from the Nepalese 
electoral commission. Ethnic organizations are nongovernmental organiza-
tions that are mainly composed of members of a specific ethnic group and 
whose explicit and main purpose is to promote the political interests of the 
group (Vogt, 2016, p. 793). All other organizations—including ad hoc groups, 
religious groups, and nongovernmental organizations—were coded as other 
groups. We did not disaggregate the information further due to the low num-
ber of potential subgroups.
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Table 1 provides an overview of the distribution of the organizations 
between the four categories. The unions used protest announcements most 
frequently (273 cases), which might be explained by the high number of 
active unions. Their announcements were mostly linked to specific policy 
demands addressed at the central government rather than objections to gen-
eral developments. For example, the Teachers Union of Nepal repeatedly 
called for permanent employment, pay raises, and gender equality by threat-
ening to halt teaching activities. Political parties, by contrast, used protest 
announcements in more general terms to reject competing agendas. For 
example, the CPN-Maoist party announced several protests throughout the 
period of investigation, pushing for civilian supremacy as a primary tenet in 
the constitution. However, only 13 political parties announced protests in 91 
cases. The 53 ethnic organizations announced protests in 214 cases in our 
data set. Their goals were related to the federal government structure, with 
the goal of ending discrimination against ethnic identity groups. The other 
groups category is too diverse to be discussed in more detail.

We use as an alternative measure the capacity of the organizations to 
mobilize supporters from the subset of the population that each organization 
claims to represent in additional analyses. We used as a proxy for the mobili-
zation potential of unions the percentage of people employed in the sector 
that each union claimed to represent at the district level (census 2011). For 
example, a teacher union is able to mobilize only teachers and not workers in 
general. The results from the national election in 2008 are used as a proxy for 
the mobilization capacity of the political parties.12 Finally, we used the per-
centage of each ethnic group in a district to proxy the mobilization capacity 
of the different ethnic organizations (census 2011). We used the information 
on the district level because the protest announcements are restricted to a 
particular area. The central government thus will evaluate if the group is able 
to mobilize the necessary support in the respective area.

The information has been merged into one variable using the log-transfor-
mation to deal with the skewed data. The variable mobilization (log) includes 

Table 1.  Protest Announcements by Organizations.

Number of organizations Number of announcements

Unions 100 (33%) 273 (33%)
Political parties 13 (4%) 91 (11%)
Ethnic organizations 53 (18%) 214 (26%)
Other groups 133 (44%) 236 (29%)
Total 299 814
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the percentage of the population in the respective district (unions and ethnic 
organizations) or at the national level (political parties) that the organization 
might be able to mobilize in its protest. Around 75% of all organizations had 
a mobilization capacity of less than 10% of the district population. Only 4% 
of the organizations addressed more than 30% of the population.

Second, the variable high-threat tactic is coded with “1” if the announced 
tactic is intended to unfold at the national or regional level and would lead to 
significant structural and physical damages. For example, bandhs are popular 
and highly effective shutdowns that are regularly enforced nationally and 
regionally. Public and private transportation comes to a halt, and shops, cafes, 
and hotels are forced to close. In addition, shutdowns of emergency services 
and petroleum supply routes, as well as the announcement of armed struggle, 
are also considered to pose maximum risk, and the pressure to react immedi-
ately is evident. 20% of all announcements included a protest tactic with a 
high level of threat.

Third, the demands of the announcements might affect the likelihood of 
government concessions. The variable minimalist demands is, therefore, 
coded with “1” based on two indicators. First, issues that involve material 
and immaterial compensations, such as the canonization of war victims, the 
payment of compensation fees, or the release of cadres, impose low costs on 
the government. These demands are symbolic and do not involve substantial 
amendments to existing laws. Second, general accusations, demands, and 
claims intended to draw attention to a certain grievance are coded as mini-
malist demands. As no specific call for action is proposed, the government 
can respond with general and thus less costly concessions. In contrast, calls 
for a complete change to the political system—for example, the introduction 
of an ethno-federal system—are coded as maximalist demands because it is 
not easy to make related concessions in a short period of time. In sum, 413 
protest announcements (51%) made minimalist demands and 401 (49%) 
made maximalist demands.

We control for several factors that might affect the decision to announce a 
protest and, at the same time, the government’s decision to make conces-
sions. First, the previously announced and then enacted protests are a strong 
indicator for the government that the organization is willing and able to carry 
out the protest. We have, therefore, constructed the variable percentage prior 
realization, which captures the percentage announced and subsequently 
implemented protests by each organization.

Organizations do form struggle committees to announce and implement a 
protest. The goal is to better coordinate their activities, which should result in 
a higher threat level for the government due to greater support. We thus con-
trol for the number of organizations involved in the protest announcement 
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(organizations involved). A single organization was behind the protest 
announcement in 95% of all observations; the maximum number of organiza-
tions supporting one protest announcement was seven.

Prior concessions due to protest announcements should increase the likeli-
hood of new protest announcements and of concessions. Organizations can 
be motivated by prior successful announcements, and the government might 
not be able to make a reasonable distinction between concessions to one 
group but not another. We control for this with the variable number of conces-
sions (week), which is based on the concession variable in our data set over 
the last 7 days for each protest announcement. No concessions had been 
made by the government to a protest announcement in the prior week in 42%. 
The maximum was four concessions in the prior week (in 1% of all observa-
tions). We include a dummy variable indicating if the protest had been 
announced for more than one district (several districts), which happened in 
39% of all cases. Finally, we control for time dependency by including poly-
nomial days without announced protests for each organization in its untrans-
formed, squared, and cubed transformation (Carter & Signorino, 2010).

Our main estimation strategy takes into account many district-specific 
factors that might affect the likelihood of protest announcements and con-
cessions. The political and socioeconomic conditions at the district where 
the announced protest is to take place affect the organization’s decision-
making process and the government’s reaction. Instead of controlling for a 
selection of such factors, we include fixed effects at the district level in all 
our models to control for these unobserved factors. On the downside, the 
fixed effects approach discards all observations from districts that do not 
experience any concession at all. We thus also report the findings of a mul-
tilevel random-intercept model with observations nested at the district level 
and pooled logit models to keep most observations of our sample. The mul-
tilevel structure of the random-intercepts models allows the intercept to 
vary across districts capturing the differences across districts (Gelman & 
Hill, 2007).

Results

Table 2 presents the estimated coefficients and standard errors for the differ-
ent models, using concessions by the government as our dependent variable. 
The standard errors are clustered at the organizational level in all models. We 
find general support for our theoretical argument that governments will make 
concessions to protest announcements if the announcement is perceived by 
the government as a credible threat and the costs associated with the conces-
sions are low.13
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Models 1 to 3 in Table 2 show the results for our main model using fixed 
effect, pooled, and multilevel random-intercept approaches. In line with our 
expectations, unions, tactics with a high degree of threat, and minimalist 
demands make concessions by the government more likely. The reference 
category is protest announcements by other groups (Models 1-3, Table 2).

Next, we run a conservative model by taking into account the fact that the 
government needs time to respond to protest announcements. The govern-
ment will not be able to make concessions and distribute a press release about 
doing so when the announced protest is scheduled to take place the next day. 
We, therefore, include only those protest announcements published at least 2 
days prior to the planned implementation in Models 4 to 6 (Table 2) to ensure 
that the government was given the opportunity to make concessions. The 
results remain robust, thereby, increasing our confidence in the findings.

Our theory predicts that it is primarily unions that will be perceived as a 
credible threat by the government. We change the reference category in 
Model 7 in Table 2. This model uses the conservative measurement of at least 
2 days between the announcement and the planned implementation. The sta-
tistical effect of unions remains similar (0.01 level) if we compare unions’ 
and political parties’ likelihood of obtaining concessions (Model 7, Table 2). 
The variable other groups is not statistically significant in the model, which 
is in line with our theoretical argument that the government will assess the 
level of threat based on the resources and the campaign experience of the 
organization behind the announcement.

The effects are quite strong according to the marginal effects based on 
Model 4 in Table 2 (Figure 1). The likelihood of receiving concessions from 
the government is 8% higher for a union than for other organization. The 
perceived costs associated with the announced tactic have the greatest impact 
on the government’s calculations regarding whether to make concessions, 
according to all models. The likelihood of obtaining concessions is 10% 
higher if the announced tactic has a high degree of threat. In line with our 
theory, low costs associated with possible concessions (minimalist demands) 
increase the likelihood of obtaining concessions by approximately 6%.

In fact, unions are the only organizations statistically positively related to 
a higher likelihood of obtaining concessions from the government (Figure 1). 
This finding highlights the important role of unions in politics beyond the 
representation of their direct membership (Ahlquist & Levi, 2013; Collier, 
1999). Examples from other countries, such as China or Kenya, indicate that 
students can have a great impact on protests (Cooper, 2014; Hirsch, 1990).

In the case of Nepal, students form “unions” with strong linkages to the 
different political parties (Snellinger, 2007). We thus expect that student 
unions will be seen as a highly credible threat by the government. In a 
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robustness check, we included student groups in the variable unions (incl. 
student unions) and excluded them from our other groups variable. The 
results remain robust, which can be explained with the low number of protest 
announcements by student unions in Nepal (only 43 announcements). In fact, 
the government provided only in six cases concessions after a protest 
announcement by a student union.

In line with our expectations, we do not find any positive and statistically 
significant effect for protest announcements by political parties. It might be 
the case that government parties will obtain concessions more easily than 
opposition parties because members of the government coalition might be 
viewed as being less threatening than opposition members. 80% of the politi-
cal parties in our sample are government parties, which can be explained by 
the power-sharing coalition government after the end of the civil war. In fact, 
most of the announcements were made by the CPN-Maoists, the former rebel 
group (Ishiyama & Marshall, 2015). The Maoists used protest announce-
ments as a power tool in the postconflict period, as they tried to highlight 
their independence from the other established parties in Nepal. In fact, the 
CPN-Maoists was the only party to receive concessions by the government in 

Figure 1.  Average predicted probabilities.
Effect based on Table 2, Model 4.
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four cases. However, their protest announcements had been successful only 
after leaving the government. In all of these cases, the government and the 
CPN-Maoist reached an agreement over the next steps resulting in the cancel-
ation of the announced protest. As the CPN-Maoist is a special case due to its 
history as rebel group, our findings regarding protest announcements by 
political parties should be interpreted with caution.

Being an ethnic organization does not have any effect on the likelihood of 
receiving concessions from the government. In line with the literature on 
ethnic deprivation, it could be the case that organizations representing ethnic 
groups that are politically excluded will obtain fewer concessions than orga-
nizations from politically included ethnic groups (Cederman et  al., 2011). 
Unfortunately, our data do not allow us to test this because all the ethnic 
organizations in our sample are from excluded ethnic groups.

In line with our argument, the government seems to assess the costs asso-
ciated with an announcement based on the potential threat of the proposed 
tactic. This behavior is highly significant in all models. A further distinct type 
of potential threats is tactics that hold the potential for physical or structural 
damage on a lower scale (low-threat tactics). Unlike sit-ins or other protest 
tactics restricted to a particular locality, such tactics exceed the scope of 
actual efficiency because padlocks on educational institutions, the disruption 
of traffic, or picketing of buildings might lead to knock-on effects. For exam-
ple, blocked traffic routes hinder delivery services and might culminate in 
delivery failures and subsequent production delays within the corresponding 
economic systems. If we include such low-threat tactics as a distinct category 
in our models, the effect of high-threat tactics remains robust, as do all the 
other findings. Low-threat tactics, however, do not have a statistically signifi-
cant effect on the likelihood of obtaining concessions. This finding supports 
our argument that the government will perceive only those announced tactics 
that will directly affect large parts of its electorate as a significant threat.

Looking at the controls in Table 2, we find no robust statistically effect for 
the percentage of protests previously carried out by the particular organiza-
tion.14 Surprisingly, having a greater number of organizations involved in the 
protest announcement has no statistical effect on the chance that the govern-
ment will offer concessions. One explanation might be that the institutional 
coordination increases with the number of organizations involved. The dif-
ferent organizations might not have the same opinion regarding a potential 
offer of concessions by the government, and at least some of them might, 
therefore, opt for carrying out the protest. We cannot test this assumption due 
to data limitations. Granting of concessions in the prior week increases the 
likelihood to get concessions, which can be explained by the difficulty of the 
government to justify concessions only to particular groups. Finally, the 
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announcement of protests in several districts at the same time does not 
increase the likelihood to get concessions. The government will not perceive 
those announcements credible due to the large resources necessary to coordi-
nate protests in more than one region.

For our robustness checks, we control for possible time effects that might 
drive our results. We first include year fixed effects in our models to control 
for unobserved developments over time. Second, we include polynomials at 
the district level instead of the organizational level, because the government 
might look at potential threats to specific areas in the country to avoid con-
stant problems in a district. Third, protest announcements need to be feasible 
to be credible in the eyes of the government. Aside from assessing the geo-
graphical feasibility, for which we control with the district fixed effects, we 
include a dummy variable indicating whether the protest announcement took 
place during the monsoon period in Nepal (June to September). The results 
remain robust in all of these different tests for unobserved time effects.

In sum, our statistical analyses provide strong support for our argument 
that the government will react to a protest announcement with concessions if 
it thinks that the costs of the actual protest would be very high (credible 
threat) and the costs of the concessions are relatively low (demands).

Alternative Measurements

In a next step, we take a closer look at the different explanatory variables and 
their effects on the likelihood that the government provides concessions. One 
concern of our measurement so far might be that the organizational type is 
not a reliable proxy for a credible threat because it does not capture the dif-
ferent mobilization capacities of each organization. Table 3 provides an over-
view of the models using mobilization capacity (log; Model 1) as explanatory 
variable, including dummies for the different organizational types (Model 2) 
and the interaction of mobilization capacity (log) with the different organiza-
tional types (Models 3-5) using Model 4 (Table 2) as reference model.

Model 1 (Table 3) indicates that the mobilization capacity of the organiza-
tion alone has no statistical effect. Model 2 is in line with our theoretical 
assumption and findings showing only a statistical significant effect for 
unions (Table 3). To interpret the interaction effects, we plot the average sim-
ulated effects of the mobilization capacity for each organizational type (Ai & 
Norton, 2003). We exclude a discussion of the effect of the mobilization 
capacity of political parties as the effect is only driven by the former rebel 
group, the CPN-M, as the only party receiving concessions from the govern-
ment due to protest announcements (see discussion above).
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Figure 2 plots the average simulated effect of the mobilization capacity of 
unions (Model 3, Table 3). The plot runs contrary to our expectation that 
unions with a great mobilization capacity should have a higher probability to 
get concessions. The plot indicates that the threat of protest announcements 
by unions is not credible if the union’s mobilization capacity is above 40% of 
the district population. It will be harder for a union to convince the govern-
ment that it is feasible to mobilize so many people for its goals. The govern-
ment might rather investigate not the diffuse mobilization capacity of the 
union that we measure with our proxy, but rather the organizational capacity 
by using information of the union’s membership. Based on the limitations of 
our measurement and the available data, this finding should be investigated 
in future studies.

Figure 3 shows the average simulated effect of the mobilization capacity 
on protest announcements by ethnic organizations. It demonstrates that eth-
nic organizations with a high mobilization capacity are not more likely to get 
concessions from the government. As most of these announced protests had 
been related to self-determination, the government might fear to open 
Pandora’s box if it agrees on any concessions with those groups. By contrast, 

Figure 2.  Marginal predicted mean for unions.
Effect based on Table 3, Model 3.
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seven ethnic organizations that got concessions could only mobilize less than 
3% of the population in the respective district and the government only prom-
ised to discuss the demands in most of these cases.

Our models so far demonstrate that the costs associated with the conces-
sions will be taken into account by the government. Demands with relatively 
low costs will be more likely to result in concessions from the government 
than maximalist demands. However, the content of the demands—that is, 
which policy field the protest announcement addresses—might also be rele-
vant to the government decision. Theoretically, the government could priori-
tize certain security issues over social issues, as they might be more 
challenging for the power of the government. Thus, it could be that the gov-
ernment offers concessions to protesters when they force security issues, 
even though they might contain maximal demands.

We have, therefore, coded each protest demand in terms of its content with 
regard to political, economic, social, and security issues. The codings are 
mutually exclusive. First, political goals are related to the political system in 
Nepal and refer to the structure of the political system, decisions by politi-
cians, or calls for a new policy. Second, announcements with economic goals 

Figure 3.  Marginal predicted mean for ethnic organizations.
Effect based on Table 3, Model 5.
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address working conditions, economic development, or infrastructure proj-
ects. Third, social goals include all calls related to a better educational sys-
tem or health system, and calls for an end to discrimination against particular 
groups. Fourth, security goals cover all calls for an improved security situa-
tion and the release of prisoners.

We include each of these goals and distinguish between maximalist and 
minimalist demands in each category, based on the general codings of the 
variable minimalist demands. For example, if the protesters’ goal is the 
increase of female teacher and girl’s education, we coded this issue as a social 
goal. Matched with the information from the variable minimalist demands, 
we can determine whether the policy field itself, that is, social goals, has an 
effect. Interestingly, we do not find any statistically significant effect for the 
content of the demands (Models 6-8, Table 3). The only exception is security 
demands in the fixed-effects model (Model 6), but the finding is not robust as 
the variable is not statistically significant in the alternative model specifica-
tions. The government does not care about the goal of the protest, but only 
about the costs associated with making concessions.

Conclusion

A look at the daily newspapers demonstrates that organizations often make 
use of protest announcements as part of their strategies of political conten-
tion. However, the literature on social movements has neglected the potential 
impact of announcements by focusing solely on protests that have been 
implemented. We have argued in this article that protest announcements con-
stitute a tactic in their own right, and that they can be effective, leading to 
concessions by the government without actually being implemented. We 
have proposed a theoretical model explaining the rationale behind the gov-
ernment concessions as the perceived level of credible threat and the costs 
related to the concessions.

We have argued that the government will base its decision about the level 
of threat on the features of the organization behind the announcement and the 
announced protest tactic. In contrast to other organizations, unions have the 
resources, the networks, and the experience to implement most announced 
protests. Protest announcements by unions are a credible threat, while the gov-
ernment will tend to avoid making concessions to its political competitors 
(political parties) and to organizations with limited institutional strength (eth-
nic organizations). The most threatening tactics for the government are those 
affecting large part of the electorate, because the government might lose the 
support of many people once the protest is employed. In the end, the govern-
ment might be blamed for the devastating consequences of the protest, which 



376	 Comparative Political Studies 52(3)

might result in the voting out of the government. To avoid such negative con-
sequences, the government will try to prevent such protests from taking place. 
Finally, it will be less costly for the government to make concessions to mini-
malist demands because they do not involve a renegotiation of the foundations 
of the political system. In sum, the government assesses the costs and benefits 
of providing concessions in response to protest announcements.

We have tested our theoretical arguments with a unique data set on protest 
announcements and concessions in Nepal between 2007 and 2010. Using dif-
ferent estimation strategies, we have demonstrated strong statistical support 
for our theory. Protest announcements by unions, high-threat tactics, and 
minimalist demands increase the likelihood of obtaining concessions from 
the government. Our results are robust to alternative measures and the inclu-
sion of various confounding variables. We have, therefore, demonstrated in 
this study that protest announcements are a contentious tactic in their own 
right. However, such announcements are not always the best option for an 
organization, as the low number of successful cases indicates.

Empirical studies of protests should take protest announcements into 
account if they are interested in the effect of different protest tactics (e.g., Biggs 
& Andrews, 2015; Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011; Cunningham et al., 2017), but 
future research is needed to improve our understanding of protest announce-
ment as a unique tactic. Nepal is a least-likely case according to our theoretical 
model as the government lacked the necessary state capacity to provide credi-
ble concessions. Anecdotal evidences from other transition countries, such as 
Pakistan, Yemen, or Kenya, provide additional support for our case study. 
However, our analysis is only a first step in a broader research agenda. Future 
research might look into autocratic regimes to study protest announcements in 
unjust and oppressive circumstances. We expect that the number of protest 
announcements and their effectiveness should decrease. Moreover, we have 
not looked into the dynamics between protest announcements and the follow-
ing protest cycle. If organizations use protest announcements as an initial test 
of the resources they need to invest to obtain concessions from the government, 
we would expect that the protest tactics used subsequently will become more 
and more costly for the organization and the government. Future research, 
therefore, should look at the interaction between the government and the pro-
test organization revealing new insights of protest dynamics.

Authors’ Note

The data set, codebook, and do-files for the empirical analysis in this article can be 
found at the CPS website.
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Notes

  1.	 We do not argue that protest announcements are costless, but rather that they 
come with only limited costs for the organization compared with protests that are 
actually implemented. Possible costs related to announcements could be coer-
cion by the government authorities (Davenport, 2014) or decreasing support for 
the organization if the announced protests are never realized. The examination of 
these points goes beyond the focus of this article.

  2.	 The government stands for the power holders in the country’s executive in this 
article, which will be the political parties in power.

  3.	 http://thehill.com/policy/energy-environment/335871-pro-paris-agreement-pro-
test-planned-outside-the-white-house; last accessed June 30, 2017.

  4.	 http://www.aljazeera.com/news/2017/06/egypt-arrests-dozens-proposed-island-
protests-170615214000313.html; last accessed June 30, 2017.

  5.	 http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/16/world/asia/16pstan.html?pagewanted=all; 
last accessed January 10, 2018.

  6.	 https://www.irishtimes.com/news/yemeni-president-says-he-will-not-run-again-
in-effort-to-stave-off-day-of-rage-1.561808; last accessed January 10, 2018.

  7.	 https://www.irishtimes.com/news/kenyan-opposition-calls-off-pro-
tests-1.819223; last accessed January 10, 2018.

  8.	 Information based on personal interviews conducted in Nepal, April to May 
2014.

  9.	 The codings are based on scans of the newspapers by the Nepalese Press Council. 
Unfortunately, some days and months are missing for both newspapers because 
they are not part of the Nepalese Press Council data set. The random (according 

http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/0010414018784059
http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/0010414018784059
http://thehill.com/policy/energy-environment/335871-pro-paris-agreement-protest-planned-outside-the-white-house
http://thehill.com/policy/energy-environment/335871-pro-paris-agreement-protest-planned-outside-the-white-house
http://www.aljazeera.com/news/2017/06/egypt-arrests-dozens-proposed-island-protests-170615214000313.html
http://www.aljazeera.com/news/2017/06/egypt-arrests-dozens-proposed-island-protests-170615214000313.html
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/16/world/asia/16pstan.html?pagewanted=all
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https://www.irishtimes.com/news/kenyan-opposition-calls-off-protests-1.819223
https://www.irishtimes.com/news/kenyan-opposition-calls-off-protests-1.819223
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to information from the Press Council) absence of newspaper scans should not 
induce a systematic bias in our data set.

10.	 Our descriptive information from the variables make us confident that no signifi-
cant reporting bias toward particular organizations behind the announcements, 
sensational tactics, or maximalist demands exist (see next section). All of these 
characteristics might increase the news value of a protest announcement, accord-
ing to research on reporting bias for protests (Herkenrath & Knoll, 2011).

11.	 72% of all protest announcements addressed the national government. Our 
results remain stable if we include a control for announcements addressing the 
national government.

12.	 The electoral system in Nepal is based on a mixed-system of a proportionate 
system (through which the majority of members is elected) and the election of 
members in 240 constituencies. However, only the three major parties had been 
able to set up candidates in all constituencies (Ishiyama & Marshall, 2015, p. 
596). We used the percentage of the votes according to the proportionate system 
as our data set includes announcements by many small parties.

13.	 All robustness checks referred to in the following are part of the online appendix.
14.	 In the robustness checks, we control for the number of previously announced 

and realized protests of an organization. The government might assess the likeli-
hood that a protest will be implemented by looking at the protest history of the 
organization behind the announcement. All results remain robust.
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