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ABSTRACT 

Despite the vast research by both international and Greek academics underlining the 

reconciliatory policies and reforms that the Greek political leadership implemented between the 

years 1974 and 1989, little is stated on a grassroots level by the ex-combatants of the Greek Civil 

war about these policies with regards to their reconciliatory effects, as well as the need for their 

implementation twenty years after the end of the conflict (1949). The overall objective of this 

research is to evaluate if the series of the policies implemented by the Greek government had 

actually a reconciliatory effect on the active participants of the Civil war, as well as an impact on 

the Greek society as a whole. The late introduction of these policies will be also taken into 

consideration. 

            This research is based upon analytical and conceptual considerations drawn by the 

current literature related to the concept of reconciliation. Particularly, it is focusing on two 

specific topics; the one of top-down reconciliation approaches, such as policies and reforms 

implemented by governments and the other of reconciliation time. The findings of the research 

will be compared to the considerations drawn by the literature in relation to the aforementioned 

topics.  

            This study is qualitative, based on semi-structured interviews complemented with 

secondary sources, in which an abductive logic of inference is followed. Greece is taken as a 

case in order to highlight the results contributing to the context of a larger debate, that of top-

down late coming reconciliation measures. The analysis of this study gives a deeper insight 

regarding the importance of top-down approaches as such and the actual time of their 

implementation. Taking into consideration the Greek case and based on the perception of a 

sample of twenty-two individuals the results show that the top-down initiatives implemented in 

Greece, due to their misuse by the political leadership, did not enhance reconciliation 

significantly. In addition, regarding the time of reconciliation, the interviewees supported that 

reconciliation efforts in Greece should not have come with a twenty-five years delay. Instead, 

they should have commenced as soon as possible after the end of the Civil war. These fieldwork 

results will contribute to future research on similar topics. 

Key words:  reconciliation, Greek civil war, top-down policies
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1. INTRODUCTION AND RESEARCH PROBLEM 

he Greek Civil war was a fundamental milestone for the modern Greek history. 

Immediately after the withdrawal of the German occupation forces at the end of 1944, 

a wild conflict erupted between two ideological camps, the conservative monarchists 

on the one hand and the communists on the other (Nachmani, 1990, pp 489-490). This intrastate 

war left as a “heritage” thousands of dead and casualties, as well as a collapsed economy and a 

socio-politically devastated country. Many left the country, while others stayed enduring a series 

of severe suppressive measures (Close, 1993, p.152). It was not until the 1980s that the military 

junta ended and a new era began in which the oppressed finally gained some of their democratic 

rights. This transition from the authoritarian military state and later dictatorship, to democracy, is 

also known as the period of political changeover (“Metapolitefsi”). The Prime Minister 

Konstantinos Karamanlis made a significant step by legalizing the Communist party (K.K.E.) 

and establishing a new Constitution in 1975. These political actions opened the way for freedom 

of speech to the left-oriented Greek nationals and established new democratic institutional 

fundaments. However, despite the fact Karamanlis made the big transitional step for democracy, 

several suppressive anti-communist laws some of them dating from the period of Metaxas’ 

dictatorship (1936-1941), were still under act within the new Constitution of 1975. (Panourgia, 

2009, p.150; Sotiropoulos, 2010, p.499; Siani-Davies & Katsikas, 2009, pp. 566-568).  

It was only after the elections of 1981 when the socialist leader of PA.SO.K. (Panhellenic 

Socialist Movement) Andreas Papandreou took over the political steering wheel of Greece. 

Papandreou’s political position can be described by numerous policies contradictive to the strong 

anti-communism which overshadowed Greek political and social affairs for many years. Some of 

the policies were the restitution of history by recognizing the contribution of the “Left” in the 

National Resistance against the Axis’ powers, providing the resistance fighters with pensions, 

building memorials, as well as legal acts that gave the Greek political refugees the opportunity to 

return back home and claim their properties (Close, 1993, pp.162-163; Panourgia, 2009, pp.152-

153; Siani-Davies & Katsikas, 2009, pp. 568-570). 

Some years later, in 1989, an interim government between the right-wing party of Nea 

Dimokratia and the Communist coalition of K.K.E. and E.AR. parties, known as Coalition of the 

Left and Progress, was formed under the premiership of Tzannis Tzanetakis. This government 

T 
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lasted three months causing a lot of reaction inside and outside of Greece. However, it resulted in 

two significant whilst controversial steps. At first, “Civil war” was finally accepted as the official 

term replacing the mocking term “Bandit” war. Secondly, an enormous registry of Modern 

Greek history was burnt. It contained personal files of the left-wing fighters from the period of 

the Greek Resistance against the Axis occupation until the end of the military junta in 1974. This 

action created a large controversy; it is claimed that with this action the political leadership was 

trying to erase the past, without bringing justice. In addition, several leftist fighters would not be 

able to demand compensations. These measures implemented during the coalition government as 

well as the previous promoted since 1974, changed profoundly the Greek institutional and 

political scene up-to-date (Close, 1993, p.163; Siani-Davies & Katsikas, 2009, pp. 570-571). 

According to the events between the period after the Civil war and the end of the military 

dictatorship it is clear that there was no fertile ground for further proceedings in reconciliation 

policies and measures. The outcome of the war brought on power a “nationally-minded” 

conservative government and a series of severe anti-communist measures (Samatas, 1986, pp.6-

7). It was only after a period of twenty-five years that reconciliation could come into surface as a 

necessity for democracy and political stability in Greece. On the basis of this observation, a 

research gap emerges regarding the reconciling role of the post-1974 policies. Even though 

extensive literature both by Greek and foreign academics, in Greek and English language, 

underscores the reconciliatory purpose of several post-1974 policies, some of which were the 

legalization of the Communist party after almost three decades, the recognition of the 

communists in the Greek resistance against the Axis Occupation and the build of memorials, it 

also raises a debate on whether these policies had actually been promoted only for reconciling 

purposes or were also manipulated, under the cover of reconciliation, for political expediency 

(Close, 1993, p.162-163; Panourgia, 2009, p.150, pp.152-153; Sotiropoulos, 2010, p.499; Siani-

Davies & Katsikas, 2009, pp. 566-571; Samatas, 1986, pp.46-47). Nevertheless, a research 

problem emerges since little has been stated by the ex-combatants on a grassroots level with 

regards to the way they actually perceived these policies, in terms of reconciliation, as well as the 

need for reconciliation after so many years and the impact these policies might had on these 

people’s lives. It is of high significance to add within the current literature primary data based on 

information gathered from the participants of the Civil war. Without their personal insight, the 

existing literature is lacking important data necessary for having a holistic view on the topic. 
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1.1. The Aim of the study  

The overall objective of this research is to evaluate if the series of the policies 

implemented by the Greek government after the military dictatorship and on, had actually a 

reconciliatory effect on the active participants of the Civil war as well as an impact on the Greek 

society as a whole. The late timing that these policies were implemented will be also taken into 

consideration.  

 

1.2. Research Questions 

 How well-informed are the interviewees about the post-1974 policies? 

 How do they evaluate the need for implementing these policies twenty-five years after 

the Civil war was over?  

 How do the interviewees evaluate the impact of these policies on themselves and the rest 

of the Greek society, from the date they came into force until today? 

 

1.3.  Relevance of the study  

This study will shed light on the issues of top-down reconciliation approaches and the 

time that a reconciliation process should be initiated. The findings of this study will contribute on 

the debate of whether it is worthwhile taking top-down reconciliation initiatives after many years 

or not. In addition, it will provide valuable insight about the time-pressure that national actors 

should put or not, in terms of reconciliation, on a newly-formed government by the end of Civil 

war hostilities. Therefore, researchers and students in Peace and Development studies will gain a 

deeper understanding regarding top-down reconciliation as such, the time that conciliating action 

should take place in a war-torn society as well as the need or not in taking such an action after 

many years. 

Finally, the fieldwork of this study will be based on the perception and opinions of a very 

old group of people; over the age of 80 years old. Thus, the high age of the interviewees makes 

clear that fieldworks on that subject in the future will be very limited in sample and, therefore, 
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getting their point of view on this topic is of great importance. 

 

1.4.  Conceptual and Analytical considerations 

This research analysis is based upon the concept of reconciliation. In fact, it is focusing on two 

specific topics drawn by the current literature debate on reconciliation; the one of top-down 

reconciliation approaches and the other of reconciliation time. The considerations drawn by the 

literature are compared to the findings, serving as tools for this research analysis. 

 

1.5. Introducing the Methodology 

In order to increase a deeper understanding with regards to the topic of this study, a 

qualitative approach was considered to be the most appropriate method. Semi-structured 

interviews provide the primary data and are complemented with secondary sources. Moreover, 

an abductive logic of inference is followed. Greece has been taken as a case, in order to highlight 

the results contributing to the context of a larger debate, that of top-down late coming 

reconciliation measures.  

1.6. Disposition 

The introductory chapter presents a historical overview, the research problem, questions 

and relevance, as well as a short description of the conceptual and analytical considerations and 

the methodology. The structure of this research is also presented in this chapter. Chapter 2 

presents the conceptual and analytical considerations. Chapter 3 focuses on the methodological 

tools that are utilized together with a description on the limitations, delimitations and ethical 

considerations that were touched upon during the fieldwork. Chapter 4 presents the historical 

background. Chapter 5 deals with an analysis of the top-down initiatives implemented in Greece 

after 1974. In Chapter 6, the interview results are being described, while Chapter 7 analyzes 

these findings. The 8th and final chapter draws conclusions and shares some final thoughts. 
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2. METHODOLOGY 

This chapter presents the different kinds of research methods that were used when carrying out the field 
study in Athens and rural Greece. Furthermore, the limitations and delimitations as well as the ethical 
considerations of this study are discussed. 

 

2.1. Research Method 

This is a qualitative field research using semi-structured interviews to answer the research 

questions. A single case is used in order to illuminate the results within the context of a larger 

debate, that of reconciliation and particularly on the topic of top-down late coming measures. In 

addition, a number of secondary literary sources are used for the literature debate and the 

background chapters.  

Moreover, in this study the main process of thinking is based on an abductive logic of 

inference. Above all, main goal of this research is to gather data, interpret and analyze them 

(reconceptualization/recontextualization), drawing in that way conclusions with a new insight on 

the topic (Danermark, et al., 2002, p. 91). Finally, it needs to be underscored that fieldwork and 

interviews are chosen as the main methodological tools of this research. The reason why is that 

in order to manage to recontextualize and reconceptualize the already existing secondary data, 

giving in that way a new perspective on the topic, fieldwork as a methodological tool is of high 

significance.  

 

2.2. Sampling Procedure 

Work on the field is conducted for twenty (20) days. A series of interviews is carried out 

in Greece, especially in Attica region (Athens & Piraeus), as well as in key positions of some 

rural areas, such as the provinces of Messinia1 and Fthiotida2; areas close-connected with the 

                                                           
1 At the cities of Kalamata and especially Meligalas, after the liberation of Kalamata from the German occupation 
on the 7th of September 1944, violence escalates between the Security Battalions and EAM fighters.This wave of 
violence was spread all around Messinia province. Amongst other incidences, the severest of all was the massive 
execution held in Meligalas by EAM fighters. According to statistics of the Forensic Service, 708 dead bodies were 
dredged from the place of the execution, known as Pigada (Kalyvas, 2009, p.7).    
2 Lamia, the largest city of Fthiotida province was the birthplace of Aris Velouchiotis. Chief captain of ELAS and 
member of the Communist party.  
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history of the Civil war. 

Twenty-two (22) interviews are carried out during this field study. Apart from the notes 

taken all the interviews, except for one, are audio-recorded. These include elderly individuals, 

between the age of eighty-three (83) and ninety-four (94) years old, that participated actively 

during the Civil war. Concerning this group of interviewees, sample is taken both from members 

that supported the National Army and the pro-Nazi Greek Security Batallions as well as their 

pro-communist guerilla opponents. Therefore, data is gathered from both groups and it is 

processed and analyzed in a comparative way with regards to the experiences of each group and 

perceptions on the topic of this study. Moreover, in order to proceed to the description and data 

analysis, the interviewees will be systematized in two groups and characterized on the one hand 

as anti-communist, right-wing (National Army) or extreme right-wing forces (Security 

Battalions) and pro-communist, left-wing, partisan (EAM-ELAS3) or guerilla forces (Democratic 

Army). This distinction is made on the basis of the side the interviewees voluntarily chose or 

were forced to take during the first round4 of the Civil war (Security Batallions versus EAM- 

ELAS) and the second5 and third6 afterwards (National Army and Security Battalions versus the 

Democratic Army). It is important to point out that their current political preferences will be 

taken into consideration but will not affect anyhow the sample systematization. 

The interviews are based on a semi-structured questionnaire, with open-ended questions 

that allow follow-up questions relevant to the topic (Mikkelsen, 2005, p.63; Creswell, 2009, pp. 

181-182). Some interviews are arranged in advance while others are set-up by the use of 

snowballing/chain sampling method, according to which participants suggest the researcher 

people that could possibly participate in an interview (Mikkelsen, 2005, p. 193; Mitropoulos, 

2009, p.513). The interviews are conducted either individually or in groups, taking in several 

occasions a conversational form. Finally, data triangulation is used as a methodological tool. 

Data collected on the field are examined thoroughly and compared through the method of 

triangulation with multiple data sources, such as facts in secondary literary sources and statistics 
                                                           
3 According to Kalyvas Stathis (2009), in the South Greek region of Messinia where the cities of Meligalas and Kalamata are, the 
ELAS resistance forces managed to defeat the “Greek Army” (a resistance army organized by Messinian army officers). Some of 
these officers became afterwards the instigators of Security Battalion forces that acted around the area. In addition, Kalyvas 
refers to the violence occurred by the EAM-ELAS forces as “red violence”, implying in that way the large scale pro-communist 
political background of EAM-ELAS forces in Messinia during the first round of the Civil war (Kalyvas, 2009, pp. 2-4) 
4 Between 1943 and the fall of 1944 (See Historical Background) 
5 Between the late fall of 1944 and the summer of 1946 (See Historical Background) 
6 Summer of 1946 until August 1949 (See Historical Background) 
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in order to be accurate (Mikkelsen, 2005, p.70, pp. 96-97, p.152). Data triangulation is used since 

maintenance of validity, reliability and rigidity is of great significance, and listed as first in the 

priorities of this research. According to Mikkelsen (2005), “reliability refers to how consistent 

the results are and validity means whether an interview study investigates what is intended to be 

investigated” (Mikkelsen, 2005:177). In an attempt to ensure a high level of reliability and 

validity within this research, an effort is made to carry out interviews in a manner that would be 

as open, unbiased and transparent as possible, making sure that the findings are accurately 

depicting the experiences and perceptions of the people questioned.  

In this research, the chapters of historical background and top-down initiatives contain 

valuable secondary literary data, gathered by both English and Greek literature where among 

others, books, academic journals and newspaper articles are used. Most of the authors are Greek, 

although most of the literature examined is in English language. Secondary internet sources are 

also assisting this research. Both historical facts and evaluations gathered in literary sources are 

being highlighted in order for the primary data collected during the fieldwork to be cross-

checked. Therefore, apart from providing significant information and creating a point of 

departure for this research these chapters serve the purpose of triangulation. 

 

2.3. (De)limitations and Limitations 

The main delimitation of that research is that the sample is based upon a short number of 

interviewees (22) and the fieldwork is not conducted all over rural Greece. 

Concerning the limitations, it should be seriously taken into consideration that this 

research is conducted by a Greek national, possibly charged with personal experiences and 

beliefs. The age as such is another limitation due to the fact that the sample needed to be at a 

certain age in order to have had personal experiences in terms of participation in the conflict. 

What is more, another limitation appeared with regards to the high age of the interviewees and 

the low level of education that most of them have (primary school). Some did not have the ability 

to make concrete and clear statements. Thus, more effort was demanded during the facilitation of 

the interview. 

Suspicion to a certain extent, in connection to the topic of the research, was another 

obstacle during the fieldwork. Additionally, the interviewees were hesitative on expressing freely 
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their own opinion due to the fact that many of them belong to specific political groups or parties 

and therefore, should be aligned with the views that the party or group underlines.   

 

2.4. Ethical considerations 

 

With respect to the group that has been interviewed, the participants were informed since 

the beginning that the process would be terminated if incidences of discomfort were clear since 

this research has in its nature the potential to surface sad stories, unwanted memories, and 

therefore, possibly negative reactions by the elder interviewees. Thus, attention was put on 

conducting the interviews in a delicate manner so as the interviewees would not need to bring on 

surface old painful memories. 
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3. CONCEPTUAL AND ANALYTICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

This chapter discusses the concept of reconciliation within the current literature. The literature review 

presented will be compared to the findings in the Analysis chapter.   

 

3.1. What is Reconciliation   

Discussions of reconciliation often emphasize its role in preventing the use of the past for 

the creation of future conflicts. According to Komesaroff (2008), reconciliation refers in fairness, 

healing and forgiveness among the individuals and the communities of a society. Hence, it aims 

at the recovery of personal enmities and the reparation of past injustices. Moreover, it 

encompasses building of trust and understanding of the past in order for improving the 

relationships among communities and individuals. Re-establishing understanding in terms of 

cultural identities and religions is also part of reconciliation (Komesaroff, 2008, p.1). It is the 

peaceful coexistence between perpetrators and victims, while in a broader societal context, the 

establishment of a democratic political dialogue and sufficient power-sharing (Bloomfield, 

Barnes & Huyse, 2003, p.19). 

According to John Paul Lederach cited in Trudy Govier (2006), reconciliation is based 

upon four premises; truth, mercy, justice and peace. Govier emphasizes that, “under the notion 

of truth, Lederach includes acknowledgment, transparency, revelation and clarity. Mercy, he 

takes to allude to acceptance, forgiveness, support, compassion, and healing. Justice involves 

equality, right relationships, making things right, and restitution. (Retributive justice is not 

mentioned and is not part of his conception.) Peace means harmony, unity, well-being, security 

and respect”. In addition, Lederach puts a lot of focus on relationships. He addresses the 

importance of self-questioning had has been done in the past and what should be done from now 

on for the future. Constructing relationships based on moral equality and peaceful coexistence, 

without including past violence and wrong-doings, is what reconciliation is all about with 

regards to the people (Govier, 2006, pp.12-13). 

Moreover, according to Robert Meinster cited in Philipa Rothfield (2008), 

“reconciliation is a transitional activity which transforms antagonistic differences into social 

unity for the purposes of conflict resolution…reconciliation is able to negotiate a collective 
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attitude towards the past which can serve the future…individuals enter the reconciliation process 

as victims, survivors, witnesses or perpetrators, to become citizens of the social whole. Such are 

the transformations of social reconstruction” (Rothfield, 2008, p.21).            

Finally, according to David Bloomfield (2003), reconciliation as a process, demands 

changes made by the state such as legislative formation and juridical measures, but also from the 

entire population in terms of attitudes, ideas, aspirations and emotions that is essential to be 

changed. It is a process that includes every single individual indiscriminately and therefore, it 

should be always broad and inclusive of everyone no matter experiences, ways of thinking or 

interests. However, it is a quite painful process due to the fact that the past needs to be addressed 

in order for the two sides to reach a peaceful co-existence in the future. Ideally, when 

conciliating actions of the past are being examined, first steps of cooperation are gradually being 

taken in the present aiming at a more safe and peaceful future (Bloomfield, Barnes & Huyse, 

2003, pp.12-13). 

The analysis of this study will be based upon the concept of reconciliation. Two topics of 

reconciliation were drawn from the existing literature debate on reconciliation; top-down 

reconciliation approaches and reconciliation time. The reason why these two topics were 

specifically chosen is that with regards to the Greek case the policies enforced by the political 

leadership can be defined as top-down and therefore the results of this research can be placed 

into the larger literary debate of top-down reconciliatory approaches. Furthermore, the results 

regarding the late initiation of policies and reforms can also be put within the larger literary 

context of reconciliation time.  

Finally, it is important to mention that apart from the literary sources related to top-down 

reconciliation, the ones regarding timing are relatively deficient. Therefore, it should be taken 

into consideration that this case being under examination adds valuable information upon the 

literary debate related to the time of reconciliation.  
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3.1.1. Top-Down approach  

The current literature on reconciliation highlights a number of political and legal actions 

which constitute the foundations of a top-down reconciliation approach. In fact, the significance 

of these top-down methods in helping populations after violent conflicts to reconcile is being 

underlined. 

Top-down approaches are constituted by actions that forward justice via trials and 

(inter)national tribunals (retributive justice) or compensation and reparation acts, such as public 

apologies towards the victims or amnesty regarding the perpetrators (restorative justice). In 

addition, official investigations known as truth commissions which deal with abuses of human 

rights, when held by the government, also belong to the group of top-down approaches. Finally, 

another top-down initiative is the reinstatement of a new functioning legal system through 

policies and reforms, such as formation of a new constitution, reintroduction of historical events 

in school books as well as creation of memorials. (Govier, 2006, pp. 67-72, Minow, 1998, pp.25-

26, pp. 91-94, pp.102-117, pp. 136-145; Daly & Sarkin, 2007, pp.22-34; Rigby, 2001, pp.1-12; 

Brouneus, 2007, pp.7-10; Brouneus, 2003, pp.28-34; Bloomfield, 2006, pp.8-11, pp.16-23, 

pp.25-28;).  

Nevertheless, even if current literature in reconciliation highlights extensively the 

importance of top-down approaches, little has been said in relation to community-level initiatives 

or individual healing work, known as bottom-up approaches. Apart from books describing 

people’s personal experiences in their struggle for reconciliation and except for a number of 

articles defining what is bottom-up reconciliation, analysts have not yet debated extensively the 

bottom-up reconciliation approach (Larson, 2009, pp. 203-224, pp. 258-264; Burgess, 2008, 

pp.139-148; Brouneus, 2007, p.7). However, there are a few analysts illuminating its importance 

in reconciliation (Daly & Sarkin, 2007, pp.69-95; Bloomfield, Barnes & Huyse, 2003, pp. 22-23; 

Bloomfield, 2006, pp.25-26). Luc Huyse (2003) writes about the equal importance of 

interpersonal and community-level bottom-up approaches while he is determined that “lasting 

reconciliation must be home-grown” (Bloomfield, Barnes & Huyse, 2003, pp. 22-23). 

Furthermore, David Bloomfield (2003) stresses out the importance of bottom-up initiatives, 

either communal or individual, that can start in the absence of a governmental structure, even 

during violence (Bloomfield, 2006, pp.25-26).        
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Furthermore, in the current literature on reconciliation there is much of a debate 

concerning retributive justice7 and its reconciliatory role. On the one hand, Brouneus (2007) 

considers that international and national tribunals when contribute as tools for accountability and 

punishment are necessary for promoting reconciliation. In addition, Daly and Sarkin (2007) 

stress that governments promoting genuine reconciliation do not exclude trials. However, others 

underscore that retributive justice in the form of trials is merely a means of satisfying the 

victims’ desire for revenge (Brouneus, 2007, p. 7; Daly & Sarkin, 2007, p.26;). Moreover, 

despite the acknowledgement and accountability of violence and atrocities, according to Andrew 

Rigby (2001) retributive justice is not guided by the need for reconciliation. According to his 

argument, even if trials are covering moral needs and the victims’ demand for punishment, they 

are not the best way to settle past disputes (Rigby, 2001, p. 6, p.26). Minow (1998) makes a 

comparison between retributive and restorative justice arguing that while retributive justice 

focuses only on penalizing violations of the past, restorative justice tries to repair it by focusing 

on the human nature of both perpetrators and victims, aiming at achieving peace and 

reconciliation among the individuals of a community (Minow, 1998, pp.91-92). Furthermore, 

Minow underlines that top-down retributive approaches such as trials should be pursued when 

newly formed governments have sufficient financial and human resources and only if it is 

entirely compatible with the self-interest of a nation (Minow, 1998, p.50). In the same line of 

argumentation, Rigby (2001) underscores that when nations lack will and resources, truth 

commissions become the main tool for reconciliation. Even if trials and truth commissions are 

considered as complementary measures, it is addressed that due to excessive financial resources 

needed for running trials and national tribunals, truth commissions are preferred. As an example, 

Daly and Sarkin (2007) present the Special Court in Sierra Leone which cost 56 million dollars, 

in contrast to the Commission that cost less than 7 (Daly & Sarkin, 2007, pp.110-112).  

Last but not least, according to Daly and Sarkin (2007), “every country is unique. Every 

country has its own political, social, cultural, ethnic, and linguistic cleavages, its own history, 

and its own response to history. Each has different circumstances, different impetuses, different 

stresses and strains. For this reason, no country can replicate another’s reconciliation process” 

                                                           
7 Retributive justice is constituted by actions such as prosecuting via trials and (inter)national tribunals (Minow, 
1998, pp.26-29; Rigby, 2001, pp.3-6; Dalin & Sarkin, 2007, pp.110-112; Brouneus, 2007, p.8) 
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and stresses via Bloomfield’s words (2003) that experts should trust their own judgment and 

adapt, alter or replace ideas in reconciliation with regards to their own context.       

 

3.1.2. Time in Reconciliation 

As the essence of time is concerned, according to Luc Huyse (2003) healing the past by 

mere passage of time or even forgetting it has negative effects in reconciliation. In his opinion 

“all the evidence today, shows that the quest for truth, justice, reparation –essential stages on 

the way to reconciliation- does not simply disappear with time”(Bloomfield, Barnes & Huyse, 

2003, pp. 31-32). Moreover, Daly and Sarkin (2007) stress that once a conflict has occurred, the 

task of identifying when to initiate a reconciliation process is heavy. People recently turned their 

attention more in conciliating processes initiated when first incidences of violence occur, before 

the main conflict breaks out. However, if the process of preventing does not turn to be successful 

and violence is accepted, thereafter, reconciliation and peaceful discourse is substituted by brute 

force and efforts in finding common ground are being eliminated (Daly and Sarkin, 2007, p.251). 

Finally, Huyse (2003) claims that the appropriate timing of a reconciliation process varies since 

the experiences and position of the people during the conflict are different and thus, creating a 

different perception of when it is appropriate to initiate reconciliation process (Bloomfield, 

Barnes & Huyse, 2003, pp. 31-32).  

Nevertheless, John Paul Lederach’s peace-building time-frame depicts clearly that 

reconciliation is a peace-building process that should be initiated during the stage of short-range 

planning; one to two years after the conflict crisis is over. However, academics point out that the 

gradual transformation from a war-torn, divided society to a peace-system is a heavy task and 

might even take generations (Rigby, 2001, p.183; Brouneus 2003 pp.50-51). 



                                                                                                                                                                     

 
 14 

 
Figure 1: Lederach’s time-frame for peace-building   
(Source: Brouneus, 2003, p.51) 

 

Finally, aligned with Lederach’s time-frame, Huyse (2003) argues that a reconciliation 

process has to start as soon as possible in order for the victims not to be “further trapped in their 

pain and isolation” (Bloomfield, Barnes & Huyse, 2003, p.27, pp. 30-32).  

All in all, the analytical and conceptual considerations related to the current literature 

review on top-down reconciliation approaches and timing of reconciliation will be compared to 

the findings gathered during the fieldwork in order to construct the analysis of this study.  

  



                                                                                                                                                                     

 
 15 

4. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

This chapter presents some historical landmarks in Greek Modern History from the Civil war period 
(1944-1949) up-to-date. Thereby, the reader will have a broader view of the topic and a clearer 
understanding with regards to the purpose of this research. 

 

4.1. The Greek Civil war 

The Greek Civil war (1944-1949) is claimed to be one of the bloodiest era that Greek 

people ever experienced, costing the lives of 158.000 Greek civilians and soldiers (Nachmani, 

1990, p. 489; Olkhovsky, 1991, p.10).  Apart from the thousands that got killed, according to 

McNall (1974), approximately 700.000 people became IDP’s and refugees abroad, while 1/3 of 

the population was under starvation (Nachmani, 1990, p. 491; Mitropoulos, 2009, p. 519). 

According to F.K. Voros, (2011), the deeper cause that initiated this war was the 

restoration of King George II in 1935 that set Ioannis Metaxas as Prime Minister of Greece in 

April 1936. Four months later, Metaxas initiated a coup d’état on the grounds that Greece was 

facing a “Communist threat”.  That period is known as the “4th of August dictatorship” and it 

was a harsh period for the leftist-oriented Greek citizens during which tortures, exile and 

constant humiliation was a common practice (Voros, 2011, pp. 3-4). 

In 1940 since the beginning of the Greek resistance against the invasion of the Axis 

powers, Greece has already started being divided into two ideological “camps”. On the one hand, 

the King and Metaxas’ sympathizers, most of which formed during the Nazi occupation armed 

forces known as Security Battalions (“Tagmatasfalites”)8 that did not hesitate to become part of 

the German forces and fight against the Greek resistance. On the other hand, the resistance 

fighters, most of them mobilized by the leftist ideological camp which had during that period an 

extraordinary resonance among the Greek population, but also supported by parts of the urban 

class (Howard 1986; Voros, 2011, pp. 3-4). 

Moreover, Great Britain appointed a group of Liaison Officers, whose main –legitimate- 

goal was to support the Greek armed resistance forces against the Nazi occupation in Greek 

                                                           
8 When Greece was under German occupation, Ioannis Rallis agreed to form a puppet government in the spring of 
1943. Nevertheless, he demanded the establishment of an indigenous security force. In April 7th, four Evzone 
Batallions were formed. Two in Athens and two in Thessaloniki known as Security Battalions (Gerolymatos, 1985, 
p.17). 
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territory. However, according to F.K. Voros (2011), these officers were also put into that 

position in order to keep the Greek resistance forces divided into two ideological camps; the left-

oriented (EAM/ELAS) fighters and the monarchist, right-oriented (EDES). Subsequently, this 

division left Greek resistance without a substantial common plan. The reason why was, that the 

British in case of winning this war, with the assistance of course of the rest of the Allies’ powers, 

they would be able to maintain their sovereignty in Greece. One of the most striking examples 

that indicate the expediency of Great Britain was the mission of “Gorgopotamos”. In the night 

between 25th and 26th of November 1942, forces from both EAM-ELAS and EDES blew up the 

railway-bridge of Gorgopotamos and therefore, blocked the transfer of Nazi military equipment 

and personnel from Thessaloniki to Athens and to North of Africa, which was the final 

destination. There, the war between the English and the Germans was already in progress. 

Immediately after the successful mission, the British media, especially B.B.C., were praising 

EDES and General Napoleon Zervas while they did not mention at all the EAM/ELAS forces 

under Aris Velouchiotis’ command. Suspiciousness and discord between the two Greek armed 

forces started peeking (Voros, 2011, pp. 5-6). 

 

4.2. The first round 

The Greek Civil War is usually divided within the existing literature in three rounds. The 

first, in 1943, when the Greek Resistance against the Axis Powers has started being divided in 

two fronts, the pro-communist National Liberation Front (EAM) with its partisan forces the 

National People’s Liberation Army (ELAS), and the monarchist-oriented National Republican 

Greek League (EDES), having as a result clashes between them. At that period, the British 

fearing a communist influence in Greece supported EDES especially after the German 

occupation when it became clear that the communists were gaining power (Gerolymatos, 1996, 

p.40; Nachmani, 1990, p.490; Siani & Katsikas, 2009, p.562). The power of EAM-ELAS at that 

time was noticeable while at the same time the government was facing serious problems 

regarding military organization. In specific, the governmental armed forces were consisted of 

EDES forces, a small amount of British relief forces and a few police officers and gendarmeries 

(Howard 1986). Therefore, the only way for achieving control of EAM-ELAS was through a 

careful political maneuver. That was succeeded in May 1944, at the Lebanon conference, and 
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September 1944 at Caserta conference, where EAM-ELAS leadership decided to sign an 

agreement in which its leaders accepted a political coexistence with a newly formed Government 

of National Unity under Georgios Papandreou’s premiership. In addition, they accepted that all 

the resistance forces would follow British commands (Howard 1986). It was this decision that 

gave time to the government to reorganize its military forces. In cooperation with British 

officers, Papandreou reinforced the National Guard (“Ethnofylaki”) a body set up in November 

1944, while at the same time former gendarmes and police officers, most of them awaiting trial 

based on strong accusations that were collaborating with the Nazi regime as members of the 

security battalions, were rearmed and joined the Guard (Gerolymatos, 1985, pp.23-24; Voros, 

2011, p.7). By the end of November, it became evident that the time for an open confrontation 

had come. Winston Churchill clearly commented that “I fully expect a clash with EAM and we 

must not shrink from it, provided the ground is well chosen” and commanded that “British troops 

should certainly be used to support law and order, even by shooting if necessary” (Gerolymatos, 

1996, p.41-44).  

An important development that can justify the British overwhelming zeal on the Greek 

affairs was the signing of the “Percentages agreement” on the 9th of October 1944, with their 

Soviet Allies. According to Churchill’s memoirs dictated in Ellman (2006), the two leaders met 

after the collapse of the Nazi regime and Churchill handed over a list to Stalin. The latter made a 

small tick on the list and gave it back to Churchill (Ellman, 2006, p.969). Even though there is a 

lot of controversy with regards to this agreement and the terms that the two leaders agree upon, 

according to the memoirs of the US diplomat Charles Bohlen, Stalin’s tick was put next to the 

Romanian percentage. Hence, the Greek issue was quickly settled without further negotiations 

(Percival, 1998, pp.42-43). Britain was agreed to impose 90% of its influence in Greece and 

U.S.S.R 90% in Romania. Nevertheless, there is no official document giving any concrete 

explanation in regards to the meaning of the percentages (Percival, 1998, p. 41). In a 

memorandum that Churchill wrote for Stalin in October 11, he claimed that “these percentages 

which I have put down are no more than a method by which in our thoughts we can see how near 

we are together and then decide on the necessary step to bring us into full agreement. As I said, 

they would be considered crude and even callous if they were exposed to the scrutiny of foreign 

offices and diplomats all over the world. Therefore, they could not be the basis of any public 

document, certainly not at the present time” and he adds that Britain and the Soviet Union 
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should “let every country have the form of government which its people desire. We certainly do 

not want to force on any Balkan state monarchic or republican institutions” (Percival, 1998, 

p.46). In that way Churchill was trying to guarantee that Stalin would not try to impose 

communism in the countries agree to be on his sphere of influence. However, according to the 

memoirs of Averell Harriman, this memorandum was stopped under the pressure of the 

American president. Harriman was the US Ambassador in Moscow and he was the one that 

suggested to Churchill not to send this memorandum ensuring him that Roosevelt would 

repudiate it. Churchill made a second thought and decided not to send the note (Percival, 1998, 

p.47).  

It is a fact that in the cases of Greece and Romania, both Churchill and Stalin kept their 

promise and respected the deal. They reacted with “neutrality” in certain occasions. For instance, 

Churchill did not take any action in preventing the Soviet Union of deporting ethnic Germans 

from Romanian territory taken for forced labor in the U.S.S.R. As for Stalin, he also kept a 

neutral position –at least in the beginning- with regards to EAM-ELAS armed struggle (Percival, 

1998, p.49). As Iatrides notes, “There was no hint of Soviet backing for the KKE plans to seize 

power; indeed, Soviet officials did not express any interest in such a possibility. Nor did they 

provide any offers of Soviet assistance of any kind” (Iatrides, 2005, p.12).  

With regards to the aforementioned, the long-term planning of Great Britain was to 

maintain its sovereignty in Greece. Thus, the most significant step Churchill wanted to make 

immediately after seizing control at any cost was to try to reinstall the former Greek King 

George the II, a British upholder, in his prior position. In that way he would be able to impose 

British power at an area geographically vital for Great Britain –and later the U.S.A.- in order to 

spread influence to the Eastern Mediterranean as well as the Middle East (Iatrides, 2005, pp.12-

14) 

 

4.3. The second round  

The second round started in the late fall of 1944, when there was a severe escalation of 

the dispute between the Greek official government and the EAM-ELAS forces. In December 

1944 –a period also known as “Dekemvriana”- the National Guard together with British units 

and tanks managed to crush ELAS forces (Panourgia, 2009, p.78; Nachmani, 1990, p.495; Siani 
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& Katsikas, 2009, p.562). Two months later, in February 1945, the Agreement of Varkiza was 

signed were the two parties, though hesitantly, shook hands under specific terms. Among their 

obligations, on the one hand, the defeated EAM-ELAS should disband while, on the other hand, 

the government would pledge general amnesty to EAM-ELAS members and in all political 

offenders. In addition, a referendum on the question of the existence of monarchy and holding 

general elections as soon as possible were two more points that the opponent sides agreed upon. 

Nevertheless, both did not abide their commitments. That resulted to the formation of the Greek 

Democratic Army by the EAM-ELAS fighters, which was under the direct supervision of the 

Greek Communist party (KKE) and in line with the Soviet Union. Everything was set up for the 

final and most bloody period of the Greek Civil war (Panourgia, 2009, p.78; Nachmani, 1990, p. 

490).  

 

4.4. The third round  

The third phase of the Civil war, is acknowledged as the most crucial period of the 

conflict. It started by late summer in 1946 and ended in August 1949 where the newly formed 

pro-communist Army of Greece, known as the Democratic Army, was defeated on the slopes of 

Grammos mountain and Vitsi area in Northern Greece, by the National army and their external 

allies (Siani & Katsikas, 2009, pp.562-563). The third and most important round of the Civil war 

period is claimed by many to have been initiated by 30 ex-ELAS members under the command 

of Alexis Rosios, also known as “Ipsilantis”. On the 31st of March 1946, the group attacked a 

police outpost at Litochoro Pierias, clashing also with armed forces. Almost two months later, 

the government established the Emergency Military Courts (“Ektakta stratodikeia”) and on June 

18th the Third Parliamentary Vote put into force the death penalty for anyone engaged in or 

contributing into actions against the Greek state (Voros, 2011, p.7; Panourgia, 2009, p.87). In 

1947, the National Guard was counting 90.000 men and the British undertook the task in 

modernizing, equipping and training them. Meanwhile, the only assistance the Communist party 

received from Moscow was 33.000 dollars gathered from several Communist parties, among 

which 3000$ was from the American communist party (Iatrides, 2005, p.23, p.30). Furthermore, 

in March 1947 the British withdrew their units, passing the baton to the U.S. That progress 

changed Stalin’s attitude towards the Greek communist insurgency. The result was support, even 
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though it was a modest one, to the Greek communist struggle with weapons, ammunition and 

other military equipment. The fear that Tito’s Yugoslavia would patronize the Greek communist 

party and the beginning of the first signs of the Cold war, were the main reasons that Moscow 

decided to change attitude (Iatrides, 2005, pp.25-26). What is more, it was the same period that 

President Harry S. Truman announced a series of measures, known as the Truman Doctrine, 

according to which the U.S government would provide assistance to the Greek government in 

order to fight against the communist forces. Funds, advisors and equipment were given to Greece 

through the American Mission for Aid to Greece (AMAG). Most of the funds were invested in 

military equipment and defense. In April 1948, the U.S provided 649$ million via the Marshall 

Aid plan (Panourgia, 2009, pp.87-88). Even though the American aid boosted the economy 

significantly, it led to a major political patronage and blocked any effort for industrializing 

Greece. As mentioned before, the largest amount of money was spent in defense. Suffice it to 

say, that from the whole amount of the American Aid, 84.7% was spent for military needs during 

the Civil war (Politi, 2011, pp.8-10).Thus, the implementation of the Truman’s Doctrine together 

with the unwillingness of Stalin’s Soviet Union for support and the gradual secession of Tito’s 

Yugoslavia from the Soviet umbrella played important role on the ultimate defeat of the 

Democratic army (Kalyvas, 1990, p.10; Samatas, 1986, p.14). 

Furthermore, it is important to mention John O. Iatrides’ (2005) analysis that depicts the 

academics’ point of view with regards to the main reasons that caused this Civil war break out. 

On the one hand, the traditional academics claim that the insurgency in Greece was backed-up by 

the Soviet Union which had as its main goal to take over power. Thus, the U.S. under Truman’s 

premiership had to respond with the Marshall plan, the Doctrine and the policy of containment 

(Iatrides, 2005, p.3). On the other, the so-called “revisionists” highlight the fact that the pro-

leftist fighters fled to the mountains when anti-communist, persecuting measures started being 

imposed in Greece by the right-wing government. In addition, they argue that the leftist fighters, 

insurrected only after a series of efforts trying to reach national reconciliation were rejected by 

the government and their British-American allies. Revisionists underscore that Josef Stalin did 

not provide any assistance to the Greek communist armed struggle, while in parallel he asked 

from Bulgaria and Yugoslavia not to interfere in fear of the U.S. taking this action as 

provocation. Finally, according to another more nuanced academic approach, the communists 

agreed in the beginning to reconcile and thus, compromised politically. However, when it was 
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finally clear that their opponents were ignoring them and when the suppression against them 

escalated, the Communist party turned the political discussion to an armed struggle. What is 

more, according to this approach, the role of Moscow especially during the Cold war was to 

support the Greek insurgency however in a very careful and concealed manner (Iatrides, 2005, 

pp.3-4). Finally, Iatrides’ personal point of view is illustrated by commenting that “The Civil war 

was the result of a communist revolution that benefited greatly from the violent tactics of the 

anti-Communist forces that controlled the post-liberation governments” (Iatrides, 2005, p.8).  

Last but not least, we should bear in mind that during that period the U.S. had already 

shown its excessive military power. The first use of nuclear weapons in Hiroshima and 

Nagashaki in 1945 shocked the public opinion but at the same time fortified the powerful U.S. 

position in the international affairs. It was only then that Stalin realized he had to invest a lot of 

resources in nuclear power testing and therefore catch up as quickly as possible. After four years, 

on the 29th of August 1949, the first Soviet atomic plutonium bomb was detonated (Knight, 

1996, p.215; Schwartz, 1996, p. 105).  

All the aforementioned, underline the reasons why Soviet Union hesitated in supporting 

the Democratic Army before 1949. An open provocation against the U.S. by an interference 

within the Greek affairs could have been disastrous. Both the lack of nuclear power until 1949, 

as well as their tremendous losses during WWII, played a critical role in U.S.S.R decision-

making regarding its assistance for the communist armed struggle in Greece. Stalin did not want 

to take the risky option of proceeding in an open provocation towards the U.S. by supporting the 

Greek communist movement, at times that the U.S.A was clearly at an overriding military 

position.  

 

4.5. Post-Civil war era and U.S. intervention 

The years that followed Civil war can be defined as years of terror and injustice for the 

defeated ones. The nationalist conservative government that took over followed a strict anti-

communist “crusade” based not only in ideological suppress but also in pure political repression. 

Its main goal was the control of the entire population by integrating in most of the administrative 

positions employees loyal to the regime, excluding at the same time the leftists (Samatas, 1986, 

pp. 6-9). In addition, the executive power was unilaterally reinforced and a series of institutional 
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changes, with the most important leading to the gradual autonomy of the army, and laws against 

political objectors known as “Paraconstitution” were put into force (Alivizatos, 1978, p.37). 

These anti-communist policies were implemented via “thought-control” repressive techniques. In 

the name of “national security”, these “preventive” laws and policies were put into act, violating 

basic constitutional rights. Techniques as surveillance, mail-opening, blacklists and other 

repressive measures, such as precautionary detentions were used widely. Furthermore, “Loyalty 

oaths” and “loyalty statements”, expressing the “loyalty” (“Nomimofrosuni”) of the nationals, 

had to be signed by potential employees. “Civic-mindedness certificates” (“Pistopoiitika 

koinonikon Fronimaton”) were being issued by the police to those who were thinking in a 

“healthy, nationally-minded way”, the first-class citizens, also known as “Nationally-minded” 

(“Ethnikofrones”). On the contrary, the rest were the sick, non-nationally minded, the second 

class of citizens also known as the “Miasma” that did not deserve this certificate. Additionally, it 

is important to mention that these certificates were based upon police surveillance records, they 

were documented in dossiers (“Fakeloi”) and were required until 1974 for being hired to a job in 

the public sector, issuing a passport or a driving license, as well as for university education and 

scholarships (Samatas, 1986, pp.11-12, p.18, p.30).  Finally, as Alivizatos (1978) highlights, it is 

a fact that the army was -at least ideologically- present within the police force, the mass media 

and the internal security police (Alivizatos, 1978, p.44). 

In 1947 three concentration camps opened and were still in force up to 1963 in order to 

“accommodate” several non-nationally minded people. One was in the island of Makronisos for 

those who have joined the armed forces of EAM/ELAS, another in Trikeri for “suspicious” men 

and women and finally the camp in Yaros island named Yura for those convicted under criminal 

law. The detainees were punished and “rehabilitated” under tormenting methods, such as 

handling of stones in order for the prisoners’ leftist political views and consciousness to be 

reversed (Panourgia, 2009 p.89-93). The alternative for the prisoners was to sign a declaration of 

repentance (“Diloseis Metanoias”). By these declarations they were renouncing their beliefs and 

they were stating their loyalty to the regime (Samatas, 1986, p.11). According to Samatas, 

65.000 prisoners were in jails and the aforementioned concentration camps, in which 3000 of 

them were sentenced to death (Samatas, 1986, p.39). 

During this period, it is important to point out the U.S. intervention and the so-called 

stabilization and democratization programme of Greece (Nachmani, 1990, p. 500). Even though 
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the excuse for imposing the Doctrine in Greece was rehabilitation, prevention of chaos and 

reconstruction, as Tsoukalas cited in Christina Politi (2011) notes, “the U.S. managed to 

establish a stable and effective mechanism for intervention in Greek affairs” (Politi, 2011, p.9). 

Moreover, the end of the Greek Civil war denoted the beginning of the Cold war during which 

the U.S. made massive anti-communist campaigns worldwide especially during the Truman-

McCarthy leadership when an obsession against communism reached its peak; an obsession also 

known as McCarthyism (Samatas, 1986, pp. 7-10, p.15). During the first decades following the 

end of the Civil war, a reconciliation between the two Greek opponents was not the main goal in 

the political agenda of both Greek and foreign policy-makers. The Cold war dispute had already 

overshadowed the world and any type of negotiations with a communist-oriented party could 

become an impediment in the U.S. Cold War policy (Samatas, 1986, p.15, p.30). It is impressive 

the fact that the United Nations accepted the Doctrine imposed in Greece. Even though the 

American public opinion was shocked, the U.N. quickly aligned with the U.S. policy. Therefore, 

U.N role proved to be, if not a substantial organ of the Doctrine implementation, a highly 

supportive one (Nachmani, 1990, p.500).  

This McCarthyism-style of politics continued until April 1967 when it was replaced by a 

dictatorial regime which lasted for seven years. It exploited the anti-communist legislations and 

used them not only to suppress left-oriented citizens but also anyone who was standing against 

their military regime (Samatas, 1986, p.43). 

 

4.6. The Military Junta (1967-1974) 

On the 21st of April 1967, a group of low-ranking military officers, colonels and 

lieutenant-colonels carried out a military coup d’état. Thereafter, the parliament was suspended 

and the political expression was muzzled. The military figures that led the coup d’état into a 

seven-year regime under martial law were the Colonels George Papadopoulos, Nikolaos 

Makarezos and Brigadier Stylianos Patakos (Danopoulos, 1983, pp. 485-488). These military 

officers backed from the military autonomy given during the years that followed Civil war, acted 

on the excuse of a communist takeover that was threatening the country and the Helleno-

Christian civilization. Nevertheless, little was discussed about this threat after the successful 

coup and during the seven-years of military governing (Conispoliatis, 2007, p. 521). Dark years 



                                                                                                                                                                     

 
 24 

of political persecution and terrorization followed and leftist citizens. Anyone denouncing the 

regime was being arrested or forced to exile. A number of 80.000 Greek nationals were arrested 

for political reasons (Stefatos, 2010, p.2). In November 1973, a series of protests of the 

Department of Law and the Polytechnic School of the University of Athens against the 

authoritarian educational system were rapidly escalated, mobilizing thousands of workers and 

students that challenged for the first time in such an extent the military regime and its leaders 

(Sotiropoulos, 2010, p.451; Stefatos, 2010, p.4). The mass protests led to a counter-coup carried 

out by Brigadier General Ioannides who ousted Papadopoulos in November 1973. Immediately 

after, Ioannides organized a coup d’état against Makarios in Cyprus, instigated by the Cypriot 

Nikos Sampson. This coup was the main reason of the Turkish invasion in the island. Ioannides’ 

regime was crumbled in July 1974 and the restoration of a newly formed democratic government 

was finally imminent (Pasga, 1987, p.176). 

 

4.7. The post-dictatorial era  

The years that followed after the fall of the military regime can be characterized as the 

years of transition to democracy and socio-political stability. By the return of Konstantinos 

Karamanlis from Paris after being 11 years in self-exile, there was a significant turnover in the 

political landscape (Kousoulas, 1998-05, p.33). According to Sotiropoulos (2010), Karamanlis 

put Greece into the path of a transition to democracy, focusing also in foreign affairs and issues 

regarding justice (Sotiropoulos, 2010, p. 449, p.452). Nevertheless, even though Karamanlis 

administered relatively in success the transitional justice process, he followed a traditional 

conservative political line throughout the years of his premiership in other significant sectors 

such as the policy and internal security, education, culture, industrial relations and mass media. 

This raised a lot of criticism by Karamanlis’ political rival Andreas Papandreou, leader of 

PASOK, having as a result Karamanlis’ resignation in 1980 (Sotiropoulos, 2010, pp.462-463; 

Samatas, 1986, pp.46-51). 

After seven years of power, Karamanlis’ party Nea Dimokratia, delivered the baton to 

Andreas Papandreou. It was a political changeover of great significance due to the fact that 

PASOK was supported by political and social groups whose role in the political scene has been 

suppressed during the post-Civil war and dictatorial era (Kalyvas, 1997-03, p.83). According to 
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Siani-Davies and Katsikas (2009) Papandreou’s populist measures re-evaluated the role of the 

marginalized up-to-then left and enhanced national unity in Greece (Siani-Davies & Katsikas, 

2009, pp.568-570).  

PASOK ruled from 1981-1989. During the years that followed, apart from an 

extraordinary interim coalition government formed from June 1989 until April 1990 which was a 

small parenthesis, the parties of PASOK and Nea Dimokratia were consecutively altering power. 

PASOK ruled between the years 1993-2004 and 2009-2011, while Nea Dimokratia the years 

1990-1993 and 2004-2009. During these years a system of populist democracy was created 

leading undoubtedly to a relatively high degree of political stability (Pappas, 2013, p. 37). 
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5. TOP-DOWN INITIATIVES 

This chapter highlights the policies, measures and reforms introduced in Greece after the re-
establishment of the new democratic regime in 1974, until 1989.   

 

5.1. The political changeover (“Metapolitefsi”)  

The aftermath of the military junta, also known as “Metapolitefsi” came under the 

premiership of Konstantinos Karamanlis together with an enormous task that he had to undergo. 

Despite the fact Karamanlis focused mainly on foreign policy, since Greek-Turkish relations 

were intense because of the invasion in Cyprus, and preparations of Greece for entering the 

European Community (EC), his government made also significant steps for the democratization 

and political stability of Greece (Sotiropoulos, 2010, p. 453). Karamanlis realized that in order to 

bring the Colonels on trial without creating a breakage with the army, to open negotiations with 

Cyprus and lead Greece to democratization, there was a serious need for national unity and 

political stability within the country. Therefore, the tasks he had to face were the distribution of 

transitional justice and the establishment of a new democratic regime that would enjoy support 

from the vast majority of the Greek population. So, he embarked a series of measures forwarding 

retributive9 justice, constitutionalism and the rule of law10 within the Greek society. Moreover, 

with regards to the military regime, Karamanlis deported and then after a month prosecuted the 

five main instigators of the dictatorship. A large number of military officers were also dismissed 

from their duty 11 , while 41 military offices and military policemen were tried under the 

accusations of torturing (Sotiropoulos, 2010, pp.453-454). However according to Karakatsanis 

(2001) cited in Sotiropoulos (2010) Karamanlis openly declared that, “as for the demands for a 

widespread purge…half the Greek population would be in jail if I had not stood out against it” 

(Sotiropoulos, 2010, pp.453-454). Nevertheless, Karamanlis promoted also measures 

guaranteeing to an extent political and individual freedom that a large part of the population was 
                                                           
9  Retributive justice is constituted by actions such as prosecuting via trials and (inter)national tribunals (Minow, 
1998, pp.26-29; Rigby, 2001, pp.3-6; Dalin & Sarkin, 2007, pp.110-112; Brouneus, 2007, p.8) 
10 According to Daly and Sarkin (2007), the establishment of a new Constitution that will protect every individual or 
groups’ rights and will ensure that those oppressed in the past will be safe and will have equal access to social 
benefits. Constitutionalism is enhanced by a rule of law according to which,  “each person stands before the law as 
an individual with the same rights and obligations as every other” (Daly & Sarkin, 2007, pp.216-220)  
11  According to sources approximately 500 to 1500 officers (Sotiropoulos, 2010, p.454)  
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lacking since the end of the Civil dispute (Panourgia, 2009, pp.150-151). Some of the most 

important measures were the release of political prisoners, abolishment of prison camps and 

restoration of citizenship for those who had been against the military regime, both from the left 

and the right political side. In addition, he legalized the Communist Party of Greece (KKE), 

which has been out of law since the Civil war and allowed its supporters to vote and participate 

in the elections. Finally, a new Constitution was formed in 1975 and a referendum was held 

which led to the abolition of monarchy, in which 69,2% of the Greeks voted “Yes” for the 

inauguration of a Hellenic Republic (Siani & Katsikas, 2009, pp.566-567). Moreover, in regards 

to the army and police apparatus, careful steps were made concerning the process of purification, 

due to the fact that the incidence of the Turkish occupation in Cyprus was recent and there was a 

lot of tension regarding the Greek-Turkish relations in general. In addition, the role of the army 

at that period was vital for the Greek foreign affairs and therefore, an immediate disruption was 

not within the first governmental priorities (Sotiropoulos, 2010, pp.451-453). Finally, it is 

important to mention that all these measures were aiming more at the aftermath of the 

dictatorship than in the Civil war. They targeted mostly the struggle of that exact time for 

bringing justice and democracy back to Greece after a seven-year military regime and not the 

Civil war as such (Siani & Katsikas, 2009, p.566). 

Furthermore, during this process of democratization and stability in Greece, the 

communist parties were focusing more on achieving their restoration as a political body in the 

new democratic regime than on the governmental efforts in transitional justice. It was an 

opportunity of finally establishing their position in the Greek political scene after almost thirty 

years of constraint. Thus, governmental initiatives such as severity of punishment of the military 

regime supporters were coming as secondary, while the reestablishment of a functional 

parliamentary democracy in which they could be part of was within the top of their priorities 

(Sotiropoulos, 2010, pp. 458-459). 

Nevertheless, even though the first steps for democratization and national unity had 

began, Panourgia (2009) argues that apart from the fact that Karamanlis made the first steps on 

trying to close the vicious circle of revenge and hatred of the two ex-Civil war disputants, his 

policy-making can be characterized as “an exercise of forgetting, an exercise that required an 

almost eremitic and ascetic discipline in divesting from the past” (Panourgia, 2009, p.151). 

Additionally, despite the fact that several anti-communist and suppressive measures had 
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changed, discrimination against communists was still conspicuous while at the same time most 

of the bureaucracy, the key administrative sections and the police apparatus remained untouched 

on the basis of the old order. People coming from a communist background had a lot of 

difficulties in finding jobs on the public sector, while the Communist Party (KKE) and other 

leftist parties were under constant surveillance by the Secret Services (Kassimeris, 2005, p. 745; 

Siani & Katsikas, 2009, p. 567). Even though the “Left” was finally able to speak freely, anti-

communist laws were still in act under the new Constitution of 1975. Some examples were the 

restrictions of the freedom of speech and press (Article 14, par. 3; Articles 183-190) and several 

repressive anti-communist laws that were imposed during the dictatorship of Metaxas (1936-

1941) and were not changed until 1981, such as the “Emergency Law” 1092 (1938) which 

legalized press censorship, “Emergency Law” 375 (1936), according to which every single act of 

communists was speculated as espionage for the Soviet Union and “Emergency Law” 942 (1936) 

which banned activities of any political opposition. Moreover, according to Article 23, par.2, 

people working on the public sector did not have the right to strike. Finally, a series of new laws 

that supplemented the Greek new Constitution of 1975 were also controversial. For instance Law 

410 (1976) which punished anyone resisting to the state authorities and Law 774 (1978) 

according to which anyone who was considered to be suspicious for a terrorist act would be 

punished severely, even by death sentence (Samatas, 1986, pp.46-47). 

 

5.2. Andreas Papandreou and the politics of “Change” 

In 1981, the idea of reconciling the two Civil war combatants was centered in the 

political agenda of the PanHellenic Socialist Movement (PASOK), under the leadership of 

Andreas Papandreou (Siani & Katsikas, 2009, p. 568). The term “reconciliation” as well as 

“change” were frequently used in speeches of PASOK. Papandreou’s main goal was to 

reevaluate the role of the left both in politics and in the Greek society as such. Thereby, when 

PASOK took charge of the office it reestablished the Greek left into the political arena after 

decades. In Alexander Kitroeff’s words (1997) “PASOK and Papandreou’s victory signaled that 

political power would be exercised in the name of the “Left” ” (Kitroeff, 1997, p.21). As a 

reflection of his political intentions and in an effort to vindicate the left for the long period of 

suffering during the past after winning the elections in October 1981, Papandreou implemented 
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several pro-leftist measures and policies (Lyrintzis & Nikolakopoulos, 2004, pp.90-91). These 

political initiatives can be characterized as restorative justice12. They targeted mainly the leftists 

that suffered injustices during the post-Civil war era. According to Siani and Katsikas (2009), 

reconciliation for Papandreou was not merely an effort for national unity; it was an effort for 

recognizing the valuable struggle of the Greek left during the Greek national resistance against 

the German-Italian forces while in parallel, compensating those who have been discriminated 

during the post-Civil war period (Siani & Katsikas, 2009, pp. 568-569). At first, contribution of 

EAM into the National Resistance against the Nazis got recognized in 1982 under a legislative 

act (TV arxeio, 2013); this law was enforced in November 1982, followed by a Ministerial 

Decree in 1983 and later in 1985 by legislative action. Furthermore, under a ministerial decree in 

1983 and later a legislative action in 1985, political refugees could return reclaiming back their 

citizenship as well as their properties. However, this regulation could not be applied to the Civil 

war political refugees that belonged to ethnic or religious minorities (Pollis, 1997, pp. 65-66, 

p.69). A law enacted in 1985 restored also pensions for all resistance fighters. In addition, 

monuments in memory of the resistance were built and school books were reedited giving a more 

detailed perspective from both sides (Siani & Katsikas, 2009, pp. 568-569). Finally, the 

aforementioned “Certificate of Civic Virtue” and other surveillance measures were abolished 

having as a result that job opportunities in the public and the private sector to be reopened for 

every Greek national on equal terms (Panourgia, 2009, pp. 151-153; Samatas, 1986, p.51). 

However, according to Close (2001) these measures were considered a way that Papandreou was 

using for “buying” votes. A secured position in a public institution or service for all, even 

sometimes by people that were ill-qualified, was a common practice (Close, 2001, p. 89).  

 

5.3. The interim coalition government (1989) 

By the end of the Cold war and the collapse of the communist ruled East bloc in 1989, an 

unexpected coalition between the right-wing party Nea Dimokratia, and the newly formed left-

oriented alliance between KKE and EAR, by the name of “Coalition of the Left and Progress”, 

created an interim coalition government which forwarded significantly the efforts of 
                                                           
12 Restorative justice is constituted by actions based on compensation and reparation , such as public apologies 
towards the victims or amnesty regarding the perpetrators (Minow, 1998, pp.91-94; Rigby, 2001, pp.10-12; 
Brouneus, 2007, p.8) 
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reconciliation. In specific, this government recognized, under the law No.1863, the war from 

1944-1949 as “Civil war” and not “Bandit war” as it used to be called13. In addition, 17 million 

police surveillance files out of the total 41, 5 million, were burnt even if all the military files and 

2500 police files, concerning important political figures and trials, remained untouched 

(Samatas, 1985, p.52; Samatas, 2005, p.184; Siani & Katsikas, 2009, pp. 570-571). This action 

has been for long under debate. Despite many agreed upon the incineration of the files, since 

they considered it as an action of forgetting the past and moving forward, others tried to 

postpone it in order to have access to their records and probably claim compensation. In addition, 

not a few denounced that action claiming that the interim government was “burning” history 

(Close, 2001, pp. 87-88; Kalyvas, 1999, p.11; Siani & Katsikas, 2009, pp. 570-571). As Samatas 

(2005) underscores, this act was targeting Papandreou who had not kept his promise to burn 

those files while in office (Samatas, 2005, 184). 

 

Table 1: Governmental Policies (1974-1989) 
 Governments between 1974-1989 

   Karamanlis 

(2nd Premiership: 1974-1980) 

Papandreou 

 (1st Premiership: 1981-1989) 

Interim Coalition 
Government (1989) 

To
p-

do
w

n 
in

it
ia

ti
ve

s 

1) Release of political prisoners 
2) Final abolishment of 

concentration-camps 
3) Restoration of citizenship of 

those who had been against 
the military regime  

4) Legalization of the 
Communist party of Greece 
(KKE) 

5) Allowance of KKE supporters 
to participate and vote in 
elections  

6) New Constitution of 1975 
7) Referendum which led to 

the abolition of Monarchy 
8) Trials and purges against the 

instigators of the military 
junta 

1) Recognition of EAM in the 
National Resistance 

2) Pensions to all Resistance 
fighters 

3) Memorials/monuments 
4) Re-edition of school books 
5) Allowance to political 

refugees to reclaim their 
citizenship and properties 

6) Abolishment of  “Certificate 
of Civic virture” 
 

1) Official recognition 
of the term “Civil 
war” for the period 
1944-1949, under 
Law No 1863 

2) Incineration of 17 
million police 
surveillance files 
concerning leftist 
resistance fighters 

                                                           
13 F.E.K. 4445, Issue 1, Number of paper 204, 18th of September 1989 (Gazette of the Hellenic Republic)  
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6. FINDINGS 

This chapter presents the findings collected during the fieldwork. The research questions of this study are 
being answered in this Chapter.  
 

6.1. General information on the interviewees 

The people interviewed in this research are in total twenty-two. Among them, sixteen are 

men and six are women, between the age of 83 and 94 years old. All the participants stated 

without hesitation, apart from one, their names and surnames. In addition, all apart from one 

shared their educational background and their age.  

The interviews were conducted in the city of Athens as well as in rural Greece. In 

specific, sample was taken from the province of Messinia in the South of Peloponnese, while 

also from the province of Fthiotida in the middle of the Greek mainland. From the male sample 

ten of the elders participated during the Civil war on the government side, either as fighters of 

the National Army or as officers in the police force and the gendarmerie. Two supported the 

Security Battalions acting in the South of Peloponnese and the rest belonged to the pro-

communist guerilla movement. The female sample includes two women on the government side 

and four on the guerilla. Most of the data gathered during these interviews will be presented in a 

comparative way, although, comparison will not be made in relation to the sex of the samples. 

Finally, four comparative graphs present the information described in this Chapter. Clear 

answers and statements are the only taken into consideration and depicted on the figures. The 

sample of the participants that denied or was not aware of specific issues discussed on the topic 

is not presented graphically. 

Concerning the group of interviewees that supported the government against the guerilla 

forces, except for one police officer, one gendarme and one who fought voluntarily on the side of 

the army, the rest of the group were forced to either join or support the National Army. Apart 

from the police officer that joined the police force willingly14, the ex-gendarme took the decision 

to stand by the gendarmerie force due to circumstances. In specific, at that time and at the area of 

South Peloponnese that he lived, an extreme-right wing group known as team “X” was active 

and was recruiting civilians. Therefore, in order to avoid getting involved in an illegal parastatal 
                                                           
14 From an interview 
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force he decided to join the governmental gendarmerie and stand in that way by the side of the 

law15. As for those two who were forced to join the army, it was due to the fact that military 

service was an obligation of every adult male. One of them had already a “file” 16  after 

accusations against him for being a leftist. However, due to a specific incident he and other sixty-

eight (68) people were given the favor by an army officer to join the force, while at the same 

time their files were “de-characterized”1718. Another individual was an aircraft engineer at the 

National Army Air Force. Moreover, two were relatively young and therefore, instead of serving 

as soldiers the government bounded their animals and took them as guides to carry weapons and 

food on behalf of the National Army for the combats against the guerilla forces in the regions of 

Agrafa, at the province of Evritania, and of Thessalia. Furthermore, two of the women that 

accepted to participate in this research contributed to the war by sewing constantly scarves, 

woolen jumpers, hats and shocks on behalf of the National Army from the resistance period 

against the Axis Occupation until almost the end of the Civil war. Finally, two more men from 

this group acted on behalf of families that supported the Security Battalions in the South of 

Greece by providing food and carriage of military equipment.   

The other group of interviewees is consisted of men and women who fought or supported 

one side actively in other ways, both the National Liberation Front-Army during the resistance 

struggle and the Democratic Army during the Civil war. With regards to men, three of them 

belonged to leftist organizations and had fought on the side of EAM-ELAS during the resistance, 

while two of them fought also on the side of the Democratic army against the National, during 

the final round of the Civil war. According to what they claim, it was totally on their own will. 

Moreover, three interviewees supported actively the leftist movement by catering food and 

medication for the guerillas, while one of them was also a guide leading the guerilla forces away 

from the National Army road blocks. Furthermore, four women also participated in this research. 

Two of them had joined the Democratic army. While one joined on her own will, the other was 

sent by her father as a precaution measure in order to protect her from the atrocities of the 

gendarmerie force that was acting in the area she lived19. With regards to their participation, both 

                                                           
15 From an interview 
16 Explained in the “Post-Civil war period” part of the Historical Background chapter 
17 Accusations were erased 
18 From an interview 
19 Information from an interview 
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were trained to be nurses while one was also ranked as second lieutenant and sent to fight on the 

field. In addition, another female interviewee was the highest supervisor of a local EPON20 

branch. Apart from organizing demonstrations and money collection for the organization, she 

was also responsible for transferring important information from the city to the guerillas that had 

already moved on the mountains since the resistance fight had begun. Furthermore, another 

female interviewee was a member of the Political Committee of National Liberation (PEEA), a 

political body also known as the “Mountain Government” formed by EAM and consisted of 

mainly pro-communist members. She provided assistance there as a secretary in administrative 

issues. Her, as well as all the rest of the leftist respondents addressed that it was their own will to 

participate actively on the guerilla movement; nevertheless, they admit that it was also an 

absolute necessity to take a position for or against the leftist movement during the third round of 

the Civil war. In fact, back in the days, you either stayed in the city supporting the government or 

you hid as a leftist with the fear of you and your family getting caught and face severe penalties. 

The only alternative in case you did not want to choose one of the aforementioned options was to 

flee on the mountains and join the guerilla units21.  

Moreover, three of the leftist interviewees, one man and two women, suffered exile for 

several years in the concentration camps of Makronisos island while another male interviewee 

was sent to Africa in the concentration camp of El Tamba. Finally, three other interviewees 

escaped from Greece and sought asylum as political refugees in the East bloc (U.S.S.R. and 

Romania) and France, where they stayed for approximately thirty to thirty-five years of their 

lives. 

 

6.2. The Civil war in retrospect 

All the respondents describe extensively their experiences and their opinion towards the 

incidences that occurred during the Civil war. By personal experiences and by information 

gathered afterwards via books and discussions, the largest part of the sample had formulated a 

clear view of what happened both in the areas they were living during that period as well as all 

around Greece. Nevertheless, apart from their personal evaluation, it is important to mention that 
                                                           
20 EPON are the initials of the Unified Pan-Hellenic Organization of Youth, a youth organization-member of EAM 
during the German occupation. 
21 From an Interview 
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some of the facts described during the interviews cannot be cross-checked since there are no 

relevant literary references. 

When the interviewees were asked about their position regarding their current political 

preferences, most of them claimed to be faithful towards the side they used to stand by during the 

Civil war. Six of the pro-government supporters at the time of the conflict openly acknowledge 

the National Army as the only legal armed force during the conflict and admit that still support 

the right side in politics today22. Three have stopped getting involved in politics after the Civil 

war and claim to be neutral nowadays while two feel confused in terms of whom to support and 

what to believe. As for the leftists, eight still back the same side and have no intention at all in 

changing23. However, one decided not to get involved and talk about politics since the end of the 

conflict in 1949 on an effort to avoid imprisonment and exile. Finally, one interviewee took the 

decision during the conflict not to support the communists and that because of several internal 

disputes that arose within the KKE at that time.24 

 

6.3. Evaluation of the Top-down policies  

Research questions answered:  

 How well-informed are the interviewees about the post-1974 policies? 

 How do the interviewees evaluate the impact of these policies on themselves and the rest 

of the Greek society, from the date they came into force until today? 

 

Twenty of the interviewees are familiar with the majority of the policies examined in this 

research. However, all the policies had to be read to all the interviewees due to the fact that there 

should not be any confusion with other economic and social policies enforced by the 

governments examined in this research. Seven participants from the right-wing group and four 

from the left stated that these policies enhanced the reconciliation process and improved 

important societal drawbacks. However, thirteen respondents from both groups stressed that the 
                                                           
22 From an interview 
23 From an interview 
24 From an interview 
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main reason those policies were enforced was not merely to promote reconciliation. Instead, it 

was the political leaders’ willingness to gain public recognition and votes and therefore, maintain 

their political power in order to satisfy their personal interests. Some argued that Greek current 

political and economic instability and the several years of economic scandals and corruption 

preceded are clear evidence that the main target of the political leadership was not to heal the 

past disputes or improve the Greek society as such. Finally, one individual from each group 

supported that decision-making was also guided by external forces, such as England and the U.S. 

 

According to the sample, sixteen of the respondents are acquainted with Karamanlis’ 

policy decision-making. Four from the pro-government group admitted that Karamanlis tried 

with his political program to improve the Greek socio-political affairs. However, in total, the 

decision to recognize and legalize the KKE party appears to be a highly controversial measure 

among this group. While these participants acknowledged that this measure was enforced due to 

the necessity for reconciling the two sides after the dictatorial regime as a positive political 

move, two were highly opposed. Moreover, one participant claimed that Karamanlis under the 

command of his European advisors legalized the party in order to be able to control it. Finally, 

with regards to the “pro a Hellenic Republic or pro Monarchy” plebiscite, one of the respondents 

was totally against it while another one underscored that this referendum was actually a trick to 

gain public recognition since his opponent, in that case the King, was not present at the time the 

plebiscite was held and therefore, that was of Karamanlis’ advantage. The outcome of the 

referendum put Karamanlis ultimately in charge of Greece after receiving 69,2% of the votes.   

With regards to the group that fought during the war on the guerilla side, seven accepted 

Karamanlis’ contribution in the Greek transition to democracy and approved his decision to 

recognize the K.K.E. Two even underlined a turnover in his personality before and after the 

Colonels’ regime and believe that the eleven years of self-exile in Paris conduced to this change. 

One of them, Farsakides George, argued that “during Karamanlis’ first premiership (1955-1963) 

the leftists were facing severe persecutions, even worse than during the military regime that 

followed…nevertheless, since his return from self-exile, he had much more knowledge in 

political affairs in comparison to the rest of his political competitors…he recognized equality 
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and egalitarianism and that because of having been himself in exile”25. Furthermore, with 

regards to the recognition of the Communist party, another leftist interviewee Panayiotis 

Mavreas stressed that “external forces dictated Karamanlis to recognize the KKE in order to 

neutralize in that way other extra-parliamentary, pro-communist movements that were accused 

of illegal activity”. In the same line of argumentation, Farsakides George pointed out the fact 

that in general such measures were nothing more than “efforts of Greece to be aligned with the 

rest of the European (political) environment; policies as such were gradually making Greece 

similar to the rest of its neighbors”. Furthermore, Nitsa Gavriilidou insisted that “when the 

measure was put into force the communists had already started printing their newspaper and 

opening new offices around Greece…therefore, it turned to be a necessity for Karamanlis to 

recognize and legalize KKE”. Finally, from Mrs Zoidou Evanthia’s point of view the 

Communist party recognition was a direct consequence of the fact that the urban class had 

already established its power and was not afraid of any power conversion from the communists 

and Tatsis Kostas adds that “there was not any danger (of political conversion) when 

Karamanlis decided to take this measure; they were so many people (leftists) abroad as political 

refugees”.  

For the new Constitution of 1975, one interviewee referred with confidence that it was 

deficient and relatively incomplete. Moreover, five leftist respondents who were aware of 

Karamanlis’ referendum which led to the overthrow of monarchy referred to it as a “salutary 

measure”. Finally, the three ex-political refugees interviewed underlined that the first attempts 

for their repatriation were made when Karamanlis took charge of the office. However, there was 

still plenty of space for improving the conditions in terms of civil rights and security, so as to be 

able to return home in Greece with safety after almost three decades of living abroad. 

 

Regarding Andreas Papandreou and his agenda of social policies, six of the right-wing 

group were opposed to the acknowledgement of EAM-ELAS’ contribution at the Greek 

resistance and hence, the measure that granted the leftist fighters with pensions. The rest of the 

group, apart from one who was in favor only of the EAM-ELAS recognition measure, did not 

know or want to give an answer. According to four of the right-wing interviewees, Papandreou 

                                                           
25 All the quotes in this Chapter are translated by the author from Greek to English language 
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used a large proportion of European Union funds for social benefits and in addition, he used for 

the same purpose an excessive amount of money drawn by the public treasury26. Moreover, the 

way the money was distributed is also under debate in this research. Except for one who 

supported that the money distributed for pensions was also in favor of nationally-minded 

resistance fighters, four interviewees from the right-wing were highly critical, arguing that 

Papandreou with this measure focused only on the leftist resistance fighters. According to 

Mpoutselis George, “Some people that had never even carried a weapon had the right for 

pension, only because they were left, while soldiers of the National Army that fought did not”. 

Finally, concerning the abolishing of the “Civic-mindedness certificate”, only two of the 

interviewees took a clear position and supported this measure. 

From the view of the pro-guerilla movement, all the interviewees apart from one had 

personal experiences which substantiate that Papandreou’s policies affected them in terms of 

improving their civil and social rights. However, the same proportion criticized straight-

forwardly the pensions’ measure. Two participants argued that even though they deserved these 

pensions and even if it was the first time that their struggle was officially acknowledged this 

policy was a “disgrace”. It was an extension of an already existing law that was leaving so much 

space for everyone to demand pension as a resistance fighter, even for the pro-Nazi Security 

Battalion soldiers27 . In contrast, the two political refugees that were part of the resistance 

received normally their pensions, although not from the Greek state but from the governments of 

Romania and U.S.S.R they used to live. Bilateral agreements28 were signed in 1985 between 

countries of the East bloc and the Greek government. Under law No 1539, article 2, political 

refugees that returned back to Greece would not claim pensions from the Greek state no matter if 

the reason was contribution in resistance or completion of working years. They would receive 

retirement funds from the countries they used to live. However, no matter who paid for their 

pensions, these interviewees admitted that they were satisfied only by the fact that their 

contribution to resistance could be finally acknowledged while at the same time being able to 

live in Greece and receive their pension. Moreover, in relation to the context changes of the 

                                                           
26 From interviews 
27 One right-wing participant supported also this statement 
28 According to what the political refugees of this group supported, the government was not informing them about 
these agreements and therefore, they had to hire lawyers that had access to specific legal databases, such as 
ISOKRATIS.  
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school books that Papandreou promised in order for opinions to be presented from both sides, 

two of the leftist interviewees addressed that even after some changes have occurred there was 

still much information regarding the Civil war concealed. What is more, when the question of the 

“Civic-mindedness certificate” abolishment came up, it was understood by the context of the 

discussions that all participants of this group approved it. The left-oriented were finally able to 

be employed in the public sector, receive employment benefits and re-gain the right to be 

educated. The bare police suppression had gradually diminished and the right for freedom of 

speech became finally a reality for all. 

 

While nine respondents from both groups did not want to take an open position and share 

their opinion, two were positive and the rest were critical towards the interim coalition 

government that was formed between the conservative right-wing party of Nea Dimokratia and a 

coalition of leftist parties. Some referred to this period as “The dirty ‘89”29. With regards to the 

Law 1863 that recognized the period 1944-1949 as the period that Greece was under “Civil war”, 

three right-wing interviewees agreed that this period deserves the name “Civil” war and not 

“Bandit” war as it used to be called in the past. However, they considered this law to be just a 

simple formality and emphasized the fact that in-depth changes never occurred. As an example, 

one leftist interviewee emphasized that “even today, there are still people talking about bandits 

when they recall the period 1944-1949” Nitsa Gavriilidou. Moreover, concerning the 

incineration of the police files holding information for the leftist population for over 25 years, 

both groups agreed once more that this action was just another formality. Surprisingly, the right-

wing police officer that participated in the interview was not aware of this act. Furthermore, 

despite one right-wing interviewee supported that this file incineration promoted reconciliation, 

the rest of them underscored that this was another political move guided by expedience. 

Farsakides George wondered himself rhetorically; “even if people are actually happy with such a 

formality…whose interests were promoted with such an act?” Finally, three out of five left-

oriented interviewees that criticized this measure, were hesitant with regards to whether the files 

have actually been burnt or not. Some strongly opposed that the files are not burnt at all and that 

                                                           
29 This was the year that this coalition was formed 
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every single report exists, while one even took this perception one step further supporting that all 

the files before being burnt were electronically transcribed and kept in a digital form. 

Finally, it is important to mention also that nine out of twelve right-wing interviewees 

and nine out of ten left-wing, agree that these measures one way or the other have assisted to 

some extent the struggle of the left against suppression. In addition, even if three respondents -

two from the right and one left- believe that these measures were just a part of a political 

program according to which Greece had to be aligned with the rest of Europe, the rest of them 

support that these measures helped in practice and provided the leftists with political and social 

advantages they did not have before. Nevertheless, one right-wing participant insisted that “these 

measures were initiated by pro-leftist governments such as Papandreou’s, only for providing 

money to the communists (pensions), and they had no impact at all to us (right-wing)” 

Zacharopoulos Nikos, while on the contrary the leftist Evaggelinou Olympia claims exactly the 

opposite. She is convinced that even though she cannot provide any proof, these measures were 

put into force in order to satisfy interests and political expedience of the urban conservative class 

and their governmental representatives30, otherwise the governments would not impose them. 

Last but not least, the issue of justice was brought into the discussion by six of the participants, 

surprisingly four from the right group and just two from the left. Despite that this research 

debates specific measures and policies, these participants put an additional emphasis on the lack 

of juridical measures and policies that should have been enforced by the governments in order 

for all the abusers and torturers of the Civil war to be punished exemplarily. 

 

6.4. The Reconciliation Process 

 How do the interviewees evaluate the impact of these policies, on themselves and the rest 

of the Greek society, from the date they came into force until today? 

 

According to eight right-wing respondents, the measures enforced by the political 

leadership after the military regime, enhanced the reconciliation process. As Masouridou 

Georgia characteristically said, “The right-oriented people had to pour some water in their 

                                                           
30 The governments examined in this research 
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wines”, meaning that these measures led uncompromising anti-communists to give some space 

to these policies and thus, to open gradually the path to reconciliation. In addition, four 

distinguished Karamanlis’ policy making from that of Papandreou, supporting that only 

Karamanlis promoted reconciliation while Papandreou created obstacles to the process due to his 

leftist ideological background and the economic policies that his government imposed. In terms 

of reconciliatory actors, three addressed that apart from the state no other social actor can 

forward a reconciliation process better. However, one supported that unions and syndicates could 

be used as a means of distributing the message for reconciliation by the people to the authorities. 

Finally, three interviewees were highly critical with regards to the role of the Press in 

reconciliation. According to Zacharopoulos Kostas “The press misleads the people and it focuses 

on accomplishing the interests of every government that is in power…it is not promoting 

reconciliation at all” and Thanasis also stressed that the media do not care about the people and 

do not help in reconciliation; their role in society is much more powerful since they can control 

the political affairs, so why bother with reconciliation.    

Moreover, apart from four right-oriented individuals that still having strong negative 

emotions against the leftists even today, the rest have changed their position. The first still talk 

about a group of thieves and murderers while at the same time two of them still use the term 

“Bandit” war and not the official. As for the rest, they regret for what happened during the war 

and some even recognize the patriotic position some guerilla fighters took during the resistance. 

What is more, four mentioned several times during the interview that both sides were 

manipulated by external forces, such as England and the U.S. However, it is important to stress 

out here that this group of respondents even if right-oriented, they mentioned only England and 

the U.S as external manipulative forces; despite the fact that these countries were their allies 

against the guerillas during the conflict; none referred to the communist U.S.S.R. power. 

Moreover, in the question of whether the two sides have managed to reconcile after so many 

years or not, eight claimed that the two sides have come closer. “Both have regretted today for 

what they have done” as Mpoutselis George admits. Additionally, another respondent 

humorously pointed that “the cores (of the dispute) are not involved anymore; few are those 

today that would take the flag (of a party) and run…” Zacharopoulos Kwstas. However, even 

though eight out of twelve also argued that the ex-combatants of the Civil war have reconciled, 

they showed some hesitation with regards to the degree. Finally, when the question of whether 
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they have ever tried personally to communicate and come closer to their Civil war opponents, the 

largest proportion of the right interviewees (seven) admitted that they have not tried in person to 

communicate with people that fought on the side of the communist guerilla forces during the 

war. Notwithstanding, some (three) tried not to refer on the Civil war incidents and did not open 

any kind of political discussions after the dispute was over. Therefore, they managed to keep 

some formal contact with their communist ex-opponents. Last but not least, it is important to 

mention that three of the interviewees insisted that even if the policies have promoted 

reconciliation, the communists cannot reconcile; they are not willing to do so.  

For a bit less than half of the leftist-group (four), these policies led to a slight conciliatory 

progress. They were “a first step that created the circumstances for the two sides to come 

closer” Nitsa Gavriilidou. However, all the leftist participants emphasized that the twenty-five 

years of atrocities, together with the years of exile for some, made the process of reconciliation a 

very difficult task. Farsakides George who suffered physically and psychologically during these 

years underlines that even if it is difficult for him to talk about reconciliation nowadays he would 

never seek for revenge with regards to the people that tortured him and his comrades, while he 

justifies his argument by saying that “when you are serious while confronting problems of your 

country, there is no space for revenge”. Another opinion regarding the hesitance that many 

leftists showed in approaching the opposing side is also presented by Petropoulou Zoi. 

According to her opinion “there was distrust from both sides back in the days…we never took for 

granted what we heard from the other side all these years…we were very suspicious. So, is there 

a possibility that just a law could change an attitude like this and then give us the opportunity to 

talk about reconciliation?”.  

Apart from one interviewee that still feels deep hatred towards the right-wing group, the 

rest do not carry the same emotional burden against their warring opposition nowadays. With 

regards to the general question of whether the two sides have managed to reconcile or not today, 

three out of seven left-oriented interviewees gave a negative answer. They based their 

argumentation in personal hatred they feel up-to-date and to ideological controversies that 

according to their opinion still exist, while they also stressed that the two sides need more effort 

to close the gap. Notwithstanding, the majority of the group claimed that today people are more 

open-minded and there is some tolerance and understanding among each other. Some also 

recognize that people from the government forces were also killed and suffered and that, because 
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of governmental incapability and ill decision-making. What is more, at the question of whether 

they ever tried to reconcile in person with their opponents, two answered that they never had any 

kind of relations with the conservative group but they would be willing to discuss with them, if 

they had such an opportunity. Finally, four argued that they do not have any problems nowadays 

and do communicate with people that fought on the opposing camp during the war while on the 

contrary three were never willing to come closer with their opponents and will never be as long 

as they live31. 

In conclusion, according to the aforementioned more right-wing participants in contrast 

to the left believe today that the top-down policies gave a boost to reconciliation and brought the 

two Civil war opponents closer to each other. Nevertheless, on the contrary, the group of left-

wing participants is larger than the right regarding inter-personal reconciliatory efforts (bottom-

up). Hence, it can be stated that even if for many years the leftists were under suppression results 

show that they tried, surprisingly, more than the right to reconcile at an inter-personal, bottom-up 

level with their opponents. Finally, according to the findings it can be argued that the right-wing 

has not been affected to a large extent during the post-Civil period since they were the winners of 

the war and that is the reason why they supported easier that policies can promote reconciliation. 

On the other hand, the left-wing interviewees that have been for many years under the 

suppression of the right were more hesitative in recognizing the reconciliatory effects of these 

top-down initiatives.     

 

6.5. Reconciliation and the Intervening time 

Research question answered: 

 How do they evaluate the need for implementing these policies twenty-five years after 

the Civil war was over?  

 How do the interviewees evaluate the impact of these policies, on themselves and the rest 

of the Greek society, from the date they came into force until today? 

 

                                                           
31 From an interview 
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Concerning the timing of reconciliation, sixteen interviewees from both groups answered 

that the two warring parties should have solved their dispute immediately after the end of the 

Civil war. In fact, one respondent from each group also stressed out that there was an excessive 

need for immediate conflict prevention action by the end of World War II. The interviewees also 

pointed out the reasons why this reconciliation process has not started immediately after 1949. 

The outcome of the Civil war with winners and losers, the escape of a large number of leftist 

guerillas in neighboring countries after their defeat and the freshness of the post-Civil war 

traumas were the most important.  

According to two leftist participants, the political instability and the intransigence of the 

winners played a significant role in preventing reconciliation. In fact, they argued that 

throughout all these years left-oriented people were under severe chase, tortures and exiles, while 

also banned from employment and education rights. In addition, thousands were also forced to 

live abroad as political refugees. The persistence of the conservatives to dominate, under any 

circumstances, was the most serious obstacle for reconciliation. Furthermore, in regards to the 

political refugees, nostalgia and lack of communication with their relatives in Greece was a high 

price they paid. According to Tatsis Kostas, “even the post-officers in Greece were throwing the 

letters that had to be delivered at the political refugees’ families… I could not even go to my 

grandmother’s funeral”. Nevertheless, four respondents from each group highlighted that this 

twenty-five years period from the day the civil dispute ended in August 1949 until the fall of the 

military regime in July 1974 was actually a period of healing. The same proportion of 

participants believes also that interpersonal, bottom-up efforts played a major role in the struggle 

for reconciliation. According to Gavriilidou Nitsa, “people were exhausted from being chased 

and prosecuted. When things went a bit better, even if the neighbor of a leftist was on the right 

side, they would both salute each other and drink coffee together”. Some even thought that the 

people’s efforts to reconcile were more important than the top-down policies and reforms. 

According to Zacharopoulos Kostas “the political leadership was not willing to bring an end to 

this dispute, people were seeking reconciliation themselves” and Tzouganatos Babis emphasized 

that “it was the vast majority of the Greek population that imposed these measures within the 

twenty-five years period, not the political leadership on its own”. On the other hand though, 

three respondents from the right-wing and one leftist supported that there was negative or no 

impact at all of the time in relation to the reconciliation process. For Thanasis, “the twenty-five 
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(25) years had an impact but not for all. The colored (in terms of political preference) will 

always blame what is correct…no matter the side they support”, while Farsakidis George shares 

the same opinion, although respecting some of the leftists’ decision to keep an intransigent 

position. What is more, Boutselis George argued that “the ideological changes following the 

several governmental alternations throughout all these years, created confusion to the people 

and therefore, had a negative impact”. Finally, from the leftists’ camp, Tatsis Kostas argued that 

“no matter how much time will pass people who wore the khaki once (army suit) cannot change 

easily”.   

To sum up, it can be argued that both sides, to a large extent, were willing to solve their 

dispute immediately after the war. However, the right-wing sample is smaller and that can be 

explained by the fact that they were the official winners of the war. Therefore, reconciliation was 

not within their first priorities as a group. In addition, a respectable proportion of the sample 

from both groups agrees on the fact that time worked as a healer. Moreover, according to the 

findings, the group of right-wing supporting that time had negative or no effects at all is larger 

than the left. At this point it can be argued that in the case of the leftist group, when you are 

facing suppression, exiles and tortures, patience in order for time to pass can be the only option 

you have.  

 

6.6. Need for Reconciliation Today 

In concern to the issue of promoting reconciliation today, fourteen respondents of the 

total sample, including nine from the right group and four from the left, underlined that there is 

an imperative need to struggle harder for further reconciliation today. According to Koufalis 

Dimitrios “There is a serious need to reconcile today. People have been divided again and they 

are ready to explode. A way must be finally found in order for the Greeks to reconcile” and 

Mpoutselis George adds that “there is a major need for reconciliation today…I cannot really 

understand the reasons why we can’t reconcile after so many years”.  

Furthermore, four left-oriented respondents also suggest that Greeks should struggle even 

more nowadays in order to achieve a higher degree of reconciliation. Panayiotis Mavreas stresses 

that “we should make more effort to come closer, in order to confront the storm that we are all 
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already living in (economic crisis)”. Nevertheless, apart from one leftist participant clearly 

stating that reconciliation has been achieved, five interviewees from the left-wing stress that the 

reason why no more effort in reconciliation is needed today is, not because it has been achieved 

but because people are or will be forced to reconcile eventually due to circumstances. In specific, 

they emphasize that Greek people’s livelihood is being under threat today because of the 

economic crisis and therefore, unification has started since this is the first reaction when people 

face a common threat. Finally, it is worthwhile mentioning that interviewees from both groups 

(three from the right and four from the left) stress that the other side is the one that does not 

struggle for reconciliation and that, because it follows certain ideological line. In fact, two of the 

conservative interviewees emphasize that it is totally the communists’ fault that Greeks have not 

fully reconciled today.  

According to the above, there is a clear distinction that the right-wing supports to a large 

extent, in contrast to the left, that today there is a greater need for reconciliation. This can be 

justified because the two groups have different perceptions about society and its mechanisms. On 

the one hand, the right-wing supporters are basing their arguments on the ideological differences 

still visible nowadays among the political parties, and they call for a common political struggle 

starting hierarchically from above by common decisions from all parliamentary parties in order 

to encounter the current economic and socio-political problems. On the other hand, the left-

oriented participants focus more on a societal class division between the working class and the 

urban class. Based on that division they argue that with regards to the working class, which is the 

majority of the Greek population today, there is no need for further reconciliation even if 

individuals belong to different ideologies and political parties. Their common need to protect 

their livelihood and struggle against the current crisis has already brought them together. 
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7. ANALYSIS 

In this chapter the findings are compared to the literature review regarding top-down initiatives and 
reconciliation timeliness.   

 

7.1. The Greek top-down approach 

 

7.1.1. An overview  

The top-down approach chosen by the Greek political leadership was proved to be a 

highly controversial issue among the interviewees. As a matter of fact, even if a large proportion 

of participants accepted the fact that the top-down initiatives enhanced reconciliation and 

contributed significantly in national unity (twelve), thirteen was the amount of respondents 

arguing that these policies were basically forwarding specific political interests and were used as 

a means of attracting votes. 

The Greek governments, by both the pressure and assistance of external forces and the 

national demand for unity, promoted these measures in order to finally transit Greece into a more 

democratic state while also getting aligned with the Western socio-political environment. 

According to the findings, these policies and reforms played a significant role on the 

governmental effort to fulfill the prerequisites for entering the European Union32 and in short 

time to catch-up with the rest of Europe. Therefore, the Greek society was entering a period in 

which democracy, peace and prosperity would –seemingly- be fully restored and strong links in 

connection to foreign policy would be established.  

 

7.1.2. Analyzing the top-down policies 

In order to be able to examine the outcome of the top-down initiatives in Greece, there is 

a great need to focus not on the exact period of the Civil war but to the years that followed. 

Taking into account that the outcome of the war was in favor of the pro-governmental forces, it 

should be pointed out that in order to achieve reconciliation the winners should have been the 

                                                           
32 Application for accessing the E.U. was issued on the 12th of June 1975, and Greece’s formal entrance was on the 
1st of January 1981. 
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ones taking the initiative to introduce top-down approaches. In other words, the right-wing 

winners should have taken a step back for the sake of democracy and prosperity; a task not that 

easy when you have won an almost six-year civil dispute and you are in a leading position. 

Nevertheless, after twenty-five years of suppression and chase against the leftists, the time came 

for the Greek leadership to enforce policies and measures that would reintroduce the defeated 

Communist party into the political scene as well as its supporters into society without this time 

the latter fearing of expressing their political views freely.  

In 1974, by the fall of the military regime, Karamanlis was called from Paris, where he 

was self-exiled, in order to take office while at the same time he got informed, among others, 

about the major task he was about to undertake; the transition of Greece to democracy. A general 

public demand for democratic transition created the proper circumstances for Karamanlis to 

enforce several policies that would assist the Greek society in its struggle for political stability 

which was lacking since the termination of the Civil war (Sotiropoulos, 2010, pp.451-453; Siani 

& Katsikas, 2009, pp.566-567; Panourgia, 2009, pp.150-151). According to an interviewee, the 

significance of the introduction of these measures by a right-wing government led by the 

conservative Konstantinos Karamanlis was major. In fact, as a right-wing political leader, 

Karamanlis forced strong anti-communist societal groups to accept a series of measures that 

would obviously give more freedom to their opponents from the Civil war; this option of course 

would not be possible for a left or a centre-left government. What is more, apart from the 

external pressures, it should be borne in mind that the transition of Greece to a democratic state 

after the military junta was mainly pushed by public demand. Thus, Karamanlis, backed up by 

the majority of the population, made the first step of re-introducing democracy within the Greek 

society. 

Yet, according to the interviewees his effort was incomplete due to the fact that he kept 

anti-democratic laws in the new Constitution as well as he did not promote measures such as 

trials and tribunals in relation to atrocities of the Civil war. Even if Karamanlis brought the 

perpetrators of the military junta on trial, the left-oriented interviewees supported that he should 

have also penalized those who have been cooperating with the Security Battalions during the 

German occupation as well as the prison-guards within the prisons and the concentration camps 

that enforced during the post-Civil war period severe physical and psychological violence 

towards the leftist inmates. However, findings also depict that part of the right-wing interviewees 
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admits that more trials should have been held against the guerilla instigators and leaders, since 

the whole guerilla movement was illegitimate and therefore, had to be punished33.  

Bringing retributive justice for atrocities dated back twenty-five years would be probably 

a difficult task for a newly formed government. Lack of financial resources in order to support 

the expensive task of trials and tribunals, the total purging of the public services from supporters 

of the military regime, as well as the fear of flaring up previous disputes are some of the reasons 

that Karamanlis decided to follow another approach, the one that had as a purpose people to 

forget and move on. However, by bringing the perpetrators of the junta in front of justice, 

Karamanlis managed to receive acceptance from both right and left-wing groups opposed to the 

junta regime.  

The leftist interviewees stressed that when Karamanlis was also in charge of Greece 

before the military junta34, he was following similar suppressive attitude towards the left, as did 

the rest of the post-Civil war governments. Even if it was argued that he changed during his self-

exile in Paris, we should not forget that he was called back after the junta to take charge of 

Greece once more as a conservative right-wing leader. Hence, after the end of his second 

premiership in 1980, the interviewees supported that there was much more space for Greece to 

undergo further socio-political changes as well as reconciliation. Karamanlis, due to his political 

and ideological background and in fear of losing political power, did not proceed to the 

implementation of in-depth reconciliatory policies and reforms. Therefore, even if the task for 

transiting to democracy was to a large extent successful, reconciliation as such was still pending.   

 

When the time of Andreas Papandreou came in 1981, the way for democracy had already 

started being paved and people from both groups were ready to accept and support further top-

down initiatives. Restorative justice was introduced as well as some legal acts and reforms. For 

the first time the leftists had reasons to believe that a leader leaning ideologically more to their 

political beliefs would bring further social and political balance in the Greek society as well as 

introduce reconciliation. However, the reactions of the top-down approaches that Papandreou 

                                                           
33 From an interview 
34 Karamanlis won three successive elections (1956, 1958 and 1961) 
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enforced were not positive from the right-oriented people, since they were mostly supportive 

towards the leftists35. That created a serious impediment regarding reconciliation.    

Moreover, apart from the top-down initiatives, it is important to mention that there was a 

lot of criticism on the economic measures that Papandreou followed. According to the findings, 

the misuse of money both from the public treasury and the European funds overshadowed any 

positive top-down effort aiming at reconciliation36. All in all, the criticism against some top-

down reconciliatory approaches as well as the misuse of economic policies which disorientated 

the people from the process of reconciling, create a picture of doubt with regards to the 

contribution of Papandreou’s top-down policies and reforms.     

 

The interim coalition government of 1989 was a political step that a large part of the 

Greek majority criticized. Forty years exactly after the end of the Civil war and for the first time 

a conservative right-wing party was forming a government with a coalition of two left parties. 

The first attempt for a political collaboration was made. Under the premiership of the 

conservative Tzannis Tzannetakis and even if the time of governance was short37 some top-down 

reconciliatory initiatives were forwarded. Notwithstanding, the measures were criticized as 

formalities and were considered to be mainly ways of canvassing in order for the interim 

government to achieve predomination over the opposition of Andreas Papandreou.   

 

7.1.3. Top-down Vs bottom-up 

The importance of the state in reconciliation was raised a few times during the 

interviews. As a matter of fact, three interviewees claimed that the only legal actor that can 

promote reconciliation is the state. That discussion of course was raised in a comparison between 

the state and other societal actors. In addition, during this comparison one interviewee supported 

that syndicates and unions could enhance top-down reconciliation serving as a mouthpiece of the 

people, while on the contrary severe was the criticism against the media and their role in 

reconciliation. 

                                                           
35 From an interview 
36 From an interview 
37 From the 2nd of July 1989 until November of the same year 
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Furthermore, the participants pointed out the significance of bottom-up interpersonal 

efforts in promoting reconciliation. Efforts such bilateral participation of both sides in common 

discussions at local cafes (“Kafenia”) or re-establishing every day relations by restarting saluting 

each other are some examples38. Eight of the interviewees made clear that initiatives on a 

grassroots level became a necessity for the people, no matter which side they supported, because 

they were tired of violence and oppression. Until the state took finally the decision to promote 

top-down measures, the people had already made some first steps to come closer with each other 

due to their personal need in living peacefully. According to the findings, the top-down policies 

–in terms of reconciliation- that followed, were a final step that merely fortified, by a state 

signature, a reconciliatory act imposed by the public majority. It was only a reassurance that their 

interpersonal efforts had results.       

 

7.1.4. Justice and Forgiveness 

The issue of retributive justice was raised several times during the discussions. 

Surprisingly, the proportion of the right-oriented participants was higher than the left-oriented 

ones, arguing that justice via punishment should be imposed by the state with regards to all the 

perpetrators of the Civil war. On the contrary, the leftist interviewees that suffered from their 

opponents during their exile in Makronisos Island insisted that even if they were harassed both 

physically and psychologically during these years they would not seek for revenge and 

punishment for their tormentors. Nevertheless, forgiveness is a difficult task and most of the 

leftist interviewees are not yet ready to take this step and possibly will never be. Therefore, it can 

be argued that the decision of the political leadership not to try people related to tortures and 

human right abuses during the Civil war was a decision in order for the people to forget the past 

and move on. The result was that even if as a political choice did not satisfy large part of the 

population, significant negative reactions did not appear. Yet, according to the findings people 

from the left group cannot make the significant step of forgiving. Therefore, doubts can be raised 

of whether the aforementioned political choice not to proceed in retributive justice, while 

following only restorative measures, had actually enhanced the reconciliation process since the 

one side is still not even today ready to make an important reconciliatory step, that of forgiving.  

                                                           
38 From an interview 
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7.1.5. Conclusion 

A large proportion of the interviewees (eighteen), nine from each group, supported that 

these measures introduced democracy and brought to a large extent socio-political balance 

between the left and the right within the Greek society. Moreover, the implementation of these 

top-down initiatives was also considered to be important since a platform was finally fortified by 

the auspices of the state where the interpersonal, bottom-up reconciliatory efforts were finally 

able to take place in a safe and secure socio-political environment. However, in terms of 

reconciliation as such, the proportion supporting that these top-down measures enhanced a 

reconciliatory process is relatively low (twelve). Finally, the proportion addressing the political 

expedience hidden behind these top-down measures is reaching the thirteen interviewees. 

Therefore, although the socio-political Greek affairs were improved and the foundations of 

democracy were strengthened, the outcome of the findings shows that there is lack of strong 

arguments from a large proportion of interviewees addressing that the top-down measures 

promoted reconciliation significantly and on the contrary a large proportion of the participants 

support that these top-down approaches left enough room for political expediency. 

 

7.2. Reconciliation timing in Greece 

7.2.1. Timing without top-down initiatives 

Before we move towards the analysis regarding the actual timing of top-down approaches 

in Greece, there is a need to remind once more that the twenty-five years period that intervened 

between the end of the Greek Civil conflict and the time that top-down policies were initiated 

was not a period of stagnation and passiveness in terms of political decision-making. Instead, it 

was a period during which the prevailing anti-communist government enforced severe 

suppression against the pro-communist opposition, such as exiles, tortures and executions 

(Samatas, 1986, pp. 6-9, pp.11-12, p.18, p.30; Panourgia, 2009 p.89-93). As a matter of fact, 

there was no space for reconciliation but on the contrary, the Greek society had to face first the 

major task of reversing the intense political environment, re-introduce democracy gradually and 

hence, achieving the necessary socio-political balance needed to enforce top-down policies and 

reforms.  
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The empirical data drawn by the literature review stress that reconciliation needs to be 

initiated soon after a conflict is over. So, based on the Greek case it can be underscored that the 

more a reconciliatory process is postponed, either by governmental choice or due to 

governmental hesitation in taking the responsibility for initiating pro-reconciliatory policies and 

measures, the more difficult the task to achieve healing and reconciliation.  

 
7.2.2. Time as a healer 

In Huyse’s (2003) words, “a violent past, particularly if not dealt with in an adequate 

manner, is like a fire that intermittently flares up. Years of silence alternate with periods of 

unrest and deep emotion”” (Bloomfield, Barnes & Huyse, 2003, p. 27, pp.30-32; Brouneus, 

2003, p. 50). In the case of Greece, twenty-five years were dealt inadequately by the successive 

governments regarding top-down reconciliation; however it should be borne in mind that silence 

was not a choice but imposed. Therefore, a question is raised of whether this period worked as a 

healing factor for the individuals regardless the group they belonged to during the war even 

under such circumstances.  

 Despite the fact that historical evidence proves that the period until Greece makes the 

first step to democracy was turbulent with the victorious pro-governmental forces suppressing 

the defeated pro-communists, eight of the interviewees, four from each group, accepted the fact 

that time worked as a healing factor and twelve insisted that the two sides have come to an extent 

closer today even during these twenty-five years. People had the need to forget what happened in 

the past and hence, tried to move forward. According to David Bloomfield, “community-level 

initiatives, whether cross-community relationship-building, or individual healing work, are 

bottom-up, and can occur outside, or in the absence of, such state-wide legitimacy”(Bloomfield, 

2006. pp. 25-26). Therefore, with regards to the Greek case, during that time gap both groups 

grasped the opportunity to approach each other to some extent, resulting in that way progress in 

their collaboration and understanding.   

Finally, this bottom-up action of the people can be justified as the result of a defensive 

mechanism trying to heal post-traumatic experiences as well as a self-imposing amnesia 

regarding the past violence and atrocities. Hence, even though current literature addresses that 

the time passing without significant reconciliation efforts can retard the reconciliation process in 

a post-conflict society, and even though that past can serve as a trap for maintaining pain and 
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anger, the Greek case shows that time can also work as a healing factor, in spite of difficult 

conditions, when the individuals are willing to reclaim it by promoting individual reconciliatory 

initiatives. 

 

7.2.3. Timing of introducing the top-down approaches  

By the fall of the Colonels’ dictatorship (1974), the first opportunity for enforcing top-

down reconciliation became a reality. As already mentioned, the years from 1974 until 1989 are 

considered the years that democracy was reintroduced in Greece. After twenty-five years, top-

down policies and measures were initiated. However, despite the fact that these measures were 

considered to be important so as for the Greek society to move forward towards reconciliation, 

the largest part of the interviewees (sixteen) were critical in terms of the actual timing. They 

pointed out that there was a major need for immediate reconciliatory response by the newly 

formed government at the end of the Civil war (1949). In other words, even if the people were 

satisfied by the top-down policies and measures as such, they consider that this delay had an 

impact on the reconciliatory outcome. In addition, they argue that even if these policies and 

reforms were a positive first move by the political leadership that enhanced the reconciliation 

process, the gap between the two groups of opponents was not sufficiently closed. 

 According to the interviewees, individuals from both groups that fought during the war 

as well as their descendants are still in great need of reconciliation. As one of the interviewees 

stated, “the harmonic coexistence of the two sides will begin when our generation is gone…it is 

not easy” Petropoulou Zoi. Therefore, it can be emphasized that apart from the policies as such, 

the view of the majority of the interviewees that reconciliation should have been initiated 

immediately after the Civil war proves that time with regards to the introduction of top-down 

reconciliatory measures plays a very significant role for a reconciliation process. 

 

7.2.4. Conclusion 

When the time for introducing top-down policies and reforms finally came in 1974 the 

reconciliatory results, according to the sample, were not as strong as they could have been if 

reconciliation was implied in 1949 and therefore, that is part of the reason why Greek society is 

still in need of reconciliation today.  
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All in all, the aforementioned collective opinion of the interviewees leads to the 

conclusion that although the policies were enforced exactly on the time the circumstances 

allowed it, and even though the governments that followed continued with more reconciliatory 

measures, a long intervening period between the Civil dispute and the initiation of top-down 

approaches, in the Greek case, had a negative impact on reconciliation.  
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8. CONCLUSION 

The Greek Civil war was undoubtedly one of the most bloody and controversial era in 

Greek history. Brothers were killing each other and whole families were being wiped by fellow 

Greeks. The long period that followed was also covered by oppression and social injustices for a 

large part of the Greek population. A country that once was the cradle of democracy was covered 

in suppression, violence and injustice. It was only when the times “permitted” it that the political 

leadership decided to apply top-down reconciliatory initiatives and things started to change.  

The overall perception of the people interviewed is that top-down reconciliatory 

approaches even if they can promote socio-political balance between two opposing sides and 

even if they enhance democracy, in case they are misused by the political leadership, they do not 

contribute significantly in enhancing reconciliation. Furthermore, the quick introduction of top-

down policies in order for a society to recover from long periods of dispute and suppression was 

also evaluated as important for reconciliation. What is more, the results showed that the Greek 

society is in a great need today for further reconciliation and most of the interviewees shared 

their hope that the younger generations will manage finally to achieve in closing the gap once 

and for all. 

This study contributes on the literature debate regarding the use of top-down initiatives, 

as well as adds significant primary data upon the current literature related to the Greek Civil war 

and the concept of reconciliation.  

 

8.1. Final thoughts 

It would be very interesting for studies in the near future to conduct a similar fieldwork 

on reconciliation correlating the outcome of the Civil war with the current polarization observed 

within the Greek society. Relying on this fieldwork results, researchers can make one step 

forward by searching why is the Greek society still in need for reconciliation and what could be 

done in terms of further top-down or bottom-up initiatives in order to close that gap. The results 

of such a study would be certainly of great importance for both the current literature on 

reconciliation as well as the Greek society.  
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In addition, I would also like to share some messages that the elder participants of this 

research, who lived and experienced the atrocities of a Civil war, sent to their children and 

grandchildren: 

“Tough memories…I wish such times will not return” Mpoutselis George 

“I wish this time won’t come again…all the bad things that happened to us” Aggelopoulos Elias 

“You should love each other…you should have solidarity and be offering…you should not 

separate people by their colors (political parties)” Masouridou Georgia 

“I wish the next generations live in peace…they should fight for what is called justice” 

Farsakides George 

“The younger generations should read and learn the Modern Greek history…they should be 

aware of what happened in order for forgetting the hatred and empathy that existed during that 

period (Civil war)” Gavriilidou Nitsa   

Finally I would like to end this study by adding a personal message using a verse of the 

Greek national poet, Dionysios Solomos: 

“If they hate each other…they do not deserve freedom” 

     Hymn to Liberty, D. Solomos  
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Appendix I 

List of Interviews 

April 12, 2013  Georgios Farsakides, 87 years old in Athens (Left) 

April 20, 2013  Dimitrios Koufalis, 86 years old in Athens (Right) 

April 20, 2013  Zoi Petropoulou, 88 years old in Athens (Left) 

April 22, 2013  Nikolaos Zacharopoulos, 87 years old in Athens (Right) 

April 22, 2013  Georgia Masouridou, 88 years old in Athens (Right) 

April 23, 2013  Evanthia Zoidou, -  in Athens (Left) 

April 24, 2013  Nitsa Gavriilidou, 88 years old in Athens (Left) 

April 24, 2013  Kostas Tatsis, 83 years old in Athens (Left) 

April 25, 2013  Olympia Evaggelinou, 90 years old in Athens (Left) 

April 26, 2013  Athanasios Katsaros, 84 years old in Fthiotida (Right) 

April 26, 2013  Vasileios Fokos, 88 years old in Fthiotida (Right) 

April 26, 2013  Loukas Kiatos, 94 years old in Fthiotida (Left) 

April 26, 2013  Sotiria Vitaliotou, 86 years old in Fthiotida (Right) 

April 27, 2013  Dimitrios Karabas, 85 years old in Fthiotida (Right) 

April 27, 2013  Odysseas Verousis, 87 years old in Fthiotida (Right) 

April 29, 2013  Aggelopoulos Ilias, 88 years old in Messinia (Right) 

April 30, 2013  Athanasios -, 83 years old in Messinia (Right) 

May 1, 2013             Georgios Papadimitropoulos, 86 years old in Messinia (Left) 

May 1, 2013  Kostas Zacharopoulos, 88 years old in Messinia (Right) 

May 2, 2013  Panayiotis Mavreas, 83 years old in Messinia (Left) 

May 7, 2013   Charalampos Tzouganatos,87 years old in Athens (Left) 

May 8, 2013   Georgios Mpoutselis, 87 years old in Athens (Right) 
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Appendix II 

Chronology of events 

May 1944: Lebanon conference: All political parties and resistance groups agreed (National 
Contract) on the creation of a government of National Unity consisting of 24 ministries, among 
which 6 of whom were covered by EAM members.  

September 1944: Caserta conference: According to this agreement all resistance forces in 
Greece were placed under the command of a British officer, General Ronald Scobie. 

9th October 1944: Fourth Moscow conference - “Percentages agreement”: An agreement 
between the Joseph Stalin and Winston Churchill with which they divided southeastern Europe 
in spheres of influence. 

December 1944: December events in Athens (“Dekemvriana”): A number of clashes that began 
on the 3rd of December 1944 to January 11th 1945, were the left-wing resistance fighters (EAM-
ELAS) clashed with British armed forces and the Greek government supported by the city police 
forces as well as extreme-right groups. 

12th of February 1945: Treaty of Varkiza: Signed by the Greek government and the left-wing 
resistance forces on an effort to find common ground and solve the dispute. None of the two 
agreeing parties abided in its commitments.   

31st of March 1946: Attack at the Police outpost in Litochoro Pierias, by 30 ex-ELAS members.   

April 1948: Marshall aid plan from the U.S.A (649 million dollars) 

August 1949: End of Greek Civil war by the defeat of the leftist fighters.  

21st of April 1967: Military dictatorship 

July 1974: Fall of Military dictatorship 
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Appendix III 

Map of the places where the interviews were conducted 
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Appendix IV 

Questionnaire (English) 
 

General questions 

Discussion on personal information: 

During the Civil war 

1) What are your name, age and educational background? 
2) According to your perspective, what did exactly happen in Greece during the years 1943-

1949? 
3) What is your personal experience of the war? 
4) Which side did you take? 
5) Were you forced to take a side or it was a personal decision?  
6) Did you participate in the Civil war as a soldier or else?  
7) If you were armed what was your rank? 
8) When you recall that period, which are the first, immediate, thoughts and feelings you 

get? 

Today 

9) Do you still support the same side as you used to back in the war? If yes/not, why? 
10) Do you feel the same way regarding your opponent today or not? Why? 
11) Do you believe the two sides have come closer after so many years since the end of the 

war or not and why? If not would you like them to do so? 
12) Are you aware of any conciliatory measures and policies launched by the government 

that were issued after the war ended in 1949, to ease the situation between the disputants? 
 

 

Information about the policies: 

1) Are you aware of some of the policies put into force during the political changeover 
(“Metapolitefsi”, 1974)?  If yes, what do you know about them? 
- Examples: 1) Release of political prisoners, 2) Abolishment of prison-camps and 3) 

Restoration of citizenship of those who had been against the military regime (both left 
and right), 4) Legalization of the Communist Part of Greece (KKE), 5) Allowance of 
KKE bystanders to participate in the elections, 6) A new constitution in 1975, 7) 
Referendum which led to the abolition of monarchy. 
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- Are there any other policies that you consider as important and you would like to 

add? (*) 
 

2) Are you aware of some of the policies that PASOK (Panhellenic Socialist movement), 
under the leadership of Andreas Papandreou (1981), implemented? If yes, what is exactly 
that you know? 
- Examples: 1) Recognition of EAM’s contribution into the national resistance, (1982) 

under a legislative act, 2)Pensions were issued to all resistance fighters, 3) 
Monuments in memory of the resistance were built, 4) School books were re-edited, 
giving a more detailed perspective from both sides, 5) A Ministerial Decree in 1983 
and later a legislative action in 1985, allowed political refugees to return re-claiming 
back their citizenship as well as their properties, 6) “certificate of civic virtue” and 
other surveillance measures were abolished, having as a result that job opportunities 
in the public and the private sector would be open for every Greek citizen. 
 

- Would you like to add any other policies implemented under Papandreou 
government? 
 

3) Are you aware of the Law No. 1863 that recognized the period between 1946-1949 as 
“Civil war” and about the incineration of 17 million police surveillance files by the 
interim coalition government of 1989? If yes, can you elaborate?  
 
- Would you like to add any other policies implemented under the interim government 

related to our discussion? 
 

Evaluation and Impact of Policies 

What have policies achieved (or not) in Greece: 

1) What do you think every respective government actually wanted to achieve with these 
policies? 
 

2) Do you think the respective governments managed to achieve their goal? If not, why? 
 

3) Do you think there was an impact of these policies to the society as a whole, from the 
time they were implemented up-to-date? 
- If not, why? 
- If yes, what do you believe has been achieved, in what extent and how? 
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What have the policies achieved (or not) on the interviewees: 

1) What was your first personal reaction in regards to these policies? 
 

2) What do you think these governmental policies were actually trying to achieve in 
connection to the Greek citizens? 
 

3) Do you think there was an impact of these policies on you, from the time they were 
implemented up-to-date? 
- If yes, did they make any difference in regards to your everyday life, in what extent 

and how? 
- If not, why? 

 
4) Do you believe there was an impact of these policies on your opponent’s –during the 

Civil war- side, from the time they were implemented up-to-date? 
-  If yes, in what extent and how? 
- If not, why? 

Reconciliation 

What have policies achieved (or not) in Greece, in terms of reconciliation39: 

1) Do you see those policies as a first step to the country’s reconciliation? If yes, why? And 
what could have been done to promote it even more? 
- If not, what do you think should have been done in order to promote a reconciliation 

process? 
 

2) Are there any other actors, apart from the state, that should have been more involved in 
the reconciliation process? If yes, which ones and why? 

What have policies achieved (or not) on the interviewees, in terms of reconciliation: 

1) Did you ever make any effort to reconcile with your opponent at a personal level?  
 
 

Evaluation of Time 
1) Was there a need for reconciliation right after the Civil war? Why or why not? 

 

                                                           
39 Reconciliation: The long-term and painful process, having as a main goal the peaceful co-existence among ex-warring parties, 
without devaluing the past events (Bloomfield, Barnes & Huyse, 2003, pp.12-13). 
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2) How did the twenty-five-years period of reconciliation inactivity, affected Greece’s 
reconciliation process? 
 

3) How did this time gap affect and/or still affects your personal effort on the reconciliation 
process? 
 

4) According to your opinion, is there still a need for reconciliation today? 

 

The message 

- Would you like to give a message to the younger generation and what would that be? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(*) Some examples of measures and politics counter to the reconciliation process: 

-  Article (14, par. 3) and Articles (183-190) were the restrictions of the freedom of speech and press  

- Laws that were put into force during the dictatorship of Metaxas (1936-1941) and were imposed without being 
changed until 1981: 

1) Emergency Law 1092 (1938), legalizing press censorship 

2) Emergency Law 375 (1936), according to which every single act of communists were speculated as espionage for 
the Soviet Union  

3) Emergency Law 942 (1936), which banned activities of any political opposition 

Finally, a series of new laws, which supplemented the New Greek Constitution of 1975 such as:  

1) Law 410 (1976) ,which punished anyone resisting to the state authorities and  
2) Law 774 (1978), according to which anyone who was considered to be suspicious for a terrorist act would 

be punished severely, even by death sentence. 
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Questionnaire (Greek) 
 

Γενικές ερωτήσεις 

Συζήτηση σχετικά με προσωπικές πληροφορίες των  συνεντευξιαζόμενων: 

Κατά τη διάρκεια του Εμφυλίου 

1) Ποιό είναι το όνομά σας, η ηλικία σας και το εκπαιδευτικό σας υπόβαθρο; 
2) Σύμφωνα με την άποψή σας, τί ακριβώς έγινε στην Ελλάδα κατά τη διάρκεια 1943-1949; 
3) Ποιά είναι η προσωπική σας εμπειρία από τον πόλεμο; 
4) Ποιανού τη θέση είχατε πάρει; 
5) Πήρατε θέση ύπο πίεση ή ήταν προσωπική σας επιλογή; 
6) Συμμετείχατε στον πόλεμο ως ένοπλος ή με κάποιον άλλο τρόπο; 
7) Εάν ήσαστε ένοπλος, ποιός ήταν ο βαθμός σας; 
8) Όταν ανακαλείτε αυτή την περίοδο, ποιές είναι οι πρώτες, άμεσες σκέψεις και τα πρώτα, 

άμεσα αισθήματα; 

Σήμερα 

9) Σήμερα στηρίζετε ακόμη την ίδια πλευρά όπως και τότε στον πόλεμο; Αν ναί/όχι, γιατί; 
10) Έχετε τα ίδια συναισθήματα ως προς τον τότε αντίπαλό σας  ακόμη και σήμερα ή όχι; 

Γιατί; 
11) Πιστεύετε ότι οι δύο μεριές έχουν έρθει πιό κοντά, ύστερα από τόσα χρόνια από τη λήξη 

του Εμφυλίου ή όχι και γιατί; Αν όχι, θα το θέλατε; 
12) Γνωρίζετε κάποιες πολιτικές/μέτρα συμφιλίωσης που δρομολογήθησαν από την 

Μετεμφυλιακή κυβέρνηση μετά το 1949 και όπου είχαν ως σκοπό την εξομάλυνση της 
σχέσης των δύο αντιπαλώμενων μερών; 

 

Πληροφόρηση ως προς τις πολιτικές: 

1) Γνωρίζετε κάποιες από τις πολιτικές που τέθησαν σε ισχύ κατά τη διάρκεια της 
Μεταπολίτευσης; Αν ναί, τί γνωρίζετε για αυτές; 
- Παραδείγματα: 1) Απελευθέρωση πολιτικών κρατουμένων, 2) Κατάργηση των 

στρατοπέδων συγκέντρωσης, 3) Επιστροφή της υπηκοότητας για αυτούς που 
αντιτάχθησαν στο στρατιωτικό καθεστώς επί χούντας (Αριστεροί και Δεξιοί), 4) 
Νομιμοποίηση του Κ.Κ.Ε., 5) Παραχώρηση εκλογικών δικαιωμάτων στους 
υποστηρικτές του Κ.Κ.Ε., 6) Νέο Σύνταγμα (1975), 7) Δημοψήφισμα που οδήγησε 
στην κατάργηση της Μοναρχίας. 
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- Υπάρχουν κάποιες άλλες πολιτικές που θεωρείτε σημαντικές και θα θέλατε να 
προσθέσετε; (*) 

 
2) Γνωρίζετε κάποιες από τις πολιτικές του εφάρμοσε το Πα.Σο.Κ., υπό την ηγεσία του 

Ανδρέα Παπανδρέου (1981)? Αν ναι, τί ακριβώς γνωρίζετε;  
- Παραδείγματα: 1) Αναγνώριση της συμμετοχής του ΕΑΜ στην Εθνική Αντίσταση, 

βάσει νομοθεσίας, 2) Δικαίωμα συνταξιοδότησης στους  μαχητές της Εθνικής 
Αντίστασης, 3) Μνημεία προς τιμήν της Αντίστασης, 4) Επανέκδοση σχολικών 
βιβλίων στα οποία αναγράφησαν πιό λεπτομερείς οι απόψεις και των δύο μερών 5) 
Υπουργικής Απόφαση του 1983, και αργότερα Νομοθετική Πράξη του 1985, όπου 
επετράπει η επιστροφή των πολιτικών προσφύγων, ενώ δόθηκε παράλληλα το 
δικαίωμα επανάκτησης της υπηκοότητάς καθώς και των περιουσιών τους, 6) 
Κατάργηση του «Πιστοποιητικού Κοινωνικών Φρονημάτων» καθώς και άλλων 
μέτρων παρακολούθησης, με αποτέλεσμα τη δημιουργία νέων ευκαιριών εργασίας 
τόσο στο Δημόσιο όσο και στον Ιδιωτικό τομέα, για κάθε πλέον Έλληνα πολίτη. 
 

- Θα θέλατε να προσθέσετε κάποιες άλλες πολιτικές που εφαρμόστηκαν από την 
κυβέρνηση Παπανδρέου; 

 
3) Γνωρίζετε για το υπ’αριθμόν Νόμο 1863, όπου αναγνώρισε την περίοδο 1946-1949, ως 

περίοδο «Εμφυλίου Πολέμου» και την καύση 17 εκατομμυρίων αστυνομικών φακέλων 
παρακολούθησης που προέβει η προσωρινή Συγκυβέρνηση του 1989; 
 
- Θα θέλατε να προσθέσετε κάποια πολιτική που εφαρμόστηκε από την Προσωρινή 

αυτή Συγκυβέρνηση; 

 

Αξιολόγηση και Επίδραση των Πολιτικών 

Τί επετεύχθει με αυτές τις πολιτικές και ποιά η επίδρασή τους στην Ελλάδα: 

1) Τί ακριβώς πιστεύετε ότι προσπάθησε η εκάστοτε κυβέρνηση να πετύχει με αυτές τις 
πολιτικές; 

2) Πιστεύετε ότι οι εκάστοτε κυβερνήσεις πέτυχαν το στόχο τους; Άν όχι, γιατί; 
3) Πιστεύετε ότι υπήρξε κάποια επίδραση των πολιτικών αυτών στην κοινωνία σαν σύνολο, 

από τη στιγμή που τέθησαν σε εφαρμογή μέχρι και σήμερα; 
- Αν όχι, γιατί; 
-Αν ναί, τί πίστευετε ότι έχει επιτευχθεί, σε τί βαθμό και πώς; 

 



                                                                                                                                                                     

 
 70 

Τί επετεύχθει με αυτές τις πολιτικές και ποιά η επίδρασή τους στους συνεντευξιαζόμενους: 

1) Ποιά ήταν η πρώτη προσωπική σας αντίδραση ως προς αυτές τις πολιτικές; 
2) Τί πιστεύετε ότι αυτές οι κρατικές πολιτικές προσπάθησαν ουσιαστικά να επιτύχουν, 

όσον αφορά στους Έλληνες πολίτες; 
3) Πιστεύετε ότι υπήρξε κάποια επίδραση των πολιτικών αυτών σε εσάς από τη στιγμή που 

τέθησαν σε εφαρμογή μέχρι και σήμερα; 
- Αν ναί, άλλαξε κάτι στην καθημερινή σας ζωή; σε τί βαθμό και πώς; 
- Αν όχι, γιατί; 

 
4) Πιστεύετε ότι υπήρξε κάποια επίδραση των πολιτικών αυτών στην αντίπαλη –κατά τον 

Εμφύλιο πλευρά- από τη στιγμή που τέθησαν σε εφαρμογή μέχρι και σήμερα; 
- Αν ναί, σε τί βαθμό και πώς; 
- Αν όχι, γιατί; 

 

Συμφιλίωση 

 Τί επετεύχθει με αυτές τις πολιτικές στην Ελλάδα, όσον αφορά στη συμφιλίωση40: 

1) Βλέπετε μέσα από τις πολιτικές αυτές μία πρώτη προσπάθεια για συμφιλίωση στη χώρα; 
Αν ναί, γιατί; Και τί πιστεύετε ότι έπρεπε να γίνει ώστε να προωθηθεί ακόμη 
περισσότερο; 
- Αν όχι, τί θα μπορούσε να είχε γίνει ώστε να προωθηθεί μία συμφιλιωτική 

διαδικασία; 
2) Υπάρχουν κάποιοι άλλοι φορείς, πέραν από τον κρατικό μηχανισμό, που θα έπρεπε να 

εμπλακούν περισσότερο στη συμφιλιωτική διαδικασία; Εάν ναί, ποιοί και γιατί; 

 

Τί επετεύχθει με αυτές τις πολιτικές στους συνεντευξιαζόμενους, όσον αφορά στη 
συμφιλίωση: 

1) Κάνατε ποτέ κάποια προσωπική προσπάθεια να συμφιλιωθείτε με την αντίπαλη πλευρά;  
 

 
 

                                                           
40 Συμφιλίωση: H μακρόχρονη και επίπονη διαδικασία που έχει ως σκοπό την αρμονική συμβίωση πρώην αντιμαχόμενων 
μερών, χωρίς ωστόσο να απαξιώνει τα γεγονότα του παρελθόντος (Bloomfield, Barnes & Huyse, 2003, pp.12-13). 
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Αξιολόγηση του Χρόνου 
1) Υπήρχε ανάγκη συμφιλίωσης αμέσως μετά το πέρας του Εμφυλίου πολέμου; Γιατί ή 

γιατί όχι; 
2) Πώς επηρέασε την Ελλάδα η 25 χρόνων περίοδος αδράνειας, όσον αφορά στη 

συμφιλιωτική διαδικασία; 
3) Πώς πιστεύετε ότι αυτό το χρονικό κενό επηρέασε και/ ή ακόμα επηρεάζει την 

προσωπική σας προσπάθεια ως προς το θέμα της συμφιλίωσης; 
4) Σύμφωνα με την άποψή σας, υπάρχει ανάγκη για συμφιλίωση σήμερα; 

 

Το μήνυμα 

- Θα θέλατε να δώσετε κάποιο μήνυμα στις νεότερες γενιές και ποιό θα ήταν αυτό; 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(*) Κάποια παραδείγματα μέτρων και πολιτικών αντίθετα προς τη Συμφιλίωση: 

-  Άρθρο (14, παρ. 3) και άρθρα (183-190) ως προς την ελευθερία λόγου και λογοκρισία του Τύπου 

- Νόμοι που τέθησαν σε εφαρμογή την περίοδο Μεταξά (1936-1941) και παρέμειναν σε ισχύ μέχρι το 1981 όπως: 

1) Νόμος έκτακτης ανάγκης 1092 (1938), που νομιμοποιούσε τη λογοκρισία του Τύπου 

2) Νόμος έκτακτης ανάγκης 375 (1936), που καθιστούσε οποιαδήποτε πράξη κομμουνιστών ως κατασκοπεία για 
λογαριασμό της Σοβιετικής Ένωσης. 

3) Νόμος έκτακτης ανάγκης 942 (1936), που απαγόρευε οποιαδήποτε δράση αντιπολιτευτικού κόμματος. 

Επίσης, στο Νεό Σύνταγμα του 1975, ενεγράφησαν συμπληρωματικοί νόμοι όπως: 

1) Νόμος 410 (1976), που τιμωρούσε οποιονδήποτε αντιστεκόταν στις Κρατικές Αρχές 
2) Νόμος 774 (1978), σύμφωνα με τον οποίο, οποισδήποτε εθεωρείτο ύποπτος για τρομοκρατική ενέργεια 

μπορούσε τιμωρούνταν αυστηρά έως και με ποινή θανάτου.   
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