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Chapter 4: Conceptualizing, measuring, and mapping contentiousness 

Theresa Gessler and Swen Hutter 

 

 

Introduction 

Portugal and Spain were among the countries hardest hit by the global financial crisis, which 

led to the Eurozone’s near-collapse after the revelation of Greek public debt in late 2009. 

Both countries experienced a massive economic shock, as indicated by objective and 

subjective indicators (Chapter 3). Faced with a dire economic situation and increasing 

European pressure, the mainstream left in government – PS in Portugal and PSOE in Spain – 

announced severe austerity measures throughout 2009 and 2010 (e.g., Bremer and Vidal 

2018). Consequently, the two countries saw union-organized protest against the measures 

early in the crisis (e.g., Accornero and Ramos Pinto 2015; della Porta et al. 2017a; Kriesi et 

al. 2020; Portos 2019). Both countries experienced a turning point in 2011 when further non-

institutional actors entered the scene: Geração à Rasca (Screwed Generation) in March 2011 

in Portugal and 15M (named after the first large-scale protests on May 15, 2011) in Spain. 

According to some estimates, almost five percent of the Portuguese population took to the 

streets on March 12, 2011 (Carvalho 2018: 98).1 15M and the battle cry of the central 

organizing network Democracia Real, Ya! (Real Democracy Now) led, after the first 

demonstration with about 20,000 participants on Puertas del Sol, to weeks of mass protests 

across the country. 

Protest event data highlights the similar dynamics in Portugal and Spain up to early 

2011 and the strongly diverging trends after that first period. Portuguese protest, as Carvalho 

(2018) puts it, “deflates and follows a stop-and-go pattern, while in Spain it escalates into an 

                                                            
1 The Portuguese mobilization not only preceded the Spanish, it also served as a more general 

precursor in terms of action repertoires and discourse for the protests that followed across Southern 

Europe (see Baumgarten 2013; Flesher Fominaya 2017). 
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unceasing and sustained wave of contention until the end of 2013” (see also Portos and 

Carvalho 2019). As is well documented, the massive protest wave in Spain spilled over into 

electoral politics, giving rise to a new party, Podemos, and leading to a significant 

restructuring of Spanish politics (e.g., della Porta et al. 2017b; Vidal and Sánchez-Vítores 

2019). In Portugal, the follow-up protests were mainly organized by institutionalized actors, 

especially the major unions and left-wing opposition parties, and no new party emerged (e.g., 

da Silva and Mendes 2019). Thus, the two cases underscore that similar grievances and 

starting points of mobilization can lead to starkly different outcomes. As the insightful paired 

comparison by Carvalho (2018) shows, these differences are due to factors endogenous to the 

challengers’ activities on the streets (such as their action repertoire and coalition strategies) 

and exogenous ones (such as the responses of institutionalized actors).  

In this chapter, we build upon such detailed case studies but innovate in two respects. 

First, we move beyond an exclusive focus on the most well-known cases of anti-austerity 

mobilization during the Great Recession. By contrast, we look at all 60 episodes covered in 

this book and ask: How contentious are the interactions of the actors involved in the public 

conflicts over austerity and institutional reforms? Which factors drive the level and type of 

contestation in an episode? At the core of our endeavor is the idea that the economic and 

institutional reforms proposed to cope with the Great Recession vary in the level and type of 

conflict they sparked. While some policy proposals made their way through the political 

decision-making process smoothly, others were met with strong public opposition. 

Second, we move beyond the exclusive focus on (aggregates of) protest events to 

systematically compare conflict levels. More specifically, we innovate by developing the 

concept of the contentiousness of an episode. That is, we aim to turn the dichotomous 

distinction of ‘routine’ and ‘contentious politics’ – the core of the Dynamics of Contention 

(DOC) program by McAdam et al. (2001) – into an empirically observable matter of degrees. 
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Based on DOC’s focus on interactions of actors in a conflict, our guiding assumption is that 

the contentiousness of an episode is the product of the behavior of all three stylized actor 

types: The more all actors (the government, challengers, and third parties) contribute to the 

public conflict over the policy proposal, the more contentious the episode. To construct our 

indicators, we combined insights from classical protest event analysis (focusing on the actions 

staged by the challengers) with research on agenda-setting and the politicization of issues in 

the public sphere (focusing on broader classes of claims-making)2.  

Note that we adopt an ‘aggregative’ approach in this first part of the book. Later parts 

consider the relational aspects of the data (for the aggregative vs. relational distinction, see 

Diani 2013; 2015). In our opinion, such a systematic ‘lumping’ of the data is essential for at 

least three reasons: First, it helps us answer whether and under what conditions fully-fledged 

contentious episodes emerge. Second, it allows identifying critical cases for more in-depth 

analyses. Third, it puts well-known cases, such as the briefly sketched 2011 mobilizations in 

Spain and Portugal, in a broader comparative perspective. 

The chapter is structured in four parts. First, we introduce our new take on the concept 

of contentiousness. Second, we outline the full range of coded actions and the construction of 

our indicators. Third, we map the contentiousness of the 60 episodes before we, finally, shift 

to factors that might explain the uncovered variation. We follow classical approaches in social 

movement studies, distinguishing grievances, mobilizing structures, and political context. 

Still, we also take up calls to systematically distinguish general from episode-specific 

explanatory factors. 

 

                                                            
2 E.g., Baumgartner et al. 2019; Baumgartner and Jones (1993); Green-Pedersen and Walgrave (2014); 

Hutter et al. 2016; Koopmans and Statham (1999). 
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Contentiousness: A multi-dimensional concept 

We propose to define contentiousness as a multi-dimensional concept and to take the action 

repertoire available to the three stylized actors as building blocks. Following 

Schattschneider’s (1975 [1960]) understanding of politics, we are interested in who aims to 

increase the ‘scope of conflict’ and by what means. We ask how each stylized actor may 

reinforce the conflict over the ‘proposals at risk.’ In doing so, we consider both the frequency 

and the type of actions as crucial ‘ingredients’ of what makes an episode contentious. We 

follow Tilly and Tarrow’s (2015: 39; emphasis in the original) approach by prioritizing “what 

activists do during major episodes of contention” as compared to “what activists say or later 

write about their activities.” We also aim to link the DOC program with two related strands in 

political sociology: the scholarly literature on agenda-setting and politicization, which both 

build on Schattschneider’s foundational work. 

The core dimension for each actor type is the intensity of adversarial actions (see 

Figure 4.1). Here, we take up the idea from Chapter 1 that each actor has three central options 

at its disposal. The government – who initiates the episode by launching the proposal – could 

concede to the challenger’s demands, stick to its request, or repress the challenger (ordered 

from most to least cooperative). By contrast, the challenger is the second mover in the threat-

induced conflict we study in this book. It can opt to cooperate with the government, launch a 

non-disruptive or disruptive action against the proposal.3 Finally, the third parties also have 

three broad options: they can mediate between the government and the challenger by 

suggesting a compromise or offering to be brokers; alternatively, they can side with the 

government or side with the challenger. To assess how intensely each one fuels the conflict, 

                                                            
3 To repeat, the distinction of ‘non-disruptive vs. disruptive’ refers to contestation by means of purely 

verbal opposition or fairly institutionalized actions (such as petitioning, direct-democracy or industrial 

conflict in the form of strikes), on the one side, and less conventional and institutionalized forms of 

contentious performances (including demonstrative, confrontational and violent events), on the other 

side. 
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we consider each actor’s second and third options as adversarial. By contrast, we regard the 

first options (concession by the government, cooperation by the challenger, and mediation by 

the third parties) as conflict-dampening actions that are not part and parcel of contentiousness. 

It is an empirical question to what extent such accommodative measures co-occur with 

contentious interactions (Chapter 7). 

Figure 4.1: Dimensions of contentiousness 

 

The intensity of publicly visible actions mirrors the emphasis put on issue salience in 

the agenda-setting literature, which ultimately regards politics as a fight over attention (e.g., 

Baumgartner et al. 2019; Baumgartner and Jones 1993; Carmines and Stimson 1993; Green-

Pedersen and Walgrave 2014).4 As the agenda-setting literature typically does not study 

position-taking, our emphasis on adversarial actions as the basic elements of contentiousness 

sets our approach apart. Instead, our multi-dimensional understanding of conflict comes closer 

                                                            
4 It is important to note that we only consider publicly visible actions. To explain what we mean here, 

let us refer to Meguid (2005, 2008) who has aptly summarized the three strategies that mainstream 

parties have when faced with a challenger: ignore, attack or accommodate. We list these options here 

as it is important to highlight that our conceptualization of publicy visible actions does only cover 

strategies of ignorance by the government if they are linked to explicitly declaring to stick to the 

proposal. Thus, our conceptualization of contentiousness covers ‘ignorance by insistence and non-

recognition of the challenger as a relevant actor’ but it does not cover ‘ignorance by pure silence and 

non-atttention to a given issue/demand’. 
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to work on the politicization of issues in the public sphere.5 An emerging consensus in this 

field conceptualizes politicization as a three-dimensional concept. Salience or visibility of an 

issue is combined with polarization and the range of actors involved in public contestation 

(e.g., de Wilde et al. 2016; Hutter et al. 2016). Ultimately, the most politicized constellation 

refers to a highly salient conflict in which a broad range of actors adopts strongly diverging 

positions. 

We build on such a multi-dimensional understanding of political conflict in our attempt 

to conceptualize contentiousness. Furthermore, we bring in the distinct action repertoires at 

the core of social movement studies and the DOC program by McAdam et al. (2001). To do 

so, we complement the intensity dimension with a second, actor-specific dimension: 

disruption, repression, and alignment (see Figure 4.1). The second dimensions for each actor 

highlight that the interactions in a contentious episode may range from a barely visible public 

exchange of verbal arguments between the different actors to an intense public controversy in 

which a coalition of actors stages a fully-fledged contentious campaign that might be met with 

repression by the authorities and a clear alignment of the third parties. 

On the part of the challenger, such a fully-fledged contentious campaign involves a 

broad range of tactics (including protest mobilization) to produce a sustained challenge to the 

government’s proposal (Almeida 2014). As highlighted before, we define a ‘disruptive’ action 

in terms of non-institutionalized and unconventional forms of protest. In operational terms, 

we consider two central aspects of protest events as indicating their disruptiveness: the logics 

of damage and numbers (della Porta and Diani 2006: 171ff.). Similarly, the government may 

also further escalate the conflict by adopting a more repressive action repertoire towards the 

                                                            
5 The concept of politicization has become particularly important in the study of conflicts over 

European integration. For the question of why EU studies have (or should) consider the phenomenon, 

see the programmatic article on a post-functionalist theory of integration by Hooghe and Marks 

(2009). 
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challenger and its actions, covering activities from depreciating statements about the 

protestors via legal acts to the use of police forces. Finally, third parties can also fuel a dispute 

by sending out signals supporting either the challenger or the government (this is what the 

‘intensity’ dimension covers). Besides, we suggest that third parties render a public debate 

most contentious if their actions show a clear-cut alignment with one of the two contestants. 

In that case, they take a clear-cut position in the configuration of allies and adversaries (on the 

distinction, see Rucht 2004 and Chapter 5, this volume). 

To sum up, episodes may be contentious due to both the intensity and the type of 

actions of each stylized actor. In our understanding, an episode is most contentious if all three 

actors get intensively involved, the challenger moves beyond verbal opposition by staging 

more disruptive protests, the government moves beyond verbal ‘sticking to its proposal’ to 

forms of repressive behavior, and the third parties add fuel to the fire by clearly aligning with 

either the challenger or the government. In the end, these actors bring together what Tilly and 

Tarrow (2015: 7) see as essential features of contentious politics – contention, collective 

action, and politics. 

Also, the combination of the challenger’s contentiousness and the other two types of 

actors can be used to construct a simple two-by-two table. As shown in Table 4.1, this 

exercise allows differentiating types of contentious episodes: from what we call ‘low-intensity 

episodes,’ in which all actors keep their activity to a minimum, to fully-fledged contentious 

episodes marked by a distinct and robust presence of all three actors. The resulting typology is 

a first step in moving from the quantity of contentiousness to assess its quality. 
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Table 4.1: Types of contentious episodes 

 
Contentiousness by challenger 

Low High 

Contentiousness 

by government 

and third parties 

Low 
Low intensity 

episode 

Bottom-up 

dominated episode 

High 
Top-down 

dominated episode 

Fully-fledged 

episode 

 

 

Contentiousness: An action-based measure 

Before we detail how we measure contentiousness, it is helpful to consider the distribution of 

the full set of coded actions (see Chapter 2). For this purpose, Table 4.2 shows the frequencies 

of the different codes by actor type. Note that we coded a total of 6,841 distinct actions. As 

discussed in Chapter 2, the coders were instructed to note each action’s substantive and 

procedural aspects. In practice, the articles often only provided information on one of the two 

elements, with the substantive part being more widely available and, thus, more frequently 

coded (N=6,293 substantive codes vs. N=3,209 procedural codes). 

Starting with challengers’ actions, it is readily apparent from Table 4.2 that a 

considerably greater diversity characterizes their procedural repertoire than their substantive 

one. The substantive dimension is heavily skewed, with most challenger demands in favor of 

the proposal’s withdrawal. Only a relatively small share corresponds to challengers accepting 

the policy either in the original or a modified form (less than four percent). This finding is 

hardly surprising. By the very definition of being challengers, their raison d’etre is 

demanding changes to the policy proposal. We can discern more variation on the procedural 

dimension and the form of mobilization they launch (if they decide to do so). A little less than 
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half of all coded procedural actions correspond to actual mobilization. In addition, a non-

trivial share covers preparatory steps to mobilization (i.e., threats and announcements; around 

25 percent) and verbal attacks (depreciating or demonizing governments; 16.4 percent). This 

highlights the added value of our coding approach, which focuses not just on actual protest 

events but covers a broader set of both substantive and procedural actions. Less than 10 

percent of all procedural codes correspond to forms of negotiation or demobilization by 

challengers. 

Similarly, the governments’ substantive actions indicate an unwavering pursuit of the 

proposal, and only a relatively minor share (around 20 percent) corresponds to different forms 

of compromising tactics (raising doubts, granting concessions or withdrawing the proposal 

altogether). On the procedural dimension, the two most common government actions are 

verbal attacks (depreciating/demonizing the challengers) and negotiation. Outright repression 

and circumventing legal barriers, by contrast, were relatively rare forms of government 

actions during our period of observation (for a detailed assessment of when they occur, see 

Chapter 9). 

Regarding the final actor type, third parties, the different codes indicate how they relate 

to the contending parties, either on the substantive domain (to the proposal/demands) or on 

the procedural one (their actions). On the substantive dimension, third parties tend to relate to 

the proposal itself rather than the challengers’ demands. They either support or oppose the 

proposal in roughly equal proportions. As shown in Table 4.2, the corresponding shares 

amount to somewhat more than 40 percent. On the procedural dimension, there is a greater 

diversity of action forms. Attempts to mediate between the challengers make up a little less 

than 17 percent of third parties’ procedural codes. However, most third-party actions relate to 

government actions rather than to challenger responses (less than 15 percent). Third parties 

are roughly evenly split between supporting and opposing government actions (33.8 vs. 35.4 
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percent). Overall, this first aggregate analysis suggests that the third parties have equally sided 

with the government and the challengers. At the same time, they hardly ever directly engaged 

with the challengers’ demands or activities. 

Table 4.2: Frequency of procedural and substantive actions by actor type 

Actor Action type Action N Share 

Challenger 

Substantive 

Demands withdrawal 1641 72.2 

Demands modification 421 18.5 

Scale shift 124 5.5 

Ready to accept the proposal 49 2.2 

Accepts modified proposal 22 1.0 

Accepts original proposal 17 0.8 

Procedural 

Constitutes itself 46 2.5 

Threatens to mobilize 177 9.4 

Announces mobilization 318 16.9 

Mobilizes 866 46.1 

Deprecates government 303 16.1 

Stops mobilization 21 1.1 

Signals readiness to negotiate 80 4.3 

Negotiates 55 2.9 

Demobilizes 5 0.3 

Gives up 6 0.3 

Government 

Substantive 

Sticks to proposal 1375 74.9 

Adopts proposal 105 5.7 

Raises doubts about the proposal 245 13.4 

Grants concessions to challengers 96 5.2 

Withdraws proposal 14 0.8 

Procedural 

Represses challenger 43 7.2 

Deprecates challenger 190 32.0 

Fails to recognize challenger 42 7.1 

Circumvents legal barriers 31 5.2 

Signals readiness to negotiate 122 20.5 

Negotiates 166 28.0 

Third  
parties 

Substantive 

Supports proposal 878 41.2 

Opposes challenger’s demands 53 2.5 

Mediates 173 8.1 

Opposes proposal 987 46.3 

Supports challengers demands 39 1.8 

Procedural 

Supports government action 250 33.9 

Opposes challenger actions 57 7.7 

Mediates 123 16.7 

Opposes government actions 261 35.4 

Supports challenger actions 47 6.4 

Note: We ordered the coded action forms for the challenger and the government from adversarial to 

accommodative; action forms with a share higher than 30 percent by actor and action type highlighted 

in italics.  
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After this first look at all actions in our dataset, we now turn to how we measure the 

contentiousness of a given episode based on these codes. As outlined before, our guiding 

assumption is that contentiousness is a product of all three actors’ behavior. Thus, we propose 

to measure the contentiousness induced by each actor and combine the three actor-specific 

measures into a joint one (see Figure 4.1 for an overview of the dimensions). Next, we detail 

each dimension and its indicators outlined in Table 4.3, which also presents summary 

statistics. 
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Table 4.3: Dimensions, indicators, and descriptive statistics for contentiousness 

Actor Concept Indicator N Mean Std. 
dev. 

Min Max 

        

Challenger Intensity Frequency of adversarial actions  60 0.28 0.22 0.00 1.00  
Disruption Mean of weighted frequency of disruptive protest  

actions and no. of participants involved in such events 
60 0.31 0.27 0.00 1.00 

 
Contentiousness by challenger Sum of the above indicators  60 0.37 0.27 0.00 1.00         

Government Intensity Frequency of adversarial actions  60 0.26 0.22 0.00 1.00  
Repression Weighted frequency of repressive actions  60 0.17 0.21 0.00 1.00  
Contentiousness by government Sum of the above indicators  60 0.27 0.24 0.00 1.00         

Third parties Intensity Frequency of adversarial actions  60 0.19 0.22 0.00 1.00  
Alignment Abs. position of adversarial codes  60 0.39 0.32 0.00 1.00  
Contentiousness by third party Sum of the above indicators  60 0.32 0.21 0.00 1.00 

 

Note: All frequency measures are standardized by the number of weeks that saw at least one action to account for the varying length of the episode. Moreover, all 

measures were standardized to range from 0 to 1 so that they can be directly combined in an additive way.
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For each actor, we consider the intensity of the actor’s involvement in the episode by 

measuring the absolute frequency of adversarial actions. In the case of the challenger, 

adversarial actions refer to launching a non-disruptive or disruptive action against the 

proposal (omitting cooperation). We use the following codes to operationalize the distinction 

between purely verbal opposition (code 1), threats (code 2), and actual mobilization (codes 3 

to 5). 

1 Sticking to opposition (substantive, verbal only) 

2 Threats/announcements to organize actions categorized as 3 to 5 

3 Non-disruptive mobilization (petitions, direct-democracy, and strikes) 

4 Demonstrative protest forms 

5 Confrontational or violent protest forms 

For the intensity measure, we give all codes the same weight and calculate a simple 

sum. To operationalize disruption, we follow the general approach in protest event research 

and consider two features as central: the capacity to cause ‘damage’ and mobilize large 

numbers of participants. First, we calculated the weighted frequency of demonstrative and 

confrontational/violent protest forms (weighting codes 4 and 5 in the list above as 

1=demonstrative and 2=confrontational/ violent). Second, we produced a categorical variable 

based on the number of participants involved in any kind of protests (codes 3 to 5).6 We 

recoded both indicators to range from zero to one, and we combined them into a summary 

indicator for the challenger’s disruptiveness. The resulting measure is then combined with the 

intensity: Contentiousness by the challenger = intensity + disruption. 

For the government, adversarial actions refer to continued verbal support for the 

proposal (including refusal to accept the challengers’ suggestions) and repressive behavior in 

                                                            
6 Our variable ranges from zero to four, based on country-specific thresholds. Given that we only have 

data for large events, we have opted for a categorical variable. This is also a better way to address 

outliers with a vast number of participants. We decided for the following cut-off points (differentiating 

small and big countries): 0 < 10.000 (small countries) or 20,000 (big countries); 1 > 10.000 or 20.000; 

2 >  50.000 or 100.000; 3 > 100.000 or 200.000; 4 > 250.000 or 500.000.  
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procedural terms. Thus, we include the following action forms in the intensity measure 

(giving the same weight to all of them). 

1 Sticking to the proposal (substantive, verbal only) 

2 Depreciate/denounce/demonize or explicitly refuse to recognize the challenger as a relevant 

interlocutor (repression ‘light’) 

3 (Violent) repression of the challenger (repression ‘heavy’) 

To assess how repressive the government acted, we calculated the weighted frequency 

of repressive actions by the government by considering only the codes 2 and 3 listed above. 

We assigned a weight of 1 to light repression and a weight of 2 to heavy repression. To 

combine intensity and repression, we again recode both indicators to the range from zero to 

one and add them in a simple combination, giving equal weight to both: Contentiousness by 

the government = intensity + repression 

As highlighted before, the third parties may add to the conflict if they get publicly 

involved with statements that side with one of the two contestants (i.e., the government or the 

challenger). This indicator again omits neutral or mediating positions.  

-1 Side with the government’s proposal or actions 

 1 Side with challenger’s proposal/and or actions 

We calculated the absolute number of both codes to measure the intensity of third-party 

involvement. For the second dimension ‘alignment,’ we recoded the absolute average 

positions per episode into a categorical variable that ranges from 1 to 4 (from ambiguous to 

clear-cut, regardless of the direction).7 We again standardized both indicators (ranging from 

zero to one) and combined them in a straightforward additive way: Contentiousness by the 

third parties = intensity + alignment 

                                                            
7 The four categories are based on the absolute averages: <0.25=1; >0.25=2; >0.5=3; >0.75=4. We 

opted for this four-fold measure as extreme possitions of -1 and 1 are empirically only observable with 

very few observations which renders the alignment measure highly correlated with the intensity 

measure. 
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Finally, we added up the contentiousness induced by the three actor types to get a joint 

measure of the contentiousness of the entire episode. In the spirit of the DOC approach, we 

suggest that the challengers’ actions are essential to speak of high(er) levels of 

contentiousness. Without the emergence of a challenger coalition, the government might still 

take its default option of sticking to its proposal. The third parties (usually institutional 

‘insiders’) might agree or disagree. Yet, they cannot turn a routine verbal conflict into a fully-

fledged contentious episode. Therefore, we give the challengers a double weight, resulting in 

a measure ranging from 0 (least contentious) to 4 (most contentious): 

Overall contentiousness: 2*contentiousness by the challenger + contentiousness by the 

government + contentiousness by the third parties 

 

Mapping contentiousness in the Great Recession 

Having outlined how we turn the ‘routine vs. contentious’ distinction into a quantitative scale, 

we now map the extent to which the different proposals at risk have been challenged in the 

public sphere. Starting with the challengers’ contribution to the conflict, Table 4.4 shows that 

the Greek challengers were, on average, substantially more contentious than anywhere else in 

Europe in the period under scrutiny. Challengers in Portugal were also very contentious, 

followed closely by Ireland, Spain, Italy, and Romania. In contrast, challengers in Germany 

were the least contentious. The similarities between Portugal and Spain in Table 4.4. are 

instructive because protest event data tends to lead to a different conclusion, ‘more 

contentious in Spain than Portugal’ as remarked upon in the introductory section. 

The country averages hide significant variance within countries, however. As shown in 

Figure 4.2, in some countries like Greece and Germany, the challenger’s contentiousness is 

fairly similar across the five episodes. Countries such as Portugal, Ireland, Spain, and 

especially Romania and Hungary exhibit a much wider spread regarding how strong a 
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challenge materialized as a response to the proposed reforms. Though in several countries, it 

is the institutional episodes that are less contentious than the economic ones, this is not a 

general pattern (We get back to this point in the section ‘Why do episodes get contentious?’). 

Table 4.4: Country averages for contentiousness (sorted by challenger contentiousness) 
 

Challenger Government Third parties Overall 

Greece 0.79 0.64 0.50 2.72 

Portugal 0.54 0.11 0.25 1.45 

Ireland 0.48 0.31 0.43 1.70 

Spain 0.47 0.20 0.32 1.46 

Italy 0.46 0.26 0.28 1.46 

Romania 0.41 0.50 0.28 1.61 

Hungary 0.38 0.39 0.38 1.53 

UK 0.32 0.25 0.41 1.31 

France 0.22 0.09 0.25 0.79 

Poland 0.17 0.07 0.20 0.61 

Latvia 0.16 0.14 0.21 0.66 

Germany 0.08 0.25 0.38 0.78 

Note: The contentiousness measures for each actor have been standardized to a range from 0 to 1. 

Given that the overall measure gives a double weight to the challenger’s contribution, its potential 

range runs from 0 to 4. 

 

Figure 4.2: Contentiousness by challenger by episode and country 
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Is the challenge particularly intense or disruptive? To answer the question, Figure 4.3 

shows the two dimensions used to measure the challenger contentiousness. Overall, the figure 

indicates that the challengers’ intensity and disruptiveness mostly align: The more frequently 

the challenger coalition intervenes in the conflict, the more likely it relies on disruptive 

actions (correlation coefficient r=0.56). There are, however, insightful deviations from that 

pattern. The strongest difference between intensity and disruption can be observed in the case 

of Zapatero’s second austerity package (labeled as ES_eco28). This episode, which spans the 

early phase of the sustained Spanish protest wave, is hugely disruptive. The Spanish 

challengers (including the Indignados) were able to mobilize frequently and bring masses to 

the streets (Portos 2019; Portos and Carvalho 2019). In comparison, the Portuguese episode 

from early 2011 (PT_eco2) shows a lower, although still above-average disruptiveness but a 

far higher intensity of challenger actions. The latter indicates a far higher share of verbal 

activities and engagement in a sustained public controversy beyond moments of protest 

mobilization. In short, our new measure of challenger contentiousness captures crucial 

differences between the Portuguese and Spanish cases emphasized in the chapter’s 

introduction. It allows comparing the extent and type of protests (as in classical protest event 

analysis) and the broader action repertoire at the disposal of those aiming to challenge the 

government’s austerity programs. 

Outliers in the direction of relatively high involvement but low disruptiveness come 

mainly from the United Kingdom. The Brexit episode (GB_inst) – involving a direct-

democratic campaign – is exemplary here as it involved intense struggles but neither 

significant mass mobilization nor disruptive action during the period we examine. At a much 

higher level of disruption, the first Greek IMF bailout (GR_eco1) exhibits a similar pattern of 

‘intensity exceeding disruptiveness.’ This episode is very intense, but the challengers’ actions 

                                                            
8 A list of all 60 proposals and the respective abbreviations can be found in Chapter 2. 
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are less disruptive than throughout the second and third economic episodes in Greece (on the 

episodes’ interrelatedness, see Chapter 12).  

Figure 4.3: Intensity and disruptiveness of challenger 

 

 

Contentiousness by the government and third parties 

So far, we have only discussed challenger contentiousness, but the government and third 

parties also influence the conflict levels during an episode. Table 4.4, which we have 

presented above, already includes the summary measures for the two actor types per country. 

While Greece is also most contentious on these dimensions (followed by Romania), other 

countries’ rank-ordering differs. Notably, government and third-party contentiousness in 

Germany are about average, although the country has seen the least bottom-up challenges to 

the proposed measures. 

Figure 4.4 maps each episode on the two dimensions of government and third-party 

contentiousness. As we can see, the relationship between government and third-party 
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contentiousness is relatively close (r=0.41), with a few important exceptions. At one extreme, 

we again see the Brexit referendum where third-party contentiousness was much higher than 

government contentiousness. At the other extreme, we see the Romanian impeachment 

referendum in which the government added much more fuel to the conflict than the third 

parties. Both cases are symptomatic for the kind of atypical actor constellations that may alter 

the dynamic of an episode: In the Romanian case, the government took a legally controversial 

decision to impeach the sitting president Traian Basescu. In pushing the charge against 

Basescu, the government was much more active than average and the most repressive among 

all episodes we study. By contrast, third parties were more conflicted. They were very active 

in the episode but did not uniformly side with either the government or the challenger. We 

observe the opposite pattern in the case of Brexit. The government had won the 2015 general 

election with the promise to hold a referendum on EU membership. As the government was 

divided, government action was limited, and its contentiousness is only slightly above 

average, with the involved third parties clearly aligned with the government. Third-party 

actors included a range of domestic and international actors, most of whom took a strong 

position in favor of staying in the EU. 

However, beyond these outliers, the pattern of variation shown in Figure 4.4 suggests a 

systematic relation: We may suspect that the government gets involved in a contentious 

episode to the extent that third parties are also involved and take sides (or vice versa). This 

findings supports Schattschneider’s (1960, 1-2) maxim, “Nothing attracts a crowd as quickly 

as a fight.” Notably, the link between government and third-party activities is particularly 

strong when we look at the intensity of their actions and not so much whether the third parties 

get involved in opposing or supporting the government’s plans. 
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Figure 4.4: Contentiousness by third parties and by the government 

 

 

Overall contentiousness and types of contentious episodes 

Referring to Table 4.4, we can see that government and third-party contentiousness matter a 

great deal for overall contentiousness. They explain the singular position of Greece in our 

study: Not only did challengers act more contentiously in the Greek episodes, government 

activity was also very intense and, in many cases, more repressive than the average. Third 

parties were also extremely active with up to 8.6 actions per week compared to an overall 

average of 1.7. All in all, this makes the Greek episodes by far the most contentious ones. 

Greece stands out with an average of 2.7 for overall contentiousness (on a range from 0 to 4), 

whereas the second most ‘rebellious country’ Ireland follows with 1.7 (see the last row in 

Table 4.4). Interestingly, we observe almost identical average values for Portugal and Spain – 

the two countries we used to introduce our approach. 
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Figure 4.5 shows the relationship between challenger contentiousness and third 

party/government contentiousness as included in our overall contentiousness measure. It is the 

empirical counterpart to the theoretical Table 4.1. As shown in the figure, in many episodes, 

we observe a systematic relation between the contentiousness of all actors (r=0.45). Thus, 

there are many ‘full-fledged episodes,’ most clearly illustrated by the Greek economic 

episodes 1-3 (N=15). By contrast, most episodes in which challenger contentiousness is below 

or close to the average also show below-average contentiousness of the government and third 

parties. We called them ‘low-intensity episodes’ with primarily standard forms of verbal 

claims-making (N=20).  

At the same time, we also find a few of what we called ‘top-down dominated episodes’ 

(located in the bottom-right quadrant) with third-party and government activity exceeding 

challenger activity (N=11). Examples are the German discussions surrounding the Greek 

bailout, which tend to show very little challenger activity. Here, the contention was mostly 

introduced by the international debate on the topic and related to institutionalized conflicts 

and debates between the government and third parties. Finally, there are also several cases 

where high challenger contentiousness does not go together with high values on the third-

party and government measure, leading to what we have called bottom-up dominated episodes 

(located in the upper-left quadrant) (N=14). Particularly in the Portuguese cases, both 

government and third-party contentiousness were far lower than the contentiousness by the 

challenger. The same holds for the Spanish episode in 2011 (ES_eco2). As indicated before, 

the reforms proposed by Zapatero faced one of the most forceful challengers in the street. As 

our data points out, this did not lead to an equally strong public engagement of other, more 

institutional actors. This contrasts sharply with the externally imposed IMF bailouts in Greece 

in which the government and third parties were involved at a comparable level to the 

challenger activity. Therefore, the figure visually confirms our observation that Greece has a 
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singular position due to the high level of contentiousness for all actor types. At this point, we 

may only suspect that the stake of international actors and the extraordinary pressure they 

exerted on the Greek government could explain the division between fully-fledged 

contentious episodes (as in Greece) and bottom-up dominated episodes (as in Portugal and 

some Spanish cases). 

Figure 4.5: Contentiousness by the challenger and by government/ third parties 

 

Note: The contentiousness by the challenger is weighted double for the overall measure of 

contentiousness (range 0 to 2). 

 

Why do episodes get contentious? 

In the following, we take a first step at explaining why certain episodes have seen more 

contentious interactions than others. While later chapters in this book will answer the question 

by studying the interaction dynamics at play more closely, we rely on two key insights from 

the classical social movement agenda. On the one hand, we have learned from the classical 

literature on social movements and protest that political mobilization depends on the 
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combination of three sets of factors: grievances, mobilizing structures, and opportunities 

(e.g., McAdam et al. 1996). Grievances constitute the starting point: a shock like the financial 

and economic crisis in Europe and the harsh policy measures implemented to cope with it 

create a tremendous amount of popular discontent. People with grievances seek to express 

them, and they do so by raising their voices in different political arenas or by exiting from 

politics (Hirschman 1970). However, as the second and third sets of factors highlight, they 

may only raise their voice to the extent that they have the mobilizing capacity and face a 

favorable political context. Without these additional factors, we can hardly expect a fully-

fledged contentious episode involving a strong challenger and repeated interactions between 

the government and its challengers with third parties being drawn into the conflict as well. 

On the other hand, later work in the political process tradition has emphasized that 

scholars should move beyond too general, institutional, and static political opportunities. 

Instead, those in the field should examine issue-specific, discursive, and more dynamic 

elements of the political context (e.g., Giugni 2009; Koopmans et al. 2005; Meyer and 

Minkoff 2004). We adopt this idea and suggest to distinguish general factors from episode- or 

policy-specific factors systematically. Importantly, we suggest incorporating such a 

differentiation not only for the political context (being the main focus of the cited literature) 

but also for grievances and mobilizing structures. 

To operationalize the different features, we build upon Chapter 3, which introduced the 

episodes and embedded them in their economic and political context. We shift now from 

explaining the government’s initial decision to launch a proposal to explaining the level of 

conflict sparked by it. To keep the analysis simple, we work with three measures that indicate 

the general and episode-specific grievances. First, we have combined the adjusted 

unemployment rate, GDP growth, and the items on respondents’ satisfaction with the current 

and expected state of the national economy using factor analysis. Second, we also consider 
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that in the countries hardest hit by the Great Recession, particularly in Southern Europe, the 

economic problems triggered or amplified a political crisis (e.g., della Porta 2015; Kriesi 

2015). We constructed a factor based on trust in the national government, trust in the national 

parliament, and satisfaction with national democracy (again, relying on Eurobarometer data 

and combining the three with factor analysis). Finally, to measure the grievances directly 

related to the severity of the economic and institutional reform proposals, we rely on the 

checklist approach introduced in Chapter 3. 

Regarding general mobilizing structures, we expect that countries with a tradition of 

economic protests and resistance are more likely to see the emergence of a strong challenger 

to the proposed policy reforms in- and outside of the protest arena. This is because a history 

of contention and waves of protest typically leave behind dormant mobilizing structures and 

organizational capacities that may become reactivated in later phases (Taylor 1989). As 

Almeida (2003) highlights in the case of El Salvador, “such enduring organizations provide a 

fungible resource infrastructure from which protest waves may emerge in different political 

environments. One such political context is that of threat, whereby a set of unfavorable 

environmental conditions pushes groups into collective claim-making.” All the selected policy 

proposals at risk constitute such negative conditions that may reactivate pre-existing 

mobilizing structures. To operationalize this aspect, we use the average number of days not 

worked due to strikes per 1000 employees in the years before the crisis (2000-2009) 

(Vandaele 2016). As a more episode-specific type of mobilizing structure, we consider the 

range of organizations that opt to get involved in the struggle over a proposal. While a broader 

coalition might face more challenges regarding collective identity formation, we expect that, 

at least in the short-run, it might be more likely to increase the contentiousness of an episode. 

Broad coalitions might mobilize a larger share of the population and draw on more (and more 
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diverse) additional resources. Moreover, the government and potential third parties might also 

be more likely to respond to (at least parts of) a broad challenger coalition.9  

Finally, the general political context is measured by combining a state’s capacity 

(effectiveness) and its participatory quality (for details, see Chapter 3). The two aspects 

resemble Kitschelts’ (1986) emphasis on the input- and output-side of political systems as 

factors that shape the level and type of social movement actions.10 The general thrust of 

Kitschelt’s argument is that challengers face the worst of all constellations in states that tend 

to be closed on the input side and lack capacity on the output side. In addition to state 

structures, we rely in this chapter on Kriesi et al.’s (1995) argument about the legacy of the 

political left as another factor that may (still) boost present-day conflicts over economic 

reforms both due to pre-existing networks and historical reference points. For the episode-

specific features, we rely on the electoral vulnerability and the ideological composition of the 

government at the launch of the proposal (for the measures, see again Chapter 3). Many of the 

harshest economic reforms during the Great Recession were proposed and implemented by 

left-wing governments. Thus, it is likely that they are met with strong resistance from their 

former allies in the streets, who contest the ‘betrayal’ and ‘brand dilution’ on the political left 

(for the case of Latin America, see Lupu 2014; Roberts 2013).11 

Given the small number of cases (N=60 episodes) and the fact that some of our 

contextual variables are related, we first present simple bivariate correlations and t-tests in 

                                                            
9 To measure this aspect, we rely on the breadth of the challenger coalition (for a detailed discussion of 

the concept and measurement, see Chapter 5). 

10 The focus on both sides of political systems is also prominent in recent studies on the quality of 

democracies (e.g., Dahlberg and Holmberg 2014). 

11 Importantly, such a reasoning goes against another prominent interpretation in the social movement 

literature which traditionally expected stronger protests in the streets when the mainstream left is in 

opposition as it can then act as an ally of ideologically close social movements. By contrast, it needs to 

respond to broader societal demands and political constraints when in government (see Kriesi 1995, 

Meguire 1995). 
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Table 4.5 before showing some regressions to assess the impact of our independent variables 

in a multivariate framework. We present results for both challenger contentiousness and the 

episode’s overall contentiousness in line with our interest in the challengers and the 

interactions between all actor types. 

As evident from the correlations in Table 4.5, we observe a positive relationship 

between the level of grievances and the contentiousness of an episode. All our general and 

episode-specific indicators of grievances are positively related to challenger contentiousness 

and overall contentiousness. This finding supports previous research highlighting that the 

severity and accumulation of crises go a long way in explaining the political consequences of 

the Great Recession in Europe (e.g., Bernburg 2015; Burden and Wichowsky 2014; Grasso 

and Giugni 2016; Hernández and Kriesi 2016; Hutter et al. 2018; Kriesi et al. 2020). Except 

for the relationship between political crisis and overall contentiousness, these relations are 

statistically significant. Resources or rather a history of contention also seem to matter as the 

level of strikes during the pre-crisis period and the breadth of the challenger coalition are both 

positively related to our two variables of interest. The strong correlation of pre-crisis strikes is 

most notable. 

For the features of the political context, our results are mixed. There seems to be a 

strong negative relation between contentiousness and the quality of a democracy. Though we 

operationalize a democratic quality with an indicator that considers both input and output, the 

relation is driven primarily by the input dimension. This finding suggests that the more 

citizens and other actors can influence policymaking through institutional means, the less they 

turn to contentious actions to make their voices heard. Our measure for the overall 

contentiousness of an episode is also negatively related to the quality of democracy. In 

addition, our results indicate a statistically significant higher degree of contentiousness in 

countries with a traditionally split left (France, Greece, Italy, Portugal, and Spain). In contrast, 
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the two more episode-specific political factors, i.e., electoral vulnerability and the 

government’s ideological composition, do not seem to have a strong effect. 

Table 4.5: Bivariate correlation table (N=60) 

 Challenger 
Contentiousness 

Overall 
Contentiousness 

Economic crisis 0.40*** 0.27** 

Political crisis 0.33** 0.21 

Crisis overall (economic & political) 0.39*** 0.27** 

Severity of proposal 0.32** 0.28** 

   

Level of strikes (pre-crisis) 0.51*** 0.53*** 

Breadth of challenger coalition 0.34*** 0.33** 

   

Quality of democracy1  -0.34*** 2 -0.46*** 2 

Tradition of split left 0.40*** 2 0.26** 2 

Electoral vulnerability 0.14 0.05 

Left in power 0.12 0.11 
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 
1 operationalized as a dummy (1= weak state capacity & weak participatory democracy)  
2 t-test (reported is the differences of the groups means); significant correlations highlighted in bold. 

Next, we assess these variables in a multivariate framework and introduce the indicators 

for grievances, resources, and political context in a stepwise fashion (see Table 4.6). We do so 

to avoid introducing a high number of (often related) predictors given our small sample size. 

Overall, the results for challenger contentiousness (Models M1-M4) and overall 

contentiousness (Models M5-M8) confirm the bivariate analyses. For the challenger, the only 

change in the grievance model (M1) is that proposal severity is no longer a significant 

predictor when we control for the extent of the crises in a given country. This makes sense as 

proposals are frequently linked to the severity of the Great Recession in a country (as shown 

in Chapter 3). Notably, neither the severity of the political and economic crisis nor proposal 

severity are significant in the overall contentiousness models. Note that we have also tested 

the effects of the type of proposal. The only statistically significant impact refers to the fact 

that bank bailouts faced less contentiousness by the challenger (compared to the reference 
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category of structural reforms). In the resource model for challenger and overall 

contentiousness (M2 and M6), we observe a significant effect for the historical legacy of 

strike activities and the breadth of the challenger coalition. The model for political context for 

challenger contentiousness (M3) again shows a significant negative effect of democratic 

quality and a positive effect of a history of a split left. Both results hold for overall 

contentiousness (M7) as well. When introducing all previously significant variables into a 

joint model (M4 respectively M8), the most notable effects are that (i) a broad challenger 

coalition tends to correlate with more contentious conflicts and (ii) there seems to be a 

mobilizing effect of bad democratic quality. The effect of grievances, by contrast, appears to 

be entirely mediated by resources and the political context. 

Table 4.6: Impact of general and episode-specific factors on challenger and overall 

contentiousness (OLS regressions) 

 Challenger Contentiousness Overall Contentiousness 

 M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8 

Extent of crises  0.06**    0.03 0.10    0.03 
 (2.33)    (1.20)  (1.31)    (0.06)  

Proposal severity 0.07     0.22    

 (1.50)     (1.54)     

History of strikes  0.00***  0.00  0.00***  0.00** 
  (4.92)   (1.23)  (5.14)   (2.46) 

Breadth challenger   0.23***  0.23**  0.65***  0.58*** 
  (3.32)   (3.32)   (3.22)   (2.94)  

Democratic quality   -0.25*** -0.15**   -0.92*** -0.55*** 
   (3.50)  (2.18)    (4.45)  (2.73) 

Split left (=1)   0.24*** 0.16**   0.51*** 0.14 
   (3.82)  (2.1)    (2.85)  (0.64)  

Elect. vulnerability   -0.03   
  

-0.00  
 

   (-0.68)   
  

(-0.05)  
 

Left in government    -0.02   
  

-0.06  
 

   (-0.81)   
  

(-0.86)  
 

Constant  0.19*  0.09  0.35** 0.05 0.80**  0.52***  1.16 *** 0.47** 
 (1.77)  (1.44)  (2.45)  (0.83)  (2.42)  (2.87)  (2.78)  (2.50)  

N  60 60 60 60 60  60  60  60  

r2  0.18  0.38  0.32  0.47  0.11  0.39  0.32  0.46  
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 
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Conclusions 

This chapter has set out to conceptualize, measure, and map how contentious the 60 episodes 

covered by this book have been. The chapter’s main contribution consists of developing a 

multi-dimensional understanding of contentiousness and introducing a way to observe it 

empirically. We have conceptualized contentiousness by the combined behavior of all three 

stylized actor types (challenger, government, and third parties). More specifically, we have 

outlined how the intensity and specific action repertoire of each actor may increase conflict 

levels in the public sphere. In a nutshell, an episode is most contentious if all three actors get 

intensively involved, the challenger moves beyond verbal opposition by staging more 

disruptive protests, the government moves beyond verbal claims-making to forms of 

repressive behavior, and the third parties add fuel to the fire by clearly aligning with either the 

challenger or the government 

In discussing our empirical results, we first focused on the challenger contentiousness, 

which is typically the object of social movement studies. We highlighted the complex 

relationship between the intensity of challenger actions and their disruptiveness. Second, we 

highlighted the relation between the contentiousness induced by the different actor types. 

Strong interaction dynamics are particularly evident in the case of Greece, where all actors 

show elevated levels of contentiousness, leading to so-called ‘fully-fledged contentious 

episodes.’ The Greek story contrasts with the Portuguese and Spanish cases in 2011, which 

we introduced at the beginning of the chapter. Based on our new measure, we label these 

Spanish and Portuguese episodes as ‘bottom up-dominated with a comparatively strong 

presence of the challengers. Importantly, our measure also captures differences in the form of 

the challenge at the time. The Spanish resistance to Zapatero’s second austerity package in 

2011 trumps all other episodes in terms of the challengers’ capacity to mobilize massively in 

the streets. By contrast, the Spanish challengers have been comparatively weak regarding 



30 
 

 
 

representation in the public debate with less disruptive action forms. In this regard, the 

analogous Portuguese episode with the emergence of Geração à Rasca (Screwed Generation) 

is different, already hinting at the starkly different trajectories that the political conflict over 

austerity has taken in the two Iberian countries (Carvalho 2018; Portos and Carvalho 2019).  

Finally, we have taken the first step to explain why some episodes have been more 

contentious than others. The results indicate that general and episode-specific grievances, 

mobilizing structures, and political contexts all affect an episode’s overall contentiousness 

and particularly challenger contentiousness. That said, in the full model, the most substantial 

effects refer to the scope of the challenger coalition and the quality of democracy. We observe 

the most contentious struggles when the challenger coalition is broad and in contexts with 

lower democratic quality. The helpful distinction between general and episode-specific 

explanatory factors draws upon one of CEA’s key contributions: its ability to draw upon time-

variant context while pursuing a systematic comparative analysis. 

Further chapters will move beyond our aggregative approach and account for the 

dynamics within each episode to better understand how the interactions ultimately shaped the 

conflict and its outcome. However, before that, we will disentangle the actors lumped together 

under the broad headings of governments, challengers, and third parties to uncover who has 

actually been engaged in contentious struggles in the age of austerity. 



References

Abbott, Andrew. 1983. “Sequences of Social Events: Concepts and Methods for the
Analysis of Order in Social Processes.” Historical Methods 16(4): 129–147.

1995. “Sequence Analysis: NewMethods for Old Ideas.” Annual Review of Sociology
21:93–113.

2001a. “On the Concept of the Turning Point,” pp. 240–260 in Time Matters. On
Theory and Method, edited by Andrew Abbott. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

2001b. Time Matters: On Theory and Method. Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press.

Accornero, Guya and Pedro Ramos Pinto. 2015. “‘Mild Mannered’? Protest and
Mobilisation in Portugal under Austerity, 2010–2013.” West European Politics
38(3):491–515.

Aldrich, John Herbert. 1999. “Political Parties in a Critical Era.” American Politics
Quarterly 27(1):9–32.

Alimi, Eitan. 2016. “The Relational Context of Radicalization: The Case of Jewish
Settler Contention before and after the Gaza Pullout.” Political Studies 64
(4):910–929.

Alimi, Eitan Y., Lorenzo Bosi, and Chares Demetriou. 2012. “Relational Dynamics and
Processes of Radicalization: A Comparative Framework.” Mobilization 17
(1):7–26.

Almeida, Paul D. 2003. “Opportunity Organizations and Threat-Induced Contention:
Protest Waves in Authoritarian Settings.” American Journal of Sociology 109
(2):345–400.

2007. “Defensive Mobilization: Popular Movements against Economic Adjustment
Policies in Latin America.” Latin American Perspectives 34(3):123–139.

2014. Mobilizing Democracy. Globalization and Citizen Protest. Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press.

Altiparmakis, Argyrios. 2019. “The Age of the Bailout. Contention, Party-System
Collapse and Reconstruction in Greece, 2009–2015.” PhD thesis, Department of
Political and Social Sciences, European University Institute, Florence.

305



Ancelovici, Marcos. 2011. “In Search of Lost Radicalism. The Hot Autumn of 2010 and
the Transformation of Labor Contention in France.” French Politics, Culture &
Society 29(3):121–140.

Armingeon, Klaus. 2012. “The Politics of Fiscal Responses to the Crisis 2008–2009.”
Governance 25(4):543–565.

Aslanidis, Paris, and Nikos Marantzidis. 2016. “The Impact of the Greek Indignados on
Greek Politics.” Southeastern Europe 40 (2): 125–157.

Aytaç, Erdem S., Luis Schiumerini, and Susan Stokes. 2017. “Protests and Repression in
New Democracies.” Perspectives on Politics 15(1):62–82.

Baumgarten, Britta. 2013. “Geração à Rasca and Beyond: Mobilizations in Portugal
after 12 March 2011.” Current Sociology 61(4):457–473.

Baumgartner, Frank R., Christian Breunig, and Emiliano Grossman, eds. 2019.
Comparative Policy Agendas: Theory, Tools, Data. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Baumgartner, Frank R. and Bryan D. Jones. 1993. Agendas and Instability in American
Politics. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Becker, Jennifer. A. H., Amy.Janan Johnson, Elizabeth.A.Craig, Eileen.S.Gilchrist,
Michel.M. Haigh, and Lindsay T. Lane. 2009. “Friendships Are Flexible, Not
Fragile: Turning Points in Geographically-Close and Long-Distance Friendships.”
Journal of Social and Personal Relationships 26(4): 347–369.

Beissinger, Mark. 2002. Nationalist Mobilization and the Collapse of the Soviet State.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

2011. “Mechanisms of Maidan: The Structure of Contingency in the Making of the
Orange Revolution.” Mobilization 16(1):25–43.

Bermeo, Nancy and Larry M. Bartels. 2014. “Mass Politics in Tough Times,” pp. 1–39 in
Mass Politics in Tough Times: Opinions, Votes and Protest in the Great Recession,
edited by N. Bermeo and L. M. Bartels. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Bernburg, Jón Gunnar. 2015. “Economic Crisis and Popular Protest in Iceland, January
2009: The Role of Perceived Economic Loss and Political Attitudes in Protest
Participation and Support.” Mobilization 20(2):231–252.

Biggs, Michael. 2002. “Strikes As Sequences of Interactions: The American Strike Wave
of 1886.” Social Science History 26(3):583–617.

Bishara, Dina. 2015. “The Politics of Ignoring: Protest Dynamics in Late Mubarak
Egypt.” Perspectives on Politics 13(4):958–975.

Blanchard, Philippe. 2011. “Sequence Analysis for Political Science”. APSA Annual
meeting paper. Available at https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=
1902086

Bloom, Joshua. 2015. “The Dynamics of Opportunity and Insurgent Practice: How
Black Anti-Colonialists Compelled Truman to Advocate Civil Rights.” American
Sociological Review 80(2):391–415.

Boudreau, Vince. 2005. “Precarious Regimes andMarchup Problems in the Explanation
of Repressive Policy,” pp. 33–57 in Repression and Mobilization, edited by
Christian Davenport, Hank Johnston, and Carol Muelle. Minneapolis, MN:
University of Minnesota Press.

Boydstun, Amber E., Shaun Bevan, and Herschel F., Thomas. 2014. “The Importance of
Attention Diversity and How to Measure It.” Policy Studies Journal 42(2):173–96.

Bremer, Björn, Swen Hutter, and Hanspeter Kriesi. 2020. “Electoral Punishment and
Protest Politics in Times of Crisis,” pp. 227–250 in Contention in Times of Crisis:

306 References

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1902086
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1902086
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1902086
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1902086
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1902086


Recession and Political Protest in Thirty European Countries, edited by Bruno
Wüest, Hanspeter Kriesi, Jasmine Lorenzini, and Silja Hausermann. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Bremer, Björn and Guillem Vidal. 2018. “From Boom to Bust: A Comparative Analysis
of Greece and Spain under Austerity,” pp. 113–140 in Living under Austerity:
Greek Society in Crisis, edited by Evdoxios Doxiadis and Aimee Placas. New
York: Berghahn Books.

Burden, Barry C. and Amber Wichowsky. 2014. “Economic Discontent as a Mobilizer:
Unemployment and Voter Turnout.” The Journal of Politics 76(4):887–898.

Burstein, Paul. 1999. “Social Movements and Public Policy,” pp. 3–21 in How Social
Movements Matter, edited by Marco Giugni, Doug McAdam, and Charles Tilly.
Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

Carlsson, Christoffer. 2011. “Using ‘Turning Points’ to Understand Processes of Change
in Offending.” British Journal of Criminology 52 (1):1–16.

Carmines, Edward G. and James A. Stimson. 1993. “On the Evolution of Political
Issues,” pp. 151–168 in Agenda Formation, edited by William H. Riker. Ann
Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

Carvalho, Tiago. 2018. “Contesting Austerity: A Comparative Approach to the Cycles
of Protest in Portugal and Spain under the Great Recession (2008–2015)”. PhD
thesis, Cambridge University.

Coppedge, Micheal, John Gerring, and Carl Henrik Knutsen. 2019. “The
Methodology of “Varieties of Democracy” (V-dem).” Bulletin of Sociological
Methodology 143 (1): 107–133.

Cunningham, Kathleen Gallagher. 2013. “Understanding Strategic Choice: The
Determinants of Civil War and Non-Violent Campaign in Self-Determination
Disputes.” Journal of Peace Research 50 (3):291–304.

da Silva, Frederico Ferreira and Mariana S. Mendes. 2019. “Portugal – A Tale of
Apparent Stability and Surreptitious Transformation,” pp. 139–164 in European
Party Politics in Times of Crisis, edited by Swen Hutter and Hanspeter Kriesi.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Dahlberg, Stefan and Sören Holmberg. 2014. “Democracy and Bureaucracy: How Their
Quality Matters for Popular Satisfaction.” West European Politics 37(3):515-37.

Davenport, Christian. 2007. “State Repression and Political Order.” Annual Review of
Political Science 10:1–23.

Davenport, Christian and D.A. Armstrong II. 2004. “Democracy and the Violation of
Human Rights: A Statistical Analysis from 1976–1996.” American Journal of
Political Science 48(3):538–554.

De Haan, Jakob and Jeroen Klomp. 2013. “Conditional Political Budget Cycles:
A Review of Recent Evidence.” Public Choice 157 (3):387–410.

della Porta, Donatella. 1995. Social Movements, Political Violence, and the State:
A Comparative Analysis of Italy and Germany. New York: Cambridge University Press.

2015. Social Movements in Times of Austerity: Bringing Capitalism Back into Protest
Analysis, Cambridge: Polity Press.

2018. “Radicalization: A Relational Perspective.” Annual Review of Political Science
21:461–474.

della Porta, Donatella and Dieter Rucht. 1995. “Left-Libertarian Movements in
Context: A Comparison of Italy and West Germany, 1965–1990,” pp. 229–272

References 307



in The Politics of Social Protest: Comparative Perspectives on States and Social
Movements, edited by J. Craig Jenkins and Bert Klandermans. London and New
York: Routledge.

della Porta, Donatella, and Mario Diani. 2006. Social Movements. An Introduction.
Oxford: Blackwell Publishing.

della Porta, Donatella, Joseba Fernandez, Hara Kouki, and Lorenzo Mosca. 2017b.
Movement Parties against Austerity. Cambridge: Polity Press.

della Porta, Donatella, Massimiliano Andretta, Tiago Fernandes, Francis O´Connor,
Eduardo Romanos, and Markos Vogiatzoglou. 2017a. Late Neoliberalism and its
Discontents in the Economic Crisis: Comparing Social Movements in the European
Periphery. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

De Nardo, James. 1985. Power in Numbers. The Political Strategy of Protest and
Rebellion. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

De Vries, Catherine E., and Sara B. Hobolt. 2012. “When Dimensions Collide: The
Electoral Success of Issue Entrepreneurs.” European Union Politics 13 (2):
246–268.

de Wilde, Pieter, Anna Leupold, and Henning Schmidtke. 2016. “Introduction: the
Differentiated Politicisation of European Governance.” West European Politics
39(1):3–22.

Diani, Mario. 2013. “Organizational Fields in Social Movement Dynamics,” pp. 145–168
in The Future of Social Movement Research: Dynamics, Mechanisms, and Processes,
edited by Jacquelien van Stekelenburg, Conny M. Roggeband, and Bert
Klandermans. Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

2015. The Cement of Civil Society: Studying Networks in Localities. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Diani, Mario and Ivano Bison. 2004. “Organizations, Coalitions, and Movements,”
Theory and Society 33 (3–4):281–309.

Diani, Mario and Maria Kousis. 2014. “The Duality of Claims and Events: The Greek
Campaign Against the Troika’s Memoranda and Austerity, 2010–2012.”
Mobilization: An International Quarterly 19(4): 387–404.

Doherty, Brian and Graeme Hayes. 2019. “Tactics and Strategic Action,” pp. 271–288
in The Wiley Blackwell Companion to Social Movements, new and expanded
version, edited by David A. Snow, Sarah A. Soule, Hanspeter Kriesi, and Holly J.
McCammon, Oxford: Wiley.

Duboc, Marie. 2011. “Egyptian Leftist Intellectuals’ Activism from the Margins:
Overcoming the Mobilization/Demobilization Dichotomy,” pp. 61–79 in Social
Movements, Mobilization, and Contestation in the Middle East and North Africa,
edited by J. Beinin and F. Vairel, Stanford,CA: Stanford University Press.

Earl, Jennifer, Andrew Martin, John D. McCarthy, and Sarah A. Soule. 2004. “The Use
of Newspaper Data in the Study of Collective Action.” Annual Review of Sociology
30: 65–80

Earl, Jennifer. 2011. “Political Repression: Iron Fists, Velvet Gloves and Diffuse
Control.” Annual Review of Sociology 37:261–284.

Easton, David. 1975. “A Re-Assessment of the Concept of Political Support.” British
Journal of Political Science 5 (4):435–457.

Edelman, Murray Jacob. 1985. The Symbolic Uses of Politics. Champaign, IL:
University of Illinois Press.

308 References



Eggert, Nina, and Marco Giugni. 2015. “Migration and Social Movements,”
pp. 159–172 in Oxford Handbook of Social Movements, edited by Donatella
Della Porta and Mario Diani. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Eihmanis, Edgars. 2018. “Cherry-Picking External Constraints: Latvia and EU
Economic Governance, 2008–2014.” Journal of European Public Policy 25 (2),
231–249.

Ermakoff, Ivan. 2015. “The Structure of Contingency”. American Journal of Sociology
121(1):64–125.

Fearon, James D. 1994. “Domestic Political Audiences and the Escalation of
International Disputes.” American Political Science Review 88(3):577–592.

Fernandez, Roberto M. and Roger V. Gould. 1994. “A Dilemma of State Power:
Brokerage and Influence in the National Health Policy Domain.” American
Journal of Sociology 99(6):1455–1491.

Ferree, Myra Marx, William A. Gamson, Jürgen Gerhards, and Dieter Rucht. 2002.
Shaping Abortion Discourse. Democracy and the Public Sphere in Germany and
the United States. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Flesher Fominaya, Cristina. 2017. “European Anti-Austerity and Pro-Democracy t
Wake of the Global Financial Crisis.” Social Movement Studies 16(1):1–20.

Franklin, James C. 2009. “Contentious Challenges and Government Responses in Latin
America.” Political Research Quarterly 62(4):700–714.

Franzese, Robert J. 2002. “Electoral and Partisan Cycles in Economic Policies and
Outcomes.” Annual Review of Political Science 5:369–421.

Franzese, Robert J. and Karen L. Jusko. 2006. “Political-Economic cycles,” pp. 545–564
inOxford Handbook of Political Economy edited by D. Wittman and B. Weingast,
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Gamson, William A. 1975. The Strategy of Social Protest. Homewood, Il: Dorsey Press.
1990. The Strategy of Social Protest. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Publishing Company.

Gamson, William A. and David S. Meyer. 1996. “Framing Political Opportunity,”
pp. 275–290 in Comparative Perspectives on Social Movements. Political
Opportunities, Mobilizing Structures, and Cultural Framings, edited by Doug
McAdam, John D. McCarthy, and Mayer N. Zald. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Giugni, Marco. 1999. “Introduction,” pp. xiii–xxxiii in How Social Movements Matter,
edited by Marco Giugni, Doug McAdam, and Charles Tilly. Minneapolis , MN:
University of Minnesota Press.

2009. “Political Opportunities: From Tilly to Tilly.” Swiss Political Science Review 15
(2):361–368.

Goldstone, Jack Andrew. 1998. “The Soviet Union: Revolution and Transformation.”
in Dogan, Mattei, and John Higley. Elites, Crises, and the Origins of Regimes.
Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Pub Inc.

Goldstone, Jack A. and Charles Tilly. 2001. “Threat (and Opportunity): Popular Action
and State Response in The Dynamics of Contentious Action,” pp. 179–194 in
Silence and Voice in the Study of Contentious Politics, edited by Ronald R.
Aminzade, Jack Goldstone, Dough McAdam, Elizabeth J. Perry, William H.
Sewell, Sidney Tarrow, and Charles Tilly. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Goodwin, Jeff and James M. Jasper. 1999. “Caught in a Winding, Snarling Vine: The
Structural Bias of Political Process Theory.” Sociological Forum 14(1):27–92.

References 309



Grasso, Maria and Marco Giugni. 2016. “Protest Participation and Economic Crisis:
The Conditioning Role of Political Opportunities.” European Journal of Political
Research 55(4):663–680.

Green-Pedersen, Christoffer and Stefaan Walgrave, eds. 2014. Agenda Setting, Policies,
and Political Systems: A Comparative Approach. Chicago and London: The
University of Chicago Press.

Greskovits, Bela. 2015. “The Hollowing and Backsliding of Democracy in East Central
Europe.” Global Policy 6(1):6–37.

Griffin, Larry J. 1993. “Narrative, Event-Structure Analysis, and Causal Interpretation
in Historical Sociology.” American Journal of Sociology 98(5):1095–1133.

Gross, Neil 2018. “The Structure of Causal Chains.” Sociological Theory 36 (4): 343–367.
Gurr, Ted. 1970. Why Men Rebel? Princeton, NJ: Princeton. University Press.
Hall, Peter A. 2013. “The Political Origins of Our Economic Discontents: Contemporary

Adjustment Problems in Historical Perspective,” pp. 129–149 in Politics in the New
Hard Times. The Great Recession in Comparative Perspective, edited by Miles
Kahler and David A. Lake. Ithaca, NY and London: Cornell University Press.

Hamann, Kerstin, Alison Johnston, and John Kelly. 2013. “Unions against
Governments: Explaining General Strikes in Western Europe, 1980–2006.”
Comparative Political Studies 46(9):1030–1057.

Heaney, Michael T. and Fabio Rojas. 2015. Party in the Street: The Antiwar Movement
and the Democratic Party after 9/11. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press

Hedström, Peter and Petri Yilikoski. 2010. “Causal Mechanisms in the Social Sciences.”
Annual Review of Sociology 36: 49–67.

Heise, David R. 1989. “Modeling Event Structures.” Journal of Mathematical Sociology
14 (2–3) 139–169.

Hernández, Enrique and Hanspeter Kriesi. 2016. “The Electoral Consequences of the
Financial and Economic Crisis in Europe.” European Journal of Political Research
55(2):203–224.

Hirschman, Albert O. 1970. Exit, Voice, and Loyalty: Responses to Decline in Firms,
Organizations, and States. Cambridge,MA: Harvard University Press.

Hooghe, Liesbet and Gary Marks. 2009. “A Postfunctionalist Theory of European
integration: From Permissive Consensus to Constraining Dissensus.” British
Journal of Political Science 39(1):1–23.

Hunger, Sophia and Lorenzini, Jasmine. 2019. “All Quiet on the Protest Scene?
Repertoires of contention and protest actors during the Great Recession,”
pp. 75–146 in Contention in Times of Crises: Comparing Political Protest in
30 European Countries, 2000–-2015, edited by H. Kriesi, J. Lorenzini, B. Wueest,
and S. Häusermann. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hutter, Swen. 2014. “Protest Event Analysis and Its Offspring,” pp. 335–367 in
Methodological Practices in Social Movement Research edited by D. Della Porta.
Oxford: Oxford University Press

Hutter, Swen, Edgar Grande, and Hanspeter Kriesi, eds. 2016. Politicizing Europe:
Integration and Mass Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hutter, Swen and Hanspeter Kriesi, eds. 2019. European Party Politics in Times of
Crisis, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

2019. “Politicizing Europe in Times of Crisis.” Journal of European Public Policy
26 (7): 996–1017.

310 References



Hutter, Swen, Hanspeter Kriesi, and Guillem Vidal. 2018. “Old versus New Politics:
The Political Spaces in Southern Europe in Times Of Crises.” Party Politics 24
(1):10–22.

Ikstens, Jánis. 2010. “Latvia.” European Journal of Political Research 49:1049–1057.
Isaac, Larry W., Debra A. Street, and Stan J. Knapp. 1994. “Analyzing Historical

Contingency with Formal Methods: The Case of the “Relief Explosion” and
1968.” Sociological Methods & Research 23(1): 114–141.

Kanellopoulos, Kostas, Konstantinos Kostopoulos, Dimitris Papanikolopoulos, and
Vasileios Rongas. 2017. “Competing Modes of Coordination in the Greek Anti-
Austerity Campaign, 2010–2012.” Social Movement Studies 16 (1): 101–118.

Karyotis, Georgios, and Wolfgang Rüdig. 2018. “The Three Waves of Anti-Austerity
Protest in Greece, 2010–2015.” Political Studies Review 16 (2): 158–69.

Kerbo, Harold R. 1982. “Movements of ‘Crisis’ and Movements of ‘Affluence.’”
Journal of Conflict Resolution 26(4):645–663.

Key, Valdimer Orlando. 1955. “A Theory of Critical Elections.” The Journal of Politics
17(1):3–18.

Khawaja, Marwan. 1993. “Repression and Popular Collective Action: Evidence from
the West Bank.” Sociological Forum 8 (1):47–71. X

Kitschelt, Herbert. 1986. “Political Opportunity Structures and Political Protest: Anti-
Nuclear Movements in Four Democracies.” British Journal of Political Science 16
(1):57–85.

Klein, Graig R. and Patrick M. Regan. 2018. “Dynamics of Political Protests.”
International Organization 72 Spring:485–521.

Koopmans, Ruud. 2004. “Protest in Time and Space: The Evolution of Waves of
Contention,” pp. 19–46 in The Blackwell Companion to Social Movements, edited
by David H. Snow, Sarah A. Soule, and Hanspeter Kriesi. Oxford: Blackwell
Publishing.

2007. “Protest in Time and Space: The Evolution of Waves of Contention.”
Availablse at https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470999103.ch2.

Koopmans, Ruud and Dieter Rucht. 2002. “Protest Event Analysis,” pp. 231–259 in
Methods of Social Movement Research, edited by Bert Klandermans and Suzanne
Staggenborg. Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

Koopmans, Ruud, and Paul Statham. 1999. “Political Claims Analysis: Integrating
Protest Event and Political Discourse Approaches.” Mobilization 4
(2):203–221.

2010. “Theoretical Framework, Research Design, and Methods,” pp. 34–59 in The
Making of a European Public Sphere. Media Discourse And Political Contention,
edited by Ruud Koopmans and Paul Statham, Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Koopmans, Ruud, Paul Statham, Marco G. Giugni, and Florence Passy, eds. 2005.
Contested Citizenship: Immigration and Cultural Diversity in Europe.
Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

Kriesi, Hanspeter. 1985. Bewegungen in der Schweizer Politik: Fallstudien zu politischen
Mobilisierungsprozessen in der Schweiz. Frankfurt am Main: Campus.

2004. “Political Context and Opportunity,” pp. 67–90 in The Blackwell Companion
to Social Movements, edited by D. A. Snow, S. A. Soule, and H. Kriesi. Oxford:
Blackwell.

References 311

https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470999103.ch2
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470999103.ch2
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470999103.ch2
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470999103.ch2


2015. “Political Mobilization in Times of Crises: The Relationship Between Economic
and Political Crises,” pp. 19–33 in Austerity and Protest: Popular Contention in
Times of Economic Crisis, edited by Marco Giugni and Maria Grasso. Burlington,
VT: Ashgate.

Kriesi, Hanspeter, Edgar Grande, Romain Lachat, Martin Dolezal, Simon Bornschier,
and Timotheos Frey. 2008. West European Politics in the Age of Globalization.
Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press.

Kriesi, H., R. Koopmans, J. W. Duyvendak, and M. Giugni. 1992. “New Social
Movements and Political Opportunities in Western Europe.” European Journal of
Political Research 22 (2): 219–44.

Kriesi, Hanspeter, Ruud Koopmans, Jan Willem Duyvendak, and Marco G. Giugni, eds.
1995. New Social Movements in Western Europe, Minneapolis, MN: University of
Minnesota Press.

Kriesi, Hanspeter, Jasmine Lorenzini, Bruno Wüest, and Silja Häusermann (eds.) 2020.
Contention in Times of Crisis. Recession and Political Protest in 30 European
Countries. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kriesi, Hanspeter and Bruno Wüest. 2020. “Conclusion,” pp. 276–291 in Contention in
Times of Crises, edited by Hanspeter Kriesi, Jasmine Lorenzini, Bruno Wüest , and
Silja Häusermann. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kroustalli, Dimitra. 2011. “PASOK troubled over the measures and protest.” To Vima,
May 30, 2011, sec. Politics.

Lichbach, Mark I. 1987. “Deterrence or Escalation? The Puzzle of Aggregate Studies of
Repression and Dissent.” The Journal of Conflict Resolution 31(2):266–297.

1998. The Rebel’s Dilemma. Ann Arbor, MI: The University of Michigan Press.
Lichbach, Mark. 2005. “How to Organize Your Mechanisms: Research Programs,

Stylized Facts, and Historical Narratives,” pp. 227–243 in Repression and
Mobilization, edited by Christian Davenport, Hank Johnston, and Carol Muelle.
Minneapolis,MN: University of Minnesota Press.

Lichbach, Mark I. and Ted R. Gurr. 1981. “The Conflict Process a Formal Model.”
Journal of Conflict Resolution 25(1):3–29.

Lupu, Noam. 2014. “Brand Dilution and the Breakdown of Political Parties in Latin
America.” World Politics 66(4):561–602.

Mair, Peter. 2013. “Smaghi Versus the Parties: Representative Government and
Institutional Constraints,” pp. 143–168 in Politics in the Age of Austerity, edited
by Wolfgang Streeck and Armin Schaefer. Cambridge: Cambridge Polity Press.

2014. “Representative Versus Responsible Government,” pp. 495–512 in On Parties,
Party Systems and Democracy, edited by Peter Mair. Colchester: ECPR Press.

Malet, Giorgio and Hanspeter Kriesi. 2019. “Economic Shocks and the Cost of Ruling:
Evidence From Italy.” Journal of Elections, Public Opinion and Parties 30
(1):22–41.

Manin, Bernard. 1997. The Principles of Representative Government (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press).

Matsaganis, Manos. 2007. “Union Structures and Pension Outcomes in Greece.” British
Journal of Industrial Relations 45 (3):537–555. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8543.2007.00627

McAdam, Doug. 1983. “Tactical Innovation and the Pace of Insurgency.” American
Sociological Review 48(6):735–754.

312 References

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8543.2007.00627
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8543.2007.00627
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8543.2007.00627
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8543.2007.00627
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8543.2007.00627
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8543.2007.00627
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8543.2007.00627


1996. “Conceptual Origins, Current Problems, Future Directions,” pp. 23–40 in
Comparative Perspectives on Social Movements: Political Opportunities,
Mobilizing Structures, and Cultural Framings, edited by D. McAdam, J.D.
McCarthy, and M.N. Zald. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

McAdam, Doug and Hilary Boudet. 2012. Putting Social Movements in Their Place:
Explaining Opposition to Energy Projects in The United States, 2000–2005,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

McAdam, D., and S. Tarrow. 2010. “Ballots and Barricades: On the Reciprocal
Relationship between Elections and Social Movements.” Perspectives on Politics
8 (2):529–542.

McAdam, Doug and Sidney Tarrow. 2011. “Introduction: Dynamics of Contention Ten
Years on.” Mobilization 16(1):1–10.

McAdam, D. and S. Tarrow. 2013. “Social Movements and Elections: Toward a
Broader Understanding of the Political Context of Contention,” pp.325–346 in
The Future of Social Movement Research: Dynamics, Mechanisms, and Processes,
edited by J. Van Stekelenburg, C. Roggeband, and B. Klandermans. Minneapolis,
MN: University of Minnesota Press.

2018. “Political Contexts,” pp. 19–42 in Wiley-Blackwell Companion to Social
Movements (2nd ed.), edited by David Snow, Sarah Soule, Hanspeter Kriesi, and
Holly McCammon. Oxford: Blackwell.

McAdam, Doug, John D. McCarthy, and Mayer N. Zald, eds. 1996. Comparative
Perspectives on Social Movements: Political Opportunities, Mobilizing Structures,
and Cultural Framings. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

McAdam, Doug, Sidney Tarrow, and Charles Tilly. 2001. Dynamics of Contention.
New York: Cambridge University Press.

Meyer, David S. and Debra C. Minkoff. 2004. “Conceptualizing Political Opportunity.”
Social Forces 82(4):1457–1492.

Moore, Will H. 2000. “The Repression of Dissent. A Substitution Model of Government
Coercion.” The Journal of Conflict Resolution 44(1):107–127.

Mpourdaras, Giorgos. 2011. “MPs Close to Nervous Breakdown.” Kathimerini, 2011,
sec. Politics. Available at https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123413000112.

Nedos, Vassilis. 2011. “Rift in PASOK Because of the New Measures.” Kathimerini,
March 6, 2011, sec. Politics. Available at www.kathimerini.gr/428240/article/epi
kairothta/politikh/rhgma-sto-pasok-logw-twn-newn-metrwn.

Norris, Pippa, and Ronald Inglehart. 2019. Cultural Backlash: Trump, Brexit, and
Authoritarian Populism. Cambridge: Cambridge Core.

O’Brien, Kevin J. 1996. “Rightful Resistance.” World Politics 49(1):31–55.
Oberschall, Anthony. 1973. Social Movements and Social Conflict. Englewood Cliffs,

NJ: Prentice-Hall.
Olivier, Johan. 1991. “State Repression and Collective Action in South Africa, 1970-

84.” South African Journal of Sociology 22:109–117.
Opp, Karl-Dieter and Wolfgang Rühl. 1990. “Repression, Micromobilization and

Political Protest.” Social Forces 69 (2)) 1–47.
Petropoulos, P. Nicholas. 2014. “A Sociopolitical Profile and the Political Impact of the

Greek Indignados: An Exploratory Study.” pp. 342–394 in The Debt Crisis in the
Eurozone: Social Impacts, edited by P. Nicholas Petropoulos and O. George
Tsobanoglou. Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

References 313

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123413000112
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123413000112
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123413000112
http://www.kathimerini.gr/428240/article/epikairothta/politikh/rhgma-sto-pasok-logw-twn-newn-metrwn
http://www.kathimerini.gr/428240/article/epikairothta/politikh/rhgma-sto-pasok-logw-twn-newn-metrwn
http://www.kathimerini.gr/428240/article/epikairothta/politikh/rhgma-sto-pasok-logw-twn-newn-metrwn
http://www.kathimerini.gr/428240/article/epikairothta/politikh/rhgma-sto-pasok-logw-twn-newn-metrwn


Pilati, Katia. 2016. “Do Organizational Structures Matter for Protests in Non-
Democratic African Contries,” pp. 46–72 in Contention, Regimes, and
Transition – Middle East and North Africa Protest in Comparative Perspective,
edited by E. Y. Alimi, A. Sela, and M. Sznajder. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Piven, Frances Fox and Richard A. Cloward. 1977. Poor People’s Movements: Why
They Succeed, How They Fail, New York: Vintage Books.

Pontusson, Jonas and Damian Raess. 2012. “How (and Why) Is This Time Different?
The Politics of Economic Crisis in Western Europe and the United States.” Annual
Review of Political Science 15:13–33.

Portos, Martin. 2017. “Keeping Dissent Alive under the Great Recession: No-
Radicalisation and Protest in Spain After the Eventful 15M/Indignados
Campaign.” Acta Politica 54(1):45–74.

Portos, Martín and Tiago Carvalho. 2019. “Alliance Building and Eventful Protests:
Comparing Spanish and Portuguese Trajectories under the Great Recession.” Social
Movement Studies. Available at https://doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2019.1681957

Portos García, Martin. 2016. “Taking to the Streets in the Context of Austerity:
A Chronology of the Cycle of Protests in Spain, 2007–2015”. Partecipazione e
conflitto 9(1):181–210.

Quaranta, Mario. 2016. “Protesting in ‘Hard Times’: Evidence from a Comparative
Analysis of Europe, 2000–2014.” Current Sociology 64(5):736–756.

Ramos, Howard. 2008. “Opportunity for Whom? Political Opportunity and Critical
Events in Canadian Aboriginal Mobilization, 1951–2000.” Social Forces 87
(2):795–823.

Rasler, Karen. 1996. “Concessions, Repression and Political Protest.” American
Sociological Review 61:132–152.

Roberts, Kenneth M. 2013. “Market Reform, Programmatic (De)alignment, and Party
System Stability in Latin America.” Comparative Political Studies 46
(11):1422–1452.

2017. “State of the Field. Party Politics in Hard Times: Comparative Perspectives on
the European and Latin American Economic Crisis”. European Journal of Political
Research, 56(2):218–233.

Rucht, Dieter. 2004. “Movement Allies, Adversaries, and Third Parties,” pp. 197–216
in The Blackwell Companion to Social Movements, edited by David A. Snow, Sarah
A. Soule, and Hanspeter Kriesi. Oxford: Blackwell Publishing.

Rüdig, Wolfgang, and Georgios Karyotis. 2014. “Who Protests in Greece? Mass
Opposition to Austerity.” British Journal of Political Science 44 (3): 487–513.

Salo, Sanna 2017. The Curious Prevalence of Austerity: Economic Ideas in Public
Debates on the Eurozone Crisis in Ireland and Finland, 2008–2012. Phd-Thesis,
Florence: European University Institute.

Sampson, Robert. J and John H. Laub. 2005. “A Life-Course View of the Development
of Crime.” Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science
602:12–45.

Schattschneider, E.E. (1960[1975]). The Semi-Sovereign People: A Realist’s View of
Democracy in America. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Schumaker, Paul D. 1977. “Policy Responsiveness to Protest-Group Demands.” The
Journal of Politics 37(2):488–521.

314 References

https://doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2019.1681957
https://doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2019.1681957
https://doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2019.1681957
https://doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2019.1681957
https://doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2019.1681957


Simiti, Marilena. 2015. “Rage and Protest: The Case of the Greek Indiginant
Movement.” Contention 3 (2): 33–50.

Skocpol, Theda. 1979. States and Social Revolutions: A Comparative Analysis of
France, Russia and China. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Snow, David A., Sarah A. Soule, and Hanspeter Kriesi. 2004. The Blackwell Companion
to Social Movements. Available at https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/book/10
.1002/9780470999103.

Sotirakopoulos, Nikos and Georg Sotiropoulos. 2013. “ ‘Direct Democracy Now!’: The
Greek Indignados and the Present Cycle of Struggles.” Current Sociology 61
(4):443–456.

Sotiropoulos, Dimitri A. 2018. “Political Party–Interest Group Linkages in Greece
before and after the Onset of the Economic Crisis.” Mediterranean Politics, 1–21.
Available at https://doi.org/10.1080/13629395.2018.1428149.

Spiegel, Peter. 2011. “How the Euro Was Saved.” Financial Times, May 2011, sec. The
Long Read

Steedly, H.R., and J.W. Foley. 1979. “The Success of Protest Groups: Multivariate
Analysis.” Social Science Research 8:1–15.

Stovel, Katherine and Lynette Shaw. 2012. “Brokerage.” Annual Review of Sociology
38: 139–158.

Sullivan, Christopher M. 2016. “Undermining Resistance: Mobilization, Repression, and
the Enforcement of Political Order.” Journal of Conflict Resolution 60
(7):1163–1109.

Svensson, Torsten and Perola Öberg. 2005. “How are Coordinated Market Economies
Coordinated? Evidence from Sweden.” West European Politics 28(5):1075–1100.

Tarrow, Sidney. 1979. Power in Movement. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
1989. Democracy and Disorder: Protest and Politics in Italy, 1965–1975. New York
and Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Tarrow, S. 1993. “Cycles of Collective Action: Between Moments of Madness and the
Repertoire of Contention.” Social Science History 17(2): 281–307.

Taylor, Verta. 1989. “Social Movement Continuity: The Women’s Movement in
Abeyance.” American Sociological Review 54(5):761–775.

Teurya, Cheryl and Yih-Ing Hser. 2010. “Turning Points in the Life Course: Current
Findings and Future Directions in Drug Use Research.” Current Drug Abuse
Reviews 3(3):189–195.

Tilly, Charles. 1978. From Mobilization to Revolution. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.
1984. “Social Movements and National Politics,” pp. 297–317 in Statemaking and
Social Movements, edited by Charles Bright and Susan Harding. Ann Arbor,MI:
University of Michigan Press.

1986. The Contentious French. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
1995. Popular Contention in Great Britain, 1758–1834. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

2002. “Event Catalogs as Theories.” Sociological Theory 20 (2): 248–254).
2004. Social Movements, 1768–2004. Paradigm Publishers. Available at https://books
.google.gr/books?id=TentAAAAMAAJ.

2005. “Repression, Mobilization, and Explanation,” pp. 211–226 in Repression and
Mobilization, edited by Christian Davenport, Hank Johnston, and Carol Mueller,
Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

References 315

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/book/10.1002/9780470999103
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/book/10.1002/9780470999103
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/book/10.1002/9780470999103
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/book/10.1002/9780470999103
https://doi.org/10.1080/13629395.2018.1428149
https://doi.org/10.1080/13629395.2018.1428149
https://doi.org/10.1080/13629395.2018.1428149
https://doi.org/10.1080/13629395.2018.1428149
https://doi.org/10.1080/13629395.2018.1428149
https://books.google.gr/books?id=TentAAAAMAAJ
https://books.google.gr/books?id=TentAAAAMAAJ
https://books.google.gr/books?id=TentAAAAMAAJ


2006. Regimes and Repertoires. Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press.
2008. Contentious Performances. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Tilly, Charles, Doug McAdam, and Sidney Tarrow. 2001. Dynamics of Contention.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Tooze, Adam. 2018. Crashed. How a Decade of Financial Crises Changed the World.
Bristol, UK: Allen Lane.

Vandaele, Kurt. 2016. “Interpreting Strike Activity in Western Europe in the Past 20
Years: The Labour Repertoire Under Pressure.” Transfer: European Review of
Labour and Research 22(3):277–294.

Vidal, Guillem, and Irene Sánchez-Vítores. 2019. “Spain – Out with the Old: The
Restructuring of Spanish Politics,” pp. 75–94 in European Party Politics in Times
of Crisis, edited by Swen Hutter and Hanspeter Kriesi. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Walgrave, Stefaan and Rens Vliegenthart. 2012. “The Complex Agenda-Setting Power
of Protest: Demonstrations, Media, Parliament, Government, and Legislation in
Belgium, 1993–2000.” Mobilization 17(2):129–156.

Walter, Stefanie. 2016. “Crisis Politics in Europe: Why Austerity Is Easier to Implement
in Some Countries Than in Others.” Comparative Political Studies 49(7):841–873.

Weber, Beat and Stefan W. Schmitz. 2011. “Varieties of Helping Capitalism: Politico-
Economic Determinants of Bank Rescue Packages in the EU during the Recent
Crisis.” Socio-Economic Review 9:639–669.

Yuen, Samson and Edmund W. Cheng. 2017. “Neither Repression Nor Concession?
A Regime’s Attrition against Mass Protests.” Political Studies 64(3):611–630.

Xasapopoulos, Nikos. 2011. “The Nocturnal Experiences of Blockaded
Parliamentarians.” To Vima, January 6, 2011, sec. Politics.

316 References




