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1 Introduction
From the Indignados to Occupy: Prospects for Comparison

Pascale Dufour, Héloise Nez and Marcos Ancelovici

In the spring of 2011, public squares in Spain were taken over by thousands
of residents and activists calling for social reforms and a transformation
of the political system. The so-called ‘Indignados’ or 15 May movement
(15M movement), as it is known in Spain, is still active today, but its forms
of action have changed. Instead of mass demonstrations and occupations
of public squares, the movement has developed at the neighborhood level,
primarily around housing and social solidarity issues.

Similarly, anti-austerity protests emerged in Greece in the wake of the
Spanish 15M movement, with daily gatherings of ‘outraged’ Greeks in Syn-
tagma Square in Athens. These protests are considered to be a first “peak in
the cycle of struggles in Greece against an unpopular government and the
patronage of the country under the Troika of the International Monetary
Fund (IMF), the European Union (EU) and the European Central Bank
(ECB)” (Sotirakopoulos and Sotiropoulos 2013: 1-2).

In Israel, a “sudden and unexpected movement saw 10 percent of Is-
rael’s total population go out on the streets” (Grinberg 2013: 2) to demand
affordable housing and increased economic equality. From mid-July to
the beginning of September 2011 (two months prior to the occupation of
Wall Street), a massive occupation of public squares led mainly by young
people took place throughout the country. This protest received massive
support from the population and, for the majority of Israel’s observers, was
unexpected.

In the fall of 2011, the occupation of public squares crossed the Atlan-
tic Ocean and took hold of New York City, followed by the rest of North
America. In Montreal, campers occupied a downtown public square for
several weeks until they were evicted by the police on 25 November. Follow-
ing the example of Occupy Wall Street (OWS), Montreal was one of many
North American cities to join the ‘Occupy movement.’ These mobilizations
enjoyed exceptional media coverage and succeeded in pushing the issue
of growing socio-economic inequality to the center of the public debate.
After the evictions from public squares, the Occupy movement petered
out somewhat but carried on in different forms. In Montreal, for example,
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it supported the student movement and participated in the six-month
student strike of 2012.

Of course, these events unfolded in specific local contexts. Nevertheless,
they also emerged within a specific timeframe, following what has been
dubbed the ‘Arab Spring’, which began in Tunisia in December 2010. For most
observers, the mass protests in Tunisia, Egypt, Yemen, and Syria in 2010 and
2011 and the protests in Europe and North America in 2011 belong to the
same wave of protests and can be considered together (Interface 2012; Cur-
rent Sociology 2013; Flesher Fominaya and Cox 2013; Della Porta and Mattoni
2014a). But is the fact that protests emerged more or less simultaneously a
sufficient reason to put them in the same category? The main objective of
this introductory chapter is to discuss the following question: Do the 201
protests that shook Europe and North America belong to the same family of
protests? And how is it possible to simultaneously study their commonalities
and their unique features? These questions lie at the heart of the collective
endeavor of this volume. All the chapters are involved in a comparative
dialogue which a single researcher could not have carried out alone. In the
conclusion of the volume, we will propose some elements and leads for a
more systematic comparison.

To facilitate the comparison, we have excluded from our discussion the
Arab revolutions as well as the most recent protests in Brazil (2013), Turkey
(2013), and Hong Kong (2014). The primary reason for this exclusion is the
drastic difference in terms of socio-economic context. The global financial
crisis did not hurt all countries equally, with some currently experiencing
economic growth while others are deteriorating. Consequently, we chose to
focus on a comparison of cases with the highest degree of similarity, thereby
reducing the scope of the argument. If we set aside developing countries
from our discussion, is it possible to consider the post-2o010 protests in
Europe and North America as part of the same phenomenon?

This chapter is divided into two main sections. We begin by surveying
the growing body of literature on the 2011 protests in different locations,
identifying both the hypotheses and the blind spots. We then propose to
define this new family of protests on the basis of three dimensions, that is,
a political economy, a constitutive tension with representative democracy,
and specific modes of action (at least in the initial phases of the protest),
suggesting that the issue of diffusion must be included in the analytical
framework for the purpose of comparison.
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Abundant Literature but Few Connections to Social Movement
Theory

The Occupy and Indignados movements in Europe, Israel, and North
America have given rise to a rich body of literature in the years following
their emergence. These publications are nevertheless rather unequal in
terms of status, quality, and range of cases covered. We have listed more
than 150 references, over half of which cover the 15M movement in Spain.
The others consider the Occupy movement in the United States, Indignados
and Occupy in Europe, and the Tent movement in Israel. Some studies have
also developed a European or international comparison. To elaborate upon
this selection, we have considered books, articles in scientific reviews, and
papers presented at the conferences and workshops in which we participat-
ed." We do not, however, claim to be exhaustive.” Many of these publications
have a militant tone, blending testimony, analysis, and pamphleteering. We
have excluded books authored solely by activists or journalists, scholars’
interventions in demonstrations and assemblies, newspaper articles, and
blogs. Although some of these interventions are intellectually stimulating
and illustrate the high level of reflexivity of the movements’ participants,
we chose not to engage with them for two main reasons. First, their diversity
made any synthesis very hazardous; and second, they were generally framed
in normative terms while we wanted this volume to be fully anchored in
the sociology of social movements and contentious politics.

The academic literature is plural in and of itself. Numerous pieces have
been written by researchers directly involved in the movements and
often relying on participant observation and ethnography. They propose
a personal interpretation, nourished by a dual belonging. In these cases,
authors do not use social science tools to analyze mobilizations as much
as they develop positions from their own insider knowledge of movements
(in the US, for instance, see Byrne 2012; Gitlin 2012). These publications
represent an important contribution to the public debate and the reflex-
ivity of movements in relation to their own practices, but they do not
participate in academic debates concerning the nature and dynamics of

1 Mostofthe chapters in this book were presented at the “Street Politics in the Age of Auster-
ity” Conference (Montreal, 21 February 2013); the 20" International Conference of Europeanists
(Amsterdam, 25-27 June 2013); and the Congress of the Spanish Federation of Sociology (Madrid,
10-12 July 2013).

2 This review is limited in particular by language. Our references consist of publications in
English, Spanish, French, and Catalan. Greek publications, for example, are not accessible to
us.
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social movements. That is the main reason why we do not include their
discussion in our review. However, numerous essays written in the heat
of the moment describe democratic practices and suggest interpretations
of the meaning of these mobilizations (in Spain, for example, see Botella
2011; Nez 2011; Romanos 2011; Serrano 2012; Pestafia 2013). Others have
explicitly employed the conceptual apparatus of political science (Welty et
al. 2012). But most publications available to date do not rely on fieldwork.
They either build upon research conducted on past mobilizations (e.g., the
global justice movement) and extrapolate on this basis (Alberich 2012), or
they make general claims, for example, concerning the transformation
of democracy (Subirats 2011) or the ‘principle of democracy’ (Ogien and
Laugier 2014).

The publications we consider here provide us with some indication
of who the protestors are, how protests work, and where they originate.
Nevertheless, we still possess very few tools for building a solid comparative
argument.

Who Are the Protestors?

Certain studies have used a quantitative approach to describe the social
composition of the mobilizations and the aims and motivations of activists
and participants. For example, during the 15M camp, questionnaires were
distributed in Salamanca (Calvo et al. 2011) and Bilbao (Arellano et al. 2012)
as well as in the New York camp (Panagopoulos 2011). In Spain, data has also
been recollected later from a sample of people who participated in the 15M
in Madrid (Likki 2012) and from studies of major demonstrations between
2010 and 2011 (Anduiza et al. 2013a). Other studies in the United States have
relied on an online survey (Costanza-Chock 2012b). Calvo (2013) puts in
perspective three surveys conducted in Spain (demonstrating that the least
politicized participants left the movement after the summer of 2011), and
Castells (2012) proposed a synthesis of these data for both Spain and the
US. Other North American studies have illustrated that certain categories
of the population (particularly those most affected by the economic crisis)
were underrepresented in the occupations. For example, Ancelovici (2012)
argues that while the collective action frame “We are the 99%” is effec-
tive in mobilizing a wide variety of people, it also conflates very different
categories that we need to sort out in order to obtain a solid grasp of the
socio-economic inequalities and power relations. In Spain, more classic
public opinion studies have also been used to assess the high degree of
support for the 15M movement (CIS 2011; Metroscopia 2011). Among these
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quantitative studies, some have attempted to measure the influence of
mobilizations on elections (Jimenez 2011; Anduiza et al. 2013b).

In spite of the methodological problems they raise (problems the au-
thors have acknowledged in certain cases), these studies provide us with
important information on the participants’ profiles. In Spain, the portrait
is actually quite different from the one the media put forward during the
2011 mobilization: the Indignados are not primarily youths directly hurt by
the economic crisis, nor do they consist mainly of marginal and anti-system
people. In contrast, it is an intergenerational and highly educated move-
ment, strongly supported by national public opinion. Although the students
and the unemployed have been involved in the mobilizations, the majority
of respondents claim to be in a rather good financial situation but are afraid
for their future. Few of them are involved in social or political groups. They
vote in greater numbers than the average population, and most of them
identify with a left-wing ideology. They are concerned about economic and
political issues, and their criticism targets political leaders as well as bank-
ers. Some authors have proposed typologies of participants. For example,
Taibo (2013) differentiates Indignados originating from alternative social
movements, who make anti-capitalist claims, from those without prior
experience, who are more inclined to be moderate. Some results show that
the 15M movement led to an increase in the number of blank and spoiled
ballots, which penalized majoritarian parties (especially the Socialist Party,
PSOE) during the elections of 2011. Nevertheless, the causal link between the
two phenomena (elections and protest) has not been clearly demonstrated.
Similarly, although the media have recently paid a significant amount of
attention to new Spanish anti-austerity political parties close to social
movements — Podemos at the national level and Ganemos at the municipal
level — the connection between parties and movements is still pretty much
in flux and, in spite of some victories of these new parties in the May 2015
municipal election, it is impossible to determine at this stage the direction
it may take.

In the US, the picture is substantially different. According to Milkman,
Luce, and Lewis’s study (2013), the New York Occupy Wall Street protest
was composed mainly of highly educated young adults, with a low rate of
ethnic/racial and class diversity. Many had experienced problems with the
jobmarket, and those under the age of 30 were burdened by substantial debt.
Very few were immigrants. The majority of those actively involved in the
movement had previous protest experience (in community groups, unions,
anti-war organizations, immigrant rights, human rights or women'’s rights
groups, community groups as well as more traditional political groups).
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Unlike the Spanish protest, the New York protest was less intergenera-
tional in scope. As in Spain, however, the people involved in Occupy Wall
Street were not the most marginalized of American society. Though very
supportive of Obama in the 2008 election, many were disappointed by
his administration while others were already skeptical of representative
democracy before the movement emerged.

How Do Protests Work?

Ethnographic studies primarily question the meaning that activists give
to their experiences, especially in terms of organizational practices and
internal democracy (Juris 2012; Garcia 2012; Nez 2012; Razsa and Kurnik
2012; Rivero 2012; Estalella and Corsin 2013; Ezquerra and Cruells 2013;
Razquin 2014; Nez and Ganuza 2015). These studies highlight the specifics
of the Occupy and Indignados movements in their respective contexts (for
example, the 15M in Madrid, Caceres and an Andalusian town, or Occupy
in Boston, Slovenia, and New York). We note a variety of practices and
forms of direct democracy: deliberation and consensus are highly valued in
general assemblies in Spain and the US; working groups appear to be more
autonomous from the general assembly in Slovenia, and consequently most
of the activists’ time is dedicated to action and concrete activity as opposed
to deliberation (Razsa and Kurnik 2012).

In particular, these studies propose a genealogy of the democratic prac-
tices of the assemblies, which allows us to understand variations from
one location to another. In Spain, several sources of influence overlap: the
political culture of the self-organized social centers, a generation of highly
educated professionals participating in the assemblies, various forms of
discussion on the Internet and social networks, as well as a civic culture
open to dialogue (Nez and Ganuza 2012; Ganuza et al. 2013). In Slovenia,
the democratic practices implemented originated more from the struggle
for migrants’ rights, which explains why a slogan such as “We are the 99%,
with its potential nationalist connotation, was only cautiously received in
this country (Razsa and Kurnik 2012).

Furthermore, the practice of direct democracy over time in the assem-
blies of various Spanish towns indicates that although participants are able
to limit the emergence of hierarchies and leaders at the beginning of the
process by adopting particular rules with respect to the decision-making
process and voicing of opinions, in the longer run the principles of inclusion
and horizontality are more difficult to apply because of the specialization
of tasks and the defection of participants (Garcia 2012; Nez 2012; Rivero



INTRODUCTION 17

2012; Estalella and Corsin 2013; Razquin 2014). In addition, though women
have gained more space and visibility compared with previous social
movements and though some frames incorporate the intersectionality of
inequalities and oppressions (Cruells and Ruiz 2014), interventions and
political proposals continue to be spearheaded primarily by men (Ezquerra
and Cruells 2013).

As Razsa and Kurnik (2012) argue, ethnography and comparison have
a specific role to play in describing and discussing variation in the form
and practice of the direct democracy that emerged within the Indignados
and Occupy movements. Ethnography can also be used to question the
interactions between online and offline mobilizations with a view to testing
general assertions according to which a space of autonomous communica-
tion between a virtual and physical public space has emerged (Castells
2012). Such an approach would complement contributions that focus on
the digital practices of the Indignados and Occupiers, stress the role of the
Internet in the consolidation of social mobilization (Arellano et al. 2012;
Fuster and Subirats 2012; Gerbaudo 2012; Subirats 2012; Candén and Redondo
2013; Anduiza et al. 2013a) and the emergence of informal political debates
(Vicari 2013), and highlight the influence of activists in the development of
online practices (Costanza-Chock 2012a). This field of research is still quite
recent, and we need more data to be able to understand how virtual and
physical protests are related. For example, it is generally taken for granted
that the use of social media explains the forms that protests took on and
the diffusion they underwent (for example, Candén and Redondo 2013; Gaby
and Caren 2012). But we do not know precisely how central and important
social media actually are, nor do we know the exact way in which they work.

Where Do the Protests Come From?

Some of these studies situate the recent protests in relation to previous
movements; we are therefore justified in inquiring into the points of
continuity and change. Juris (2012), for example, argues that the main dif-
ference between the global justice movement and Occupy is the shift from
pre-existing group networks to a logic of aggregation of individuals who
do not necessarily possess prior activist experience. This shift allows for
an expansion of the mobilization to other social categories. These changes
are connected to the use of Facebook and Twitter, virtual social networks
that enable the convergence of numerous participants to a specific location.
This type of activism is more difficult to sustain over time, more difficult to
structure around a formal program or set of shared claims, and can be less
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socially and racially inclusive. Adell (2011), who has followed demonstra-
tions in Madrid since the democratic transition in the 1970s, shows that
direct links exist between 15M demonstrations and earlier ones (such as the
2003 protests against the war in Iraq and the 2004 protests related to the
Atocha train station bombings in Madrid). Through a detailed description
of the 15M demonstrations, he points out two innovations: participatory
democracy practices as well as the Internet and use of live streaming.

Other authors have developed a temporal comparison of movements, us-
ing mostly secondary sources to describe previous movements (Baumgarten
2013; Romanos, 2013a). When they do not rely on recent fieldwork, this type
of research tends to transpose onto the Occupy and Indignados movements
analytical frameworks and theories elaborated to make sense of other cases
(Smith and Glidden 2012; Della Porta 2012; Fougier 2012; Flesher Fominaya
2015). The merit of these contributions lies in their search for continuity in
collective action, thereby avoiding the pitfall of treating all recent events as
new phenomena. They demonstrate that the post-2o10 protests amplify or
deepen previously existing practices, particularly in autonomous and global
justice movements (Maeckelbergh 2012; Shihade, Flesher Fominaya and
Cox 2012; Della Porta 2014; Flesher Fominaya 2015). Therefore, autonomous
movements in Spain or the global justice movement in the US have much
in common with recent protests in terms of claims, action repertoires,
and social composition. Various differences have nevertheless been noted
with the global justice movement, such as the superiority of the national
level as the main target of protest (Della Porta and Mattoni 2014b; Flesher
Fominaya 2014), the strength of the territorial anchoring in contrast with the
network form (Halvorsen 2012), or the decision-making procedures with the
shift from consensus among organizations to consensus among individuals
(Aguiton and Haeringer 2012). Some authors also argue that activists from
the global justice movements have been spectators rather than leaders in
the Occupy and Indignados protests (Fougier 2012).

In Spain, comparisons have been made with the Okupa movement (i.e.,
squatters’ movement), which inspired some of the democratic practices of
Indignados and supported them in terms of logistical resources. The 15M,
in turn, changed the public perception of the squatters (Abellan, Sequera
and Janoschka 2012; Martinez and Garcia 2012). Another comparison
includes the free culture movement, which exerts an influence on the
15M at the level of actors and claims (Fuster 2012; Fuster and Subirats
2012). In the US, pre-existing informal anarchist networks (and ideas)
appear to be at the heart of the core group of activists (Milkman et al.
2013; Graeber 2013).
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What Comparisons Can Be Drawn?

Very few international comparisons can be found in the existing literature,
with the vast majority of studies being single case studies, focusing on
a city or a country. Specific contexts are identified to explain why the
movement, originating in central Spain, failed to find its way into the
Basque country (Arellano et al. 2012), or why it followed a specific path in
Catalonia (Diaz and Ubasart 2012), or why the massive protests in Israel
declined abruptly (Alimi 2012; Gordon 2012; Grinberg 2013). Other studies
have attempted to explain the ‘failure’ of certain cases: in Italy, where
political opportunities are unfavorable and where anti-austerity protests
compete with the Indignados identity (Zamponi 2012); in Portugal, where
the protests rely more on traditional organizations and focus on national
issues (Baumgarten 2013; Accornero and Ramos 2014); in Greece, where it
is difficult to identify targets and prepare victorious actions in a context
of strong police repression (Sotirakopoulos and Sotiropoulos 2013). Some
works compare two cases, such as Canada and the US (Ancelovici 2012),
Occupy Amsterdam and Occupy Los Angeles (Uitermark and Nicholls 2012),
or Occupy Slovenia and Occupy Wall Street (Razsa and Kurnik 2012). In
these instances, the continuity of movements is related to their capacity
to build strong links with the existing local activist milieu. Finally, some
studies adopt an approach explicitly based on the political process model
and emphasize political-institutional and organizational variations across
European countries (Ancelovici 2015).

Various special issues of journals, certain conference proceedings (Teje-
rina and Perugorria 2012), and books (Castells 2012; Flesher Fominaya and
Cox 2012; Della Porta and Mattoni 2014a) have developed an international
comparative perspective with various levels of detail and analysis. Social
Movement Studies (2012) dedicated two special issues to Occupy movements
in very diverse local and national settings, but this comparison is more a
juxtaposition of short texts, sometimes in the absence of a large amount of
data, than a real analytical comparison (Pickerill and Krinsky 2012). The
special issue of Interface (2012), which attempts to compare three waves of
contention (the Arab revolutions, the 15M in Spain, and Occupy in the US), is
similar in nature. The American Ethnologist (2012) published a less ambitious
but much more coherent special issue at the analytical level. It consists of two
very stimulating articles (Razsa and Kurnik 2012; Uitermark and Nicholls
2012) and one comment that generates dialogue on the contributions sur-
rounding certain themes, such as time and temporality, moral imaginaries,
and the conception of democracies (Nugent 2012). Nugent demonstrates
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that these movements are rooted in a specific temporality of capitalism,
“in which the political is no longer autonomous from the economic” (281).
Given increasing levels of social and economic inequality, several articles
of the Current Sociology issue (Benski et al. 2013; Langman 2013; Tejerina et
al. 2013) also underscore the interest of bringing economic policy back into
the study of social movements. This last collective production offers a more
integrated comparison between the Indignados and Occupy movements in
various countries (Spain, Greece, Portugal, Italy, Israel, and the US) as well
as the Arab revolutions, which the issue’s coordinators include under the
umbrella of a ‘new cycle of contention.’ In the special issue of Development
and Change (2013), the emergence of a new generation of activists and the
properties common to the various post-2010 movements are questioned.

Several points of debate cut across such comparative analyses. First, how
can we define these movements? Various expressions are used: ‘Occupy so-
cial movements’ in reference to the contentious occupation of public places
(Tejerina et al. 2013), ‘Activisms 2010+ to emphasize current transformations
of activism (Biekart and Fowler 2013), or ‘the movements of 2011’ which
constitute a new global social movement (Glasius and Pleyers 2013). If we
look beyond the words, what is at stake is the construction of an analytical
object of research and, as a result, the possibility of comparing cases. Until
now, the majority of comparative studies have attempted to identify com-
mon characteristics, such as the increased role of the Internet and social
networks (Castells 2012; Biekart and Fowler 2013), while recognizing that
they belong to specific contexts. Some researchers discuss the emergence
of a new generation of activists similar to that of 1968 (Gills and Gray 2012;
Glasius and Pleyers 2013); others refer to the appearance of “diverse mani-
festations of a new international cycle of contention” (Tejerina et al. 2013:
1) or of “non-centralized and innovative momentum of multiple protest
expressions” (Biekart and Fowler 2013: 532). Several authors propose novel
frameworks for analyzing these mobilizations and stress the importance
of emotions (Benski and Langman 2013) or the strategic uses of humor
(Romanos 2015).

Lastly, in spite of the abundance of references, the literature does not
put forward a clear sense of what the post-2010 protests mean. We have a
good understanding of how the occupations and demonstrations unfolded
and evolved, but we lack empirical studies that deliver a microanalysis of
activists’ trajectories before, during, and after the protests. This type of
microsociology would allow us to address the continuity/change issue in a
more focused and grounded manner. Similarly, aside from a few stimulating
reflections (Gamson 2011; Romanos 2013b; Roos and Oikonomakis 2014), we
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lack studies that trace the ties and networks (real or virtual) that connect or
fail to connect these movements across space. Given that so many questions
remain unanswered, does it make sense to group together all the post-2010
protests under a single umbrella?

The Analytical Framework: A New Family of Protests, but Not a
Single Movement

It would appear quite logical at first glance to consider these post-2010
mobilizations as part of a single set of protests for at least two reasons. The
first reason is the time period during which they emerged (2010-2012) in
a very specific economic context in the US, Canada, and most European
countries. These protests are part of a particular temporality of capitalism.
Second, activists emphasize (to differing degrees) the failure of the capitalist
system and of representative democracy.

However, given that we are questioning the assertion that all of these
protests fall in the same category, let us take a closer look. The political
process approach suggests the concept of the protest cycle (Tarrow1994) or
waves of contention (Koopmans 2004) to describe a phase of “heightened
conflict and contention across the social system” (Tarrow 1994: 153). Tar-
row’s emphasis on the idea of a cycle suggests a form of iteration over time,
while the wave metaphor simply refers to an increase and decrease in the
number of protests. Nonetheless, these two expressions suggest at least
three interrelated processes:

First, protest waves are characterized by a strong expansion of conten-
tion across social groups and sectors, superseding the narrow boundaries
of policy fields, and often transcending national borders. Second, protest
waves are invariably characterized by a transformation of contention,
i.e,, changes in strategies, alliance structures, identities, and so forth,
which inevitably arise in processes of dynamic interaction and make that
no protest wave ends up where it began. That protest waves come to an
end is the third seemingly trivial truth, but the reasons for that contrac-
tion of contention have commanded little attention in the literature so
far. (Koopmans 2004: 21)

The post-2010 protests do not appear to possess the necessary characteristics
to fit this definition. First, movements are still too recent to be able to speak
of a significant expansion of protest, both in length and scope (except
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perhaps for Greece and Spain). Some authors have even argued that Occupy
Wall Street is not a social movement per se but a “moment” of protest and a
“dramatic performance” (Calhoun 2013: 35). The ‘social movement’ category
was debated in Spain, where some authors prefer to talk about a “space of
mobilization” (Calle 2013), while others contend that a “social movement”
is forming as the internal organization of the Indignados becomes more
structured (Ibarra 2013). Second, the global diffusion of protest is mostly
geographical and much less sectoral in nature, except in certain places such
as Spain and Greece. In most locations, there is little or no radicalization
or intensification of conflict. In other words, reasoning in terms of a cycle
for the post-2010 protests implies a conceptual stretch that undermines the
value of such a concept.

AsTejerina et al. (2013) argue, the concept of wave is sustained empirically
by common action repertoires (such as the use of social media, see Biekart
and Fowler 2013) and frames used by activists during protests (such as rights-
based demands, ibid.). However, as mentioned earlier, very few studies have
actually demonstrated the presence of a concrete diffusion process (for
an exception, see Della Porta and Mattoni 2014a) or even a transnational
coordination of movements. Moreover, we lack the necessary temporal
perspective to be able to characterize ongoing mobilizations as part of a
cycle of protest. In some countries, struggles are not over. The notion of a
‘cycle’ has been used in the past as an a posteriori analysis. For example, it
was only at the end of the 1980s that studies showed how a cycle of protest
had occurred in Italy, France, and Germany in the 1960s and 1970s (Della
Porta and Tarrow 1986; Kitschelt 1986; McAdam 1988). Finally, if we want to
identify a ‘cycle’ or a ‘wave’ — all the more if it is transnational — we need to
specify which protests are to be included and which are not. For example, in
2011 and 2012, several contentious episodes involving the student movement
took place in Chile (Pefiafiel 2012) and Quebec (Ancelovici and Dupuis-Déri
2014). We believe that these protests are not part of the same wave, even
if the temporality and some of the claims made are comparable. How can
we go about drawing clearer analytical boundaries?

We agree with scholars who state that we must “study and comprehend the
local conditions of the specific case” (Grinberg 2013: 493) as well as “the social
conflicts and tools used by the dominant groups to maintain their power,
and the sequence of events that provoked the political dynamics of protest,
including the influence of international waves” (Kriesi et al. 1995: 4). In other
words, rather than asserting that these events are akin to one another (or
considering, for example, that they belong to the same global social move-
ment, see Glasius and Pleyers 2013) or that they can be treated analytically as
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belonging to a single global cycle of protest, we hypothesize that they share a
contemporaneity and emerged in a specific global context. Their singularity
(demonstrated by testimonies and published studies) should not prevent us
from considering them together analytically. But we should not instill them
with global meaning a priori. This should be an empirical question.

Notwithstanding their local peculiarities and the different names and
labels that activists have used to describe them, three common features
stand out. First, all these mobilizations denounce the concentration of
wealth and the rise of income inequality at the expense of the vast major-
ity of people, the so-called ‘99%'. They also all put forward a critique of
mainstream institutions and representative democracy. But beyond the
actors’ discourses and frames, it is important to consider the particular
structural context in which these movements emerged (the economic
crisis) and determine the manner in which it conditioned and shaped the
mobilization. Second, the criticisms directed at representative democracy
have specific implications for the social practices and trajectories of these
movements. Third, it is possible to trace the process of diffusion that con-
nects them (even if it is a loose connection). These three features underlie
the emergence of the post-2010 protests.

The Economic Crisis: More Than a Context for Action

From the collapse of the American financial sector and the bank bailouts to
the bursting of the real estate bubble in Spain and the Euro crisis, the global
financial and economic crisis that began in 2008 represents the structural
context in which these mobilizations unfolded. This crisis occurred in the
wake of a broad trend toward neoliberal deregulation, trade liberalization,
offshore manufacturing, welfare retrenchment, and the rising indebtedness
of consumers, students, and households. Although the intensity and specif-
ics of the crisis may vary, austerity is spreading among developed countries
as it had spread in many Latin American countries in the 1980s as a result
of the debt crisis. The deepening of the social and economic precariousness
that affects a significant part of the population constitutes fertile ground
for mobilizations and the radicalization of certain ideologies. On the right,
nationalist and xenophobic movements are gaining strength. On the left,
the picture of a corrupted political-financial elite that underlies the crisis
feeds anti-systemic sentiments and contributes to the renewal of sectors of
the radical left (e.g., Syriza in Greece and Podemos in Spain).

However, this global context does not automatically generate protests.
The latter have been massive in certain instances, as in Greece and Spain,
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but relatively weak in others, even when the crisis was hitting the national

economy very hard, as it did in Ireland. How can we make sense of such vari-

ations? How has the economic crisis affected mobilizations and protests?

Since the 1970s, the social movement literature has focused on cultural,

organizational, and political-institutional factors at the expense of socio-

economic ones. Indeed, as Hetland and Goodwin (2013) have highlighted,
since the 1970s, we note a “strange disappearance of capitalism from social
movement studies”. While the changing dynamics of capitalism have been
central to the work of Fox Piven and Cloward (1979), Tilly (1978, 1981), Skocpol

(1979), and McAdam (1982), more recent studies tend to ignore both the

enabling and constraining effects of capitalism on collective action in the

short term and long term (for exceptions, see Kousis and Tilly 2o05; Della

Porta 2015). Rather, the focus has shifted almost exclusively to the state

structure, eliminating the explicit link to economic structures and condi-

tions that shape the very grievances and resources at the heart of current
mobilizations. “The results are clear and ironic: during an era in which global
capitalism became ever more powerful — an era when capitalism triumphed
over Soviet-style Communism — it also became increasingly invisible to
scholars of popular movements” (Hetland and Goodwin 2013: 9o-91).
Nevertheless, in recent publications on the Occupy movement and the

Indignados, it would appear that ‘capitalism’ is back in the analysis. We have

observed three possible approaches for analyzing the economic context:

1 The first consists of taking into account the specific economic moment
of the emerging protests, in particular the economic crisis of 2008 and
its consequences in terms of social cutbacks, increased precarization?,
unemployment, and pauperization. Here, analyses assume that a
link exists between the objective economic situation of activists and
protests. The assumption is that the intensity of the crisis will correlate
strongly with the level of protest. However, empirical results are not
always consistent with this hypothesis: those who took to the streets
were not necessarily the ones most hurt by the crisis or the most vulner-
able. For example, in France (see the chapter by Chabanet and Lacheret)
and, above all, in Ireland (see the chapter by Royall and Desbos), severe
recessions and austerity measures were not followed by strong protests.
Here, counter-examples and ‘negative’ cases are important to allow for
abetter understanding of the dynamics of the protests and their precise
links with the effects of the crisis.

3 Precarization refers to the process by which people’s working and living conditions become
more precarious.
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2 The second approach complexifies the link between capitalism and
protests. From this perspective, the Occupy movement is viewed as
the product of capitalist contradictions (Langman 2013:13). Even if the
wave of protest has declined, the movement itself will continue over
time insofar as the crisis of legitimacy that fostered it has not disap-
peared. Among the contradictions that the capitalist system produces,
the impossibility of economic integration is one of the most discussed.
The relative deprivation argument, developed by Gurr (1970), relates
a given population’s level of expectation of well-being to objective
material conditions. In a nutshell, a strong discrepancy between the
two is expected to create the conditions for rebellion. This theory has
been strongly criticized, mainly for its inability to explain why people
tend not to protest even though the conditions are met. In spite of its
mechanistic aspect and simplistic expression, we note a return to a
variant of the relative deprivation argument. In Spain, for example,
young educated students have had rising expectations in terms of
employment access and general well-being. The incredibly high level of
unemployment for young people (above 50 per cent for youths under 25)
prevents them from fulfilling these expectations, creating a favorable
context for (mass) protest (Ibarra 2013).

3 The third approach is based on the idea that an analysis in terms of the
political economy of protest could produce multiple results that are not
fixed or structurally determined, constituting an empirical puzzle that
remains to be solved. Biekart and Fowler (2013: 530-531) advance, for
example, two related questions: why did movements emerge precisely
when they did, and why did a single protest appear to have spread
around the globe? This perspective, which we share, has analytical
implications. It requires detailed empirical research to identify: (a)
the socio-economic location of activists (and their objective relation
with the changing socio-economic structure), AND (b) differences
among varieties of capitalism. Put differently, the particular impact
of the capitalist structure is circumscribed and left open rather than
presumed.

How does the economic crisis affect mobilizations? Hetland and Goodwin
(2009: 12) describe four ways in which movements can be affected by the
dynamics of capitalism: (1) the impact on identity and solidarity-building;
(2) the impact on the evolution of movements and the kind of victories they
can expect; (3) the impact on the class balance within movements; and
(4) the impact on strategies and goals mediated by the capitalist ideology.
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These points are certainly valid for the post-2010 protests and should be
explored further.

A political economy of protest must consider the social composition
of the mobilization. Is it a movement of the middle class? In Canada and
Israel, there is no serious economic crisis, but there is a middle-class crisis,
one that is related to indebtedness and access to education and housing
(Rosenhek and Shalev 2013). Given the absence of a financial crisis in these
two countries, we have to understand who are the people involved in the
protests. One can put forward the hypothesis that the threat of downward
mobility or ‘déclassement’ — where you cannot afford middle class status
even if you have the required education and family background — shapes
mobilizations in terms of claims, frames, and strategies. Here, there is a
clear connection to a kind of ‘relative deprivation’ argument: those who
expected to maintain or improve their living conditions are suddenly faced
with the strong probability that they will have less than their parents did.
Furthermore, we should not rely on a narrow view of the crisis. In addition
to considering the cutbacks in social spending, we must also take into
account broader structural transformations of the economy and society in
the long term (Joshua 2013). Thus, according to Della Porta:

The evolution of the last 30 years or so has (...) deeply transformed the
social structures. Fordism was said to have created a two-thirds society,
with new social movements emerging from the pacification of class
conflict, and even the embourgeoisement of the working class, with the
crisis of the 1970s producing a short but radical wave of protest by the
excluded one-third. Today’s mobilizations seem instead to reflect the
pauperization of the lower classes as well as the proletarianization of
the middle classes, with the growth of the excluded in some countries
to about two-thirds of the population. (2015:13)

We can push the analysis a little further and ask how varieties of capital-
ism and welfare regimes are related to protest in the age of austerity. The
literature on varieties of capitalism and welfare regimes illustrates how the
type of welfare state and historical social institutions have played a role
in terms of access to resources, levels of equality (social and political), and
the way in which economic crises impact citizens, workers, and families
(Palier et al. 2012). For example, the US is very different from southern
European countries in terms of who is responsible for the well-being of
citizens. In the US, citizens are expected to take care of themselves by
working in the labor market; the state is not a major provider of protection.
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In southern European countries, the family and the state are pillars of
well-being (Dufour, Boismenu and Noél 2003). Does this difference in terms
of welfare mix have an impact on grievances and claims in situations of
economic crisis? Could it explain certain types of alliances? Does it affect
the intensity of mobilizations or the likelihood of success or failure? Can we
relate ‘varieties of capitalism’ to ‘varieties of protest’? And if so, how exactly
should we go about doing this? What are the causal mechanisms at play?
While several scholars of the welfare state have explored these questions
in the past (O’Connor 1993; Pierson 1996; Anderson 2001; Graefe 2004), we
believe that social movement scholars have neglected them for too long.

The Political Crisis Dimension at the Heart of Activist Practices

According to Biekart and Fowler (2013: 532), a clear link exists between
current global economic transformations — in particular the disproportion-
ate role of transnational corporations in state affairs — and the reactions
of citizens across the globe (i.e., a loss of trust in political parties). In this
respect, Activisms 2010+, as Biekart and Fowler call it, can be interpreted
as the emerging counterpart of political disaffection and disillusionment.
Nevertheless, the connection between the diagnosis of the ‘crisis’ of rep-
resentative democracy and mobilizations/protests is not self-evident. This
connection is made by protesters (Graeber 2013), but where does it come
from?

Commentators often claim that the practice of horizontalism is the low-
est common denominator of the recent wave of protest. Such practice is
based on direct democracy and non-hierarchical, prefigurative alternatives
that allegedly embody the desired ideal society. Another defining feature
is the call for autonomy vis-a-vis political parties and other institutional
actors such as trade unions. There is a clear rejection of the principles and
logic of representative democracy. The ‘political crisis’ diagnosis appears
to express, among other things, a civic desire to be empowered by taking
ownership of the polity as opposed to delegating one’s power to elected of-
ficials. However, as in the case of the economic crisis, the political crisis does
not generate discontent automatically. Moreover, the boundary between
institutional and extra-institutional actors is not always clear. For example,
certain trade unions and political parties support and sometimes actively
participate in protests (Calle and Candoén 2013; Béroud 2014). We should
refrain from taking the current anti-institutional discourse at face value
and assuming that it is equally common to all instances of protest. It is an
empirical question that needs to be addressed. Furthermore, some activists
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that were criticizing elections and representative democracy in 2011 have,

since then, joined existing or new political parties, such as Syriza in Greece

or Podemos and Ganemos in Spain.
The literature has approached the democratic preferences and practices
of activists from various perspectives:

1 First, some studies consider the political practices employed during
the protests. What modes of organization and action (assemblies, open
space, occupation) have been developed and are being used? How is
consensus rule implemented, and what debates does it generate among
participants (see the chapters by Nez and Ancelovici)? What are the
possibilities and constraints that this specific mode of organization
creates (Kauffman 2011; Nez 2012; Schein 2012; Smith, Castafieda and
Heyman 2012)? In particular, the question of continuity/discontinuity of
movement and action is central and echoes some of the questions raised
during the 1960s and 1970s in certain self-managed networks (Kitschelt
1993). How do individuals use horizontalism not only in movement as-
semblies but also in their neighborhoods and everyday lives during and
after occupations (Maeckelbergh 2012)? How is it related (or unrelated)
to past practices in other activist milieus?

2 Another focus, related to the first, consists of studies that attempt to
situate the frames, discourses, emotions, and practices of activists with
respect to other movements and organizations in order to explain the
particularities of the post-2010 protests (Liboiron 2012; Maeckelbergh
2012; Della Porta and Rucht 2013; Perrugoria and Tejerina 2013). Maeck-
elbergh (2012) shows, for example, how the practice of occupying public
squares during the 15 May movement in Spain built upon and expanded
some of the methods developed by the global justice movement (see also
Flesher Fominaya 2015). For Juris et al. (2012), the capacity of inclusion
of the Occupy movement stems from its use of networking logics to
address power differentials within the 99%, even if it created a tension
with the basic principles of general assembly and direct participation.

3 Lastly, other types of research focus more on the links (or lack thereof)
between protests and other arenas, such as the electoral arena. Gener-
ally more quantitative in nature (with some exceptions, such as Fish-
man 2012), these studies ask whether or not participation in protests
affects voting behavior (Jimenez 2011; Anduiza, Mateos and Martin
2013). Unfortunately, we clearly lack studies that systematically explore
the actual articulation of different arenas of political participation
in order to better understand what the post-2010 protests mean for
representative democracies and their transformation.
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Overall, it is not clear whether post-2010 activist practices, ideas, interests,
and emotions are really redefining the relationships to institutional politics
in Western representative systems. As Agrikoliansky suggests, “recourse
to consensus, the importance granted to deliberation, or the absence of a
spokesperson, are old practices that have characterized protest movements,
from European anarchist groups at the end of the nineteenth century,
to the American civil rights movement of the 1950s, and the groups that
proliferated in France at the end of the 1980s” (2007: 34). Tracing the his-
tory of American social movements in the 20™ century, Polletta (2002)
demonstrates that activists have found a strategic value in participatory
practices. The ‘new social movements’ in the 1960s and 1970s represent
an important sequence in this history, and one of their peculiar features
was the rejection of the centralized and hierarchical organization of the
workers’ movement and the promotion of autonomous and decentralized
operational structures (Touraine 1985; Berger 1979; Offe 1985; Melucci 1989).
These social movements in educational, environmental, and women’s strug-
gles defined themselves against institutional politics and thus challenged
the boundaries of politics. General assemblies and a strong commitment
to internal democracy were preferred, while electing representatives was a
suspicious practice. The same concern cuts across the global justice move-
ment, which emerged at the end of the 1990s. The participatory principles
put forward by the global justice movement not only expressed adhesion
to a value system (Della Porta 2009; Pleyers 2010) but were also a way to
address practical problems, such as reconciling diversity and cooperation in
amyriad of organizations that included the world social forums (Sommier
2003; Della Porta 2004; Aguiton and Cardon 2005; Agrikoliansky 2007). In
thisregard, the central characteristic of social movements is to redefine the
possibilities of collective action, whatever the period or place considered,
and thus to actively participate in the transformation of politics. What is
really new in post-2010 protests has yet to be demonstrated.

Post-2010 Protests in a Comparative Perspective: The Issue of Diffusion

The third feature of the post-2010 protests is directly related to our capac-
ity to compare movements. Beyond structural economic conditions (with
all their varieties, as illustrated in the chapter by Ross) and beyond the
democratic practices of activists, which vary from place to place, what
do we know about the links between protests and their processes of
transnationalisation? From a comparative perspective and putting aside
the question of similarities or differences between movements, the issue
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of actual connections among them is very interesting and probably the

strongest argument in favor of grouping them in a single ‘family’.

In the literature on the Occupy and Indignados movements, the ques-
tion of diffusion is raised by several authors (Castafneda 2012; Kerton 2012;
Shihade et al. 2012; Della Porta and Mattoni 2014a). However, only a handful
of scholars have conducted empirical studies on the issue, which may be
addressed in four ways:

1 From the perspective of contagion or mimetism. The main idea is that
movements will find some inspiration abroad and will attempt to
establish certain links between their own local protests and other
mobilizations abroad. It can be difficult to show precisely how the spirit
of the time has a direct or indirect effect on place-based protests, but
certain studies have suggested indicators: a comparison of collective
action frames, activist discourses, imaginaries, and tools. In a short
text that unfortunately contains few empirical elements, Gamson (2011)
suggested an understanding of the connections between the Arab
Spring and the Israeli Summer on the basis of collective action frames.
He shows that ‘agency’ (“the consciousness that it is posible to alter
conditions or policies through collective action”, 464) plays a critical
role in diffusion from one movement to another (see also Tarrow 2005).
As aresult, the speed of the dictators’ departure in Tunisia and Egypt
strengthened the beliefin other countries — such as Israel (Gamson 2011)
or Spain (Romanos 2013b) — that people can make things happen. In
the 1980s, McAdam (1982) used the concept of ‘collective self-efficacy’
to describe the same kind of phenomenon.

2 Using the genealogy of diffusion processes through an analysis of activ-
ists’ mobility across national and/or sectoral boundaries (physical or
virtual). How do ideas, people, tools, strategies, and tactical and cultural
repertoires travel? How are they adapted to local circumstances in other
places? Romanos (2013b) is one of the few scholars who has studied the
transnationalization of the post-2010 protest on the basis of empirical
and multi-sites research. Applying the now-classic framework devel-
oped by Tarrow (2005) and relying on interviews with Indignados in
Madrid and Occupiers in New York, he demonstrates that the influence
ofthe Arab revolutions on the 15M in Spain is connected to indirect and
impersonal channels, while Spanish immigrants and Spanish activists
who travelled to New York played an important role in the emergence of
Occupy Wall Street and the transmission of knowledge from one camp
to another. In this volume, Oikonomakis and Roos propose another
original answer to the above questions by developing the concept of
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‘resonance’ to explain the diffusion of tactics and claims in Spain,
Greece, and the US.

3 Examining the issue of continuity/rupture between generations of activists
and movements. Diffusion is not only a matter of travelling abroad but also
across different periods in the same place. In the case under scrutiny here,
what ties have been built (or not been built) with previous movements?
What type of learning has taken (or not taken) place? Smith’s chapter
deals with these issues for Occupy Pittsburgh, which she compares with
the US Social Forum. This diachronic comparison across time should be
developed to identify the ruptures and the continuities of the Indignados
and Occupy movements with previous mobilizations beyond the global
justice movement (Flesher Fominaya 2015; Romanos 2013).

4  Comparing simultaneous mobilizations within the same country to trace
and assess diffusion processes across movements. This is the case of
the mobilization ‘waves’ in Spain, which emerged in various public
service sectors (in Madrid, for instance, the ‘green wave’ in education,
the ‘white wave’ in health, and so on) to oppose budget cuts and were
to some extent inspired by the practices of the Indignados (Adell 2013;
Calle and Candén 2013).

All four strategies require very detailed empirical analyses to follow the
trajectories of activists and their circulation among activist milieus in their
respective country and abroad and through different types of organizations.
For example, contending that Occupy was influenced by anarchism is not
the same as showing that specific activists who were at the heart of the
mobilization process come from anarchist networks and affinity groups.
Thus, a combination of micro, meso, and macro-level analysis is needed
to address the similarities and differences of post-2010 movements across
space and time.

Outline of the Volume

The great variety of cases discussed in this introduction raises the question
of the unit of analysis and the ‘comparability’ of protests. The media have
indeed presented them as different expressions of a single phenomenon. But
are we really looking at just one phenomenon? Are ‘Occupy’ and the ‘Indig-
nados’ the same? Is relying on similar modes of action and organizational
forms (occupations, assemblies, etc.) and denouncing the consequences
of the economic crisis or the democratic deficit enough to justify talking
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about a single phenomenon? As discussed above, we argue that, in spite of
local peculiarities, all of these mobilizations are part of a broader family
of anti-austerity protests. The latter are defined as contentious collective
actions targeting austerity policies (cuts in education, housing, health care,
pensions, government jobs and services, etc.) implemented by governments
under pressure from financial markets and/or supranational institutions in

connection with deficit and debt problems (Walton and Ragin 1990: 882).

In order to make sense of, and account for, this family of anti-austerity
protests, the contributors to this volume propose two kinds of comparison.

The first one is straightforward and implies that some of the chapters (2, 3, 4,

and g9) compare several cases. The second one builds on the complementary

aspects of a series of single case studies (chapters 5, 6, 7, 8,10, and 11) that are
engaged in an empirical and analytical dialogue. Although taken separately,
these chapters are not comparative as such, for taken together they put
forward a broad and contrasting analysis of the post-2010 protests that

a single researcher, or even a small team of researchers, could not have

achieved. We believe that this diffused comparative perspective is one of

the core assets of this volume.
We have organized this volume into four sections with a view to explor-
ing, analyzing, and comparing this new family of protests:

1 The first section examines the manner in which structural factors shape
the current mobilizations. It offers a broader view of the ‘crisis’ context
—both economic (chapter by Ross) and political (chapter by Kriesi) —and
the possibility of combining these two contextual dimensions to under-
stand mass protest in a comparative perspective (chapter by Perugorria,
Shalev and Tejerina). This last chapter analyzes in particular the role
of political cleavages in protests that have attracted mass support, that
is, in Spain and Israel.

2 Thesecond section looks closely at the practical and spatial dimensions
of activism in three national contexts: in Spain, with Nez’s chapter on
the localization of the Indignados and their forms of organization and
actions; in Greece, with Kousis’s chapter on the spatial dimension of
the Greek anti-austerity campaign from 2010 to 2013; and in Montreal,
with Ancelovici’s chapter on the organizational forms of public square
occupations and the choice of horizontalism to solve practical problems
in the camp.

3 The third section deals with the complex issue of diffusion within a
country and among countries. Smith’s chapter discusses cross-fertili-
zation and tensions between the global justice movement and Occupy
Pittsburgh. Oikonomakis and Roos propose the concept of ‘resonance’
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to examine the complex diffusion of collective actions during post-2010
struggles on the basis of participant observation in Spain, Greece, and
the US.

4 The last section of this volume explores two ‘negative’ cases (Desbos
and Royall’s chapter on Ireland and Chabanet and Lacheret’s chapter
on France) where a strong movement should have developed given the
external opportunities but where internal dynamics among collective
actors prevented important protests from emerging. This section aims
atavoiding the common problem of selecting on the dependent variable
and looking only at ‘positive’ cases. It thus extends the reach of the
comparative perspective of the volume.

Finally, the concluding chapter proposes to answer the main question posed
in our introduction: Can we compare? If so, why and how, and what results
can we expect to obtain?
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How Structural Factors Shape Mobilization






2 Austerity and New Spaces for Protest
The Financial Crisis and Its Victims

George Ross

The first major economic crisis of the 21* century is comparable to the ‘Great
Depression’ after 1929. Like its 20" century predecessor, the epicenter has
been the US and Wall Street. The 2008 collapse of Lehman Brothers is its
symbolic core, with the City of London not far away. The major differences
with 1929 are the dense web of financial globalization and new technologies.
The disaster has had two distinct phases. The first involved the collapse of
major Anglo-American financial institutions that led to a credit crisis and
a crippling of the ‘real economy’. The second began with contagion from
the US-UK crisis to the Eurozone, the group of EU members belonging to
Economic and Monetary Union (EMU), which wrought havoc on EMU’s
poorer members, the EMU itself, and the EU more broadly. The origins of
both phases are now well understood, as are the public policies proposed
to restore economic health. The results are less clear, however. Recovery
from both crises has been halting, and their consequences will take many
years to be clear.

Large financial crises change social structures, disrupt lives, and shatter
shared understandings of the world, leaving millions confused, uncertain,
and forced to cope with disrupted lives. Most people submit and improvise
solutions on their own, for better or worse. Large crises can also, however,
produce unpredictable anger, collective mobilization, protest, and large
political changes. The distribution of protest responses depends on both
social and political variables and the creativity of protest actors. The years
after 1929 provide many, sometimes unpleasant illustrations. There was
rapid contagion of fascist movements practically everywhere, for example,
threatening fragile democracies and incorporating intolerance, violence,
and, in time, militarism. The Great Depression devastated working classes
but eventually stimulated new workplace militancy, changed trade unions,
and spawned innovative approaches to social reform. Looking back on all
this from the post-1945 years, the cornucopia of social protest that occurred
fed brutal warfare but also helped recast politics, economics, and social
structures in more positive ways.

Epochal capitalist crises have usually begun in financial sectors
and spread throughout economies and societies. As this happens, ‘real
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economies’ collapse, often because credit and investment capital dry up,
production and consumption decline, stock markets implode, and transna-
tional contagion often follows. One of the central tasks of governments is
to prevent such processes, and if they cannot do so, to try and stop things
from getting worse. This chapter will first review the American crisis that
began in 2007-2008, providing an overview of what happened and the
economic and social damages that it caused. We will then do the same for
the Eurozone-EMU crisis. We will also be looking at seriously hurt social
groups from whom, according to some theories, protest might be likely
to come. It is important to be clear, however, that social protest does not
automatically follow from structural changes. Groups that are devastatingly
hurt are as likely not to protest as to do so. Explaining protest and the forms
that it assumes are difficult matters that cannot be answered by consulting
the map of crisis-induced social disruption that we will provide. The hard
work of answering questions such as ‘Why do protesters protest? and ‘Why
do they protest in the ways they do?’ is the task of colleagues in the rest of
this volume.

Wall Street to Our Street

Big economic crises have many causes. The ‘Great Recession’ began when
an out-of-control American housing bubble burst (Chinn and Frieden 2011
Blinder 2013). Home ownership has been an important part of the ‘American
dream’ for a very long time, and even if the excesses of housing markets have
been the source of several crises, the payoffs of encouraging wider home
ownership have been difficult for politicians to resist. In the 1990s, Bill Clinton
rewrote national legislation and instructed Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac,
two huge government-supported providers of mortgage funding, to loosen
their lending standards. Home ownership grew significantly thereafter.
The Clinton administration, whose financial leaders were high-level Wall
Streeters, also furthered the deregulation that had begun in the later 1970s
by repealing central parts of the New Deal Glass-Steagall Act to allow greater
overlap between banks, investment houses, insurance companies, and other
financial institutions. Clinton was also a powerful promoter of American
globalization strategies, facilitating the international diffusion of Anglo-
American financial practices that would later help spread the crisis (Panitch
and Gindin 2012). Clinton’s policies set the table for what would follow.

The crisis culprit most often named is Alan Greenspan, neoliberal
financial guru and Chairman of the US Federal Reserve from 1987 to 2006.
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One high point of his Fed leadership, seen at the time as financial policy
genius, was lowering interest rates to 1 percent in the early 2000s to prop
up the US economy after 9/11 and the collapse of the dotcom boom — and
to keep them low for several years thereafter. This dropped borrowing
costs on everything, including housing, and stimulated a gold rush in
housing loans. Greenspan was also an important supporter of the view,
shared by financiers and economists alike at the time, that self-regulating,
self-correcting markets priced products accurately, that financial market
innovations spurred broader economic success, and that American capital-
ism in the early 21* century had achieved a miraculous ‘Great Moderation’
of steady, robust growth without inflation. Rising interest rates to rein
in the Greenspan bubble coupled with a housing market downturn that
followed almost immediately after Greenspan left the Fed were the factors
that caused the US housing market to collapse.

Some analysts also accuse a foreign culprit. China, in the full bloom
of emerging market growth, manipulated exchange rates to increase its
exports and to accumulate vast reserves. These policies were subsequently
blamed for creating an international ‘savings glut’ and accentuating danger-
ous imbalances in globalization. China benefited because these policies in-
creased exports, growth, and rapid industrialization. The US also benefited
because it could draw on the savings of rapidly growing export-oriented
countries like China to help finance American consumption.' Put another
way, the Chinese invested their collective savings in US financial markets in
ways that allowed Americans to live well beyond their means, supported by
the US’s unique position as an international financial haven, in particular by
consuming imported Chinese goods on credit and by floating the housing
bubble (Eichengreen 2o010a; Streeck 2011; Pettis 2012). The availability of
cheap imported goods and vast consumer credit also masked the dangers
of an American development strategy that pushed income and other
inequalities to levels not seen since 1929. These conditions also created a
vast increase in financial sector profits, allowing the financial sector to
gain even greater influence over US economic governance.

The deeper mechanisms behind the imminent disaster of crisis lay in the
risky practices of the financial sector. First, the real estate and mortgage

1 This argument underplays one of the rationales for Chinese practices. The 1997 South
Asian crisis involved overnight outflows of Western investment (‘hot money’) that then obliged
affected countries to implement tough restructuring reforms. The Chinese concluded that they
should always have sufficient reserves to prevent this from happening again. These reserves
had to be put in a safe place, thus constituting much of the ‘savings glut’.
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finance industries reconfigured business plans in ways that verged on
white-collar gangsterism, using ‘sub-prime’ mortgages and other misleading
marketing techniques to target new customers whose low incomes and
dubious credit backgrounds were disregarded. Next, the financial sec-
tor purchased and repackaged these mortgages into derivative products
(CDOs, collateralized debt obligations) that were structured into tranches
that disguised the risks they contained. Then, to hedge their investments,
buyers of CDOs purchased CDSs (credit default swaps) from a booming
risk-insuring business. The incentives of eased standards, cheap money, and
new financial techniques opened the prospect of vast profits and fortunes.
Real estate agents and brokers made more by selling more houses, and the
construction industry made more by building more houses. The banks and
mortgage companies made big money from selling risky mortgages and
could then wash their hands of risk and responsibility for their dubious
marketing practices by handing off loans immediately to huge financial
firms, including the country’s largest banks and Wall Street investment
houses. Financial firms in turn came to dominate the financial side of
the mortgage market, making more fees the more mortgages they could
convert into derivatives and sell off, with loyal help from ratings agencies
that they hired who provided misleadingly high ratings. Finally, the more
CDSs that were contracted to hedge these new derivatives, the more insur-
ance companies profited and grew. The pace became frantic because the
quicker things could be sold rather than held as collateral, the greater the
profits, leading the financial sector to leverage itself well beyond what was
prudent (Fligstein and Shin 2007). Once these processes were set in motion,
they compelled everyone — whatever they felt about risk or morality — to
follow or lose out (Fligstein and Goldstein 2011).

The most misleading underlying process in the bubble was that as the real
estate market grew hotter, house values climbed, leading homeowners to
feel wealthier and tempting them to take on ever more debt. When the bub-
ble began bursting in 2006-2007, house values declined. Mortgage holders
who were in over their heads were then threatened by foreclosure, and many
who had borrowed against their houses went ‘underwater’, owing more than
their houses were worth. Another result was that the questionable value of
mortgage-based CDOs led CDS holders to invoke their insurance. It was not
long before over-leveraged financial institutions and the vast, unregulated
‘shadow banking’ system were endangered. The first epochal financial crisis
of neoliberal capitalism in the era of globalization was beginning.

The signs of impending doom first appeared in mid-2007, when Bear
Stearns hedge funds failed, Citigroup wrote down assets, the UK’s Northern
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Rock was bailed out in an emergency government move, two large BNP
Paribas hedge funds closed, and Dexia bank in Belgium came under pres-
sure from lenders, stockholders, and ratings agencies. Central Banks — the
US Fed, the Bank of England, and the European Central Bank — quickly
opened international swap lines to ensure that credit did not freeze. Then, in
spring 2008, the Fed saved Bear Stearns by subsidizing a bargain-basement
acquisition by JP Morgan and helped Bank of America acquire Merrill
Lynch. There were both political and financial limits to these responses,
however. When the US Treasury and Fed failed to find a buyer in September
to prevent Lehman Brothers from failing, generalized panic followed. A day
later AIG, a huge insurance company loaded with CDS contracts, received
$85 billion to stay afloat from the same sources. In a few months, the stock
market lost more than half of its value and the critically important overnight
credit supply of commercial paper froze.

With financial markets in free fall and credit blocked, the ‘real
economy’ stalled, growth stopped, consumption dropped, pensions and
savings shrunk, companies went bankrupt, real estate loan operations
collapsed when mortgage-holders could not longer pay, unemployment
shot up, government revenue streams diminished, and public debt rose as
a depressionary spiral began. One result, which might otherwise not have
happened, was that Barack Obama was elected. The experts, including
Bernanke, the Bush and Obama Treasury teams, and most economists,
converged on short-term ‘neo-Keynesianism’ to limit the damage and stop
the downward spiral by huge Fed interventions — several trillions of dollars
—tore-open credit markets with newly printed money (Irwin 2013). Massive
emergency legislation passed under Bush (the 2008 TARP — Trouble Assets
Relief Program) and Obama (the 2009 ARRA — American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act). TARP, meant to isolate ‘toxic assets’, was used instead
to bail out banks. ARRA financed stimulus plans to subsidize threatened
industries (automobiles, in the first instance) and job-creating public works
(Blinder 2013; Burtless and Gordon 2011). The financial ‘fire-fighting’ did
not stop at US borders either. The spread of the crisis from Wall Street and
the City of London to other places demonstrated global financial sector
interconnections, as did international public policy responses to limit the
damage.”

2 Internationally, some countries had ‘better’ crises than others. Canada escaped the worst,
despite connections between its large financial sector and Wall Street, because its real estate
industry and banks were better regulated. Germany, the Netherlands, Austria, and other
Northern Europeans fared better because of superior international competitive and budgetary
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These efforts were largely successful in moderating the Great Recession
and stopping the spiral towards depression. Six years after the first signs
of crisis, however, the US economy’s recovery has been slow, patchy, and
unequal. US growth became negative in the last quarter of 2007, dropped
to -4 percent in 2009 but returned to low positive levels in 2010, since
then hovering around 2 percent. The recovery has been relatively jobless,
however, and unemployment, which had risen from 5 percent in 2008
to 10 percent by the end of 2009, only dropped below 8 percent in 2013,
while new claims for unemployment insurance have barely returned to
pre-recession levels. 8.5 million jobs were lost, with the construction and
manufacturing sectors (and male workers, minorities, the lower skilled,
and immigrants) hardest hit. Unemployment episodes have remained very
long — a median of 20 weeks since 2008 — and the long-term unemployed
face a grim future. One estimate in mid-2013 was that 14.3 percent of the
workforce was unemployed, underemployed, or out of the workforce
altogether (CBPP 2013: 8). Labor force participation has declined (from
67+ percent in 2000 to 63.5 percent in 2013). The US’s Gini coefficient — a
commonly used measure of income inequality — which had been 0.38 in
2008 is now at the ‘bad’ end of OECD numbers next to Turkey and Mexico
(OECD 2012).

Some had hoped that the ‘neo-Keynesianism’ triggered by the financial
crisis would be the start of a new Keynesian era. This was not to be: the
bailouts, stimulus plans, and Fed’s massive ‘quantitative easing’ are all
nearly over? The sectarian turn of American Republicans, engaged in
political trench warfare about fiscal policy to starve federal government
to minimalist dimensions, also ensures that it will not happen anytime
in the near future. In addition, despite some regulatory reform, crisis
politics has re-installed Wall Street and ‘too big to fail’ banks back at
the core of the American economy in hypertrophied form, explainable
by the need to re-stabilize the American financial system rapidly and
by the political influence of the financial sector. The status quo ante
has been restored, at the cost of an estimated 14+ trillion US dollars
(Atkinson et al. 2013)!

Which, if any, American groups might have been tempted to protest
because of the crisis? The most visible mobilization came from the radical

situations and because of their labor market flexibility. Poland was the only European country
to avoid a recession.

3 Marc Blyth, in his brilliant essay on austerity in economic theory, ironically labels the
European version of this ‘twelve month’ Keynesianism (Blyth 2013).
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populist right, embodied in the Tea Party.* The Tea Party emerged primarily
from the South and the Middle West, where American populism has been
recurrent historically. The south has been anti-Washington and against the
Eastern elite since the Civil War, usually on racist grounds, and its indigna-
tion was rekindled by the Democratic Party’s promotion of civil rights
laws in the 1960s and 1970s. The Middle West has been de-industrialized
by technological change and globalization, which decimated its large
industries and diminished ‘middle class’ unionized manufacturing work. In
both regions, Washington’s neo-Keynesian responses to crisis were received
as statist mistakes produced by corrupt collusion between politicians,
experts from the Eastern elite, big financial interests, and the mega-rich.
Tea Party mobilization quickly found a home inside the Republican Party,
explainable by the ways in which crisis issues meshed with older, hard-right
Republican frames of religious and moral fundamentalism, anti-statism,
and opposition to social transfers to racial minorities, immigrants, and
youth. Financial support for the movement has also flowed from wealthy
American right-wingers taking advantage of the recent liberalization in
campaign finance law and seeking to manipulate the Republican Party
further rightwards. The Tea Party example may suggest that the impor-
tant far-right movements find it easier to move into ‘conventional’ party
politics than ‘progressive’ mobilizations. A similar movement from protest
mobilization to party form is found all across Europe, strongly fed by anti-
immigrant xenophobia, the effects of the crisis, and burgeoning hostility
to the European Union.

This volume is interested primarily in left-leaning ‘progressive’ move-
ments. They have been omnipresent throughout US history, in fact, and
particularly significant since the protest cycle beginning in the civil rights
and anti-Vietnam war movements in the 1960s. Such movements have often
taken on the forms of decentralized, rank-and-file mobilizations that —
once they are well-organized around specific ‘social justice’ issues — tend
to lobby parties indirectly rather than taking on party form, particularly
because the majoritarian US system makes it difficult for ‘third parties’
to succeed. Many such mobilizing and lobbying strategies have actually
succeeded to a degree, despite the recent rightward movement in American
politics. Equality-related matters have been the stock-in-trade of most of
these ‘progressive’ movements, even if the concept of equality has been
redefined away from older focuses on class-economic inequality. Older
frames returned, however, taken up by movements, left-wing intellectuals,

4 SeeKriesi’s chapter in this volume.
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and progressive publications after the crisis hit. The Occupy movements,
coined by a non-profit, anti-consumerist Canadian organization and
partly inspired by the Arab spring and European protests, provides the
best example.

Later chapters in this volume will explore the connections between
movements like Occupy Wall Street and social groups hurt by crisis.
Canvassing some possibilities may help, however. Income stagnation in
the US, excepting vast increases for the top 1 percent (and a small fraction
even of this group), the decline of ‘middle class’ manufacturing jobs, and
growing employment insecurity have been salient issues for some time in
the United States. Such changes have recently taken on specific forms for
youth. Upward mobility through higher education, the ideal life course in
recent interpretations of the American Dream, is no longer what it once may
have been (Corak 2012). Finding good jobs for non-technically-specialized
university graduates had become harder for some time. The wage premium
going to university graduates still exists but in diminished forms, and educa-
tion costs, especially for private universities, have skyrocketed along with
student debt. The crisis considerably strengthened these processes. Entering
the labor market has become much more difficult, obliging many to accept
work beneath their expectations and straining families. ‘Young people’ have
always been likely protesters, but crisis circumstances — with US youth
unemployment twice the national average — have made the likelihood
greater.

More broadly, persistent unemployment, underemployment, and
unemployment-induced long-term labor market exits have touched
millions. The decline in American trade unionism over recent decades —
membership, at 11 percent, is one-third what it was in the 1970s — caused
by globalization, technological change, labor market dualization, and
neoliberal anti-union crusades may help explain the relative paucity
of strikes, labor demonstrations, and strong political lobbying around
employment issues in the US. On another level, millions have lost their
homes to foreclosures, which have risen to 6-7 times their pre-crisis level
(roughly 3 million annually), in ways that also disproportionately hurt
minorities. This may have fueled deep resentment against banks and
pre-crisis housing market shenanigans, but private debt and bankruptcy
issues in American culture tend to become more a matter of individual
shame than a spark to collective protest. Finally, US opinion polls point
to serious problems of political legitimacy. Very few Americans believe
that the US Congress is functional, for example, let alone responsive to
citizen needs. Manichaean partisan conflict, in which both parties seek
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possible electoral support with huge energy and resources, may mean
that crisis-generated anger finds its way more quickly into conventional
politics than into protest (Kenworthy and Owens 2011).

Contagion: The Eurozone Crisis

Europeans first hoped to escape the crisis because they were better regu-
lated and armed with more automatic stabilizers than the US. The collapse
of the global financial sector in 2008 obliged Europe to acknowledge the
spread of dubious American financial practices to their banking systems,
however. The first responses to the crisis went smoothly. The European
Central Bank (ECB) provided liquidity to keep credit flowing and closely
coordinated its actions with other central banks (Trichet 2010; Quaglia
et al. 2009: 74-75), while EU member states agreed to common policy
objectives (Bastasin 2012). National authorities in the EU retained most
fiscal prerogatives, implying ad hoc coordination to general objectives
rather than common EU policies (Bastasin 2012; Quaglia et al. 2009: 76-77;
European Commission 2009). Bailouts came first, with banks sometimes
recapitalized or semi-nationalized; deposits were guaranteed; and private
banks consolidated and merged.’ Then came stimulus packages, again
organized around coordinated general objectives and different national
paths, which, together with automatic stabilizers, amounted to between 3.3
and 4 percent of EU GDP, with special plans for newer central and eastern
European members.® Financial sector regulatory reform was urgent, and a
‘High Level Group on financial supervision’ recommended imposing higher
capital requirements, reforming credit-rating agencies, and introducing
new asset valuation and accounting techniques. The High Level Group
also concluded that those parts of the financial system with systemic
importance needed new regulation and supervision plus core regulatory

5  Coordination went beyond the EU’s borders. The G-7 rapidly convened the G-20, enlarging
discussions beyond the rich North. The November 2008 G20 meeting in Washington concluded
that members should use fiscal stimulation to avoid collapse and initiated an avalanche of good
international intentions replicating both US and EU outlooks.

6 New EU members faced projections of a 15.8 per cent GDP decline through 2009 (Darvas
2009), despite great differences and varying national responses. Poland, the Czech Republic,
Slovakia, and Slovenia weathered the initial storm well; less developed Baltic and Balkan
countries had larger deficits and debts; and Hungary faced bankruptcy and needed IMF help.
Many CEECs also had dangerous Euro-denominated, EU-15-originated consumer debts (often
mortgages), necessitating special public-private deals. Different exchange rate regimes created
different dilemmas.
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and supervisory standards within a new EU crisis management framework
(Pisani-Ferry and Sapir 2009; Véron 2010).

These responses helped to stem financial sector collapse and to limit real
economy damage (Ross 2011). But a much larger drama for the EU’s Economic
and Monetary Union (the Euro and its institutions) began in later 2009 after
anew government announced that Greek statistics had been manipulated
and that Greece’s budget deficit was higher than anyone had suspected. The
bond markets, sensing that Greece might default, then raised interest rate
spreads between Greece and Germany. International credit rating agencies
downgraded Greece. Greece was the poster child for exploiting the flaws
in Eurozone economic governance. EMU'’s one-size-fits-all interest rates
provided a windfall to poorer EMU countries and had also allowed them to
gain much easier access to transnational capital flows, encouraging Greece
and others to grow by overborrowing (Fernandez-Villaverde and Santos
2013; Aglietta and Brand 2013; Blyth 2013). The EU’s responses to the crisis
after 2007-08 then contributed to larger national deficits and debts, and
crisis-changed economic conditions began to lower growth and government
revenues while also pushing up government spending (Mitsopolous and
Pelagadis 2012; Jones 2012).” The main EMU rules from the 1993 Maastricht
Treaty — the 3 percent annual deficit and 60 percent cumulated debt ceil-
ing — were arbitrary, narrowly focused on public debt, and pro-cyclical, and
the treaty itself had provided few effective mechanisms for enforcing them
(Eichengreen 2012). In addition, there were few emergency provisions, no
plans for a country to default and leave, and the treaty ruled out financial
solidarity among EMU members.

Institutions Make Policies!

First responders in the American crisis included a strong central govern-
ment, a single national jurisdiction, and a powerful central bank with
tlexible mandates. EMU, in stark contrast, was a single currency without a
central government, with multiple national jurisdictions, and a European
Central Bank (ECB) with alegal mandate restricted to fighting inflation. The
result was that the Eurozone’s crisis responses had to be negotiated among
many countries and decisions had to be made in either the Eurogroup
(the leaders of EMU member states) or the European Council (national

7  Responsibilities also lay with the Euro-zone’s richer members who had profited from EMU’s
perverse incentives by exporting goods and capital to poorer countries in ways that increased
divergence within the Euro-zone (Dullien and Schwartzer 2009; Eichengreen 2010, 2012).
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leaders of the broader EU), both intergovernmental.® Past experience with
intergovernmental processes indicated that they took a significant amount
oftime, let to incremental decision-making, and often produced suboptimal
compromises. The differences in size and economic power between EMU
countries meant in addition that decisions would probably be biased
towards the preferences of the most powerful members. It followed that
the institutional arrangements for responding to a crisis could matter as
much as actual policies themselves.

It took six months for new Eurozone policies to begin to be decided, allow-
ing crisis contagion towards Ireland (which had a worse housing-banking
bubble than the US) and Portugal (whose debt issues flowed from its relative
poverty). Eurozone leaders, faced with threats from the stock market, finally
agreed in May 2010 to set up a temporary €750 billion European Financial
Stability Facility (EFSF) that would provide conditional loans to menaced
Eurozone countries at ‘non-concessional’ interest rates that would quickly
prove to be too high.? The Greek government then signed a ‘memorandum of
understanding’ (MOU) to borrow €110 billion. The MOU, tailored to specific
national conditions, as were those that later engaged Ireland, Portugal, and
Cyprus, involved tough quarterly reviews by the European Commission,
the ECB, and the IMF (known as the Troika). The terms of Greece’s first-
quarter MOU (through June 2010) obliged the Greeks to begin reducing
their deficit to 3 percent by 2014 (an utterly unrealistic demand), cap public
sector pay for three years, reduce the public sector wage bill, eliminate
public sector bonuses, increase VAT and other taxes, reduce high pensions,
eliminate pension bonuses, freeze all pensions, reform the labor market
by decentralizing negotiations, reduce public investment, undertake tax
reforms, reform bank governance, rebuild local administration, enhance
competition by installing a new competition authority and breaking the
power of a wide range of private professional monopolies, make it easier to

8 AsinanyEU crisis — and this was the greatest in EU history — there were secondary actors.
The bond markets, whose eruptions pushed bargaining forward, were the most important.
The supranational ECB stretched its legal mandate to limit the crisis and influence member
responses. The European Commission was present mainly because it alone could propose legisla-
tion following the European Council’s strategic leadership, and because of its administrative
charges. Finally, the IMF helped provide and structure bailout loans.

9 The Commission proposed loans without the IMF, and France suggested European bonds.
IMF participation was opposed by the ECB and Commission, but Germany insisted on its
presence, believing that IMF conditionality would strengthen pressure on Greece to change
and that IMF loans would lower fire-fighting costs (Bastasin 158). Merkel opposed ‘Eurobonds’
out of moral hazard fears and worries about Germany’s credit rating, plus anticipation that the
German Constitutional Court would find them unconstitutional.
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start businesses, and more (European Commission 2010). The conditions,
which were parsed in three-month assignments until the end of the loan
period, threatened a huge number of Greek social groups. Many of these
received the conditions as invitations to protest, which they then did, in
manifold ways. MOUs for other EMU members that later had to take loans
were similarly harsh, similarly monitored, and also led to protest.

Lying behind Eurozone hesitations were differences between Germany
and France, the leaders of EMU (Marsh 2010; Dyson 2013; Krotz and Schild
2013). The French, worried about EMU banks, wanted more ‘economic
government’ and a quick Greek bailout. Germany’s initial response was
that Greeks had caused their own problems and should fix them themselves.
Germany, far more powerful economically, maintained its ordoliberal
economic orthodoxies, but its reunification had opened space for German
leaders to assert themselves.* This led to the resolve not to serve as EU check-
writer oflast resort, removing the classic EU solution of German-subsidized
bailouts from the table. Shorter-term domestic politics, public opinion,
and German Chancellor Angela Merkel’s thinking supported this course
(ECFR 2011; Gros and Roth 2011). The French were much weaker because
the French economy was vulnerable. An imminent presidential election,
which Sarkozy would lose in 2012, led him to posture about co-leadership
(causing the term ‘Merkozy’ to be coined) for domestic consumption rather
than challenging German power. The Germans and Merkel would thereafter
shape most crisis responses.

The May 2010 decision revealed new German flexibility. IfEMU was to con-
tinue, flaws in Maastricht’s EMU architecture had to be fixed (Aglietta and
Brand 2013). An annual ‘European Semester’ was thus inaugurated in which
member states submitted budget plans for peer scrutiny before budgets were
voted. There were also a ‘six pack’ and ‘two pack’ of directives and regulations
for stronger and more sophisticated monitoring of national fiscal policies plus
new, more automatic sanctions for bad behavior. New monitoring procedures
and financial sector regulation were based on the 2010 Delarosieére committee
report (Batastin 2012; Jouyet 2012). There were problems obtaining financial
backing for most of these reforms, however, usually because Germany sought
to limit its exposure. Germany, backed by France, also urged new ‘treaties’

10 Ordo-liberalism structured the successful reconstruction of the post-war German economy.
Atits center were constitutional rules for a ‘social market economy’ that involved collaboration
among producer groups and social programs. A politically independent Bundesbank devoted
to price stability had the power to compel private and civil society actors to moderate egoistic
interests. Ordo-liberalism provided the matrix for both the Maastricht EMU bargain and the
1997 Stability and Growth Pact (see Blyth 2013: 138-147).
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by coalitions of the willing. A 2011 ‘Euro Plus Pact), signed by all Eurozone
countries plus eight other EU members, pledged controls on wage growth,
raising retirement ages, reducing payroll taxes on labor, and new EU debt
and deficit rules with stiff penalties for non-compliance. The 2012 ‘Treaty
on Stability, Coordination and Governance’ obliged signatories to commit
to balancing their national budgets (Fitoussi 2013). More recent reforms that
have emerged include the commitment to a ‘Banking Union’ to establish
ECB supervision over EMU banks, a new European ‘resolution’ authority to
restructure or close failing banks, and an EMU deposit insurance system.
Decisions were repeatedly sold to the public as far-seeing solutions to
crisis but often included genuine mistakes that made things worse. The
interest rates of the original 2010 Greek bailout were too high and repayment
schedules too rapid, worsening Greece’s debt problems, upsetting bond
markets, and hastening a second Greek loan in 2012." Next, while preparing
the October 2010 European Council, Germany proposed ‘private sector
participation’ (i.e. making bondholders pay their share in bailouts), which
deeply upset the ECB and produced new market agitation (Bastasin 2012).
Later in 2011, discussions about the second Greek loan, including haircuts,
went on for months, upsetting bond markets again and precipitating con-
tagion to Italy and Spain (Financial Times 2011a, 2011b, 2011c; Boone and
Johnson 2011). The October 2011 European Council sought to calm things
with empty promises, causing renewed market agitation. It took more
ECB ‘non-standard’ actions (quantitative easing) and Mario Draghi’s 2012
public promise to ‘do what it takes’ plus a calming in global markets to keep
things under control (Dyson 2013: 211-218).”” In November 2011, ‘Merkozy’
engineered the back-to-back removal of first Greek Prime Minister George
Papandreou (who had proposed a referendum on the second Greek loan)

11 These judgments are underlined in an extraordinary IMF internal review that followed
an earlier IMF re-evaluation of the austerity multiplier effects of Euro-zone loans. The report,
a useful overview of the first Greek loan, strongly criticized the workings of the Troika (IMF,
Commission, ECB: 31-32) because the EC’s reform focus was “more on compliance with EU
norms than on growth impact [... and ...] was not able to contribute much to identifying growth
enhancing structural reforms” (p.31).

12 Despite repeated German criticism, the ECB used ‘non-standard’ methods of buying
members’ national debt instruments from bond markets and injecting new, low-interest-rate
liquidity into Euro-zone economies, partly in the hope that member states would devise more
effective sanctions for bad fiscal behavior. Beginning in 2010, the ECB also lowered collateral
requirements to purchase the bonds of those EMU members that were hardest hit (the Securities
Markets Programme) and in 2011 started low-interest loaning to banks in ‘long-term financing
operations’ (LTROs) and in 2012 ‘Outright Monetary Transactions’ (OMT — market purchases
of bonds from member states that had requested EFSF/ESM aid).
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and then Italian Premier Silvio Berlusconi (who was stalling on promised
reforms). They were both replaced by ‘technocrats’ with deep Brussels con-
nections. This did little to help Greece and Italy economically but further
angered Greek and Italian citizens. Then in 2013, EU leaders made another
bad move: in bailing out Cyprus, they called for deep haircuts that would
have decimated small depositors before market threats caused them to beat
ahasty retreat (Rachman 2013; Wolf 2013). Finally, hesitations about moving
to a banking union in 2012-2013 — again because of German unhappiness
at Eurozone collective risk-sharing — unsettled the situation once more.

Policies and Pain

Repeated crisis policy choices consistently imposed the views of other EMU
governments, particularly Germany, on countries in need of help. It has been
the actual crisis fire-fighting policies that have hurt the most, however. To
avoid bankruptcy, four endangered Eurozone members — Greece, Ireland,
Portugal, and Cyprus — had to accept conditional loans that looked an awful
lotlike IMF Structural Adjustment Programs, while the banking systems of
two more countries — Spain and Italy — were kept afloat by loans, bearing
their own conditions, from the ECB. Borrowers were kept to a draconian
schedule for reducing debts and deficits, cutting back extensive budget-
ary and social programs, decentralizing the labor market, reducing public
employment, and privatizing government-owned property and businesses.
Such policies combined a German ordoliberal backbone with European-
ized Anglo-American neoliberalism from the Commission’s economics
directorate, and, in the case of sovereign debt, traditional IMF loan rules.
The economic mantra behind these approaches was that a rapidly applied,
harsh dose of austerity would lower unit labor costs, abolish rent-seeking,
and establish starting points for virtuous growth. Beyond this ‘austerian-
ism’, reforms to EMU’s architecture brought new invasions into national
economic policy sovereignty through technocratic mechanisms lodged in
the European Commission that lacked clear democratic mandates.

The consequences have been dramatic. There has been negative eco-
nomic growth since 2008 in the Eurozone as a whole, as seen in Chart 2.1.
The worst of this was in the Great Recession period, with a brief recovery
until 2011-12, and then a second recessionary dip until late 2013, followed
by a slight uptick.

Growth in those Eurozone countries that were the objects of conditional
loans and obliged to undergo ‘internal devaluations’ has been much worse,
however. With the beginning of 2008 as a starting point, Greek GDP declined
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Chart2.1 Euro Area (18) GDP Growth Rate

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

—— Annual rate

Source: Eurostat — code: tec00115 (27 March 2105)

by 4 percent in the Great Recession, but then dropped to alow of -g percent
in 2011, the low point of its crisis, before it slowly climbed to -2.5 percent in
early 2014. The Irish economy performed somewhat better, dropping to -7.8
percent at its low point in 2009-10, then slowly recovering to +2 percent by
2012 before dropping back into recession and then recovering in 2013-2014.
Portugal dropped to -4 percent in 2009, then grew by +1.8 percent in 2010,
dropping back to -4 percent in 2013 before moving into positive territory
recently. Spain and Italy, whose banks were helped out by the ECB, did
better but still suffered much lost growth.

Unemployment across the Eurozone shot up in the crisis and remains
very high, as Chart 2.2 shows.

The hardest-hit Eurozone crisis countries vary on the unemployment
front. None have done well, but economic differences have created different
employment profiles. Greek unemployment rose steadily from 6 percent
to 28 percent from 2008 to the beginning of 2014. Ireland was at 4 percent
in 2008 and is now at 12 percent. Portugal began at 7.6 percent, rose to 17.7
percent in early 2013 and dropped to 15.3 percent in 2014. Spain was at 9.6
percent in 2008 and was nearly at 27 percent in 2013. Italy rose slightly from
g to 12+ percent in 2013, the Eurozone average.

Youth unemployment is particularly significant if, as we suspect, young
people are more protest-prone than their elders. The numbers in Chart 2.3
are striking enough for the Euro-zone as a whole, and much worse for the
countries hardest hit by the crisis.

These numbers do not take into account young people who are otherwise
out of the labor force for non-labor market reasons, but they obviously
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Chart2.2 Euro Area (18) Unemployment Rate
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Chart2.3 Euro Area (18) Youth Unemployment Rate (under 25)
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show youth unemployment rapidly rising. For the most part, the Eurozone
crisis countries are well above the general Euro area. From 2008 to early
2014, Greece’s youth unemployment rose from 21 percent to 6o percent;
Ireland’s from 10 percent to 25 percent; Portugal’s from 20 percent to 36
percent; Spain’s from 20 percent to 58 percent; and Italy’s from 21 percent
to 47 percent.

Reducing long-term unemployment had been one of the most important
goals of the European Union. The Eurozone crisis wiped out any progress
made in this area, however, as Chart 2.4 shows.

‘Internal devaluations’ leave citizens of poorer EMU countries in condi-
tions of austerity that will persist for years. New growth, even where it
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Chart2.4 Euro Area (18) Long-term Unemployment Rate (12 months and more)
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exists, is low and relatively jobless. Even the best-educated young people in
stricken countries, and some other European places, face grim employment
prospects, placing new strains on their families, delaying entry into the
labor force, and leaving those affected in life-course limbo. Poverty and
social exclusion have shot up, especially in these most afflicted countries
(Eurostat 2014; EU Commission 2013a, 2013b). Migration to better-off EU
countries is possible, and there is some evidence that it has grown, especially
among the young, but mobility within the EU has always been limited by
the difficulty of coping with another culture, language, and place where
better jobs are reserved for the locals. Those who stay face rising long-term
unemployment as technologies and work processes change rapidly, implying
permanent exits from the labor force, new poverty, and individual and
family disaster. Social science knows much too little about how much and
what kind of social cohesion is needed to keep developed societies from
fraying, but these numbers — and others we might have highlighted — imply
future problems. As we have earlier noted, there has been a punitive ‘cold
shower’ logic to economic governance throughout the EU crisis. Countries
in deep trouble, as well as others with precarious economic situations that
have yet to make themselves dependent on outside help, are now told (and
often constrained) to stand under cold water long enough to rid themselves
of the results of their alleged bad economic habits. Those who prescribe
the cold showers assert that only then will these countries be able to begin
climbing upwards economically. The ‘cold shower’ approach is a bet against
avery uncertain future. Many think that it is unlikely to pay off, or at least
not in the ways that ‘austerians’ claim that it will. One way or the other,
there will be a significant number of European citizens standing under cold
water for some time to come.



60 GEORGE ROSS

Polling has shown how many of these citizens have come to understand
all this. The crisis has worsened the EU’s chronic legitimacy problems in ways
threatening to the EU. Eurobarometer surveys show favorable opinions of
the EU rapidly declining, with these trends stronger in the southern member
states. Pessimism about the future is widespread, again more pronounced in
those countries more affected by the crisis, where doubts about the EU’s anti-
crisis policies are profound (Debomy 2013; Walton and Zielonka 2013). The Pew
Global Survey conducted in the spring of 2013 reported declining support for
the European project — only 28 percent believe that European integration has
helped their economies, with the loss of confidence particularly strong among
younger people (Pew Research 2013). If we reflect on the recent shift of far-
right European parties toward supplementing anti-immigrant xenophobia
with anti-EU nationalism, as well as the trend of harder-left parties that have
emerged to the left of social democrats advocating a return to closed-border
statism and embracing Euroskepticism, it is clear that the EU has become
a veritable target of protest. Indeed, Euroskeptical attitudes and political
currents have rapidly spread almost everywhere (Torreblanca et al. 2013).

These surveys correlate with election results. Since the beginning of the
crisis, European voters have repeatedly removed the incumbent govern-
ments that had presided over crisis responses (excepting Germany). In
Ireland, Fianna Fail electoral domination, which had seemed eternal, has
ended - one consequence of a terribly mishandled and corrupt housing
bubble, itself the product of American-style public policy mismanagement.
Social democratic governments in Portugal, Spain (where the central issue
has been another housing bubble created by bad public policy and banking
cupidity), and Greece have all been replaced by right-wing regimes that
themselves rapidly became precarious. The severe electoral defeats of Latin
European social democracy — with France a possible future addition in the
near future — has great significance. European social democratic parties,
for a century the political hope for many on the left, have been slowly
losing electoral support in recent years (Moschonas 2011). They can still win
elections and lead governing coalitions, but their voting numbers — and,
more significantly, credibility as carriers of popular grievances — have been
declining. Europe’s south had been a particularly bright spot for social
democracy because political parties there had been able to harness the
promises of modernization from joining the EU. The Eurozone crisis may
have ended this.”

13 There are deeper issues. Center-left parties have turned into electoral machines staffed
by political professionals and policy wonks whose most important task is now to govern
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The results of the 2013 Italian elections after the EU-imposed Monti-tech-
nocratic government’s time expired went well beyond firing incumbents.
In a campaign saturated by EU and Eurozone issues, nearly 25 percent of
the vote went to the Five Star Movement (35 percent of those between the
ages of 18 and 34), a party led by a professional entertainer whose appeal
was a refusal to play the Italian political game in traditional ways. At about
the same moment, Greek elections saw Pasok decimated, the center-right
returned to power, and Syriza — a left party whose indignation was clearer
than its policy proposals — doing better than anyone else, sinning, in fact, in
January 2015. In general, anti-establishment protest parties on the left and
the right have prospered in the crisis, including openly fascist extremists
in Greece. In France, a country that has avoided the worst but has teetered
on the edge of serious economic problems, Nicolas Sarkozy lost to socialist
Francois Hollande in 2012, and within a year Hollande had acquired the
lowest popularity ratings in the history of the Fifth Republic.*

Other crisis results include accentuated divisions between the Eurozone’s
north and south. Northerners, arrayed around Germany, have been the
main contributors to bailouts and have insisted most forcefully on the ‘cold
shower’ line for the stricken southerners who had hoped for greater solidarity
and flexibility. On some occasions, particularly during election campaigns,
this has translated into quasi-ethnic attacks directed at Germany. Prior to
the crisis, EU southerners had been among the most positively ‘European’
member states, but many of them have since changed their minds. The crisis
has also deepened the division between EMU ‘ins’ and ‘outs’, nourished
Eurosceptics in the UK and other places, and laid foundations for an ever
more complex and ‘geometrically variable’ EU.

Storms Past, Storms Still to Come?

The US crisis brought huge social costs, but the American context made it
particularly difficult to anticipate protest beyond hard-right movements

market capitalist societies in a threatening Europeanized and globalized world. Their offers
and concessions to progressive electoral constituencies can be real but limited by this prior-
ity. Many potential progressives, including protesters, may vote for them in the absence of
alternatives, but social democrats are seen as reliable vehicles for the kinds of changes that
are needed.

14 If one extended the list beyond the countries directly targeted by crisis but where incum-
bents were tossed out by the crisis, it would also include the UK, Belgium, the Netherlands, and
Denmark, with more to come.
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like the Tea Party and the progressive 2011-2012 Occupy movement. Ameri-
can crisis policies were more direct and effective than those in Europe,
despite the US’ blocked federalism, because of its strong central bank and
determined political elites who possessed the leverage to initiate anti-
crisis policies, its single national jurisdiction and favorable international
financial position. Recovery has been slow, however, and it remains to be
seen whether this will stabilize a situation in which the ‘middle class’ is
being hollowed out and an unchastened financial sector is re-installed in
its luxurious Wall Street lodgings. Widespread suffering has drawn new
attention to growing inequality, declining social mobility, rudimentary
social policies, and the weakness of traditional protective organizations
such as trade unions. Protest is a time-honored American reflex, but it
coexists with a great reliance on individual resilience. US protests may or
may not be aligned with major national partisan conflicts or with huge
American lobbies, but one cannot help underlining that the US has been
riven for decades by partisan mobilization about fundamental social
choices between a neoliberal and culturally conservative new Repub-
licanism and a defensive ‘liberalism’ around the Democrats. This great
divide will continue to play an important role in shaping the form that
protests take in the US and whether or not it corresponds to ‘conventional’
American politics.

Europe is different. Salvaging the Eurozone has involved clumsy in-
tergovernmental decision-making that has led to an imposition of harsh
policies by some on others. Indignados or Occupy-style ‘progressive’
protests have been important to varying degrees, particularly in 2011-2012,
throughout crisis-stricken countries, even if the Arab Spring movement
that inspired and, to a degree, guided these movements, has not always
turned out happily. Analogous movements recur, as in Ukraine, and may
help keep strategic and tactical memories fresh. Other types of protest
have also occurred, including official and unofficial strikes, repeated
student protests about educational policies and budgets, and strident
mobilizations by specific threatened interests. Resentment levels among
those hurt most by the crisis remain high. And beyond any debates about
EMU and the EU, national governments, with a few exceptions, seem
progressively less able to provide plausible policy solutions to citizens’
problems. It is possible that Europe may be in the midst of a massive
crisis of politics in which citizens lose their sense that existing democratic
processes can produce the desired results. To the degree to which these
things are true, stormy weather — including a great deal of new protest
- may lie ahead.



AUSTERITY AND NEW SPACES FOR PROTEST 63
Bibliography

Aglietta Michel, Brand Thomas. 2013. Un NEW DEAL pour l’Europe. Paris: Odile Jacob.

Atkinson Tyler et al. 2013. ‘How Bad Was It? The Costs and Consequences of the 2007-2009
Financial Crisis’, Staff Paper 20, Dallas: Federal Bank of Dallas.

Bastasin Carlo. 2012. Saving Europe: How National Politics Nearly Destroyed the Euro. Washington:
Brookings.

Blinder Alan. 2013. After the Music Stopped: The Financial Crisis. New York: Penguin.

Blyth Marc. 2013. Austerity: The History of a Dangerous Idea. New York: Oxford University Press.

Boone Peter, Johnson Simon. 2011. ‘Europe on the Brink,’ Washington: Peterson Institute for
International Economics Policy Brief.

Burtless Gary, Gordon Tracy. 2011. ‘The Federal Stimulus Programs and Their Effects’, in Grusky
D. etal. (eds.). The Great Recession, New York: Russell Sage, 241-293.

CBPP (Center for Budget and Policy Priorities). 2011. ‘Chart Book: The Legacy of the Great Re-
cession’ (update July 9, 2013) Retrieved 20 May 2014 from http://www.cbpp.org/cms/index.
cfm?fa=view&id=3252.

Chinn Menzie D., Frieden Jeff A. 2011. Lost Decades. New York: Norton.

Corak Miles. 2012. ‘How to Slide Down the “Great Gatsby Curve”, Inequality, Life Chances, and Pub-
lic Policy in the United States’, Washington: Center for American Progress. Retrieved 20 May
2014 from http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/economy/report/2012/12/05/46851/
how-to-slide-down-the-great-gatsby-curve/.

Darvas Zolt. 2009. ‘The EU’s Role in Supporting Crisis-Hit Countries in Central and Eastern
Europe’, Brussels: Bruegel Policy Contribution.

Debomy Daniel. 2013. ‘L’UE Non, LEURO Oui! Les opinions publiques européennes face a la crise
(2007-2012)) Paris: Notre Europe-Institut Jacques Delors.

Dullien Sebastien, Schwartzer Daniela. 2009. ‘The EMU Needs a Stability Pact for Intra-Regional
Current Account Imbalances’, SWP Comments, Berlin: SWP.

Dyson Kenneth 2013. ‘Sworn to Grim Necessity? Imperfections of European Economic Govern-
ance, Normative Political Theory, and Supreme Emergency’, Journal of European Integration,
35 (3): 207-222.

ECFR (European Council on Foreign Relations). 2011. What Does Germany Think About Europe?
London: ECFR.

Eichengreen Barry. 2010. Imbalances in the Euro-Area’, Berkeley: unpublished paper. Retrieved
May 20, 2014 from http://elsa.berkeley.edu/~eichengr/Imbalances_Euro_Area_s5-23-11.pdf.

—.2012. ‘European Monetary Integration with Benefit of Hindsight’, Journal of Common Market
Studies, 50:123-136.

European Commission. 2009. ‘Economic Crisis in Europe: Causes, Consequences and Responses’,
European Economy 7, Brussels: EC.

—. 2010. European Economy: The Economic Adjustment Program for Greece: Occasional Papers
61, Brussels: EU.

—. 2013a. Employment and Social Developments in Europe 2012. Brussels: EU.

—. 2013b. Social protection budgets in the crisis in the EU. Brussels: EU.

Eurostat. 2014. ‘People at risk of poverty or social exclusion’. Retrieved 20 May 2014 from http://
epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/People_at_risk_of_poverty_or_
social_exclusion.

Fernandez-Villaverde Luis Garicano, Santos Tano. 2013. ‘Political Credit Cycles: The Case of the
Euro Zone’, NBER Working Paper 18899, Cambridge: National Bureau of Economic Research.


http://www.cbpp.org/cms/index.cfm?fa=view&id=3252
http://www.cbpp.org/cms/index.cfm?fa=view&id=3252
http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/economy/report/2012/12/05/46851/how-to-slide-down-the-great-gatsby-curve/
http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/economy/report/2012/12/05/46851/how-to-slide-down-the-great-gatsby-curve/
http://elsa.berkeley.edu/~eichengr/Imbalances_Euro_Area_5-23-11.pdf
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/People_at_risk_of_poverty_or_social_exclusion
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/People_at_risk_of_poverty_or_social_exclusion
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/People_at_risk_of_poverty_or_social_exclusion

64 GEORGE ROSS

Financial Times. 2011a. ‘Dogmatists raise the costs of the Eurozone crisis’, 16 May.

—. 2011b. ‘Eurozone: Frankfurt’s Dilemma’, 24 May.

—. 2011¢. ‘Europe: Four steps to fiscal union’, 11 August.

Fitoussi Jean-Pierre. 2013. Le Théoréme du lampadaire. Paris: Editions Les Liens qui Libérent.

Fligstein Neil, Goldstein Adam. 2011. ‘The Roots of the Great Recession’ in Grusky D. et al. (eds.),
The Great Recession. New York: Russell Sage, 21-56.

Fligstein Neil, Shin Taekjin. 2007. ‘Shareholder Value and the Transformation of the U.S.
Economy’, Sociological Forum, 22 (44): 399-424.

Gros Daniel, Roth Felix. 2011. ‘Do the Germans Support the Euro?’, Working Paper No. 359,
Brussels: Centre for European Policy Studies.

Irwin Neil. 2013. The Alchemists: Three Central Bankers and the World on Fire. New York: Penguin.

Jones Erik. 2012. ‘Getting to Greece: Uncertainty, Misfortune, and the Origins of Political
Disorder’, European Political Science, 12 (35): 294-304.

Jouyet Jean-Pierre. 2012. ‘For a Political View of Financial Regulation’, in Fondation Robert
Schuman, Schuman Report on Europe: State of the Union 2012. Paris, Berlin: Springer Verlag.

Kenworthy Lane, Owens Lindsay. 2011. ‘The Surprisingly Weak Effect of Recessions on Public
Opinion’, in Grusky David. et al. (eds.), The Great Recession. New York: Russell Sage.

Krotz Ulrich, Schild Joachim. 2013. Shaping Europe: France, Germany, and Embedded Bilateralism
from the Elysée Treaty to Twenty-First Century Politics. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Marsh David. 2010. The Euro: The Politics of the New Global Currency. New Haven: Yale University

Press.

Mitsopolous Michale, Pelagidis Theordore. 2012. Understanding the Crisis in Greece. Harmsmills,
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Moschonas Gerassimos. 2011. ‘Historical Decline or Change of Scale?: The Electoral Dynamics
of European Social Democratic Parties, 1950-2009, in Cronin James E. et al., What’s Left of
the Left? Democrats and Social Democrats in Challenging Times. Durham: Duke University
Press, 50-85.

OECD. 2012. ‘OECD Economic Surveys UNITED STATES’, Paris: OECD.

Panitch Leo, Gindin Sam. 2012. The Making of Global Capitalism: The Political Economy of
American Empire. London: Verso.

Pettis Michael. 2012. The Great Rebalancing: Trade, Conflict, and the Perlious Road Ahead for the
World Economy. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Pew Research. 2013. The New Sick Man of Europe: the European Union. New York: Pew Research
Center.

Pisani-Ferry Jean, Sapir André. 2007. Banking Crisis Management in the EU: An Interim Assess-
ment, Working Paper 2009/07, Brussels: Bruegel.

Quaglia Lucia et al. 2009. ‘The Financial Turmoil and EU Policy Co-operation in 2008, in Copsey
N.,Haughton T. (eds.), The JCMS Annual Review of the European Union in 2008. Oxford: Wiley-
Blackwell, 63-88.

Rachman Gideon. 2013. ‘Europe’s leaders run out of credit in Cyprus’, Financial Times, 1 March.

Ross George. 2011. The European Union and its Crises: Through the eyes of the Brussels elite.
Houndsworth: Palgrave Macmillan.

Streeck Wolfgang. 2011. ‘The Crises of Democratic Capitalism’, New Left Review, 71: 5-29,
September-October.

Torreblanca Jose Ignacio. et al. 2013. The Continent-Wide Rise of Euroscepticism. Berlin: European
Council on Foreign Relations.



AUSTERITY AND NEW SPACES FOR PROTEST 65

Trichet Jean-Claude. 2010. ‘State of the Union: The Financial Crisis and the ECB’s Response,
2007-2009, in Copsey N., Haughton T. (eds.), The JCMS Annual Review of the European Union
in 2009. Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell, 7-19.

Véron Nicolas. 2o010. ‘An Update on EU Financial Reforms’, in Policy Brief PB 10-30. Washington:
Peterson Institute for International Economics.

Walton Nicholas, Zielonka Jan. 2013. The New Political Geography of Europe. Berlin: European
Council on Foreign Relations.

Wolf Martin. 2013. ‘Big trouble from little Cyprus’, Financial Times, 19 March.






3  Mobilization of Protest in the Age of
Austerity

Hanspeter Kriesi

In a recent piece, McAdam and Tarrow (2010) discuss the question of the
relationship between contention and convention in political action. Self-
critically, the authors observe that their joint effort (together with Tilly) to
overcome the compartmentalization of studies concerning different forms
of political action had given little attention to elections. They consider their
inattention to the connection between elections and social movements ‘a
serious lacuna’ in their Dynamics of Contention (McAdam et al. 2001), “as it
is in the entire broad field of contentious politics” (532). To overcome the
segmentation of the study of elections and social movements, they propose a
series of six mechanisms that they believe “link movement actors to routine
political actors in electoral campaigns”. These mechanisms focus on how
movements influence the electoral process: movements may turn into
parties that participate in elections, or they may form within parties; they
may introduce tactical innovations that can be adopted as electoral tools;
they may become active in electoral campaigns or react to the outcome of
elections. In my own attempt to link the two worlds of social movements
and political parties,  have been interested in the opposite causal relation-
ship, i.e. in the question of how political parties influence mobilization by
social movements (Kriesi et al. 1995). In our comparative analysis of the
mobilization of the new social movements, we were able to show that the
configuration of the old and new left — and whether the left was in or out
of government — made a key difference to their success.

I share McAdam and Tarrow’s preoccupation with the segmentation of
our discipline, because I believe that it fundamentally limits our possibili-
ties to understand contemporary politics. In my view, however, previous
attempts to come to terms with this segmentation are too partial and
should be replaced by a more fundamental approach. Electoral choices
and protest, mobilization by political parties and social movements are part
and parcel of one and the same process of political interest intermediation
that continuously links the different forms of interest articulation in the
various channels and arenas of the political system. Taking the mobilization
of protest in the age of austerity as the point of reference, I would like to
formulate some general conceptual points as an introduction of such an
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approach, which I shall then go on to illustrate with the experience of
protest mobilization in three countries — Greece, Spain, and the US - in
the age of austerity.

Conceptualization of the Relationship between Contention and
Convention

The literature on social movements tells us that political mobilization
depends on the interaction between three sets of factors: grievances,
organization, and opportunity. Grievances constitute the starting point:
an exogenous shock like the financial and economic crisis creates a tremen-
dous amount of popular discontent, which constitutes a latent mobilization
potential. It is unlikely, however, that the crisis creates such mobilization
potentials from scratch. In any given society, there are more or fewer latent
mobilization potentials linked to the structural conflicts, which predate
the crisis and which pre-structure the way the crisis mobilization will play
out. The mobilization potential newly created by the crisis adds to this
already existing stock of grievances that has already been present at the
time of the intervention of the shock of the crisis. In different ways, the
crisis may serve as a catalyst for protest mobilization. It may reshape an
already ongoing mobilization process: it may redirect it by orienting it to
new issues and goals, and it may reinvigorate it by intensifying the protest
activities. Or it may trigger the articulation of mobilization potentials that
have remained latent until the occurrence of the crisis.

People with grievances seek to express them, and they do so by rais-
ing their voice or by exiting (Hirschman 1970). They raise their voice to
the extent that they are organized and have an opportunity to do so. In
democratic societies, citizens have the right to vote and they have the
opportunity to express their grievances as voters. As Piven and Cloward
(1977: 15) have already noted a long time ago, “ordinarily, defiance is first
expressed in the voting booth simply because, whether defiant or not,
people have been socialized within a political culture that defines voting
as the mechanism through which political change can and should properly
occur”. Accordingly, one of the first signs of popular discontent are sharp
shifts in voting patterns. More generally, in democratic societies, the action
repertoire of protests is likely to make use of the available institutionalized
channels of access, which means that the privileged institutional spaces —
i.e. the privileged arena to voice grievances — are the electoral and, where
available, the direct-democratic arena. In democracies, voters resort to the



MOBILIZATION OF PROTEST IN THE AGE OF AUSTERITY 69

protest arena to the extent that they are unable to express themselves in
the electoral or direct democratic channel, or to the extent that their vote
has no impact.

The voters may not be able to express their discontent in the electoral
arena because the next elections are too far off to provide an opportunity
to voice their grievances. This constraint imposed by the electoral cycle
is alleviated by the availability of elections at different levels — there are
not only national but also local, regional, and European elections taking
place at different moments in time and offering as many opportunities
to voice discontent. Voters may use each one of these elections to protest
against the governments and their policies at various levels. But even if
elections are held sooner or later, they may not provide an opportunity
to voice discontent because of the lack of a suitable alternative offered by
the parties competing in the elections. The menu of alternatives provided
by the parties is extended when new challengers mobilize in the electoral
arena or when established mainstream parties transform themselves into
new challengers. New challengers certainly have greater opportunities to
enter into the fray and to make a difference in proportional systems than
in majoritarian ones.

The literature on economic voting provides us with more precise ideas
about how the crisis may have played out in electoral terms (Lewis-Beck
and Stegmaier 2007; Duch and Stevenson 2008). This literature indicates
that incumbents are generally punished in times of an economic crisis but
that the impact is likely to vary as a function of context conditions (Powell
and Whitten 1993; Hellwig and Samuels 2007; Duch and Stevenson 2008:
chapter g; Kriesi 2013). Specifically, this literature shows the importance of
taking into account the kind of democracy (majoritarian vs proportional),
the degree of institutionalization of the party system, and the openness of
the national economy. It tends to suggest that the Great Recession is just
another instance of economic distress, which has cyclical but no long-term
effects on politics. Accordingly, the economic voting literature has largely
failed to account for the kind of parties that may benefit when voters turn
to punishing the governing parties (Van der Brug et al. 2007: 18-19; Tucker
2006: 4-5).

In a longer-term perspective, one could argue that the external shock
of the Great Recession reinforces long-term trends in the West European
party systems that have already been under way before the crisis. One such
trend concerns the erosion of the mainstream parties’ representation func-
tion. According to this trend, above all put into evidence by Katz and Mair
(1995, 2009) and Mair (2000, 2002, 2006), mainstream parties have moved
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their center of gravity from civil society to the state and have strengthened
their governmental role to the detriment of their representation function.
Mair (2000) summarized this development by what he called the rise of
a ‘partyless democracy’. What he had in mind was a largely neutral and
non-partisan system of governance, appealing to a largely undifferentiated
mass electorate whose relations with the institutions of government are
no longer mediated to any significant extent. As the mainstream parties’
representation function weakens, opportunities for populist protest in the
party system increases. The decline of the parties’ representation function
invites populist reactions in the party system. Mair (2011: 14) expected, in
fact, a division of labor within the party system between mainstream parties
that habitually govern and take responsibility and parties that give voice to
the people, i.e. that fulfill the representation function and that often adopt
a rather populist style. He expected “a growing divide ... between parties
which claim to represent, but don't deliver, and those which deliver, but
are no longer seen to represent” (Mair 2002: 88). According to this thesis,
by restricting the maneuvering space of the mainstream parties, the Great
Recession has played into the hands of populist challengers within the
party system by offering them the opportunity to mobilize against the
mainstream parties and by presenting themselves as the true advocates
of the people’s will.

Such new challengers in the party system may be movements turned
into parties, or, even more importantly, the challengers in the party system
may be movements that have taken the form of parties in the first place.
Arguably, the most important recent movements in Western Europe have
been movements of the right, the new populist right, which have established
themselves in the form of parties and have more or less explicitly avoided
protest mobilization. The exogenous shock of the Great Recession might
contribute to reinforcing the transformation of the partisan space driven by
the rise of the new populist right that we have already observed in Western
Europe before the crisis. As T have argued together with several colleagues
in previous publications (Kriesi et al. 2006, 2008, 2012), globalization has
transformed the basis of politics in Western Europe by giving rise to what
we have called a new ‘integration-demarcation’ cleavage opposing glo-
balization ‘winners’ and ‘losers’. We suggested that the mobilization of the
group of ‘losers’ by new challengers — parties of the new populist right and
transformed established parties of the liberal and conservative right — has
provided the key impetus for the transformation of the party systems in
the six countries of our study — Austria, France, Germany, the Netherlands,
Switzerland, and the UK.
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The paradox of the populists from the new right relying on party instead
of movement politics islinked to a strategy of ‘double differentiation’, which
is rooted in core value orientations of populist right leaders and follow-
ers (Hutter and Kriesi 2013). Both try to set themselves apart from their
adversaries on the left, whom they view as ‘chaotic’ protesters, as well as
from the extreme and neo-fascist right — not only for historical but also for
more practical reasons. If those who openly advocate the most right-wing
and racist ideologies take part in the mobilization by populist right parties,
then the populists run the risk of being equated with them. For both the
challengers on the left and on the right, the ‘medium is the message), i.e.
the choice of the channel in which they express themselves is at the same
time an expression of their underlying message. While the rebels on the new
left are libertarian and more post-materialist, the rebels on the new right
have authoritarian and materialist values, and prefer (orderly) conventional
political action over (disorderly) protest politics. In other words, at least in
Western Europe, while the left protests in the streets, any protest from the
right is found above all in the electoral arena.

If mobilization in the electoral channel is the most obvious choice, direct-
democratic institutions are also increasingly available for the articulation of
protest. As our comparative analysis of new social movements in Western
Europe has shown, such institutions are readily used by social movements
when they are available (Kriesi et al. 1995). Other institutional options
for protest include litigation in courts. Kolb (2006) points out that courts
provide access to the voices of those who might not otherwise be heard: “In
contrast to the normal policy making process, access to and influence in
the court system is not dependent on connections or social and economic
position, but on the strength of legal arguments. In addition, judicial deci-
sions can have important extra-judicial effects — such as creating publicity
or increasing the bargaining power of social movements.” Relying on courts
for imposing reforms is, however, severely limited by the bounded nature
of constitutional rights and by the fact that the judiciary is appointed by
the other branches of government.

In the absence of available options in the institutionalized arenas discon-
tented citizens have no choice but to resort directly to protest and to try to
force political concessions from political elites by appealing to the general
public. This is Schattschneider’s idea (1960) of the expansion of conflict.
Public protest is designed to unleash a public debate, to draw the attention
of the public to the grievances of the actors in question, to create controversy
where there was none, and to obtain the support of the public for the actors’
concerns. Controversial public debates and support by the general public
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open up the access and increase the legitimacy of speakers and allies of the
protest movements with journalists and with decision-makers who tend to
closely follow the public debates (Gamson and Meyer 1996: 288). Wolfsfeld’s
‘principle of political resonance’ (1997: 47) formulates this relationship in the
following way: challengers who succeed in producing events that resonate
with the professional and political culture of important news media can
compete with much more powerful adversaries.

In Western Europe and North America, however, citizens do not only
resort to the contentious mobilization of protest today, if no other options
are available. In Western Europe and North America, protest mobilization
has become increasingly conventional, as these societies have become
what is aptly called a ‘movement society’ by Meyer and Tarrow (1998). The
term suggests that political protest has become an integral part of modern
life; that protest behavior is employed with greater frequency and by more
diverse constituencies, and is used to represent a wider range of claims
than ever before; and that professionalization and institutionalization
may be changing the social movement into an instrument of conventional
politics. As protest becomes a part of everyday politics, we facilitate the
“normalization of the unconventional” (Fuchs 1991). At the same time,
social movement organizations become rather like interest groups. While
protest becomes conventional, the typical repertoire of protest may still
vary from one country to the other. Thus, in southern Europe, the political
strike combined with large demonstrations constitutes a core element of
the protest repertoire, while it is much less common or conventional in the
north of Europe.

Asunconventional forms of participation become increasingly accepted
and political systems become more open to unconventional forms of mobi-
lization, these forms are likely to become more moderate, less prominent,
and less effective. As a result of its routinization, the protest repertoire
loses some of its news value, its surprise effect, and its impact on the
general public. As the repertoire of protest becomes routinized and loses
its effectiveness, tactical innovations (McAdam 1983) become all the more
important — innovations that catch the adversaries off guard and force
them to innovate as well, i.e. to neutralize the challengers’ moves through
effective tactical counter-measures.

If a response to more or less conventional protest is not forthcoming,
however, challengers, even in democracies, may not only try to innovate,
they may also be tempted to step up their protest, to radicalize, and to
create a political crisis through massive use of disruption (Keeler 1993). A
political crisis can create a sense of urgency predicated on the assumption
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that already serious problems will be exacerbated by inaction. In addition,
a political crisis can create a sense of genuine fear predicated on the as-
sumption that inaction may endanger lives and property or even result in
a revolution or coup d’état. When either of these mechanisms comes into
play, the government may feel compelled to make substantive conces-
sions to the challengers or, if it is unable to implement such concessions,
fundamental realignments in the party system may occur. Latin America
provides telling examples of party system collapse and realignments as a
consequence of economic liberalization reforms in the aftermath of the
debt crisis of the 1980s and 1990s (see Lupu 2012; Morgan 2013; Roberts 2013;
Rovira Kaltwasser 2013).

Finally, it is also possible that the challengers come to reject the institu-
tionalized channels of established democracies altogether. They may turn
against representative democracy and the electoral process and demand
more direct, participatory forms of democracy. This is, indeed, what the
student movements of the late 1960s and the new social movements of the
1970s and 1980s have called for and what the New Left had been pursuing
from the start. Thus, in the late 1960s, exponents of the New Left had already
denounced the deficiencies of existing representative models of democracy
(e.g. Agnoli and Briickner 1968) and demanded more participatory forms
of ‘strong’ democracy, as reflected in the scholarly literature of the day
(Pateman 1970; Macpherson 1977; Barber 1984).

Whatever the action form and the political objective, political mo-
bilization in both the institutional and the protest arenas requires an
organizational infrastructure. In a democracy, the key political organiza-
tions are political parties, interest/advocacy groups, and social movement
organizations (SMOs). Each type of organization focuses on a specific arena
for its mobilization. Parties mainly, although not exclusively, mobilize in the
electoral and the direct-democratic arenas, interest groups in the direct-
democratic and the administrative arenas, and SMOs in the protest arena. In
the absence of a political organization, the exit option — taking the form of
apathy or of ‘voting with the feet’ — is the most likely reaction to grievances.
This also applies if the established political organizations do not pick up
the grievances of the population and if no new challenger is available.
People who are not mobilized or who do not feel that the available options
of mobilization allow them to express their grievances in any meaningful
way are unlikely to move at all. In the electoral and direct-democratic
arenas, this means low turnout; in the administrative arena, this means
no lobbying; in the protest arena, this means no mass protest, no strikes,
and no demonstrations.
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The Dynamics of Contention and Convention in the Age of
Austerity and the Transformation of the Party System

The financial crisis constitutes an exogenous shock of an extraordinary
magnitude. At first, governments focused their efforts on stabilizing their
national banking systems and alleviating the negative impact on the real
economy. They adopted bank rescue packages (Weber and Schmitz 2011;
see also the chapter by Ross in this volume). They also countered the
economic impact of the crisis by adopting modest fiscal expansionary
measures (Armingeon 2012), relying on some version of ‘liberal Keynesian-
ism’ (Pontusson and Raess 2012). Not all countries succeeded in reducing the
short-term adverse effects of the crisis. Although the financial crisis had a
severe impact on all the advanced industrial economies, the effect differed
per country. As the crisis continued, governments generally changed poli-
cies and turned to austerity measures. In the case of the weaker economies,
however, these measures largely failed to achieve their intended goal of
reducing the public deficit. As a result, economic imbalances in Europe
were aggravated, and the weaknesses in the EMU governance structures
were revealed (Featherstone 2011; De Grauwe 2011; Eichengreen 2012).
The ensuing complex policies of crisis management, which involved hard
bargaining between European governments, their domestic constituents,
and supranational actors (the European Commission, the ECB, the IMF,
and the European Banking Authority), provided one of the key triggers for
the political mobilization of grievances by European citizens in the face of
the Great Recession.

My heuristic framework for the analysis of the interactive dynamics
starts out with a set of five highly stylized political actors that includes: (1)
international actors (such as the European Commission, the ECB, or the
IMF), (2) the national government, (3) the (mainstream) opposition, (4)
other (competing) public authorities (such as the [symbolic] president, the
courts, [part of ] the media, or the voters in a referendum vote) or established
interest groups, and (5) outside challengers (populist parties, social move-
ment organizations, trade unions, public interest groups). I assume that,
in times of crisis, the international actors and the national governments
have the initiative, while the other three types of actors may or may not
react to the actions of these key actors. I am most interested here in the
interaction between the mobilization of protest in the different channels
and its impact on the party system in particular.

I shall look at three cases — the US, Greece, and Spain. In none of
these three cases has the new populist right — i.e. a party defending the
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globalization ‘losers’—had any significant electoral success before the crisis.
In all of these countries, a rather majoritarian electoral system discourages
the success of new challengers in the party system. Accordingly, Green par-
ties have also been very weak or non-existent in these countries, and even
strong new social movements have not left behind a legacy of strong party
organizations ready to mobilize discontent in these countries. Another
similarity between the three countries is that, at the moment the crisis
hit, the left-wing incumbent government made it difficult, at first sight,
for labor unions to organize any kind of mobilization.

United States

The focus on the interaction between contention and convention in the
age of austerity suggests that we must broaden our view beyond ‘street
politics’. Indeed, in the age of austerity, mobilization has not only taken
place in the streets. In fact, what I have called the most important recent
movements in Western Europe — the movements of the new populist right
— have established themselves in the form of parties and hardly mobilized
in the streets at all. This is also true of the functional equivalent of the
new populist right in the US — the Tea Party — that has launched the first
and, I would argue, the most consequential mobilization against the US
government in the age of austerity.

Compared to the Tea Party that started to mobilize against the new Oba-
ma Administration in early 2009, the Occupy movement came late — it only
mobilized in the fall of 2011 — and it faded away as quickly as it came onto the
public scene. As Gitlin (2013) suggests, it was more moment than movement.
Tarrow (2011) has noted as much early on: “[w]e are here’ movements often
flare up rapidly and fade away just as quickly, or disintegrate into rivulets
of particular claims and interests”. The number of people mobilized by the
Occupy movement remained rather limited (they peaked at some ten to
twenty thousand participants in the 5 October 2011 demonstration in New
York City), and levels of support for the movement by the general public
plunged rapidly. This does not mean that Occupy was inconsequential:
the movement’s slogan (“We are the 99%”) struck a responsive chord and
entered into popular lore. “This was brilliant framing” (Calhoun 2013: 33)
that drew media attention to the problem of rising inequality, and even if
media attention did subside after the movement’s eviction from Zuccotti
Park, the broader political discourse continued “to be peppered with refer-
ences to ‘the 1 percent’ and to other issues Occupy had raised” (Milkman
et al. 2013: 38). However, Occupy did not seek a direct political impact. It



76 HANSPETER KRIESI

did not target the government and its handling of the financial crisis but
instead shifted the focus to inequality in society (Calhoun 2013: 33). As Gitlin
(2013: 8) points out, the inner core of the movement “didn’t want different
policies; it wanted a different way of life”. And it was “phobic about the risk
of being coopted”, even though such risks were rather limited given that
its natural political ally, the Democratic Party, “handled the movement
gingerly, for fear that any more intense expressions of friendliness might
tar them with unruly brushes”.

Contrary to the Occupy movement, the Tea Party movement has had
considerable political impact, not least because it pre-empted the stage
for mobilization by other movements. It has, of course, not been a reac-
tion to austerity, but it reacted to the first liberal Keynesian’ phase of the
government’s reactions to the crisis. Contrary to the Occupy movement,
it targeted the government and it crucially shaped its natural ally — the
Republican Party. Paradoxically, it mobilized against an administration
that had inherited the mess from its predecessors and was trying to make
the best of it by adopting the recipes already introduced by its predecessors,
which were the recipes all the other governments applied at that time.

In presenting the case of the Tea Party, I essentially follow the study by
Skocpol and Williamson (2012). The cast of characters is purely domestic
in this particular case and includes the government (the incoming Obama
Administration), the mainstream opposition (the Republicans), and three
types of challengers: 1) grassroots local groups, composed of a gaggle of
about 1,000 local groups (in 2011), not particularly well-coordinated and
none of them directly controlled by the Republican party; 2) professional
national advocacy groups (‘idea pushers’), top-down organizations leverag-
ing grassroots activism to gain new advantage, financed by a few billionaire
families, especially the Koch family, whose resources allow them to push
their own world view in civic and political affairs; 3) the highly partisan sec-
tor of the conservative media complex — including Fox News, the right-wing
blogosphere, and nationwide networks of right-wing talk radio programs.
The grassroots organizations got the movement off the ground, the con-
servative advocacy groups jumped on the bandwagon, and the conservative
media quickly joined and helped to orchestrate the movement, breaking
down the barriers between media and movement that have usually been
so challenging for protesters to navigate. The thrust of local and national
Tea Party activism through the November 2010 elections was maximized
by loosely connected organizational efforts. The relationship between the
local chapters and the national advocacy groups was loose and mutually
beneficial, allowing the advocacy groups to set the agendas and disseminate
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general arguments without becoming accountable to the local groups. The
conservative media — Fox in particular — served as a kind of social movement
orchestrator during the critical early period of initial mobilization: they
forged a community of meaning. As a result of the segmentation of the
public sphere, the Tea Party activists often unblinkingly believed wildly
inaccurate things about what government does, how it is financed, and
what is actually included in key pieces of legislation or regulation (Skocpol
and Williamson 2012:199).

Tea Party efforts moved forward within and across the edges of the
Grand Old Party (GOP) but never came under party control. However,
the movement had its greatest effect in the mid-term elections of 2010,
when the Republicans gained 63 seats and control of the House, and took
control of both the governorships and the legislatures in twelve states. The
Democrats ended up with control of the fewest state legislative bodies they
have had since 1946 (Drew 2013). Of course, the economic recession and
high unemployment helped the opposition party, but the Tea Party and
selective participation helped, too: the participation rate fell from 61.6 per
cent in the 2008 elections to 41.6 per cent in the 2010 mid-term elections.
Mid-term voters tend to lean to the Republicans, but in 2010 this was even
more the case than usual thanks to the mobilization by the Tea Party. As
Skocpol and Williamson put it: “The Tea Party and their adoring media
surely helped re-inspire grassroots conservatives, set a national agenda
for the election, and claim a Republican-wave election as vindication for
a particular, extreme conservative ideology” (2012: 163). And Drew (2013)
maintains that the 2010 elections were the single most important event
leading up to the domination of the House by the Republican far right.

The bigger story is, indeed, the impact of the Tea Party on the GOP.
The Republican Party has been moving toward the right for some time,
and that movement only quickened after the advent of the Tea Party. The
Republicans newly elected in 2010 were much more to the right than the
outgoing Republicans. Moreover, the Tea Party activists fulfilled ‘watchdog
functions’, barking at the heels of the GOP. They took over local committees,
which is significant because Republicans who want to run for election or
reelection to state legislatures and Congress will think twice before ignoring
the stated policy preferences of even relatively small Tea Party minorities
in their districts. According to Skocpol and Williamson (2012: 183), the
Tea Party’s ultimate impact on Congress — and on state legislatures — lies
in its capacity to coordinate national pressure from wealthy funders and
ideological advocates with contacts from grassroots Tea Partyers who have
areputation for clout in local districts. When coordinated pressure can be
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mounted — as it has been in budget battles — the Tea Party delivers a loud
and clear absolutist message to legislators, a message that comes both from
advocates in Washington DC and from local districts. Although the symbol-
ism of ‘the Tea Party’ is already fading in popularity, the power of hard-right
ideologues consolidated during the first years of the Obama Administration
is continuing to drive Republican politics, crowding Republicans into an
ultra-right corner and contributing to the paralysis of the American political
system (Drew 2013).

Greece

Greece has been arguably the country hardest hit by the Great Recession. It
goes without saying, then, that anti-austerity protests appear to have been
much more intense in Greece than elsewhere. International actors played
a key role in how Greece dealt with the crisis and became, together with
the government, the key target of the protests. The mainstream opposition
did its best to undermine the government without openly joining the chal-
lengers, who were mainly organized by the (old) radical left and the trade
unions. The government’s anti-austerity measures — whether unilaterally
adopted (at first) or imposed by the Troika (beginning with the first Greek
bailout in May 2010) — triggered the mobilization. The series of large-scale
mobilizations was a direct response to the series of measures imposed by
the government on an increasingly alienated population.

Timing is again crucial. Just as in the case of the US Tea Party, the move-
ment got off the ground only once a new government was voted into office.
In the fall of 2009, the Greeks had the possibility to sanction the incumbent
government in national elections. With a rapidly burgeoning public deficit
necessitating increasingly tough austerity measures, the conservative Prime
Minister Karamanlis announced in a dramatic televised address on 2 Sep-
tember 2009 the dissolution of parliament and early elections on 4 October,
only two years after the previous one. As in 2007, Karamanlis sought to
pre-empt the further erosion of electoral support for his government and
to ensure the shortest possible campaign. But this time, he did not get away
with it. Under the pressures of the economic crisis, Karamanlis’s center-
right New Democracy party (ND) could only promise austerity measures
to decrease the runaway public debt. In sharp contrast, Pasok, the socialist
party in opposition, offered not only a stimulus package to boost demand
but also the vague prospect of ‘green development’ as a new model for
the country. George Papandreou cheerfully proclaimed that the country’s
problem was not the lack of resources but only their mismanagement. This
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was enough to hand him the premiership after an overwhelming victory
at the polls (Mavrogordatos and Marantzidis 2010: 997f). The elections
constituted a typical example of economic voting: the incumbents were
seriously punished and the mainstream opposition took over: Pasok won
5.8 per cent, rising to 43.9 per cent, while ND lost 8.3 per cent, dropping to
33.5 per cent, its lowest percentage ever. The radical left (KKE and Syriza)
also lost some votes.

The new socialist government under George Papandreou was, however,
quickly hit by the tough reality of the economic crisis. In December 2009, the
new government admitted that the public debt figures had been manipu-
lated by previous governments and that Greece was actually burdened with
public debt amounting to 113 percent of GDP — nearly double the Eurozone
limit of 60 percent. Rating agencies started to downgrade Greek bank and
government debt. In January 2010, an EU report condemned Greece for
“severe irregularities” in its accounting procedures. Its budget deficit in
2009 was revised upwards from 3.7 per cent to 12.7 per cent, more than four
times the maximum allowed by EU rules. Instead of a stimulus program,
the Papandreou government was forced to implement a series of austerity
measures in February 2010. These measures were immediately opposed by
political forces further to the left. In spite of the fact that it was a socialist
government who was forced to take these measures under heavy interna-
tional pressure, the unions and the radical left (KKE and Syriza) mobilized
against the government’s austerity program. They believed that Pasok had
“lost its soul”. As a result of the crisis, both major political parties had thus
lost legitimacy. The master frame of the protestors was mobilizing against
the political corruption symbolized by parliament. One of the central
slogans was “burn, burn the brothel called Parliament” (Psimitis 2011:196).

Over the next three years, Greece saw no less than 27 general strikes
against the austerity programs. In addition to general strikes, Greece ex-
perienced large-scale demonstrations, sit-ins, arson attacks against public
buildings, and widespread destruction of private property, verbal and physi-
cal attacks against MPs and the parliament, and terrorist attacks, many
of which were directed against immigrants. The anti-austerity protests
in Greece undoubtedly constitute a mass movement in which, according
to the estimates of Karyotis and Riidig (2013), no less than 30 per cent of
the entire population was engaged in one way or another in 2010. In spite
of the large-scale mobilization of this movement, at its core, this was a
movement rooted in Greece’s traditional left-wing political culture. As
Karyotis and Riidig (2013) argue, at the time of the outbreak of the crisis,
Greece had a large reservoir of people who had previously been engaged in



80 HANSPETER KRIESI

protest and on whom any protest mobilization may have been able to draw.
This was essentially a left-leaning protest potential that was part of what
Andronikidou and Kovras (2012: 712) have called “a deep-rooted culture of
resistance” that was extended during the crisis. Already before the crisis,
the frequency of general strikes — which were a regular feature of Greek
life well before the austerity protests — made Greece clearly stand out from
other countries. Moreover, the role of trade unions in mobilizing people for
these strikes had been crucial already before the crisis.

What the analysis of Karyotis and Riidig clearly shows is the impor-
tance of this potential for the mobilization of anti-austerity protests in
2010. Previous protest involvement turns out to be the most important
predictor of involvement in anti-austerity protests. Those who have been
involved in both strikes and demonstrations multiple times before are the
most likely to take part in anti-austerity protests as well. The traditional
network of trade union and voluntary group membership, as well as public
sector employment, played a crucial role in recruiting protesters for the
previous protests as well as for the anti-austerity protests. Once previous
participation is controlled for, none of these network factors is a predictor
of protest. For Karyotis and Rudig (2013: 22), it is “beyond doubt that anti-
austerity protest involves, to a large extent, mobilizing an existing pool
of experienced strikers and demonstrators”. While grievances (relative
deprivation) are significant predictors of opposition to austerity policies
and support for protest, they do not predict turning potential into actual
participation.

Karyotis and Riidig also show that this is not a middle class or ‘new’
social movement. Instead, the Greek anti-austerity movement is a move-
ment of ordinary people of all educational backgrounds and ages. It includes
people fully involved in economic life, not people at the margins of the labor
force. Only people with a job can take part in a strike, after all. What seems
plausible is that “the usual suspects in Greece, through their organizational
infrastructure, act as first movers in the generation of protest opportunities,
who trigger the latent protest socialization of a broader public that is not
strongly defined ideologically in left-right terms” (239). No less than 29 per
cent of Karyotis and Rudig’s representative national sample indicated that
they had previously participated in either strikes or demonstrations or both.

This enormous mobilization, which continued through 2011, had far-
reaching consequences for electoral politics. Eventually, Greece experienced
a deep political crisis that culminated in the collapse of its party system
during the consecutive parliamentary elections of May and June 2012. In
the local elections that took place in November 2010, the two mainstream
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parties seemed to hold out. The incumbent socialists (Pasok) took a beating
(dropping by 9.3 per cent), but they still came out ahead with 34.7 per cent
nationwide, compared to 32.8 per cent of the conservative ND (-0.7 per
cent). However, there were already signs of a fundamental change as well:
the analysis of Karyotis and Riidig reveals the weakness of Pasok’s support
base at the time already. This weakness manifested itself, among other
things, in the weak turnout: for the first time in memory, more than half
of all eligible voters abstained in the second round. Moreover, almost
30 per cent of mayors who won run-off contests around the country were
independents.’ In addition to independents, the clear winner was the old
communist left, which benefited from a year of intense mobilization but
still only to a limited extent (+3.3 per cent for a new total of 10.9 per cent).
Syriza remained stagnant at 4.5 per cent.

Although the mid-term program of fiscal consolidation was adopted
in June 2011, Papandreou continued to lose power and credibility. The
second Greek bailout in July 2011 accelerated the decay. It was then that
Papandreou made the fateful decision to submit the second bailout agree-
ment to a national referendum. The European leaders, who had fought
hard for this agreement, felt betrayed by his decision; both Merkel and
Sarkozy made it clear that if Greece wanted to have a referendum, it could
be only about the country’s continued membership of the Eurozone. In
the ensuing turmoil, Papandreou was forced to resign. He was replaced by
a technocratic government under the leadership of Lukas Papademos, the
ex-director of the Greek National Bank. Reluctantly and only under pressure
from the Troika, the conservative opposition (ND) agreed to give its vote of
confidence in the new government. In the aftermath of the second bailout,
the two mainstream parties started to disintegrate and the party system
reconfigured under the impact of a new political conflict opposing the
partisans and foes of the bailout agreement (Dinar and Rori 2013: 274-276).
Two interrelated issues dominated the campaign in May: the bailout agree-
ment and punishment of the political elites who were responsible for the
crisis. Based on data from the European Manifesto Project, Halikiopoulou
etal. (2012) show that, on the new political conflict dimension of the bailout
issue, the two pro-European mainstream parties were radically opposed
by the smaller opposition parties from the left (KKE and Syriza) and the
right (LAOS). This new conflict could be regarded as the Greek version of
the ‘integration-demarcation’ cleavage that we have identified in northwest
European countries. The specifically Greek aspect is that this conflict has

1 The Economist, 20 November 2010: 35.
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predominantly been articulated by a populist left (KKE and Syriza). For
the communists (KKE) in Greece and elsewhere, the EU is a product of
imperialism, which the radical left opposes in an attempt to protect the
nation (equated with class), its territory, and sovereignty. Syriza, by contrast,
adopted an ambiguous position: while radically in favor of punishing the
incumbents and opposed to the bailout agreement, it wanted to stay in the
Eurozone. LAOS ended up supporting the technocratic government, which
was equivalent to signing its death warrant in the upcoming elections.
The fragmentation of the mainstream parties added to the forces opposed
to the bailout. When early elections were announced in April 2012, the
Greek party system had very little in common with what it had been in
2009. Fragmentation and polarization reigned on both sides of the political
spectrum.

The punishment of the two major parties was exemplary: together they
lost no less than 45 per cent of their 2009 votes, jointly obtaining no more
than 32 per cent. Pasok was literally destroyed, losing more than 30 per
cent, but ND was not able to benefit from this collapse and also lost 15 per
cent. The winning anti-bailout forces were, however, too fragmented to be
able to form a government. The election resulted in a deadlock, which led
to the organization of a second election in June. The June election saw a
limited comeback of ND to become the largest party with 29.7 per cent. The
big winner of the elections was, however, Syriza, a party that had started
outin 2004 as a confederation of leftist organizations, which were, in turn,
split-offs from the communist party (Moschonas 2013: 35). Gaining votes
mainly from Pasok, KKE, the Greens, and other smaller parties of the left,
Syriza rose to become the second strongest party in the June election, only
three percentage points below the leading party (Dinar and Rori 2013:
279). Moschonas suggests that “without the shock of the economic crisis,
Syriza’s meteoric rise would not have occurred, and without Aléxis Tsipras’s
leadership and strategy, Syriza would not have become the main party of
opposition” (2013: 36). The collapse of Pasok and the rise of Syriza closely
resemble the experience of Latin American countries, where parties of
the left had to implement neoliberal reform programs and, in the process,
diluted their party ‘brand’ to such an extent that their voters lost their
party identity and abandoned them for a populist alternative (such as Hugo
Chavez in Venezuela). In the early Greek elections in January 2015, Syriza
won the elections with 36.3 per cent of the vote and was able to form a
government together with the right-wing populists of ANEL (Independent
Greeks).
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The Spanish Indignados movement also began rather late in the financial
crisis, in May 2o11. It was preceded by huge demonstrations in Portugal in
March 2011, which were triggered by four young university graduates mobi-
lizing their lost generation’ (‘geracdo a rasca’) via Facebook. Some 200,000
persons took part in this not only peaceful but festive event in Lisbon, and
80,000 in Porto. The discontent expressed in these demonstrations was
fuelled by the announcement of another set of austerity measures (by then
the fourth one in Portugal). At about the same time, Spanish students also
began protesting massively against education cuts, calling attention to their
unpromising future. The Spanish Indignados followed two months later.

As shown in the contribution by Perugorria, Shalev, and Tejerina in this
volume, the Spanish Indignados were mainly composed of those with left-
wing sympathies but, like the Occupy movement in the US, they did not
want to be associated with any established political force. For the Indigna-
dos movement was not only an outcry against politicians and bankers and
a call for social justice, it was also a critique of the way Spanish democracy
functioned and a demand for real democracy now, i.e. for more participa-
tion, transparency, accountability, and proportional representation. It was a
protest against politicians and parties, against the powerlessness of politics
in coping with the economic problems created by the crisis. Similar to their
Portuguese predecessors, the Indignados mobilized people through trusted
social networks without formal ties to established organizations. Compared
to other protest movements in Spain, the Indignados were younger, less
male-dominated, more highly educated, and less organized, although they
had a roughly equal amount of previous experiences with unconventional
participation (Anduiza et al. 2013). If anything, this was a movement of
the new left, comparable to the movements of the late 1960s and early
1970s in the northwest of Europe. Its rejection of formal organizations and
established elites and its call for real democracy resemble the original call of
the new left for participatory democracy and autonomous cultural spheres.
Contrary to the limited mobilization capacity of the Occupy movement, this
Spanish movement reached high rates of active participation. As reported
in the chapter by Perugorria, Shalev, and Tejerina in this volume, the overall
active participation rate was 11 per cent of the Spanish population, which
is lower than the corresponding rates in Israel and Greece but higher than
active participation in the famous French revolt of May 1968, when the
participation rate reached 8 per cent for the whole of France (although up
to 30 per cent in the ‘hottest’ regions) (Converse and Pierce 1986).
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Why was there such a lag between the outbreak of the financial crisis
and the emergence of the Indignados movement? One reason for the lack
of protest was that the Spanish socialist government was late in taking
austerity measures. The government expected public debt to stabilize at
70 per cent of GDP, up from 60 per cent but well below the euro-area average.
It was only after much initial hesitation that the Socialist Zapatero govern-
ment took some tough measures, which included cuts in the salaries of
public sector employees, a freezing of pensions, and a loosening of employee
protection against dismissal. Another reason is that the Spanish unions,
although well-known for their radicalism, did not conspicuously mobilize
against their government’s austerity measures. In spite of their militancy,
the Spanish unions had adopted a cooperative stance and have participated
in corporatist arrangements ever since the Moncloa Pact, which established
the Spanish social partnership system after the transition to democracy in
1977 (Pérez 2000). Unlike the Greek unions, the Spanish unions maintained
a close relationship with the socialist government.

If the Spanish unions did mobilize against austerity, they did so mainly
in the framework of cross-European events. The European Trade Union
Confederation (ETUC) organized two European days of action for a joint
protest across Europe. The first one — called ‘Fight the crisis: Put the people
first’ — was organized in May 2009. The campaign was launched with a
demonstration on 14 May in Madrid, with the support of some 150,000
participants. This event was followed by a demonstration on 15 May in
Brussels, involving about 50,000 participants, and by further events on
16 May in Berlin (100,000 participants) and in Prague (30,000 supporters).
Demonstrations were also held in other European countries, including
Bulgaria, Poland, Slovakia, and the UK. A second European day of action
followed in September 2010, when tens of thousands of protesters took to
the streets across Europe as strikes and demonstrations caused widespread
disruption. In addition to Brussels (around 100,000 participants), the main
action took place in Greece, and again in Spain. On the second day of union
action across Europe, Spanish unions organized the first general strike in
eight years, protesting against the austerity measures of their government.
The result of the strike was acceptable for both sides: the unions were able
to save face, and the government was not really threatened. “Rarely can
a general strike have been so placid’, commented The Economist>. The
government all butlaid down a red carpet for the unions. The Spanish prime
minister Zapatero had sweetened the pill by announcing a tax increase for

2 The Economist, 2 October 2010: 33.
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the rich in 2011. The unions seemed to be performing more out of a sense of
duty than rage. The mutual restraint can only be explained by the fact that
the Spanish socialists have been the unions’ traditional allies.

In January 2011, however, it seemed very likely that the unions would
call another general strike, triggered by the government’s announcement
of a rise in the retirement age from 65 to 67. But under pressure from a de