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Abstract 

The aim of this short working paper is to look at the geography of the ‘NO’ vote in 

the referendum that took place in Greece on the 5th of July 2015. The 2015 

referendum was about accepting or rejecting a draft agreement proposed by the EC, 

ECB and IMF for the completion of the Economic Adjustment Programme between 

the above institutions and the Greek government. The result of the referendum was 

an unexpected (based on the polls) ‘NO’ vote majority (61.31%). The spatial variation 

of the ‘NO’ vote is quite interesting since it does not follow the expected urban-rural 

divide. In touristic areas, especially Crete and the Ionian islands, the share of the 

‘NO’ vote was even higher than that in the whole country. It is also apparent from 

the analysis that the ‘NO’ vote is positively associated with the proportion of voters 

who cast ballot at the prefecture level of geography. After looking at the absolute 

‘NO’ vote, this is the share of all eligible voters who voted for ‘NO’, only in one 

Prefecture -the Heraklion in Crete- this share was above 50%. Had postal vote been 

available to Greek voters, especially to the Greek Diaspora, perhaps the result of the 

2015 Referendum would have been different. 

  



Introduction 

In recent years, Greece is the main subject of discussion in the international news 

headlines for its economic recession, financial assistance programme and its 

difficulty to implement key reforms to achieve sustainable growth. At the same time, 

a debate takes place on whether the suggested policies will actually allow the 

economy to overcome its difficulties. To date, these policies were not able to assist 

the Greek economy to grow and they most definitely resulted in a humanitarian 

crisis in Greece.  

Since January 2015, the new government unsuccessfully tried to negotiate a change 

of policies with Greece’s creditors. To get more public support in their attempt to 

secure a more populist, yet hard, new economic assistance programme, the Greek 

Government hold a referendum. The question stated in the referendum was 

(author’s translation): “Should the draft agreement, submitted by the European 

Commission (EC), the European Central Bank (ECB) and the International Monetary 

Fund (IMF) to the Eurogroup of 25.06.2015 and consists of two parts, which make up 

their single proposal; the first document is titled ‘Reforms for the completion of the 

Current Program and Beyond’ and the second ‘Preliminary Debt sustainability 

analysis’, be accepted?”. The Greek citizens who reject the above proposals by the 

three institutions should vote ‘NO’ and those who agree with the proposal should 

vote ‘YES’. 

The result of the referendum was an unexpected 61.31% majority for the ‘NO’ vote 

since most polls suggested short majority of the ‘YES’ vote. In all electoral regions 

(prefectures) the ‘NO’ vote received more than 50% of the valid votes, thus, the 

prefectures map published in the press was a single colour map. This, however, hides 

some interesting spatial patterns of the ‘NO’ vote and most certainly the degree of 

participation of the electoral body in the referendum.  

Out of the 9,858,508 registered voters, just 6,161,140 (this is 62.50%) actually voted 

in the 2015 Referendum. The great majority of the votes, i.e. 5,803,987 (94.20%) 

found to be valid; some 310,812 (5.04%) votes were considered invalid; and 46,341 

(0.75%) votes were blank. Please note that the Greek Communist Party promoted 

the invalid vote as a reaction to the dilemma posed by this referendum. 

The analysis presented below suggests a variable voting pattern both in terms of 

participation and the ‘NO’ vote. 

 

 

 



Data and Methods 

The data used in this paper are the official 2015 Referendum results published by the 

Ministry of Interior and Administrative Reconstruction1. The boundary data are 

available from the Hellenic Statistical Authority in Greece. The latter have been 

processed to match the elections geography. 

Thematic maps have been created using GIS software. The intervals for the 

choropleth maps have been selected using the Natural Jenks classification with the 

only manual amendment being the choice of the national ‘NO’ vote share as one of 

the intervals upper limit (see Figure 1). 

 

Results 

The spatial distribution of the share of ‘NO’ vote suggests some interesting patterns 

that do not follow the classic urban – rural divide in Greece. As it can be seen in 

Figure 1, prefectures in touristic areas such as in Crete, the Ionian Islands as well as 

the prefectures of Samos, Patras, and Xanthi exhibit a very high proportion of the 

‘NO’ vote. In some cases, this share exceeds the two thirds of the voters. On the 

contrary, remote prefectures (e.g. Florina, Evros, Lakonia, Chios) exhibit much lower 

shares of the ‘NO’ vote that is nearer to 50%. 

                                                           
1
 The data are available here http://ekloges.ypes.gr/current/e/public/  

http://ekloges.ypes.gr/current/e/public/


 

Figure 1. Map of the proportions of the ‘NO’ vote in the 2015 Referendum 

 

One would think of various explanations for the spatial distribution of the ‘NO’ vote 

such as age, gender, social class, economic development etc. One interesting finding, 

however, is the positive association between the ‘NO’ vote and the participation in 

the 2015 Referendum. It is apparent from Figure 2 that in terms of voters’ 

participation there is a clear urban-rural divide. In the Metropolitan Areas of Athens 

and Thessaloniki, the participation of the voters was over two thirds of the 

registered voters. This can be easily explained by the fact that the population of 

urban centers was mostly hit by the austerity measures and lost significant levels in 

their quality of life. 



 

Figure 2. Map of the proportion of the voter who participated in the 2015 Referendum 

 

What is also apparent from Figure 2 is that some of the remote areas with lower 

proportions of ‘NO’ voters are also areas with lower participation in the elections, 

such as the Prefectures of Florina and Lakonia. Indeed the Pearson correlation 

coefficient between the share of ‘NO’ voters and the proportion of those actually 

voted is 0.393 and statistical significant at the 95% confidence level confirming the 

above observation. 

Thus, it is interesting to see what share of those eligible to vote actually voted for 

‘NO’ in the 2015 referendum. In fact, the latter ranges from as little as 21.75% in the 

Prefecture of Lakonia (Sparta) to 50.42 % in the Prefecture of Heraklion in Crete. The 

latter Prefecture is the only one where more than 50% of all eligible voters chose 

‘NO’ in the 2015 Referendum.  



 

Figure 3. Map of the proportion of all eligible voters who voted for ‘NO’ in the 2015 

Referendum 

 

The political conclusions of the above analysis are left for political scientists and 

individuals to make. The only comment I would like to make is that if all eligible 

Greek voters, especially those abroad, could vote, perhaps the result of the 2015 

Referendum would have not been the same. Unfortunately, postal vote is not 

available for Greek voters, thus all those people that could not travel to the location, 

where they could exercise their right to vote, were excluded.  

 

 


