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Article

How the European debt
crisis reshaped national
political space: The case
of Greece

Alexia Katsanidou
GESIS – Leibniz Institute for the Social Sciences, Germany

Simon Otjes
University of Groningen, the Netherlands

Abstract

Where some authors saw a limited impact of Europeanisation on national party politics,

others proposed that in addition to the pre-existing economic left-right dimension a

separate European Union dimension structures the national political space. This article

looks at the Greek bail-out during the European sovereign debt crisis to examine how

Europeanisation can change the national political space. The bail-out came with

memoranda that set the main lines of Greek economic policy for the coming years.

Accepting these policies was connected with remaining in the Eurozone. This restruc-

tured the political space: the economic and European integration form one dimension.

A second relevant dimension focuses on cultural issues. The economic/European

dimension is a stronger predictor of vote choice than the cultural dimension.

Keywords

Dimensions, economic crisis, Europeanisation, Greece, party politics, voting behaviour

Introduction

The extent to which European integration has shaped the national political space
is a matter of academic debate: Mair (2000) has argued that the impact of
European integration on national party politics is only limited. Other authors,
most prominently Kriesi et al. (2008), see the formation of a European integra-
tion dimension. This dimension exists in addition to the left-right dimension and
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its core debate is the issue of Europeanisation, the process by which individuals
and institutions respond to the altered conditions generated by European inte-
gration (Ladrech, 2002). Specifically, it concerns the Europeanisation of the
national political space, the process by which the positions towards European
integration structure how voters and parties think about other political issues.
This article looks at an extreme case: the bail-out of Greece by the European
Union (EU).

This article examines a transformational moment in Greek and EU politics
brought on by the biggest economic crisis since the 1930s. It offers an extreme
case to explore the effect of European integration on the national political space:
the fierceness of the crisis and the complete dependency of Greece on the bail-out
deal with its European partners made European integration a central issue on the
Greek political agenda. Economic issues became intertwined with the question of
continued Eurozone membership. In the 2012 Greek elections, supporting
Eurozone membership implied committing to a set of economic policies, and reject-
ing these policies also meant rejecting Eurozone membership. In this way,
European integration may have become the issue that structured the views of
voters and parties on the most important economic questions. In summary, this
article sets out to identify the process of Europeanisation by determining to what
extent the question of European integration structures voter and party policy positions
in post-crisis Greece.

The political results of the Greek sovereign debt crisis contrast the existing
wisdom concerning the effect of Europeanisation on national politics as proposed
by Kriesi et al. (2008). In their view the question of European integration is part of
a new dimension that also concerns cultural issues such as immigration but is
separate from the economic left-right dimension. They believe economic integra-
tion has reinforced this dimension because of stronger economic competition
(Kriesi et al., 2008). The Greek case offers us a different mechanism, whereby
voter and party positions towards the EU structure the economic dimension as
the result of the expanded European control over economic policy.

The relevance of this study does not end at the Greek borders despite the fact
that Greece is an extreme case for finding an effect of the European sovereign debt
crisis on a European party system (Gerring, 2007). Similar patterns may be visible
in other European countries that were bailed out. Moreover, our argument does
not just concern crisis solutions, but rather the growing influence of the EU over
budgetary policy. This affects all Eurozone countries, including Northern countries
that have pressed for stronger budgetary guidelines. There is evidence that a similar
pro/anti-EU dimension has structured party positions on economic policies in the
Dutch 2012 elections (Otjes, 2015).

Left, Right and Europeanisation

Our key argument is that the processes set in motion during the on-going financial
crisis have resulted in a situation in which the political issue of European
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integration structures the way voters and parties understand the political space in
post-crisis Greece. The voter space is structured by dimensions that capture
consistent differences in opinion among citizens (Kriesi et al., 2008): citizens that
agree on some political questions (e.g. lowering taxes) also agree on other issues
(e.g. lower immigration). The number of dimensions needed to navigate the voter
space is constrained by the voters’ cognitive limits and their capacity to process
information (Hinich and Munger, 1996). Like voters, party positions may
also consistently vary and these differences could also be reflected in dimensions.
The voter and party spaces do not necessarily need to have the same underlying
structure (Van der Brug and Van Spanje, 2009).

Which dimensions structure the voter and the party space is an oft-debated
question. The main issue has focused on whether a single dimension, often the
general left-right, suffices to understand voting behaviour. On the one hand, the
high complexity of politics forces voters to find shortcuts in the form of attitudinal
cues (Feldman and Conover, 1983). A robust and enduring heuristic is the left-right
dimension, which according to Fuchs and Klingemann (1989) is the predominant
device for summarising the ideological position both of individual citizens and
political parties. The left-right dimension is the organising element of the shared
political consciousness between mass publics and elites (Laponce, 1970): a ‘super-
issue’ that encompasses views of voters about economic issues but also about ethics
and the environment. The left-right dimension has shown a strong integrative
capacity, incorporating new issues as they enter the political agenda (Inglehart
and Klingemann, 1976). On the other hand, the assumption that a single general
left-right dimension structures economic and non-economic issues ‘has been shown
to be implausible in numerous studies’ (Evans et al., 1996: 94). Voter positions on
issues as diverse as the environment, economics and ethics do not fit into one
dimension. Authors often differentiate between an economic left-right dimen-
sion and a second dimension that concerns non-economic issues (Evans et al.,
1996; Kriesi et al., 2008; Lefkofridi et al., 2014; Van der Brug and Van Spanje,
2009).

According to many scholars, voter and party opinions on European integration
cannot be incorporated in the left-right dimension (Gabel and Hix, 2002; Hix and
Lord, 1997; Hooghe et al., 2002; Kriesi et al., 2008; Van der Brug and Van Spanje,
2009). The most prominent statement of this two-dimensional approach comes
from Kriesi et al. (2008). They see the voter space as consistently two-dimensional,
but argue that the nature of these dimensions has changed over time. A model with
an economic dimension and a cultural dimension that concerns moral questions
like abortion forms their starting point. The nature of these dimensions has chan-
ged between 1970 and the 1990s due to globalisation, immigration and European
integration, which they see as one process. We focus on the effect of European
integration in particular. Kriesi et al. (2008: 9) portray a development of a new
structural conflict between winners and losers of globalisation. On the one hand,
there are those voters and parties who favour stronger demarcation of national
borders: they desire economic protectionism, see immigration as a danger and
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oppose their country ceding sovereignty to the EU. On the other hand, there are
those parties and voters who advocate further integration. They champion eco-
nomic integration into a globalised world market, believe that immigration is a
positive phenomenon and want integration of the EU to deepen. Kriesi et al. (2008:
11) differentiate between an economic and a cultural dimension of the integration–
demarcation divide. First, economic integration within the EU ‘reinforce[s] the
classic opposition between a pro-state and a pro-market position’ (Kriesi et al.,
2008: 13): the right favours integration into a European market while the left
desires economic protectionism. Second, the existing cultural dimension changes
in nature. It now concerns the question of political integration into the EU and
openness to immigration. The new conflict concerning integration and demarcation
has been integrated into the existing two-dimensional structure (Kriesi et al., 2012).

The extent to which the European sovereign debt crisis has led Kriesi and col-
leagues to re-evaluate their model is unclear. Kriesi et al. (2012: 20) argue that
elections after the financial crisis do not provide evidence for contestation of
European integration along an economic dimension. Kriesi (2014: 369–370) does
note how left-wing populist parties mobilise voters against European integration in
order to defend the national social welfare state model, linking European and
economic issues. Finally, Kriesi and Grande (2014: 84) argue that the European
debt crisis has not further politicised European integration at the mass level but
rather the debate has taken an intergovernmental turn during the crisis. How we
can understand the effect of the European sovereign debt crisis on the dimensions
that structure the party and voter space remains an open question.

Our account builds on Kriesi et al. (2008) but also draws insights from the work
of Mair (2000, 2008). He has contested the extent to which European integration
forms an ‘independent base for party competition’ (Mair, 2008: 158). In his view
the Europeanisation of party systems has been limited. He focuses on the question
whether the issue of European integration has affected the format of the party
system (that is the choices voters have) and the mechanics of the party system
(the way in which parties interact with each other). Mair (2000: 36) argues that
only in the United Kingdom do European citizens have ‘the potential to take
Europe as a cue for choosing between governing alternatives’. Elsewhere,
Eurosceptic parties played a minor role in elections and their appeal was not pri-
marily built on their Euroscepticism. The issue of European integration does not
affect the ‘mechanics’ of the party system either (Mair, 2000: 35): ‘Europe has not
made for significant new alliances or enmities’.

Instead of offering citizens a choice of more or less Europe, Mair (2008: 157)
describes a ‘[h]ollowing out of national party competition’ as the EU puts increas-
ing ‘constraints on domestic decision-making’: governing parties can only choose
from a stock of available policies imposed by the free market nature of the EU
(Mair, 2008: 60). In all policy domains where the involvement of the EU has
increased, the distance between mainstream parties’ positions has decreased
(Nanou and Dorussen, 2013): only non-mainstream parties offer alternative
choices.
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Our contribution synthesises Mair’s (2008) argument on the constrained policy
repertoire for mainstream parties and Kriesi et al.’s (2008) argument on dimen-
sional change. Our key expectation is that in cases of sudden and far-reaching
expansion of European competences over economic decision-making, the issue of
more or less European integration structures economic preferences and becomes
perpendicular to the cultural dimension. Kriesi et al.’s (2012, 2008) account of
dimensional change is based on the assumption that favouring EU integration is
unrelated to an economic agenda, allowing parties to have a pro-European inte-
gration position while placing themselves on the pro-state side of the economic
spectrum. In cases, however, in which European institutions limit the economic
policy repertoire to the extent that pro-European parties can only place themselves
on the pro-market side of the economic spectrum (Nanou and Dorussen, 2013),
European integration and economic policy become intertwined, making a pro-
European, pro-state position impossible. Only Eurosceptic political parties can
take diverging positions on economic issues. In such a case the polarisation over
economic issues is not just strengthened by European integration, but the economic
policy preferences of voters and parties may actually be structured by their position
on EU integration.

Since the founding of the European Monetary Union, the direct influence of the
EU over budgetary policies has increasingly limited the policy repertoire of
national governments (Mair, 2008). In Eurozone countries, budgetary policies
are restricted or even co-determined by the European Commission (EC) as the
Stability and Growth Pact limits a country’s budget deficit to 3%. After the
onset of the economic crisis, many countries were no longer able to meet this
obligation. The financial markets’ trust in these countries declined. In order to
prevent bankruptcy, a number of countries had to be bailed out by the Troika –
a body consisting of the EC, the European Central Bank and the International
Monetary Fund. The bail-out loans came with agreements (‘memoranda’) between
the national government and these institutions making austerity measures, privat-
isation and economic reforms a requirement for cashing the loans. The goal of
these measures was to regain the trust of the financial markets. The economic
policies of these countries were effectively determined by these bail-out agreements.
During the aftermath of the European sovereign debt crisis, the Fiscal Compact
expanded the competence of the EU and the toolbox of the EC to force all
Eurozone countries to keep to the Stability and Growth Pact.

As the EU increased its control over economic decision-making, room for
political competition decreased and parties were forced to a take-it-or-leave-it
approach. Therefore, voter and party positions about economic issues are struc-
tured by a pro-/anti-EU dimension instead of a left-right dimension. Voters oppos-
ing the 3% norm and the austerity and reform measures forced by the EC may
overall oppose European control over economic decision-making. Eurosceptic par-
ties (on the left or the right) develop a distinctive economic agenda: they oppose the
reforms and austerity measures mandated by the EC and claim to defend welfare
states against the ‘dictates from Brussels’. In this sense, European integration does
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not reinforce the economic left-right dimension but rather leads to a pro/anti-EU
dynamic on economic issues. The remaining non-economic issues, such as immi-
gration, then form a separate dimension. Given that the pro/anti-EU dimension
dominates economic issues, all that remains for the general left-right dimension to
tap into are cultural issues. Our expectations about the political space can be
summarised as follows:

H1: Voter and party space expectation: Voter and party positions are structured by

two dimensions.

H1a: Economic dimension expectation: A pro/anti-EU dimension taps into economic

and European integration issues.

H1b: Cultural dimension expectation: A left-right dimension taps into cultural issues.

Case selection and description

The goal of this article is to test the extent to which the recent interventions by the
EU in the economies of national states led to a reconfiguration of the national
political space. To this end we select an extreme case in terms of the independent
variable. Hence, the EU intervention was far greater than in any other EU member
state. Choosing an extreme case can also serve for exploratory analysis (Seawright
and Gerring, 2008: 302). While the results of such analysis cannot be generalised to
a larger population, it may serve as a template for further research.

Table 1 lists the five countries that have received bail-outs from the different
European bail-out funds set up during the crisis. The total size of the bail-out
compared to countries’ GDP differs strongly: Spain received a loan for less than
a tenth of its GDP, Ireland and Portugal received loans for around a quarter of
their GDP, Cyprus for half of its GDP and if one combines the two loans Greece
received before the 2012 elections, these loans represent more than 100% of
Greece’s GDP. Moreover, out of these five countries Greece was the only one

Table 1. Impact of the bail-out per country.

Country Date of bail-out Percentage of GDP

Greece May 2010 32

May 2012 70

Ireland November 2010 24

Portugal May 2011 29

Spain July 2012 9

Cyprus May 2013 47

Sources: Eurostat (2015), European Commission (2015), European Financial Stability

Facility (2013), European Stability Mechanism (2012) and Eurogroup (2013).
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that was bailed out more than once by the EU.1 Without a doubt, Greece repre-
sents an extreme case of Europeanisation compared to other Eurozone members
and even compared to other countries that were bailed out.

Between 2009 and 2012 the nature of the Greek party system changed drastic-
ally. Before the crisis, there were two major parties in Greece, the left-wing PASOK
and the right-wing ND. Additionally there were smaller parties of the left and the
right: the communist KKE and the leftist SYRIZA and the right-wing populist
LAOS. The parties and their relative sizes before the 2009 crisis are listed in
Table 2. The key division in Greek politics was between the left and the right.

In Greece the meaning of left-right has been particularly flexible while it has
consistently been the strongest predictor of party choice (Dinas, 2008; Freire and
Costa Lobo, 2005; Karyotis and Rüdig, 2015). The convergence on the economic
dimension of the two main parties, PASOK on the centre-left and ND on the
centre-right, opened the door for new issues to enter the political agenda
(Vasilopoulos and Vernardakis, 2011). At the time of the crisis issues such as
immigration and nationalism had been established as part of the left-right dimen-
sion (Ellinas, 2013).

Despite this apparently simple division between left and right in the voter space
that is represented by the struggle for power of the two main parties, ND and
PASOK, Greek politics had a complex underlying dimensional structure in the
party space even before the crisis. Looking at expert positioning of political parties,
Bakker et al. (2012) found three dimensions structuring party positions: economic
left-right, cultural left-right and EU integration. Gemenis and Dinas (2010) identi-
fied the same dimensions using manifesto data. The economic left-right is corre-
lated with the EU dimension, while the cultural left-right is independent from both
other dimensions (Bakker et al., 2012: 229).

The economic crisis had a strong effect on Greece: it led to the financial markets
losing their faith in Greece’s ability to fulfil its financial obligations. In order to
prevent bankruptcy, Greece turned towards the European institutions. In 2010 the
country was given a bail-out loan accompanied by a memorandum that forced
Greece to implement austerity measures, structural reforms and privatisation.
The financial crisis became the catalyst that uncovered the weakness of the single
currency: ‘it was a supranational agreement that had tied its members to a regime
of mutual dependence and interconnectedness’ (Panagiotarea, 2013: 125). Of all the
countries in the Eurozone, Greece has proven to be the most vulnerable to external
shocks and required more than one bail-out package. What truly made Greece a
special case was the weakness of its political institutions and the reluctance of
politicians to change their policies (Afonso et al., 2014; Panagiotarea, 2013). The
first bail-out was not enough; a second bail-out was necessary in 2012. While this
second bail-out was being negotiated, the ruling PASOK government was replaced
by a caretaker coalition of national unity (PASOK, ND and LAOS) led by a
political independent. New elections were held in May 2012 and were narrowly
won by ND. The results are shown in Table 2. After unsuccessful government
formation talks, new elections were held in June 2012.
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The economic crisis was the most salient issue in Greek politics with voters
recognising the economy and unemployment as the two most important problems
(Teperoglou and Tsatsanis, 2014). Support or opposition to the bail-out accordingly
became the most prominent question in the 2012 elections (Dinas and Rori, 2013) as
the parliamentary debates on the topic polarised both, the parties and voters.
Economic issues no longer were valance issues and became positional issues as
most voters could not trust any party to guide the country out of the crisis (Nezi
and Katsanidou, 2014). All debates on economic policy are structured around the
question whether Greece would honour its agreement and remain in the Eurozone
or whether it would set its own financial policies and exit (Gemenis and Nezi, 2014).

Support for the bail-out among parties did not follow the traditional left-right
dimension. A new division was created (Gemenis and Nezi, 2014): PASOK and the
populist party LAOS supported the bail-out, while ND and a new left-wing party
DIMAR took a more neutral position supporting the pro-bail-out government
without openly positioning themselves in favour of the bail-out agreement.
Opposition to the bail-out came from parties on the left and the right: the left-wing
parties SYRIZA and KKE, the new right-wing populist party ANEL and the
extreme right XA. The already existing connection between economic issues and
EU issues may have intensified around the time of the 2012 election (Bakker et al.,
2012: 229): the pro-European parties supported economic reforms, while the anti-
European parties opposed austerity measures proposed by the EU.

Voting in the 2012 elections was determined by the bail-out division, and voters
used their own position on the bail-out as a heuristic to navigate the crisis issues
(Katsanidou, 2013; Teperoglou and Tsatsanis, 2014). In the public debate, the bail-
out agreement had two components. On the one hand, it refers to the content of the
solution to the crisis: the austerity, reform and privatisation policies put forward by
the Troika. On the other hand, there is the discourse around the bail-out agreement
touching upon national pride and continued membership in the EU and the
Eurozone (Vasilopoulou et al., 2014). Political discourse portrayed the bail-out
agreement as a loss of sovereignty and capitulation to external actors, and the
blame was passed to the Greek government who was selling Greece out to those
actors (Vasilopoulou et al., 2014). Eurosceptic parties and voters wanted Greece to
leave the EU and return to the Drachma in order to regain the lost national pride.

At the same time, cultural issues were also high up on the political agenda; immi-
gration in particular became a prominent issue (Teperoglou and Tsatsanis, 2014).
Some voters perceived a new wave of immigrants from Middle East and Northern
Africa as a threat to Greek national identity (Triantafyllidou and Kouki, 2013: 7).
Protecting the ‘Greek way’ of life became an issue as the Greek government was
unable to control its own borders (Dinas et al., 2013). XA, ANEL and LAOS were
all positioned against immigration, while the ‘anti-immigrant’ agenda went main-
stream as the two major parties, ND and to some extent PASOK, adopted it during
the 2012 election campaign (Dinas and Rori, 2013). SYRIZA, DIMAR and KKE
advocated a multicultural approach to immigration. Other issues also followed this
left-right pattern such as law and order and civil liberties.
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Methodology

Data sources and selection

Voting advice applications (VAA) offer a wealth of data (Wheatley, 2014: 5): for this
study it is particularly useful because we need the placements of parties and voters
on a large number of politically salient issues. It also allows us to use the exact same
items for parties and for voters. We use the VAA Choose 4 Greece (C4G).

The party data consist out of party placement on 30 issues (Gemenis and Triga,
2012). Parties are positioned on basis of ‘judgemental’ coding of political text (e.g.
party manifestos). In order to minimize random error and bias, the same issues were
coded multiple times by expert coders (Gemenis, 2014). This method combines the
best of expert judgement and textual analysis. The difference to the existing expert
placement approach is that it allows various experts to anonymously ‘convince’ the
other experts of their opinion by citing extracts from party documents.

The voter data come from the same VAA. It is crucial to note, however, that
VAAs do not offer a representative sample of the population. One cannot draw
inferences about the general population on the basis of data which are collected
online and where users voluntarily opted to participate. Like most online surveys,
VAA samples suffer from undercoverage and self-selection that could potentially
bias estimates (Bethlehem, 2010). Research has shown that VAA users tend to be
young, highly educated, male and more urban (Hooghe and Teepe, 2007;Wall et al.,
2009).

In order to address the undercoverage of the selection, we construct a represen-
tative sample using sample matching procedure. Applying it to the data set of
VAA users, we matched non-probability and probability samples on a respon-
dent-to-respondent basis. (Daniel, 2012: 91). This method is used often to construct
a sample that is equivalent to a representative sample from a large, but unrep-
resentative panel (Rivers, 2006). We apply this approach on a representative
sample of Greek voters and match every respondent in this sample to a user
from the VAA that is similar on all variables included in the VAA and the repre-
sentative sample.

The voter data consist of 30 questions on policy issues as well as demographic
data (gender, age, education level and region) and includes questions on past voting
behaviour (in 2009) and intended voting behaviour in the 2012 elections.2 We use
the data set for the May 2012 elections that contains 75,249 entries.3 Fifty-nine per
cent of these respondents answered both the substantive and the demographic
questions completely. We can employ these to draw our matching sample. We
work with the Greek sample from the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems
(CSES, 2015) as a model for the representative sample, which has 1029 respond-
ents. For each respondent in the representative sample of the CSES, we selected a
user in the C4G database that had the same gender, education level4 and voting
behaviour in the 2009 elections. For the region variable, we selected citizens from a
region that had an identical level of unemployment in order to capture the
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centre–periphery divide and the specific economic environment in which the
respondents find themselves. If there was more than one match, we selected the
respondent that had the closest age. If there were multiple respondents with the
same age, we selected the respondent randomly. Ten per cent of the respondents in
the CSES could not be matched because no similar respondent could be found.
These cases were left out of the analysis.

We use a matched data set and not a weighted data set because Mokken scaling
can only be performed on the matched data: the existing Mokken package cannot
deal with weights. Given that a weighted data set is considerably larger than the
matched data set, results from the weighted data set are much more likely to be
significant. The advantages of weighting over matching is that the results are more
stable, in particular when an analysis concerns a variable with a high number of
possible outcomes and a relatively small number of matched respondents. In the
online appendix, we replicate the results of the regression analysis using the
weighted sample previously used by Nezi and Katsanidou (2014).

Methods of data reduction. There are different ways to assess the dimensionality of a
political space (De Vries and Marks, 2012). It is important to note, however, that
the choice of scaling method has strong implications for the results that one gets.
One therefore cannot claim that data has a ‘true’ dimensionality or that there is a
‘true’ spatial model that follows necessarily from the data (Benoit and Laver, 2012).
In the end, data reduction is a process of creation (Coombs, 1964).

Following Otjes and Louwerse (2014) who also look at the dimensionality of
answers in VAAs, this article uses Mokken scaling. This is a method from the item-
response theory family. It testswhether respondents’ positions ona set of items forma
single dimension (Mokken, 1971). The approach was specifically developed for
dichotomous items, such true–false questions in an exam: Mokken scaling seeks to
build a structure where items to which many respondents give the correct answer
(‘easy items’) are on one side of the scale and items to which many respondents give
the incorrect answer (‘difficult items’) are on the other side of the scale. If there is a
single underlying structure that ranges from correct to incorrect, or from left to right,
the items will form a consistent dimension. In order to determine whether this is the
case, the H-value is calculated. This coefficient equals one when a set of items forms a
perfect Mokken scale and zero when there is no statistical association between users’
answers on the items. Mokken (1971) suggests that scales with an H-value below 0.3
are too poor to be used. One can calculate the homogeneity coefficient for a scale as a
whole (H) but also for individual items (Hi) and for pairs of items (Hij).

Because our items are not dichotomous, we use polytomous Mokken scaling
that can be applied to items with more than two response categories (Van der Ark,
2007). Note also that we use Mokken scaling in an exploratory way: we try to find
strong dimensions based on parties’ and voters’ answers on the statements. The
automated item selection procedure works as follows (Mokken, 1971): first, one
selects the two items with the highest Hij-coefficient; this is the starting pair for the
first dimension. Then, one adds the item that results in the highest H-coefficient
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when added to the starting pair. This step is repeated until no items remain or the
H-coefficient would drop below 0.3. If more than one item remains, the procedure
will try to create a second dimension using the same procedure.5

We use the adaptation of the Automatic Item Selection Procedure (AISP) devel-
oped by Otjes and Louwerse (2014) that is neutral regarding the direction of the
items. It is applied most often in survey research with large samples (but see Otjes
and Louwerse, 2014). We now apply it to a sample of parties (N¼ 14). Straat et al.
(2014) caution against the use of this method with small samples because of subpar
accuracy. The results of the AISP should therefore be treated with considerable
caution. In order to check the stability of the scaling results for the small samples of
parties, we report the standard errors from the ‘Mokken’ package in R, which are
based on the sample size. Moreover, we calculated standard errors based on a
bootstrapping procedure, constructing 100 random samples from the items for
which the H-value was calculated, and calculate the H-value for those samples.
The mean H-value and the standard error of the H-value of these 100 samples are
reported for political parties as well.

Methods of data analysis. In addition to testing the strength of our constructed
dimensions, this article will also illustrate the empirical benefit of the chosen spatial
model. To this end we will look at how voters’ positions on different dimensions
relate to party preferences in the 2012 election. We use multinomial logistic regres-
sion to determine how positions on the different dimensions cohere with party
preferences. The dependent variable is party preference before the election.6 The
online appendix provides some descriptive variables for the C4G-matched sample.
One should note that because these are party preferences asked during the 2012
campaign, a large share of voters is still undecided: therefore, we identify core
supporters of these parties and not the swing voters. These are all in the ‘other’
category, which is also the base category. We use voters in this ‘other’ category as a
base category in the regression because undecided voters are likely to be centrist,
meaning that the coefficients reflect the ideological position of different voter
groups vis-à-vis the centre. In order to aid interpretation of the regressions, all
ratio/interval variables are normalised between zero and one, and we have plotted
the results in figures using the ‘predict’ function from R.

Results

Scaling results. Table 3 shows the results of the AISP, the inductive scaling method
for the VAA items, for both the voters and the parties. At the voter level, the first
dimension includes more than half of all items (18). The second dimension taps into
only five items.7 The first dimension mainly concerns the bail-out: whether citizens
want to reform the economy to remain part of the EU or whether citizens oppose
the memoranda, their economic implications and therefore membership of
the EU itself. We can identify four categories within this dimension: four
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Table 3. Scaling of voter and party positions.

Level
Voters Parties

Scale S1 S2 S1 S2 Memorandum

Inegalitarianism 0.37

(0.02)

– 0.81

(0.06)

– No

Corporate taxes – – 0.86

(0.05)

– No

Environmentalism – – 0.64

(0.16)

– No

Solar energy – – 0.57

(0.14)

– No

Privatisation 0.41

(0.02)

– 0.81

(0.07)

– Yes

Police – 0.41

(0.02)

0.81

(0.08)

– No

Camera 0.33

(0.02)

– 0.79

(0.09)

– No

Demonstrations 0.41

(0.02)

– 0.81

(0.07)

– No

Citizenship – 0.34

(0.03)

0.32

(0.20)

– No

Multiculturalism – 0.44

(0.02)

– 0.95

(0.02)

No

Flexible work 0.41

(0.02)

– 0.81

(0.06)

– Yes

Co-funding universities 0.36

(0.02)

– 0.87

(0.06)

– No

University fee 0.34

(0.02)

– 0.73

(0.10)

– No

Hospitals 0.31

(0.02)

– 0.79

(0.06)

– No

Civil servants – – 0.78

(0.08)

– Yes

Pay cuts 0.37

(0.02)

– 0.75

(0.06)

– Yes

Memoranda: crisis 0.43

(0.02)

– 0.80

(0.06)

– Yes

Loans 0.47

(0.02)

– 0.81

(0.06)

– Yes

Memoranda: selling 0.46

(0.02)

– 0.72

(0.10)

– Yes

(continued)
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Table 3. Continued

Level
Voters Parties

Scale S1 S2 S1 S2 Memorandum

Memoranda: bankruptcy 0.50

(0.02)

– 0.84

(0.05)

– Yes

Fiscal treaty – – 0.79

(0.06)

– No

Grexit 0.36

(0.02)

– 0.84

(0.10)

– Yesa

Soft drugs – 0.39

(0.02)

– 0.85

(0.08)

No

Defence – 0.38

(0.03)

– 0.96

(0.02)

No

Professions 0.32

(0.02)

– 0.70

(0.12)

– Yes

Church – – 0.34

(0.18)

– No

Technocrats 0.38

(0.02)

– 0.75

(0.09)

– Yesb

Israel 0.32

(0.02)

– 0.77

(0.09)

– No

FYROM – – – 0.94

(0.05)

No

EU 0.41

(0.20)

– 0.71

(0.14)

– No

H-value 0.39

(0.02)

0.39

(0.02)

0.74

(0.07)

0.92

(0.04)

H-value (bootstrapping) – – 0.74

(0.01)

0.94

(0.00)

Correlation with left-right

placementc
�0.44 0.57 �0.76 0.78

Correlation with ‘EU’c,d
�0.76 �0.02 �0.73 �0.07

Mean 0.51 0.55 0.54 0.35

Median 0.51 0.54 0.56 0.13

Standard Deviation 0.19 0.21 0.31 0.40

Min. 0.03 0.00 0.11 0.00

Max. 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Note: Unless indicated otherwise the values under S1 and S2 are Hij values.
aGrexit is a logical consequence in the case of non-compliance to the memorandum.
bA technocratic government was not directly demanded in the memorandum but it was judged necessary for

its implementation by the EU.
cCorrelation based on weighted data for voter level.
dSpecifically a bail-out dimension for voters and a pro/anti-EU dimension for parties.
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memoranda-related items are conceptually central. Voters either (a) agreed that the
memoranda were necessary or (b) that they were equivalent to selling out the
country. A second set of items concerns economic management: this includes all
policy items in the memorandum, such as privatisation and pay cuts. But it also
includes egalitarianism and co-funding of universities and university fees that were
promoted by the PASOK government. A third set of items concerns EU integra-
tion, namely Greece’s Euro membership and the EU. There are two items that
concern attitudes towards the Greek political system under pressure, the appoint-
ment of technocrats and the issue of demonstrations. Two final items show the
capacity of the new dimension to integrate non-economic items. The second dimen-
sion concerns five items from the cluster immigration–integration–security–
defence. These tap into a cultural understanding of the left-right dimension.

The remaining items that were not attributed to any of the dimensions mainly
concern economic policy, the public sector, foreign policy and the role of the
church. These are items that one would generally expect to relate to some kind
of general left-right dimension. This dimension, however, appears to be absent, as
the only emerging dimensions from Mokken scaling relate either to (a) the national
economy, EU membership and the role of international actors in the economy or
(b) to cultural issues. The first dimension correlates strongly with the self-placement
of users on the bail-out question. The second dimension shows a moderate correl-
ation with left-right self-placement. The H-values for the entire dimensions are
significantly higher than 0.3. The respondents in the matched sample conform to
our expectations: their positions can be understood in terms of a bail-out dimen-
sion that taps into attitudes about the memoranda, the mandated reforms and
economic governance, as well as a cultural left-right dimension that taps into atti-
tudes on immigration and security.8

Some caution is warranted in interpreting the results at the party level, as the
small number of cases can lead to unstable results. The AISP produces two
dimensions. The first dimension includes 25 items tapping into a broad range
of issues: the memoranda, economic management and EU membership, but also
the environment and education. The second dimension includes five items, all
concern cultural issues, immigration, law and order and foreign policy. Three
of these five items overlap with the cultural dimension from the voter level.
The H-values for both dimensions are far (and significantly) above the 0.3-thresh-
old (with both methods). Two cultural items (concerning churches and citizen-
ship) barely meet the 0.3 threshold and have quite high standard errors. We can
correlate the party positions on the dimensions to the Chapel Hill Expert Survey
(Bakker et al., 2015). The second dimension shows strong correlations with the
general left-right item; the first dimension correlates equally with their pro-/anti-
EU and left/right items.

Figure 1 shows the party positions on this two-dimensional space: parties are
divided in four clusters: in the upper left corner we find the left-wing parties that
opposed the bail-out: these are SYRIZA, DIMAR and the KKE. In the upper right
corner, we find the right-wing anti-EU parties: XA, ANEL and LAOS. A third
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cluster is formed by ND, the right-wing pro-EU party. The PASOK has a left-wing
pro-European position.

At both the voter and the party level, one dimension concerns the economy and
the memorandum. It includes 18 items for the voters and seven more for the
parties. At the voter level, this is clearly a pro-/anti-bail-out dimension. At the
party level, it taps into both the left-right and the pro-/anti-EU dimension. Both
at the voter and the party level there is a separate cultural dimension that taps into
the left/right divide. Both parties and voters support a similar interpretation of the
political space: on the one hand, there is a dimension that taps into attitudes about
European and economic matters and in particular international interference in
Greece’s economic management. On the other hand, there is a dimension that
taps into new cultural issues. All in all, the data corroborate our expectations.
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Figure 1. Positions of the Greek political parties in a two-dimensional space.
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Regression results

The dimensional structure resulting from our scaling exercise can be seen as cred-
ible if it demonstrates its value for explaining voter behaviour. Table 4 presents the
result of a multinomial logistic regression analysis of vote intention for the seven
parties that won seats in the 2012 elections. The reference category is voters that
did not express a preference for these seven parties during the election campaign.
Both our dimensions are significantly related to voter preference to most parties.
The best way to understand those relationships is through visualisation: Figure 2
provides expected values of likelihood of preferring a particular party and voter
position on both dimensions from the multinomial logistic regressions. The final
entry provides a legend.

The preference of voters follows the model we developed here: core supporters
for the PASOK and ND have similar views on the economic dimension: voters of
these two parties support Greece’s membership in the EU and the implementation
of the memoranda. The supporters of these two parties differ on their views on
cultural issues: PASOK has progressive supporters and the New Democracy has
conservative supporters. On the other side of the economic dimension we find the
supporters of the KKE, SYRIZA, XA and ANEL. The supporters of these parties
oppose the memoranda and their economic consequences and are against EU
membership. The supporters of ANEL, XA and SYRIZA differ in their cultural
views: supporters of ANEL and XA are more conservative and SYRIZA’s sup-
porters are more progressive. The XA supporters are primarily defined by their
cultural views and less by their economic views. The KKE gets the support of
voters who oppose the bail-out regardless of their attitudes towards cultural
issues. The supporters of DIMAR are not defined by their views on economic
issues: its supporters have progressive views on law, order and immigration. As
expected, the pro-EU parties attracted pro-EU voters while Eurosceptic parties
attracted Eurosceptic voters. The culturally right-wing parties attracted culturally

Table 4. Multinominal logistic regression with matched data set without control variables.

Variablea ANEL DIMAR KKE ND PASOK SYRIZA XA

intercept �6.35***

(0.80)

�1.12*

(0.66)

�7.66***

(1.11)

�2.05***

(0.62)

1.30**

(0.54)

�4.13***

(0.61)

�8.42***

(1.34)

Economic

dimension

4.34***

(0.97)

0.32

(0.94)

7.63***

(1.29)

�5.89***

(1.01)

�5.95***

(0.99)

5.80***

(0.77)

3.19**

(1.53)

Cultural

dimension

2.99***

(0.78)

�2.91***

(0.86)

0.73

(0.92)

3.90***

(0.81)

�2.01**

(0.84)

�1.51**

(0.59)

5.47***

(1.36)

***< 0.01< **< 0.05< *< 0.01.

AIC¼ 2067, N¼ 927.
aReference category: other party preferences.

Matched data set.
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right-wing voters. The online appendix shows that the same substantial conclusions
can be drawn when adding control variables and when examining a weighted
sample.

Conclusion

This article sketched the transformation of the Greek party system under the pres-
sure of the European sovereign debt crisis. It analysed a transformational moment
in Greek politics, but also a transformational moment in European politics. We
found that, unlike what previous studies had proposed (Kriesi et al., 2008; Mair,
2000), European integration can restructure the way parties and voters position
themselves on economic issues. On basis of Mokken scaling procedures for the
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Figure 2. Estimated likelihood of voting for Greek parties. (a) PASOK, (b) ANEL, (c) DIMAR,
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30 items that were included in the VAA Choose 4 Greece, we constructed two-
dimensional models of the Greek voter and party space. These models were shown
to be internally cohesive and were externally validated by illustrating their value for
voting behaviour. The two dimensions structuring this space were: (a) an economic
dimension that also concerned European integration, the bail-out memoranda
and positions on the mandated economic reforms. There was a significant cor-
relation between pro-/anti-EU and economic positions for the parties and the
pro-/anti-bail-out self-placement for the voters; and (b) a cultural left-right
dimension that centred on cultural issues from the cluster immigration–
integration–security–defence. At the party level the first dimension also tapped
into other economic, environmental and ethical issues, and it showed a strong
correlation with expert placement of parties on the left-right dimension. Both the
cultural and the economic dimensions predict voting behaviour for all major par-
ties: the bail-out dimension is a stronger predictor of voter choice than the cultural
dimension.

The relevance of this study goes beyond the borders of the Greek case and
increases as European integration deepens. This is true not only because one
might expect similar patterns of response to the Eurozone crisis in other countries
that signed bail-out agreements, but because the crisis made clear that EU member-
ship came attached with financial obligations. In order to ensure the stability and
longevity of the Euro, the EC has expanded its competences over budgetary policy.
EU and Eurozone membership constrains policy choices of European governments.
The focus of the Stability and Growth Pact on fiscal responsibility limits the ability
of parties in Eurozone countries to offer competing alternatives for budgetary policy
without raising the issue of Eurozone membership. Indications are that in a country
that is much less affected by the economic crisis, namely the Netherlands, a similar
pro-/anti-EU dimension in part structures party policy positions (Otjes, 2015).
Future research could pursue the question whether the patterns found here can be
found in other Eurozone countries, in particular those also strongly affected by the
crisis. The rise of parties critical to austerity and the role of the EC such Podemos in
Spain and the Five Star Movement in Italy indicates that this is very likely.

Other researchers may also want to examine whether the new political space
persists in the Greek party system over time. Early indications are that the new
dimensions continue to play a role: the January 2015 electoral campaign of
SYRIZA was based on the, until then, unimaginable combination of rejecting
austerity and staying in the Eurozone, which got SYRIZA in government.
SYRIZA formed a coalition with the Eurosceptic, anti-austerity but culturally
right-wing Independent Greeks after the 2015 Greek election. The newly elected
government based their negotiations on the argument that austerity did not work
and that Europe should change from within. This argumentation failed to find
supporters in the Eurogroup. With the referendum on 5 July 2015 they put their
argument to the voters: 61% of the voters rejected the deal offered by the
Eurogroup; the government assured that rejecting the deal would not lead to
Greece’s exit from the euro or the EU. The government soon thereafter accepted
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a harsher memorandum between Greece and the European institutions, which was
backed by the vast majority of the Greek parliament including most government
(and until then anti-austerity) MPs. This shows that even anti-austerity parties with
the priority of staying in the Eurozone cannot ignore the budgetary policy set by
the EC. It is the final end of the belief that ‘the economy’ and ‘Europe’ can be
considered separately from each other.
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Notes

1. Cyprus was bailed out by Russia before it was bailed out by the European Union.
2. The VAA was designed and launched by the ‘Preference Matcher’ consortium (www.pre-

ferencematcher.org) and can be found here: http://www.preferencematcher.org/
?page_id¼18.

3. The second, June election data set had only 6524 clean entries (Wheatley, 2014: 6)

4. The education levels in the C4G and the CSES data do not match: we have linked them in
the following way: (a) primary school (in C4G) was linked to primary school (in the
CSES), (b) high school (in C4G) was linked to lower secondary (in the CSES), (c) lyceum

(in C4G) was linked to post-secondary non-tertiary and upper secondary (in the CSES),
(d) university (in C4G) was linked to bachelor and short-cycle tertiary (in the CSES), (e)
post-graduate studies (in C4G) was linked to postgraduate and master (in the CSES).

5. We do not present scales with less than three items: two-item scales need only a single

relationship to be sufficiently strong; three-item scales need three sufficiently strong
relationships.

6. In addition to the two dimensions that we developed, we also ran models with the avail-

able control variables (gender, age, education and the regional level of employment).
These are available in the online appendix and do lead to substantially different results.
We do not include variables for retrospective voting, as Nezi and Katsanidou (2014) show

that due to exceptional circumstances in the Greek 2012 election, the economy took a
spatial form.

7. One remaining scale (not shown here) taps into two items: environmentalism and solar

energy (H¼ 0.34)
8. The patterns found also conform to the patterns found by Wheatley (2014), who uses

Confirmatory Factor Analysis on similar data.
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