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Abstract. Recent transformations in the governance of the EU have weakened the core
insider status of traditional corporatist actors, most notably the trade unions, while opening
the decision making process to non-governmental and civil society organisations (NGOs and
CSOs). In order to achieve successful advocacy, these actors cannot depend on their numbers
alone, but have to rely on what Dutch social psychologist Bert Klandermans called
‘mobilisation potential’: that is, the people in society that they have a chance to mobilise. We
tackle this issue from the perspective of mobilising support for ‘Social Europe’. In this
paper, we are interested in measuring and qualifying the mobilisation potential for actors
advocating an expansion of the social dimension of European integration. Empirically, we
rely on data from a mass survey, conducted in the framework of the ERC-sponsored
REScEU project. Among other things, the survey asked respondents to declare themselves
for or against the introduction of a number of EU-funded schemes for social security, social
investment and regional development. Our main interest is in the socio-demographic
background and in the attitudinal and relational profiles of individuals who declare
themselves favourable to the introduction of such schemes. We formulate a number of
hypotheses on the general demographic and attitudinal characteristics that we expect to
prevail among such supporters of more social Europe, including their nationality,
denomination, occupational class, membership in a union and voting intentions. Having
mapped the social groups most likely to support new forms of supranational welfare, we will
draw implications on their potential availability for all those actors and organisations –
including social movements and NGOs – that have already put boots on the ground for a
more solidaristic Europe.
Keywords: social Europe; interest groups; mobilisation potential; social policy;
welfare; REScEU
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Introduction
In this paper, we are interested in mapping the ‘mobilisation potential’ (Klandermans
and Oegema 1987) for advocates of a stronger social dimension in European integration
(‘Social Europe’). Theoretically, we draw on the literature on mobilisation and social
movements, supplemented by insights from neo-Weberian sociology, to study the
relation between these actors and the EU polity in the arena of public policy
consultation.
Empirically, we rely on data from a mass survey, conducted in the framework of
the ERC-sponsored REScEU project in France, Germany, Italy, Poland, Spain, Sweden
and the UK. Among other things, the survey asked respondents to declare themselves
for or against the introduction of a number of EU-funded schemes for social insurance,
social security social investment and regional development. This offers a set of clear-cut
dependent variables, from which we have created an index of support for ‘Social
Europe’.
Our interest is in the socio-demographic background and in the attitudinal and
relational profile of individuals who declare themselves favourable to the introduction
of such schemes. We formulate a number of expectations on the individual
characteristics that we expect to prevail among the supporters of ‘Social Europe’,
including their religious denomination, occupational class, membership in a union and
voting behaviour. We test the impact of these variables with linear regression models.
The paper is structured as follows. The first section set the stage by focus on
recent trends in policy advocacy at the EU level. The second introduces the theoretical
umbrella where our exploratory analysis is situated. The third one looks at the concept
of social Europe as an agenda for both research and policy advocacy. The fourth
presents our data, methods and hypotheses. The fifth section graphically shows
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associations and bivariate correlations among a selection of variables of interest. The
sixth one illustrates the results of our multivariate analysis of the determinants of
support for ‘Social Europe’. The conclusion discusses the findings, taking stock of the
contribution given by the paper, while considering venues for further research.

The problem: EU governance and the role of policy stakeholders
EU policy-making challenges the scholarly distinction between pluralist and neocorporatist systems (Falkner 2000; Burns and Carson 2002). Power dispersion within its
complex and multi-level decision-making architecture has historically prevented
uploading the routines and structures of the neo-corporatist state. As a result, the EU has
grown more pluralist than most of its Member States (Schmidt 2006). Given its
emphasis on market regulation and the relative weakness of peak associations
representing labour and capital, it is hardly surprising that lobbying has more currency
in Brussels than in most national capitals (Greenwood 2011; Coen and Richardson
2009). Some commentators have thus spoken of a Euro-corporatist failure and of a
threat to the underlying social contract (Streeck and Schmitter 1991; Schmidt 2006).
A purely ‘pluralist’ reading, however, would miss most of the subtleties that
characterise EU governance (Rittberger and Kohler-Koch 2006). While some EU
policies give unbridled opportunities for well-organised interest groups, other sectors
are the purview of far more secluded intergovernmental negotiations. Social policymaking, an area where Member States have jealously guarded their competence and
faculty to impose vetoes, has long been a case in point (Coen and Richardson 2009).
In the mid-Eighties, as the European Commission led by Jacques Delors called
for strengthening the ‘social dimension of the common market’, neo-corporatist
institutions timidly began to surface at the supranational level. For almost a decade
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since the Val Duchesse initiative of 1985 first institutionalised the European Social
Dialogue, the EU saw tripartite relations, collective bargaining and social pacts
gathering momentum (Falkner 2000).
Starting with the mid-1990s, however, two developments conjured to contain the
newfound supranational activism of organised capital and labour (Heidbreder 2015).
First, Member states turned to a more flexible and deliberative governance arrangement
– the open method of coordination (OMC), in its various embodiments – which
reasserted their role of social policy gatekeepers, even at the supranational level (De la
Porte and Pochet 2012). Second, the Commission also began to address directly nongovernmental organisations (NGOs) and civil society organisations (CSOs) operating in
the third sector and in the promotion of democracy, environmental protection and civil
rights (Kendall 2010). The latter strategy accelerated during the preparatory work for
the failed ‘Constitution Treaty’, thanks to the creation of a forum enlisting more than
600 CSOs, culminating with the introduction of a right of initiative for European
citizens (European Citizens’ Initiative, ECI) with the Lisbon Treaty (De Clerck-Sachsse
2012; Greenwood and Tuokko 2017).
This transformation further distanced the EU system from the traditional
pluralist and neo-corporatist models, forcing the social partners – most notably the
unions and their umbrella organisation (ETUC) – to network with organised civil
society and social movements in a multi-level setting, opening up to their ‘outsider’
mobilisation practices and repertoires (Parks 2015). In some occasions, the result was
an effective alliance. This was the case of the ‘Coalition for Green and Social
Procurement’, which in the early 2000s successfully mobilised against the directive on
public procurement (Bieler 2011). The new context, however, is not always favourable

5

to the unions, as shown by the ETUC in 2006, when it failed its petition campaign to
power its draft directive on services of general interest (Crespy 2016: 128).
Three major theoretical indications on the role of organised civil society in EU
governance can be drawn from the account above. First, as increasingly recognised by
the literature, civil society in the EU is conceived and practiced in two ways: not only as
interest intermediation and policy advocacy, but also as contribution to the development
of a single European public sphere, conducive to more transparent and legitimate
decisions (De Clerck-Sachsse 2012; Kohler-Koch and Quittkat 2009). Second, the role
of civil society and social movements has widened in scope and effectiveness,
displacing the labour movement and at least some of its traditional mobilisation
repertoires (Leiren and Parks 2014).
Third, the EU system continues to display pluralist and neo-corporatist features
in a peculiar combination. On the one hand, this is evident in the tension between the
Commission’s ambition to ‘Europeanise’ civil society by reaching more and more liquid
organisational realities, and its parallel desire to include them more or less stably in
institutionalised channels of policy consultation (Greenwood 2012; Cullen 2015). On
the other, the EU remains a peculiar multilevel architecture. EU-level associations and
platforms need to rely on their geographic breadth, rallying their national branches
around an EU-wide mission (Greenwood 2012). Sometimes, as it is the case in ECI
campaigns, their mobilisation efforts have to meet specific quantitative targets
(Greenwood and Tuokko 2017).
One way of summarising these insights is saying that, under the present
governance architecture, interest representation and intermediation at the EU level (this
excludes other forms of lobbying) rarely enjoys a ‘core insider status’ (Maloney et
al.1994), that is a clear preferential access to decision-making authority. Conversely, the
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European Commission has been successful in including a large number of actors in its
consultation procedures, watering down the distinction between social partners and
other associations, even in the realm of social policy making and labour market
regulation (Crespy and Menz 2015). So, if even the labour movement needs to consider
building broader alliances with other policy stakeholders, this implies that public
opinion may have an unprecedented leverage on the formulation of their strategies.
Mobilising core supporters may not be enough to exert at the EU level the same
influence that would be possible under state corporatism.
This reasoning points to a research venue that is inadequately tackled by the
literature. As the convenors of this panel rightly pointed out, recent research has almost
exclusively connected the opinions and policy preferences of the mass public to
electoral behaviour and to parties and governments cultivating their electoral
constituencies (Häusermann, Picot and Geering 2012). If the reasoning above is correct,
however – and for the sake of the present empirical investigation, in the following we
will assume it is – a conspicuous part of the picture has remained largely unaddressed.

Theoretical framework: ‘mobilisation potential’ and its determinants
The Europeanisation of public policy debates has been dubbed ‘an empowerment of the
already powerful executive actors’ (Koopmans and Statham 2011:111). Policy
stakeholders now operate in a semi-institutionalised transnational arena for advocacy,
facing novel challenges that potentially weaken their capacity for interest intermediation
and policy proposal. Managing networks with high and diverse breadth of organisation
is one such challenge (Beyers and Kerremans 2007). Having to mobilise public opinion
far beyond their core membership is another, which also carries the risk of being
instrumentalised in a system of ‘astroturf representation’ (Kohler-Koch 2010).
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In the new scenario, unions, NGOs and CSOs neither enjoy the unconstrained
possibility to address political authority available in pluralist systems nor the stable
preferential access to that would be granted to (some of) them in a neo-corporatist
setting. They are instead required to voice for policy change, mobilising conflict against
decisions they do not welcome, while forming alliances or competing among
themselves for scarce resources. What is more, they need to do so while coping with the
rules of EU governance and while defending their credibility as challengers of the status
quo.
In this paper, we are interested in how the preferences, attitudes and behaviours
of the public may influence the organisational resources and mobilisation opportunities
of broad alliances between unions, NGOs/CSOs and other pressure groups. In order to
model the complex set of relations, opportunities and incentives they face, we look at
the literature on participation and social movements and, more precisely, to the niche of
scholarship on the relationship between social movements and the state – in this case
the EU polity (Giugni 2009; Jenkins 1995).
Following Tilly (1978), we consider policy stakeholders as ‘polity members’ –
that is, actors with ‘institutionalised access to centres of political decision making’ –and
a social movement as ‘a sustained series of interactions between the state and
challenging groups’ (Tilly 1984). In fact, we suggest considering the activation and
networking of civil society actors as an actual or potential ‘social movement’,
informally organised and loosely constituted. This allows us to transcend the
institutional details of EU governance, while emphasising movement-polity relations
and their effect on representation and attitudes in the political and corporate arenas
(Jenkins and Klandermans 1995).
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In this perspective, the constitution of a social movement within EU policy
arenas indicates the opening of a ‘sustained series of interactions’ that articulate ‘a
claim for political representation’ (Jenkins and Klandermans 1995: 8). Two features we
consider distinctive of these interactions. First, the newly constituted social movement
confronts the EU polity by openly presenting itself to the wider public. Second, it does
so under conditions which are largely set by the EU polity itself.
While the claim for representation is advanced outside (or, at best, in parallel
with) the electoral arena, it is not incompatible with electoral mobilisation (Kriesi
2008). In fact, it (also) relies on the same individual attitudes and orientations that
concur to determining voting behaviour. Outside the electoral arena, however, the claim
can assume various tones, moderate or radical and various forms of mobilisation, from
drafting legislative proposals to media activities, from petition campaigns to protests
and strikes (Van Stekelenburg and Klandermans 2013).
In other words, social movements formed within the EU consultation arena must
try to intercept and/or solicit a demand for policy change, which can even be dormant
within public opinion. Besides intermediating the interest of their core membership,
they must therefore perform a series of activities that are well known to the literature on
social movements. To conceptualise the connection between public opinion and the
social movement elite – which concretely operates in the EU consultation arena – we
refer to the work of the Dutch social psychologist Bert Klandermans.
He distinguished four steps towards individual participation in a social
movement or in one of its initiatives: ‘becoming part of the mobilization potential,
becoming target of mobilization attempts, becoming motivated to participate, and
overcoming barriers to participation’ (Klandermans and Oegema 1987). Whereas
staging mobilisation attempts and lowering barriers to participation chiefly depend on
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the strategies of social movements themselves, becoming part of the mobilisation
potential and acquiring motivation to act are activities impinging on individual
participants.
In this conceptualisation there is a clear parallel with the electoral appeals of
political parties and their creative exploitation of societal fissures in order to win
consensus. The mobilisation potential of a social movement indicates the ‘people in a
society’ it could mobilise, its ‘reservoir’ of consensus and political leverage
(Klandermans and Oegema 1987). Operatively, it consists of those individuals who
express appreciation for ‘the means and/or the goals of the movement’: individuals who
display motivation to take action (protest potential) or share its identity and goals, when
Klandermans refers to Kriesi (1985)’s notion of ‘manifest political potential’. From this
perspective, social movements cater to the same political demand political parties also
try to intercept, but they channel it in different fashion and in a way that can be
complementary or even substitutive of electoral participation (Kriesi 2008). Nothing in
Tilly’s definition of social movement prevents one or more parties to join in its network.
Against this backdrop, the present paper will understand mobilisation potential
as a favourable attitude towards the goals of a social movement, most notably
instrumental goals that involve explicit policy changes (Klandermans and Oegema
1987). We plan to focus on protest potential as a dependent variable in a parallel paper.
A noteworthy difference between our approach and that of Klandermans’ work
and other research on social movements (see Klandermans and Roggeband 2010 for a
systematic treatment) is in that we are not studying a specific social movement
campaign. We are interested in favourable attitudes of the large public that pre-exist any
definite initiative of the social movement elite or membership. This allows us to
consider which actors and which strategies would be best positioned to actualise the
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mobilisation potential. In this sense, although we are interested in observing individual
attitudes and orientations, we also want to map the social groupings that draw near to a
social movement with a given set of policy objectives.
In so doing, we recognise that mobilisation potential and propensity to vote for a
party rest on a same underlying demand for political representation. We believe that this
obvious fact has not been sufficiently explored by the literature. This partly owes to the
diffusion of state corporatism in Europe, which has produced a strong functional
differentiation between the electoral and corporate arenas and between them and the rest
of organised civil society (Burns and Carson 2002). As we have seen, the same does not
hold in the EU consultation arena. However, we keep in mind that the distinctive feat of
social movements is that they may gather support on a single issue or a very cohesive
problem nexus, while parties need a more comprehensive agenda and identity.
Moreover we do not mean to reduce mobilisation potential to public opinion dynamics
or, conversely, to the existence of a ‘general will’. At the most general level, we are
instead interested in mobilisation as a mechanism through which conflicts of interests in
society – and the social groups they define – connect to political authority within the EU
polity.
In our understanding of social movement-polity relations we therefore combine
insights from social movement research and neo-Weberian sociology of politics. We
understand individual mobilisation as a political action that is both rational and
meaningful to the individual. As taught by the scholarship on mobilisation, several
characteristics concur to determine individual participation (Van Stekelenburg and
Klandermans 2013). A first set of variables dates back to the traditional sociopsychological approach: individual personality, marginality and alienation, grievances
and ideologies (Klandermans 1984). A second set of variables comes from the approach
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known as resource mobilisation theory (McCarthy and Zald 1977), which stresses the
role of collective resources, social networks and individual cost-benefit considerations.
Finally, current research on how the choice to mobilise is embedded both in personal
networks and in an institutionalised political system, which influences the knowledge,
beliefs and capabilities of the individuals (Van Stekelenburg and Klandermans 2013).
We contend that these insights are largely compatible with elements of neoWeberian sociology (Collins 1986), dealing with the articulation of social conflict
within an organised political community (Frazer and Hutchins 2011; Ferrera 2012). The
first insight we take from Weber is that such polities are neither interest-neutral nor
instrumental to the hegemony of the dominant classes, but chiefly interested in their
own survival and empowerment (Bartolini 2005; Olsen 2007). This means polity
structures and administrative bodies have an interest in intercepting social demands, but
are determined to filter and steer them to defend the greater good of polity maintenance,
that is ‘state reason’ (Stamati 2016). In our case, this implies that the aggregation of
interests voiced in the EU consultation arena is not neutral: while certain demands and
modes of mobilisation might be encouraged – for instance through the sponsoring of
‘mobilising structures’ – others might be ignored or even repressed (Jenkins 1995;
Crespy and Menz 2015).1 This further justifies our application of social movement
research – normally associated with contentious and unconventional politics – to
interest intermediation happening in the EU consultation arena.
A second insight we draw from Weberian scholarship is that individual decisionmaking is embedded in thick sets of relations – social relationship (Gane 2005) – which
touch upon material interests, normative worldviews (values) and systems of beliefs

1

For instance, this suits the shift in emphasis from social dialogue to civil society consultation
in EU governance discussed in the first section.
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about the functioning of the social and natural world (ideas) (Kalberg 1980). In such a
scenario, inequality in economic and symbolic opportunities for individual success
creates conflicts of interests among groups with a similar socio-demographic and
cultural background, although without any strict structural determinism. As a result,
attitudes or beliefs that have currency within a social group for historically contingent
reasons can over time evolve – or be politically activated – as a distinctive demarcation
of that group’s identity. This justifies our interest in social groups beyond individuals, in
their availability to be mobilised qua groups and our inductive approach, which goes
backwards from manifested attitudes to social profiles.
Drawing on these Weberian insights, we partly deviate from mobilisation studies
in the way we choose our variables of interest. First, we adopt a fourfold distinction
between ‘positions’, ‘orientations’, ‘situations’ and ‘attitudes’ (Ferrera and Pellegata
2017). Positions define the socio-demographic background of the individuals, with
particular emphasis on social inequalities defined by occupational class, social status
and condition of welfare dependency. We do not consider them to be just controls of
more important variables, but a first basic stage of political socialisation and interest
articulation.
Orientations define the long-standing ideological and value profile of
individuals. Among orientations we also include two variables that are highly relevant
for the study of mobilisation: attitudes towards ‘social change’ (which is often
understood as the ultimate goal of social movements) and ‘grievances’ (a sorely felt
sense of material and symbolic deprivation and loss). Situations are understood as shortterm influences on orientations. They can be framed in various ways and we chose to
emphasise the relational profile of individuals: their voting behaviour, membership in
associations as well as exposure to other cultures and European issues.
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Finally, we conceive attitudes as preferences on specific issues, such as
agreement with statements or policy options. Attitudes measure appreciation for a
collective good, for instance a policy change. They are thus able to capture individual
agreement with the immediate goals of a social movement, instrumental to the broader
social change it envisions. More details on our choice of variables and hypotheses and
the specification of our models will be given in the section on data and methods.
Having so defined the underpinnings of our analytical framework, in the
remainder of the paper we will focus on ‘Social Europe’ as a field of activity were we
expect unions, NGOs and CSO giving rise to social movements in the EU consultation
arena. It is a policy domain that is obviously of interest for policy stakeholders in
Brussels and the national mass publics, both from the perspective of interest
intermediation and from that of consolidating a European public sphere. Most
proponents of a re-politicisation of European integration, from post-functionalists to
social theorists like Habermas (2012) and Offe (2015), are confident that more ‘Social
Europe’ is at least part of the solution to the EU’s current predicament. Social Europe is
also desirable for our approach, insofar it clearly individuates an ultimate ‘social
change’ (achieving a more ‘caring’ and legitimate EU) and its intermediate instrumental
goals (developing new multi-level social policies).
As a final note, we know that our choice to consider the unions and third sector
organisation as largely on the same boat in terms of policy advocacy is a brave
assumption. We nonetheless accept this simplification, in the light of the considerations
above and in order to explore the viability of an EU-wide movement, uniting elite
interest groups and the mass pubic in the promotion of social integration, which is also a
question of interest for normative studies.
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The ‘Social Europe’ agenda: between academic research and policy advocacy
Social Europe has been called ‘the phrase on everyone’s lips’ (Hacker 2014). But what
is it Europe and how can it be empirically defined? The expression social Europe hints
at Jacques Delors’s idea of the ‘social dimension of the internal market’, recently
revamped by former Social Affairs Commissioner László Andor (2013) with his vision
of a ‘social dimension of the EMU’. In its various embodiments, it can be understood as
the social counterpart of economic integration and market-creation at the supranational
level. Alternatively, using the wording of Fritz Scharpf (1999), social Europe is a form
of positive integration, pursued by policy-making and legislation, as opposed to the
negative integration pursued through liberalisation, deregulation and the jurisprudence
of the CJEU.
As stated above, some of the major intellectuals in Europe believe that the
absence of true powers of social protection and regulation is fuelling Euroscepticism
and disenchantment with the European project. Therefore, when they speak about
repoliticisation or ‘more Europe’, what they actually mean to say is that we need to
complement economic integration with the integration of mechanisms of social
protection. As argued by Ferrera (2017b), other than from a ‘democratic deficit, the EU
suffers from a ‘social deficit’, which is multiplying inequalities among EU citizens and
Member States, fostering new conflicts, new demands for representation and new
opportunities for Eurocritical political entrepreneurs.
From a state-building perspective (Ferrera 2005; Bartolini 2005; Olsen 2007),
the EU is not likely and not normatively required to become a super-state. Nonetheless,
being a polity it still requires polity-building and polity-maintenance functions to be
executed and institutional mechanisms to carry them out (Stamati 2016). Providing
social protection and redressing unfavourable market outcomes increase the legitimacy
15

and quality of the relations between the polity and its polity members, defusing social
conflict or providing remedies to it before it reaches polity-disrupting levels (Ferrera
2017a).
The kind of social change entailed by ‘Social Europe’ is one whereby citizens
maintain or improve the levels of protection they currently guarantee to their citizens,
while new European schemes and new solidarity cross-national transfer ensure
compensation against the costs of economic integration. Additional objectives such as
deliberative democratic procedures, environmental protection, non-discrimination and
gender equality, as well as social investment in education and fertility-oriented policies
are all compatible with this social change and have been considered or prioritised by
different proponents.
Policy advocacy in the field is intense, although often accused of being
ineffective and unable to represent social interests (Geyer 2001; Kohler-Koch 2010).
Organisations of various ideological orientations, social-democratic, social-liberal and
Christian-social participate in the debate with their proposals, which range from
demands of a stronger centre and more harmonisation to emphasis on subsidiarity and
the viability of national models. Think tanks and foundations, close to trade unions,
business associations and political parties and Euro-parties also actively contribute to
the debate (Grozelier et al. 2013). Welfare constituencies, patient networks and
representatives of charities and other organisations have constituted their EU level
associations, in some cases since the 1990s. EAPN (the European Anti-Poverty
Network) and Social Platform (the platform of European Social NGOs), have become
influential actors and themselves gatekeepers of national realities, receiving and
administering financial and symbolic resources (Kutay 2012; Cullen 2015).
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But which instrumental goals, which new policies and policy changes, can be
related to this objective? Authors such as Vandenbroucke (2015) and Ferrera (2017a)
developed thoughtful indications on how ‘Social Europe’ could be pursued in practice,
through their notion of a ‘European Social Union’ (ESU). The ESU identifies one way
in which Social Europe can be realised: that is, as a Union of welfare states, where the
supranational level offers support and guidance to the functioning and modernisation of
the constituent units. In the framework of our analysis, the ESU should be understood as
a consistent set of instrumental goals.
Vandenbroucke and Vanhercke (2014) have illustrated the main points of
contention regarding the ESU in terms of policy direction (the choice between mutual
recognition or the upward convergence of welfare standards; the inclusion of education
and social investment policies), governance (the role of social dialogue), the
relationship with Eurozone procedures (for countries that would belong to both the
monetary and the social union) and actual policy proposals (common frameworks on
unemployment insurance, minimum wages and minimum income protection). The
ambition to pursue all or most of these goals marks the difference between a ‘thin ESU’,
focused on coordination and overcoming functional distortions and a ‘thick ESU’,
revamping the European Social Model.
While the notions of ‘thin’ and ‘thick’ ESU remain rather generic on policy
details and the relative trade-offs, Ferrera (2017a) sees the ESU composed of five
elements in mutual tension:
I.

The national welfare states, whose role can be reduced, reinstated through
reregulation or modernised with social investment reforms;

II.

EU citizenship, especially the right of access to national labour markets and
social protection schemes;
17

III.

Transnational schemes for cross-border workers and/or for the employees of
multinational enterprises operating in multiple Member States;

IV.

Supranational policies and standards complementing or substituting the
national ones and applicable to all eligible EU citizens;

V.

The social constitution of the EU, as expressed in the Treaties and in the
values and promises they uphold.

It is clear that these dimensions are not necessarily reducible to a consistent policy
framework. In fact, privileging one or two of them may lead to quite opposite results,
from a return to the primacy of national welfarism to the construction of a federal
system of social security, passing through subnational or firm-based solutions.
Nonetheless, within Ferrera’s framework is at least possible to associate distinct policy
proposals to one or more of these dimensions. This allows us – we do it in the next
section – to operationalise the ESU as a set of instrumental goals able to elicit a
mobilisation potential within the EU mass public.
On a side note, the fact that we are aggregating support for policy items that
could be in technical, political or financial tension among them should not be seen as a
problem at this stage. A demand for policy change is essentially a demand for action in
view of social change. It needs not to be fully consistent at this stage and it would be
unrealistic to demand it be, not lastly because the conditions for consistency (for
instance, financial or political) could not be specified in advance. Thus, nothing forbids
– and indeed this is one of the strength of a social movement compared to political
parties and public administrations – that the mobilisation potential of a movement
favours to a policy package that could be later deemed contradictory or dysfunctional.
Such an evaluation simply does not apply at this stage.
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Data and methods: the REScEU mass survey
Quantitative mobilisation studies rely on a variety of methods for data gathering
(Klandermans and Roggeband 2010). They often imply administering surveys or
staging a number of semi-structured interviews with a group of participants in the event
or movement of interest. Given our focus on attitudes and political demand, however,
we feel we can elaborate on the concept of mobilisation potential also by looking at
mass surveys.
Bridging the distance between mobilisation studies, public opinion research and
studies of political competition, the use of mass surveys can really tackle the
fundamental question of mobilisation potential in an EU-wide arena. That is, the social
and political viability of mobilisation itself, its capacity to cater to a deep transnational
demand for policy and social change. By profiling individuals with positive attitudes
towards the instrumental goals of Social Europe – in our framework, policy proposals
related to the five components of the ESU – we hope to identify those social groupings
that the social movement elite may be willing to target with their campaigns, expanding
their current mobilisation potential.
A typical hindrance with this type of analyses is that comparative mass surveys
usually come short of the concomitant observation of all the required variables: very
specific issue attitudes, detailed socio-demographic information as well as behaviours
and habits relevant to mobilisation research.
Luckily enough, we have access to survey data that satisfactorily meet all these
conditions. For our empirical analysis, in fact, we will make use of an original survey
on ‘Citizen Views on Solidarity and Integration’, conducted in the context of a broader
research project on ‘Reconciling Economic and Social Europe – REScEU’ (Ferrera and
Pellegata 2017). The survey was carried out between September and November 2016 on
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representative samples of adult citizens (18 years old or more) in 6 countries: France
(N=1,320), Germany (N=1,322), Italy (N=1,320), Poland (N=1,344), Spain (N=1,354)
and Sweden (N=1,346). 2
The REScEU dataset offers a comprehensive set of internationally validated
items and scales and a number of original questions – including batteries questions
measuring individual agreement/disagreement with the introduction of new European
social policies in the ESU framework – other than detailed socio-demographic,
attitudinal and behavioural information (the Appendix reports the wording of the
questions used in this paper). Following our previous distinction between positions,
orientations, situations and attitudes, we will use these variables to compile an index of
support for the ESU as well as three individual profiles: positional, ideational and
relational. The remainder of the section explains how we specified our models and
spells out our expectations about the direction and significance of the variables.
It is worth restating that, in our view, variables like occupational class and
religious denomination, which appear in particular in the positional profile – are not
mere controls but, first, elements of political socialisation and, second, potential triggers
of future mobilisation. To put it differently, the association between ESU support and a
given social grouping – positional, but also attitudinal or relational: people sharing
material interests, as well as ideas or personal experiences – can be explained away by
taking a closer look at individual-level dynamics. These associations, however, do not
cease to be a political reality just because a better individual-level explanation can be
found. Group behaviours and identities remain a feature of the political landscape that
the social movement elites can target, elicit and activate through their mobilisation

2

The Appendix provides a detailed description of the structure and the methodology of the
REScEU Mass Survey.
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campaigns. In this sense, each profile has equal standing in our interpretation, beyond
its strict heuristic merits.

Variables and expectations about their impact
Our dependent variable – ESU support – is an index of seven components, taken from
two batteries of questions that asked respondents to declare their level of
agreement/disagreement with the introduction/activation of new ESU-related policies or
funds (Table 1).3
[TABLE 1 – ABOUT HERE]
All these questions present a Likert scale with four response categories: strongly
against/disagree (1), somewhat against/disagree (2), somewhat in favour/agree (3),
strongly in favour/agree (4). Making use of these set of variables we create an additive
index by summing the relative scores for each respondents. This index of support for the
ESU ranges from 7 (strong disagreement) to 28 (strong agreement). Table 2 reports
descriptive statistics of the index of ESU support for the entire sample and every
country included in it.
[TABLE 2 – ABOUT HERE]
We are not interested at this stage in the preferred policy package of each individual or

3

The inclusion of ‘Eurobonds’ among the proposed policy changes may seem out of place, at
first sight. We decided to retain it, as Eurobonds are frequently mentioned in the public
debate on Social Europe and the ESU. In various ways, Eurobonds are expected to soften
national budgetary pressures on welfare spending and social investments. Moreover, they
could be part of a ‘mainstreaming’ of social policies within the governance of the EMU. In
the absence of any detail in this regard, we simply interpreted Eurobonds as a
supranational policy which would indirectly expand national welfare state capabilities.
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in the different declination of the ESU they have in mind (although this might be of
interest for future research). Our index therefore captures a strong openness to whatever
policy goal might be instrumental to Social Europe (as before, understood as the social
change the movement envisions). This choice mirrors the way questions have been
asked (without outlining any major policy trade-off) and, we presume, how respondents
themselves have approached the questionnaire. The high correlation among the different
components legitimises this interpretation (Table 3). The validity and internal
consistency of the index is further corroborated by a satisfactory Cronbach's alpha of
.81 for the whole sample (and always greater than .7 in each country).
[TABLE 3 – ABOUT HERE]
At a first descriptive inspection (Table 4), the various components of the index reveal an
interesting cross-country variation, which leads us to pose a distinction within our
sample between countries of the core (France, Germany and Sweden) and countries
with a semi-peripheral status (Italy, Spain and Poland).
[TABLE 4 – ABOUT HERE]
As shown in the table, in fact, public opinions in the latter countries are systematically
more supportive of ESU-related policies, with the partial exception of Poland on two
items: Eurobonds and compensations for the cost of immigration. We receive this as a
reflection of Poland’s net sender status and its comparatively sounder budget.
We expect that the determinants of ESU support – which is, it is worth restating,
the measurement we chose to operationalise the mobilisation potential of a social
movement in favour of Social Europe – can be found by looking at three individual
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profiles, briefly illustrated here below. We provide a detailed description of their coding
in Appendix.
In the ‘positional’ or ‘socio-demographic’ profile, we include the following
variables: gender, age, education, religious denomination and religiosity, occupational
class, public employment, condition of inactivity, household income and recent
experiences of long term unemployment and/or dependence on means-tested social
assistance in the household. The ‘positional’ profile is therefore meant to capture the
material and symbolic position of individuals (also through their households) in the
system of social inequality shaped by the labour market and by the welfare system.
While model specification will be provided later in the paper, it is now worth
presenting the model of occupational class we selected. Building on a previous iteration
of our research (Pellegata and Stamati 2017) we first employed EGP7-R: a modified
version of the famous EGP7 class scheme (Erikson and Goldthorpe 1992; Ganzeboom
and Treiman 2003). Like Erikson and his co-authors we are interested in both the
functional and the hierarchical aspects of the employment relations. However, the world
of (welfare and) work has changed in the meantime, and we received from the literature
three additional insights.
First, following Lepsius (2009), we introduced ‘welfare recipients’ (pensioners
and unemployed workers receiving a subsidy) as an additional ‘entitlement class’
(‘welfare recipients’). Second, we merged supervisors and skilled blue collar workers in
order to account for the effect of an emerging “affluent working class” (Bradley 2014).
Finally, mindful of the new fissures emerged within the post-industrial middle class
(Evans and Mills 2000; Kitschelt and Rehm 2014), we distinguished socio-cultural
(semi-)professionals (namely medical doctors, nurses and teachers, henceforth SCP)
from the rest of the lower service class. This model served us well in past research but,
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in calibrating the models included in this paper, we simplified the scale, we opted to
reduce it to five categories: the SCP; the rest of the middle class (the rest of the service
class plus the small employers); routine office employees; blue collar workers (skilled
and unskilled); welfare recipients.
In designing the attitudinal profile, we were interested in three main aspects. The
first is the attitude towards the ultimate goal of social change (for ‘Social Europe’). We
operationalised this long term orientation by looking at a variable asking respondents
about the image of Europe they find most fitting: the common house of all Europeans,
an apartment building of good neighbours, a level playing field for economic
transaction or a dangerous sinking ship. The idea of a common house, vaguely
associated with the Scandinavian notion of ‘folkhemmet’ is intrinsically but indirectly
related to the idea of social solidarity and welfare communitarianism. We therefore used
it to measure the desirability of ‘Social Europe’ to the respondent. Conversely, we
assume that individuals who consider the EU a sinking ship would not even bother
considering the viability of ‘Social Europe’.
The second aspect deals with individual collocation in the political space. We
have relied to two standard scales measuring what we consider to be the main axes of
political competition on European integration: left-right and pro-versus (a.k.a. ‘diffuse
support for’) European integration. Combined, these measures give the self-perceived
positioning of the individual in the political space.
The third aspect we included in the attitudinal profile – grievances – is dear to
mobilisation research (Van Stekelenburg and Klandermans 2013). Grievances, material
and symbolic, are known to be mainsprings of mobilisation, although they rarely
account for the choice to take action alone. We have nonetheless decided to include two
‘fears of integration’ in the profile: the fear of losing jobs and social security and the
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fear of losing national identity as a consequence of integration. Within the REScEU
dataset, they proved insightful in accounting for voting behaviour in the Brexit
referendum (Pellegata 2017).
While the attitudinal profile is meant to capture the underlying beliefs and
orientations of the respondents (unfortunately, no measure of post-materialism and
authoritarian personality are available in the REScEU dataset), the relational profile
addresses the embeddedness of individual choices in the wider social context (Van
Stekelenburg and Klandermans 2013). It focuses on short term influences and the effect
of repeated interactions.
We therefore distinguished between personal experiences and behaviours related
to political participation. Among the former we considered where individuals inform
themselves, whether they speak about EU issues, whether they visited another country
(an instance of ‘cosmopolitan exposure’) and whether minors live in their household.
Among the latter, whether a trade union member lives in their household, whether they
voted at the last elections and, if so, whether their ballot was cast for the radical left or
right.
Finally, we constructed a variable indicating the general availability of the
respondent to protest for some reason. The REScEU dataset asks, in fact, whether
individuals are ready to join in a protest against a number of European decisions.
Choosing not to focus just on welfare and social justice issues, we have obtained a
proxy indicator of a more deep-seated behavioural disposition. The latter is not
necessarily correlated with a demand for more welfare or more Europe, but rather for
opportunities of political contestation. Before starting operating with the data, we can
make explicit a number of conjectures on the expected direction and significance of the
independent variables.
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Concerning Model 1, we are chiefly interested in the impact of religious
denomination, occupational class and experiences of long term unemployment or
welfare dependency in the household. First, ceteris paribus, we expect church-attending
Catholics to be more supportive of ESU than the other confessions and the non
believers, and Protestants to be less so. Second, we expect the SCP, a ‘post-industrial’
class with progressive attitudes and dynamic career patterns, to be more supportive of
ESU out of both a demand for more protection and a favourable sentiment towards the
EU. We expect the other classes to be cross-pressured between their interest in national
welfare structures and their European orientations. Nonetheless, we conjecture that
welfare recipients and the inactive may also be somehow favourable to the ESU.
Finally, we anticipate that the associations between socio-structural groupings
and ESU support that Model 1 may find will disappear after the attitudinal and/or the
relational profiles get included in the model. Consistent with our neo-Weberian
underpinnings, we are aware of the interplay between interests and ideas within a
‘social relationship’. Thus, the social groups we define on the basis of a common
material interest (or ‘position’) may also be associated with certain attitudes or beliefs,
which may even contradict or undermine that interest. In this respect, therefore, we
expect a particularly strong effect of attitudinal variables, which may absorb or even
reverse any significant socio-demographic association. As we discussed above, this will
not exhaust our interest in the socio-structural dimension of ESU support.
Following a ‘stepwise’ approach, Model 2 and 3 will respectively introduce in
the regression the attitudinal and the relational profile, while Model 4 (full model) will
include all of the three profiles. We expect all the variables in the attitudinal profile to
be significant and to remain so even in the full model. We expect ESU support to
decrease moving rightmost on the left-right scale and downwards on the pro-vs. EU
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integration scale. Most notably, we conjecture that a positive (negative) image of
Europe – our operationalisation of attitudes towards the ultimate goal of ‘Social Europe’
– will be strongly associated with more (less) ESU support. We also believe that
grievances matter. The fear of losing national identity, we anticipate, should produce a
negative and stronger effect, while the fear of losing jobs and social security a positive
but weaker one.
We believe that socio-structural variables will reacquire some significance in
Model 3, as the relational profile should be less capable of watering down the
association between positions and ESU support. Personal experiences (getting informed
on the internet, speaking with others about the EU, having visited another country and
cohabiting with minors) should all produce positive effects on ESU support ceteris
paribus. Looking at political participation, union membership in the household and vote
for the left should increase ESU support at the margin. Voting for the radical right
should strongly decrease it. Non voters and individuals who are generally unavailable to
join in a protest should be less supportive of ESU.

Support for social Europe: some descriptive statistics
In this section we will graphically represent bivariate correlations and associations
between the ESU support index and those variables we deem more useful to start
profiling the supporters of ‘Social Europe’.
As a first descriptive step (Figure 1), we plotted our ESU support index versus
age (expressed in years), positioning on the left-right scale and diffuse support for EU
integration. In so doing we hope to map our dependent variable against the main social
fissures of today’s welfare and EU politics.
[FIGURE 1 – ABOUT HERE]
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The ESU support index has a minimal positive correlation with age (about 3.5%).
Visual inspection seems to suggest that for ages between 25 and 50 the scatterplot at
low levels of the index (below 15) has lower density than in other points of the age
distribution. This may suggest a curvilinear relationship, whereby very low levels of
ESU support are less likely during adulthood. Determining whether this effect is
significant and whether it depends on age or cohort is beyond the scope of this paper.
Looking at the other two scatterplots, our expectations are again confirmed. The
ESU support index is decreasing the more one moves to the political right (correlation is
18.2%, at a significance level of 0.01) and increasing in support for EU integration
(with a correlation factor of 39.2%, at a significance level of 0.01). That EU supporters
are left-of-centre individuals who also support EU integration is no news, but it is
interesting that the correlation with support for the EU is more than double the other.
This may indicate that respondents are cognizant that social policy expansion at the EU
level may result in a reduction of national welfare capabilities. These correlations also
suggest that our attitudinal profile may go some way in explaining the variation of the
index.
Figure 2 complements Table 4 by aggregating ESU support by country. Values
of the index equal of greater than 18 express support for Social Europe and are
represented in blue, while values below 18 entail opposition to it and are graphed in red.
The graph illustrates well the existence of a core-periphery demarcation within the
sample and Poland’s intermediate position among the two groups.
[FIGURE 2 – ABOUT HERE]
Figure 3 does the same exercise aggregating by gender. Visual inspection reveals that
supporters of Social Europe are overrepresented among women. Although the effect
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may come short of statistical significance, it is consistent with results in electoral
studies that see the female gender is a predictor of left-of-centre voting in post-industrial
societies (Kitschelt and Rehm 2014).
[FIGURE 3 – ABOUT HERE]
Figure 4 deals with religion and religiosity. Here, the interesting bit lays in the
comparison between Protestants and Catholics with high church attendance. As
expected, supporters of Social Europe are overrepresented among the latter and
underrepresented among the former. The distributions however, are all quite similar, so
religion should not be expected to have great explanatory leverage on the distribution of
ESU support.
[FIGURE 4 – ABOUT HERE]
The distribution of the index by occupational class is graphed in Figure 5. Routine
office employees, the most numerous category in the sample, also seem to overrepresent
the opponents of Social Europe. Overall, the divide within the middle classes is less
pronounced than we expected: ESU supporters do not seem to be greatly
overrepresented among the SCPs. ESU support also seems to be associated with welfare
entitlements and inactivity, as expected.
[FIGURE 5 – ABOUT HERE]
Voting behaviour in last elections (Figure 6) reveals the expected pattern. ESU support
linearly decreases in relative terms moving rightward, dropping in correspondence of
radical right votes. The electorate of the (strongly pro-European) centre parties, whose
relative ESU support is comparable to that of the left, is a partial exception.
Interestingly, the relative shares of ESU support among non-voters are similar to those
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of the centre-right.
[FIGURE 6 – ABOUT HERE]
Finally, Figure 7 pictures ESU support by grievance. In the leftmost panel, support and
lack of support for the ESU are shown against the fear of jobs and social security.
Confirming our prediction, ESU supporters seem to be slightly overrepresented among
respondents afraid of this welfare loss. Fear of a weakening of the national identity
produces instead a stronger negative effect, leading to an apparent overrepresentation of
non-supporters among respondents scared by the cultural threat.
[FIGURE 7 – ABOUT HERE]
What can be concluded of this visual inspection? ESU support is extensive and
permeates most social groupings. In terms of profiling, we can probably say that the
typical ESU supporter is more likely a woman than a man, average age, relatively leftleaning – hardly a convinced right-winger – and distinctively a pro-European. Partly
due to the skewed distribution of the variable in our sample, it is not really possible to
profile her on the basis of religion, but it is likely that she would be at ease speaking of
the ESU among church-attending Catholics.
This individual is more likely to be scared of the loss of jobs and social security
than of the cultural threat that European integration may bring to her country. However,
such a materialistic grievance appears to reinforce her commitment to ‘Social Europe’,
rather than weakening it. Occupational class would not particularly influence her
solidaristic ambitions. Neither inactivity nor a middle class status seem able to enfeeble
them.
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The determinants of mobilisation potential: a multivariate analysis
In this section, we finally present and discuss the results of a series of multivariate
models (Table 5). Given the scalar nature of our dependent variable – the ESU support
index – we adopt the OLS technique, stepwise including all the different profiles.
Model1 includes positional factors only; Model 2 tests positional and attitudinal factors,
while Model 3 tests positional and relational factors. Finally, Model 4 represents the full
model, which includes all the covariates belonging to the different profiles).
In all the models, we introduce country dummies and (whether applicable)
another dichotomous variable addressing those respondents who live in a region eligible
for structural funds as ‘geographical’ controls. Running a regression model that includes
only country dummies among predictors, we have assessed that macro-level factors
explain 14% of the variance of the support for the ESU.
Model 1, once country dummies are included, explains 17% of the variance of
ESU support in the whole sample, which is not a great improvement against the ‘naked’
hierarchical model. The main goal of this specification, however, was not achieving a
high R-squared, but finding significant associations between ESU support and some
social groupings. As we expected, Catholics with high church attendance display a
strongly and significantly higher level of ESU support. This is consistent with the
Christian-social subculture and the experience of local charities and volunteering, but
also with the influence in the EU consultation arenas of actors like Caritas and CARE
(Christian Action Research & Education).
The other socio-structural group strongly and positively associated with ESU
support is the ‘bourgeoisie’, with the socio-cultural professionals being only slightly
(and probably not significantly) more favourable to it at the margin than the rest of the
middle class, compared to routine office employees (our base category). If, against this
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backdrop, the ESU would seem a project for the moderates and the moderately welloffs, respondents who cohabited with a beneficiary of means-tested social assistance are
also strongly, positively and significantly associated with ESU support.
Regarding the other variables, gender is not significant, age moderately so but
an extremely low level. Most religious denominations, including Protestantism (which
we expected to have a negative effect), are not significant and not significant are also
blue collar workers and welfare dependents (whom we expected to be supportive of
ESU). Being in the top income decile produces a barely significant, mildly negative
effect. For respondents who have recently cohabited with a long term unemployed,
there is a weak positive effect, but a low significance level
Model 2 introduces the attitudinal profile. All the variables are significant and in
the expected direction, except for fear of the cultural threat, which is negative as
expected but not significant. The portion of variance explained almost doubles, jumping
to 30%. The other grievance, fear of a loss of jobs and social security, produces an
unexpectedly powerful and strongly significant effect, increasing support for ESU
measures. The marginal effect of the nicest image of Europe (the common house) is
positive and highly significant. The negative effect of the opposite one, instead, is
significant and very strong. Notwithstanding its ambivalence and policy complexity,
support for the ESU (or lack thereof) is indeed congruent – as we expected – with a
vision of (Social) Europe as a desirable (or dreadful) social change.
Controlling for individual orientations does explain away some of the
associations uncovered by Model 1. Belonging to the middle class is not anymore a
significant predictor of ESU support. Most of the other socio-structural effects are
attenuated but remain significant. The positive effect of recent experiences of long term
unemployment within the household becomes stronger and moderately significant.
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Inactivity also turned strong and significant. This might require a robustness check, but
we are inclined to interpret this change as an effect of the aforementioned interplay
between ‘positions’ and ideas.
Model 3 replaces the attitudinal profile with the relational one. Being a sociocultural professional now turns strongly significant, while being inactive returns nonsignificant. This confirms the strong predictive power of orientations on ESU support
for these two social groups. That controlling for relations may alter the relations
between the inactive group and the dependent variable makes sense, since for obvious
reasons recreational and family activities weight more on the daily routines of these
individuals, and therefore on their socialisation.
Narrowing attention on the relational profile, some variables display a strong
and significant effect, others – for us surprisingly – are not significant. Getting informed
on the internet and cohabiting with minors rank among the strong determinants. Vote
for the radical right absorbs much of what was previously captured by political
positioning and the sinking ship image, turning out strongly negative and significantly
strong. Non vote is also significant and negative. Here we remember our previous
observation that ESU support was similarly distributed among non-voters than among
centre-right voters.
Speaking about the EU, having visited another country (‘cosmopolitan
exposure’), trade union membership and vote for the left. Their lack of significance is
not easy to explain and requires further exploration. Finally, for how convincing Model
3 may look, explained variance has dropped from 30% to 21%, which once again
confirms the causal leverage of orientations on ESU support. It is thus time to look at
the full model.
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Model 4 slightly improves over Model 2, reaching a 32% R-squared. Gender
becomes positive but only barely significant. The effect of Catholicism is confirmed – a
stronger association than we expected – but most class effects disappear again. The
marginal effect of long term unemployment experiences is confirmed as moderately
significant and positive, but less so than the effect of inactivity. Experiences of
dependence from means-tested assistance are less strongly positive than in previous
models, but nonetheless remain strongly significant.
As we conjectured, all the orientations of the attitudinal profile are confirmed as
strongly significant and in the expected direction. The cultural threat variable turns
barely significant and moderately negative (the expected direction). The outlook of the
relational profile remains substantially unchanged. The marginal effect on ESU support
of voting for the radical right remains negative and significant, but its strength is halved
after controlling for political and social change orientations. The effect of non-voting is
similarly attenuated, becoming only barely significant.
Taking a quick look at the variable that never managed to reach significance, the
most interesting are the class of blue collar workers, whose positive effects grow
stronger and stronger (but not enough to become statistically significant) and the effect
of living in a region eligible for structural funds, which turns from mildly positive in
Model 1 to mildly negative in the full model. Probably a different specification of this
variable is required. As a final note, the variance explained by the full model, 32%, is
remarkable, especially considering that the dependent variable is an index of seven
components. However, there is still room for improvement and different model
specifications may give better results.
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Discussion and conclusion: which mobilisation potential for Social Europe?
Our expectations were mostly confirmed by the findings of our models, although not
without surprises. Protestantism turned out not to be significant. Conversely, churchattending Catholics remain comparatively favourable to ESU measures even after
controlling for both orientations and relations. Thinking of class, we correctly put
emphasis on the socio-cultural professionals and rightly expected the association to dry
out once controls were introduced. We underestimated, however, ESU support among
the rest of the middle class, while overestimating the role of being a welfare recipient.
This may indicate that national beneficiaries are wary about the loss of national welfare
capacities, something the middle classes are obviously less worried about.
The effect of family experiences of long term unemployment and welfare
dependency proved significant. This may have crowded out the effect of being a welfare
recipient, or maybe individuals tend to experience the two situations in different way.
The fact that most of our welfare recipients are pensioners, an ‘entitlement position’ that
carries no stigma, lends plausibility to this hunch. Addressing this question may require
both a robustness check and a fine-tuning of the full model.
Looking at grievances, contrary to our expectations the negative effect of being
afraid of the cultural threat proved weaker than the positive effect of fearing a loss jobs
and social security as a result of European integration. This finding should be handled
with care, but it could entail an encouraging message. When other attitudes towards the
EU are controlled for, our materialistic grievance may actually result in a rational, selfinterested disposition towards ‘Social Europe’. If Europe takes away welfare and jobs,
these respondents may have thought, than it should also do something to compensate.
As we expected, the relational profile manifested lesser explanatory power and a
lower capability to explain away associations observed at the socio-structural level. We
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believe this nicely fits the understanding of the interplay between ‘positions’,
‘orientations’ and ‘situations’ in our neo-Weberian framework.
Getting informed on the internet was revealed as one of the most impactful
determinants in the full model. This is behaviour that compounds relational, cognitive
and mobilisation aspects, making it an important element of socialisation in
contemporary societies. Including it totally displaced ‘speaking about EU issues’, an
otherwise established and extensively validated variable for this kind of inquiries. This
suggests that its interactions with orientations and voting behaviour should be better
explored in the forthcoming steps of our research. Cohabiting with minors also
effectively contributed to the model, potentially hinting at underlying sociopsychological phenomena such as myopia or altruism, which outreach the limits of this
paper (but are nonetheless worth being addressed).
As expected, vote for the radical right always featured as negative and
significant. Part of this strong effect is certainly due to the impossibility to control for
attitudes such as post-materialism and respect for authority within the framework of the
REScEU survey. Nonetheless, the finding itself is both telling and plausible. Union
membership in the household and vote for the left fail to improve ESU support: this is
another relation we need to investigate better.
What does this all tell us about the ‘mobilisation potential’ of social movements
promoting ‘Social Europe’? Before answering this question a recap of the argument of
this paper may be useful. We started by looking at ‘Social Europe’ from the perspective
of interest group politics. We asked which venue of policy advocacy could be more
promising for the advocates of Social Europe given the present governance architecture
of the EU. A quick literature review on the issue convinced us that, as suggested by
authors like Kriesi (2008), Crespy (2016) and Park (2015) the boundaries between
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insider and outsider mobilisation, between conventional and unconventional (protest)
politics have blurred, at least within the EU consultation arena. Voices for Social
Europe are not currently hegemonic in Brussels and in the discourse about the future of
Europe. Traditional welfare state promoters such as the unions have seen their hard-won
supranational ‘core insider status’ eroding over the last fifteen years.
Against this backdrop, we decided to apply the concepts of ‘social movement’
and ‘mobilisation potential’ to policy advocacy for ‘Social Europe’. We tried to point
out how this is a feasible and convenient way to conceptualise the relations between the
interest group representatives in Brussels (the ‘social movement elite) and the broader
European public sphere. By combining insights from social movement research and
neo-Weberian sociology we devised an analytical framework and a methodology that
potentially connects to mobilisation research, electoral studies and the legitimacy
perspective, tackling the underling ‘demand for political representation’.
We addressed this demand through the concept of ‘mobilisation potential’,
looking at it as policy advocates looking for consensus resources for their public
campaigns. Differently than parties and public administrations, these actors – unions,
NGOs and CSOs – can cater to this demand on a single-issue basis and without having
to put a policy proposal upfront. This enabled us to conceptually distinguish, in the
notion of ‘Social Europe’, an idea of social change (captured by the image of the
‘common house of all Europeans’) and an idea of policy change or ‘instrumental goal’
(the ESU). Thanks to the rich questionnaire of the REScEU mass survey, we then
operationalised support for the ESU as an index combining support for a number of
policy changes, all strongly connected to the ESU idea, but not exclusive or exhaustive
of it. Our quantitative exercise should thus be understood as an attempt to map the
mobilisation potential of the advocates of Social Europe, giving a label to ‘the people in
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society they have a chance to mobilise’ (Klandermans and Oegema 1987: 519), at least
in the six countries (60% of the EU population) we managed to investigate thanks to the
REScEU mass survey.
Looking at the socio-demographic (‘positional’) profile of these groups, we
found a strong association with the Catholic subculture, with the middle classes but also
with families who experienced a loss of social status. The inactive population might be
peripheral to the ‘mobilisation potential’ but nonetheless available for activation,
provided that their relational behaviours can change in an appropriate fashion. We
contend that these might be insightful indications for the advocates of Social Europe as
they devise their campaigning and mobilisation strategy, as well as their policy
packages.
Our research also confirms findings in the literature about the combined, but
distinctive, effect of orientations and relations as determinants of mobilisation potential.
We found that individuals who are afraid of a loss of work and welfare as a result of
European integration are not in themselves opposed to ESU-related measures. On the
contrary, they might just be willing to be compensated by the EU for what they believe
they have lost to it. We have interesting findings about political orientations, family
structures and relational/cognitive processes such as getting informed on the internet.
Moreover, we have reasons to believe that once relational and mobilisation
behaviours (vote for the right) are controlled for, the marginal effect of fear of a cultural
threat posed by the EU is rather small. This may not be shocking news for parties and
administrations, actors which operate through or after the casting of the ballot.
However, the head-up could definitely be of interest to social movements, who can
happen to make people act differently and mobilise differently by providing them with
alternatives to right-wing populism. We believe that these findings can contribute to
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elucidate the relation between representation, policy advocacy and public opinion in the
EU polity.
With this paper, and the forthcoming iterations of our research, we are willing to
partake in a reorientation of the understanding and interpretation of the current,
troubled, phase of European integration. After the end of the era of ‘permissive
consensus’, we hope to contribute to a shift of emphasis from ‘constraining’ to
‘constructive dissensus’, not only in academia, but first and foremost ‘in the corridors
and in the streets’ (Park 2015) where the future of Europe is being decided.
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Tables
Table 1. Components of the dependent variable (ESU support index)
Agreement with the introduction/activation of:

Relevant ESU dimensions

A – Cross-national financial aid to provide basic means of
subsistence in countries hit by a crisis

II – EU Citizenship
V – EU Social Constitution

B – Cross-national risk-pooling of sudden employment
shocks

I – National Welfare States
IV – Supranational policy

C – Greater economic and social investments by the EU

IV – Supranational policy
V – EU Social Constitution

D – Eurobonds

I – National Welfare States
IV – Supranational policy

E – EU funded benefit scheme for helping EU citizens in
severe poverty

II – EU Citizenship
IV – Supranational policy

F – A EU found compensating local communities for intraEU immigration

III – Cross-border schemes
IV – Supranational policy

G – A common EU social insurance scheme covering intraEU migrant workers

II – EU Citizenship
IV – Supranational policy

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of the ESU support index
Country

Obs.

Mean

St. Dv.

Min.

Max.

France
Germany
Italy
Poland
Spain
Sweden

1242
1294
1294
1280
1321
1302

19.0
19.4
22.5
20.7
23.4
19.3

4.7
3.8
3.3
3.9
3.4
4.4

7
7
9
7
7
7

28
28
28
28
28
28

Entire sample

7733

20.7

4.3

7

28
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Table 3. Co-variation of the seven items included in the ESU support index (Correlation
table)
A–
Crossborder aid

B–
Crossborder
pooling of
employment
shocks

C–
Greater EU
social and
economic
investments

DEurobonds

E–
Common
antipoverty
scheme

F–
Compensation
for intra-EU
migration

A

1.0000

B

0.4258***

1.0000

C

0.3853***

0.2675***

1.0000

D

0.3052***

0.1544***

0.4670***

1.0000

E

0.3580***

0.4029***

0.4833***

0.3580***

1.0000

F

0.3204***

0.2479***

0.4267***

0.3799***

0.4628***

1.0000

G

0.3266***

0.2625***

0.4628***

0.4111***

0.5081***

0.5504***

G–
EU social
security for
migrant
workers

1.0000

* p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01

Table 4. Country variation in the seven items of the ESU support index (respondents
who strongly or somewhat agree with the proposed policy):
A–
Crossborder aid

B–
Cross-border
pooling of
employment
shocks

C–
Greater EU
social and
economic
investments

DEurobonds

E–
Common
antipoverty
scheme

F–
Compensatio
n for intra-EU
migration

G–
EU social
security for
migrant
workers

Countries of the core
France

67.8

84.6

67

48.3

65.3

54.9

49.3

Germany

64.9

87.3

66.6

37.3

69.7

69

60.8

Sweden

69.4

85.5

63.7

42.1

66.5

68.4

58.9

Core (Avg.)

67.4

85.8

65.8

42.6

67.2

64.1

56.3

Countries of the (semi-)periphery
Italy

91.2

95.3

86

72.3

86.5

85.3

78

Poland

81.9

88.4

83.8

56.5

75.3

64.4

70.2

Spain

90.9

93.4

88.3

78.5

90.5

84.3

88.7

Semi-Periphery
(Avg.)

88,0

92,4

86,0

69,1

84,1

78,0

79,0

Entire sample

77.7

89.1

75.9

55.8

75.7

71.1

67.7
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Table 5 - Determinants of ESU support (entire sample)
Sociodemographic
Profile
Gender (Female)
Age
Education
Medium
High
Religious denomination
(religiosity)
Catholics
Catholics (high church
attendance)
Protestant
Other religions
Occupational class
Middle class
Socio-cultural
professionals
Blue collars
Welfare recipients
Other inactive
Public employment
Income, less 10% (Yes)
Income, top 10% (Yes)
Long-term unemployed
in HH (Yes)
Means-tested assistance
in HH (Yes)

Sociodemographic +
Attitudinal Profile

Sociodemographic +
Relational Profile

-0.051
(0.104)
0.008
(0.004)**

0.034
(0.096)
0.007
(0.003)**

0.117
(0.107)
0.008
(0.004)**

0.186
(0.100)*
0.008
(0.004)**

0.143
(0.128)
0.136
(0.147)

0.130
(0.120)
0.037
(0.136)

0.164
(0.135)
0.008
(0.157)

0.148
(0.126)
0.004
(0.146)

0.080
(0.123)
0.746

0.188
(0.117)
0.724

0.023
(0.130)
0.766

0.112
(0.124)
0.702

(0.178)***
0.125
(0.196)
0.344
(0.210)

(0.169)***
0.064
(0.175)
0.267
(0.188)

(0.186)***
0.100
(0.203)
0.233
(0.215)

(0.177)***
0.035
(0.184)
0.208
(0.196)

0.410
(0.150)***
0.575

0.181
(0.137)
0.263

0.229
(0.154)
0.477

0.094
(0.143)
0.215

(0.209)***
0.110
(0.177)
-0.053
(0.183)
0.245
(0.182)
-0.057
(0.121)
0.008
(0.136)
-0.276
(0.165)*
0.194

(0.190)
0.146
(0.162)
0.045
(0.168)
0.499
(0.167)***
-0.163
(0.111)
0.027
(0.125)
-0.269
(0.148)*
0.261

(0.216)**
0.162
(0.185)
-0.014
(0.189)
0.157
(0.193)
-0.012
(0.126)
0.161
(0.142)
-0.383
(0.169)**
0.201

(0.203)
0.221
(0.170)
0.074
(0.177)
0.427
(0.179)**
-0.087
(0.117)
0.155
(0.132)
-0.352
(0.155)**
0.283

(0.115)*
0.552

(0.107)**
0.401

(0.118)*
0.498

(0.111)**
0.345

(0.123)***

(0.115)***

(0.127)***

(0.119)***

Social goal
EU as a common
house (Yes)
EU as a sinking ship
(Yes)

0.435

0.366

(0.108)***
-1.206

(0.114)***
-1.122

(0.158)***

(0.168)***

0.416

0.395

(0.022)***
-0.221

(0.023)***
-0.178

(0.021)***

(0.022)***

Collocation in the
political space
Diffuse support for the
EU
Left-Right selfplacement

Full model

Grievances
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Fear of losing jobs and
social security (Yes)
Fear of losing national
identity (Yes)

0.761

0.725

(0.110)***
-0.122

(0.116)***
-0.182

(0.099)

(0.104)*

Perceptions and
relations
Informed on the
internet (Yes)
Speaking with others
about EU (Yes)
Minors in the
household (Yes)
Visited another
country (Yes)
Political participation
Trade union member
(Yes)
Voted for radical left
(Yes)
Voted for radical right
(Yes)
Not voted
Not available to
protest (Yes)
Geographical controls
Region eligible for
structural funds
Country dummies
France
Italy
Poland
Spain
Sweden

_cons
R2
AIC
N

0.837

0.846

(0.110)***
0.164

(0.102)***
0.129

(0.122)
0.371

(0.115)
0.338

(0.114)***
-0.003

(0.106)***
-0.110

(0.122)

(0.114)

-0.042

-0.064

(0.153)
0.122

(0.142)
0.187

(0.145)
-2.309

(0.140)
-0.905

(0.181)***
-0.597
(0.146)***
-0.167

(0.173)***
-0.238
(0.139)*
-0.084

(0.115)

(0.108)

0.224

-0.066

0.024

-0.220

(0.196)

(0.182)

(0.206)

(0.192)

-0.473
(0.192)**
2.879
(0.178)***
0.747
(0.253)***
3.429
(0.171)***
-0.088
(0.183)

-0.384
(0.176)**
2.329
(0.176)***
0.858
(0.231)***
2.468
(0.167)***
0.203
(0.166)

-0.065
(0.203)
2.922
(0.197)***
1.449
(0.274)***
3.098
(0.186)***
0.229
(0.199)

-0.196
(0.191)
2.346
(0.197)***
1.135
(0.255)***
2.341
(0.181)***
0.359
(0.184)*

18.772
(0.294)***

17.290
(0.315)***

18.404
(0.332)***

16.651
(0.348)***

0.17
29209.139
6,069

0.30
28254.551
5,994

0.21
28904.121
5,351

Note: Robust standard errors among parentheses. * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01
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Figure 2. ESU support by country
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Figure 4. ESU support by religious denomination
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Figure 5. ESU support by occupational class

middle class
routine office
socio-cultural professionals

pro social Europe

53

welfare recipients
blue collars

other inactive

anti social Europe

0

500

1,000

frequency

1,500

2,000

Figure 6. ESU support by vote in last elections
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Appendix
Data: the REScEU Mass Survey
The REScEU Mass survey was conducted on representative samples of adult citizens
(18+ years old) in 7 countries: France (N=1,320), Germany (N=1,322), Italy (N=1,320),
Poland (N=1,344), Spain (N=1,354), Sweden (N=1,346) and the United Kingdom
(N=1,320). The fieldwork was carried out between September and November 2016.
National samples were built through a quota sampling around gender, age, educational
level and NUTS1 macro-area of residence. These are among the most populated
countries in the EU and differentiate along several key features, such as the duration of
their membership in the Union, their belonging to the Eurozone, the role played by their
political elite in the EU institutions as well as their institutional setting, partisan
configuration and welfare system. Furthermore, these countries show diverse
macroeconomic performances and, as a consequence, have been differently hit by the
financial crisis.
A mixed method adopting CAWI and CATI methodology has been applied. We
made this choice to correct the inevitable underrepresentation of the older segments of
the population with a lower access to internet. Exactly the same questionnaire used in
the CAWI survey has been administered to a sample of 320 respondents per country
aged 55 or older. We corrected misrepresentations of the population (identified by
Eurostat Census 2011) by applying a post-stratification weighting factor. Weighting was
done on four variables simultaneously: age, gender, macro-area of residence (NUTS 1)
and education. Note, however, that not weighting the data does not yield substantially
different results.
Considering the outcome of the referendum on the UK membership in the EU,
we have decided to focus the British questionnaire mostly on this issue. Since the
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questionnaire administered in the UK did not include the set of questions used to
develop our index of support for the ESU we have excluded the United Kingdom from
this study. More detailed information about the REScEU Mass Survey are available at
www.resceu.eu and in Ferrera and Pellegata (2017).

Dependent variable
Questions that operationalize the seven components of the index of support for the ESU
state as follows:

EU Member States have decided that their social and economic policies should be
brought closer together. Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the
following statements:
•

The EU should equip itself with a budget large enough to provide substantial
financial help to Member States facing a sudden rise in unemployment rates.

•

In case of a very severe financial crisis in a given Member State, the EU should
make sure that no citizen of that state remains without means of subsistence
(food, shelter, essential medicines etc...)

Response categories (for each item):
1. Strongly disagree
2. Somewhat disagree
3. Somewhat agree
4. Strongly agree
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Thinking about the European Union over the next 10 years, can you indicate whether
you are in favour or against the following:

•

An increase in the EU budget for economic and social investments

•

The introduction of common European bonds (a.k.a. Eurobonds)

•

The introduction of a EU funded benefit scheme for people in severe poverty all
over the EU

•

The introduction of a common EU fund compensating national governments and
local communities for the costs related to immigration from other EU member
states

•

The introduction of common EU social insurance schemes (such as healthcare,
unemployment or pensions) that cover intra-EU migrant workers

Response categories (for each item):
1. Strongly against
2. Somewhat against
3. Somewhat in favour
4. Strongly in favour

Coding of independent variables
Gender: (male = 0) (female = 1).
Age: (Obs: 8,006; Mean: 42.7; St. Dev.: 17.9; Min: 18; Max: 94)
Education: (less than or lower secondary = 1) (higher secondary, advanced vocational
training, lower tertiary education = 2) (higher tertiary education = 3).
Religion: (Catholics = 1) (Catholics with a high attendance to church = 2) (Protestants =
3) (other religions = 4) (non-believers = 5).
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Occupational class (middle class = 1) (socio-cultural professionals = 2) (routine office
= 3) (blue collars = 4) (welfare recipients = 5) (other inactive = 6).
Public employment: (No [private employment] = 0) (Yes = 1)
Income, low 10%: (No = 0) (Yes = 1)
Income, top 10%: (No = 0) (Yes = 1)
Long-term unemployment in the household: ‘During the last five years, have you or
another member of your household experienced a continuous period of unemployment
longer than 3 months?’ (No = 0) (Yes = 1)
Means-tested assistance in the household: ‘During the last five years, have you or one
of your household members been dependent on (means-tested) social security at any
time?’ (No = 0) (Yes = 1)
EU as a common house: ‘In talking about the European Union, media and people
sometimes use the following images. Could you please indicate which one comes
closest to your view? The EU is the common house of all European citizens’ (No = 0)
(Yes = 1)
EU as a sinking ship: ‘In talking about the European Union, media and people
sometimes use the following images. Could you please indicate which one comes
closest to your view? The EU is a sinking ship: Member States should escape it as fast
as they can’ (No = 0) (Yes = 1)
Left-right self-placement: 0-10 scale, where 0 means ‘left’ and 10 means that ‘right’.
(Obs: 7,896; Mean: 4.9; St. Dev.: 2.4; Min: 0; Max: 10)
Diffuse support for EU integration: 0-10 scale, where 0 means ‘the integration process
has already gone too far’ and 10 means that ‘it should be strengthened’. (Obs: 7,994;
Mean: 5.9; St. Dev.: 2.7; Min: 0; Max: 10)
Fear of losing jobs and social security: (No = 0) (Yes = 1)
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Fear of losing national identity: (No = 0) (Yes = 1)
Informed on the internet: (Less than once in a day = 0) (More than once in a day = 1)
Speaking with others about the EU: (not very often / never = 0) (very often / sometimes
= 1).
Minors in the household: (No = 0) (Yes = 1)
Visited another country: (No = 0) (Yes = 1)
Trade union membership: (No = 0) (Yes = 1)
Voted for radical left: (No = 0) (Yes = 1)
Voted for radical right: (No = 0) (Yes = 1)
Not voted: (No = 0) (Yes = 1)
Not available to protest: (respondents who would join or have already joined a public
demonstration against transfers towards those Member States that are in economic or
financial difficulties OR against greater mobility of services and workers within the EU
OR against financial austerity policies proposed by the EU OR against the decision of
some EU Member States governments to limit or suspend the Schengen Treaty OR
against the ratification by EU of the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership
(TTIP) with the United States = 0) (respondents who would never join a public
demonstration against transfers towards those Member States that are in economic or
financial difficulties AND against greater mobility of services and workers within the
EU AND against financial austerity policies proposed by the EU AND against the
decision of some EU Member States governments to limit or suspend the Schengen
Treaty AND against the ratification by EU of the Transatlantic Trade and Investment
Partnership (TTIP) with the United States = 1)
Region eligible for structural funds: (No = 0) (Yes = 1)
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