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Abstract

This paper deals with two different theoretical and research perspectives in theorizing the complex relationship between emotions and politics. First, the political sociology of emotions perspective employs historical, cultural and psychoanalytical conceptualizations and sets its conclusions on a more or less macro-analytic level. Second, the political psychology and political neuroscience perspective focuses on individual processes of opinionation and electoral choice, bounded, thus, at a micro-analytical level. From a theoretical, de-differentiating, view the point is to build bridges between these two perspectives given that the entire spectrum of social science and humanities are undergoing an affective turn. It will be argued that both perspectives may contribute to the understanding of the origins and the consequences of the current socio-economic crisis in Greece.    

Introduction

Although they are part and parcel of almost every single collective and individual political practice, research into the role of emotions in politics has been surprisingly minimal for many decades. The marginalization or, more fairly,  the thin conceptualization of emotions and feelings
, particularly in political sociology, is in a large degree owed to: a) the stripping of the dimension of passion from the Political because it was associated with romantic and utopian conceptions unrelated to the modern public sphere as well as because of the more or less instrumental and neutral-procedural conception of politics, a popular view at the end of the 60s as well as today (Habermas 1970, Mouffe 2000). It is thought that if political actors are influenced by their feelings, they take wrong or even irrational decisions. Emotion has been hardly seen as an integral part of information processing for a right political decision. b) The cognitivist supremacy of ‘interest’ as opposed to ‘passion’ as an explanatory factor of political action, already in effect in the middle of the 18th century (Hirschman 2003);  c) The, for many years, dominance of rational choice paradigm in a very large number of political science departments in the USA and Europe, in the context of which emotions are either conceived as irrational elements or are taken as objective traits which do not affect the actor’s, by definition, ‘rational’ thinking (Barbalet 1998: 29ff, Williams 2001: 15-6). Ideally, politics would be a matter or rational argument and sober deliberation.  

To be sure, however, the emotional factor has been part of major domains of political study: political power, political parties, electoral and political behaviour, political culture, social movements, the public sphere and public opinion, political change and conflict, identity politics and so on (Bottomore 1979; Nash 2000). When, for instance, Almond and Verba (1964:14) in their study of political culture speak about ‘affective’ orientations towards political objects, when the Michigan School nominated party identification as a central interpretive element of electoral behaviour, when Gramsci (1971:138-40) referred to ‘organized political passion’ which prompted the overcoming of individual calculations in a ‘incandescent atmosphere’ of emotions and desires, or when Marx (1844/1978: 27-8) mentioned that for the identification of the particular interest of a class with the interest of society as a whole there has to be ‘a moment of enthusiasm’, when, according to authoritative analysts (Wilson 1973: 32ff, Pakulsi 1991: 60-3) the ‘solidarity ethos’ and the ‘conflict ethos’ which express moral protest and discontent are regarded as determining factors for the generation of social movements, when from the beginning of the 90s there is talk of an ‘anti-party sentiment’ and a ‘vexation with parties’ as signs of the destabilization of the frozen European party systems (Poguntke, 1996), when, finally, there has been, for years now, such an enormous debate on the importance of trust as a supportive and cynicism as an undermining element of democracy (Cappella and Jamieson 1997, Warren 1999), it becomes obvious that  emotion has been already taken into consideration since it plays a crucial role in how elites and ordinary citizens alike view politics. Yet, it was seen either as a residual category, or was simply understood as an outcome of a cognitive process, rather than as indispensable part of motivated political thinking and action.  

Nowadays, nevertheless, political sociologists, political scientists and political psychologists have come to realize the importance of affect as the “microfoundation” of politics, understood as the distribution, acceptance and exercise of political power and the authoritative allocation of scarce resources under conditions of uncertainty (Jasper 2006). What would the meaning of domination (as subjection and compliance) or authority (as voluntary obedience) be without the catalytic mediation of affect? What could a political mobilization, a revolt or a revolution, be without its emotional charge? How else one is to understand Giddens’ ‘democracy of emotions’ (1992: 184) and late modern ‘life politics’ (1994: 16, 119-121) unless through an inexorable politics and emotion nexus?  The realization of this nexus is placed within the major emotional or affective turn that has been taking place in the entire spectrum of social sciences and humanities, due inter alia to the developments in neuroscience which rendered emotion a hot topic in scientific theorizing.
Two research directions

During the last two decades or so two different perspectives or strands were given rise with regard to the politics-emotion nexus analysis. Even if the term is not yet widely coined, the first is a “political sociology of emotions”; the second, more widely known in academia, is political neuroscience and political psychology. On one hand, the political sociology of emotions perspective employs historical, cultural and psychoanalytical conceptualizations and sets its conclusions on a more or less macro level.  Hereby some more or less recent exemplary cases of this perspective can be referred to: Analyzing communities of feeling like nation-states, social movements and political rituals Berezin (2002) is among the very few who uttered the need for a political sociology of emotions in the sense of embedding emotion in political institutions. Among others, he urges for the re-conceptualization of the nation state as a vehicle of political emotion and citizenship as a sort of felt identity. In their      (Goodwin, Jasper & Polletta 2001, Holmes 2004, Ost 2004 ……………………..
With all due respect to works of this kind, a sort note of caution is in need at this point:  A possible ‘political sociology of emotions’ should differentiate itself from an alleged ‘emotive political sociology’. This is so because the latter would reduce, in a monistic way, political phenomena to emotions and feelings. On the contrary, the former would explicitly integrate the emotional perspective in its examination of political phenomena. Surely, the possible establishment of a political sociology of emotions is not self-evident, even if the academic community was to make such a demand. This is so because any political sociology of emotions could not possibly break away from the general field of political sociology, as happened in the case of the sociology of emotions. Paradoxically, the ‘political sociology of emotions’ should be coterminous with political sociology (whatever that may mean). The political sociology of emotions is none ‘other’ than its original scientific discipline (that is, political sociology). The difference probably consists in the ‘affective filter’ through which each political sociology will from now on examine its objects. Herein two critical issues come to the fore: First, supposing that there is a consensus over the definition of emotion, not all emotions are equally relevant to politics; the likelihood is that some emotions like trust, resentment, fear or loyalty may have more discernible effects on political processes than some other emotions like egoism, love, loneliness, or surprise. Second, not all topics in political sociology can bear emotional theorizing on an equal measure; administration, parties and interest intermediation, for instance, are less emotionally charged than political rituals, identity politics, public opinion, or revolutions.     
 
On the other hand, contrary to “political behavior” approaches which usually focused on a mass level, the political psychology of emotion and the political neuroscience of emotion point to more individual scale as far as processes of opinionation and electoral choice are concerned, bounding itself at a micro-analytical level for the main part. If not the leading figure, George Marcus is one of the more influential scholars who has been trying to integrate neuroscience with political science. On Damasio’s and Gray’s theoretical trucks, his theory of “affective intelligence” (which has nothing to do with Goleman’s “emotional intelligence”) attempts to explain habituated political activity as well as novel or unexpected political situations that require citizen’s initiative and judgment. This theory is based on the identification of two preconscious appraisal systems, the “dispositional system” and the “surveillance system”. Both systems provide the abilities that enable individual citizens to deal with the world, both in its familiar and in its novel guises (Marcus, Neuman, Mackuen 2000; Marcus 2002, 2003).The disposition system operates on routine information and familiar environment (either friendly or hostile) and uses affect as the means by which the success or failure of ongoing action is reported to the brain. The surveillance system is activated when unexpected, unfamiliar or threatening changes occur in the environment which motivates the individual to find out more about the stimulus so that to conclude to the best decision while dealing with it.    

On a similar vein, Lodge……………………. 
    One caveat seems to me to be pertinent concerning this theoretical perspective:  as valuable neuroscience’s contribution to the affective turn in political analysis as it may be, one should not bend the stick to the other side towards a naturalistic understanding of the politics-emotions nexus. Emotions in politics are real in the sense that they are experienced within the relational context of specific configurations of power and antagonism and they are not reducible to neurochemicals (Kleres 2009: 15). Hence, I would make a strong case that as long as everything is not a construction or constructable with regard to emotions, so that emotion is far from being a “pack of neurons”. 
Building bridges

So far the two perspectives on the emotions-politics nexus have been growing past each other by developing their own theoretical repertoires and research agendas. Notwithstanding their inner theoretical discrepancies and methodological discords, as already mentioned, both perspectives are nested into the wider affective turn in social science and humanities disciplines and sub-disciplines. On its part, by way of replacing the linguistic turn of the 1980s, this major turn stems no less from the multifaceted process of de-differentiation which characterizes postmodern science and society (Crook, Pakulski, Waters, 1992: 196-217). To say the least, den-differentiation processes bend and break the boundaries of “grant designs” and leave room for theoretical and methodological convergence and inter-disciplinarity. This has been already realized by sociologists and sociologists of emotion for that matter. A recent example from sociological theory and historical sociology is given by Mouzelis (2008: 2, 274), who offers numerous insights and conceptual tools for overcoming the compartmentalization of theoretical traditions and disciplines, spelling out several preconditions for the construction of an open-ended holistic paradigm. Another example from the sociology of emotions is Franks’ (2006) strong argument that divide between sociology and neuroscience should be overcome because, among others, it is emotion that puts the  “imperative” into social duties, the “ought” into morality, the “sting” into conscience, precisely because it is emotion that moves us to action. Franks, a credited symbolic interactionist, opts thus for a “neurosociology” 
On the main, it seems that for the time being no similar concern is raised by either political sociologists of emotions or political neuroscientists. The understanding, therefore, of the emotion-politics nexus is premised on building certain bridges between political sociologists of emotion, on one hand, and political psychologists and neuroscientists on the other. These bridges may: 
(a) Facilitate the translation of emotional terms of either perspectives, at least those terms which are translatable indeed. For instance, the functioning of Marcus’ “dispositional system” goes well together with partisanship during a normal electoral period. 
b) Shed light to the terminological and conceptual differences regarding the very notion of “emotion”; as a matter of fact, it is simply impossible for the myriad political emotional differentiations to fit into one definitional basket. Yet, while building bridges one may clarify conceptual differences avoiding either homonymy or synonymy (Sartori 1984: 35-40); namely, one could steer clear from using an emotional term with many conceptual connotations, as well as from using different emotional terms connoting a single concept.
 c) Help researchers and scholars to really understand that emotions are covert or overt valence experiences, felt in a flow according to different degrees of intensity, combination and sequence. 
d) Possibly offer firm taxonomic criteria proper to the emotions-politics nexus; this is mostly desirable and would make researchers’ life quite easier since a really noxious problem in the relevant literature is warrant classifications of emotions (e.g. Thamm 2006; TenHouten 2007).

e) Contribute to the triangulation of methodological approaches through the combination of quantitative and qualitative, top-down and bottom-up, and macro and micro research strategies.    
In the remainder of this paper an effort will be made to apply both perspectives for the understanding of the origins and the consequences of the current socio-economic crisis in Greece.  Needless to say that the propositions to follow are suggestive and tentative rather than well elaborated conclusions.

The emotional vicissitudes of the Greek crisis   

For more than a year, headlines, subtitles and news stories in printed and electronic news media in Greece have been full of negative emotional terms of either denotative or metaphoric nature: anger, rage, wrath, anxiety, fear, threat, distrust, depression and so on. Surely, these terms are but mediatizations of what people actually feel in their everyday life ever since government took harsh austerity measures to cope with the economic crisis. Yet, they are certainly indexical of a dense and multifaceted affective response of the Greek public towards the crisis. Not that the Greek public – as misleading this term might be – has been emotionally quiescent before the outbreak of the current crisis. For a couple of decades or so Greeks ranked considerably low, if not last, among the other Europeans regarding trust in the politicians, the government, and the parties; likewise, their score is extremely low with respect to the satisfaction with the way democracy works, and the overall life satisfaction. These attitudes and dispositions have been repeatedly documented in national and international surveys (Eurobarometer, European Social Survey-ESS etc.).      
For the sake of the argument, I would single out as signals of political malaise or disaffection four sets of findings revealed by a variety of surveys:

1. Mistrust and distrust of institutions. For more than a decade, public mistrust of political institutions, political personnel, the media, the juridical system, the trade unions and big business has mounted steadily and sharply. For the sake of brevity, I shall limit myself to just a few of them. In the 1999 World Values Survey 76% of the Greek respondents expressed distrust to the national parliament, as much as 80% mistrust and distrust to big companies, while almost everyone reported distrust to trade unions (95%). A few year later, in another survey in 2002, a bit less than half of the Greek public had no trust to the national parliament (45%); more than  half did not trust the government (56%), six ou of ten (60%) were distrustful to the big companies, and 81% to political parties (Eurobarometer #57.1). In 2005, a bit more than half of the Greek public did not trust the national parliament (51%), more than half (57%) were distrustful towards the government, and almost three out of four Greek respondents (76%) reported no trust to political parties (Eurobarometer, # 63). Five years later, distrust towards the parliament, the government and the parties increased dramatically: 73%, 76%, and 93% respectively. In addition, distrust toward big business has reported as high as 79% (Eurobarometer, # 74). It seems that a generalized mistrust of "those in power," covering business, government, and most national institutions, has been spilled over the entire body politic.

2. Alienation. Accompanying the rising levels of mistrust/distrust in institutions, survey evidence of political alienation also increased sharply.  In the mid-eighties, when political interest was particularly intense, political inefficacy and alienation was already high among the Greek public; this is documented in the responses to some well know agree-disagree items drawn from Campbell’s early work:  "People like me don't have any say about what the government does" (agreed 64%) , "Sometimes politics and government seem so complicated that a person like me can't really understand what's going on" (agreed 63%), "I don't think public officials care much what people like me think" (agreed 49%) (The Greek Review of  Social Research, 1988). Almost ten years later alienation from politician increased up to 74% (The Greek Review of Social Research, 1997). According to a more recent survey, one out of four (24%) reports that never or seldom understand politics since it is too complicated, while 27% say they occasionally understand politics (ESS, 2008). In addition, as much as 26% and 35% declare that it is difficult or very difficult to make their mind up about political issues, or it is somewhat difficult to do so, respectively. These findings testify that most people feel  distant from the political process, that the majority feels neglected, impotent, and that the system is not responding to their needs. 

Among the then ten member states, in 1983 Greece ranked fourth with respect to the satisfaction with the way democracy was working (Eurobarometer, #30). Estimated on a 10point scale measurement, satisfaction with democracy in Greece in the 2003 ESS was 5.8, somewhat higher the EU m.v. (5.5). In the 2008-9 ESS it dropped down to 4.3, with the EU m.v. being 5.1. What is more, while the EU m.v remain stable between 2003 and 2008 regarding those who are “extremely satisfied” with the democracy works in their country, in Greece declined noticeably from 14,4% to 3,7%.  In May 2010, as much as 69% of ghe Greek respondents reported dissatisfaction with the way democracy works in (Eurobarometer #73.4).
3. Economic Insecurity and life satisfaction.  The third signal of distress reflects the troubled state of the economy and overall life satisfaction.  In 2003, well before the crisis, 56% of the Greek public expressed pessimism as to the economic and employment situation in the country over the next twelve months. Yet, the expected that the economic situation of their household as well as their personal job situation will remain the same (Eurobarometer, #60.1).  With the advent of the crisis, the above expectations has got much worse: in 2010 75% and 78% envisioned that the country’s economic and employment situation, respectively, will deteriorate. What is more, 55% of them expect that the economic situation of their household will get worse within the next twelve months (Eurobarometer, #74). 

In 1997, 37% of the Greek public were not at all satisfied with life, ranked last before the Portuguese, with the EU15 percent being 22%. In 2003 life dissatisfaction among Greeks raised up to 46% (EU15: 21%). This dismay gets even higher amidst economic crisis: in 2010 51% report life dissatisfaction. In this respect Greece occupies the forth last rank among EU27 (22%) before Bulgaria, Portugal and Rumania (Eurobarometer, #47, 60.1, and 74).   
4. Social Injustice. Indicators of disaffection also show widespread negative attitude against social injustice. Quite substantial majorities of the public seem to feel that there are cracks in the system of social justice as it operates today. In a survey conducted at June 2010 it was reported that 89% of the Greek public thinks that the Greek governments works for  “few big interests”; in addition, 77% say that governments waste public money, while at the same almost everyone (92%) concedes that corruption is huge in Greece. Most of the respondents (61%) do not believe that the political system is able to cope with corruption, nor that the juridical system will do so (52%) [http://www.publicissue.gr/1471/politics-corruption/]. In  the fourth wave of the ESS Greeks testify indirectly a wounded sense of socio-economic injustice insofar they claim that “The government should take measures to reduce differences in income levels” as much as 91.5% (EU27: 71%). 

The testimony of the attitude surveys is quite clear and specific on these four indicators: Expressions of mistrust in institutions, especially in government and parties, have risen considerably, while a majority are seized by a renewed wave of economic insecurity about the future.  Also, an overwhelming majority have come to the conclusion that the system is rewarding the wrong people and the wrong actions. 
What are we to make of these findings? Despite the documented high level of public mistrust, dissatisfaction and insecurity, certainly intensified over the last year or so, there is a striking absence of mass public protest and demonstrations. The great majority of the population harbours the cost of the austerity measures without, so far, getting into any seriously massive reaction. To be sure, a number of divergent, media-driven and of rather small scale mobilizations, such as some violent occurrences during public demonstrations, the so-called “I don’t pay” initiative against highway tolls, and the public denunciation of cadres of the two major parties, are taking place indeed. One may argue that these performances, anomic and plebeian for the most part, address, reflect, or announce a more large-scale adversarial political disposition and style of political practice. For the time being, however, I do not think that they serve as predictors of an emergent alternative, let alone counter-hegemonic, political culture. 
Some emotion-driven interpretations
In their unfolding, historical and political-cultural phenomena do not follow any essentialist logic and in this respect no one can exclude by definition that the current crisis in Greece will not lead to mass scale revolt or protest. The task of political sociological and political psychological analysis, however, is not guessing or betting on society’s options for the future but highlighting the conditions of possibility engendered in social figurations, using the conceptual tools at hand. In this section I intent to propose a few short emotion-driven layers of interpretation for the absence of mass political protest or any kind of organized contentious politics against the crisis. These interpretations draw from what I earlier call “political sociology of emotions” perspective s well as from political psychology and political neuroscience. 

a. The crisis as trauma

For many commentators and public officials, the crisis is the worst thing ever happened to Greece after the end of the civil war (1949). Occasionally is has been resembled as “national trauma”, an immense social catastrophe that cannot be easily dealt with over the next decade or so. In a dramatic fashion, the prime minster himself spoke about Greece’s “limited national sovereignty” as a result of the crisis. It seems to me that, by and large, the designation of the crisis as “trauma” is not just a metaphor but quite an accurate description.


Drawing mainly from Freud, I want to point out that a crisis, such as a severe economic depression, may be experienced and theoretically understood as “trauma” as long as it causes a breakdown in daily routines and expose at the same time the largely taken for granted values which guide them. According to Freud (2003, 85–6), a shocking occurrence is converted into trauma when its “quantity” is such that the dynamics of the pleasure principle cannot master it any more, and the protective shield (Reizschutz) is cracked. The entire self is overwhelmed by this unpleasant and powerful experience against which the mind and body must defend itself. The immediate defense mechanism is numbness, a condition where the capacity to feel pain is temporarily suspended, and amnesia. The victim simply forgets or denies that anything has occurred precisely because the traumatic wound inflicted is so powerful that it breaches the mind’s time-space experience. In this respect, an occurrence is traumatic not simply because it is forceful, but because it is unthinkable and “cannot be assimilated by the individual’s already established view of the world” (Garouth). Expressions such as “this has not happened”, “this cannot happen”, or “this cannot happen here” are symptomatic of the defense mechanism. In such cases individuals and collectives can appear quite normal in carrying out everyday routines or they may remain ‘stunned’ just like the Americans and the Swedes after the assassination of Kennedy and Palme (Eyerman). 
The perceived ‘unreality’ of the shocking occurrence and the consequent numbing of the senses and the judgmental faculties, as well as the inability to accept or take in what has in fact happened take place within a time span which Freud calls “latency period”. This period could last for days, months or years and it is characterized by inactivity regarding the coping of the trauma itself whose meaning is bound to be articulated retroactively at a later time (Laplanche and Pontalis 1986, 503–7). That is, partly, why Greeks to do not respond to the crisis in any systematic way; they are still haunted by the intrusion of something which is not assimilated into their symbolic universe. Yet, when facing a societal crisis experienced as a collective trauma, one has to pose the question: “trauma for whom?” This is so because the inequality of economic, symbolic, social and political capital influences—if not determines altogether—the vulnerability of particular social groups facing the traumatizing circumstances. Not everyone suffers from trauma in the same way nor does everyone adopt the same strategies for dealing with it (Sztompka 2004, 166–7). Within the broader context of the latency period, this may elucidate, I guess, the lack of massive protest against the austerity measures.   
b. The social trust deficit 
Most notably among the macro-structural factors that shaped contemporary Greek political culture is the lack of a potent civil society. In nineteenth century, the making of the Greek state and polity, including the parliamentary sub-system, took place principally in a non or, to be more accurate, an quasi-capitalist socio-economic environment (Mouzelis, 1986; Charalambis & Demertzis, 1993). As a consequence, Greek economic capital has been at large commercial rather than productive and industrial. The socio-economic development has been thoroughly carried out by the state and not by a robust capitalist market. This socio-economic model has made for the prominence of middle class style of life of that time, led to loose party structures, it has been conducive to clientelistic electoral politics and contributed to an atrophic civil society, i.e. to the absence of strong intermediary political/civic “bodies” between the central state and the private sector.  By and large, Greece walked along this  dependency path throughout the entire twentieth century: the social structure of the country has been characterized by the absence of a large rural proletariat (due to the small peasant ownership imposed by the interwar agrarian reform), the numerical and organizational weakness of the urban proletariat, the absence of massive lumpen proletariat, the enormous growth of the old and new lower-middle classes, and the existence of a relatively small and state-oriented and rentier-minded ruling class consisted mainly by commercial and financial capital investors (Mouzelis 1995; Demertzis 1997).  
Thus, should come as no surprise that in the absence of a deep-seated bourgeois (political) culture and the widespread prevalence of petty-bourgeois habituses and structure of feeling, a fragmented national political culture and a society with loose “bridging social capital” were given rise to. Buttressed by pre-modern individualism (with the consequent amoral familialism) as well as by post-modern egotism, the social fabric in contemporary Greece oscillates between cohesion and atomism. The likelihood is that the crisis will enervate familial and atomistic reflexes at the expense of socio-centric reflexes because, at the end of the day, an organized, effective and massive opposition to the crisis is crucially premised on two social emotions which seem not to be particularly deeply felt by the Greek public: generalized trust, and solidarity. There is plenty of evidence concerning the deficient generalized/social trust in Greece both among the adult and the youngsters (e.g. Paraskevopoulos   Demertzis et. al. 2008  ). Perhaps more telling are the ESS results; in 2003, 2005 and 2008 surveys the Greek public scores bad in all three questions designed to tap social trust [(1) would you say that most people can be trusted, or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people? (2) do you think that most people would try to take advantage of you if they got the chance, or would they try to be fair? (3) most of the time people try to be helpful  or that they are mostly looking out for themselves?] . Alongside a 10points scale, the mean value in the first question is 3.8 (EU27: 4.9), in the second question 3.7 (EU27: 5.5), and in the third question 3.2 (EU27: 4.7).     
These findings are a cut point in the explanation as to why there is no mass public protest against the crisis; such an endeavour presupposes social trust and therefore a kind of solidarity that goes beyond the interpersonal trustful bonds and the “bonding social capital” which permeates the fragmented body politic and the pear-shaped structure of Greece’s social stratification.    
c. Ambivalence toward injustice
Grief against tax evasion and grey economy is perhaps nowadays the most widespread sentiment among Greek public servants, wage labourers and salaried of the private sector.  They are also resentful to those “sharks” who timely transferred their money into safer banks abroad – something like 600 billion Euros, almost double the loan Greece received from IMF and ECB. In the main, the rest of economically active population, which is actually self-employed, struggles to survive the crisis by all legal and illegal means. To different degrees, due to the clientelistic intermediation of interests, the over-generated petty/administrative and political corruption, as well as due to the grey economy, most of Greeks find themselves involved into complicity, endowed with an unequal share of responsibility for the socio-economic collapse of the country.
 When a couple of months ago, the notorious Government Vice President Theodor Pangalos declared that “we all ate the money” referring to state deficit and external debt, an angry wave of protestation was raised by the media and the public opinion against this blatant statement. As cynical as this statement might be in itself, there has been an over-reaction in its forceful denunciation. It was as if Greeks wanted to diminish their own share of responsibility compared to that of the power elite. Yet, despite differences in social hierarchy and differential distribution of socio-economic power, they know deep inside that they are somewhat unavoidably guilty for the devastated plight of the country. No doubt, the crisis caused a host of injustices; to be sure, however, perpetrators and victims are not delineated once and for all, justice and injustice are infracted in multiple mirrors making thus organized contentious politics against the crisis unlikely to happen. 
d. Hopelessness and inefficacy

We know that no riot, revolution, political tension, rebellion is made possible without moral outrage that springs from a sense of social injustice (Moore 1978). Conventional and unconventional opposition to the power elite, the breaking of the social contract by movement’s political action is founded on individuals’ moral courage, i.e “the capacity to resist powerful and frightening social pressures to obey oppressive or destructive rules or commands” (Moore 1978: 91). Of course this is not the right place to treat this issue appropriately, but suffices to say that social inequalities and alterations in the economic structure cannot in themselves lead to social change unless coupled by moral convictions, strong moral feelings and indignation (Moore 1978: 469). It is the felt injustice – resulting both from innate and social origins- which leads to the reframing of the collective and personal identities and organized political action.
 Such an action is mostly improbable to emerge in contemporary Greece because individual citizens experience a double-edged blocked feeling of social injustice: As mentioned above, they are aware that they are more or less responsible for the crisis, but at the same time they are not willing to pay the price. As grievances are more easily addressed to the powerful than to ourselves, the logic of this double-edged feeling goes as following: “Although I know that it is my fault as well, I am unjustifiably punished”. It is an antithetical mixture of moral self-consciousness on the one hand, and dislocation of guilt and responsibility, on the other. Undertaking the risk of oversimplification, I would claim that for many Greeks right now this special sort of double thinking is a defence mechanism activated by the traumatic experience of the crisis.
Be that as it may be, it is not, nevertheless, a sufficient explanation for the absence of mass-scale protest.  Even if we suppose that such an erratic moral stance disappears, an inflicted sense of injustice is not enough for the articulation of adverting collective action and organized contentious politics unless two additional emotions intervene: hope and (political) efficacy. In this context, I define hope as a passive, vague, not rationally justified complex emotion composed of three elements: (a) that things will turn out to the good (or to the bad); (b) the desired outcome is important to us or to some significant other; (c) the desired outcome is neither impossible nor certain (Ben-Ze’ev 2000: 475-6; TenHouten 2007: 224-6). Drawing on from Campbell, Gurin and Miller (1954: 187) I define political efficacy as the feeling that individual political action does and can have impact upon the political process. Political efficacy is closely related to Almond and Verba (1965: 136-145) notion of ‘political competence’, namely the competence of the citizen to influence decision-making processes and the formation of general policy “by using explicit or implicit threats of some form of deprivation if the official does not comply with his demand”.
In general, the likelihood is that the moral outrage caused by a broken sense of injustice should not become tangible material force without the catalytic role of hope and efficacy. This is simply because individual and collectives are not expected to undertake the initiative of regime overthrowing or any other type of political turnover unless they are hopeful they succeed and quite self-confident in the chosen course of action. It seems to me that the coupling of heightened hope and efficacy is absolutely crucial for the conquering of inevitability of social suffering and wrongdoings of the powers imposed by the dominant ideologies (Moore 1978: 459). As long as the ideology of the market and the managerial discourse present the austerity measures as unavoidable for the possible resolution of the crisis, i.e. as long as they promote a TINA ideological justification, they promote a naturalistic framing of social inequalities (Zizek .....), their de-codification should necessarily  be  premised on counter motivation triggered by hope, self-confidence and self-respect.  
As any other emotion, hope and efficacy are felt in various degrees of intensity. For the sake of the argument let us suppose a 2x2 matrix where hope and efficacy are experienced strongly or weakly. In a situation of perceived injustice, ideal typically we are to expect four different responses delineating the emotional economy of political practices:  








Efficacy
	
	
	+
	-

	Hope
	+
	Contentious Politics, Protest Movement Activity, Revolt, Riots  (1)
	Passive bystanders

Compliance to authority (2)

	
	-
	Acting out

Anomic disaffection (3)
	Helplessness, despair,
Isolation

 (4)




Although further analysis is needed, I should tentatively argue that cases (3) and (4) are quite more representative of the current situation in Greek rather than cases (1) and (2). For one thing, according to the Eurobarometer #74 (2010) Greeks hold the highest percentage of pessimism (74%) in the EU27 (48%) and they report that the impact of the crisis in labour market has not ended; also, they are fearful that the worst have not come yet. At the same time, as low levels of political efficacy have been repeatedly reported for more than a decade, I could roughly estimate that a considerable part of the inefficacious population is hopeless as well. Evidently, the combination of hopeless and inefficacy is conducive to isolation, despair, and alienating helplessness. 
As for those smaller sectors of the population who are more efficacious but less hopeful, the likelihood is that their moral outrage will lead to a variety of political acting outs and anomic collective behavior. This actually happens in numerous occasions where, for instance, some dozens of underdog “angry citizens” gather outside the apartment of the former prime minister Costa Simites accusing him for Greece’s misery; a handful of furious demonstrators attack a passing-by former minister in front of the cameras and hurt him bloody; the plebeian-like posture of not paying the ticket in public transportation; the populist rhetoric about “civil disobedience” evoked by some thousand of drivers who refuse to pay highway tolls and violate the bars in checking points; the break-ins of small militant leftist groups in public places where members of this or previous government give speeches or attend one; recurrent outbreaks of violence initiated by active leftist minorities during marches and demonstrations.  
How could political psychology of emotion contribute to the understanding of the peoples’ reaction to the Greek crisis? To my knowledge, no one has ever tried to approach the crisis according to the tenets of this theoretical direction. The only, thus, I can offer are a couple of comments and hypotheses derived from different research results.                

As indicated at the outset, Greek media are saturated by negative emotional terms regarding the crisis. By and large, this style or news coverage generates a negative mood which elicits negative evaluations and judgments of everyday events, politician, national and international agents and so on. This eliciting is called “assimilation effect”.  Relying on the assimilation effect research  (Isbell, Ottati and Burns 2006: 58) one could predict that the negative mood imposed by the media may lead the Greek public to either selectively encode more negative information contained in news stories concurrent with the crisis, or to recall negative events that preceded the crisis than would otherwise have been the case. This is more likely to happen in motivated members of the public with more urgent orientation needs. In both cases a spiral of negativity seems to be put into effect and one may tentatively hypothesize that hopelessness will be enhanced.  


More telling, however, is the effect of specific emotions on people’s political judgments, rather than the effects of global negative mood.  Previous research has indicated that anger elicits negative judgments to targeted individuals rather than situational or systemic forces. In addition, anxiety is associated with an inability to assign blame (Steeberger and Ellis 2006: 112). Hence, it makes a crucial difference whether the media or partisan communications generate anger or anxiety or any other negative feeling whatsoever when reporting the crisis precisely because anger bypasses system de-legitimation by focusing on persons rather than institutions (Isbell, Ottati and Burns 2006: 65). In this respect, during crisis periods the media and populist figures point to scapegoats, i.e. inadequate politicians, political scandals and the like instead of highlighting systemic contradictions of capitalism. Insofar anger activates anger-relevant cognitions the likelihood is that a displacement of aggression will occur; i.e. anger elicited by one stimulus can infuse aggressive attitude and behavior to another. It is not accidental therefore, that racist attitudes are taking the lead in many quarters in Greece nowadays, evoked by anti-immigration elite messages. 

The affective state may not only influence the kind of information an individual take in but also her/his information processing style, and the style of political behavior. Systematic research has shown that anger promotes heuristic processing and greater reliance on stereotypes, whereas moderate sadness, fear, or anxiety is related to systematic information processing and lesser reliance to heuristic cues (Huddy, Feldman Cassese 2007). Moderate feelings of uncertainty affect like fear and anxiety are more likely to move citizens beyond normal or habitual partisan alignments and make them consider detailed issue and/or candidate information when making up their electoral preferences. In contrast, anger sustains partisanship stereotyping. 
Given the above, one might expect that parties’ communications will either lean towards outraged or towards heightened fearful and anxious messages; this would be a means to undermine systematic information processing and, therefore, to avoid citizens’ harsh and rational criticism and confine, if possible, accelerating landslide in partisanship.  What is more, research has indicated that anger produces an underestimation of risk and is associated to heightened risk-taking behavior. This differing behavioral effect of anger and anxiety may lead to tangible predictions about their impact on support for governmental policy concerning the crisis; anxious individuals are expected to refrain from harsh adversarial stance towards austerity measures as they should be afraid that such a stance would deteriorate their personal state and the country’s socio-economic situation. Anger should operate quite differently, reducing perceived risks associated with adversarial political attitude and leading to support for strong anti-governmental opposition and mass contentious politics. On this basis, a working hypothesis would be that elite (i.e. media, politicians and opinion makers) would systematically promote anxious and fearful rather than angry messages concerning the current crisis in Greece. Just by way of a preliminary and immature testing of this hypothesis a small number of headlines in newspapers and TV new stories suffice hereby:  

Fearful and/or anxious messages: 

· “Hunger and poverty for 20 years” (Demokratia, 14/3/2011)
· “Shock and awe with new tough measures” (Apokalepsis, 27/2/2011)
· “Seven measures-shock for 25 billion euros” (Kosmos, 7/4/2011)
· “Greeks live on the fear of unemployment” (Logos, 7/4/2011)
· “Threat for the pensions” (Demokratia, 29/3/2011)
· “They are crucifying us for ten years” (Thema, 10/4/2011)
· “They turn jobs into slavery” (I Vradini, 2/2/2011)

· “Shock and awe for IKA and OAEE” (Niki, 19/3/2011)

· “You are leading us to national depression” (Adesmeftos, 6/4/2011)

· “Eight billion bomb destructs wages, pensions, benefits and…Papakonstantinou” (Typos, 5/4/2011).

· “Private and public sector employees in despair” (ALTER 28/4/2010)

· “Under the threat of a medieval labor market” (ALTER 25/4/2010) 

Angry messages:

· “The new measures are poisonous stabs for the Greeks” (Eleftheros, 7/4/2011)
· “Guillotine session for workers and Europe” (Avgi, 15/3/2011)

· “Disastrous for the people the new Competition Pact of the EU” (Rizospastis, 1/3/2011)

· “Tough and fierce geopolitical game over our country” (ALTER 27/4/2010)

Most of this handful of headlines contains anxious and fearful cues; just a few of them propagate angry emotional cues. This might be an indication that the above hypothesis is defendable. Another working hypothesis would be that elite (i.e. media, politicians and opinion makers) would oscillate between systematically promote anxious and angry messages, to the extent that (1) anger is linked to personalized blaming, putting systemic and institutional responsibilities abbey; (2) anxiety is action constraining. Future research might offer systematic clues and further evidence.
Conclusion

The main theoretical objective of this paper was the attempt to built bridges between the so-called political sociology of emotions on one side, and the political psychology of emotions and political neuroscience on the other. In addition, the paper wanted to provide conceptual tools for the understanding of the way Greek citizens experience the current socio-economic crisis alongside macro and micro theoretical perspectives. In this respect, it sought after explanations for the absence of mass-scale contentious politics in the face of the worst ever socio-economic crisis turned up in Greece. A strong case was made to the combinatory effect of hope and efficacy as differential factors which may or may not turn citizens’ moral outrage into tangible political action. Among others, it was argued that low level of hope and high degree of efficacy is likely to produce acting outs and anomic political and social behavior than organized and elaborated adversarial politics. In effect, numerous occurrences in Greek public life testify this interpretation. It was equally stressed that particular emotions such as anger, fear or anxiety inflict different ways of motivating reasoning and political behavior regarding the crisis; it was argued that as long as political communications disseminate anxious cued messages the likelihood is that citizens will refrain from taking part into active political confrontation and mass politics. Evidently, the interpretations offered are tentative and future research will illuminate the intelligibility of the adopted approach.    
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� As there has been an ever-lasting debate on the exact meaning of the terms ‘emotion’, ‘feeling’, ‘sentiment’, ‘passion’, ‘affect’ in psychology, sociology, anthropology, philosophy, and political science, for the sake of brevity I shall use treat them as equivalent. Of course, there are differences between them which emanate from differences in the semantic fields, the different periods in the paradigmatic development of each single discipline, as well as from the time span of their manifestation (Shott 1979, Kemper 1987, Oatley & Jenkins 1996). As a working definition, by ‘emotion’ (or feeling) I shall mean the conscious or unconscious arousal of the human organism, which induces a readiness for action and evaluations of objects, relations and situations within a definite time context. 
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