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This article investigates the relationship between social resentment and
Euroscepticism. It argues that that populist parties mobilize the resentment of the
losers of modernization by addressing new cultural and political cleavages as well
as the issue of European integration. Using survey data from the Belgian National
Election Study 2014, the study covers two research objectives. First, we investigate
the role of feelings of resentment in citizens’ support for the EU. We theoretically
distinguish three constitutive components of resentment – status insecurity, relative
deprivation and powerlessness – and empirically test to what extent these feelings
drive negative attitudes towards the EU. Second, we uncover how Euroscepticism is
embedded in a populist ‘politics of resentment’, paving the way for further inquiry
into how the effect of resentment on Euroscepticism is mediated by different types
of blame attribution. Our results reveal that feelings of social resentment translate
into stronger Euroscepticism. However, the effect on Euroscepticism is primarily
mediated by cultural (anti-immigrant) and political (anti-establishment) blame
attributions. In this regard, the study presents a more detailed understanding of the
roots and processes that drive mass Euroscepticism.
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Introduction

In the last decade, the European Union (EU) faced multiple shocks including the econ-
omic, financial and Eurozone crisis, the migrant crisis, and Brexit, which challenge the
economic, cultural and political foundations of the European integration project (De
Vries 2018). These shocks evoked populist and Eurosceptic responses across the Euro-
pean continent. Left-wing populists oppose the free market economy by connecting
anti-elite rhetoric towards the supposedly undemocratic and technocratic decision-
making processes with a rejection of the neoliberal austerity agenda imposed by EU insti-
tutions. Simultaneously, right-wing populists oppose supranational integration on the
basis of cultural arguments, combining their defence to national sovereignty and opposi-
tion to migration with an outspoken anti-establishment frame that blames an unresponsive
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elite for not representing the will of the ordinary people (Rooduijn and Akkerman 2017).
Accordingly, European integration is perceived as a multidimensional conflict in terms of
economic prosperity, cultural identity and political sovereignty.

At mass level, the ‘permissive consensus’ about the European project has waned
across Europe, culminating in a ‘constraining dissensus’ (Hooghe and Marks 2009) and
increased public disenchantment with European integration (Hobolt and De Vries 2016;
Lubbers and Jaspers 2011). Fuelled by a deepening sense of economic decay, immigration
scepticism and political indignation, voters have used EU referendums as opportunities to
voice not only their critical views on the European project, but also their discontent with
social, economic and cultural transformations. Accordingly, the recent No-votes in differ-
ent EU member states became a symptom of public discontent, expressed by voters who
experience uncertainty and anxiety, mixed with frustration and disgust (Fanoulis and
Guerra 2017; Goodwin and Milazzo 2015; O’Rourke 2019). Some scholars argue that
Eurosceptic populists have exploited the resentment of the so-called left behinds, i.e.
low-skilled individuals characterized by a general sense of insecurity, marginalization
and pessimism, who feel themselves pushed to the margins and do not feel culturally
and politically represented by the establishment (Goodwin and Heath 2016; Kriesi
et al. 2006). These voters are considered to be mobilized by a ‘politics of resentment’,
appointing blame ‘upwards’ to self-serving and corrupt elites and ‘downwards’ to unde-
serving others –mostly immigrants – deemed responsible for their contemporary anxieties
(Abts 2012; Cramer 2016; Cohen 2019).

However, whereas the Eurosceptic vote of the left behinds is often assumed and is
increasingly becoming the subject of research, the empirical link between social resent-
ment and Euroscepticism has received surprisingly little attention to date. Most studies
treat resentment as an affective catch-all concept, covering a wide range of sentiments
(Capelos and Demertzis 2018; Capelos and Katsanidou 2018; Fanoulis and Guerra
2017). Although the implications of resentment for Euroscepticism may be highly depen-
dent on its specific constitutive components, scientific knowledge regarding the role of
social resentment and its specific translation into Euroscepticism – through different
blame attribution mechanisms – is seriously constrained by this lack of clarity regarding
conceptualization and measurement.

The current study attempts to address this lacunae both theoretically and empirically by
focussing on two research objectives. First, we break new ground by conceptualizing and
exploring the effect of the constitutive sentiments of social resentment on Euroscepticism.
We theoretically distinguish three constitutive components of resentment – status insecurity,
relative deprivation and powerlessness – and empirically test to what extent each of these
sentiments drive anti-EU attitudes. Second, this study aims to identify how Euroscepticism
is embedded in a populist ‘politics of resentment’, by investigating how bitter resentment
activates different types of blame attribution. We expect that social resentment nourishes
anti-immigrant and anti-establishment attitudes that, in turn, are projected towards the
EU and thus translate into Euroscepticism. By doing so, this study provides a detailed under-
standing of the roots and processes that drive mass Euroscepticism.

The article proceeds as follows. First, we introduce conventional approaches to Euro-
scepticism and argue that whereas these different approaches can be connected with each
other through the ‘politics of resentment’, this insight remains underdeveloped. Second,
we explore how resentment can be conceptualized and theorize how its different com-
ponents translate into Euroscepticism through cultural and political blame attributions.
Third, we set out our empirical approach, drawing on data from the Belgian National Elec-
tion Study 2014. Subsequently, we empirically test whether social resentment plays a role
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in generating blame attributions and how these feelings are (in)directly linked to Euro-
sceptic attitudes among voters. In the conclusion, we discuss the implications of our find-
ings for future research.

Euroscepticism and the politics of social resentment

Existing scholarship identifies three main approaches to people’s support or opposition to
European integration: utilitarianism, identity and cue-taking (Abts, Heerwegh, and Swyn-
gedouw 2009; Hobolt and De Vries 2016; Hooghe and Marks 2005; Lubbers 2008). The
utilitarian approach postulates that Euroscepticism is driven primarily by economic inter-
ests and personal and collective cost–benefit calculations about European integration. The
proposition is that highly skilled and educated citizens who are well positioned to take
advantage of EU membership are more likely to be supportive of European integration
(Gabel 1998). In line with this logic, Kriesi et al. (2006; 2008) argue that the process
of Europeanisation results in a new structurally embedded integration-demarcation
divide between the so-called winners and losers of globalization. Strictly speaking, the
winner/loser status is defined in structural terms. The winners of globalization are
mostly well-educated, affluent and mobile citizens, who are more likely to benefit from
further integration, while the losers of globalization tend to be unskilled, less educated
and low-income groups, whose interests, life chances, social status and identity are threa-
tened by the opening of the (traditionally protecting) boundaries of the nation states and by
economic, cultural and political integration (Kriesi et al. 2006; 2008; Lubbers 2008;
Lubbers and Jaspers 2011). More recently, scholars started referring to the ‘left
behind’: ‘social groups that are united by a general sense of insecurity, pessimism and
marginalization’ (Goodwin and Heath 2016; Goodwin and Milazzo 2015) and who per-
ceive the European project as a threat rather than an opportunity. On the one hand, the
left behind have the impression that they do not have exit options and that their life is
determined by forces external to themselves (i.e. sense of powerlessness). On the other
hand, being left behind refers more to group status than to individual social status, as
they perceive that their own group are losing status in comparison to relevant outgroups.
The loss of group status and group hegemony becomes an illegitimate intergroup injustice
(i.e. relative deprivation). Accordingly, the so-called economically left-behinds are
expected to be in favour of demarcation instead of integration, seeking protection and
maintenance of national boundaries through economic protectionism, cultural nativism
and national sovereignty (Kriesi et al. 2006).

The left-behind thesis goes beyond strict economic self-interest, since it touches upon
social resentment and cultural identity. For that reason, the identity approach argues that
deep-seated attachments like (exclusive) national identity as well as perceived threats to
national culture, integrity and sovereignty promote identity-based hostility towards the
EU (De Vreese and Boomgaarden 2005; Lubbers 2008; McLaren 2002). This explanation
seems more convincing than cost–benefit calculations when it comes to shaping attitudes
about EU integration (McLaren 2002; Goodwin and Milazzo 2017). Numerous empirical
studies have shown that Europeans, who strongly identify with their own national group
(Carey 2002; Hooghe and Marks 2005; Abts, Heerwegh, and Swyngedouw 2009) and
who feel threatened by immigrants – perceived as labour market competitors and undeser-
ving welfare scroungers, as well as intruders challenging the established group identities –
are more likely to oppose European integration since the EU project removes national
borders and promotes diversity (De Vreese and Boomgaarden 2005; Kentmen-Cin and
Erisen 2017; Lubbers 2008; McLaren 2002).
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A third approach refers to the cue-taking logic, which links opposition towards Euro-
pean integration to negative evaluations of the domestic government and general feelings
about the political establishment (political cynicism). The so-called ‘second-order thesis’
argues that attitudes towards the EU are likely to reflect firmly held political beliefs that
are the result of citizens’ experiences with the domestic political system (Anderson 1998;
Sánchez-Cuenca 2000; Hobolt 2005) and that these cues provide citizens with a cognitive
short cut when forming opinions towards the EU (Serricchio, Tsakatika, and Quaglia
2013, 54). In a similar vein, scholars argue that Euroscepticism depends of the degree
to which citizens believe that the political authorities are operating according to their nor-
mative expectations of how political systems should function and how politicians should
behave. Particularly, political cynicism and feelings of political inefficacy – a condition of
lost belief in the competence and good intentions of the political elite as well as the
responsiveness of the political bodies – appear to be important drivers of Euroscepticism
(Abts, Heerwegh, and Swyngedouw 2009; Balch 1974; Krouwel and Abts 2007; McEvoy
2016).

In sum, previous studies suggest that Euroscepticism is more likely among the left-
behind and is activated by a mixture of utilitarian fears, cultural concerns and anti-immi-
grant attitudes, as well as political discontent. The three traditional approaches for
explaining Euroscepticism engage with each other through the ‘politics of resentment’,
however the relation between Euroscepticism and social resentment itself remains
severely underdeveloped. We advance existing literature by arguing that Euroscepticism
is embedded in and driven by a more diffuse populist protest, whereby populist rhetoric
blends criticism of the EU with more general concerns about social status, mass immigra-
tion and hostility towards political elites. Specifically, opposition to European integration
is mobilized by populist entrepreneurs who exploit anxieties about collective interest, cul-
tural identity and political power using a ‘politics of resentment’ blaming both the self-
serving elite – upwards political blame attribution – and the undeserving Other – down-
wards cultural blame attribution – being responsible and guilty for these anxieties and
injustice (Abts 2012; Cramer 2016; Cohen 2019). This interpretation assumes that popu-
list protest is not only embedded in a cultural backlash, but also implies a cult of resent-
ment. For instance, Inglehart and Norris (2019) argue that dismissive attitudes towards
immigrants, the political establishment and the EU manifest a global trend of ‘cultural
backlash’ – a defensive reaction strongest among socially conservatives who have gradu-
ally lost their hegemonic status and who feel threatened by the loss of respect for their
norms, cultural traditions and the established order. This lost cultural hegemony also
fuels a ‘cult of resentment’ directed at immigrants who are believed to erode their
social security and cultural identity as well as upwards at the political establishment, cri-
ticized not only for not responding to genuine public concerns and for failing to protect the
interests and identity of the virtuous people, but also for unfairly favouring the outsiders
(Cohen 2019; Cramer 2016; Gest 2016; Hochschild 2016).

This populist politics of resentment appeals to the absolute sovereign will of the homo-
geneous people (demos + ethnos) pitted antagonistically against the progressive, incompe-
tent, self-serving and perverted political establishment and the deviant, immoral and
usurping others – often racially construed (Abts and Rummens 2007; Mudde 2007). As
such, populism is dominated by a blame-shifting rhetoric (Vasilopoulou, Halikiopoulou,
and Exadaktylos 2014) or displacement (Girard 1972) attributing responsibility and
blame for the perceived injustice externally to immoral and homogenous Others, while
absolving the morally superior ‘we, the people’ of any guilt and responsibility. In this
regard, European integration is perceived by many citizens as an archetypal cosmopolitan
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and elitist political project, stimulating international co-operation and cultural diversity,
but irresponsive and contradictory to the popular will of the native population, the EU
becomes the hammer with which to beat the unresponsive, progressive and cosmopolitan
elite on whom long-simmering feelings of resentment, but also discontent against multi-
cultural society and the political class is projected. Prior empirical studies confirm that
both anti-immigrant attitudes and political cynicism are important predictors of Euroscep-
ticism (Abts, Heerwegh, and Swyngedouw 2009; McEvoy 2016; Kentmen-Cin and Erisen
2017). Nevertheless, the relationship with social resentment remains underdeveloped in
current scholarship. As a result, it remains unclear which social experiences make
people susceptible to different types of populist blame attributions, and ultimately
result in Euroscepticism.

Social resentment: breeding ground for political and cultural blame attributions?

An increasing body of scholarly work focusses on the left behind and on how attitudes
towards immigrants and the political establishment are affecting public Euroscepticism.
Both populism and Euroscepticism have been found to be associated with negative senti-
ments of anger and fear (Boomgaarden et al. 2011; Garry 2014; Rico, Guinjoan, and
Anduiza 2017; Vasilopoulou and Wagner 2017) and hope, disappointment and optimism
(Cohen-Chen and Van Zomeren 2018; Rico, Guinjoan, and Anduiza 2020). Other scholars
focus on the effects of (inter)subjective perceptions of ontological insecurity (Kinnvall,
Manners, and Mitzen 2018), status anxiety (Gest 2018; Gidron and Hall 2017), threat
and vulnerability (Flecker 2002; Bihr 1999), as well as relative deprivation (Elchardus
and Spruyt 2016). Influenced by the ‘affective turn’ (Thompson and Hoggett 2012) in
social sciences, this approach has resulted in a growing interest in feelings of resentment
and/or so-called ressentiment (Girard 1972; Nietzsche 1990; Scheler 1961) and how popu-
list rhetoric exploits ressentiment triggered by economic, cultural and political grievances
(Abts 2012; Capelos and Demertzis 2018; Demertzis 2006; Salmela and von Scheve 2017,
2018). Populist targeting is considered a response to status anxieties, feelings of loss and
lack of voice (Betz 1994; Bonikowski 2017; Gidron and Hall 2017), while resentment is
perceived as one of the motivating factors behind a populist-inspired Euroscepticism
(Abts 2012; Demertzis 2006; Salmela and von Scheve 2017; 2018).

Building on Capelos and Demertzis (2018, 412) who understand ‘resentment as a
moral anger or indignation and ressentiment as a compensatory emotion of the powerless
that expedites transvaluation so that person can stand and handle her or his frustrations’,
we posit that anxieties about loss of status, unfair treatment and power in contexts of pro-
found societal transformations may be key to understanding Euroscepticism. Although
resentment as moral outrage in terms of a reaction to injury, indifference and injustice
(Barbalet 1998; Rawls 1971; Strawson 1974) is distinguished from ressentiment as a
chronic interiorized powerlessness to influence the order of things (Nietzsche 1990), we
integrate both approaches in order to conceptualize the components of resentment –
which will be the generic and overarching label used in the article. The concept of ressen-
timent – calibrated by Friedrich Nietzsche (1956, 1990) and developed by Max Scheler
(1961) – can be formally described as a generalized, deep-rooted and chronic feeling of
bitter anger and resentment paired with a sense of frustration at being powerless to
overtly express this illegitimate harm and hostility (Bihr 1999; Bittner 1994; Meltzer
and Musolf 2002; Merton 1957; Nietzsche 1956, 1990; Scheler 1961; Solomon 1994).
Resentment is a reactive and moral emotion obsessed with power and concerned with
an overwhelming sense of inferiority and injustice. Simultaneously, it appears unable to
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take retaliatory actions against the sources of their unjust treatment. These relived and
repressed feelings invoke ‘a kind of blame and personal outrage, an outward projection’
(Solomon 1994, 103) as well as a simmering desire for – rarely very specified – radical
change and redemption. Redemptive politics in terms of bringing salvation via the
promise of a better world – by giving power to the people as a homogeneous body (popu-
lism) or by leaving the EU (hard Euroscepticism), appears as a means of external blame
attribution, transvaluation of values and imaginary revenge, thereby processing the lasting
injustices and frustration beyond one’s control by bringing (back) a retrogressive utopia –
the so-called heartland – itself characterized by a restoration of equality, justice, morality
and sovereignty (Canovan 1999; Taggart 2000). In the Eurosceptic worldview, displace-
ment and external attribution occurs by blaming the Muslim immigrants, the political
establishment and the EU for being immoral and responsible for all perceived injustices
(Abts 2012).

Analytically, the origin of resentment can be traced back to three essential components,
which together result in an explosive blend: (1) everything starts with feelings of indignity
and injustice resulting in frustration; (2) the inability to change this frustrating situation
fosters distress, fermenting into a chronic internalized powerlessness; (3) but because the
subject never gets used to this sense of impotence and unfulfilled desire for direct revenge,
he/she begins looking for a release by venting his/her fury at the hostile external world and
by transforming, reversing and inventing (new) values (Meltzer andMusolf 2002; Nietzsche
1990, 1956; Scheler 1961).Although blame and attribution of responsibility are key elements
of resentment (Strawson 1974), the third component, in fact, speaks to the politics of resent-
ment – the act of external blame attribution and reversal of values. We focus on the first two
components and operationalize resentment as a structure of three interrelated feelings: status
insecurity, relative deprivation, and powerlessness (Abts 2012).

First, resentment is an affective reaction that stems from a sense of lack and loss of
status and the perception that one’s position in the status hierarchy is wrongfully threa-
tened (Elster 1999, 74; Hoggett, Wilkinson, and Beedell 2013, 573–574). In this sense,
resentment includes status insecurity referring to fears of losing established living stan-
dards and social status understood as a person’s position within the hierarchy of social
prestige (Castel 2003), and, thus, reflects ‘people’s own feelings about the levels of
social respect or recognition they receive relative to others in society (…) whether or
not the person feels herself to be a fully recognized member of society’ (Gidron and
Hall 2017, 61). An extensive literature has established that status threats and fear of
social déclassement – particularly when this loss of status is perceived as an undeserved
wrong – generate intense ‘boundary work’ to defend the collective status of the ingroup
and evoke feelings of hostility to ethnic outgroups and to the establishment (Gidron
and Hall 2017). We assume that people who feel themselves socially insecure are more
susceptible to blaming others – including the EU and its integration project – for their
uncertain and relatively deteriorating status prospects. For example, previous research
suggests that people blame the EU for rising income inequality in their country (Kuhn
et al. 2016).

Second, resentment is a form of anger induced by being insulted, offended, or
deprived (Bihr 1998; 1999; Meltzer and Musolf 2002, 241). It is a sense of unfairness
and an expression of injustice wherein subjects feel themselves abandoned or neglected
by others, or that outgroups are wrongly privileged by receiving rewards that the subjects
perceive to be legitimately theirs (Solomon 1994, 260–272). A sense of (relative) group
position and the fairness of intergroup positions is the issue at stake. The deprived
people perceive their own situation as inferior relative to the position of Others, while
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the elite is accused of having granted unfair advantages to the illegitimate usurpers, typi-
cally represented as an outgroup – e.g. immigrants, ethnic minorities, welfare scroungers.
Resentment is about undeserved inferiority and perceived violation of justice norms. It is
‘a feeling experienced by social actors when an external agency denies them opportunities
or valued resources (including status) that otherwise would be available to them’ (Barbalet
1992, 153). In sociology, the combination of inferiority and social injustice is referred to
as relative deprivation, i.e. a feeling of being unfairly disadvantaged as a group compared
to relevant outgroups (Runciman 1966). According to Smith et al. (2012, 204), relative
deprivation consists of three aspects: people make comparisons with others; resulting in
the perception to be at a relative (dis)advantage compared to others; and the perceived
(dis)advantage is interpreted as (un)fair invoking feelings of resentment or contentment
(see also Pettigrew et al. 2008; Pettigrew 2016). As such, the ingroup’s disadvantage
and lack of recognition is perceived as an undeserved injustice, or an unfair discrepancy
between what is and what ought to be. Group relative deprivation, especially – not indi-
vidual relative deprivation – appears to be conductive to anger and (populist) attributions
of blame and responsibility (Merton and Rossi 1968; Pettigrew, Wagner, and Christ 2007;
Smith et al. 2012; Spruyt, Keppens, and Van Droogenbroeck 2016). Since perceived group
disadvantage or inferiority is interpreted as unfair, we expect that group relative depri-
vation is strongly tied to Euroscepticism.

A third distinguishing feature of resentment is an enduring interiorized impotence and
lack of ability to influence the order of things (Demertzis 2006, 108). This sense of power-
lessness can be conceptualized as ‘a generalized expectation that one has little control over
meaningful events and circumstances in one’s life’ (Ross, Mirowsky, and Pribesh 2001,
573). The belief that one cannot master one’s own life often results in lost hope for a
better future (Bihr 1998; Geis and Ross 1998; Rotter 1966). Capella and Jamieson (1997)
argue that a sense of powerlessness tends to reinforce fear of the other, engendering negative
attitudes towards minority groups as well as cynicism about the political system.We assume
that people with stronger feelings of powerlessness are more likely to oppose European inte-
gration, as this may be perceived as an uncontrollable process in which they are trapped.

In sum,we expect social resentment to translate into stronger Euroscepticismamong con-
stituents. Sincewe argue that status insecurity, relative deprivation and feelings of powerless-
ness are key components of the resentment complex, we expect them to have an independent
effect onEuroscepticism.Hence,wehypothesize that feelings of status insecurity (H1a), rela-
tive deprivation (H1b) and powerlessness (H1c) are positively related to Euroscepticism. In
addition, we expect that social resentment also contributes to Euroscepticism in an indirect
way, through its specific translation into stronger anti-immigrant and anti-establishment atti-
tudes. Although such blame attributions to cultural outgroups and the political elites have
beenpreviously linked toEurosceptic attitudes,we expect that they are rooted in social resent-
ment. Hence, we hypothesize that the effect of status insecurity (H2a), relative deprivation
(H2b) and powerlessness (H2c) on Euroscepticism is mediated by anti-immigrant attitudes,
as well as that the effect of status insecurity (H3a), relative deprivation (H3b) and powerless-
ness (H3c) on Euroscepticism is mediated by political cynicism.

Data and methods

Data

To test the hypotheses, we use data from the 2014 Belgian National Election Study (Abts
et al. 2015). This post-electoral survey was carried out among a register-based random

Innovation: The European Journal of Social Science Research 45



probability sample of Belgians entitled to vote in the 2014 national elections. Data are
gathered by means of computer-assisted personal interviewing (response rate 47 per
cent). Additionally, respondents were asked to fill out a 20-page drop-off questionnaire,
containing a specific module on European integration. About 74 per cent of the respon-
dents filled out the questionnaire. This yields an analytical sample of 1403 respondents.
To adjust for non-response bias, post-stratification weights for gender, age and education
are applied. The Belgian case is a particularly interesting case to study, since Belgium is
characterized by a relatively pro-EU political climate and the presence of a strong populist
radical right party as well as a quite popular left radical right party. Testing our hypotheses
among Belgian voters enables to uncover potentially unobserved obstacles to popular
support for the EU. Insight into whether the ‘left behind’ eventually project their discon-
tent towards the EU can yield important insights that remain hidden beneath the surface,
yet that may constitute universal dynamics for Euroscepticism across European
populations.

Variables

The dependent variable Euroscepticism is measured by a latent factor of four constitutive
dimensions. First, we include citizens’ attitude towards EU membership, distinguishing
between (1) a good thing, (2) a bad thing, or (3) neither a good nor a bad thing. Second,
the respondents’ general stance towards the integration process is included by assessing
whether European unification (1) went too far; (2) is good as it is now; or (3) should go
further. Third, scepticism towards a deepening of the European project is measured by
the preferred distribution of competences between the EU and national governments: (1)
the current competences of the European Union should be reduced, (2) the distribution of
competences between the EU and national member states should remain more or less the
same, or (3) the current powers of the European Union should be expanded. Fourth, scepti-
cism toward EU enlargement is assessed by a question concerning whether the accession of
Eastern European countries in the last decade is: (1) a good thing, (2) a bad thing, or (3)
neither a good nor a bad thing. All responses are recoded so that a higher score indicates
stronger Euroscepticism. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) is performed to test the val-
idity of our hypothesizedmeasurement model. Results of the CFA suggests one latent factor,
with loadings ranging between 0.53 and 0.70 (model fit: χ2=15.897, df = 2, RMSEA=
0.070, CFI=0.980, TLI = 0.941, SRMR=0.022). Table 1 shows the question wordings of
all items and the factor loadings on the latent concept. An overview of the descriptive stat-
istics is given in Appendix Table A.

Social resentment is measured by three latent concepts and each consist of multiple
Likert-type items. Feelings of status insecurity are assessed by one item on future financial
worries and one item on maintaining one’s current socio-economic position. Responses
are given on a 5-point scale ranging from ‘never’ to ‘often’. Powerlessness is measured
using three items capturing the respondent’s lack of control in everyday life, on a 5-
point scale (agree–disagree). Relative deprivation is assessed by respondents’ agreement
on three items referring to one’s perceived systematic disadvantage in society and evalu-
ations whether or not an individual feels that his or her group is treated unfairly compared
to other groups. Responses range from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). The val-
idity of these measurements is tested by means of CFA. A three-factor measurement
model of our hypothesized social resentment construct fits the data very well (model
fit: χ2=61.115, df=17, RMSEA=0.043, CFI=0.981, TLI = 0.969, SRMR=0.025). All
factor loadings are sufficiently high (see Appendix Table B).
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Anti-immigrant attitudes and political cynicism are measured by at least four Likert-
items (five-point agree–disagree answer scale). Anti-immigrant attitudes are operationa-
lized by five items regarding the trustworthiness of immigrants, the threat to social secur-
ity posed by immigrants, the impact of immigration on cultural life, and the
incompatibility of migrants’ way of life with Western European habits. Political cynicism
is measured by four items referring to the meaninglessness and unresponsiveness, and
opportunistic nature of politics, as well as the incompetence and immorality of political
actors. Confirmatory factor analysis affirms that this conceptualization – i.e. two-factor

Table 1. Question wordings and standardized factor loadings of the dependent variable.

Subdimension Question wording
Factor
loading

EU
membership

Generally speaking, do you think that Belgium’s membership of the
EU is a good thing or a bad thing?

(1) A good thing
(2) A bad thing
(3) Neither a good, nor a bad thing

0.695

Unification Some people think that the European unification has gone too far.
Others say that the unification or integration of the EU should
still be taken further. What is your opinion about this?

(1) European unification went too far
(2) European unification is good as it is now
(3) European unification should go further

0.576

Deepening Currently, the European Union has already taken over a series of
tasks or competences of the national member states. There are
different opinions on how the division of tasks between the EU
and the national member states should evolve in the future.
Which of the following statements best approaches your
opinion?

(1) The current competences of the European Union should be
reduced. The EU has to return a large portion of its
competences to the national member states.

(2) The distribution of competences between the EU and
national member states should remain more or less the
same.

(3) The current competences of the European Union should be
expanded. The EU should take over a large part of the
competences of the national member states.

0.696

Widening In the last ten years a couple of Eastern European countries have
joined the EU. In general, do you think that the expansion of the
EU is a good thing or a bad thing?

(1) A good thing
(2) A bad thing
(3) Neither a good, nor a bad thing

0.531
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model – fits the data adequately (model fit: χ2=127.72, df=26, RMSEA = 0.053,
CFI=0.972, TLI = 0.962, SRMR=0.023; see Appendix Table C for factor loadings).

Furthermore, we include various social-structural variables, among which are age,
gender (0=male, 1=female) and education level (lower-secondary education or lower,
upper-secondary education and tertiary education). Respondents’ income level is assessed
by equivalent household income, using the OECD equivalence scale (OECD 2005) and
categorized into quartiles and a separate category for missing values. Occupational
status is included by means of the five-class scheme developed by Oesch (2006). We
analyse these occupational categories with dummy variables for higher-grade service
class, lower-grade service class, small business owners, skilled workers, unskilled
workers (reference category) and those who have never worked, including students
(and can therefore not be categorized into one of the aforementioned groups). Left-
right self-placement is measured on an 11-point scale and included in the robustness
test in the Appendix Table D–E.

Statistical modelling

To test the hypothesized mediation relationships, we performed structural equation mod-
elling (SEM). The advantage of SEM over traditional regression modelling is that it
allows us to disentangle the direct and indirect effects of social resentment on Eurosceptic
attitudes. In addition, this technique allows estimation of latent variables and corrects for
measurement error in the model. This leads to a more accurate estimation of constructs
and the relationships between them. To test H1, we estimate a parallel mediation model
in which the social resentment dimensions are modelled as mediating factors between
the structural characteristics and Euroscepticism (Model 1; Table 2). To test H2, we
refine this model by adding anti-immigrant attitudes and political cynicism as mediating
variables between social resentment and Euroscepticism (i.e. serial mediation model,
Model 2; Table 3). Figure 1 displays these two estimated models and visualizes the
hypothesized mediation paths.1 All analyses are performed using Mplus software
version 7.4 (Muthén and Muthén 2012) and weighted by age, gender and educational
attainment. Item non-response is addressed using full information maximum likelihood
estimation (Schafer and Graham 2002). All reported regression parameters are standar-
dized to allow comparison of effect sizes.

Results

Model 1 presents the standardized direct, indirect and total effects of the social-structural
variables on Euroscepticism (Table 2). The total effects are the sum of the direct effects
and the indirect effects that run through social resentment (status insecurity, relative depri-
vation and powerlessness). Whereas the total effects of the variables provide insight into
the general patterns in our data, the indirect effects are useful to reveal the mechanisms
behind public Euroscepticism, in particular, the mediating role of social resentment in
the construction of anti-EU sentiments.

Looking at the total effects of the social-structural variables, Table 2 lends support to
the left-behind thesis. We observe that lower socio-economic status groups – i.e. lower
educated and lower income groups – report higher levels of Euroscepticism, which is
in line with previous research. In particular education is a very strong predictor, confirm-
ing that highly educated people have more favourable opinions towards European inte-
gration. Besides, the higher-grade service class and the group of respondents who have

48 K. Abts and S. Baute



never worked are less Eurosceptic than the unskilled workers, as indicated by their nega-
tive regression coefficients.

However, we are mainly interested in the effect of social resentment and its mediating
role between social-structural characteristics and Euroscepticism. Table 2 reports how
feelings of resentment affect attitudes towards the European project. Contrary to our
expectation, we do not find a significant impact of feelings of status insecurity on Euro-
scepticism, rejecting H1a. Status insecurity, measured by the perception of risk and fear
of loss of status in the near future, does not necessarily result into a more sceptic view
towards the EU. This implies that Euroscepticism seems to be less embedded in personal
cost–benefit calculations as often assumed and should not be understood as purely related
to individuals’ perceptions of their own socio-economic future. In line with H1b and H1c,
we find strong positive effects of feelings of group relative deprivation (β=0.194; p<0.01)
and powerlessness (β=0.165; p<0.01) on Euroscepticism. Group relative deprivation

Table 2. Structural equation model 1: The effect of social resentment on Euroscepticism
(N=1380).

Total effect
a

Direct
effect

Indirect effect via

Status
insecurity

Relative
deprivation Powerlessness

Social resentment
Status insecurity 0.044 0.044
Relative
deprivation

0.194** 0.194**

Powerlessness 0.165** 0.165**
Social-structural
variables

Age −0.031 −0.05 −0.009 −0.005 0.032*
Female −0.02 −0.048 0.003 0.013 0.013
Education
Lower-secondary
or lower

0.316*** 0.166** 0.009 0.079** 0.062**

Upper-secondary 0.201*** 0.124** 0.004 0.041** 0.032*
Tertiary Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Income
Frist quartile 0.110* 0.034 0.009 0.046** 0.020*
Second quartile 0.088* 0.021 0.006 0.041** 0.020*
Third quartile 0.102* 0.067 0.003 0.023* 0.008
Fourth quartile Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Missing 0.023 −0.003 0.003 0.013 0.01
Occupation
Higher-grade
service class

−0.101* −0.072 −0.003 −0.018* −0.007

Lower-grade
service class

−0.048 −0.025 −0.002 −0.012 −0.009

Small business
owners

−0.039 −0.017 −0.004 −0.015 −0.003

Skilled workers 0.034 0.048 −0.002 −0.009 −0.003
Unskilled workers Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Never worked −0.188*** −0.158*** −0.005 −0.026* 0.002

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001; R2=0.24; χ2 = 351.54; df=152; CFI=0.954; TLI=0.933; RMSEA=0.031.
a = the sum of the direct effects and the indirect effects that run through social resentment (status insecurity,
relative deprivation, powerlessness).
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translates in a tendency to blame the EU as responsible for this injustice, as those who feel
that they are systematically disadvantaged compared to other groups are more inclined to
be sceptical about the Europeanization. The same holds for those who have the impression
that outcomes in their own life are determined by forces external to themselves. In this
respect, negative attitudes towards the EU could be related to citizens’ generalized
sense of inferiority, injustice and impotence.

It is noteworthy that these components of social resentment mediate the relationship
between social position and Euroscepticism as indicated by the significant indirect
effects of the social-structural variables via powerlessness and relative deprivation. For

Table 3. Structural equation model 2: The mediating effect of cultural and political attitudes on
Euroscepticism (1380).

Total effect
a

Direct
effect

Indirect
effect b

Indirect effect via

Anti-
immigrant

Political
cynicism

Cultural and political
attitudes

Anti-immigrant 0.206*** 0.206***
Political cynicism 0.203** 0.203**
Social resentment
Status insecurity 0.042 0.052 −0.01 −0.013 0.004
Relative deprivation 0.193** 0.013 0.181*** 0.087** 0.094**
Powerlessness 0.170** 0.086 0.084** 0.034* 0.051**
Social-structural
variables

Age −0.03 −0.109** 0.079**
Female −0.021 −0.056 0.034**
Education
Lower-secondary or
lower

0.319*** 0.131** 0.188***

Upper-secondary 0.204*** 0.086* 0.117***
Tertiary Ref. Ref. Ref.
Income
Frist quartile 0.111* 0.041 0.069**
Second quartile 0.088* 0.028 0.061**
Third quartile 0.103* 0.081* 0.023
Fourth quartile Ref. Ref. Ref.
Missing 0.022 −0.01 0.032*
Occupation
Higher-grade service
class

−0.099* −0.058 −0.042**

Lower-grade service
class

−0.047 −0.009 −0.038*

Small business owners −0.04 −0.013 −0.027
Skilled workers 0.035 0.053 −0.018
Unskilled workers Ref. Ref. Ref.
Never worked −0.186*** −0.149*** −0.037*

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001; R2=0.29; χ2 = 856.33; df=369; CFI=0.950; TLI=0.935; RMSEA=0.031.
a: The sum of the direct effects and the indirect effects.
b: For social resentment, these effects equal the sum of the indirect effects that run through blame attributions
(anti-immigrant and political cynicism). For the social-structural variables, these effects equal the sum of the
indirect effects that run through the blame attributions and/or social resentment (status insecurity, relative
deprivation, powerlessness).
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example, the positive indirect effect of a lower education via relative deprivation
(β=0.079, p<0.01) and powerlessness (β=0.062, p<0.01) indicates that lower educated
people experience higher levels of relative deprivation and powerlessness than high edu-
cated people (β=0.407, p<0.001; β=0.373, p<0.001; see Appendix Table F),2 which in turn
contributes to the more Eurosceptic attitude of the former. The same holds true for lower
income groups. Furthermore, the higher-grade service class reports significantly lower
levels of relative deprivation compared to unskilled workers (β=−0.094, p<0.01, Appen-
dix Table F), which partly explains why they are less Eurosceptic (β=−0.018, p<0.05).
These indirect effects provide an unprecedented fine-grained insight into why precisely
the so-called losers of globalization are more Eurosceptic. Our results evidence that the
belief that someone is structurally and unjustifiably disadvantaged as well as the percep-
tion of a lack of control over one’s life, leads the lower socio-economic status groups to
oppose the European project. Altogether, these findings confirm the importance of feelings
of resentment, i.e. a sense of group-based relative deprivation and powerlessness, in
explaining Euroscepticism among the losers of globalization.

In Model 2, the cultural and political blame attributions are added to the structural
equation model to disentangle the direct and indirect effects of social resentment on Euro-
scepticism. Table 3 presents the results of this refined model, showing that those who hold
stronger anti-immigrant attitudes (β=0.206; p<0.001) and higher levels of political cyni-
cism (β=0.203; p<0.01) are significantly more Eurosceptic. However, in order to empiri-
cally test the ‘politics of resentment’ thesis, we check whether these attitudes mediate the
relationship between social resentment and Euroscepticism. Table 3 indicates that the
effects of social resentment on Euroscepticism are fully mediated by blaming immigrants
and political establishment because the direct effects of social resentment on Euroscepti-
cism are becoming insignificant while we observe significant indirect effects of social
resentment via anti-immigrant attitudes and political cynicism. To understand how

Figure 1. Structural equation models with social resentment (Model 1) and cultural and political
blame attributions (Model 2) as mediators between social-structural characteristics and
Euroscepticism.
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exactly these blame attributions operate, we turn to the mediating effects of anti-immi-
grant attitudes and political cynicism in more detail.

First, anti-immigrant attitudes mediate the effects of both relative deprivation and
powerlessness on Euroscepticism. Those with stronger feelings of relative deprivation
at the intergroup level, i.e. the perception of being left behind compared to other usurping
groups, report more anti-immigrant sentiments (β=0.420, p<0.001; Appendix Table G),3

which partly explains the stronger anti-EU sentiments among this group, as we observe
a positive indirect effect of relative deprivation on Euroscepticism via anti-immigrant atti-
tudes (β=0.087, p<0.01). In other words, subjective experiences of group relative depri-
vation install anti-immigrant attitudes that are projected to a superordinate scapegoat
like the EU. This finding corroborates H2b.

Avery similar pattern is observed with respect to feelings of a lack of control in every-
day life (i.e. a higher level of powerlessness), which increases anti-immigrants attitudes
(β=0.162, p<0.01; Appendix Table G). Apparently, losing grip on one’s own life and
society appears to reinforce fear of change and negative attitudes towards the cultural
Other who is threatening the collective interest and cultural identity of the ingroup, ulti-
mately resulting in Euroscepticism. This is supported by the significant indirect effect of
powerlessness through cultural blame attribution (β=0.034, p < 0.05) and confirms H2c.

Second, political cynicism mediates the relationship between social resentment and
Euroscepticism. Table 3 shows that the effect of both relative deprivation and powerless-
ness run through anti-establishment sentiments. These findings suggest that social frustra-
tions based on being systematically neglected in comparison with other groups, and
having no influence on society translate into stronger aversion of political elites (Appen-
dix Table G), for which the EU is ultimately blamed. In this respect, group relative depri-
vation and powerlessness incentivize a cynical attitude towards politics, that is perceived
to be in the hands of an incompetent and immoral elite who has let down the disadvan-
taged common man and instead acts in the interest of the immigrants and the corrupt
elite, emanated by the EU as the superordinate scapegoat. Feelings of resentment are
externalized and projected on identifiable Others who are blamed for the individual’s
malaise. These findings support hypothesis H3b-c. Finally, as we did not observe a
relationship between status insecurity and Euroscepticism, we find no evidence for a med-
iating effect of anti-immigrant attitudes and political cynicism either, which leads us to
reject H3a.

In sum, the structural equation models reveal that whereas social resentment really
matters for public views on European integration, such feelings are being reflected on
the EU indirectly, through cultural as well as political blame attributions.

Conclusion

The de-bounding and de-structuring of organized modernity results in social resentment
and new cultural and socio-economic conflicts of integration versus demarcation that
could be mobilized by political challengers. We hypothesized that populist parties
mobilize the social resentment of the losers of modernization by addressing new cultural,
economic and political cleavages as well as the issue of European integration. The aim of
this article was twofold: (1) We examined to what extent social resentment drives Euro-
scepticism, and (2) explored the underlying mechanisms behind the effect of social resent-
ment on mass Euroscepticism. In particular, we distinguished between two different blame
attributions, namely: Anti-immigrant attitudes (cultural blame attribution) and political
cynicism (political blame attribution). Our results show that critical voices against the
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European project are partly driven by experiences of being left behind by the profound
social transformations of late modern society. In terms of the constitutive components
of social resentment, we find differences in their effects: perceived group relative depri-
vation and a sense of powerlessness result in stronger Euroscepticism, above and beyond
social-structural characteristics. By contrast, we did not find evidence that feelings of
status insecurity increase Euroscepticism. Whereas anxiety about one’s own deteriorating
status position in society does not pose an immediate threat to the EU’s democratic legiti-
macy, a sense of lost control over one’s own life (i.e. powerlessness) and perceived relative
deprivation related to intergroup relations appear to be important drivers of anti-EU atti-
tudes. These differential effects further evidence that it is essential to unravel the distinct
social experiences that people may have – which have previously been aggregated under
the umbrella of social resentment – in order to gain a better understanding of the EU’s legiti-
macy. In substantial terms, our findings confirm that Euroscepticism is partly driven by
experiences of being left behind. On the one hand, anti-EU attitudes are rooted in the left
behind’s impression that they do not have exit options and that their life is determined by
forces external to themselves. On the other hand, Euroscepticism is related to threatened
group status, not individual social status. The left behind feel their ingroup is wrongly
deprived by relevant outgroups, who bring about a sense of lost group hegemony.

Our study reveals two distinct mechanisms that function as conveyor belts between
feelings of social resentment and anti-EU sentiments among the population. First, cultural
blame attributions matter. Part of the reason why people with stronger social resentment –
mainly referring to relative deprivation and powerlessness – are more Eurosceptic, is
because these groups are more concerned about changing intergroup relations between
ethnic groups (and, consequently, hold more negative attitudes towards migrants).
Second, we observe that political blame attributions are part of the reason why people
with stronger social resentment are more Eurosceptic. These individuals hold more
cynical views about politics and political elites in general. Feeling left behind results in
lost faith in politics and, eventually, in an aversion to the European project. In sum,
social resentment is channelled downwards as well as upwards, through anti-immigrant
attitudes and political cynicism respectively. This finding suggests that distinct strategies
of blame attribution operate behind the translation of social resentment into negative atti-
tudes towards the EU and suggests that political actors appeal to different frames – related
to cultural identity, political sovereignty and even welfare-related interests – to mobilize
voters against the EU.

This study has some shortcomings, which can be addressed by future research. Most
notably, this study is based on a single country case. Whereas the Belgian data offers
unprecedented depth, we could not account for cross-national variation in how the politics
of social resentment might operate among other European populations. Since we found
strong empirical evidence for the politics of resentment in the relatively pro-EU
minded Belgian population, we expect that these mechanisms also operate in other
member states. Nevertheless, it is plausible that different types of blame attributions
may not be present to the same extent in different EU member states. For instance, pol-
itical blame attributions may be more prevalent in those member states with higher cor-
ruption and lower quality of governmental institutions. In this case, social resentment
might threaten support for the EU because of upwards (political) blame attributions,
rather than downwards (cultural) attributions. Further research is needed to explore
such potential cross-national differences. Finally, future research could examine the trans-
lation of social resentment into political behaviour, most notably Eurosceptic voting. How
citizens’ social experiences of contemporary transformations impact their actions remains
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underexplored while these may be increasingly important for the democratic legitimacy of
the European project.

Disclosure statement
No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Notes
1. Note that Figure 1 only displays the mediation paths, whereas the empirical model includes also

direct effects of social-structural variables and social resentment on Euroscepticism and from
social-structural variables on anti-immigrant attitudes and political cynicism. Besides, the
social resentment variables are allowed to correlate, as well as the two types of blame attribu-
tions, as these variables were expected to co-vary.

2. Appendix Table F reports the effects of the social-structural variables on social resentment, esti-
mated in Model 1.

3. Appendix Table G reports the effects of social resentment and the social-structural variables on
anti-immigrant attitudes and political cynicism, estimated in Model 2.
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Appendix

Table A. Descriptive statistics (unweighted).

Variable Mean/ % SD N

Euroscepticisma 2.03 0.55 1403
Age 51.7 17.53 1403
Female 50.82% 1403
Education 1403
Lower secondary or lower 27.37%
Upper secondary 32.22%
tertiary 40.41%
Income 1403
Frist quartile 22.67%
Second quartile 22.81%
Third quartile 24.02%
Fourth quartile 21.53%
Missing 8.98%
Occupation 1380
Higher-grade service class 11.45%
Lower-grade service class 21.67%
Small business owners 9.64%
Skilled workers 28.99%
Unskilled workers 18.62%
Never worked 9.64%
Left-right orientation 5.14 2.19 1364
Status insecuritya 2.65 1.04 1397
Relative deprivationa 2.95 0.98 1400
Powerlessnessa 3.19 0.8 1402
Anti-immigranta 2.84 0.85 1400
Political cynicisma 3.29 0.91 1403

Table B. Question wordings and standardized factor loadings on the latent construct of social
resentment (using weights).

Variable Question wording
Factor
loading

Social resentment
Status insecurity How do you see your future? Are you sometimes worried about

one of the following things?
0.777

That your financial worries will increase in the coming years? 0.852
That you will have difficulties to keep your socio-economic
position?

(1) Never
(2) Rarely
(3) Sometimes
(4) Regularly
(5) Often

(Continued )
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Table B. Continued.

Variable Question wording
Factor
loading

Relative
deprivation

We would like to know how you feel treated by the government
and the society. Could you tell me for each of the following
statements to what degree you agree or disagree with them?

0.768

If we need something from the government, people like me have
to wait longer than others.

0.846

People like me are being systematically neglected, whereas
other groups receive more than they deserve.

0.767

In times of economic crisis people like me are always the first
victims.

(1) Strongly disagree
(2) Disagree
(3) Neither agree, neither disagree
(4) Agree
(5) Strongly agree

Powerlessness I am going to read you a few statements that are heard
sometimes. Please tell me to what degree you agree or
disagree with them.

0.417

You can’t do anything about most of the things that happen to
you.

0.654

I do not have the impression that I have a lot of influence on
society.

0.792

I feel like I am completely powerless over the current changes.

(1) Strongly disagree
(2) Disagree
(3) Neither agree, neither disagree
(4) Agree
(5) Strongly agree

Correlations Status insecurity with powerlessness 0.253
Status insecurity with relative deprivation 0.345
Powerlessness with relative deprivation 0.598

Model fit χ2=61.115, df=17, RMSEA=0.043, CFI=0.981, TLI = 0.969,
SRMR=0.025

N 1403
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Table C. Question wordings and standardized factor loadings on the latent construct of cultural and
political blame attributions (using weights).

Variable Question wording
Factor
loading

Cultural and political attitudes
Anti-
immigranta

INTRODUCTION A: To what extent do you agree or disagree with
the following statements about migrants. By this we mean
primarily Turks and Moroccans that live in Belgium.

0.785

INTRODUCTION B: To what extent do you agree or disagree with
the following statements about people with a migrant
background? We mean people who have come to Belgium from
other countries in the past fifty years, but also their children who
have been born here. In the statements I use the word ‘migrants’
to refer to these groups.

In general, migrants cannot be trusted. 0.786
Migrants come here to take advantage of our social security system. 0.823
Migrants are a threat to our culture and customs. −0.507
The presence of different cultures enriches our society. 0.751
Migrants’ way of life is irreconcilable with the Western European
way of life.

(1) Strongly disagree
(2) Disagree
(3) Neither agree, neither disagree
(4) Agree
(5) Strongly agree

Political
cynicism

What is your opinion about the following statements:
Voting is pointless; the parties do what they want to do anyway. 0.751
Parties are only interested in my vote, not in my opinion. 0.769
Most politicians promise a lot, but don’t do anything. 0.826
As soon as they are elected, politicians think they are better than
people like me.

(1) Strongly disagree
(2) Disagree
(3) Neither agree, neither disagree
(4) Agree
(5) Strongly agree

0.782

Correlation Anti-immigrant with political cynicism 0.523
Model fit χ2=127.72, df=26, RMSEA = 0.053, CFI=0.972, TLI = 0.962,

SRMR=0.023
N 1403
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Table D. Robustness check including left-right orientation: The effect of social resentment on
Euroscepticism (N=1341).

Total effect
a

Direct
effect

Indirect effect via

Status
insecurity

Relative
deprivation

Powerless-
ness

Social resentment
Status insecurity 0.047 0.047
Relative deprivation 0.195** 0.195***
Powerlessness 0.169** 0.169**
Social-structural variables
Age −0.026 −0.046 −0.01 0.034* −0.004
Female −0.016 −0.041 0.002 0.011 0.012
Education
Lower-secondary or
lower

0.315*** 0.164** 0.011 0.078* 0.063**

Upper-secondary 0.198*** 0.121** 0.005 0.041** 0.031*
Tertiary Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Income
First quartile 0.118** 0.043 0.009 0.046** 0.020*
Second quartile 0.098* 0.027 0.006 0.043** 0.021*
Third quartile 0.116** 0.080* 0.003 0.025* 0.008
Fourth quartile Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Missing 0.037 0.007 0.004 0.015 0.012
Occupation
Higher-grade service
class

−0.100* −0.073 −0.003 −0.018* −0.007

Lower-grade service
class

−0.051 −0.025 0 −0.014 −0.012

Small business
owners

−0.037 −0.02 −0.002 −0.012 −0.003

Skilled workers 0.036 0.048 −0.001 −0.008 −0.002
Unskilled workers Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Never worked −0.175*** −0.148*** −0.004 −0.025 0.002
Left-right orientation 0.022 0.044 −0.007 −0.008 −0.007

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001; R2=0.245; χ2 = 369.938; df=160; CFI=0.952; TLI=0.929; RMSEA=0.031.
a = the sum of the direct effects and the indirect effects that run through social resentment (status insecurity,
relative deprivation, powerlessness).

Table E. Robustness check including left-right orientation: The mediating effect of cultural and
political attitudes on Euroscepticism (N=1341).

Total
effecta

Direct
effect

Indirect
effectb

Via anti-
immigrant

Via political
cynicism

Cultural and political attitudes
Anti-immigrant 0.204** 0.204**
Political cynicism 0.199** 0.199**
Social resentment
Status insecurity 0.047 0.044 0.002 −0.005 0.007
Relative deprivation 0.194** 0.019 0.175*** 0.083** 0.092**
Powerlessness 0.173** 0.087 0.085*** 0.036* 0.049**
Social-structural variables
Age −0.024 −0.104** 0.080**
Female −0.017 −0.047 0.030*

(Continued )
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Table E. Continued.

Total
effecta

Direct
effect

Indirect
effectb

Via anti-
immigrant

Via political
cynicism

Education
Lower-secondary or
lower

0.317*** 0.128** 0.189***

Upper-secondary 0.200*** 0.082* 0.117***
Tertiary Ref. Ref. Ref.
Income
First quartile 0.119** 0.047 0.072**
Second quartile 0.098* 0.033 0.065**
Third quartile 0.117** 0.091* 0.026
Fourth quartile Ref. Ref. Ref.
Missing 0.036 0.001 0.035*
Occupation
Higher-grade service
class

−0.099* −0.057 −0.042**

Lower-grade service
class

−0.05 −0.01 −0.040*

Small business owners −0.038 −0.007 −0.031*
Skilled workers 0.036 0.054 −0.018
Unskilled workers Ref. Ref. Ref.
Never worked −0.174*** −0.136*** −0.038*
Left-right orientation 0.023 −0.013 0.036

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001; R2=0.293; χ2 = 893.667; df=384; CFI=0.948; TLI=0.932; RMSEA=0.031.
a: The sum of the direct effects and the indirect effects.
b: For social resentment, these effects equal the sum of the indirect effects that run through blame attributions
(anti-immigrant and political cynicism). For the social-structural variables, these effects equal the sum of the
indirect effects that run through the blame attributions and/or social resentment (status insecurity, relative
deprivation, powerlessness).

Table F. Structural equation model 1: Effects of social-structural variables on social resentment
(N=1380).

Status insecurity Relative deprivation Powerlessness

Age −0.209*** −0.025 0.195***
Female 0.057 0.066* 0.076*
Education
Lower-secondary or lower 0.192*** 0.407*** 0.373***
Upper-secondary 0.080* 0.213*** 0.192***
Tertiary Ref. Ref. Ref.
Income
First quartile 0.208*** 0.238*** 0.123**
Second quartile 0.145*** 0.211*** 0.121**
Third quartile 0.065 0.121** 0.049
Fourth quartile Ref. Ref. Ref.
Missing 0.075* 0.068* 0.058
Occupation
Higher-grade service class −0.072 −0.094** −0.039
Lower-grade service class −0.034 −0.061 −0.05
Small business owners −0.085* −0.075* −0.007
Skilled workers −0.045 −0.048 −0.018
Unskilled workers Ref. Ref. Ref.
Never worked −0.117** −0.135*** 0.029

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. Note: Estimates are derived from the estimated model reported in Table 2.
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Table G. Structural equation model 2: Effects of social-structural variables and social resentment on cultural and political attitudes (N=1380).

Anti-immigrant Political cynicism

Total Direct
Indirect

Total Direct
Indirect

Via status
insecurity

Via rel.
deprivation

Via
power-
lessness

Via status
insecurity

Via rel.
deprivation

Via power-
lessness

Social resentment
Status insecurity −0.065 0.019
Relative
deprivation

0.420*** 0.462***

Powerlessness 0.162** 0.251***
Social-structural variables
Age 0.280*** 0.245*** 0.014 −0.011 0.033* 0.075* 0.041 −0.004 −0.012 0.050**
Female 0.053 0.017 −0.004 0.027* 0.012 0.065* 0.014 0.001 0.030* 0.019*
Education
Lower-
secondary

0.310*** 0.091* −0.013 0.171*** 0.061** 0.375*** 0.089* 0.004 0.188*** 0.094***

Upper-secondary 0.200*** 0.084* −0.005 0.090*** 0.031* 0.258*** 0.110** 0.002 0.098*** 0.048**
Tertiary Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Income
First quartile −0.004 −0.110** −0.014 0.100*** 0.020* 0.225*** 0.080* 0.004 0.110*** 0.031*
Second quartile 0.044 −0.055 −0.01 0.089*** 0.020* 0.152*** 0.021 0.003 0.098*** 0.031*
Third quartile −0.002 −0.056 −0.004 0.050** 0.008 0.068 −0.001 0.001 0.055** 0.012
Fourth quartile Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Missing 0.044 0.011 −0.005 0.028 0.01 0.064 0.017 0.001 0.031* 0.015
Occupation
Higher-grade
service class

−0.110** −0.068* 0.005 −0.040** −0.007 −0.05 0.006 −0.001 −0.044** −0.011

Lower-grade
service class

−0.108** −0.076* 0.002 −0.025 −0.01 −0.039 0.005 −0.001 −0.028 −0.015

(Continued )
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Table G. Continued.

Anti-immigrant Political cynicism

Total Direct
Indirect

Total Direct
Indirect

Via status
insecurity

Via rel.
deprivation

Via
power-
lessness

Via status
insecurity

Via rel.
deprivation

Via power-
lessness

Small business
owners

−0.028 0.001 0.006 −0.031* −0.003 −0.068* −0.027 −0.002 −0.034* −0.005

Skilled workers −0.038 −0.018 0.003 −0.02 −0.003 −0.026 0.001 −0.001 −0.022 −0.005
Unskilled
workers

Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.

Never worked −0.052 −0.004 0.008 −0.057** 0.001 −0.094** −0.032 −0.002 −0.062** 0.002

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. Note: Estimates are derived from the estimated model reported in Table 3.
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