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Abstract To what extent does the economic crisis affect support for political
protest? Since the outburst of the financial crisis in 2008 many protests have been
mobilized against national governments and their austerity policies. In some
countries, these actions were described in the media as having little support among
the general public, while elsewhere these actions enjoyed significant public support.
Surprisingly little scholarly work has examined this variation. We fill this research
gap by investigating who approves of austerity protests, how bystanders’ attitudes
differ from the activists’ approval of protests and how repertoires relate to the
approval of austerity protests. The analysis uses original survey data from nine
European countries affected by the recent economic crisis at varying degrees and
demonstrates that protest experience, both at the country and individual level,
relates to approval of anti-austerity protests. The severity of economic crisis
increases is positively related to protest approval in general terms, but there are
differences depending on the type of grievances and which forms of austerity
protests are considered.
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Introduction

Numerous protests have been mobilized as a reaction to austerity policies and the
Great Recession of 2008: Occupy events in the U.S. and beyond, Indignados in
Spain, widespread demonstrations and strikes in Greece since 2010, demonstrations
of precarious workers in Italy and Spain, as well as many other larger and smaller
protest events all across Europe. Ortiz et al. (2013) noted a significant increase in
protests after the adoption of austerity measures across the world. The majority of
these events which had common claims referring to austerity policies, unemploy-
ment and increasing inequalities have been analysed from the perspective of
activists or political decision-makers (Accornero and Ramos Pinto 2015; Anduiza
et al. 2013; Bernburg 2015; Della Porta 2015a; Della Porta et al. 2015b; Dodson
2015; Fominaya and Cox 2013; Giugni and Grasso 2015; Kern et al. 2015; Riidig
and Karyotis 2014; Peterson et al. 2015). Despite the large numbers involved in
these protests, not everyone was participating in what were often labelled as radical
protests, and some did not even approve of them. Even the most encompassing
movements did not represent everyone: for example, research has shown that the
massive anti-austerity protests of 2010 in Greece involved 30% of the population
and were supported by 65% (Riidig and Karyotis 2014). Similar ratios of protest
activists and supporters were also noted in Iceland (Bernburg 2015) and we have
similar historical examples of how pacifist mobilization during wartime faced clear
disapproval (Barnes and Kaase 1979). Furthermore, disruptive repertoires, such as
general strikes in Spain or rioting in the UK, have been shown to backfire and
decrease the support for activists and their claims (Elsbach and Sutton 1992).

As individual support for protests might be a predictor of future mobilizations
(Ajzen 1988; Ajzen and Fishbein 2005; Barnes and Kaase 1979), better
understanding of protest cycles requires knowledge about when bystanders, i.e.
those who usually do not participate in protests, approve of protests and if this
approval varies between more and less disruptive forms of actions. Bystanders are
critical for social movements as the message that is conveyed by demonstrators and
the government response the movement seeks, are largely conditioned by the
influence of the bystander public (Smith et al. 2001). The relationship between
protest and bystanders has been often addressed by scholars focusing on the role of
the media (Gamson 2004). In fact, protest does not happen in a void and it scarcely
matters if it is not reported: the literature on the relationship between social
movements and public opinion has shown how central the impact on public debate
is in order to produce significant outcomes (Kriesi 2015) and protests that do not
reach bystanders through media coverage have been qualified as “non-events”
(Gamson and Wolfsfeld 1993, p. 116). On the other hand, some recent studies from
United States, notably Andrews et al. (2016), demonstrate that whites living near the
locations where the sit-ins of the Civil Rights Movement took place were more
likely to support these actions than those who lived further away. This spatial
proximity or experience of protest is also important for our work, which analyzes
the individual and contextual factors that shape the way in which bystanders
perceive protest; while this article does not focus on how spatial proximity
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influences how bystanders perceive protest, it contributes to this literature showing
how the relationship between movements and public opinion tends to depend on
some factors, such as the socio-economic context, individual conditions and the
repertoires of action.

Unfortunately, such knowledge is lacking today. This paper fills this research gap
by studying who approves of anti-austerity protests, how bystanders’ attitudes differ
from the activists’ approval of protests, how the repertoires of protest relate to the
approval of austerity protests and how these variations relate to country’s
experience of economic crisis.

The few studies which do examine public attitude towards protests do not
account for the difference between activists and bystanders (Crozat 1998), and/or
rely mainly on data from a few countries in experimental (e.g., Osborne and Sibley
2013) or survey research (Olsen 1968). Our comparative analysis of attitudes
towards anti-austerity protests contributes to the literature in three ways: first, we
account for contextual determinants of individual level attitudes by using survey
data from nine countries which have been affected by the economic crisis to
different degrees. The deeply affected Greece, Spain and Italy experienced the
highest unemployment rates until 2015; while the least affected Germany, Sweden
and Switzerland have had the highest GDP per capita during the crisis period and
relatively low unemployment rates (Hofer and Mexi 2014, Eurostat). The three
remaining—France, Poland and the UK had lower GDP per capita than the least
affected countries in 2015 and lower unemployment rates than the most affected
countries at the time of survey (Eurostat 2016). The difference between the three
groups of countries is also prevalent if we compare the social inclusion indexes from
2015 (Schraad-Tischler 2015). The crisis-related protest mobilization took more
often place in the first (the most severely hit) category of countries, but the protests
saw a significant transnational dimension (Kousis 2013), spreading beyond the
borders of the most austerity-ridden countries (Sotirakopoulos and Rootes 2013).

Second, we study differences between activists and bystanders in order to
disentangle general support for anti-austerity protest from the attitudes of
determined activists. This distinction provides a good proxy of general population
support towards protest. Third, we investigate how protest repertoires relate to
attitudes of protest. While disruptive protests are arguably less accepted by the
public, there is little systematic evidence of how bystanders’ and activists’ attitudes
vary in this respect, and what explains these differences. This article aims to
contribute in filling this gap in the literature, through the analysis of survey data
collected in the context of the LIVEWHAT project.

The article is organized as follows: in the next section, we briefly present what
we know to date from prior research on attitudes towards protest and then sketch our
theoretical expectations and testable hypotheses guiding the data analysis. This is
followed by presentation of the data and methods of the analysis. We then discuss
our findings and finally present our conclusions.
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Public attitudes towards protest: previous research

Studies about citizens’ attitudes towards protest were common in the late 60 and
70 s, when these attitudes were mainly used for predicting protest behaviour (Olsen
1968; Turner 1969; Barnes and Kaase 1979). The majority of these studies were
based on data from the U.S. or a few Western European countries and concluded
that people “give more weight to the mode of behaviour than issue in whose cause it
is adopted” (Barnes and Kaase 1979, p. 64, our emphasis). The mode or repertoire
of protests was also important for Crozat (1998) who provides one of the most
recent systematic comparative analyses of citizens’ approval of different protest
strategies. His study makes an assumption that some forms of action might have
more influence on public opinion and thereby also affect bystanders’ approval of
these actions. Examining data from two cross-sectional surveys in 1974 and 1990,
Crozat demonstrated that general acceptance of protests had decreased in four
examined West European countries although the general level of protest activism
had increased. Less contentious forms of action such as petitions were more
accepted than the more contentious tactics such as civil disobedience (Ibid.). Studies
which were even more concerned with the general support for violence argued that
the difference in attitudes could be explained by socio—economic variables, as more
educated citizens tend to express less support for violent protests than less educated
ones (Hall et al. 1986). Others, such as Bernburg (2015), showed that perceived
relative deprivation increases support for crisis-related protests in Iceland, but only
for those who perceive that they have been affected by the crisis more than others.

Recent research in political psychology demonstrates that relationships behind
the approval of protest behaviour are even more complex. With the respect of
relative deprivation, the experimental studies have shown that perceptions of a just
system decreased participants’ anger, which, in turn, weakened their support for
protests (Osborne and Sibley 2013). Similarly, the effect of internal (self) political
efficacy on support for protests is conditional to individuals’ evaluation of how just
the political system is (Osborne et al. 2015). This resembles the results of one of the
few bystanders’ study, where Jeffries et al. (1971) demonstrate that respondents
perceived the Watts (racial) riots as “social protest” rather than “a negative
disturbance” when they saw activists as worthy and believed the discrimination
existed to some degree. These results suggest that system-justifying beliefs, but
probably also satisfaction with government policies, help maintain the status quo by
dampening the blow of inequality and by reducing the total effect that deprivation
might have on approval of protest mobilization. Considering that system-justifica-
tion beliefs tend to vary more between than within the countries, these results might
also explain why Crozat (1998) and Barnes and Kaase (1979) found significant
country differences in approval of protests.

These excellent studies on protest approval have, however, neglected the likely
difference between activists’ and bystanders’ attitudes towards protest behaviour.
Older studies have shown that public support towards protest is particularly relevant
for resource-weak bystanders (Eisinger 1973) and that being spectator to a specific
event (e.g., a demonstration) might increase approval of other forms of protesting
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(Berkowitz 1973). Similarly, the likely experience of action or spatial proximity to
protest events increased support for sit-ins among bystanders of these actions in the
U.S. (Andrews et al. 2016). Fuchs and Rucht find differences in the dynamics of
support for specific movements between proponents and opponents of these
movements when studying their mobilization potential in the 80’s in Europe in a
comparative perspective (Fuchs and Rucht 1992).

Following the aforementioned research and considering that in some countries
there were significantly more anti-austerity protests than in other countries
(Genovese et al. 2016; Giugni and Grasso 2015), we argue that the effect of
individual micro-level factors on approval of anti-austerity protests among activists
and bystanders is contingent on protest repertoires and country’s experience of
crisis and crisis-related protests.

Theoretical expectations and hypotheses

To test our argument, we focus on three major sets of factors which are expected to
affect attitudes towards anti-austerity protests: (1) individual level factors describing
the subjective and objective experience of the crisis and the experience of protests,
that is a character of an activist or bystander; (2) protest repertoire and (3)
contextual differences, particularly the varying severity of economic crisis between
three groups of countries.

First, regarding individual level factors, we examine the effects of both
subjective perceptions of the crisis, such as retrospective relative deprivation and
objective material grievances, such as reduced consumption or worsening job
conditions on attitudes towards austerity protests. Similarly to the previous studies
on the relationship between relative deprivation and protest mobilization (Gurr
1970; Bernburg 2015), we expect that individuals who perceive themselves as
relatively deprived approve of austerity protests more than those who did not feel
the effects of the crisis as strongly (Hypothesis 1).

Although there are many studies which emphasize the importance of resources
for political participation, less is known about the support of protests. Bernburg
(2015) showed that perceived economic loss (i.e. relative deprivation) increases
support of protest only if individuals perceive that crisis have affected them more
than others, but he did not find any significant effect of individuals’ objective
economic situation on protest approval. Although it is likely that protest support, in
contrast to participation, is not related to resource availability, the experienced
material deprivation as a result of crisis might lead to more supportive attitudes
towards anti-austerity protests. Consequently, we expect individuals who have
objectively experienced material deprivation (i.e. reduced their consumption or
experienced worsened job conditions) because of the crisis to have higher levels of
approval of anti-austerity protests as those without such experience (Hypothesis 2).

Based on prior research, in the case of activists and those who did not participate
in any of protests, i.e. bystanders, we have a simple expectation that activists
approve protests more than bystanders (Hypothesis 3a). Our main argument,
however, is that this difference between activists and bystanders is contingent on
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several factors like the subjective relative deprivation or the experienced material
deprivation. According to prior studies it is likely that individuals choose to be
bystanders because they lack resources or because they perceive low chances of
influencing political change (e.g. low political efficacy) (e.g., Kern et al. 2015).
Therefore, it would not be surprising that bystanders who feel more relatively
deprived or face significant grievances also discard austerity protests more than non-
deprived bystanders. On the other hand, the experience of crisis may increase
feelings of solidarity with the anti-austerity protest activists, and in this case
bystanders with higher levels of relative and material deprivation would have a
higher approval of austerity protests than non-deprived bystanders, but have still
lower rates of approval than deprived activists. The “common experience” of crisis
might increase bystanders’ tolerance towards protests and therefore we expect that
bystanders who perceive relative deprivation or face objective deprivation discard
austerity protests more than those bystanders who do not perceive or experience
deprivation (Hypothesis 3b).

Second, in respect of protest repertoire, we follow Crozat (1998) who showed
that approval of more disruptive repertoires such as occupation and illegal forms of
actions is lower than of less disruptive repertoires such as demonstrations or strikes.
It is logical to expect that protesters are more likely to approve all types of
repertoires because of their own participation or through the anecdotes of close
comrades. The varying attitudes of bystanders, on the other hand, need more
complex explanation. Bystanders, especially if they are not the spectators of the
event, get only mediated accounts of protest events and it is widely known that
media-framing of disruptive events is negative (Smith et al. 2001). Therefore, we
expect the differences between activists and bystanders in their approval of protest
to be larger for occupation and illegal forms of actions than for demonstrations or
strikes (Hypothesis 4).

Third, we argue that approval of austerity protests is context dependent. Prior
studies showed strong support for protests in severely hit countries such as Iceland
(Bernburg 2015) and Greece (Riidig and Karyotis 2014). Protest experience is
known to increase the support for protests and the severely hit countries also had
more anti-austerity protests than other countries. Thus, we expect that individuals in
countries more severely hit by the economic crisis will be more supportive of protest
than those who live in the countries where the crisis was less severe (Hypothesis 5).

Considering that protest experience can affect spectators’ approval of protest
mobilization in general, it is also likely that the amount of anti-austerity protests
influences bystanders’ approval of protests in crisis-affected countries more than
elsewhere. The feelings of solidarity with the activists might also be more likely in crisis-
affected contexts. Therefore, we expect that differences in protest approval between
protesters and bystanders will be lower in the countries where the crisis was the most
severe than in the countries which suffered the least by the crisis (Hypothesis 6).

Finally, cultural traditions and differences in the timing, intensity and political
opportunities between countries led to different forms and intensity in public
contestation to austerity measures (Genovese et al. 2016). Prior studies, especially
Crozat (1998), have demonstrated the low approval of disruptive protest repertoires
and it is likely that the experience of crisis and crisis-related protests will not
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balance out this negative attitude towards disruptive protests. Thus, we expect that
crisis severity (country differences) has stronger effect on support for less disruptive
actions such as demonstrations, but smaller effect on the approval of more
disruptive repertoires such as occupations and illegal action (Hypothesis 7).

Data

We test our hypotheses by using a unique cross-national representative web-based
survey data which was collected between June and August of 2015 in nine European
countries (France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Poland, Spain, Switzerland, Sweden and
the UK)." As noted above, the countries are divided into three groups—the most
affected by crisis (Greece, Italy, Spain), the countries affected by the crisis at
medium degree (France, Poland, the UK) and the least affected countries (Germany,
Switzerland, Sweden). The survey included questions about protest approval,
protest participation as well as respondents perceived relative deprivation, objective
material deprivation, political attitudes and demographic background (see Appendix
for further details). The models are explained further below, as first we describe our
dependent variable—the approval of austerity protests.

Approval of austerity protest in Europe
The survey included the following question “When thinking about austerity policies

and their consequences, how strongly do you approve or disapprove the following
actions:

March through town or stage mass protest demonstrations

— Take part in strikes

Occupy public squares indefinitely

Take illegal actions such as blocking roads or damaging public property?

The answers were given in the scale of O (strongly disapprove) to 10 (strongly
approve), and Fig. 1 demonstrates clear country differences in approval rates.

More contentious forms of actions such as illegal actions are widely disapproved,
especially in Germany, Greece, Italy and Switzerland. Demonstrations against
austerity policies are more approved in Greece, France and Spain, than in Germany,
Switzerland and the UK. Anti-austerity strikes are more approved in Greece, France,
Spain and Sweden, but disapproved in the UK and Switzerland. The picture seems to
only partially reflect the real mobilization of strikes in these countries, as Genovese
et al. (2016, p. 948) show that there were many austerity strikes in Greece and France,
while the UK and Sweden had none. Occupying public squares—a clear reference to
the Occupy movements, which actions took mainly place not only in the US, but also

! Survey details are presented in the Technical appendix of the Livewhat Integrated report on individual
responses to crises deliverable 4.2. available at: http://www.livewhat.unige.ch/wp-content/uploads/2014/
02/Integrated-Report.pdf.
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Fig. 1 Levels of approval of protest against austerity measures by country

in the UK—and to the Spanish acampadas, are the most approved in France and Italy,
while disapproved in Greece, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and the UK.

In terms of activists and bystanders, our dataset includes almost equal
proportions of those who have participated in at least one political action during
the last twelve months and those who have not participated in any of the actions.
The ratio varies across countries being the largest in Greece (70% protesters vs.
30% bystanders) and the smallest in Poland (35% protesters vs. 65% bystanders).

Model of analysis

We study the variance of approval of protests with individual level indicators of
objective and subjective experience of the economic crisis, respondents’ partici-
pation in protest and the severity of economic crisis. For testing the hypothesis
about the different effects of crisis and status as a bystander, we also use several
interaction effects.

The dependent variables are approval of four different repertoires—demonstra-
tions, strikes, occupations and illegal actions, measured as a ten-point scale.
Because of our theoretical interest in the varying approval of different protest
repertoires we do not use any general index for protest attitudes. Question wordings
for dependent, independent and control variables are presented in Appendix 1.

2 The economy, Poverty, Education, Unemployment, Healthcare, Precarious employment, Immigration,
Childcare.

¥
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We have three sets of independent variables of interest: (1) the experience of the
economic crisis is operationalized as subjective perceptions of relative deprivation
(as measured through a retrospective evaluation of household situation as compared
to 5 years ago) and objective grievances such as reduced consumption (number of
reported reductions in consumption for financial/economic reasons) and bad work
conditions (number of conditions of job worsening). Pairwise correlations between
the three items are below 0.5, signalling that they can be considered independent
conditions; (2) the character of respondent as a protest activist or bystander is
operationalized as a reported participation in any anti-austerity protests during the
last 12 months before the survey; (3) the context of the economic crisis is measured
by grouping countries into three categories: the low severity (Germany, Sweden,
Switzerland), medium severity (France, Poland, UK), and high severity (Greece,
Italy and Spain).

We also include a set of control variables, which are known to play a role for
individuals’ approval of protest actions—these are standard measures for political
values, satisfaction with government, sources of cognitive inferences, political
discussion and social interaction, socialization and demographic traits (all details
are reported in Table 8).

Results: explaining varying support for protest

Descriptive statistics for the variation between approval of protests among activists
and bystanders is presented in Table 1.

While it is not unexpected that protest activists have higher rates of approval than
bystanders, Table 1 shows that protesters in countries where the crisis was the most
severe (Greece, Italy, Spain) are also more approving of the actions than protesters
in Germany, Switzerland or Sweden. There seems to be a smaller difference among
the bystanders, suggesting that the severity of crisis does not have a uniform effect
on individuals’ attitudes towards protests. Furthermore, the severity of the crisis
seems to have, both among protesters and bystanders, a stronger effect on approval
of demonstrations and strikes than it has on approval on occupations and illegal
actions. This is in accordance to our expectations in hypothesis 7 and suggests that
the support towards more disruptive protest repertoire may be inhibited by cultural
norms which are difficult to break even in a context of economic hardship.
However, some more elaborated analysis is needed for testing the proposed
relationships between individual and contextual variables and protest support.

Individual level factors

The results presented in Table 2 demonstrate partial support for our first hypothesis
regarding individuals’ approval of austerity protests. Individuals, who perceive that
their household situation is worsened in comparison to 2010 (retrospective relative
deprivation), are more likely to approve of austerity demonstrations and strikes, but
discard illegal actions. The approval of occupying squares has no correlation with
relative deprivation. These results indicate that protest repertoire plays an important
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Table 1 Protest approval by actors and severity of crisis

Low severity (GE CH SE) High severity (GR IT ES) P value
mean SD N Mean SD N
Bystander
Demonstration 4.00 3.12 3220 4.62 342 1872 0.00
Strike 4.01 3.21 3218 4.30 3.26 1868 0.00
Occupy 2.54 2.84 3182 2.74 3.19 1866 0.02
Illegal action 1.14 2.05 3286 1.31 241 1888 0.01
Protester
Demonstration 5.94 3.03 2354 6.81 2.87 4015 0.00
Strike 5.85 3.12 2358 6.52 2.87 4012 0.00
Occupy 3.92 3.14 2335 4.02 3.39 4008 0.28
Tllegal action 1.83 2.59 2376 1.80 2.67 4021 0.62

P value shows the level of statistical significance for the difference between the two groups of countries
according to the severity of the crisis at the national level

Table 2 Approval of protest against austerity measures (OLS coefficients for normalized values)

Demonstrate Strike Occupy Illegal
Individual effect of crisis
Relative deprivation (HRS) 0.515%%#%* 0.218** 0.086 —0.485%**
(0.110) (0.111) (0.109) (0.087)
Reduced consumption —0.090 —0.205* 0.720% %% 0.763 %%
(0.106) (0.106) (0.104) (0.083)
Bad work conditions 0.442%%% 0.416%%** 0.357] %% 0.539%#:*
(0.101) (0.102) (0.100) (0.080)
Context (low severity is baseline)
High Severity (GR ES IT) 0.565%:#* 0.2823%3#: —0.317%%* —0.124%*
(0.068) (0.068) (0.067) (0.053)
Medium Severity (FR PO UK) 0.850%%#%* 0.205%#* 0.433%:4* 0.665%#*
(0.063) (0.063) (0.062) (0.049)
Constant 2.682%** 3.258%#* 2.247H%% 1.634 %%
(0.183) (0.184) (0.181) (0.144)
Observations 16,655 16,625 16,510 16,775
R? 0.158 0.158 0.142 0.108

Controls not shown—full model in Appendix Table 7

Standard errors in parentheses

* P <0.1, ** P <0.05, ¥* P < 0.01

role for protest support and provide partial support to hypothesis 1, but exclusively
for less disruptive forms of action.

The second hypothesis regarding objective material deprivation finds more
support. Although there is no significant effect of reduced consumption on approval

¥
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of demonstrations, individuals who reduced their consumption as a result of the
crisis tend to disapprove strikes and approve austerity related occupations of
squares and illegal actions. The effect of worsened working conditions is more
robust—reporting about worsened working conditions relates to higher approval
rates for all forms of austerity protests. Hence, objective (reported) experiences of
crisis increase protest approval. Consistent with standing theory, the lack of material
resources is related to lower levels of protest activism (Kern et al. 2015), and these
results call for further analysis on the conditional effects of such economic
variables.

Moving further to the differences of protest approval between activists and
bystanders, we find clear support for hypothesis 3a across all forms of protests
(Table 3). While this could have been expected, we also found a very small
proportion of respondents (N = 68) who say that they had participated in a
demonstration during the last 12 months but strongly disapproved austerity related
demonstrations.

It was also expected that bystanders who perceive relative deprivation or face
objective deprivation support austerity protests more than bystanders who do not
perceive or experience deprivation (hypothesis 3b). This implies that having
experienced the effects of the crisis would moderate the negative attitudes towards

Table 3 Approval of protest against austerity measures, including bystanders (OLS coefficients for
normalized values)

Demonstrate Strike Occupy Illegal
Bystander —1.655%%* —1.722%%* —1.049%#* —0.493 %%
(0.050) (0.050) (0.050) (0.040)
Individual effect of crisis
Relative deprivation (HRS) 0.509%*%* 0.201* 0.078 —0.489%**
(0.107) (0.107) (0.108) (0.086)
Reduced consumption —0.234%%* —0.354%** 0.627#%* 0.719%%*%*
(0.102) (0.103) (0.103) (0.083)
Bad work conditions 0.197#* 0.169* 0.198%#* 0.469%#%*
(0.098) (0.099) (0.099) (0.080)
Context (low severity is baseline)
High Severity (GR ES IT) 0.223 %% —0.073 —0.533%** —0.225%%%*
(0.066) (0.067) (0.067) (0.054)
Medium Severity (FR PO UK) 0.760%#* 0.112%* 0.377%%%* 0.638%##*
(0.061) (0.061) (0.061) (0.049)
Constant 4.0897%%* 4.742%%% 3.140%** 2.055%s#*
(0.182) (0.183) (0.184) (0.148)
Observations 16,655 16,625 16,510 16,775
R 0.211 0.215 0.164 0.116

Controls not shown—full model in Appendix Table 8
Standard errors in parentheses
* P < 0.1, ¥ P <0.05, ** P <0.01
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protest of bystanders. Our evidence partially supports this expectation as the results
vary between the different protest repertoires (Table 4; Fig. 2). Bystanders who
perceive relative deprivation show significantly less support for demonstrations and
strikes than non-deprived bystanders, but show higher support for occupations and
illegal action. Contrarily, the objective (reported) experience of crisis moderates the
effect, as bystanders who have reduced their consumption show significantly more
support for demonstrations and strikes and less support for occupations and illegal
action than bystanders who have not. Bystanders who have experienced worsened
job conditions discard all forms of actions more than non-affected bystanders.
Figure 3 makes the conditional effect of protest and crisis experience more
explicit—the solid lines for protesters overlap with the dashed lines for bystanders for
all protest repertoires and across all crisis effects, evidencing that the difference
between activists’ and bystanders’ approval of protests does not depend on perceived

Table 4 Approval of protest against austerity measures by experience of the crisis (OLS coefficients for
normalized values)

Demonstrate Strike Occupy Illegal
Bystander —1.289%** —1.265%** —1.005%** —0.718%**
(0.110) (0.110) (0.111) (0.089)
Individual effect of crisis
Relative deprivation (HRS) 0.085%#* 0.059%%#%* —0.009 —0.108%**
(0.014) (0.014) (0.015) (0.012)
Bystander x Rel. deprivation —0.068%** —0.078%** 0.036* 0.123 %%
(0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.016)
Reduced consumption —0.053%** —0.061%** 0.083*** 0.107%%*%*
(0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.011)
Bystander x Red. Consumption 0.064%%*%* 0.056%*%* —0.046** —0.082%**
(0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.016)
Bad job conditions 0.045%#%* 0.044%%%* 0.031%**%* 0.069%**
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.010)
Bystander x Bad job conditions —0.058%** —0.063%** —0.032% —0.063%**
(0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.014)
Context (low severity is baseline
High severity (GR ES IT) 0.209%%** —0.089 —0.532%** —0.216%**
(0.066) (0.067) (0.067) (0.054)
Medium severity (FR PO UK) 0.759%%#%* 0.112* 0.380%** 0.644 %%
(0.061) (0.061) (0.061) (0.049)
Constant 3.906%** 4.512%%% 3.112%%* 2.167#%%*
(0.189) (0.190) (0.191) (0.153)
Observations 16,655 16,625 16,510 16,775
R? 0.212 0.216 0.165 0.121

Controls not shown—full model in Appendix Table 9
Standard errors in parentheses
* P <0.1, ** P <0.05, *** P < 0.01
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Fig. 2 Differences between bystanders by experience of crisis. Note: No deprivation and activists are the
reference category—average marginal effects with 90% Cls

relative deprivation or experienced material difficulties as a result of the crisis.
Activists do support protests more than bystanders, but higher levels of perceived
relative deprivation similarly decrease support of demonstrations among both groups.
This means that crisis experience has a more general effect on protest approval than
protest experience, and results support those who argue about the role of grievances in
protest mobilization (Gurr 1970). Further studies could pay more attention to reasons
why bystanders support for protest actions differs from the ones of activists.

Protest repertoires

Table 3 and Fig. 3 suggest that there are some clear differences in protest approval
across the repertoires of protest. Bystanders discard all forms of austerity protests
more than activists (Table 3), but contrary to our expectations in hypothesis 4,
differences between activists and bystanders in their approval of protest are smaller
for occupation and illegal forms of actions than for demonstrations or strikes. It is
likely that those who were in general supportive towards anti-austerity demonstra-
tions and strikes also participated in these actions, while many who did not join
occupations or some illegal protests still felt solidarity with the activists. It should
be noted that the general numbers of respondents who have participated in the
illegal actions are very small even in our relatively large dataset, and this might
affect the relationship for this particular protest repertoire. Our results also suggest
that at least in the case of protest approval, the indexes of protest participation which
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Fig. 3 Average marginal effects on approval of protest by relative deprivation, reduced consumption and
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are common in the studies based on survey data (E.g., Kern et al. 2015), might hide
some theoretically important differences.

Contextual effects

The differences between the countries which were highly or less severely hit by the
crisis are visible in Table 3. We find partial support for hypothesis 5 as individuals
in Greece, Italy and Spain were more positive towards austerity related demon-
strations than individuals in Germany, Sweden and Switzerland, but we find an
opposite effect for occupations and illegal actions and no significant relation in the
case of strikes. This seems to suggest that the general crisis experience, prevalence
of austerity policies, as well as the experience of protests increases the support of
anti-austerity protest only if these take the form of demonstrations and marches.

¥
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Strikes, which might affect the already weak economy, are discarded. It might well
be that German, Swiss and Swedish respondents who supported the austerity related
illegal actions or occupations actually thought about the actions taking place in the
severely hit countries. Therefore, the comparison between these two set of countries
is negative and it might also explain why we find very small difference between
activists and bystanders in the case of illegal actions.

Finally, in order to test whether bystanders’ approval of protests is conditional to
the severity of the crisis at the country level, we have tested two-way interaction
models between demonstrators and bystanders for country contexts (Table 5 and
Fig. 4 ). We find support for our expectations in hypothesis 6 as differences in
support between protesters and bystanders in countries where the crisis was the most
severe are more than five times lower than in the countries which suffered the least
by the crisis (ratio between bystanders at the reference category, low severity
countries —1.491 and bystanders at the high severity countries —0.279). Looking
into the country effects on the type of repertoire, we find no support for hypothesis 7
as there is no clear evidence on how the severity of the crisis relates to the approval
of different protest repertoires. We expected the effect to be larger for less
disruptive forms of action, but the differences between low, medium and high
severity countries have no clear pattern across the forms of actions. It might be that
the severe experience of crisis does not compensate for the general disapproval of
disruptive repertoires, especially for the case of anti-austerity protests.

Our results indicate that the support for more disruptive forms of political actions
is more complex than expected and probably explained by other mechanisms than
the approval of demonstrations. Considering the economic costs of strikes,
especially the large general strikes which were common is many crisis-affected
countries, it is not surprising that the approval of strikes is not explained similarly as
the approval of other forms of action.

Conclusion

This paper aimed to explain the individual level differences of protest approval in the
countries which were affected by the economic crisis at different degrees, and
investigate how the individuals’ experience of crisis and protest events relates to
approval of anti-austerity protests. In the context of the European crisis, when protests
tend to encompass a wide set of social sectors, addressing society as a whole and
mobilizing people much beyond the “usual suspects”, analysing public support of
protest is extremely relevant. In particular, the points discussed in this article are central
in shaping the chances of success of the political parties who are aiming to translate in
the institutional domain the demands of the anti-austerity movements, thus addressing
an even wider audience. Furthermore, understanding public support for protest in the
particular context of the economic crisis sheds light on the role of contentious politics
for changing public attitudes, which is especially important when considering the role
that public contestation to austerity policies played in the south of Europe.

The analysis from survey data for nine different European countries allows us to
draw some important conclusions regarding the rarely studied public attitudes
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Table 5 Approval of protest against austerity measures by contextual severity of the crisis (OLS
coefficients for normalized values)

Demonstrate  Strike Occupy Illegal
Bystander —1.491%** —1.422%%%  —(.920%**  _(.429%**
(0.084) (0.084) (0.084) (0.068)
Context (low severity is baseline
High severity (GR ES IT) 0.360%** 0.185%* —0.485%**  —(.249%**
(0.086) (0.086) (0.087) (0.070)
Medium severity (FR PO UK) 0.88 1%+ 0.319%%%* 0.559%*%* 0.824 %
(0.091) (0.091) (0.092) (0.074)
Bystander x high severity (GR ES IT) —0.279%%* —0.538***  —0.050 0.122
(0.116) (0.116) (0.117) (0.094)
Bystander x medium severity (FR PO UK)  —0.208* —0.355%**  —0.312%**  —(0.318***
(0.116) (0.116) (0.117) (0.094)
Individual effect of crisis
Relative deprivation (HRS) 0.503 % 0.188* 0.078 —0.486%**
(0.107) (0.107) (0.108) (0.086)
Reduced consumption —0.225%%* —0.335%*%  (0.622%%* 0.705%%*%*
(0.102) (0.103) (0.103) (0.083)
Bad work conditions 0.188* 0.150 0.200%* 0.479% %%
(0.098) (0.099) (0.099) (0.080)
Constant 4.003#%* 4.589%#* 3.057 %% 1.992 %3
(0.186) (0.187) (0.188) (0.151)
Observations 16,655 16,625 16,510 16,775
R? 0.211 0.216 0.165 0.117

Controls not shown—full model in Appendix Table 10
Standard errors in parentheses
* P <0.1, ** P <0.05, *** P < 0.01

towards austerity protests. We draw conclusions at the individual and contextual
level for two different attitudinal objects: less disruptive (demonstrations and
strikes) and more disruptive (occupation and illegal) repertoires.

First, activists approve protests much more than bystanders and differences
between them are not entirely related to perceived or objective experience of crisis,
but rather to the contextual differences. The perceived worsening of individuals’
economic situation (relative deprivation) and experienced worsening of job
conditions do relate to higher levels of protest support, but do not condition the
difference between activists and bystanders. Differences between perceived and
experienced grievances are important in forming attitudinal responses and it is likely
that they relate to more general emotions (anger and/or solidarity), which in turn
might explain the increased approval of all kinds of protest repertoires (see also
Passarelli and Tabellini 2013; van Stekelenburg et al. 2011).

Second, protest approval is highly related to the repertoire of protests and this
emphasizes the importance of analysing the forms of political action—both the
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individuals’ participation in protest, support of protest, as well as politicians’
reactions to these actions—separately from each other. Looking specifically into
more disruptive forms of protest requires additional evidence such as social
desirability might be an important factor in sub-reporting support for illegal action.
However, our evidence on marginal support for more disruptive forms of action in
the cases where individuals are affected by the crisis, highlights the importance of
understanding how social attitudes towards the most radical forms are dissent and
can be conditioned by individual experiences.

Third, anti-austerity protests have more support in the countries that were most
severely hit by the crisis—Greece, Italy and Spain as compared to countries with
low levels of economic crisis. Furthermore, the severity of the crisis experienced by
the country at large significantly affects the difference in support among activists
and bystanders. This calls for further analysis of how protest movements and
political parties which mobilize different protest actions have the potential to
increase a general public approval of protests by targeting bystanders.

Our study comprises only nine countries, thus limiting our analysis to a great
extent. By bundling together different countries according to three levels of severity
of the crisis, we also combine other unobserved contextual features which are
closely related to the national political culture that may consequently confound our
assessment of public attitudes towards protest (e.g. the tradition, public and modes
of protest). Nevertheless, the effect of the crisis on approval of anti-austerity
protests is not as direct and unequivocal as one might expect. Countries with lower
impact of the crisis have high concerns about the EU crisis and also demonstrated in
support of the interests of the most affected countries. Furthermore, national
political cultures and protest traditions should be relevant in explaining why the
support for strikes varies much less than for occupations of squares. Similarly, the
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widespread approval of austerity protests by French respondents indicates more the
cultural importance of protest mobilization than the severity of economic crisis.

In sum, we have shown that the approval of anti-austerity protests by the public
in nine European countries is significantly influenced by the experience of economic
hardship, both at the collective and at the individual level. Economic crisis increases
protest approval in general, but there are differences depending on the type of
grievances and on which repertoires of austerity protests are considered. Further-
more, in an attempt to move towards a more nuanced view on protest approval,
accounting for the differences between protesters and bystanders, our study points
out that the two groups tend to have developed different relationships with protest,
as expected from the existing literature. Surprisingly, we found that the effect of the
economic crisis, both at the individual level of deprivation and at the contextual
level of country conditions, tends to be rather similar in both groups. Economic
hardship seems to have a similar effect of protesters and bystanders, broadening the
reach of both groups in a homogenous way, rather than impacting on the difference
between the two groups in their attitudes towards protest.

Appendix: Discarding protests? Relating crisis experience to approval
of protests among activists and bystanders

See Tables 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10.

Table 6 Question wording and operationalization

Variable Obs Unique Mean Min Max Definition
Relative 17,864 11 548 0 10 Retrospective evaluation of household
deprivation situation as compared to 5 years ago
(HRS) 0 Much better
10 Much worse
Reduced 18,368 11 300 0 10 Number of reported reductions in
consumption consumption for financial/economic

reasons
e Reduced consumption of staple foods

o Reduced recreational activities (going out,
movies, theater, etc.)

e Reduced use of own car

e Delayed payments on utilities (gas, water,
electric)

e Forced to move home

e Delayed or defaulted on a loan instalment
e Sell an asset (e.g. land, apt, house)

e Cut TV/phone/internet service

e Did not go on holiday

e Reduced or postponed buying medicines/
visiting the doctor

e None of the above
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Table 6 continued

Variable Obs Unique Mean Min Max Definition
Bad work 18,368 12 328 0 11 Number of conditions of job worsening
conditions e I took a reduction in pay
o [ had to take a job I was overqualified for
o | had to work extra unpaid overtime hours
o [ had to work shorter hours
o [ had to take or look for an additional job
(moonlighting)
e My work load increased
e The working environment deteriorated
e [ had less security in my job
o [ had to accept less convenient working
hours
¢ Employees were dismissed in the
organization for which I work
o | was forced to take undeclared payments
e None of the above
News readership 18,368 11 085 0 10 Total number of news outlets reported
Political 18,368 4 1.64 0 3 Number of correct answers to three
Knowledge questions
Party closeness 18,368 4 1.50 0 3 Closeness to any party
0 No party attachment
1 Not very close
2 Quite close
3 Very close
Active 18,368 12 0.33 0 11 Number of organizations that an individual
orgamzatu.)nal Belong to AND do volunteer/unpaid work
membership
Passive 18,368 12 0.78 0 11 Number of organizations that an individual
organizational Belong to only (passive member)
membership
Intensity of 18,368 17 532 0 16 Number of actions an individual has
participation participated at anytime (in the past
12 months + In the previous 5 years + at
some previous point in my life (not in the
last 5 years)
Political 17,821 11 513 0 10 Frequency of political discussion with
discussion friends and/or family 0—never to 10—
frequently
Social 18,368 4 232 1 4 Frequency of interaction with friends
interaction

1 Less than once a month
2 Once or twice a month
3 Every week

4 Almost every day
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Table 6 continued

Variable Obs Unique Mean Min Max Definition
Satisfaction 17,909 207 3.45 0 10 Index of satisfaction with government in
w/government eight policy areas
Scale reliability coefficient: 0.9315
Cynicism 18,368 9 347 1 5 Index for external political efficacy (2
items)
Scale reliability coefficient: 0.6174
Political values 18,368 6 035 0 1 Index for Left values (5 items)
(left) Scale reliability coefficient: 0.5059
Political values 18,368 6 045 0 1 Index for Liberal values (5 items)
(liberal) Scale reliability coefficient: 0.4276
Age 18,368 72 4446 18 95
Gender (female) 18,368 2 1.53 1 2
Education 18,368 3 1.92 1 3 University or above
Completed secondary
Less than secondary
Employment 18,368 4 1.86 1 4 Employed
status Unemployed
Retired
Other
Table 7 OLS
Demonstrate Strike Occupy Illegal
High severity (GR ES IT) 0.565%#* 0.2827%#* —0.317%** —0.124%%*
(0.068) (0.068) (0.067) (0.053)
Medium severity (FR PO UK) 0.850%#:#:* 0.205%#* 0.433 %% 0.665%#*
(0.063) (0.063) (0.062) (0.049)
Relative deprivation (HRS) 0.515%%#* 0.218** 0.086 —0.485%**
(0.110) (0.111) (0.109) (0.087)
Reduced consumption —0.090 —0.205* 0.720% % 0.763 %%
(0.106) (0.106) (0.104) (0.083)
Bad work conditions 0.442%%% 0.416%%* 0.357] %% 0.539%%**
(0.101) (0.102) (0.100) (0.080)
Controls
Political values (Left) 2.418%#% 2.847H%* 2.789%#* 1.640%#*
(0.098) (0.099) (0.097) (0.078)
Political values (Liberal) 1.613%#%* 1.710%** 0.987##* 0.2527%:#%*
(0.097) (0.097) (0.096) (0.076)
Age —1.084%** —1.614%** —2.187%** —1.22]%%*
(0.158) (0.158) (0.156) (0.124)

¥
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Table 7 continued

Demonstrate Strike Occupy Illegal
Gender (female) 0.021 —0.043 —0.146%** —0.494%**
(0.050) (0.050) (0.049) (0.039)
Satisfaction with government —1.383%** —1.551%** —0.420%** 0.829%%#*
(0.125) (0.125) (0.123) (0.098)
News readership —0.728%** —0.733%** —0.554%** 0.229
(0.237) (0.238) (0.234) (0.187)
Political knowledge 0.127 —0.162* —0.647%** —0.914%**
(0.084) (0.085) (0.083) (0.067)
Party closeness 0.049 0.139%* —0.026 0.061
(0.074) (0.074) (0.073) (0.058)
Political discussion 2.055%#%* 1.556%** 1.276%*%* 0.594%*%*
(0.093) (0.094) (0.092) (0.073)
Social interaction —0.235%** —0.193%* —0.190%* —0.062
(0.080) (0.080) (0.079) (0.063)
Cynicism 0.078 0.278%** 0.302%** 0.113
(0.104) (0.104) (0.103) (0.082)
Education (ref. no educ.)
Completed secondary 0.064 0.033 0.050 0.070
(0.058) (0.059) (0.058) (0.046)
Less than secondary 0.184 % 0.274 %% 0.278 %% 0.274 %%
(0.068) (0.069) (0.068) (0.054)
Occupation (ref. working)
Unemployed 0.177%* 0.050 0.006 —0.044
(0.081) (0.081) (0.080) (0.064)
Retired —0.216%** —0.191%%* —0.234%%* —0.180%**
(0.079) (0.079) (0.078) (0.062)
Other 0.015 0.025 —0.039 —0.172%%*
(0.074) (0.074) (0.073) (0.058)
Constant 2.682%%%* 3.258%** 2.247HH* 1.634#%%*
(0.183) (0.184) (0.181) (0.144)
Observations 16,655 16,625 16,510 16,775
R 0.158 0.158 0.142 0.108

Approval of protest against austerity measures—entire population (normalized values)
Standard errors in parentheses
* P <0.1, ¥ P <0.05, ** P <0.01
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Table 8 OLS
Demonstrate Strike Occupy Illegal
Bystander —1.655%%*%* —1.722%** —1.049%** —0.493%**
(0.050) (0.050) (0.050) (0.040)
High severity (GR ES IT) 0.223%%* —0.073 —0.533%** —0.225%**
(0.066) (0.067) (0.067) (0.054)
Medium severity (FR PO UK) 0.760%#* 0.112%* 0.377%%* 0.638%**
(0.061) (0.061) (0.061) (0.049)
Relative deprivation (HRS5) 0.509%#* 0.201* 0.078 —0.489%**
(0.107) (0.107) (0.108) (0.086)
Reduced consumption —0.234%* —0.354%** 0.627%#* 0.719%%*
(0.102) (0.103) (0.103) (0.083)
Bad work conditions 0.197%* 0.169%* 0.198** 0.469%*%*
(0.098) (0.099) (0.099) (0.080)
Political values (left) 2.065%*%* 2.471%%* 2.565% %% 1.535%%%*
(0.096) (0.096) (0.097) (0.078)
Political values (liberal) 1.340%** 1.425%%%* 0.812%%% 0.170%**
(0.094) (0.094) (0.095) (0.076)
Age —1.187%** —1.725%** —2.256%** —1.256%**
(0.153) (0.153) (0.154) (0.124)
Gender (female) 0.119%* 0.056 —0.083* —0.465%**
(0.048) (0.048) (0.048) (0.039)
Controls
Satisfaction with government —1.442%* —1.619%** —0.460%** 0.812%%#%*
(0.121) 0.121) (0.122) (0.098)
News readership — 1. 158%** —1.168%** —0.824%** 0.103
(0.230) (0.230) 0.231) (0.186)
Political knowledge 0.138%* —0.154* —0.638%** —0.912%**
(0.082) (0.082) (0.082) (0.066)
Party closeness —0.043 0.042 —0.083 0.034
(0.072) (0.072) (0.072) (0.058)
Political discussion 1.685%#%* 1.174%%%* 1.038%##* 0.484##*
(0.091) (0.091) (0.092) (0.074)
Social interaction —0.382%#%* —0.353%%* —0.284%** —0.105*
(0.077) (0.078) (0.078) (0.063)
Cynicism 0.286%** 0.491%#%%* 0.434 %% 0.176%*
(0.101) (0.101) (0.101) (0.082)
Education (ref. no educ.)
Completed secondary 0.115%* 0.083 0.081 0.084*
(0.057) (0.057) (0.057) (0.046)
Less than secondary 0.296%%*%* 0.389%#* 0.349%%#:* 0.306%**
(0.066) (0.066) (0.067) (0.054)

¥
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Table 8 continued

Demonstrate Strike Occupy Illegal
Occupation (ref. working)
Unemployed 0.215%#%* 0.089 0.033 —0.031
(0.078) (0.078) (0.079) (0.063)
Retired —0.187%* —0.159%%* —0.212%%* —0.168%**
(0.076) (0.077) (0.077) (0.062)
Other 0.005 0.016 —0.044 —0.176%**
(0.072) (0.072) (0.072) (0.058)
Constant 4.089%%** 4.742%%* 3.140%#* 2.055%**
(0.182) (0.183) (0.184) (0.148)
Observations 16,655 16,625 16,510 16,775
R 0.211 0.215 0.164 0.116
Approval of protest against austerity measures (normalized values)
Standard errors in parentheses
* P <0.1, ** P <0.05, *** P < 0.01
Table 9 OLS with interaction effects
Demonstrate Strike Occupy Illegal
Bystander —1.289%%* —1.265%** —1.005%** —0.718%**
(0.110) (0.110) (0.111) (0.089)
Relative deprivation 0.085%** 0.059%** —0.009 —0.108%**
(0.014) (0.014) (0.015) (0.012)
Bystander x Rel. dep. —0.068%** —0.078%** 0.036* 0.123%#%*
(0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.016)
Reduced consumption —0.053%** —0.061%*** 0.083%** 0.107%*%*
(0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.011)
Bystander x Red. Con. 0.064%** 0.056%%*%* —0.046%* —0.082%**
(0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.016)
Bad job conditions 0.04 5%+ 0.044%** 0.031%*%* 0.069%**
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.010)
Bystander x Bad job cond. —0.058%%*%* —0.063%** —0.032% —0.063%**
(0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.014)
High severity 0.209%#* —0.089 —0.532%%% —0.216%**
(0.066) (0.067) (0.067) (0.054)
Medium severity 0.759%#%* 0.112%* 0.380%** 0.644%*%*
(0.061) (0.061) (0.061) (0.049)
News readership —1.167%** — L. 177%%* —0.850%** 0.032
(0.230) (0.230) (0.232) (0.186)
Political knowledge 0.134 —0.159* —0.628%** —0.885%**
(0.082) (0.082) (0.082) (0.066)
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Table 9 continued

Demonstrate Strike Occupy Illegal
Party closeness —0.044 0.041 —0.088 0.018
(0.072) (0.072) (0.072) (0.058)
Political discussion 1.682%%* 1.172%%% 1.045%%% 0.498%**
(0.091) (0.091) (0.092) (0.073)
Social interaction —0.384%** —0.356%** —0.284%** —0.100
(0.077) (0.078) (0.078) (0.063)
Satisfaction with government —1.417%%* —1.598%** —0.493%** 0.746%**
(0.121) (0.121) (0.122) (0.098)
Cynicism 0.289%#* 0.496%%*%* 0.44 1%+ 0.183%#*
(0.101) (0.101) (0.101) (0.081)
Political values (left) 2.078%#%* 2.486%** 2.568%#%* 1.527%#:%%*
(0.096) (0.096) (0.097) (0.078)
Political values (liberal) 1.33 %% 1.416%** 0.819%##* 0.189%**
(0.094) (0.094) (0.095) (0.076)
Age —1.189%%*%* —1.724%** —2.248%** —1.258%**
(0.153) (0.153) (0.154) (0.123)
Gender (female) 0.115%* 0.052 —0.080* —0.456%**
(0.048) (0.048) (0.048) (0.039)
Education (ref. no educ.)
Completed secondary 0.115%* 0.083 0.079 0.080*
(0.057) (0.057) (0.057) (0.046)
Less than secondary 0.293 %% 0.388%** 0.3507%#* 0.303%%*
(0.066) (0.066) (0.067) (0.054)
Occupation (ref. working)
Unemployed 0.210%** 0.081 0.028 —0.035
(0.078) (0.078) (0.079) (0.063)
Retired —0.187%* —0.161%* —0.222%%* —0.184%**
(0.076) (0.077) (0.077) (0.062)
Other 0.002 0.011 —0.053 —0.194%%*
(0.072) (0.072) (0.072) (0.058)
Constant 3.906%** 4.512%** 3.112%%* 2.167%%*
(0.189) (0.190) (0.191) (0.153)
Observations 16,655 16,625 16,510 16,775
R? 0.212 0.216 0.165 0.121

Approval of protest against austerity measures (normalized values)

Standard errors in parentheses

* P <0.1, ** P <0.05, ¥* P < 0.01
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Table 10 Approval of protest against austerity measures by contextual severity of the crisis (OLS

coefficients for normalized values)

Demonstrate  Strike Occupy Illegal
Bystander —1.491%** —1.422%%%  —(.920%**  —(.429%**
(0.084) (0.084) (0.084) (0.068)
Context (low severity is baseline
High severity (GR ES IT) 0.360%** 0.185%* —0.485%**  —(.249%**
(0.086) (0.086) (0.087) (0.070)
Medium severity (FR PO UK) 0.881##* 0.319%%*%* 0.559%** 0.824 %
(0.091) (0.091) (0.092) (0.074)
Bystander x high severity (GR ES IT) —0.279%%* —0.538***  —0.050 0.122
(0.116) (0.116) (0.117) (0.094)
Bystander x medium severity (FR PO UK)  —0.208* —0.355%**%  —0.312%**  —(0.318***
(0.116) (0.116) (0.117) (0.094)
Individual effect of crisis
Relative deprivation (HRS) 0.503 % 0.188* 0.078 —0.486%**
(0.107) (0.107) (0.108) (0.086)
Reduced consumption —0.225%%* v0.335%%*  (0.622%** 0.705%%**
(0.102) (0.103) (0.103) (0.083)
Bad work conditions 0.188* 0.150 0.200%* 0.479% %%
(0.098) (0.099) (0.099) (0.080)
News readership —1.156%** —1.169%**  —0.823***  0.105
(0.230) (0.230) (0.231) (0.186)
Political knowledge 0.133 —0.165%* —0.638%**  —(.907*%*
(0.082) (0.082) (0.082) (0.066)
Party closeness —-0.037 0.054 —-0.076 0.039
(0.072) (0.072) (0.072) (0.058)
Political discussion 1.688%##* 1.180%** 1.037%%*%* 0.479%*%*
(0.091) (0.091) (0.092) (0.074)
Social interaction —0.382%** —0.353***  —0.280*%**  —0.100
(0.077) (0.078) (0.078) (0.063)
Satisfaction with Government —1.446%** —1.628***  —(.453%*%*  (.823%**
(0.121) (0.121) (0.122) (0.098)
Cynicism 0.281 %% 0.480%%#%* 0.440%** 0.188**
(0.101) (0.101) (0.102) (0.082)
Political values (left) 2.069%*%* 2.480%** 2.564 %% 1.529%#%*
(0.096) (0.096) (0.097) (0.078)
Political values (liberal) 1.335%%% 1.414%%%* 0.810%** 0.171%*
(0.094) (0.094) (0.095) (0.076)
Age —1.177%** —1.704%*%  —22060%**  —].27]%**
(0.153) (0.153) (0.154) (0.124)
Gender (Female) 0.115%* 0.048 —0.080 —0.457%**
(0.048) (0.048) (0.048) (0.039)
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Table 10 continued

Demonstrate  Strike Occupy Illegal
Education (ref. No educ.) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
© © © ©
Completed secondary 0.112%* 0.079 0.079 0.083*
(0.057) (0.057) (0.057) (0.046)
Less than secondary 0.297%##* 0.392%%*%* 0.345%#%* 0.2997%#*
(0.066) (0.066) (0.067) (0.054)
Occupation (ref. Working) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
© ) O O
Unemployed 0.215%#* 0.087 0.039 —0.023
(0.078) (0.078) (0.079) (0.063)
Retired —0.191%* —0.166** —0.213%%*  —0.166%**
(0.076) (0.077) (0.077) (0.062)
Other 0.007 0.019 —0.041 —0.173%%*
(0.072) (0.072) (0.072) (0.058)
Constant 4.003%%** 4.589%#%* 3.057%#* 1.992%##*
(0.186) (0.187) (0.188) (0.151)
Observations 16,655 16,510
16,625 16,775
R 0.211 0.165
0.216 0.117

Standard errors in parentheses
* P <0.1, * P <0.05 ** P <001
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