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TWO THEORETICAL QUESTIONS

a) What does social cohesion means?

b) Which is the role that emotions play in social
cohesion?

TWO EMPIRICAL QUESTIONS

Is the EU a socio-territorially cohesive community?

Is the EU an emotionally cohesive community?




SOCIAL COHESION

JANE JANSON (1998):
Mapping Social Cohesion:
The State of Canadian

Using O'Connor's (1998) empirical work, Jenson
tries to bring in focus a few dozen studies by
researchers and organisations (foundations,
pressure groups, government departments, think

tanks).

[... a sense of trust, hope
and reciprocity ...]

[... a sense of trust, hope
and reciprocity ...]

[... instill in individuals

the sense of belonging ...
an the feeling that they
are recognised]

Box 1

What Do We Mean by Social Cohesion?

For the Government of Canada’s Policy Research Sub-
Committee on Social Cohesion:

social cohesion is “the ongoing process of develop-
ing a community of shared values, shared chal-
lenges and equal opportunity within Canada, based
on a sense of trust, hope and reciprocity among all
Canadians.”

For the working group of the Commissariat général du
Plan of the French government:

social cohesion is a set of social processes that help
instill in individuals the sense of belonging to the
same community and the feeling that they are
recognised as members of that community.

Social Cohesion:
* aprocess

* a definition of who is in the community
* shared values




FIVE DIMENSIONS OF SOCIAL COHESION

Box 4

Dimensions of Social Cohesion

belonging ............... isolation
inclusion ............... exclusion
participation ............... non-involvement
recognition ............... rejection
legitimacy ............... illegitimacy

1 Belonging / isolation: social cohesion signifies sharing values, a sense of being part of the
same community.

2 Insertion / exclusion: social cohesion supposes a largely shared market capacity,
particularly with respect to the labour market.

3 Participation / passivity: social cohesion calls for involvement in the management of
public affairs, in partnerships and in the third sector, as opposed to political
disenchantment.

4 Recognition / rejection: social cohesion considers pluralism not just a fact, but a virtue,

that is, the tolerance of differences.
5 Legitimacy / illegitimacy: social cohesion supposes the maintenance of public and private

institutions that act as mediators in conflicts.




BELONGING

Each text defines social cohesion in
terms of values and collective
identities.

A cohesive society is one in which
citizens “share values.” A sense of
identity allows them to feel “committed”
(for the OECD) and “part of the same
community” (for the Plan). For the Club
of Rome social cohesion is a cultural
resource, by which is meant norms,
values and social attitudes (Berger,
1998).

The feeling of belonging is clearly a
dimension of social cohesion in all four
texts.

A threat to social cohesion is associated
with feeling of isolation from the
community.

INCLUSION

One can ask about any institution,
such as a market for example,
who has access and who is excluded,

who has effective opportunity and who
is marginalised from full participation?

This includes:

- equality of opportunity.

- widely shared market capacity,
especially in [abour markets.

A threat to social cohesion is associated
with exclusion




PARTICIPATION

Social cohesion requires involvement

Cohesion problems may be signalled by
political backlashes, provoked by
“political disenchantment”.
(indifference, disaffection)

Social cohesion may be the
threatened by non-involvement.

The Prime Minister Juppé’s Plan to
analyse social cohesion in institutional
terms, related to reorganisation of the
institutions of regional government (to
reform the relationship between the
central government and local
authorities).

RECOGNITION

If no modern society should aspire to a
unified system of norms, then “pluralism
becomes not just a fact but a virtue”
(Berger, 1998).

The essential task for maintaining social
cohesion is nurturing those institutions
which contribute to, rather than
undermine, practices of recognition of
difference.

Recognition = “citizens’ feeling that
others accept them, and recognise their
contributions”.




LEGITIMATION

Social cohesion is a collective
construction ... it can not be reduced to
an agglomeration of juxtaposed
individuals.

A range of corps intermédiaires (from
advocacy groups and other non-
governmental organisations to political
parties and governmental bodies)
assure the connections among
individuals.

Therefore, social cohesion depends at
least in part on maintaining the
legitimacy of those public and private
institutions that act as mediators and
maintain the spaces within which
mediation can occur.




Box 5

Why Is It Necessary to “Unpack” the Concept of Social Cohesion?
There is no single way of understanding even the definitional dimensions of social cohesion. These often vary according to the
problem being addressed and the individual or organisation speaking.
¢ For some, social cohesion means primarily the capacity to construct a collective identity, a sense of belonging.

¢ For others, the focus is a society’s commitment and capacity to assure equality of opportunity by including all its citizens
and reducing marginality.

¢ Social cohesion is also discussed in relation to democratic practices, including patterns of participation, and the legitimacy
of representative institutions such as advocacy groups, political parties, unions and governments.

¢ In modern plural, liberal democratic societies, where value conflicts are inherent and social choices are open, social
cohesion is sometimes interpreted in terms of society’s capacity to mediate conflict over access to power and resources, to
accept controversy without trying to shut it down.




Judith Maxwell, DEF "Social cohesion involves building shared values and
communities of interpretation, reducing disparities in wealth and income, and
generally enabling people to have a sense that they are engaged in a common

enterprise, facing shared challenges, and that they are members of the same
community." (1996: 13). (Cited in Bernard, 1999)

[Shared culture/equality/Involvement/identity]

E. Durkheim, in the Social Division of Work (1893) stated:
“Social solidarity is a wholly moral phenomenom which itself is not amenable to
exact observation and specially not to measument”.




Social cohesion: Nature, Causes, and Consequences

Causes

Moreno & Jennings (1937, p. 371)
cohesion as "the forces holding the individuals within the groupings in which
they are”

Festinger et al. (1950, p. 164)
cohesion as "the total field of forces which act on members to remain in the
group."

Festinger et al (1950, p. 274)
cohesion as "the resultant of all forces acting on the members of a group to
remain in the group”




Noah E. FRIEDKIN’ two key ideas (social cohesion, 2004)

| have argued that we should discard the idea that group-level conditions indicate
social cohesion and instead treat these conditions as antecedents of particular
individual membership attitudes and behaviors.

It may be misleading to define cohesion in terms of a particular group-level condition unless it is a sufficient condition of a
positive individual membership attitude or behavior.

Certain group-level conditions may contribute to positive membership attitudes and
behaviors but, unless positive individual attitudes and behaviors are actually
present (i.e., resultant) in a group, one cannot characterize the group as cohesive

Groups are often self-sustaining with respect to conditions that produce positive
membership attitudes and behaviors. Groups are cohesive when they possess
group-level structural conditions that produce positive membership attitudes and
behaviors and when group members' interpersonal interactions maintain these
group-level structural conditions.

Retaining valued members, enlisting members' contributions to group activities and tasks, reducing the number of negative and
increasing the number of positive relationships between members, resolving disruptive disagreements, achieving consensus,

and encouraging a positive view of the group as a social unit. Because many people understand (or
believe) that such things are important, they often act intentionally to bring them
about. (page 421)




KEARNS and FORREST (2000)

The constituent dimensions/interpretations of social cohesion are:

1) Common values and a civic culture.
[shared values and aims; common moral principles; civic culture: political participation and legitmacy]

2) social order and social control.
(“absence of general conflict within society and of any serious challenge to the existing order and system”.

3) social solidarity and reductions in wealth disparities
(the harmonious development of society and its constituent groups towards common economic, social and environmental
standards)

4) social networks and social capital

(existing relationships and networks sustain the expectations, norms and trust which facilitate cooperation)

(a long-standing belief that a cohesive society contains a high degree of social interaction within communities and families)
(World Bank: Social capital refers to the institutions, relationships, and norms that shape the quality and quantity of a
society’s social interactions.

Social capital is not just the sum of the institutions which underpin a society, it is the glue that holds them together.

5) and territorial belonging and identity.
(It is presumed that a strong attachment to place, and the intertwining of people’s identities with that of places ....
contribute to social cohesion)




REGINA BERGER-SCHMITT (2000)

Q' Connor (1998, p. 2):

- ties that bind, such as values, identity, culture

- differences and divisions: inequalities and inequities, cultural diversity,
geographical divisions

- social glue which refers to associations and networks, infrastructure, values and
identity

Woolley (1998, p. 2-5):
- as absence of social exclusion,
- as interactions and connections based on social capital
- as shared values and communities of interpretation based on group identity.

Regina Berger-Schmitt (2000)

The concept of social cohesion incorporates mainly two societal goal dimensions:
(1) The reduction of disparities, inequalities, and social exclusion.
(2) The strengthening of social relations, interactions and ties (social capital)
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THE SENTIMENTS OF SOCIAL COHESION

Economic Equality
Social solidarity
Social Social capital
Cooperation
Cultural Belonging

Social Identity

Empathy
Sympathy
Compassion

Trust
Confidence

Pride
Attachment

Indifference

Mistrust

Shame
Disaffetion




EMPATHY, SYMPATHY AND COMPASSION

Senator Obama stated that the United States suffered from an empathy deficit.

Empathy: the ability to put ourselves in someone else’s shoes; to see the world
through those who are different from us.

Philosopher Elliott Sober and biologist David Wilson (1998) claim that defining the
situation from the point of view of others is not necessary for humans to
experience empathy. These authors contend that empathy can be simply based on
“emotion matching,” that is, being able to perceive that the other is feeling an
emotion, and experiencing that emotion as a result.

In Human Nature and the Social Order, Cooley ([1922] 1992:132) defined
sympathy as “entering into and sharing the minds of other persons.”




In Human Nature and the Social Order, Charles Horton Cooley ([1922] 1992:132)
defined sympathy as “entering into and sharing the minds of other persons.”

In The Theory of Moral Sentiments, Adam Smith ([1790] 2009:55) stated,
“sympathy, in its most proper and primitive signification, denotes our fellow-
feeling with the sufferings, not that with the enjoyments, of others.

George Herbert Mead: “Sympathy always implies that one stimulates himself to
his assistance and consideration of others by taking in some degree the attitude
of the person whom one is assisting.” it is based on two components: role taking
and behavior oriented toward helping others. But sympathy did not entail the act
of sharing someone else’s feelings.




EUROBAROMETER, 63.4, 2005

QA13

Does the European Union give you personally the feeling of...?

(SHOW CARD - READ OUT - MULTIPLE ANSWERS POSSIBLE)

Enthusiasm

Hope

Trust

Indifference

Anxiety

Mistrust

Rejecting it

DK

(187-194)
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Does the European Union give you personally the feeling of...?
(Multiple answers possible )

Table. Emotional cohesion. Emotional types. Europe population & scores

Rejection (+mistrust/anxiety) 4.6 % -1.66
Mistrust (sanxiety) 64% -112  181% i
Mistrust (only) 7.2% -0.99
Indifference (+rejection) 4.1 % -1.13
Indifference (only) 12.9% -0.58 1637 o2
Anxiety (only) 7.6 % -0.78
Anxiety (+hope) 45% 010 @ 12:2% -0.48
Don’t Know 3.4 % -0,27 3.4 % -0.27
Trust (only) 9.0 % 0.61
Trust (+hope) 89% 134  179% U
Hope (only) 25.1% 0.61 25.1% 0.61
Enthusiasm (+hope/trust) 6.4 % 1.42 6.4 % 1.42

Source: EUROBAROMETER, 2005




It looks like richer countries
(Nordic and Continental)

Are less enthusiastic than
poorer ones (eastern Europe)

Enthusiasm-

Rejection Indifference
Mean Mean
France -,25 39
Belgium 14 -,02
The Netherlands -,01 -,10
Germany West -,14 19
Italy 3 | -,05
Luxembourg 12 16
Denmark ,01 -,09
Ireland 27 -,38
Great Britain -41 33
Northern Ireland -,16 49
Creece ,04 07
Spain 14 39
Portugal ,19 -19
Germany East -22 -,02
Finland -22 -,07
Sweden -,29 I7
Austria -41 23
Cyprus (Republic) ,04 ,26
Czech Republic ,08 -,16
Estonia ,10 -,20
Hungary b % 12
Latvia .06 13
Lithuania 24 -,18
Malta 26 -,04
Poland 9 § -,17
Slovakia ,35 -,10
Slovenia 35 -11
Bulgaria 31 -,02
Romania T ,16
Turkey -,04 25
Croatia -,26 ,00
Total ,00 ,00




Rejection (+mistrust/anxiety)
Mistrust (+anxiety)
Mistrust (only)
Indifference (+rejection)
Indifference (only)
Anxiety (only)

Anxiety (+hope)

Don’t Know

Trust (only)

Trust (+hope)

Hope (only)

Enthusiasm (+hope/trust)

10.6
4.2
12.3
5.7
22.6
6.4
1.6
8.2
2.7
2.3
16.4
7.1

8.7
9.8
9.6
8.8
9.6
7.2
8.7
2.9
3.3
5.3
17.1
9.0

7.7
9.0
4.9
5.1
10.3
9.8
8.1
1.8
8.2
9.4
22.9
2.8

1.8
1.3
5.6
1.3
23.1
4.8
2.1
3.8
19.0
6.0
24.3
7.0

1.2
3.6
3.5
1.7
5.6
5.1
5.5
3.4
8.0
25.3
24.2
12.9

4.6 %
6.4 %
7.2%
4.1 %
12.9 %
7.6 %
4.5 %
3.4%
9.0 %
8.9 %
25.1 %
6.4 %




France
Belgium

The Netherlands
Germany West
Italy
Luxembourg
Denmark
Ireland

Great Britain
Northern Ireland
Greece

Spain

Portugal
Germany East
Finland
Sweden
Austria

Cyprus (Republic)
Czech Republic
Estonia
Hungary

Latvia
Lithuania
Malta

Poland
Slovakia
Slovenia
Bulgaria
Romania
Turkey

Croatia

5,8%
8,5%
6,7%
2,8%
8,0%
6,5%
9,3%
20,7%
7,1%
8,9%
3,0%
7,0%
8,5%
1,5%
4,3%
9,0%
2,5%
4,9%
3,5%
1,3%
6,0%
5,8%
8,2%
12,0%
6,1%
6,3%
6,0%
7,3%
12,9%
8,0%
5,7%

ENTHUSIASM hope/trust

8,2%
12,2%
11,4%
9,4%
9,0%
11,5%
11,6%
4,3%
2,3%
2,3%
10,3%
6,0%
7,1%
7,8%
7,3%
5,3%
8,7%
16,7%
9,6%
9,7%
16,9%
8,0%
9,5%
14,0%
9,4%
14,4%
8,8%
13,9%
25,3%
7,9%
8,0%

TRUST hope

14,9%
19,2%
15,5%
22,9%
35,5%
21,2%
16,9%
28,5%
16,4%
22,8%
29,0%
24,3%
27,5%
23,8%
17,6%
17,1%
17,7%
23,2%
31,7%
34,5%
25,9%
32,7%
28,6%
22,9%
39,4%
37,1%
43,7%
35,0%
24,2%
22,7%
19,6%

HOPE

5,1%
11,9%
14,4%
8,2%
15,4%
10,8%
9,5%
3,7%
2,7%
2,8%
9,7%
19,0%
17,7%
5,9%
8,8%
3,3%
6,6%
3,1%
12,3%
6,1%
10,0%
4,3%
12,0%
9,6%
4,7%
9,4%
11,8%
7,1%
8,0%
10,9%
5,7%

TRUST

8,3%
6,0%
0,7%
8,1%
1,9%
9,2%
5,0%
2,3%
1,6%
1,5%
7,7%
2,1%
1,3%
7,4%
5,6%
8,7%
3,8%
11,4%
1,0%
6,9%
7,7%
4,5%
3,7%
4,5%
2,9%
1,3%
1,5%
4,2%
5,5%
1,8%
2,3%

ANXIETY hope

0,8%
1,0%
4,1%
1,8%
2,1%
2,6%
7,4%
10,0%
8,2%
13,2%
3,4%
3,8%
6,9%
2,3%
4,3%
2,9%
3,2%
0,6%
2,6%
3,0%
1,8%
2,8%
8,7%
6,2%
2,3%
3,9%
4,9%
5,3%
3,4%
4,9%
3,7%

DON'T KNOW

5,3%
13,9%
11,5%
10,3%
9,5%
6,3%
8,3%
16,4%
22,6%
22,7%
7,7%
23,1%
11,0%
14,5%
12,4%
9,6%
9,0%
7,3%
13,1%
15,6%
7,8%
8,3%
9,7%
7,4%
16,5%
10,5%
8,1%
9,1%
5,6%
2,1%
12,6%

INDIFFERENCE

11,6%
8,7%
2,2%
9,8%
7,7%
11,9%
4,4%
2,2%
6,4%
5,3%
12,7%
4,8%
3,5%
8,2%
5,0%
7,2%
12,0%
6,2%
3,5%
4,6%
6,6%
6,8%
8,5%
4,5%
6,8%
2,7%
2,7%
6,6%
5,1%
11,9%
11,1%

ANXIETY

11,6%
5,4%
10,2%
4,9%
5,5%
5,9%
5,4%
2,5%
12,3%
10,7%
5,4%
5,6%
10,3%
7,7%
9,7%
9,6%
5,0%
7,5%
12,4%
6,0%
5,9%
11,8%
3,6%
9,2%
2,9%
5,5%
7,5%
5,6%
3,5%
8,3%
11,4%

MISTRUST

20,4%
5,9%
7,2%
9,0%
1,5%
6,5%
9,2%
2,0%
4,2%
2,4%
5,6%
1,3%
1,5%
6,6%
5,9%
9,8%
10,7%
8,5%
3,3%
3,1%
5,4%
10,8%
2,1%
1,8%
3,8%
2,2%
1,1%
2,9%
3,6%
1,9%
7,9%

MISTRUST anxiety

4,4%
5,7%
8,8%
5,1%
1,7%
5,1%
10,8%
5,9%
5,7%
2,0%
3,6%
1,3%
1,4%
6,6%
10,0%
8,8%
7,1%
5,6%
5,2%
7,5%
3,2%
1,4%
3,9%
4,5%
4,1%
3,5%
2,5%
1,7%
1,7%
2,8%
5,6%

INDIFFERENCE reject

3,6%
1,7%
7,5%
7,7%
2,1%
2,4%
2,2%
1,5%
10,6%
5,4%
2,0%
1,8%
3,2%
7,8%
9,1%
8,7%
13,7%
4,9%
1,7%
1,5%
2,7%
2,7%
1,6%
3,4%
1,1%
3,2%
1,5%
1,2%
1,2%
16,8%
6,4%

REJECTION mistr/anxi




The more interested in politics, the more trust &
hope in the EU (and less indifferent they are).

QA1 POL DISCUSSION - FREQUENCY Trust & Hope EmoCharge
Frequently ,1083 1877
Occasionally ,0329 ,0364
Never -,1078 -,2707
Total ,0047 -,0273

The good news: people interested in politics emotionally support the EU.
The bad news: people who don’t trust and hope in the EU are less
accessible through political discourse and media news.

Eta squared 0.006 F Snedecor 75.17




QA2 POL DISCUSSION - CONVINCE

FRIENDS Trust & Hope
Often , 1247
From time to time ,0807
Rarely ,0007
Never -,1673
Total ,0050

QA3 LIFE SATISFACTION  Trust & Hope

Very satisfied ,0907
Fairly satisfied ,0333
Not very satisfied -.1071
Not at all satisfied -,2713
Total ,0064

People not very and not at all satisfied with their lives feels negative
emotions towards the EU

(Eta squared 0,008. F=66.62. It is not an intense relationship. Life
dissatisfaction may have many sources or causes.




What does the European Union mean to you personally?

(SHOW CARD - READ OUT - MULTIPLE ANSWERS POSSIBLE - ROTATE TOP TO
BOTTOM/BOTTOM TO TOP)

(171-186)

Peace 1;
Economic prosperity 2
Democracy 3
Social protection 4,
Freedom to travel, study and work anywhere in the European Union

5,
Cultural diversity 6,
Stronger say in the world F
Euro 8,
Unemployment 9,
Bureaucracy 10,
Waste of money 11,
Loss of our cultural identity 12,
More crime 13,
Not enough control at external frontiers 14,
Other (SPONTANEOUS) 15,
DK 16,




Table. Emotional cohesion, by images of the EU. Scores on Enthusiasm-Rejection index.

(What does the European Union mean to you personally?)

Mention
0.35
0.61
0.52
0.54
0,21
0.26
0.44

0.05
-0.59
-0.38
-0.77
-0.77
-0.58
-0.50

Not Mention

-0.20
-0.17
-.017
-0.08
-0.22

-0.09
-0.16

-0.02
0.14
0.10
0.20
0.11
0.11
0.11

Eta squared
(* 100)

7,5 %

113 %

9,4

4,7 %

4,9 %

2.7 %

7,7%

1.0%
8.4%
4.0%
16,0 %
8,8 %
6,7 %
5,8%




Table. Emotional cohesion, by fears about building of Europe. Scores on Trust/Hope index.

(QA16. Some people may have fears about the building of Europe, the European Union. Here is
a list of things which some people say they are afraid of. For each one, please tell me if you,
personally, are currently afraid of it, or not?)

Afraid Not Afraid Eta squared
(* 100)
-0.18 0.18 3.3%
-0.17 0.30 5,4 %
-0.21 0.14 3.1%
-0.22 0.43 9.3 %
-0.28 0.34 9.7 %
-0.40 0.26 10.7 %
-0.30 0.33 10.1 %
-0.11 0.36 4.2 %
-0.15 0.32 5.0%

-0.26 0.33 8.7%




Table. Trust/Hope Index, by knowledge about European Union

(How much do you feel you know about the European Union, its policies, its institutions?

QA18 EUROPEAN UNION KNOWLEDGE - SCALE Trust & Hope

Know nothing -,3776
2 -,1487
3 -,1094
4 ,0118
5 ,0562
6 ,2071
7 ,1921
8 ,1826
9 ,2148
Know a great deal -,0322

Eta Squared 0,029

EmoCharge

-,5518
-,2856
-,0747
-,0078
,0671
,1228
,1862
,2497
,3399

,1867




Table. Trust/Hope Index, by the opinion about the role that the EU plays in
solving different issues.

QAZ27. And for each of the following issues in (OUR COUNTRY), do you think that the
European Union plays a positive role, a negative role or neither positive nor negative role?

Eta squared
(* 100)
9.0 %
55%
16.5%
4.5 %
5.7 %
10.2 %
7.1%
9.2 %
4.5 %
7.5%
6.4 %
7.1%
7.2%
6.2 %




QA28

What is your opinion on each of the following statements? Please tell me for each statement,
whether you are for it or against it.

(299)

(300)

(301)

(302)

(303)

(304)

(305)

(READ OUT - ROTATE) For Against DK
1 |A European Monetary Union with one single 1 2 3
currency, the euro 18,9 % -0.57
2 |One common foreign policy among the Member 1 2 3
States of the European Union, towards other
countries 12,0 % -0.59
3 |A common defence and security policy among 1 2 3
European Union Member States
9.6 % -0.70
4 |Further enlargement of the European Union to 1 2 3
include other countries in future years 15.2 % -0.45
5 |A constitution for the European Union 20.7 % 1 -0.72 3
6 |[The speed of building Europe being faster in one 1 2 3
group of countries than in the other countries 0.18
51% e
7 |Teaching school children about the way European 1 2 3
Union institutions work -0.59

3.6 %




Thank you very much for your attention
Eduardo Bericat

cbericat@us.es




