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Abstract

This thesis addresses a major issue in contentious politics. Why are revolutionary
groups resilient in Greece? Greece has experienced regular instances of political
violence in the past decades — from low-level phenomena, such as vandalisms, riots
and clashes with the police, to high-level occurrences, such as the operation of
clandestine groups. Particularly critical has been the rise of a series of revolutionary
groups from the 1960s onwards. ldentified as clandestine left-wing groups that
organise underground and use violent methods to disrupt the political system and cause
radical political change, revolutionary groups have been one of the most enduring
challenges faced by the modern Greek state. By employing mixed methods for a deep
analysis of the phenomenon’s causes in Greece, this thesis shows how the emergence
of the revolutionary groups can be traced back in the military junta’s era (1967 — 1974)
— making Greece the oldest and most protracted case of revolutionary violence in
Europe, and one of the most resilient globally. To trace the phenomenon, this thesis
follows a relational analytical approach (McAdam, Tarrow and Tilly 2001; Alimi,
Demetriou and Bosi 2015) that emphasises the role of mechanisms and posits the
content of interactions as key to the understanding of groups’ violence. Based on a
comparative design across generations of armed groups and the study of their
communiqués, this research provides a detailed analysis of the mechanisms that
facilitated the radicalisation process of two different revolutionary groups: the
Revolutionary Popular Movement (LEA) (1965 — 1974) and the Revolutionary
Organisation November 17 (17N) (1975 — 2002). By combining a process-oriented
approach with an analysis of the groups’ collective action frames and framing
strategies, this thesis traces the similarities and dissimilarities of the two contentious
episodes, revealing the recurring mechanisms that triggered the revolutionary groups’

emergence, resilience and decline in Greece.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Background of the Thesis

Defined as the clandestine left-wing organisations that engage in the most radical
forms of collective action in order to disrupt a state’s established regime and cause
fundamental political change (Crenshaw 1972; Della Porta 2013), revolutionary
groups have been one of the main forms of political violence that Greece has faced in
its modern history. The roots of the phenomenon can be traced back to the civil war
(1946 — 1949) and the military dictatorship (1967 — 1974), making Greece the oldest
and most protracted case of revolutionary violence in Europe and one of the most
enduring globally. Despite of the phenomenon’s endurance, revolutionary violence in
Greece is severely under-researched as there is a scarcity of either Greek or English
literature on the topic. Most importantly, there is a notable absence of focus on the
reasons of the emergence and persistence of revolutionary groups. In an attempt to fill
this research lacuna, this thesis delves into the political history of modern Greece, in
order to identify the contextual, cognitive and relational factors that facilitated the

occurrence and resilience of armed left-wing groups in the country.

Scholars of political violence have frequently associated revolutionary groups
with the “New Left” or the third wave of armed groups in the modern history of
international terror (Rapoport 1992, 2004). This wave of radical groups emerged in the
late 1960s and was stirred to action by the anarchist and communist movements of the
first decades of the 20th century, the anti-colonial campaigns of the Third World and
the victory of the Viet Cong against the United States (Varon 2004). Such groups
operated around the globe: namely, in the Americas (e.g. Tupamaros, Weatherman),
in Asia (e.g. Japanese Red Army) and in Europe (e.g. Red Brigades, Red Army
Faction) (Alexander and Pluchinsky 1992; Della Porta 1995; Zwerman, Steinhoff and
Della Porta 2000). According to conventional wisdom, revolutionary violence peaked
between the 1970s and 1980s and faded away substantially during the last decade of
the twentieth century, after the dissolution of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold
War. However, in the Greek case revolutionary groups have been a rather persistent

phenomenon. Indeed, the number of attacks claimed by radical leftist groups in Greece

15



Chapter 1: Introduction

has been continuously escalating: from 17 attacks in the 1970s (1968 — 1980) and 66
attacks in the 1980s (1981 — 1990), to 120 in the 1990s (1991 — 2000) and 148 attacks
in the 2000s (2001 — 2010) (RAND Corporation 2016; also see Anagnostou and
Skleparis 2015). The data from the previous decade (2001 — 2010) reveal that only in
this period 68 different groups have claimed responsibility for attacks in Greece
(RAND Corporation 2016) and that approximately 82 per cent of the total attacks
claimed by similar organisations in Western Europe are attributed to Greek groups (in
absolute contrast with only 3 per cent of the 1970s) (START 2016). At the same time
as the volume of attacks has risen, the threshold of violence has dropped as the striking
majority of groups has perpetrated attacks of a low-level nature against symbolically
important targets (buildings or objects) (Karampampas 2014a). Then again,
revolutionary groups have been one of the most resilient forms of contentious politics

since the 1960s in Greece.

To begin with, leftist urban guerrilla in Greece has its origins in the era of the
military junta, when due to intra-movement competition within the ranks of the
antidictatorship movement a revolutionary faction was formed (Notaras 1999). These
groups did not only fight for overthrowing the authoritarian regime as the bulk of the
resistance groups, but also for bringing radical change in Greece (Nikolinakos 1975).
One such group was the Popular Revolutionary Resistance (LEA), which envisaged
the demise of the democratic system and its replacement with a revolutionary socialist
regime (Papahelas and Telloglou 2002; Kiesling 2014). The group managed to perform
during its lifespan (1969 — 1974) nine bombing attacks that caused only material
damages, including one that hit the US embassy (August 1972). Even so, the attacks
of LEA, as well as the violence of the armed groups in general, were proved inadequate
to threaten the dictatorship (Serdedakis 2006). Whereas revolutionary groups failed to
overthrow the military rule, a student occupation of a university building was meant
to play a significant role in the delegitimation of the regime. This was the Athens
Polytechnic uprising that took place some months before the junta’s collapse
(Davanellos 1995). During the night of the 17 November 1973, 24 people died and
two thousand got injured due to the brutal army crackdown on the students’ takeover
of the Polytechnic building in Athens (Kallivretakis 2010). This event is recognised as
the decisive moment of radicalisation of one significant section of the Greek

population, as well as one of the most influential events in the development of the
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phenomenon of revolutionary violence in the country (Kassimeris G. 2005a). Actually,
one of the major revolutionary organisations in Greece had its origins in this era;
namely the Revolutionary Organisation November 17 (17N) (Kassimeris G. 2001a).
Motivated by a Marxist-Leninist class analysis the group adopted a violent repertoire
of contention with low (against objects) and high-level (against human targets) attacks,
in an attempt to rally the Greek proletariat against the local and foreign capitalists. 17N
was meant to be one of the most active armed groups in Greece with 111 attacks?, as
well as the one of the most violent with 23 executions in 27 years of operation (1975
—2002). The group’s perseverance for almost three decades remains up to this day one
of the most interesting questions in the literature of political violence, especially in the
face of the widespread perception that left-wing groups tend to last less than a year
(Rapoport 1992; Phillips 2017).

While the arrest of the 17N in 2002 caused the temporary decline in clandestine
activity in the country (Xenakis 2012), a new generation of revolutionary groups was
already on the rise. Indeed, the emergence of groups such as the Revolutionary
Struggle (RS) (2003 — 2009) (Kassimeris G. 2011) and the Conspiracy of the Cells of
Fire (CCF) (2008 — 2014) (Kassimeris G. 2012) that were inspired by radical anarchist
ideas (Karampampas 2018, forthcoming), revealed the growing influence of anarchism
in the revolutionary groups’ milieu and the ideological multiplicity of Greek
militancy?. More recently, the fact that leftist clandestine groups have assumed
responsibility for attacks in commonly crowded places (bombs in a tube station in
February 2012 and a mall in January 2013) and against human targets (shooting of two
Golden Dawn members in November 2013) has amply demonstrated the

phenomenon’s criticality as well as its ability to reproduce and endure in time.

! The number of 17N’s operations is based on the group’s communiqués and the testimonies of the
arrested militants during the group’s trial in 2002 (Theodorakis 2002).

2 The country has witnessed throughout the last fifty years the rise of various armed groups from the
whole array of the radical Left: such as Marxist, Maoist, Trotskyist and anarchist. The radical leftist
orientation and the ideological multiplicity of Greek militancy made the use of “revolutionary violence”
more apt for the description of the phenomenon than that of “terrorism”; since the first encapsulates the
common elements of the groups and facilitates the exposition of their differences, while the second
mystifies rather than illuminates their characteristics (Mahmood 2001).
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1.2 Scope of the Thesis

Based on the above account of revolutionary violence in Greece, this thesis looks into
the dynamics that facilitated the emergence and resilience of revolutionary groups
through a cross-temporal comparative design across generations of clandestine groups
by combining frame analysis and mechanism-based process tracing. Greece is ideal
for the cross-temporal examination of clandestine organisations’ radicalisation
process, as the country has experienced a great volume of violence as well as multiple
generations of armed groups. Hence, by studying the contentious episodes of two
revolutionary groups from different generations, namely of the LEA and the 17N, this
thesis attempts to unravel the dynamics of radicalisation in each episode, to trace the
similarities and differences between the groups’ radicalisation process and to track the
causal pattern that enabled the reproduction of the phenomenon through time.

Consequently, this thesis addresses the following research questions:

- What are the causal mechanisms that facilitated the emergence and decline of LEA?

- What are the causal mechanisms that facilitated the emergence and decline of 17N?

- What are the similarities and differences in the radicalisation process of the two
groups?

- How has the phenomenon of revolutionary groups been resilient in Greece since
the 1960s?

- Has there been a recurring causal pattern that has facilitated the proliferation of the
phenomenon through different generations of militants?

Greece acts as a critical (Yin 1994; Snow and Trom 2002; Flyvbjerg 2006) and
instrumental (Stake 1995, 2005; Yin 2011) case study for the exploration of
radicalisation dynamics, as the analysis of the country’s experience significantly
enriches the wider literature on social movements and contentious politics. Initially,
this thesis provides an alternative way of studying a movement’s trajectory through
the interaction of the dynamics of meaning formation and the dynamics of
radicalisation. Regarding the meaning formation dynamics, this thesis aims to
contribute to social movement theory (SMT) and particularly to the framing approach
(Snow, Rochford, Worden, and Benford 1986; Snow and Benford 1988) with the

development of an approach that analyses how a movement’s collective action frames
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interact with the dominant master frames of a given society as well as how movements
constantly frame and reframe their context, tactics and goals (longitudinal interactive
approach). Additionally, through the introduction of a mechanistic framework for the
enhancement of mechanisms’ measurement (Falleti and Lynch 2008, 2009) this thesis
aims to contribute to the expanding body of relational sociology that studies collective
action through the identification of causal mechanisms and their interactions (Alimi,
Bosi and Demetriou 2012; Della Porta 2013; Bosi, Demetriou and Malthaner 2014a).
Besides, the implementation of a local process account® (Tilly and Tarrow 2007) and
the adoption of a cross-temporal comparison aim to contribute to the contentious
politics paradigm (CP) (McAdam et al. 2001; Alimi et al. 2015; Demetriou and Alimi
2018) by highlighting the role of causal sequences* (Seawright and Collier 2010) of
mechanisms in the proliferation of contention through time. The application of the
cross-temporal comparative framework also contributes to the existing studies on left-
wing radicalism, as it challenges the dominant views on the emergence of violent
groups either at the end (Della Porta and Tarrow 1986; Tarrow 1989; Della Porta 1995)
or at the peak (Zwerman and Steinhoff 2005, 2012) of a protest cycle. Instead, in the
Greek case violent groups formed in the beginning of protest cycles as a continuation
and an evolution of previously established holdover organisations (Taylor 1989;
Meyer and Whittier 1994; Whittier 1995, 1997) and thanks to the key individuals that
acted as brokers of violent tactics (Han 2009; Vasi 2011). Along these lines, this
research highlights the importance of agency (Chabot 2010, 2012) in the diffusion of
the dynamics of contention through time, underscores the importance of the micro-
level of analysis and adheres to a multi-level relational analysis of a group’s
radicalisation process (Bosi and Della Porta 2012, 2015, 2016). Finally, through the
detailed analysis of the case study in question this thesis aims to both challenge
mainstream interpretations in the wider SMT/CP literature and to draw attention to a
severely under-researched case of contentious collective action — namely that of Greek

revolutionary groups.

3 A local process account entails the systematic study of two or more episodes from the same stream of
contention through the use of an established theoretical model (Tilly and Tarrow 2007).

4 Seawright and Collier (2010) defined a causal sequence as “two or more steps in a causal chain that
generally correspond to a chronological sequence” (p. 337).
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.3 QOutline of the Thesis

While the previous sections provided the background information about revolutionary
groups in Greece and introduced the theoretical framework and the research objectives
of this study, this section explains the overall rationale for the structure of the thesis
and offers a chapter-by-chapter summary. More specifically, this thesis can be divided
in three parts: the conceptual basis of the thesis (Chapters 2 and 3), the case study
analysis (Chapters 4, 5 and 6) and the discussion (Chapters 7 and 8). Hence, the first
part covers the theoretical and methodological background of the thesis, the second
part centres around the case study of the thesis (revolutionary groups in Greece) and
the third part goes over the thesis’ findings — in relation to the preliminary research
questions — and their implications to the existing research.

The thesis starts with a discussion of the key literature that has addressed the
emergence, resilience and operation of clandestine groups. In particular, Chapter 2
provides the theoretical backdrop of the thesis, by covering the fields of terrorism
studies, social movement theory and contentious politics. Instead of a simple account
of the different fields though, this chapter offers a critical reflection of each body of
thought and identifies their strengths and shortcomings. Particular attention is paid to
the framing perspective of SMT and the relational approach to radicalisation of CP,
two areas that this thesis aspires to contribute to through the study of the dynamic
interaction of a movement’s frames and mechanisms of radicalisation. While chapter
2 covers the theoretical premises of the thesis, Chapter 3 delineates the methodological
challenges that this thesis faces. Hence, issues such as the research design, the case
selection, the data collection as well as the two methodological approaches — frame
and process tracing analyses — that were used in order to study the interactive and co-
constitutive relationship of a group’s dynamics of meaning formation and
radicalisation were covered.

The next three chapters focus on the thesis’ case study, namely the revolutionary
groups in Greece. Initially, Chapter 4 sets the sociopolitical context that facilitated the
emergence of revolutionary violence in Greece and provides a theoretically-driven
analysis of the post-civil war history of the country (1945 — 2002). Then, Chapter 5
applies a combination of frame analysis and mechanism-based process tracing to the
contentious episode of the LEA (1965 — 1974), as it materialised in the context of the
fervent Greek 1960s, the military dictatorship and the anti-junta struggle. Hence, it
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delineates the political environment, the frames and the mechanisms that triggered,
intensified and dwindled the radicalisation process of LEA. Similarly, Chapter 6
delves into the contentious episode of 17N (1975 — 2002) and indicates the contextual,
cognitive and relational factors that sparked the emergence of the armed group in the
1970s and enabled its endurance for almost three decades. The two chapters identify —
through the adoption of a mechanistic framework of analysis — the sub-mechanisms
that constituted the central relational mechanisms and propelled the groups’
radicalisation in each contentious episode.

The detailed description of the mechanisms and sub-mechanisms that drove the
radicalisation processes of LEA and 17N enables the systematic comparison of the two
episodes. Therefore, Chapter 7 brings together the two cases in order to identify the
similarities and dissimilarities in terms of the sequence (variety of radicalisation) and
composition (particularity of radicalisation) of their central relational mechanisms
across the different stages of the groups’ radicalisation process (early, stepped-up and
slowed down radicalisation). Through this cross-temporal comparative framework this
chapter also sheds light to the research conundrum of the thesis — namely the resilience
of the phenomenon of revolutionary groups in Greece since the 1960s. Hence, the role
of the causal sequences of mechanisms in the movement-security forces and the intra-
movement arenas of interaction is recognised as critical for the proliferation of
revolutionary violence through time and from one generation of militants to another.
Finally, Chapter 8 offers further discussion of the thesis’ findings and presents
suggestions for future research. Moreover, it summarises the key contributions of the
thesis to the study of radicalisation and the wider social movement theory and
contentious politics literature, at the same time as it provides answers to the research

questions that were set in the outset of the thesis.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review and Theoretical
Framework

This literature review covers the main fields of social sciences that have engaged with
the study of political violence, defined as the “heterogeneous repertoire of actions
oriented at inflicting physical, psychological and symbolic damage to individuals
and/or property with the intention of influencing various audiences for affecting or
resisting political, social, and/or cultural change” (Bosi and Malthaner 2015, p. 439).
Hence, fields such as terrorism studies, social movement theory and contentious
politics that have traditionally occupied with questions over the rise, persistence and
decline of protest and violence (contentious collective action) are outlined. This
chapter identifies the key conceptualisations of the three fields and provides the
rationale for the adoption of an integrated SMT/CP framework for the study of Greek
revolutionary groups. Special focus is laid on the framing perspective of social
movement theory and the relational radicalisation of contentious politics, which
constitute the main areas that this thesis aspires to contribute to through the
introduction of the dynamic interaction of frames and causal mechanisms to the study
of a movement’s radicalisation. After the presentation of the thesis’ theoretical
background, it is deemed necessary to include a review of the study of contentious
politics in Greece — with a special focus on the Greek revolutionary groups that
comprise the central object of this thesis. Then, the chapter proceeds as follows: the
first section describes the different theoretical bodies, as well as their advantages and
limitations on the study of radical groups; the second section traces the study of
contentious politics and revolutionary groups in Greece; and finally, the third section

outlines the theoretical framework of the thesis.
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2.1 Theories of Contentious Collective Action

2.1.1 Terrorism studies

One of the main disciplines that study political violence and specifically its most
extreme kind — namely, clandestine violence® — is terrorism studies. Having its origins
in security and counterinsurgency studies, the field has been primarily preoccupied
with practical policy concerns, such as handling security crises, predicting evolving
trends and tracing terrorist groups’ dynamics (Ranstorp 2009). Research on terrorism
grew after the end of the Cold War and especially after 9/11, when scientific articles
on the topic tripled between 2001 and 2002 (Silke 2009). Notwithstanding this
augmentation in research stimulus, a great number of limitations can still be traced in
the field. At the outset, terrorism research is often described as episodic and event—
driven, “with some peaks in periods of high visibility of terrorist attacks, but with
little accumulation of results” (Della Porta 2008, p. 221). In particular, it is deemed
as largely driven by policy concerns and as limited to government agendas.
Consequently, a significant part of the theory in the field refers to responses to acts of
terrorism and not to terrorism itself (Silke 1996, 2001). Terrorism studies have been
also “criticised for treating political violence as more of a ‘threat’ and less as ‘a social
phenomenon’” (Brannan, Esler and Strindberg 2001, p. 21). This tendency is
commonly recognised as the effect of terrorism experts in the field, since many of
them have been directly or indirectly involved to counter-terrorism business
(Goodwin 2004; Stampnitzky 2013). Additionally, terrorism research is frequently
characterised as a state-centric endeavor, as “a lens through which the state can
explain terrorism, particularly in relation to state security” (Franks 2009, p. 155). By
embracing a state-centric viewpoint, terrorism’s intelligentsia tends to promote an
agenda that affirms state legitimacy and hegemony and neglects the effect of state
practices on the evolution of political violence (Stohl 2008). Indeed, the
predisposition of the field to recognise terrorism as a particularly non-state
phenomenon, has often used to justify the violence of the state in the name of
counterterrorism (Jackson 2005). Moreover, it disregards the terrorism that the

5> Defined as “the extreme violence of groups that organise underground for the explicit purpose of
engaging in the most radical forms of collective action” (Della Porta 2013, p. 7).
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Western countries have committed throughout the years, while constructing “terrorist
identities”, through a binary logic of in-group/out-group distinctions based upon
sovereignty and legitimacy (Franks 2009). Hence, it has facilitated the simplification
of complex historical, cultural and political premises to an “us” versus “them”
dichotomy, where the terrorists are characterised as “evil” and “uncivilised” and their
grievances are discounted and refuted (Butko 2009). Along these lines, much of
terrorism studies discourse functions to delegitimise any type of non-state violence,
marginalising at the same time state terrorism to only a “ghostly outline” (Jackson
2008), mainly with reference to the form of state-sponsored terrorism. Indeed,
according to Jackson (2012) there is an observed practice in terrorism studies to
subjugate knowledge and to create “unknown known” concepts, such as state terror,
the unlikeness of WMD (weapons of mass destruction) use by terrorists and the

statistically minor security threat that terrorism poses globally.

Terrorism research has also pronounced as a “stagnant, poorly conceptualized,
lacking in rigor, and devoid of adequate theory, data, and methods field” (Stampnitzky
2011, p. 3). To begin with, there has been a profound absence of consensus over a
common definition, which has been one of the main reasons that terrorism is still
considered as one of the most abstract and controversial phenomena within social
sciences (Schmid 1983). Moreover, there is a recurring tendency of terrorism scholars
to concentrate on terrorist violence per se and to identify it as a sui generis
phenomenon (Gunning 2009). This has as a result the isolation of the study of
terrorism from the larger political system and the negligence of the wider social and
historical environment that facilitated the emergence of the phenomenon in the first
place; while the field is often criticised for “a-historicity” (Breen-Smyth 2007). Thus,
a lot of studies on terrorism have essentially ignored the interaction of terrorist
violence and other forms of political violence, or the relationship between militants,
non-militants and the public, to such an extent that terrorism seems to have emerged
in a social vacuum (Alimi 2006a). There is also an observed lack of multi-level
analysis on terrorism, namely of a parallel consideration of the macro (political
system), the meso (group) and the micro-levels (individual) of analysis, as the
majority of the empirical studies usually concentrates to only one level (Della Porta
1995). Finally, there is a deficiency of comparative, geographical and historical,
approaches in the field (Crenshaw 1995), while it is commonly considered as an a-
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theoretical undertaking that lacks self-reflexivity and where theoretical and
methodological issues are rarely discussed.

Nevertheless, terrorism studies have also produced a number of informative
analyses, such as case studies of individual clandestine groups (Karagiannis E. and
McCauley 2006; Gunning 2008), of specific types of groups (Hegghammer 2010; De
la Calle and Sanchez Cuenca 2012), or of waves of political violence (Cavanaugh
2009; Malthaner 2011). A rather significant stream of research in the field, has been
that of critical terrorism studies (CTS) (Gunning 2007; Breen-Smyth, Gunning,
Jackson, Kassimeris, G. and Robinson 2008), which has kept a skeptical stance
towards the “traditional” or “orthodox” terrorism studies (Jones D. M. and Smith M.
L. 2009). Having as a starting point the social construction of security and its bases
on the Welsh school of critical security studies (Booth 2005), CTS try to deconstruct
the prevailing problem-solving approach that characterises terrorism’s discipline
nowadays (Jackson 2009). Based “upon an understanding of knowledge as a social
process constructed through language, discourse and inter-subjective practices”
(Jackson 20074, p. 246), they criticise the field’s methodological weaknesses, the role
of the terrorism experts and the marginalisation of state terrorism (Jackson, Breen-
Smyth and Gunning 2009). In contrast, critical terrorism studies argue for the
destabilisation of this hegemonic terrorism perception through the study of discourse
and the social conditions that enable the states to exploit the notion of terrorism
(Herring 2008). However, CTS have also faced a fair amount of criticism, as they tend
to exaggerate the current affairs of the non-critical terrorism studies and overstate the
novelty of their case, they have an ambiguously defined ontological status and they
show extreme focus on discursive practices (Horgan and Boyle 2008; Weinberg and
Eubank 2008). Another point of critique, has been their relative ineffectiveness,
following the example of mainstream terrorism studies, to produce a robust
framework for the understanding of the causes of groups’ radicalisation and the

emergence of clandestine violence (Alimi et al. 2012).
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2.1.2 Social Movement Theory (SMT)

Schools of thought

Social movement theory (SMT) is recognised as the discipline that examines the
organisation, mobilisation and protest action of social movements, defined here “as a
(i) collection of informal networks, based (ii) on shared beliefs and solidarity, which
mobilise about (iii) conflictual issues, through (iv) the frequent use of various forms
of protest” (Della Porta and Diani 1999, p. 16). Despite, though, the fact that SMT
emerged as a theory for studying contentious action, the link between social
movements and political violence was for years treated as controversial at best. In
fact, it was the emergence of a research stream during the 1980s that demonstrated
how violent groups commonly develop inside social movements as by-products of
larger protest cycles (Gamson 1975; Della Porta and Tarrow 1986; Tarrow 1989;
Della Porta 1992), which instigated the recognition of political violence as one of

research objects of the field.

SMT, though, is far from homogenous, as it contains a multitude of schools that
understand social movement dynamics and collective action in diverse ways. One of
the first schools that developed in the field was that of strain and breakdown theories
(Marx and Wood 1975; Snow and Oliver 1995), which focused on the individual and
the interaction of psychological and systemic causes as main causes for the rise of
collective action (Smelser 1962; Miller, Bolce and Halligan 1977; Gurney and
Tierney 1982). The most important variants of this theoretical tradition have been the
mass society theory (Gusfield 1994), the absolute deprivation theory (Van Dyke and
Soule 2002) and the relative deprivation theory (Davies 1962; Gurr 1970); with the
latter still having considerable impact in scientific research in social sciences (Walker
and Smith H. J. 2002; Smith H. J. and Pettigrew 2015). According to this school of
thought, social movements — and non-institutionalised political participation in
general — were a byproduct of increasing popular grievances and they were classified
into the same category with other forms of deviant and anomic behavior such as crime

and mental illnesses (Oberschall 1980).

It was the rise of political process theories in the early 1970s, along with the

normalisation of protest in the 1970s and 1980s, which facilitated the demise of this
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perception (Van Aelst and Walgrave 2001; Giugni and Grasso 2016). In its place, an
emerging body of work challenged the importance of grievances to the rise of
collective action, as well as the impulsive and irrational character that deprivation
theorists assigned to protest actors (McCarthy and Zald 1973, 1977; Oberschall 1973).
Conversely to the former, political process scholars not only rejected the notion of
protest as an emotional reaction to grievances, but also recognised their existence as
a relatively constant feature of modern societies (Snyder 1978). Besides, due to the
relative deprivation’s conceptual vagueness and its failure to stand up to the empirical
scrutiny (Jenkins and Perrow 1977; Muller and Seligson 1987; Wang, Dixon, Muller
and Seligson 1993), the theory was deemed as a perspective of “irreparable logical
and empirical difficulties” (Tilly, Tilly and Tilly 1975, p. 290) and it was significantly
marginalised. Variants of political process theories are the political opportunity theory
(Kriesi, 1989; Tarrow 1994), the power contention theory (Muller and Weede 1994),
the various applications of rational choice theory in the study of collective action
(Friedman and McAdam 1992; Opp 2013), as well as the resource mobilisation theory
(McCarthy and Zald 2002; Edwards and McCarthy 2004) that can be seen as the one
of the most dominant theories of movement emergence in the literature (Westhy
2002). Resource mobilisation emphasised the importance of resources and
organisational structures as necessary for group mobilisation (McAdam 1982). At
first, the theory assumes that all individuals are rational actors that weigh the costs
and benefits of protest participation, calculate the chances of likely success and seek
to maximise their power or resources. Hence, participation in every form of protest is
contingent on a cost-benefit calculus and occurs when the costs of participation are
outweighed by its benefits (Muller and Opp 1986). Whereas resource mobilisation
emphasised the importance of material and organisational resources for the action of
social movements, political opportunity model drew attention to the role of the
political environment as the context that critically influences a movement’s choice of
goals, strategies and tactics (Meyer 1990, 2004). Hence, the latter focused on the
political opportunities and constraints (or threats) that increase or decrease a
movement’s capacity for mobilisation (Goldstone and Tilly 2001). In particular,
central place in the model had the concept of political opportunity structure, which is
identified with the “dimensions of the political environment that provide incentives
for people to undertake collective action by affecting their expectations for success or

failure” (Tarrow 1994, p. 85). Political opportunities, then, can be seen as those
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structural factors that influence the contentious repertoire, the outcomes and the
impact of activists on their environment, but are external to them (Meyer and Minkoff
2004). These factors, despite the relative lack of uniformity in the literature
(Koopmans and Olzak 2004), can be summarised in: the openness or closure of the
political system and its institutions; the stability of the political elite; the presence of

elite allies; and the state’s capacity and propensity for repression (McAdam 1996).

The structural bias of the political process theories towards political factors and
opportunities was a recurrent issue of dispute for researchers that maintained a
cognitive stance to collective action (Klandermans 1984; Ferree and Miller 1985;
Goodwin and Jasper 1999). Hence, a number of new approaches that incorporated the
insights from social psychology emerged in the 1980s, underlying the role of identity
(Cohen 1985; Melucci 1988), culture (Swidler 1986; Johnston and Klandermans
1995) and emotions (Zurcher and Snow 1981; Jasper 1998); forming, what was later
named, the social-constructionist perspective in the study of social movements
(Oliver, Cadena-Roa and Strawn 2003). Part of this perspective were also the “new
social movement theory” and the framing approach. “New social movement theory”
(Touraine 1981; Offe 1985; Melucci 1989) drew attention to the role of identity and
culture in the new movements emerging in post-industrial societies since the 1960s,
which set them apart from the old social movements — characterised by hierarchical
organisation and class focus (Grasso and Giugni 2015). Framing approach (Gamson,
Fireman and Rytina 1982; Snow et al. 1986; Snow and Benford 1988; Gamson 1992),
on the other hand, highlighted the interpretive and strategic understandings — or
frames — that social movements construct and employ, in order to understand their

political environment and legitimate their tactical repertoires

Frame theory

Recognised as one of the most influential theories within the field (Ketelaars,
Walgrave and Wouters 2017), framing approach has contributed a series of
compelling concepts in social movement research. Starting with the frame itself,
namely the “interpretive schema that simplifies and condenses the ‘world out there’
by selectively punctuating and encoding objects, situations, events, experiences and

sequences of action within one’s present or past environment” (Snow and Benford
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1992, p. 137), framing perspective identified movements as signifying agents of their
own constructed reality. Hence, with the use of collective action frames, recognised
as “action-oriented sets of beliefs and meanings that inspire and legitimate activities
and campaigns” (Benford and Snow 2000, p. 614), movements generate and maintain
certain understandings for their constituents, antagonists and bystanders (Snow and
Byrd 2007). Collective action frames are, according to the literature, distinguished by
four interactive elements: the framing tasks, the framing components, the framing
processes (mechanisms) and the frame resonance. Through the articulation of the
collective action frames movements try to attend to three framing tasks: the
diagnostic, the prognostic and the motivational. These can be seen as a three stages’
process, consisting of problem(s) identification, proposing solution(s) and rallying
support (Fisher 1997). The diagnostic frames interpret an issue as problematic and
attribute blame or responsibility to an agent or agents (Mooney and Hunt 1996). The
prognostic frames outline a plan for redressing the identified nuisance, including an
elaboration of specific targets, strategies and tactics (Hunt, Benford and Snow 1994).
Subsequently, the motivational frames provide the rationale for action and function

as a call to arms to a movement’s adherents (Benford 1993).

Subsequently, framing tasks are shaped by three framing components, namely:
the identity, injustice and agency frames (Gamson 1992; Williams 2003). The identity
frames distinguish “an aggrieved group with shared interests and values” (Noakes and
Johnston 2005, p. 6) and — as a result — differentiate a common “we” from and against
a rival “them.” Then, the injustice frames define as disturbing a given situation, for
which the already constructed “them” is culpable. Ultimately, the agency frames refer
to the idea that “we” — as agents of our own history —are able to change the detrimental
for us situation to our advantage via action (Gamson 1992, p. 7). Hence, according
to Vicari (2010), tasks and components are fixed in an interconnected scheme (see

Figure 1).
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Figure 1: Relation of Framing Tasks and Framing Components

Framing tasks diagnosis prognosis motivational
Frame components injustice agency identity

(Source: Vicari 2010, p. 508)

Consequently, a frame’s diagnostic task is responsible for expressing its
injustice component. Indeed, by diagnosing a situation as problematic a frame “calls
attention to the grievance, names it as unjust and intolerable, [and] attributes ...
responsibility” (Valocchi 2005, p. 54) to the respective antagonists. Subsequently, the
prognostic task of a frame echoes both its agency and identity components. Thus,
proposing a plan of action to counter the acknowledged as displeasing circumstances
presupposes the construction of a sense of agency, which then facilitates the creation
of a common identity. Finally, the motivational task, by making reference to a
movement’s history and ideology, fortifies further the idea of a shared identity
between its constituents and adherents; while at the same time constructs a boundary

between the movement and its antagonists (Polletta and Ho 2006).

In order, though, for social movements to generate, develop, and modify their
collective action frames they employ a series of framing processes (mechanisms).
Most important of these are the frame alignment processes (mechanisms) that
movements deliberatively deploy to link their frames with the interests of prospective
constituents, and to both legitimate and motivate collective action (Walgrave and
Manssens 2005). This set of processes is comprised of: frame bridging, frame
amplification, frame extension and frame transformation. The frame bridging refers
to the amalgamation of two or more ideologically consistent, but previously
unconnected, frames concerning a specific issue. Then, the frame amplification
includes the clarification or invigoration of certain values or beliefs, so as to
strengthen a frame and making it more compelling. Successively, the frame extension
involves a frame’s outreaching over issues that although were not considered

primarily important for a group in the first place, are considered of great significance
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for its potential supporters. Finally, the frame transformation entails the utter
reconstitution of old frames and the production of new ones (Snow 2004).

However, the most critical element of the whole framing process is frame
resonance. Frame resonance refers to the relevance, effectiveness and mobilising
potency of a movement’s frames in relation to an audience’s phenomenological world
(Snow and Benford 1988). A movement’s success is contingent on the degree to
which its frames resonate with the values, beliefs and interests of the targets of
mobilisation (Berbrier 1998). These framing elements are in a state of continuous
interrelation as movements through the articulation of collective action frames strive
to simultaneously fulfil the framing tasks, operationalise frame alignment

mechanisms and achieve frame resonance.

Frames and political opportunities

Despite their different epistemological origins, political opportunity and framing
approaches have been combined in studies at least since the 1980s. One of the earliest
attempts to incorporate constructionist insights into the framework of the political
process model was McAdam’s (1982) concept of “cognitive liberation,” which argued
that protest depends not only on the availability of political opportunities, but also on
“whether favorable shifts in political opportunities will be defined as such by a large
enough group of people” (p. 48). Several similar efforts took place following this in
seeking to widen the model’s reach with the inclusion of cognitive processes (Morris
A. D. and Mueller 1992; Larafia, Johnston and Gusfield 1994). By the mid-1990s,
framing was integrated in the political process model as its third pillar, together with
political opportunity and resource mobilisation approaches (Koopmans and Statham
1999), as more and more movement scholars came to recognise the equal significance
of mobilising resources, the structure of political opportunities and the framing
processes in the study of contentious collective action. According to this “tripartite”
framework (Beck 2008), the existence of political opportunities and resources is not
considered sufficient for the rise of mobilisation but is recognised merely as a
precondition to collective action that only offers a “latent” potential (Kriesi,
Koopmans, Duyvendak and Giugni 1995). Consequently, in order to understand how

mobilisation escalates it is necessary to also study the collective processes of
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interpretation, attribution and social construction that mediate between opportunity
and action (McAdam, McCarthy and Zald 1996a). The construction of the political
opportunity structure itself, then, can be described as “a struggle over meaning within
movements” (Gamson and Meyer 1996, p. 289). Following this, the objective shifts
in the political opportunity structure are intrinsically interlinked with the subjective
movements’ frames, and the extent to which the former facilitate or constrain
collective action is partly dependent on how they are framed by movements
(Koopmans and Duyvendak 1995). Then again, a movement’s discursive practices are
co-shaped by the “discursive opportunity structure” (Koopmans and Olzak 2004;
McCammon, Muse, Newman and Terrell 2007), defined as the “institutionally
anchored ways of thinking that provide a gradient of relative political acceptability to

specific packages of ideas” (Ferree 2003, p. 309) in a given society.

That is also the case during phases of heightened collective action, or during
“cycles of protest” as they are largely acknowledged, when the political opportunity
structure expands on account of deep grievances for a number of groups, triggering
the escalation and spread of contention throughout society (Tarrow 1989, 1994).
During these periods, social movements play a key role in the construction of the
political opportunities through the elaboration of “new or transformed frames of
meaning to justify and dignify collective action” (Tarrow 1989, p. 48). Likewise,
Snow and Benford (1992) assert that the emergence of such cycles of protest is
associated with the formation and development of master frames, identified as generic
modes of punctuation, attribution, and articulation that exert influence and constrain
the orientation and content of any movement-specific frame in a cycle of protest.
Hence, movements use frame alignment mechanisms to associate their frames to the
existing master frames, as the success of a collective action frame is dependent on its
congruence with the dominant master frame during a protest cycle or in a given
political phase (Bosi 2011).

The observed interrelation between political opportunities and master frames
also led Diani (1996) to formulate a framework for the study of mobilisation in
different political systems, by focusing on the stability of political alignments and the
perceived opportunities for autonomous action of the challengers. By cross-
classifying the two variables — the opportunities that rise by the crisis of dominant

cleavages with the opportunities for autonomous action — he outlined four different
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configurations of opportunity structures conducive to certain framing strategies and
their analogous master frames (see Table 1).

Table 1: Most successful framing strategies according to different configurations of the
political opportunity structure

Opportunities for Autonomous Action
Opportunities HIGH LOW
Created by the
Crisis of HIGH Realignment Antisystem
Dominant Frames Frames
Cleavages LOW Inclusion Frames Revitalisation
Frames

(Source: Diani 1996, p. 1056).

The implication of this is that when greater opportunities created by the crisis
of dominant cleavages are combined with the perception of ample opportunities for
independent action, there is a higher likelihood of success for realignment master
frames, which emphasise the need for reconstruction of collective identities without
suggesting the abolition of the existent political procedures. In contrast, when greater
opportunities for autonomous action coincide with stable political alignments, Diani
(ibid) asserted that inclusion master frames expressing new challengers’ aspirations
to be recognised as legitimate part of the political system are most likely to be
successful in mobilising constituents. The combination, though, of stable political
alignments and low opportunities for autonomous action means fewer chances for
challengers to rise, and the primacy of revitalisation master frames that entail the
involvement of political actors within the already established institutions in order to
attain their goals. The final possible configuration of the opportunity structure is the
one characterised by greater opportunities created by the crisis of traditional political
alignments and a perception of poor opportunities for autonomous action. During such
conditions, the rise of antisystem master frames is considered as the most promising.
These are master frames that directly challenge dominant cleavages and identities of
a political system and advocate its radical transformation, as they deny “legitimacy to
the routinised functioning of the political process” (ibid, p. 1057). Following Diani’s
(ibid) framework, Bosi (2006) later studied the development of the civil rights’
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movement in Northern Ireland, in order to trace the evolution of its mobilisation
message during the 1960s. He showed that the movement’s message not only shifted
according to the changes in the political opportunity structure and the activation of
the different dominant master frames, but also that these shifts privileged the sectors
of the movement that aligned their message to the master frames to promote their
agendas and strategies over others. Hence, frames’ capacity for mobilisation is
contingent on their resonance with the dominant master frames of a given society; or,
in other words, depends on their “cultural resonance” with a movement’s broader
political and cultural environment, as frames that achieve a higher degree of resonance
are most likely to effectively mobilise collectivities (Babb 1996; McCammon 2009;
Morrell 2015).

Nevertheless, movements’ success and cultural resonance are not the same, as
not all movements seek success in terms of the resonant insitutionalised discourses of
a polity (Ferree 2003). Indeed, while achieving consensus is an important step towards
success for the majority of social movement organisations, some of them prefer to
exclude themselves and to affirm their identity in the eyes of their constituents (Della
Porta 1999); thus, opting for frame resonance with their adherents’ ideology and
values than cultural resonance with the political environment (Kubal 1998). Along
these lines, Swart (1995) distinguished between frame alignment and master frame
alignment process, as the former refers to a movement’s attempt to link its activities,
goals and ideology with those of its adherents, and the latter with those within the
broader cultural and political context. Hence, frame alignment can lead either to
master frame alignment, when a group strives to achieve cultural resonance with the
dominant master frames, or to master frame dealignment, when the endeavour to
capture its supporters’ consensus leads to a group’s dissociation from the cultural
resonant discourses (Della Porta 1999). Then again, while master frame alignment is
attained through the use of frame bridging, frame amplification, frame extension and
frame transformation, master frame dealignment is realised through a set of different
mechanisms, namely through: boundary framing, adversarial framing and counter-
framing. Boundary framing consists of the employment of in-group/out-group
distinctions in order to differentiate one group from others (Hunt, Benford and Snow
1994; Silver 1997; Hunt and Benford 2004). Adversarial framing entails the use of

negative terms to portray another actor’s stance, ideology and behaviour, so as to
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construct an image of the “other” as the enemy a group should stand against (Gamson
1995; Klandermans, de Weerd, Sabucedo and Costa 1999). Counter-framing involves
the application of frames that aim to discredit competitors’ views, whereas they
promote the opinions of an own group (Zuo and Benford 1995; Benford and Snow
2000). This set of mechanisms helps to create distance and to clarify the boundaries
between contending groups, as well as to stimulate cohesiveness in the intra-
organisation level (Brewer 1999; Desrosiers 2012, 2015). Master frame dealignment
is a common process among radical groups as they struggle to distinguish themselves
in time and space from the rest of the groups within a collective action field (Taylor
1989; Hunt, Benford and Snow 1994). Hence the more radical the message of a group
gets, the less it resonates with a society’s hegemonic discourse, giving the opportunity
to a movement to challenge the established power relations (Steinberg 1999; Ferree,
Gamson, Gerhards and Rucht 2002), and the more effective it becomes in mobilising
its targeted audience (Maéiz 2003a). In other words, radical groups often choose to
align their discourse to the goals and the ideology of their constituents, disengaging
and at times utterly opposing the dominant master frame — thus, following a strategy

of master frame dealignment (Maiz 2003b).

Conclusively, focusing on the interrelation between collective action frames,
framing strategies and frame alignment and dealignment mechanisms, we can trace the
operation of master frame alignment and dealignment processes, through which social
movements associate or distance their discourse from the institutionalised public
discourse. By unravelling then these two antithetical processes we gain valuable
insights into the development of a social movement network, its intra-movement
dynamics, as well as the resonance of the message of the diverse groups within a
network through time — and specifically the message of radical and violent groups that
constitute the main research object of this thesis. Table 2 provides an overview of the
frame alignment process, as well as the mechanisms that constitute the master frame

alignment and dealignment processes.
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Table 2: Overview of frame alignment process

Frame Alignment Process

Master Frame Alignment Master Frame Dealignment
Frame Frame Frame Frame Boundary Adversarial Counter-
Bridging Extension Amplification Transformation Framing Framing Framing

Approaches on political violence

Apart from the diverse schools of thought (strain and breakdown, political process
and social-constructionist theories) that have emerged in the field of SMT, someone
can also identify different approaches on the study of political violence. In particular,
Tilly (2003) recognised three different strands of understanding political violence.
According to his categorisation, there are the behaviour people, who highlight the
significance of emotions, impulses and passions; the idea people, who stress strategy,
ideology and costs as the basis for violent mobilisation; and the relation people, who
elevate the interactions between different actors, institutional and non-institutional, to
the centre of the study of political violence. Then, Alimi et al. (2015) distinguished
between two clusters of explanations: one focusing on why the shift to political
violence occurs and another that explores how and when the shift to political violence
unfolds. The first cluster includes all these explanations that respond to the why
question by underlining the effect of root causes and facilitative opportunities either
in the macro (system) or the micro-level (individual) of analysis, such as the effect of
grievances, ideologies, impulses, motives and environmental opportunities. In
contrast, the second cluster of explanations demonstrates how and when specific root
causes get activated, interact and eventually transform during a process of contentious
interaction. In this cluster belong all these explanations that acknowledge pre-existing
motivations as potentially necessary yet never sufficient conditions for the rise of
political violence, which is seen as only one of the tactics in the array of group’s
contentious repertoire — triggered under specific political and social circumstances
(Alimi 2011). In order to facilitate the operationalisation of the above dichotomy over
the focus of explanation of Alimi et al (2015), we can label the first cluster of

explanations as deterministic (Dépelteau and Powell 2013), as they argue for the
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causal efficacy of one or a combination of root causes that engender violence; while
we can term the second cluster of explanations as processual (Emirbayer 1997), since
they recognise political violence as the result of a dynamic and interactive process

that a group undergoes within its political environment.

Hence, in the first category of the deterministic explanations we can locate the
behavioural and ideational explanations (Shadmehr 2014). Initially, as behavioural
can be acknowledged all the grievance-based explanations to political violence,
originating from the strain and breakdown theoretical tradition. Grievance-based
approaches suggest that grievances, which are “triggered by some breakdown, strain,
or disruption in normal social routines” (Buechler 2004, p. 49), are the basic and
instigating cause of collective and violence. These approaches understand the eruption
of violence, as well as of every other form of non-institutionalised political action, as
an impulsive and anomic tension release, stimulated by the aggregation of grievances
and perpetrated by “arational if not outright irrational” actors (Jenkins 1983, p. 528).
Conversely, as ideational explanations to political violence are seen those based in the
political process school of SMT. These explanations understand the use of violence
as a calculated and rational option of individuals and groups, influenced by a state’s
political opportunity structure and the availability of certain resources (Khawaja
1994). Thus, conflict emerges since collective violence is recognised as an effective
way to compete for resources or power with other groups and/or the state (Jacoby
2008). Other factors that may encourage the use of violence by decreasing the cost of
political protest are solidarity incentives, social networks and group identification
(Gamson 1975; Tilly 1978; Diani and McAdam 2003; Moskalenko and McCauley
2009). However, these two kinds of explanation are not able to account for those cases
where either violence did not erupt despite the presence of root causes (Weisburd and
Lernau 2006), or where violence only materialised partly and not to its full intensity
despite the existence of facilitating factors (Goodwin 2007; Gupta 2014).

In the processual category, second on our scheme over the explanations of
political violence in the field of SMT, we can find the strategic interactionist and
relational explanations. Strategic interactionist explanations are those that recognise
violence as: a group’s strategic choice, as a part of an interactive process that unfolds
during a contentious episode, and as a tactic in a continuum of various forms of both

non-violent and violent methods (Alimi, Gamson and Ryan 2006). Despite, though
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the consequential contribution of strategic interactionist literature in the study of
political violence (Della Porta and Tarrow 1986; Wieviorka 1993; Della Porta 1995;
Hoffman 1998; Oberschall 2004), certain issues such as the tendency to focus on one
level of analysis (individuals, groups or political system) or on specific stages of
political violence (emergence, intensification or slowdown), have hindered the
development of a holistic approach from their end. Relational explanations to political
violence, on the other hand, emphasise the role of causal mechanisms, which have
wide applicability in different geographical and historical settings, and posit the
content of interactions as key to the understanding of groups’ violence; therefore,
providing a rather versatile framework for the comprehension and analysis of political
violence (McAdam et al. 2001; Pearlman 2011; Alimi et al. 2012; Alimi et al. 2015).

2.1.3 Contentious Politics Approach (CP)

Dynamics of Contention

Characterised as “the most notable development in research on political violence”
(Bosi, Demetriou, Malthaner 2014b, p. 1), contentious politics was the path-breaking
approach introduced in the Dynamics of Contention (DOC) by McAdam, Tarrow and
Tilly (2001). Based on the premises of relational sociology (White H. C. 1992;
Emirbayer and Goodwin 1994; Bunge 1997; Mische 2011; Powell and Dépelteau
2013), which “sees relations between social terms or units as pre-eminently dynamic
in nature, as unfolding, ongoing processes rather than as static ties among inert
substances” (Emirbayer 1997, p. 289), the approach aimed to provide an inclusive
framework for the study of all the manifestations of collective violence. Hence,
following a long tradition of scholarship in social sciences (Merton 1968; Elster 1989;
Stinchcombe 1995; McAdam, Tarrow and Tilly 1996; Hedstrom and Swedberg 1998;
Tilly 1998, 2000, 2001), the authors called for attention to mechanisms and processes

of contention.

This book, along with the authors’ subsequent publications (Tilly 2003, 2008;
McAdam 2003; Tilly and Tarrow 2007), developed a process and mechanism-

oriented paradigm for the analysis of contentious politics; defined as the “interactions
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in which actors make claims bearing on someone else’s interests, leading to
coordinated efforts on behalf of shared interests or programs, in which governments
are involved as targets, initiators of claims, or third parties” (Tilly and Tarrow 2007,
p. 4). Key unit of analysis, according to this approach, was that of causal mechanism,
which constituted “a delimited class of events that changes relations among specified
sets of elements in identical or closely similar ways over a variety of situations”

(McAdam et al. 2001, p. 24). These were classified in:

- environmental mechanisms, such as opportunity spirals and resource
depletion/enhancement, which alter relations between the social circumstances and
their external environment;

- cognitive mechanisms, such as framing and attribution of threat/opportunity, which
operate through alterations of individual and collective perceptions; and

- relational mechanisms, such as object shift and emulation, which modify
connections between individuals, groups and networks (Tilly 2003).

Without undermining the influence of the other two kind of mechanisms, particular

emphasis was given, though, to relational mechanisms; as the focus on social

interaction, instead of ideas or context, promotes a more dynamic and interactive
analysis of contention. Mechanisms were also used as units of comparison between
different cases of contention, as they possess causal efficacy and they compound into
processes. Processes are regular sequences of mechanisms that produce similar —
generally more complex than the former — transformations of those elements

(McAdam et al. 2001). Hence, mechanisms can be seen as constitutive sub-processes

that combine in different sequences to interactively produce distinct processes.

Indeed, the authors recognise that processes and mechanisms form a continuum and,

therefore, the choice to classify a phenomenon accordingly is arbitrary and dependent

on the scope of the analysis (ibid, p. 27). This mechanism-oriented analytical
framework can be then used for the study of: streams of contention, identified as
connected moments of claim making singled out by observers for explanation; or
episodes of contention, recognised as bounded sequences of continuous interaction
produced usually by an investigator’s chopping up longer stream of contentions into
segments for purposes of systematic observation and comparison (Tilly and Tarrow
2007, p. 203).
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DOC was part of a broader movement in social sciences that emphasised the
role of mechanistic explanations for social phenomena (Mahoney 2001; Mayntz
2004), as well as an important attempt to connect structure and agency in the study of
contentious politics (Aminzade, Goldstone, McAdam, Perry, Sewell, Tarrow and
Tilly 2001; Goldstone 2003; Martin and Miller 2003). This book, though, more than
any other else, generated a lively debate in the field of social movement studies.
Particularly, the authors’ ambition to foster a conceptual and methodological
reorientation of the study of non-routine politics, was characterised as provocative
towards the dominant classic agenda of social movement theory (Polletta 2002), or
imperial since it jumbled under its “theoretical canopy” a series of distinct political
phenomena (Osa 2004). Other points of critique were the conceptual vagueness over
the relationship of mechanisms and processes (Rucht 2003; Welskopp 2004), the
abundant number of mechanisms compared to the little attention to their empirical
demonstration (Kjeldstadli 2004; Staggenborg 2008) and a lack of analytical and
methodological rigour (Simeon 2004; Norkus 2005). However, the most penetrating
criticisms were those on the definition and measurement of mechanisms, as critics
stigmatised the authors’ indifference towards the methodological elucidation of the
framework and the relationship of mechanisms with variables (Lichbach 2005, 2008).
As a response, McAdam, Tilly and Tarrow (2008a, 2008b) proposed a number of
methods for the detection and measurement of mechanisms, such as systematic events
data analysis, conversationalist analysis and statistical analysis; identifying at the
same time as their premise that “a range of methodological strategies are compatible
with a mechanism-based approach to the study of contention” (McAdam et al. 2008a,
p. 310).

Described from Charles Tilly himself as the “most successful failed experiment
he had ever been involved in” (cited in McAdam and Tarrow 2011, p. 6), contentious
politics paradigm became, despite the various criticisms, the object of critical acclaim
as well. By focusing on a mechanistic explanation of contention, DOC managed to go
beyond the dominant dichotomy between structuralist and culturalist approaches in
social movement studies, challenging at the same time the prominence of the tripartite
synthesis that explained movements’ mobilisation based on the intersection of
opportunities, resources and frames (McAdam, McCarthy and Zald 1996b). By

recognising this classic social movement agenda as static, McAdam et al. (2001)
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developed a dynamic and interactive model for the analysis of contentious politics.
Indeed, their emphasis on causal mechanisms and processes inspired a multitude of
studies on diverse subjects, such as on transnational activism and movements’
mobilisation (Della Porta and Tarrow 2005; Olesen 2009; Beissinger 2011; Karapin
2011; Vasi 2011), economic contention (Kousis and Tilly 2005), NIMBY
mobilisation (Sherman 2008, 2011), state repression (Tilly 2005a; Johnston 2006;
Boykoff 2007) and movements’ radicalisation/deradicalisation (Alimi et al. 2012;
Della Porta 2013; Bosi, Demetriou and Malthaner 2014b; Karpantschof 2014; Alimi
et al. 2015; Bosi and Della Porta 2015); and generated a discussion over the
enrichment of the analytic framework itself. Some of the most significant calls for
improvement were made in the name of enhancing mechanisms’ validity and causal
explanation (Earl 2008; Falleti and Lynch 2008, 2009; Demetriou 2009, 2012a).
Hence, while Earl (2008) suggested the study of the interaction of mechanisms and
rival mechanisms and its (dis)continuity across time and space, Falleti and Lynch
(2008) proposed the disaggregation of mechanisms in terms of their “extension” and
“intension” (Sartori 1970)%, in order to elucidate their conceptualisation and to
maximise the validity of their measurement. In their framework (Falleti and Lynch
2008), mechanisms can be categorised in terms of their intension to general
processes/mechanisms, mechanisms-as-types and mechanisms-as-examples, and in
relation to their extension to general processes/mechanisms, mechanisms-as-causes
and mechanisms-as-indicators. Consequently, a process/mechanism can be
categorised into mechanisms-as-types that constitute mutually exclusive sets of the
specific process/mechanism; as mechanisms-as-examples that are instances of the
general process/mechanism or the subtype mechanisms; as mechanisms-as-causes
that make a process to happen through their interaction; and mechanisms-as-
indicators that alert us for the presence, in time and place, of the former causal
mechanisms (ibid, pp. 334 — 336). Using then the process of scale shift as an example
(top-level process) (see Table 3 below) — recognised as “a significant change in the
number of participating units and/or range of identities in coordinated action across
some field of contention” (McAdam et al. 2008, p. 312) — the authors (Falleti and
Lynch 2008) argued that its two variations, namely the upward scale shift and the

® This mechanistic typology is based on what a mechanism denotes and what it connotes, where
denotation entails the class of things to which a concept applies and connotation the collection of
properties that determine the things to which a word applies (Falleti and Lynch 2008, p. 334).
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downward scale shift can be seen as mechanisms-as-types of the high-level process

(scale shift).

Table 3: Disaggregation of processes and mechanism by level of abstraction using the
example of scale shift

Level Concept McAdam, Tarrow and Tilly

(2008a)
1 Top-level process/mechanism Scale shift

Upward scale shift, downward
2 Mechanism-as-type

scale shift (types of scale shift)

Parliamentarisation (example of
3 Mechanism-as-example

upward scale shift)

Boundary deactivation (cause of
4 Mechanism-as-cause

upward scale shift)

Bargaining (indicator of boundary
5 Mechanism-as-indicator

deactivation)

(Source: Falleti and Lynch 2008, p. 335)

Furthermore, they argued that parliamentarisation can be seen as a more specific

instance of the broader upward scale shift process, and therefore as a mechanism-as-

example of the former. Moving afterwards to the component mechanisms of the scale

shift process, they identified boundary deactivation as a true mechanism-as-cause of

the upward scale shift as it triggers the operation of the general process and bargaining

as a mechanism-as-indicator of the boundary deactivation mechanism. Hence,

according to Falleti and Lynch’s (2008) framework in order to make a causal claim

about a process, one must identify and measure, through the detection of the

mechanisms-as-indicators, the operation of mechanisms-as-causes. In a subsequent

article, the authors (Falleti and Lynch 2009) elaborated further on the concept of
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mechanism and its differences with that of intervening variables; since the latter
measure the attributes of the units of analysis and mechanisms uncover the social
processes that connect actors, contexts and variables. Hence, mechanisms have three
main characteristics: they are portable, as they can operate in different contexts;
context-dependent, as they are affected by the nature and attributes of the context they
operate; and indeterminate, as their outcome is not fixed but dependent on the

interaction between mechanisms and context (ibid).

Equally important to the clarification of mechanism’s definition, was the
contribution of Demetriou (2009, 2012a), who pinpointed the inconsistency between
the formal and the practical conceptualisation of mechanism in the contentious
politics paradigm. Tilly (2003) identified a mechanism as “similar events that produce
essentially the same immediate effects across a wide range of circumstances” (p. 20).
Schematically, this can be presented as X — Y, where X is the initial conditions, Y
the outcome and the arrow is the concatenation of “events” or sub-mechanisms.
Hence, this formal definition of mechanism entails that the constitutive events of a
mechanism’s outcome are the same across different empirical contexts; a fact that is
empirically untenable (Koopmans 2003; Oliver 2003). Interestingly enough though,
both Tilly and his collaborators (McAdam et al. 2001; Tilly 2003; Tilly and Tarrow
2007) do not stick to this conceptualisation, as they practically acknowledge that the
concatenation of mechanisms can vary across empirical contexts in generating the
same outcomes. However, this practical conceptualisation seems to suggest that there
is constitutive pattern between mechanisms, events and outcomes, which indicates
that the schema X — Y would appear as a package from one contentious episode to
another (Demetriou 2012a). In contrast to both understandings of mechanisms then,
Demetriou (2009, 2012a) proposes an outcome-driven definition. According to this
logic, every process or mechanism is defined by its constituent outcome,
independently of either the initial conditions or the events that concatenated to
generate the given outcome. Thus, the mechanism of decertification for example,
defined as the lack or withdrawal of support and recognition by an external authority
to a political actor (Tilly and Tarrow 2007, p. 215), is observed not because of a
specific modus operandi, namely owing to a predefined sequence of events that
remain the same across different contexts, but because of the outcome
“decertification” (Alimi et al. 2015, p. 29).
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Despite its framework’s weaknesses, recognised in due course by the authors of
DOC as well (McAdam et al. 2008b; McAdam and Tarrow 2011), contentious politics
approach made a fundamental contribution to the analysis of non-institutional politics.
Particularly, by criticising the dominant perspectives in social movement theory and
adopting a broad programme of inquiry (Barker 2003), the approach facilitated the
rise of an influential post-classical agenda in the study of social movements and

contentious politics as a whole (Markoff 2003).

Relational approach to radicalisation

Drawing on the contentious politics approach (McAdam et al. 2001; Tilly 2003, 2005;
Tilly and Tarrow 2007), earlier relational studies on political violence (McCauley and
Moskalenko 2011; Della Porta 2013) and their previous work (Alimi 2003; 2006a,
2006b, 2007a, 2007b 2009, 2011, 2015; Alimi et al. 2012; Alimi and Hirsch-Hoefler
2012; Bosi 2006, 2007, 2008, 2012, 2013; Bosi and Giugni 2012; Bosi et al. 2014b;
Demetriou 2007, 2009, 2012a, 2012b), Alimi, Demetriou and Bosi (2015) came up
with their own relational approach to radicalisation in their latest book, The Dynamics
of Radicalisation. By defining radicalisation as “the process through which a social
movement organisation shifts from predominantly nonviolent tactics of contention to
tactics that include violent means, as well as the subsequent process of contention
maintaining and possibly intensifying the newly introduced violence” (ibid: 10), the
authors proposed an interactive and mechanism-oriented framework for the
comparison of radicalisation processes across time and space. Using three case studies
of clandestine groups, namely of Brigate Rosse (Red Brigades), EOKA (National
Organisation of Cypriot Fighters) and al-Qaeda, they located the similarities and
dissimilarities in the groups’ radicalisation process. While recognising the soundness
of the contentious politics paradigm, the book still acknowledged certain ambiguities
that left the project open to criticism (Earl 2008; Demetriou 2009). Consequently, the
authors (Alimi et al. 2015), in order to enhance the explanatory power of their
approach, suggested a number of conceptual adaptations — by integrating previous
criticisms to the DOC’s framework — and introduced the concepts of sub-mechanisms

and interactive relational arenas.

44



Chapter 2: Literature Review and Theoretical Framework

Initially, Alimi et al. (2015), adhering to Demetriou’s (2009, 2012a) outcome-
driven conceptualisation of mechanisms and Falleti and Lynch’s (2009)
characteristics of mechanisms, they redefined the relationship between mechanisms
and processes. Hence, whereas mechanisms combine to constitute a process, this does
not mean that a predefined sequence of mechanisms remains always constant and
produces the similar processes across different empirical contexts; as McAdam et al.
(2001) seemed to argue in their formal definition of mechanisms. On the contrary, a
process is not expected to be constituted by the same concatenation of mechanisms
from one context to the other. Along these lines, mechanisms are not seen as
constitutive events of specific processes and processes are not reducible to certain
mechanisms; a relationship that emphasises the processual emergence of
radicalisation through contentious interaction. Following the same logic, the authors
also introduced the notion of sub-mechanisms, recognised as constitutive events of,
but not bounded to, mechanisms. Consequently, every process of radicalisation is
composed by a varied, not constant and cross-context combination of mechanisms
and sub-mechanisms (Alimi et al. 2015, p. 31), while both mechanisms and sub-
mechanisms are characterised by portability, context-dependency and indeterminacy.
Along these lines, this approach sticks to a model of “fluid causality” (Bosi et al.
2014b), as opposed to the relatively deterministic “billiard ball” model of causality
used in the contentious politics paradigm — in which a mechanism is “a delimited class
of events that changes relations among specified sets of elements in identical or

closely similar ways over a variety of situations” (McAdam et al. 2001, p. 24).

On the other hand, the authors (Alimi et al. 2015) — following the example of
the contentious politics paradigm — recognised radicalisation as a process that
involves the interaction of relational, cognitive and environmental mechanisms and
argued for the primacy of the former over the other two types of mechanisms.
Therefore, cognitive and environmental mechanisms acquire their consequentiality
only through the interaction with relational mechanisms, which mediate the salience
of ideas (cognitive) and contextual stimuli (environmental) during the unfolding of a
given process. However, is not the impact of particular relational mechanisms that
matters, but their combination and the way they reinforce each other’s influence that
drives a radicalisation process. What is more, they reckoned that relational

mechanisms operate in five distinguishable arenas of interaction, identified as the
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contexts that individual and collective actors interrelate during a contentious episode.
These are: the arena between the movement and its political environment; the arena
between movement activists and security forces; the arena within the movement; the
arena between the movement and the public; and the arena between the movement
and a counter-movement (Alimi et al. 2015, pp. 15-16). Moreover, the authors
asserted that every arena of interaction corresponds with one central relational
mechanism, responsible for capturing most efficiently the relational dynamics within
each arena of radicalisation. Hence, the most crucial relational mechanisms per

interactive arena are:

- Upward spirals of political opportunities, identified as the changes in a
movement’s political environment that alter the constraints, possibilities and
threats the movement faces and enable/inhibit its collective action, in the arena
between a movement and its political environment;

- Outbidding, recognised as the action-counteraction dynamics between a movement
and the security forces of a state as they struggle for control, in the arena between
a movement and a state’s security forces;

- Competition for power, described as the struggle between two or more political
competitors within a movement regarding issues of strategy, tactics and goals, in
the arena between movement actors;

- Dissociation, associated with the increase in organisational independence of a
movement or parts of it from its supporters and third parties, in the arena between
the movement and the public; and

- Obiject shift, acknowledged as the change in the objects of claims and targets of
attacks by one or more movement organisations, in the arena between a movement
and a counter-movement (ibid, pp. 42 —51).

From this schema, though, the authors distinguished three mechanisms and
arenas of interaction as more consequential in a process of radicalisation. In particular,
the upward spirals of political opportunities, the outbidding, and the competition for
power mechanisms, which take place in the movement — political environment, the
movement — security forces, and the within-movement arenas respectively, are
considered as the most robust mechanisms for the analysis of radicalisation, since they
involve actors who are always present in episodes of contention. The other two

mechanisms and their corresponding arenas of interaction, namely the dissociation
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(movement — public arena) and the object shift (movement — counter-movement
arena), they are not as recurring as the former or they are not necessarily present
during every radicalisation process; therefore, their consequentiality is likely to be
generated in conjunction with the more frequent and central mechanisms. Besides,
Alimi et al. (ibid), in an attempt to enhance mechanisms’ analytic rigour, embraced
Earl’s (2008) suggestion to study the interaction between mechanisms and rival
mechanisms, by introducing the concept of reverse mechanisms; a logical equivalent
of each mechanism that operates in the opposite direction, produces the opposite
outcome and can impede the radicalisation process. Thus, they also identified the
mechanisms of downward spirals of political opportunities, underbidding, consensus
mobilisation and association (as reverse mechanisms of upward spirals of political
opportunities, outbidding, competition for power and dissociation respectively),
whose operation can lead to the deceleration or discontinuation of radicalisation
(deradicalisation process) or can prevent the switch to violence altogether (non-
radicalisation process) (Alimi et al. 2015, p. 56). Ultimately, with the aim of
strengthening the comparative rigour of their approach, the authors introduced a
comparative framework of four concepts that facilitate the identification of
similarities and dissimilarities between different episodes of contention. These are:

- the particularities of radicalisation, which refer to the composition of sub-
mechanisms comprising a mechanism during an episode of contention; and

- the varieties of radicalisation identified as the ways that mechanisms concatenate
to form a certain sequence (ibid: 172 — 173).

Conclusively, Alimi, Demetriou and Bosi argued that to study a radicalisation
process means to examine the operation and interrelation of the central relational
mechanisms in/between the interactive arenas, as well as to trace the concatenation
and composition of sub-mechanisms that forge these mechanisms in a given
contentious episode. Indeed, the authors managed, through the redefinition of
mechanism/process relationship, the innovation of the arenas of interaction, the
introduction of sub-mechanisms and reverse mechanisms and the formulation of the
comparative framework of similarity and difference to drastically evolve the
contentious politics project. More specifically, with the introduction of the above
adaptations, Alimi et al. (2015) present us with a framework that contributes

considerably to the study of political violence and radicalisation from a reinvigorated
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relational perspective. A perspective that understands radicalisation as not a
deterministic trajectory, but rather as possible progression resulting from a
movement’s decisions and actions pursued within frameworks of interactions and
relations (ibid, p. 22).

2.1.4 Contribution of SMT and CP to the Study of Political

Violence

While the study of political violence through a social movement theory perspective
can be nowadays seen as a growing tendency in the field, it has not always been the
case. In fact, up until the 1980s violent groups remained largely outside the realm of
social movement research (Steinhoff and Zwerman 2008). It was the work of some
authors studying the emergence of violent groups during the New Left protest cycles
of 1960s and 1970s in Western democracies (Della Porta and Tarrow 1986; Della
Porta 1988, 1992a, 1992b, 1995; Tarrow 1989; Steinhoff 1992; Zwerman 1992) that
challenged the field’s disposition and recognised political violence as part of a
movement’s broader repertoires of action. Despite though this research stream and a
few more exceptions (White R. W. 1989, 1993; Wieviorka 1993), the study of violent
groups lingered on the fringes of the discipline up to the 9/11 (Goodwin 2012). Hence,
the last years several authors have used SMT’s conceptual tools in the study of radical
movements (Bosi 2006; Gunning 2007; Araj 2008), whilst theoretical approaches
from social movement studies have influenced previously remote fields, such as those
of Islamic studies (Hafez 2003; Wiktorowicz 2004; Hegghammer 2010; Malthaner
2011) or the study of civil wars (Wood 2003; Kalyvas S. N. 2006; Viterna 2013).
Framing (Snow and Byrd 2007; Johnston and Alimi 2012; Brown 2014; Granzow,
Hasenclever and S&ndig 2015; Karampampas 2018) and contentious politics (Alimi
2006a; Demetriou 2007, 2012b; De Fazio 2013, 2014; Malthaner 2014; Marsden
2016) approaches have also been employed in both comparative and single-case
studies of radical groups. Indeed, the use of an integrated framework of SMT, which
includes the classic (opportunities, resources and frames) and post-classic agendas
(CP), can significantly enrich the study of political violence, and especially that of

terrorism research, as: it can broaden and deepen its intellectual body, challenge many
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of its underlying assumptions and accelerate the discipline’s critical turn (Beck 2008;
Gunning 2009).

Particularly, the employment of a SMT/CP perspective relocates clandestine
groups within their social context, namely as part of a wider social movement, and
interacting with other political actors, the society and the political system more
broadly (Alimi 2006b). Hence, a group is not recognised as monolithic entity, but as
a part of field of different actors that interact formally or informally with each other
(Tilly 2004). This has as a result the de-exceptionalisation of clandestine violence, as
it takes the phenomenon out of its sterile box and re-conceptualises it as a part of a
spectrum of possible movement tactics. Besides, a SMT/CP framework relocates
clandestine violence within its accurate temporal context; namely, within the
historical and political environment in which each group emerged, as well as
underlining the fluidity of violent tactics throughout different phases of an
organisation (Money, McCarthy and Yukich 2012). As follows, the social and
temporal relocation of political violence as an object of study, has a great impact in

countering the accused “a-historicity” and lack of context in the field (Ranstorp 2009).

A SMT/CP perspective, also, facilitates the integration of the different levels of
analysis; recognised as the approach “in which the systemic, organizational, and
individual perspectives — in other words, environmental conditions, group dynamics,
and individual motivations — are all taken into account” (Della Porta 1995: 10).
Moreover, it draws attention on frequently neglected areas of terrorism research such
as the state and its policies towards political violence, the internal dynamics of
organisations, and the relation between militants and the radical milieus (Waldmann
2008). Similarly, it draws attention to the state and its practices on the intensification
of political violence (Araj 2008); as even though most of the authors agree on the
interaction of state’s repression and the protesters’ choice of tactics, state’s policies
have remained relatively under-studied in the terrorism discipline (Della Porta,
Peterson and Reiter 2006). Another contribution of the perspective is that it examines
political violence in relation to the internal dynamics of a social movement.
Subsequently, violence is not seen simply as a group’s tactical choice, but also as the
product of a dynamic process within the wider social movement, shaped by the

different factions, ideas and interests that it encompasses (Wiktorowicz 2006).
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Furthermore, the use of a SMT/CP framework in the study of clandestine
violence puts into question the image of militants as socio- or psychopaths, consistent
with the strain and breakdown theoretical school, which up to the present day exerts
significant influence on the study of violent groups (Beck 2008). Successively, it can
also lead to the de-orientalisation of traditional terrorism research (Wiktorowicz
2004), with the parallel deconstruction of the “Islamic terrorism discourse” that
gained much of its current validity after the 9/11 (Jackson 2007b). Besides, engaging
SMT/CP literature with the field of terrorism research can increase the self-reflexivity
and intra-paradigm critique, encourage the broader theoretical and methodological
study, and de-subjugate marginalised concepts of the field such as that of state
terrorism; therefore, accelerating its critical turn (Toros and Gunning 2009). A
SMT/CPA perspective can also generate further insights into the drawing of counter-
and anti-terrorism policies, as it provides additional knowledge in the areas of
perceptiveness, discernment and pragmatism (Alimi 2006a), and offers a better

understanding of the diffused and less hierarchical “new” terrorist organisations.

All in all, according to this perspective political violence does not emerge “from
nothing” or develop in a vacuum and cannot be attributed merely to macro-level root
causes or radical ideologies at the micro-level (Alimi 2016). Conversely, it is the
outcome of the dynamic interaction of various political actors, namely of movements,
counter-movements and states, and is located within the context of the broader
cultural, political and social conflicts that a given society faces during a certain period
of time (Bosi and Malthaner 2015).

2.2 The Study of Contentious Politics and Revolutionary

Groups in Greece

While research on social movements and contentious politics was growing in the
United States and Western Europe since the 1960s, the study of collective action
occupied a rather marginal place in Greek social sciences up until the 1990s
(Kanellopoulos 2015; Kornetis and Kouki 2016). This came as a result of the

dominance of two interrelating interpretative frameworks during the early
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Metapolitefsi’ — namely of the dependency theory (Mouzelis 1985, 1986) and the
“underdog” thesis (Diamandouros 1994; Mouzelis 1996; Kokosalakis and Psimmenos
2003; Stefanidis 2007). The former divided the world into a capitalist and
industrialised “core” that exploited a dependent and underdeveloped “periphery”;
with Greece itself situated in the “semi-periphery” due to its unevenly developed
capitalist infrastructure and its long-established dependency to the West. The
country’s backwardness in relation to the West, witnessed also from its belated
industrialisation and modernisation, has also been a basic feature of the “underdog”
thesis. Based on the deeply entrenched influence of cultural dualism in Greek
academia (Tsoukalas 1981a, 1983; Demertzis 1994; Liakos 2004; Gropas and
Triandafyllidou 2009), the “underdog” thesis — as was epitomised by Diamandouros
(1993, 1994) — recognised two antagonistic political cultures in Greece: a
modernising, reformist one and an underdog, traditionalist one. The first is rooted in
the ideas of the Enlightenment and political liberalism, is secular and extrovert,
favours capitalism and market economy and looks of the West for inspiration and
support (Diamandouros 1994, pp. 22 — 23). On the contrary, the underdog political
culture is rooted on the Ottoman and Byzantine legacy of the country, is nationalistic
and introvert, favours paternalism and protectionism and is hostile towards the West
and its institutions (ibid, pp. 12 — 13). With an inherent fear towards reforms, the
“underdog” political culture has been recognised as a major obstacle to the country’s
modernisation, as well as the root for the perpetuation of many of its “national”
anomalies, such as corruption, populism and clientelism (Kouki and Liakos 2015).
Hence, over the past decades, the “underdog” category has been synonymous to
fraudulence, disorganisation and inefficiency, including every kind of attitude, value,
belief or political practice that has been considered as wrong or problematic (Xenakis
2013). Indeed, the theory has been so influential that “has become a reference point
for understanding modern Greece” (Triandafyllidou, Gropas and Kouki 2013a, p. 3)
and it has been used as a framework for the explanation of as different phenomena as
the rise of PASOK to power in the 1980s (Diamandouros 1993; Tsakalotos 1998),
Greece’s Europeanisation process (Featherstone, Kazamias and Papadimitriou 2001;
Kazakos 2004; Pagoulatos 2004), the recent economic crisis (Triandafyllidou, Gropas

and Kouki 2013b; Vasilopoulou, Halikiopoulou and Exadaktylos 2014) as well as

7 As the period since the fall of the Military Junta (1974) has become known, precisely depicting the
transition from authoritarianism to democracy as the word literally indicates the polity’s change.
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SYRIZA'’s electoral upsurge (Doxiadis and Matsaganis 2013). This has been also the
case of the most acts of disobedience, protest or political violence in Greece, as they
have been habitually attributed to the “underdog” political culture, or to an “endemic
culture of violence” that has characterised the Greek society historically (Sotiris 2010;
Psimitis 2011). As a result, the study of contentious politics and political violence was
usually marginalised as an anomic behaviour rooted in the dominant “underdog”
political culture of the Greek population for the most part of the post-junta period
(Sotiris 2013).

This attitude started to change only in the 1990s when a new group of
researchers generated a series of systematic studies on Greek social movements and
brought the national academia into contact with the international developments in the
field of social movement research. Characteristic examples of this research stream,
which by the beginning of 21 century had managed to put Greece in the map of social
movement literature, are: works on the country’s labour (Seferiades 1995, 1998,
1999), environmental (Botetzagias 2001; Kousis 2003, 2007; Alexandropoulos,
Serdedakis and Botetzagias 2007) and new social movements (Simiti 2002);
explorations of theoretical and methodological themes of SMT and their application
to the Greek context (Kousis 1998; Psimitis 2006; Seferiades 2006, 2007); and
comparative assessments of Greek and other Southern European movements (Kousis
1999a, 1999b, 2004; Eder and Kousis 2001; Kousis, Della Porta and Jimenez 2008).
What acted, though, as a catalyst for the intensification of the study of contentious
politics in Greece was the December 2008 events. Instigated by the killing of a 15-
year-old teenager by a policeman on the 6th of December, a wave of protest and
rioting took place in Athens and all major cities of the country that lasted for three
weeks. The ferocity, duration and innovation of the protests prompted the global
interest, and became a recurrent object of study in terms of the analytical tools to
decipher the events (Kotronaki and Seferiades 2012; Theocharis, Lowe and Van Deth
2015; Papanikolopoulos 2016), their causes (Economides and Monastiriotis 2009;
Lountos 2012; Sakellaropoulos 2012; Xenakis and Cheliotis 2016) and their effects
(Kalyvas A. 2010; lakovidou, Kanellopoulos and Kotronaki 2011). The side-effect of
December 2008 was a renewed interest for contentious politics and social movements
in the country (Kanellopoulos 2009; Seferiades and Johnston 2012; Kornetis 2013a;
Kotronaki 2015), which came once again at the forefront of international research
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after 2010 with the rise of the anti-austerity protests (Diani and Kousis 2014; Kousis
2014; Kanellopoulos, Kostopoulos, Papanikolopoulos and Rongas 2016; Voutyras
2016; Karyotis and Rudig 2017) and the Indignant movement (Sotirakopoulos and
Sotiropoulos G. 2013; Petropoulos 2014; Prentoulis and Thomassen 2014; Simiti
2015).

Regardless of the intensification of interest for contentious politics in Greece
that was observed the last decade, the study of revolutionary groups has remained
rather marginal; with the prevailing scarcity of research rendering the topic one of the
most under-researched in Greek politics. Then again, the majority of what has already
been published is a rather descriptive account of the phenomenon (Karampelas 1985;
Bossis 1996; Papahelas and Telloglou 2002; Pappas T. 2002; Pretenteris 2002;
Chalazias 2003; Nomikos 2007) and often tends to recognise political violence —
through the dominant framework of the “underdog” thesis — as a product of the
county’s “culture of sympathy” towards acts of resistance (Kalyvas S. N. 2008a, 2010;
Andronikidou and Kovras 2012; Psyhogios 2013). Besides, apart from very few
exceptions (Kassimeris G. 2013a, 2016; Kiesling 2014), most of the studies of
revolutionary violence in Greece tend to focus at the “groups at risk”, and not in the
context and interactions that facilitated the radicalisation of the groups at the first
place (Bosi, O’ Dochartaigh and Pisoiou 2015), while there is a notable lack of
comparative works. Another common limitation of the current literature is the
perception of clandestine groups as only a phenomenon that emerged during the
Metapolitefsi and is disconnected from the anti-junta struggle; identifying the former
as terrorism and the latter as resistance to the military regime. Yet, the studies that
recognise the connection between the two eras, are often inclined to rather partisan
views of the phenomenon, with those on the Right of the spectrum discrediting the
anti-junta groups as merely terrorist organisations (Pretenteris 2002) and those on the
left romanticising the violence of the groups after the country’s transition to
democracy (Karampelas 1985). Moreover, there is a striking absence of the study of
the reasons of the emergence and persistence of revolutionary groups in the country,
a tendency that has significantly hindered the holistic understanding of the

phenomenon (Xenakis 2012).

Contrariwise, noteworthy studies that focus on the Greek revolutionary

movement have appeared in diverse scientific fields such as in anthropology (Kitis
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2015; Kitis and Milani 2015; Apoifis 2016, 2017), criminology (Xenakis 2011, 2012;
Tsoukala 2014) and security studies (Karyotis 2007). The two fields, though, that have
led the research on the topic are history and terrorism studies; in direct opposition to
social movement research, which apart from very few exceptions (Serdedakis 2006,
2012; Karampampas 2014a, 2018, forthcoming), has focused on non-violent
movements (Serdedakis 2007a, 2015; Seferiades 2010a, 2010b) and has largely
neglected the study of clandestine groups. In historical studies, a new research stream
has embarked on an attempt to re-evaluate the anti-junta struggle and the relationship
between contentious and non-contentious repertoires of action (Asimakoulas 2009;
Voglis 2011; Kornetis 2013b, 2015), based on previous historic and biographic
accounts of scholars (Nikolinakos 1975; Yiannopoulos 1976; Notaras 1999; Rigos
1999; Kleitsikas 2000) and militants (Liakos 1988, 2001, 2004; Dafermos 1999;
Katsaros 1999; Darveris 2002; Anagnostopoulos 2003). In terrorism studies, a case
that deserves special reference, is the work of George Kassimeris, as he was the first
to draw attention to a globally neglected political phenomenon and to the notorious
operation of Revolutionary Organisation November 17 (17N) in Greece, with his book
Europe’s Last Red Terrorists (2001). Through his research, he explored the
phenomenon, from the first groups of the 1970s (Kassimeris G. 2005a) and with a
special focus on 17N (Kassimeris G. 1995, 2005b, 2006, 2007), to the contemporary
clandestine groups, such as the Revolutionary Struggle (RS) (Kassimeris G. 2011)
and the Conspiracy of the Cells of Fire (CCF) (Kassimeris G. 2012). Despite the
volume and the quality of Kassimeris’ writings, the author however does not provide
a clear picture over the causes of the appearance and resilience of revolutionary
groups in the country (Karampampas 2014b), in accordance with the overwhelming

majority of analyses.

2.3 Theoretical Framework

Drawing on the literature of social movement studies and contentious politics, this
thesis applies a process and mechanism-oriented perspective to the study of Greek
revolutionary groups. Main characteristics of this perspective are that is relational, as

it locates political violence in the radicalisation of conflicts that involve the
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interactions of both institutional and non-institutional actors; constructivist, as it takes
into account the social construction of reality by the various actors; and emergent, as
it aims to reconstruct the causal mechanisms that connect the macro-level in which
political violence arises, the meso-level identified with the clandestine organisations,
and the micro-level within a militant group (Della Porta 2013, p. 5). Nevertheless,
whereas most of researchers have opted for studying the outcomes of a specific
process in different political and social settings (Della Porta 2013; Alimi et al. 2015),
this thesis pursues another route. Hence, it focuses on the analysis of a single process
in one political setting. Through the use of the relational model of radicalisation, as it
was established by Alimi et al. (2015), it studies two episodes of a stream of
contention situated in the same location; or more specifically the radicalisation
process of revolutionary groups in Greece between 1965 — 2002. Thus, in order to
facilitate the systematic observation, comparison and explanation of the radicalisation
process, two episodes of contention are identified for examination:

- the contentious episode of Popular Revolutionary Resistance (LEA) between 1965
—1974, and

- the contentious episode of Revolutionary Organisation November 17 (17N)
between 1975 — 2002.

Subsequently, using both the arenas of interaction and the comparative framework of

similarities/dissimilarities (Alimi et al. 2015), the thesis locates the particularities and

varieties of radicalisation that characterised the two contentious episodes, in order to

thoroughly compare and reach explanations over the emergence and endurance of the

above clandestine groups.

Employing the above-presented model to the radicalisation process of two
revolutionary groups, means to study the interaction of the core relational mechanisms
(upward spirals of political opportunities, outbidding, competition for power,
dissociation and object shift) and their sub-mechanisms that facilitated the adoption
and intensification of violent tactics. However, in an attempt to increase the validity
of mechanisms’ conceptualisation and measurement, and to counter the descriptive
bias of the approach — inherent in any relational analysis (Goodwin 2009; Beck 2016)
—, this thesis introduces the mechanistic framework of Falleti and Lynch’s (2008) in

the study of radicalisation. According to this framework, then, in order to increase a
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mechanisms’ conceptualisation, we can differentiate a general process/mechanism?® to
mechanisms-as-types and mechanisms-as-examples, where the former constitute
mutually exclusive categories of the process/mechanism, and the latter are examples
of either the main or a sub-type process/mechanism. For the enhancement of
mechanisms’ measurement, the authors suggested the disaggregation of a top-level
process/mechanism to mechanisms-as-causes and mechanisms-as-indicators, where
the former instigate through their interaction the process/mechanism and the latter

inform us for the presence of the causal mechanisms or sub-mechanisms (ibid).

Main argument of this thesis is that the dynamics of meaning formation are
consequential for the activation of the process of radicalisation. Thus, in order to study
a group’s radicalisation process, it is necessary to delve into the manner in which the
group assigns meaning to its external reality, and therefore to examine its framing
process. Analysing the framing process, though, entails tracing a movement’s framing
alignment mechanisms, through which it attaches or detaches its frames from the
dominant master frame in a certain time and place — namely the mechanisms of master
frame alignment and dealignment. These two opposing mechanisms can be seen as
more specific types of framing alignment and can be partitioned further to more
precise mechanisms, such as to frame bridging or to boundary framing. Table 4
presents the different levels of framing alignment mechanism disaggregated by the

volume of intension® — namely from the least to the most specific mechanism.

According to the table below then, master frame alignment and master frame
dealignment (mechanisms-as-types) are two mutually exclusive types of frame
alignment (top-level mechanism), while frame bridging and boundary framing are
examples of the above types respectively (mechanisms-as-examples). Hence, in
moving from the first level (top-level mechanism) to the second (mechanism-as-type)
or the third (mechanism-as-example) level of the table — e.g. from frame alignment to

frame bridging — we substitute a broader class of events with a more specific instance.

8 Following the example of McAdam et al. (2001) and Alimi et al. (2015), this thesis recognises the
relationship between mechanism and process as analytical. This means that the choice to assign the
label “process” rather than that of “mechanism” to a specific phenomenon is dependent on the scope of
a given analysis.

® Intension is recognised as the collection of properties that determine the things to which a word applies,
while extension as the class of things to which a concept applies (Falleti and Lynch 2008, p. 334)
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Table 4: Disaggregation of frame alignment mechanism by level of intention

Level | Concept

1 Top-level Frame alignment

mechanism

Mechanism-as- Master frame alignment, Master frame dealignment
i types (types of frame alignment)

Frame bridging (example of master frame
Mechanism-as-
3 alignment), Boundary framing (example of master
examples
frame dealignment)

[Based on Falleti and Lynch 2008, p. 335.]

Additionally, framing, identified as the “collective process [mechanism] of
interpretation, attribution, and social construction, [that] mediates between opportunity
and action” (McAdam et al. 2001, p. 41), is a crucial element in processes of political
contention and radicalisation (Desrosiers 2015). Indeed, only though exploring the
ways that activists “frame and reframe their sociopolitical environment we can argue
convincingly that a particular change in the political conditions acted as an incentive
for contentious politics” (Alimi 2007a, p. 13). Besides, the study of framing
mechanisms can increase our understanding over the various interactive arenas, as it
can shed light on the historical and social conditions in which contention develops
(arena between a movement and its political environment); on how a movement copes
with repression (arena between a movement and a state’s security forces); on the
internal dynamics and the relationship between different groups inside a movement
(arena between movement actors); on how a movement interacts with its adherents
(arena between the movement and the public); and on the interrelation of a movement
with one or more counter-movements (arena between a movement and a counter-
movement) (Alimi and Hirsch-Hoefler 2012; Alimi et al. 2015). Consequently, this
thesis recognises framing alignment mechanisms as mechanism-as-indicators of the
relational, cognitive and environmental sub-mechanisms that concatenate and

constitute the crucial relational mechanisms (mechanisms-as-causes) that drive the
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radicalisation process (top-level process). For example, the mechanism of boundary
framing (see Table 5 below), identified as the use of in-group/out-group distinctions
to differentiate one group in time and space from others (Hunt, Benford and Snow
1994), can be recognised as a mechanism-as-indicator of boundary formation, namely
the “creation of an us-them distinction between two political actors” (Tilly and Tarrow
2007, p. 215). The latter, then, can be seen as a true mechanism-as-cause of
radicalisation, as it is the mechanism that makes — through its interaction with other
mechanisms — the process of radicalisation to take place, while boundary framing
merely alerts us for the presence of boundary formation, and is not consequential for
radicalisation in the first place. Following the same logic, adversarial framing can be
perceived as a mechanism-as-indicator of polarisation mechanism, itself a cognitive

sub-mechanism and a mechanism-as-cause of a radicalisation process.

Table 5: Disaggregation of radicalisation process by level of intention

Level | Concept

1 Top-level process | Radicalisation

Mechanism-as- Boundary formation, Polarisation (causes of
2
causes radicalisation)
Boundary framing (indicator of boundary
Mechanism-as-
3 formation), Adversarial framing (indicator of

indicators
polarisation),

[Based on Falleti and Lynch 2008, p. 335]

In accordance with the above table then, boundary formation and polarisation
are mechanisms-as-causes of radicalisation, whereas boundary framing and
adversarial framing are indicators of the two above mechanisms respectively. Thus,
in moving from the first (top-level process) to the second (mechanism-as-causes) level

of the table we disaggregate the process of radicalisation into component causal
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mechanisms, while from the second to the third (mechanism-as-indicators) level we

disaggregate the causes to indicators.

Accordingly, the application of the above framework to the analysis of the
Greek revolutionary groups has as a result the identification of framing alignment
mechanisms, as the mechanisms-as-indicators of the sub-mechanisms that drive
radicalisation and constitute the mechanisms-as-causes of the process. Hence, this
thesis argues that in order to reconstruct, as accurately as possible, the radicalisation
process of a movement, is considered essential to study its framing alignment
mechanisms that point out the activation and operation of the relational,
environmental and cognitive sub-mechanisms that constitute the consequential
relational mechanisms of every radicalisation process (Alimi et al. 2015). Then again,
it goes without saying that the study of groups’ collective action frames and their
framing alignment mechanisms is used in order to corroborate the detection of
mechanisms and sub-mechanisms, and not to substitute altogether the process tracing
approach that has been commonly used in similar analyses (McAdam et al. 2001; Tilly
2003; Alimi 2016; Grimm and Harders 2018).

Consequently, through an approach that combines the analysis of the causal
mechanisms of radicalisation and the examination of the framing mechanisms this
thesis aims to provide answers to the research questions outlined in the introduction.
Hence, it traces the causes of the resilience of revolutionary groups in Greece in terms
of the proliferation of the phenomenon through time. Indeed, by employing a
relational approach this thesis unearths the causal mechanisms that triggered the
radicalisation process of two revolutionary groups of two different generations,
applying a cross-temporal comparison to the case of Greece. By unravelling the
radicalisation process of the LEA and the 17N this thesis pinpoints the similarities
and differences of the two contentious episodes regarding: the composition
(particularities of radicalisation) and concatenation (varieties of radicalisation) of sub-
mechanisms in the consequential relational mechanisms of radicalisation as well as
the gravity of mechanisms in the process of radicalisation (modalities of
radicalisation). Besides, the assessment of the groups’ communiqués gives us the
opportunity to compare the diverse ways these two clandestine groups attributed
blame (diagnosis), devised a plan for action (prognosis) and legitimised their violent

campaigns. Finally, through the parallel examination of the groups’ framing
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mechanisms and the causal mechanisms of radicalisation this thesis observes the
interaction of the dynamics of meaning formation (or interpretation) and
radicalisation; or how the construction of a group’ reality interrelates with the process

of radicalisation.
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Chapter 3: Methodology and Data

This chapter describes the methodological choices of the thesis, as they derived from
the assumptions drawn in the theoretical section. Following the intellectual tradition
of relationalism this thesis identifies political violence as a product of the dynamics
that develop during contentious politics between non-institutional and institutional
actors (Tilly 2004; Tilly 2005b; Bosi et al. 2014b). The adoption of a relational
perspective means the application of a process-oriented approach to the study of
political violence and entails tracing the causal mechanisms that drive the
radicalisation process; identified as the process through which a group shifts from
predominantly nonviolent to violent tactics of contention. Such a model is the
relational approach to radicalisation, as it was established by Alimi, Demetriou and
Bosi (2015; Alimi et al. 2012), which focuses on the recurring relational mechanisms
and their sub-mechanisms that constitute a process of radicalisation, as well as on their
interaction across different arenas of interaction. However, in an attempt to increase
the validity of the mechanisms’ measurement, this thesis introduces Falleti and
Lynch’s (2008) framework to the study of radicalisation process, by identifying the
framing alignment mechanisms as mechanisms-as-indicators of the core relational
mechanisms and the latter as the mechanisms-as-causes of the radicalisation process.
Moreover, tracing the groups’ collective action frames and framing alignment
mechanisms entails the use of a textual analysis technique; therefore, this thesis
employs a frame analysis to the documents of the two clandestine organisations,
comprised of the total number of the communiqués disseminated throughout their
lifespan. Afterwards, for the delineation of the mechanisms and sub-mechanisms of
radicalisation, the use of a mechanism-based process tracing approach is applied.
Taking everything into account then, the chapter proceeds as follows: the first section
delineates the thesis’ research design and the case selection process; the second section
delves into the employed methods and the methodological contribution of the thesis;
and the third section describes the data collection, their limitations and the codification

process.
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3.1 Research Design and Case Selection

Situated between structuralism and rationalism, relationalism is the theoretical
tradition that posits the interactions among social units as the starting point of
sociological analysis (Emirbayer and Goodwin 1994; Emirbayer 1997). Hence, instead
of focusing on the role of self-subsisting entities (structuralism) or on that of individual
human action (rationalism), it emphasises the role of social relations or of transactions
between units as the primary object of analysis (Tilly 2005c). Transactions are the
dynamic processes during which both structures and actors acquire their meaning
through the roles they play and the interrelation between them. Hence, both the
characteristics of social units and the events that unfold in the social sphere are
recognised as outcomes of interactions or processes. Putting into effect this relational
perspective has a number of consequences in the ontological and epistemological
realm. Firstly, since all social units acquire their significance through social
interaction, they are inseparable from the relational contexts within which they are
embedded (Emirbayer 2010). Based on this logic, social reality can be only understood
in dynamic and processual terms and is irreducible to its individual elements. These
ontological presuppositions result in an epistemological approach that argues that to
explain scientifically social phenomena is to describe the operation of the processes,
within which they are involved in and of the sub-processes (mechanisms) that
constitute them (Tilly 1995; Demetriou 2012a). In other words, this approach
recognises ‘“‘as explanation the identification of causal chains consisting of
mechanisms that reappear in a wide variety of settings but in different sequences and
combinations, hence with different collective outcomes” (McAdam et al. 2001, p. 23).
Thus, the introduction of a mechanism-based explanation entails the adoption of a
comparative research design that checks the variability of mechanisms in different
political settings (Tilly 2001; Alimi et al. 2012).

In recent years, mechanistic explanations have spread rapidly throughout social
sciences, facilitating the comparative — both quantitative and qualitative — study of
social and political phenomena (Gerring 2010; Hedstrém and Ylikoski 2010). The two
main ways that mechanisms have been employed in comparative designs are either as
adjunct to variable covariance or within a case study format (Caporaso 2009).

According to the first approach, mechanisms are considered compatible with
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correlational analyses and are used to explain the covariation between variables; acting
as intervening variables that illustrate why a correlation exists between an independent
and a dependent variable (King, Keohane and Verba 1994; Hedstrom and Swedberg
1998; George and Bennett 2005). According to the second approach, mechanisms are
seen as the causal factors that explain sociopolitical phenomena in the cases under
examination. More specifically, since most case study analyses follow Mill’s (1973)
methods of similarity and difference, as causal factors/mechanisms of an outcome are
considered as either those that are present in all the examined cases (most-similar
systems design) or those that their absence corresponds with the absence of the
previously observed outcome (most-different systems design) (Tarrow 2010a).
Consequently, while the case of variable covariance provides a “covering law” type of
causal explanation, as mechanisms enable the production of a universal account of a
given phenomenon (Gerring 2005), the case study approach offers a functional type of
explanation, as mechanisms are recognised as the necessary causal factors for the
occurrence of a political outcome (Bunge 1997). Contrary to the above explanations,
this essay follows a process-based approach and provides a mechanistic type of
explanation to radicalisation (McAdam et al. 2001; Alimi et al. 2012). By recognising
radicalisation as a process constituted by the varied combination of sub-processes
(mechanisms), this approach enables the systematic observation and comparison of the
most robust mechanisms/sub-mechanisms within different episodes of contention
(Alimi et al. 2015). Focusing then on the interaction and concatenation of mechanisms
and sub-mechanisms, it demonstrates how different constitutive forces combine to
trigger the same process in a wide range of contexts. Hence, this mechanism and
process-based approach challenges both the deterministic positivism of large-N studies
that generate probabilistic statements based on law-like regularities (Little 1991), as
well as the holism of case studies that recognise cases as manifestations of broader
phenomena with pre-set characteristics and generated by the same combination of

factors (Demetriou and Roudometof 2014).

Two of the pioneers of this mechanistic perspective, Tilly and Tarrow (2007),
identified four different ways for its application in the study of contention. Hence, it
can be employed: a) by studying a particular form of contentious politics and the
processes that enable its occurrence in different locations (common process account);

b) by outlining the relationship of an established model of a process with a series of
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episodes of a stream of contention located in one setting (local process account); c) by
developing a model of a contentious process and test it against different episodes and
locations (process generalisation account); and d) by comparing different countries or
types of regimes to determine the differences in the frequency, origin or consequences
of a process (site comparison). Following the above classification of the ways to
analyse contention, this thesis focuses on the relationship of a single process with a
particular stream of contention — recognised as the sequence of collective claims
singled out for explanation (ibid, p. 203) — in one setting. Hence, in contrast to Della
Porta (2013) who carried out a common process account by studying clandestine
violence and the different processes that facilitated its emergence across a variety of
sites (see also McCauley and Moskalenko 2008, 2011), and to Alimi et al. (2015) who
employed a process generalisation account by outlining a model for the study of
radicalisation and test it against different episodes and locations, this thesis puts into
action a local process account. Thus, in order to trace the reasons (mechanisms) that
have facilitated the resilience of the phenomenon of revolutionary groups in Greece, it
outlines the relationship of the dynamics of radicalisation model, as it was established
by Alimi et al. (ibid), with a series of contentious episodes; or more specifically with
the radicalisation process of two revolutionary groups in Greece between 1965 —2002.

Despite the witnessed rise in mechanism-based studies in the field of political
contention and violence (Auyero and Moran 2007; Owens 2014; Asal and Phillips
2015; De Fazio 2017), there is an observed lack of cross-temporal analyses both in the
international and intra-national level (but see Romanos 2014). This thesis aims to fill
this lacuna by applying a local process account to a rather critical case (Yin 1994,
Snow and Trom 2002). Indeed, Greece is ideal for the cross-temporal examination of
clandestine organisations’ radicalisation process, as the country has experienced a
great volume of violence as well as multiple generations of violent groups during its
recent history. Besides, the striking endurance of some groups, such as the 17N that
remained active for almost three decades (1975 — 2002), gives us the opportunity to
carry out cross-time comparisons not only in the intra-national, but also in the intra-
movement level. The selection of the contentious episodes under examination, namely
that of the LEA and the 17N, was made based on three criteria. The episodes involved
violent groups that: a) were radical left-wing in their ideology; b) were organised

underground; and ¢) made use of radical forms of violence. In fact, these groups

64



Chapter 3: Methodology and Data

represent the most violent organisations of each generation, as their operations were
typified by the highest degree of violence in each era: with the LEA using low-level
attacks against symbolically important targets during the anti-junta period, and the 17N
employing mostly high-level attacks against people, including shootings,
kneecappings and car bombings®. These two groups were also chosen in order to
facilitate the comparison between the two different generations of Greek revolutionary
groups. Finally, regarding the delimitation of the two episodes adheres to the following
logic: we follow secondary accounts for the definition of each episode’s starting point,
while its ending point is identified with the termination of the group’s militant activity
signified either by the cessation of violence (LEA) or the arrest of its key members
(17N). Identifying the ending point of an episode with a group’s termination of
operations permits us to study: the different stages of radicalisation (early
radicalisation, stepped-up radicalisation and deradicalisation)!!; the concurrent
interaction between mechanisms and reverse mechanisms; as well as the slowdown in

the operation of mechanisms.

3.2 Methods

3.2.1 Frame Analysis

Since the establishment of the framing perspective in social movement theory in the
1980s (Snow et al. 1986; Snow and Benford 1988), frame analysis has been used
extensively in the field of social movements; with Lindekilde (2014) describing it as
“the most common technique for studying cognitive processes of interpretation and
meaning making” (p. 197) among social movement scholars. The application of frame
analysis to a movement’s texts (e.g. press releases, communiqués, websites, media

statements and interviews with movement activists) exposes the core functions of

101t is worth mentioning that almost the total number of attacks of the two groups belonged in the
category of selective violence, which includes the attempt to harm or the harm against specific civilians
or their property because their behaviour is deemed harmful (Alimi et al. 2015, p. 12).

11 Alimi et al. (2015, p. 12) identify early radicalisation as the phase that witnesses the emergence of
violence and may include both non-violent and violent actions. When violence occurs during this phase
there is usually no separation between the target of political claims and the target of violence. In contrast,
stepped-up radicalisation is characterised by the escalation of violence and includes the perpetration of
violence that the target of political claims and the target of violence are different. Finally,
deradicalisation is identified as the slowdown or the termination of a radicalisation process.
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frames, which focus attention to what is important (in-frame) and divert attention from
what is not (out-of-frame), they act as articulation mechanisms by connecting concepts
together and creating a unified story and they transform the way units of social reality
are perceived from a movement’s constituents (Snow 2004). Despite the significant
contributions of the framing perspective to the field, a number of criticisms has been
also raised against the current state of the framing literature, as it is characterised by a
lack of systematic studies across movements and time, a descriptive bias and a
tendency to understand frames as things rather than as dynamic processes (Benford
1997; Oliver and Johnston 2000; Snow, Benford, McCammon, Hewitt and Fitzerald
2014). These three points of critique can be summarised in the fact that while much
research has identified movement-specific collective action frames, comparatively
little research has examined the discursive processes through which frames evolve,

develop and change (Snow 2013).

One of the most accomplished attempts to counter the above shortcomings has
been the framing-grammar approach, as it has been established by Johnston in
cooperation with Alimi (Johnston 1995a, 2002, 2005a, 2015; Johnston and Alimi
2012, 2013; Alimi and Johnston 2014). Building on Goffman’s (1974) frame analysis,
this approach re-introduces to the study of frames the concepts of “primary
frameworks,” “keying processes” and “frame rims.” The primary frameworks are basic
frames that are used by individuals to make sense of everyday life. As the political and
social context changes, new interpretive layers or frame rims are applied to primary
frameworks instigating their alteration — a process that is called keying. In order to
trace the changes in the primary frameworks and the operation of the keying process,
then, Johnston and Alimi (2012) drew on Franzosi’s (1999, 2004) “story grammar”
approach — developed for the analysis of protest events — and applied the semantic
triplet of subject-verb-object to the analysis of movement documents. According to
this approach, every action follows a simple grammatical structure comprised of a
subject (who is doing the action/claim), a verb (what is the action entails) and an object
(who is the target of the action/claim). By applying this framework to representative
documents of key actors before and after critical junctures, the authors (Johnston and
Alimi 2013) demonstrate the changes in a movement’s interpretative schemata
regarding itself, its actions and its targets; thus, providing valuable insights into a

movement’s temporal frame dynamics (how frames change from one point in time to
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another), the intramovement frame dynamics (how important actors within one
movement frame issues) and the internal frame dynamics (how the relationship
between the frame components changes through time) (Alimi and Johnston 2014).
Besides, this approach follows the logic of the contentious politics approach (McAdam
et al. 2001), as it seeks to identify the operation of generalisable causal mechanisms
(keying process) in the framing process (Johnston and Alimi 2012).

In spite of the observed merits of the framing grammar approach, its focus on
the relationship of frames with critical junctures or transformative events (McAdam
and Sewell 2001) that influence decisively a movement’s political environment
renders it inadequate for the thesis’s research objectives. Hence, instead of a “focused”
approach that draws attention to snapshots of frames before and after important events,
this thesis provides an alternative longitudinal approach to the study of framing
processes. Consistent with this is the conduct of “population studies”; namely, the
identification of a group’s framing strategies through the sampling and analysis of all
its produced texts (Lindekilde 2014). Drawing on the merits of the traditional frame
theory and methodology then, this thesis studies frames through the analysis of master
frame alignment and dealignment processes and outlines the interactive relationship
between collective action frames, framing alignment mechanisms and framing
strategies. Likewise, this longitudinal interactive approach allows for the examination
of the way social movements frame and reframe their political environment in a

constant interaction with the dominant master frames (Alimi 2007b).

3.2.2 Mechanism-Based Process Tracing

While process tracing has been one of the most popular methods in the field of history
and psychology, the method failed to have a significant impact in political science up
to the late 1970s (Mahoney and Rueschemeyer 2003; Falleti 2016). One of the first
attempts to incorporate the technique in the discipline’s toolkit was made by George
(1979), who proposed the use of historical enquiry for assessing whether the statistical
correlation between a dependent and an independent variable is of causal significance.
Since then, the application of process tracing in the field has grown exponentially,

resulting into the emergence of different variants of the method (Skocpol 1984; George
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and McKeown 1985; Aminzade 1993a; Hall 2003; Mahoney 2004; Bennett 2008;
Collier 2011; Beach and Pedersen 2013). Diverse types of the approach have also been
employed in the study of social movements (Della Porta 2002), such as that of paired
comparison of uncommon (McAdam et al. 2001; Tarrow 2010a) or most different
cases (Della Porta 2013). Despite the observed diversity, the common denominator of
the different alternatives is that it entails the systematic comparison of a small number
of cases in order to unearth the causal relationships (mechanisms) that bring together
the causes and the outcomes of a social phenomenon by tracing its historical trajectory
through time (Ritter 2014).

The variance between the sub-types of process tracing is attributed to the
disagreements over the application of the method that stem from the ontological and
epistemological differences of researchers (Hall 2003). In particular, approaches are
diversified in terms of the understanding of causality into deterministic and
probabilistic, and in terms of the reasoning of research into deductive and inductive
(Trampusch and Palier 2016). The first distinction has to do with the definition of
causal mechanisms (Bennett and Checkel 2015). Consequently, whereas a
deterministic view maintains that a mechanism’s operation remains always constant
and produces the same result in different contexts, adhering to a strict “billiard ball”
model of causality (Mahoney 2001; Mayntz 2004; Beach and Pedersen 2016); a
probabilistic account argues that the context of a mechanism influences its operation
in such a degree that its result cannot be predicted beforehand, thus leaving room for
contingency and following a fluid model of causality (Falleti and Lynch 2009; Alimi
et al. 2012; Bosi et al. 2014b). The second distinction regards the discrepancy between
the deductively and inductively-oriented use of process tracing (Venesson 2008).
Indeed, while the application of the method can involve both the inductive and
deductive study of the events, researchers tend to give relative weight to one of the
two modes (Bennet and Elman 2007). Hence in the more deductive form, process
tracing focuses on hypotheses testing and makes use of empirical observations to
accept or reject a theory’s predictions (Van Evera 1997; Hall 2013). In this form,
process tracing is often used in conjunction with statistical analyses with the intention
of validating their results and identifying the causal process between independent and
dependent variables (George and Bennet 2005; Beach 2016). Contrariwise in the more

inductive type, the examination of a process’s historical trajectory aims at uncovering
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its causal mechanisms in action (Aminzade 1993b; Bithe 2002). In this fashion,
inductive process tracing can contribute to theory building and the generation of new
hypotheses over the connection between a process’s causes and effects (Mahoney
2004).

Out of the crowd of the different types of process tracing, this thesis adopts the
mechanism-based process tracing as it was developed by Alimi et al. (2015). Founded
on the premises of relationalism, this approach makes an innovative operationalisation
of process tracing in the study of radicalisation. Hence, it combines a probabilistic
view of causal mechanisms with a method that draws in both the inductive and
deductive study of historic events. In particular, by assuming an outcome-driven
conceptualisation of causal mechanisms — namely the idea that every mechanism is
defined solely by its repercussions (Demetriou 2012a) —, Alimi et al. (2015) recognise
mechanisms as context-dependent, portable and indeterminate. Given that, a process
is not comprised by identical mechanisms from one context to the other, but it is
constituted by a diverse, not constant and cross-context combination of mechanisms
and sub-mechanisms. Furthermore, the fact that the approach is firmly based on the
contentious politics programme (McAdam et al. 2001), while at the same time gives
central attention to the empirical investigation of processes facilitates a middle ground
research strategy between deduction and induction. Hence, the application of a
mechanism-based process tracing concurs with an inductive, but deductively
disciplined, mode of investigation (Alimi et al. 2015); as it is not just restricted to the
mere observation of historical context, but rather employs a theoretically informed
analysis to the process of radicalisation and looks for causal chains between the various
events (Trampusch and Palier 2016). Moreover, this approach uses mechanisms not
only as a way to trace the development of a process, but also as units of comparison
between different cases. Indeed, through the introduction of sub-mechanisms this type
of process tracing enables the comparison of violent phenomena at both the mechanism
and sub-mechanism levels. Conclusively, mechanism-based process tracing provides
a comparative, contingent and conjunctural framework for the study of a group’s
radicalisation process and political violence — which is recognised as the result of a
complex web of relational patterns that are shaped by the interactions among a variety
of actors involved in contention and not as endogenous to a group quality (Alimi et al.
2015).
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3.2.3 Methodological Contributions

Following a research perspective that adopts a framework of methodological
triangulation for the measurement of causal mechanisms (McAdam et al. 2008a,
2008b; Mische 2008), this thesis applies a combination of frame analysis and
mechanism-based process tracing in the study of the radicalisation process. Hence, a
group’s framing process, recognised as “the interpretive link between pre-existing and
movement-based schemas of thought and action” (Mische 2003, p. 263), acts as a
means to indicate the presence or absence of sub-mechanisms in the interactive
relational arenas (Alimi et al. 2015) and to complement the process tracing of a
contentious episode. In addition, by introducing Falleti and Lynch’s (2008, 2009)
mechanistic framework, this approach: enhances the validity of the mechanism-based
process tracing in locating the activation and function of different mechanisms and
sub-mechanisms; connects the operation of framing alignment mechanisms
(mechanisms-as-indicators) with that of the consequential relational mechanisms
(mechanisms-as-causes) that drive a group’s radicalisation process (Alimi et al. 2015);
and provides a new way of conceptualising the role of framing process/mechanism in
the development of radicalisation process. Along these lines, this approach highlights
the interactive and co-constitutive nature of the meaning-radicalisation relationship; or
in other words the interrelation of the dynamics of meaning formation and the
dynamics of radicalisation (Bosi et al. 2014b). Finally, through this interactive
approach this thesis contributes to the expanding body of relational sociology that
studies collective action through the identification of causal mechanisms and their
interactions (Alimi et al. 2012; Della Porta 2013; Bosi et al. 2014a).

3.3 Data Collection and Analysis

3.3.1 Data Collection

This thesis is largely based on the analysis of communiqués — namely the movement
documents that the clandestine groups circulated in order to claim responsibility for

their attacks, rationalise their actions and justify their strategy. While scholars have
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begun to recognise the role of a group’s oral and written communication in the
emergence and resilience of radicalisation, the analysis of communiqués is still
undertheorised in the fields of terrorism and social movements studies (Braddock
2015; Loadenthal 2016). Hence, although much research has been conducted on what
perpetrators of political violence do, very little has engaged with what they thought
they were doing (Cordes 1987; Toros 2008a). The main reasons for this situation have
been the recognition of group violence as self-explanatory, the focus on countering
rather than understanding the occurrence of such violence and the perceived legitimacy
that any interaction with militants and/or their ideas provides to the “terrorists”
(Zulaika and Douglass 1996; Toros 2008b; Honig and Reichard 2017). In fact, the
“mere act of paying attention to what the terrorists have to say” (Zulaika and Douglass
2008) has been often seen as a step towards the justification of their means; a violation
of a taboo that recognises “terrorists” as sheer fanatics or irrational individuals
(Rubenstein 1987; Sluka 2008). This attitude has resulted in a longstanding trend of
severe lack of primary sources in terrorism studies, (Silke 2001, 2004), which are often

recognised as descriptive and merely condemnatory (Jackson 2007a).

In contrast to this trend, this thesis emphasises the importance of primary and
internal data. Communiqués, in particular, are valuable primary sources, as they
provide important insights into the mindset, the operational thinking and the strategic
reaction of a group to the changes in the movement’s political opportunity structure
(Johnston and Alimi 2012; Morris T. 2014). Indeed, a group’s leaflets provide a unique
window into how perpetrators of political violence see themselves, what they think
they are doing and what they think their actions will accomplish (Cordes 1987;
Hoffman 2010). This subjectivity is often considered as the greatest limitation of the
use of communiqués in the study of clandestine groups (Breen-Smyth et al. 2008;
Zulaika and Douglass 2008). However, a central tenet of a scholar’s job is not to find
some objective “truth,” but to understand those who engage in clandestine political
violence (White R. W. 2000). Given that, communiqués offer an excellent opportunity
to penetrate the clandestinity of such groups, as they give us an inside view of their
operation and enable the reconstruction their external reality (Della Porta 1995). The
latter is also the reason that communiqués are used as the main data for the analysis of

Greek revolutionary groups, as they facilitate the apprehension of the dynamics of a
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group’s meaning formation and their interaction with the dynamics of radicalisation —

which is one of the central research objectives of this thesis.

At the same time, the study of the two contentious episodes is also informed by
other types of data, in order to strengthen the results’ reliability and credibility
(Yeasmin and Rahman 2012; Ayoub, Wallace and Zepeda-Millan 2014). Hence, this
thesis benefitted significantly from the collection and analysis of both external, such
as archival records, media reports and secondary sources, and internal data, such as
biographical material (Liakos 1988; Katsaros 1999; Darveris 2002; Dafermos 2003;
Koufontinas 2014; Xiros 2014) and interviews (Xiros and Karampampas 2014;
Koufontinas 2016).

3.3.2 Data Analysis

The collection of the groups’ leaflets required the use of several data gathering
techniques. Initially, the selection of LEA’s leaflets entailed the conduct of a copious
archival research. For that, the consultation of the ASKI Archives (Contemporary
Social History Archives) in Athens was decisive for assembling the 11 leaflets that
were circulated during LEA’s lifecycle (1969 — 1974). In contrast to the first case, the
movement documents of 17N were conveniently available in an edited volume
(Revolutionary Organisation 17 November 2002). Hence, the analysis of 17N’s frames
involved the examination of 78 communiques, covering the period since the group’s
appearance in 1975 and up to its arrest in 2002. Contrariwise, 8 communiques were
excluded from the analysis, as they have been recognised as forged, by both the largest
part of the Greek media and by two of the most important members of the group
(Koufontinas 2014; Xiros 2014).

Table 6 presents the aggregated number of the analysed groups’ documents,
divided in attack communiqués (propagated to claim responsibility for an attack and
explain the rationale of selecting a specific target), strategic communiqués
(disseminated for providing strategic direction to a group’s constituency), special
communiqués (generated for addressing non-attacks events such as important

anniversaries) and internal documents (circulated inside a group for the ideological
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and strategic direction of its members) (Pluchinsky 2015). These were also
complemented by the analysis of a number of letters in the media, declarations in court

and autobiographical accounts of guerrillas (Koufontinas 2014, 2016; Xiros 2014).

Table 6: Analysed communiqués of the revolutionary groups per type

Type of Communiqués
Revolutionary
Group
Attack Strategic Special Internal Total
communiqués | communiqués | communiqués | documents | humber
Popular
Revolutionary 3 5 5 1 11
Resistance
(LEA)
Revolutionary
Organisation
November 17 40 13 24 1 8
(17N)

For the study of the groups’ frames the unit of analysis was their communiqués.
The analysis of the communiqués followed three key steps. First, each leaflet was
assigned a (1) code comprised from the group’s acronym and the year of its distribution
and then it was coded regarding the (2) source of the leaflet (e.g. newspaper’s title),
(3) the type of the source (archive or book) and (4) the type of the leaflet (attack,
strategic, special, or internal). Then, each one of them was read and then coded in
terms of: 1) the group’s name, ii) the number of claimed attacks per communique, iii)
the location of the attack(s), iv) the method of attack(s), v) the target of attack(s) and
vi) the outcome of the attack(s). Followed by a thorough re-reading, the entire number
of a group’s vii) diagnostic frames, viii) prognostic frames and ix) frame alignment
techniques were also identified in the second step. This thesis concentrated its attention
to the groups’ diagnostic and prognostic framing as these are the most appropriate for
demonstrating how the revolutionary groups delegitimised the Greek political system
and the legitimised their violence, and for tracing their use of framing alignment

techniques.
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Table 7 exhibits an example of the coding sheet employed for the analysis of the
communiqués, by examining LEA’s communiqué (LEA 1971 1*?) found in ASKI
Archive and by uncovering some of the frames and frame alignment techniques that
the group employed. LEA distributed this leaflet after the detonation of three bombs
in one week in Athens (July 1971). The first bomb exploded on 6 July in the Ministry
of the Presidency of the Government, the second one went off on 8 July in a fuel tank
of ESSO-Pappas Oil Company and the third bomb damaged the building of the
Hellenic-American Union on 14 July. LEA used these three bombs to express its
hostility towards the military junta and its US patrons, who controlled the country
through the imposition of the authoritarian regime (diagnosis) (ibid). Responsible for
the country’s complete subjugation to US imperialist interests was also the pre-coup
political establishment, which had facilitated the US interventionism in Greece since
the civil war (diagnosis) (ibid). Hence, LEA legitimated this operation as part of a
revolutionary strategy that aspired not only to overthrow the dictatorship, but also to
destroy the post-civil war status quo (prognosis) (ibid). Moreover, the group attempted
to dealign its message from the resonant antidictatorship master frame that advocated
the reconstitution of pre-coup democratic regime. Hence, LEA differentiated itself
from the bulk of the antidictatorship movement by advocating the collapse of the
political establishment and the institutions (e.g. the monarchy and the parliament) that
facilitated the imposition of the military coup in the first place (boundary framing)
(ibid).

This was the coding process that was followed for the total number of the
communiqués of the two Greek revolutionary groups (89) that were assembled during

the data collection stage of the thesis.

2 In italics is the code of the cited communiqué, comprised from the group’s acronym and the year of
circulation. In the case of multiple communiqués in one year from one group, the use of Latin numbers
(e.g. L II, etc.) was applied to differentiate them. All groups” communiqués are analytically presented
in the Appendix.
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Table 7: Example of coding sheet for the analysis of the communiques.

Coding Category Communiqué

1. Item code LEA 19711

2. Source ASKI

3. Type of source Archive

4. Type of communiqué Attack communiqué

I. Group’s name LEA

i Number _of c/laimed attacks per Three

communiqué

iii. Location of attack(s) Athens city centre
Ministry of the Presidency of the

. Government

V. Target of attack(s) Fuel tank of ESSO-Pappas Oil Company
Hellenic-American Union

V. Method of attack(s) Bomb

Vi. Outcome of the attack(s) L'm.'t?d _I\/Iatenal damages
No injuries

. . . US imperialism as responsible for the

vii. | Diagnostic frames o i
military junta
Revolutionary violence as the only way to

viii. | Prognostic frames ovethrovv_ the military regime_ and the _

' relationship of dependency with the United

States

. . . Collapse and not reconstitution of the pre-

iX. Frame alignment mechanisms

coup democratic regime (boundary framing)
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Chapter 4: The Context of Radicalisation

Following a relational and mechanism-oriented approach to a group’s radicalisation
process, entails the examination of its contentious episode within the historic context
that precipitated the emergence of violence. Hence, this chapter delves into the
political and social developments of the post-civil war Greece that facilitated the rise
of the antidictatorship and revolutionary Left movements, parts of which were the two
groups under study — namely LEA and 17N respectively. For LEA’s contentious
episode then, it is necessary to examine the wider antidictatorship movement and the
military regime that instigated it. However, the antidictatorship struggle had its origins
in the massive democratisation movement that emerged during the 1960s in Greece
and peaked in July 1965 events, when the king forced the elected government of Centre
Union (EK)® to resign (Athanasatou, Rigos and Seferiades 1999a; Seferiades 2010a).
Hence, the first section of this chapter describes the era between the end of the civil
war (1949) and the imposition of the junta (1967) and outlines the historic and political
context of the democratisation movement’s radicalisation. The second section covers
the period of the military dictatorship (1967 — 1974), delineates the different phases of
the authoritarian regime and outlines the three waves of the antidictatorship struggle.
The rest of the chapter looks into the era from the collapse of the authoritarian regime
in 1974 and up to the first decade of the 21 century, a period that largely coincides
with what came to be known in Greece as Metapolitefsi (1974 — 2010)**. This was the
period that saw the emergence of a revolutionary left movement in Greece and the
operation of the 17N. Particularly important was the period of early Metapolitefsi
(1974 — 1981), as it was decisive for the development of the revolutionary left

movement, within which the 17N along with a number of other leftist urban guerrilla

13 Centre Union (EK) was a centrist political party, which was created from the merger of four smaller
centrist parties in 1961, in order to unite the Centre against both the Right and the Left.

14 Although metapolitefsi was originally used to describe the transition from authoritarianism to
democracy, as the term literally means the change in the political system, it has been used to describe
the whole period of the Third Hellenic Republic (1974 onwards) (Avgeridis, Gazi and Kornetis 2015).
In this thesis, it is used with small “m” (metapolitefsi) when it refers specifically to the transition and
with capital “M” (Metapolitefsi) when it denotes the entire historical period. The latter covers the period
between the reconstitution of the democratic regime in July 1974 and up to the onset of the economic
crisis in May 2010 with the adoption of the first Memorandum of Understanding (Vernardakis 2011;
Panagiotopoulos 2015).
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groups emerged as a radical flank of the movement (Haines 2013). The next sections
describe the eras of intermediate (1981 — 1990) and late (1990 — 2002) Metapolitefsi,
which saw the development of 17N to one of the most elusive urban guerrilla

organisations in Europe (Kassimeris G. 2013a).

4.1 From the Civil War to the “Stunted” Democracy

The Greek civil war (1946 — 1949), one of the three major modern European civil wars
next to the Russian and the Spanish (Kalyvas S. N. 1999), is widely acknowledged as
one of the most influential events in modern Greek history. It was a traumatic
experience that through its profound and long-lasting repercussions defined Greek
politics of the whole post-war period up to the collapse of the military junta in 1974.
In recent years, a considerable amount of literature has been published over the conflict
that took place during the 1940s (Mazower 2000; Carabott and Sfikas 2004,
Marantzidis and Antoniou 2004), making the decade as one of the most well-studied
eras of Greek history. Notwithstanding, there is a striking absence of consensus over
its causes among researchers, rendering the civil war the most divisive chapter of the
country’s modern history (Sfikas 2007; Antoniou and Marantzidis 2008). The conflict,
which broke out almost immediately after the liberation of the country from the
German forces (October 1944) was fought between the right-wing Greek National
Army (GNA) — supported by the government of national unity, the British, and the
United States — and the left-wing Democratic Army of Greece (DSE), backed up from
the Greek Communist Party (KKE) and the communist governments of Yugoslavia
and Albania (Namchani 1990; Marantzidis 2010). In fact, the volume and significance
of the foreign intervention in the civil strife are the reasons that it has been regularly

considered as one of the first major episodes of the cold war.

The termination of the civil war signified the final victory of the Greek Right
and the indisputable integration of the country in the Western sphere of influence; a
process that had already been under way since the “Percentages Agreement” (October
1944), which had assigned Greece within the British sphere (Botsiou 2012). When the
United States, though, took over from Britain in 1947 this process deepened further,
as the Truman administration saw in Greece an opportunity to demonstrate globally
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the determination of the United States to contain the expansion of Soviet communism
(Jones H. 1989; Gaddis 2005); a policy that came to be known as the Truman
Doctrine!® (March 1947) (Botsiou 2009). Indeed, in spite of the severe disagreement
among researchers over the causes of the onset of the conflict (Kalyvas S. N. 2000,
2008)*, the role of the great powers and the Cold War, the KKE’s strategy (Alexander
and Loulis 1981; Sfikas 2014) and even the periodisation of the fight itself (latrides
and Rizopoulos 2000), there is considerable consensus over its effects. Undoubtedly,
the most severe of these were the 158,000 dead and the 100,000 emigres to the
countries of the Eastern Bloc (Kornetis 2013b, p. 10)Y”. What is more, the end of the
strife is commonly identified with the birth of a regime that came to be known as
“stunted democracy” (Nicolakopoulos 2001) — a political system that regularly
operated under the overpowering influence of the monarchy, the army and the US
foreign policy (Alivizatos 2008).Indeed, the aftermath of the conflict saw the
coexistence of a parliamentary democracy with the systematised repression of the Left
and the subsistence of a deep state mechanism in a regime that is often recognised as

quasi-authoritarian (Seferiades 1986).

Fundamental characteristic of the post-civil war regime was its rigidly anti-
communist stance, which characterised all the aspects of political and every-day life.
Despite the fact that state persecution towards communist and left-leaning citizens had
already started since the end of 1920s, it escalated further during the civil war and
especially after the prohibition of KKE and EAM? in 1947. One of the most common
measures was the expulsion of dissidents to labour camps in small islands of the
Aegean (Voglis 2002; Panourgia 2009)*°. During the exile, the imprisoned were
regularly subjected to torture in order to sign declarations of repentance — a document
through which they were asked to publicly renounce their communist ideology.

15 This US foreign policy was designed to counter — what was recognised as — Soviet expansionism in
Greece and Turkey. It was the precursor of the Marshal Plan and the American policy of containment
in Western Europe that later led in the establishment of NATO.

16 The discussion over the causes of the civil war has been recently revived in Greek historiography,
due to the emergence of the so called “new wave” school at the beginning of the previous decade (see
Gkotzaridis 2011 on the revisionist debate in Greece).

17.0On top of these someone should also add the 550,000 deaths, the 8 per cent of the Greek population,
which had already perished during the WWII (Koliopoulos and Veremis 2010, p. 142)

18 EAM (National Liberation Front) was the most massive resistance group during the Axis occupation
of Greece. It was a coalition of left and centre-left factions dominated by the Greek Communist Party
(KKE).

19 Red Cross’ figures suggested that a total of 40,000 persons were in exile by the end of the conflict
(Close 1993).
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Another policy against left-wingers and fellow travelers was that of the certificates of
social convictions, which were necessary for all encounters between the citizens and
the state; from applying for public jobs to obtaining a Greek passport (Samatas 2004).
These certificates were issued from the police in direct relation to an individual’s file,
which included surveillance records on him and his family. According to these files,
every citizen then was assigned to categories depending on the national loyalty criteria
that separated the “nationally-minded” from the leftists and the communists; while
“national-mindedness” became the official ideology of the state (Papadimitriou
2006)%. These oppressive mechanisms had as a result the creation of an “apartheid
system” (Tsoukalas 1981b) for the defeated of the civil war and the segregation of the
country’s population between patriotism and “unpatriotism” (Pashaloudi 2008). This
dominant cleavage legitimised further the Left’s subjugation and assigned to the
traditional left/right distinction an exceptional, in comparison to other European
countries, importance (Moschonas 1994). Hence, the next two decades found the
country largely polarised in two ideologically irreconcilable camps pitted against each
other: the nationalists against the traitorous “Slavo-communists” and “communist-
bandits” in the interpretation of the Right; or the left-wing patriots against the
“monarcho-fascists” and the agents of “national subjection,” in the interpretation of

the Left.

The harassment of the Greek Left, which took the form of a state-organised anti-
communist campaign and was summarised rather eloquently from Samatas (1986) as
“Greek McCarthyism”, was facilitated by two other factors. These were the
perpetuation of a state of exception in the legal framework, which was invoked during
the civil war and was officially retained until 1962, only to endure essentially up to the
end of the military junta (Alivizatos 1981); and the “foreign factor”, namely the US
involvement in Greece that was so all-embracing that was considered as “unique
among non-colonial situations” (Fatouros 1981, p. 239). Hence, since its decisive
intervention in the civil war — that largely determined the final outcome of the conflict
— the United States exercised an extraordinary degree of control over the country and
key sectors of the state bureaucracy, so as to manage the distribution of the large-scale

economic and military assistance that the Marshall Plan conditioned (Maragkou

20 “National-mindedness” was the official state ideology between 1949 and 1974, and it was a mix of
anti-communism, nationalism, royalism and the belief in the Orthodox faith.
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2009)%. US aid was designed not only to foster the economic reconstruction of the
country, but also to secure the geostrategic interests of the Western alliance in Greece
against the internal and external “Communist threat” (Wittner 1982; Sfikas 2011).
Exploiting the allegedly imminent, but rather overstated, threat of Soviet expansionism
and the “communistophobia” that arose from it, the US Embassy in Athens had the
principal say in issues such as the formation of the Greek cabinet, the command of the
armed forces and their size, or even the holding of elections (Kassimeris C. 2009).
Other developments that further strengthened the US influence in Greece were: the
incorporation of Greece into NATO (1952), the agreement for the establishment of US
military bases in Greek soil (1953), the foundation of KYP (Central Intelligence
Service) (1953) — the Greek internal security agency that was under the strong
influence of the CIA station in Athens — and the formation of a “stay-behind” force
(1955) — codenamed “Operation Red Sheepskin” — that could provide guerrilla
resistance against a possible communist rebellion (Murtagh 1994),

Another characteristic of the post-civil war era was the significant reinforcement
of the role of the armed forces in Greek politics. As a matter of fact, the civil war
precipitated the politicisation of the army, which was ready, if necessary, to
circumvent the parliamentary system in order to secure the status quo (Tsarouhas
2005). This process had already started since the end of the WWII, when the British
military mission encouraged a regime of semi-autonomy for the Greek army. The
United States later intensified this practice in an attempt to safeguard its influence and
to pursue the fight against communism, as they facilitated the development of an
oversized military mechanism that was largely dependent on the steady flow of US
resources for its maintenance and operation. Indeed, between 1950 and 1967 the
United States were responsible for the 57 per cent of the total security expenses of the
country, which especially after the Korean War (1950 — 1953) was considered as a key
point for the deterrence of communist expansion (Zachariou 2009). It is also worth

mentioning that the Greek armed forces emerged from the civil war as an ideologically

11 Through the Marshall Plan, Greece received over 5 billion dollars of post-war reconstruction and
security assistance aid between 1947 and 1977 — a fact that makes the country the single-largest recipient
of Western aid in all of post-war Europe.

2L This “stay-behind” force was similar to the “Operation Gladio” that was active during the Cold War
in Italy (Willan 2002; Ganser 2005). In contrast to the latter though, whose connection with right-wing
clandestine attacks during the 1970s and 1980s in Italy has come to light, there is a dearth of evidence
for the Greek “stay-behind” operation and its role in the Greek affairs (Bogiopoulos 2006a; 2006b).
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homogenous anti-communist body, due to a series of purges against liberal officers
throughout the 1940s. One critical actor for the propagation of anti-communism within
the ranks of the army was IDEA (Holy Bond of Greek Officers), a clandestine group
organised by monarchist and conservative officers. IDEA’s main task was to secure
the appointment of nationalist and to block that of republican officers in the high ranks
of the army (Karagiorgas 2003). The group’s influence grew substantially during the
civil war, as it successfully campaigned for the appointment as commander-in-chief of
the GNA of General Alexandros Papagos (1948) —a renowned for his nationalist views
officer. Consequently, the crucial role of the army in the win over the Left, in
conjunction with the inability of the weak political system to effectively exercise
control over the country, elevated the armed forces to a dominant actor of the post-

civil war regime.

The other non-parliamentary institution that found its role greatly fortified after
the end of the civil strife was monarchy. In contrast to the divisive part that the royal
family had played since WWI (Mavrogordatos 1981), the restoration of king George
I1 in 1946 rallied the bourgeois political system and the army against the communist
threat and reinstated the Palace as a symbol of state unity (Botsiou 2008). The Crown
also enjoyed the support of the Western allies, who recognised the king as guarantor
of the Greek political order and the state’s alliance with the West. Critical for the role
of the monarchy in the post-civil war era was the enactment of the 1952 Constitution,
which bestowed to the king significant executive powers (Alivizatos 1995). Thanks to
this legislation, the royal family was then able to follow a rather interventionist policy
in the political affairs, by applying pressure for the formation and resignation of
electoral majorities or for the appointment and dismissal of ministers of their choice.
Moreover, the king had a special relationship with the army, as he traditionally had
great influence in the appointment to senior posts of military hierarchy, as well as in
the nomination of the Minister of National Defense (Veremis 1997); a fact that

buttressed farther the army’s disrespect for parliamentary authority.

The rising interventionism of the king and the army in everyday politics as well
as the low opinion that a part of the Right shared towards parliamentarism resulted in
the sustenance of a “para-state” apparatus throughout the period between the end of
the civil war and the demise of the military junta (Lentakis 2000). This apparatus was

comprised of a set of organisations on the state’s margins, which maintained a degree
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of cooperation, enjoyed often the protection of the state and were used to persecute
dissidents or to influence elections on behalf of the Right (Tsarouhas 2005). Stemming
their origins from the paramilitary militias of the civil war, these groups were initially
manned with ex-fighters of anti-ELAS?? resistance groups or collaborationist units
such as the Security Battalions?3, since the great majority of the collaborators escaped
the legal purge (Kousouris 2014a). In fact, the justice system in the aftermath of the
civil war legalised the reintegration of the collaborators, many of whom even hold
public office in the post-war era (Kousouris 2014b; Mazower 1995)?*. Notorious
examples of the deep state mechanism were the violence of the Battalions of National
Security (TEA) on behalf of the right-wing party of National Radical Union (ERE) in
the rigged national elections of 1961 (Seferiades 1986); and the case of the “Redpin”
organisation that was behind the murder of Grigoris Lambrakis, a MP of the United
Democratic Left (EDA)?® party, in 1963 (Dordanas 2008).

Consequently, the end of the civil war prompted the establishment of a regime
that safeguarded the prevalence of the Right in the party politics and of anti-
communism as official state ideology. Based on the anti-ELAS front, which had forged
during the civil war between pre-war bourgeois parties, right-wing resistance groups
and collaborationist elements, and with the support of a nexus of power that included
the United States, the monarch, the army and the “para-state”, this regime enforced the
restoration of the pre-war status quo and the political oppression of the Left (Hasiotis
2012). Hence, in Greece the end of the WWII — contrary to what happened in other
countries of Western Europe — did not lead to the adoption of a liberal democratic
regime, but instead was followed by a “repressive parliamentarism” (Mouzelis 1978)
— in which the civic and political rights of the left-leaning citizens, or everyone

suspected as such, were severely restricted?®. These tendencies continued also in the

22 The ELAS (Greek People's Liberation Army) was the military wing of the EAM.

23 The Security Battalions (SB) were paramilitary armed units organised by the Greek quisling
administrations with the assistance of the Axis forces during the occupation of the country. They were
responsible for protecting the regime, supporting the occupation forces and fighting the rise of
communism (Hondros 1983; Kalyvas S. N. 2008b).

24 Greece had one of the lowest rates of purges against wartime collaborators in Europe as only the 15
per cent of all cases (2,200 out of 16,000) ever reached public hearing, while the most of them got
cleared by preliminary orders, which resulted in 95 convicted for collaboration per 100,000 inhabitants
(Kousouris 2014b, p. 146 and 155).

25 The EDA was the moderate public face of the banned since the civil war KKE (1947).

26 While some rights were enjoyed mainly by the non-communists “national-minded” citizens, such as
the rights of free speech, free association and political representation, other such as the right of striking
for the public servants were completely banned (Mouzelis and Pagoulatos 2002).
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1950s, which found the country in a post-traumatic shock after a decade of continuous
fighting. Central features of the Greek state remained the polarisation between the
winners and the losers of the civil war along the lines of “national-mindedness” and
the interventionism of the non-parliamentary institutions. Given that, Greece can be
classified as a “high-capacity undemocratic regime,” as the state had the power to
considerably affect the activity and resources of the population and the distribution of
political rights was narrow and unequal (Tilly and Tarrow 2007; Papanikolopoulos
2014). In this context, the political opportunities for autonomous action were critically
constrained and the emergence of any kind of dissent was met with state repression.
At the same time, the protracted repression gave rise to a “subculture of
accommodation”?’ (Scott 1985, 1990; Johnston and Snow 1998) within the leftist

population of the country, in an attempt to avoid the persecution of the state.

However, a series of new developments during the 1950s such as the country’s
economic reconstruction, the reorganisation of the Left and the split within the post-
civil war political elites laid the bases for the formation and rise of a democratisation
movement, which put in jeopardy the structure of the post-civil war regime during the
1960s (Serdedakis 2007). More specifically, during this decade the Greek economy
witnessed a rapid growth through a combination of private and state investment
(Bermeo 1995). A critical result of this development was the expansion of the
secondary and third economic sectors, the former of which overcame by the end of the
decade for the first time the contribution of the primary sector to the GNP (Kazakos
2001). The industrialisation of the country was followed by the rise of urbanisation,
the growing abandonment of rural areas and the establishment of a new middle class
in the urban centres. At the same time, the economic and social modernisation of the
country was in direct contradiction with the political system itself, which remained
closed and authoritarian; thus, engendering to the further escalation of grievances for
all those feeling excluded from the system (Serdedakis 2008). The intensification of
grievances was advantageous for the rise of EDA, a leftist coalition that was founded
in 1952 and became the unofficial front of the exiled Communist Party in Greece. With

the KKE outlawed since 1947 and operating from Bucharest, Romania, a dual structure

27 A “subculture of accommodation” is characterised by high behavioural but low value congruence
with the culture of a society, as while the beliefs of the subculture are hostile to the dominant norms of
the society its behaviour mirrors the latter out of fear of punishment (Johnston and Snow 1998; Johnston
and Aarelaid-Tart 2000).
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consisting of an external and an internal political centres was created, with KKE
pulling the strings from the exile (Vernardakis and Mavris 1991). Despite the influence
of the KKE, EDA gradually became relatively independent and followed a moderate
agenda, which advocated the democratisation of the political system, in contrast to the
KKE that held on to its revolutionary ambitions. In fact, EDA managed to grow, in the
face of the persecution of the regime, from 10 per cent in 1952 elections to 24 per cent
in the election of 1958 and to become the main political opposition (Seferiades 1986).
The success of the Left was rather alarming for the political establishment and the
right-wing government of the National Radical Union (ERE), which in the aftermath
of the elections intensified the repression and the propaganda against the EDA.

The rise of the left party and the ferocious reaction of the regime were two
important reasons for the irrevocable rupture of the traditional political alignment
between right and centre political forces that had been forged since the civil war
(Papanikolopoulos 2014). Main source of the friction was the result of the elections of
October 1961, or the “elections of violence and fraud” as they became known ever
after, which brought the right-wing ERE once more in governance with a dominant 50
per cent of the vote (Pappas T. S. 2003). The electoral result, which was a product of
systematic falsification and included the violent intimidation of voters from the armed
forces and the deep state, saw the newly-established Centre Union (EK) party in the
second place with 33 per cent and EDA in the third place with 14 per cent of the vote
(Seferiades and Hatzivassiliou 2008). Hence, while the formation of the EK before the
elections — as a coalition of small parties of the Centre — was facilitated from the
political establishment in order to halt the rise of EDA (Couloumbis 2008), the
widespread aggression against leftist and centrist citizens alike changed to hostile the
party’s stance towards the regime. As a result, both the Left and the Centre denounced
the elections’ result, with Georgios Papandreou — the leader of the EK — proclaiming
an “unyielding struggle” against the government and in support of free elections. This
campaign, which was not only opposed to the right-wing government of ERE but also
to the army, the Crown and the United States, signified the de facto fragmentation of
the post-civil war anti-communist front and the creation of a dividing line between
right and anti-right political forces that gradually substituted the old cleavage between

“national-minded” and communist blocs.
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However, boundary deactivation — defined as the shift toward decreased
difference between within-boundary and cross-boundary interactions (Tilly 2003) —
had been underway at least since the late 1950s, when the populous protests in support
of the anti-colonial struggle of Cyprus transcended the social dichotomies and
mobilised for the first time in the post-civil war era citizens of diverse political
affiliations (Serdedakis 2015). Indeed, the claim of the Greek-Cypriot majority of the
island for the union of Cyprus with Greece and the suppression of the movement from
the British colonial administration rallied not only conservative and right-wing
elements, but also progressive and leftist parts of the Greek society. According to the
latter especially, the fight of the Cypriots was about the right to self-determination and
was recognised as part of the global anti-colonialist movement that emerged after the
WWII (Stefanidis 2008). Hence, the Left grasped the opportunity to reclaim its
patriotic credentials and to manifest its social grievances “in the privileged, for the
winners of the civil war, field of national interests” (Serdedakis 2007, p. 4). Besides
the negative stance of the United States and Britain against the Greek initiative to raise
the issue of self-determination of Cyprus to the United Nations, had as a consequence
the appearance of anti-American and anti-imperialist slogans in demonstrations,
alongside cries against state suppression and the restriction of social and political

rights.

If the mobilisation for Cyprus was an initiator movement, the declaration of the
“unyielding struggle” was the catalyst for the emergence of the democratisation
movement, as well as for a contentious cycle that rose in 1961 and peaked in the
summer of 1965, when the “royal coup” brought out for a period of two months
hundreds of thousands of protesters in the streets. The protest cycle of the 1960s was
distinguished by the rapid diffusion of collective action, the appearance of new
movements and the innovation in the collective action frames (Seferiades 2008).
Significant role throughout the cycle of contention had the leftist and centrist
protesters, who stimulated by the spirit of the “unyielding struggle” and the
delegitimisation of the regime by the opposition parties, demanded the resignation of
the government and the conduct of new elections (Seferiades 2010a). The protesters’
claims got continuously more politicised during the course of the decade, as the
sectoral strikes of the beginning of the 1960s (Lampropoulou 2008) gave place to the

passionate student demonstrations of 1962 — 1963, and the latter to the violent anti-
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regime protests of the “July events” in 1965. Critical point for the intensification of
the contentious cycle was definitely the assassination of Grigoris Lambrakis in
Thessaloniki in May 1963 (Gkotzaridis 2016). The killing of the left-wing MP from
right-wing extremists with connections to the “para-state” mechanism became a
symbol of the regime’s oppression, triggered the politicisation of thousands of
previously apolitical citizens and sparked a domino of political developments (Rizas
2008; Gkotzaridis 2012). Indeed, only days after his death, Lambrakis inspired the
creation of a new youth movement that was named after him, the Democratic Youth
Movement Grigoris Lambrakis — later renamed to Democratic Youth Lambrakis
(DYL) after its integration with the youth wing of EDA (1964) (Sain Martin 1984).
The role of DYL in the protest cycle cannot be overstated, as the group managed to
create two hundred offices throughout Greece, to enlist 37,000 members and to
mobilise up to 100,000 campaigners by 1965 (Vernardakis and Mavris 1991) — thus
becoming a truly mass movement for the democratisation of the political system
(Asimakoulas 2009). The Lambrakis incident was significantly exploited by the EK
and the EDA that blamed the ERE government as responsible for the murder. In the
face of the rising political and popular pressure that manifested in violent
demonstrations around the country demanding the resignation of the government,
prime minster Constantinos Karamanlis stepped down in June 1963, leaving in his
place a caretaker government. The general elections of November 1963 resulted in a
narrow victory for Georgios Papandreou and the EK. The win of the centrist party
meant the first non-right-wing government in the country since the early 1950s; while
the party strengthened further its rule some months later with the win in the snap
elections of February 1964. The ascendance of EK to power resulted in the
introduction of a number of liberalisation measures, such as the softening of the anti-
communist legislation, the closing down of some internment camps and the
repatriation of a number of exiled to the Eastern Bloc countries (Kornetis 2013b).
However, these measures did not bring about the pacification of the protest movement,
which apart from a period of grace to the newly-elected government continued to grow.
Indeed, the abundance of political opportunities created by the liberalisation of the
regime, led to the intensification of protest and of the political demands during the two
years EK stayed in power, as the protesters kept on calling for the further

democratisation of the country.
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The combination of the liberalisation policies with the “radicalisation” of
popular claims was not received favourably from the post-civil war political
establishment (Botsiou 2008). Moreover, the emergence inside the EK of a centre-left
wing led by Andreas Papandreou, the son of the prime minister and a rather radical for
the period politician, raised fear of an imminent change in the structure of the
established power relations. The deteriorating relationship between the government
and the Crown reached a climax over the appointment of the Minister of National
Defense in June 1965. The refuse of the King Constantine 11 to accept the proposal of
Georgios Papandreou to assume himself the control of the Ministry, amidst widespread
rumors of a looming left-wing coup organised around Andreas Papandreou (ASPIDA
scandal)?® (Murtagh 1994), resulted in the resignation of the prime minister. The king’s
stance led to a severe political crisis that lasted up to the military overthrow of April
1967 and instigated the formation of a series of unstable governments by EK defectors.
Direct consequence of the “royal coup” was also the rise of a huge protest wave that
for almost 70 days campaigned for the reconstitution of the elected government of EK.
Indeed, the “July events” were characterised by: the massive participation of protesters
as several hundred thousand people participated in around 400 open-air rallies; the
radicalisation of protest claims as demonstrators were calling for the abolishment of
monarchy; and the violent diversion of protest events, as many ended in clashes
between protesters and the security forces, with one occasion even leading to the death
of a student in the hands of the police (Serdedakis 2008; Seferiades 2008, 2010a). It
was also the first time since the end of the civil war that protesters instead of dispersing
they fought back police violence through the use of barricades and firebombs. The
protesters’ violent repertoire of action and the extent of violence itself, which without
a doubt surpassed the accepted levels of violence of the post-civil war period, stunned
the political system in such a degree that EDA even claimed that the clashes were
staged by the police and agents provocateurs (Voglis 2011; Papanikolopoulos 2014).
The summer of 1965 also signified the apogee of disillusionment of leftist activists
with the official Left, as EDA held a moderate line throughout the events and failed to
recognise the period as a “revolutionary moment” (Kornetis 2015). At the same time,

the most militant members of DYL and of smaller groups of the extra-parliamentary

28 ASPIDA (shield in Greek) was the codename of an alleged left-wing cabal within the Greek armed
forces headed by Andreas Papandreou, which conspired for the preparation of a communist take-over
of the country.
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Left believed that the “July events” provided the “objective conditions” for a general
uprising against the regime®. This disparity between the party and the radical flanks
of the movement led some individuals to consider, already during the summer of 1965,
the adoption of more violent tactics, such as that of clandestine armed action (Katsaros
1999; Serdedakis 2012). The political conditions began to change by the end of August
1965, when the fatigue of the protesters combined with the police repression led to the
decrease of the protest movement. The protest cycle declined also as a result of the
role that both EK and EDA played during and after the “July events”, as they tried to
control the contention and to mediate for the pacification of the protests (Seferiades
2008). Hence, the end of the “Greek 1968 (Vernardakis and Mavris 1991) signified
the decline of the contentious cycle of the 1960s, which was typified in this last phase
by a return to more conventional protest actions (e.g. assemblies, petitions) from the
majority of the movement and a resort to violent tactics (e.g. vandalisms, arsons) from
a small minority (Serdedakis 2007, 2012). Despite the de-escalation of protests,
political instability remained a distinguishing characteristic of the post-July events era,
creating the opportunities for the impending deviation of democracy. Indeed, the
period between July 1965 and April 1967 saw the formation of five different
governments, which one after the other failed to secure a vote of confidence and
therefore resigned within months or even days of their inception. In this political
environment, the scheduled elections of May 1967 seemed as the only way out of the
constitutional impasse. However, the prospect of a landslide win of EK and the return
of Georgios Papandreou as the country’s prime minister, triggered the military coup

of April 1967.

4.2 The Junta and the Antidictatorship Struggle

Staged by a group of middle rank officers on the 21 April 1967, the putsch took by
surprise the political establishment as a whole. Indeed, whereas the rumours of an

upcoming coup were common since the “apostasy” of 1965%, the seizure of power by

29 The “July events” were formative for the rise in prominence of a number of radical left organisations,
such as the Maoist group that was formed around the journal “Anagennisi” (Renaissance) that
promulgated a tiermondiste discourse and criticised the revisionism of the KKE (Kornetis 2013).

%0 “Apostasy” was named the defection of several EK MPs from the government of Georgios
Papandreou that led to the crisis of July 1965.
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the “Colonels”®! caught unaware the Palace, the security forces and the party system
(Clogg and Yannopoulos 1972). Particularly surprising was the identity of the
perpetrators, as it was organised by a “Revolutionary Council” (a group of 12 colonels)
directed by Colonel Georgios Papadopoulos, Colonel Nikolaos Makarezos and
Brigadier Stylianos Pattakos, at the same time as generals loyal to the king were
already planning the military takeover of the country before the elections of May 1967
(Maragkou 2006). For the execution of the coup, the plotters invoked “Prometheus,”
a NATO-designed emergency plan devised for the prevention of an attack and the
neutralisation of domestic leftist opposition in case of war with a Warsaw Pact state
(Doulis 2011). Initial actions of the junta were the implementation of martial law, the
dissolvement of the parliament, the imposition of preventive censorship on the press
and the suspension of the articles of the constitution that guaranteed civil liberties —
such as the freedom of expression or the right of assembly. Other measures included
the prohibition of demonstrations, the suspension of activity for all political parties,
youth/student organisations and trade unions, the complete outlawing of EDA and the
forced retirement of around 2,500 army officers (Murtagh 1994). The regime also
followed a programme of mass arrests, as only in the first few days more than 10,000
people were captured and sent to exile on remote islands of the Aegean. Among those
detained were not only the usual suspects, namely those citizens associated with the
Left and the Centre-Left, but also a number of political leaders across the political
spectrum — including the Prime Minister and leader of the right-wing ERE, Panagiotis
Kanellopoulos®2. Despite the fact that the coup itself was swift and bloodless, as soon
as the junta came to power it instituted a regime of terror that was characterised by the
surveillance, interrogation, torture and exile of “dissidents” (Asimakoulas 2009).
Consequently, during the next seven years the systematic violation of human rights
and civil liberties became part of everyday life, as the dictatorship established a “state
of torture” in which the maltreatment of agitators was used as a means of public control

and deterrence (Pedaliu 2016).

Enacted on the pretext of deterring a planned communist takeover, the junta self-

identified as a “nation-saving revolution” with a mission to protect the country from

31 As the group behind the military intervention has become known ever since; while the military regime
they imposed has been dubbed as the “colonels’ junta.”

32 The Greek junta is unique, among other similar regimes globally, for its treatment of the parliamentary
Right, as MPs of right-wing parties were also rounded up and jailed along with their centrist and left-
wing colleagues in the aftermath of the coup (Bermeo 1995).
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the internal enemy and the short-sighted political elite, as well as to defend the state’s
Greek values, summarised in the triptych of “homeland, religion and family”
(Meletopoulos 1987; Manesis 1999; Van Steen 2015). The regime’s ideology was a
combination of zealous anti-communism and a devotion to the Helleno-Christian
tradition and can be seen as an ultranationalist “version of the post-Civil war
ideological superstructure of the Greek state” (Kornetis 2013b, p. 40). Hence, the
dictatorship can be recognised both as an intensification and as an outcome of the semi-
authoritarian post-civil war political system (Kaminis 1999). It was the fear of the
Greek Right of losing its supremacy that matured the political conditions for the coup,
as especially after 1965 a significant part of the right-wing camp considered the
prospect of a top-down intervention as necessary for safeguarding the “political
normality” and pre-empting the rise of the Left. In accordance with this perspective,
the coup was an attempt to perpetuate the status quo in Greece that was threatened
from the emergence of the massive democratisation movement; as well as a radical
redistribution of power within the prevailing political triarchy, consisted of the throne,
the parliament and the army, in favour of the latter (Diamandouros 1986). Given that,
the Colonels intervened to restore — what they recognised as — the endangered position
of the army in the post-civil war power structure. At the same time, their decision was
also guided by a need to protect their own career prospects, which were at risk due to
the deepening of the democratisation process that the almost certain win of EK would
have instigated (Zacharopoulos 1972; Veremis 1997). Indeed, the coup was not
imposed by the military as an institution, but by a radical right cabal that was in
isolation of both the high-ranking army officers and the rest of the armed forces (navy
and air force) and ruled the military through the use of purges and perks (Tzortzis
2012).

Another facilitating factor for the imposition of the junta was the failure of the
Greek political system to respond to the coup. Particularly indicative for the lack of
preparedness was the powerlessness of EDA to organise any kind of resistance against
the junta, as the party proved completely ill-equipped despite its vast clandestine
network (Kassimeris C. 2006; Papathanasiou 2008). In fact, the weakness of the Left
to react to the military intervention, along with a number of ideological and strategic
divergences between EDA and KKE, led only some months later to the de facto schism

in the ranks of the Greek Communist Party between an “interior” Eurocommunist
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(KKE-ES) and an “exterior” pro-Moscow faction (KKE) (February 1968). In the
meantime, the initial shock gave its place to a political inertia that characterised the
whole seven-year period of the junta, as the pre-coup political establishment was under
constant surveillance and lacking the necessary consensus for putting up any serious
resistance to the regime. In that political environment, the main parties of the era,
namely the right-wing ERE and the centrist EK, they went no further than publicly
condemning the dictatorship; while the arrest of EDA’s leaders and numerous other
members were insurmountable obstacles for the manifestation of any opposition. Only
exception to the general rule was the failed attempt of the king to carry out a
countercoup on 13 December 1967, which was averted relatively easily by the junta
and led to the self-imposed exile of Constantine Il in Rome (Botsiou 2008). Then
again, the documented stagnation did not entail the legitimation of the regime too, as
the political world almost unanimously refused to cooperate with the Colonels and

opposed the regime at every opportunity (Bermeo 1995).

Internationally, the dictatorship was originally met with mixed feelings, as the
United States and other NATO allies adopted a “wait and see” policy (Chourchoulis
and Kourkouvelas 2012). Later on, the staunch anti-communism of the regime and the
intensification of the cold war antagonism in the late 1960s* prompted NATO to lift
its initial reservations and to follow a “business as usual” policy (Pedaliu 2011). The
US stance towards the regime specifically, shifted from tolerance to overt support
during the Nixon era (1969 — 1974) and culminated with the signing of a homeporting
agreement between Greece and the United States in January 1973 (Klarevas 2006); a
line that for a significant part of the Greek population substantiated the instrumental
role that the country had played to the realisation of the coup in the first place
(Maragkou 2006). In contrast to the US position, a number of Scandinavian and
Western European governments were quick to oppose the Greek dictatorship and to
seek its expulsion for the Council of Europe as a violator of human rights; a campaign
that finally led to the voluntary exit of Greece from the body in December 1969
(Maragkou 2009; Pedaliu 2016).

3 The regime’s rise to power coincided with a series of critical developments in the Mediterranean and
the Middle East such as France’s withdrawal from the military wing of NATO (March 1966) and the
Six Day War (June 1967) (Pedaliu 2009).

92



Chapter 4: The Context of Radicalisation

Within the country, the efficacy of the coup itself along with the ensuing
brutality of the Colonels’ regime engendered a generalised feeling of fear among
ordinary people. Indeed, the thousands of arrests and the systematic use of torture led
the striking majority of citizens to passivity. As a result, while a significant part of the
Greek population despised the regime, they did not know how to react against it. This
kind of helplessness was also intensified by the realisation that the regime proved to
be more resilient than what was initially expected and by the popular belief that the
coup was at least sanctioned, if not also planned, by the United States (Lialiouti
2015a). A side-effect of this suffocating atmosphere was that many people, students in
particular, decided to flee the regime mainly for countries of Western Europe (Voglis
2011). On the other hand, passivity was not only a product of fear but also of tolerance,
at least from a part of the Greek population that was traditionally identified with the
national-minded camp that had ruled the country since the end of the civil war
(Sotiropoulos D. A. 2010). Other reasons that encouraged a more tolerant stance were
also people’s disenchantment with the pre-dictatorial political system as a result of the
protracted crisis of parliamentarianism after 1965, the relatively good performance of
the Greek economy at least up to 1972 and the adoption from the regime of a package
of populist policies (e.g. increase of wages, reduction of taxes, cancelation of debts)
designed to contain popular discontent (Haralambis 1999; Kazakos 2001). Then again,
the dictatorship’s repressive nature and its lack of links with the civil society rendered
the regime unwelcome for the majority of the Greek population (Sotiropoulos D. A.
1999).

In this climate of oppression, the organisation of resistance was meant from the
very beginning to be a rather demanding and dangerous activity. Indeed, authoritarian
regimes tend to play a decisive role in shaping and regulating contentious politics, as
they reduce the possibility for collective action and increase the risks of political
participation. Regardless of the repression, though, dictatorships do not eliminate
contention, as the dynamics of opposition remain in play and lead to “an ebb and flow
of mobilisation” (Larzilliere 2012, p. 11). Actually, in repressive settings mobilisation
adheres to periods of expanded and contracted political opportunities. Hence,
challengers act on the perceived political opportunities and threats, as they are
manifested in the opening or closing of the political environment, the stability of

political elites and the state’s propensity for repression (Goldstone and Tilly 2001;
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Almeida 2003). This was the case of the mobilisation against the Greek junta as well,
as the seven-year reign of the Colonels witnessed the emergence of three broad waves
of contention, consisting of both resistant and transgressive collective actions
(Johnston 2006)**, during the liberalisation/hard-line cycles (phases) of the regime
(Asimakoulas 2009). These phases were: i) an initial hard-line phase (April 1967 —
November 1969), ii) a phase of limited reforms (November 1969 — December 1971),
iii) a liberalisation phase (January 1972 — November 1973), and iv) a short phase of
brutal repression that lasted up to the demise of the regime (November 1973 — July
1974) (Floros G. 1987; Kornetis 2013b).

4.2.1 Hard-Line Phase and the First Wave of Antidictatorship

Struggle (1967 — 1969)

The first phase covers the time from the outbreak of the coup (April 1967) to the
abolition of preventive censorship (November 1969) and is recognised as the harshest
period of the regime. It was characterised by the establishment of a brutal repressive
mechanism that was originally materialised through the massive wave of purges. Other
crucial features of this mechanism were the consolidation of a constant state of
emergency through the Constitution of 1968, the construction of a wide surveillance
network and the systematic use of torture carried out mostly by the Special
Interrogation Unit of the Military Police (EAT-ESA)* (Alivizatos 1983). At first, the
terror of the regime paralysed the country. Indeed, the majority of those who were
against the regime confined itself in a kind of “passive resistance” through the
circulation of political jokes against the dictators (Kornetis 2013b) — a type of
oppositional speech act commonly observed in authoritarian systems and recognised
as the “smallest” form of contention in such settings (Johnston 2005b). However, the
combination of the shrinking of political opportunities and the crisis of the dominant

cleavages that the putsch engendered had as a result the preeminence of an

3 According to Johnston (2006), resistant contention refers to the “smaller” collective actions that
develop during the hard-line phases of an authoritarian regime, when repression and state surveillance
is more intense, and fall under the radar of a regime’s security service; in contrast to transgressive
actions that openly challenge a state’s security apparatus.

% Headed by the regime’s strongman and future tyrant, Brigadier Dimitrios loannidis.
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“antisystem” framing strategy (Diani 1996) and the emergence of a resonant
antidictatorship master frame. Main elements of this “elaborated”® (Snow and
Benford 1992) master frame, were a hostility towards the junta, as it toppled the
democratic regime and brought to an abrupt end the democratisation process of the
1960s; and a zealous anti-Americanism, since the United States was considered
culpable to a great degree for the establishment of the dictatorship in the country
(Voglis 2011). Indeed, during this era anti-Americanism became “a field of bipartisan
convergence and ideological consensus” in Greece (Lialiouti 2015a, p. 41). Coupled
with the dominant anti-American sentiment was also an anti-imperialist narrative,
which framed the country as a victim of US imperialism. Although anti-imperialism
had firstly manifested in Greece during the demonstrations for the independence of
Cyprus (late 1950s — early 1960s), the coming of the junta gave new impetus to a
perspective that construed Greece as a US colony and the fight against the regime as a
national liberation struggle (Kornetis 2015).

Simultaneously with the rise of the antidictatorship master frame, a minority
from the dissidents got organised in small clandestine groups®’. Established around
activists — who acted as brokers for the diffusion of the antidictatorship message (Han
2009; Vasi 2011) — and based on the pre-junta legal groups, the first resistance
underground groups came to life in the aftermath of the coup. Indeed, with the EDA,
the KKE and the DYL acting as lasting organisational remnants, or “holdovers”
(Taylor 1989; Meyer and Whittier 1994; Van Dyke 1998; Almeida 2003), of the
democratisation movement of the 1960s, groups such as the Patriotic Antidictatorship
Front (PAM) or Rigas Feraios (RF) appeared (Notaras 1999). Resistance, though,
was not only an endeavour of the Greek Left, as groups sprung also from the centre
and the right of the political spectrum, such as the Democratic Defense (DA) or the
Free Greeks (FG) (Papadimitriou 2012) respectively; while over 30 groups, mostly of
left and centre-left orientation, started operating during the first years of the regime

% Snow and Benford (1992) distinguished between elaborated and restricted master frames, as the first
are more flexible and inclusive than the latter and allow to "numerous aggrieved groups to tap it and
elaborate their grievances in terms of its basic problem-solving schema" (p. 140).

37 Voglis (2011) gives an idea of the strength of the underground organisations based on official court
proceedings. Thus, according to the military regime, between April 1967 and August 1971 military
tribunals put on trial 3,363 citizens, of whom were adjudged as guilty 2,045.

% Both groups were at first affiliated with the KKE and the EDA and came closer with the “interior”
wing of the KKE after the schism of 1968, which kept a positive stance towards contentious forms of
resistance.
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(Kornetis 2013b). These clandestine organisations made their presence felt at first
through the use of unobtrusive forms of contention (Johnston and Mueller 2001,
Johnston 2006) such as graffiti, dissemination of leaflets, hanging of banners in public
buildings, broadcasting of anti-regime slogans and hit-and-run protests (Floros G.
1987). However, the ineffectiveness of the “smaller” acts to round up the society
against the dictatorship, led some of the groups to the adoption of violent means of
struggle — a highly contested issue inside the ranks of the resistance throughout the
junta. First to espouse a dynamic repertoire of action®® were centrist groups such as the
DA, in contrast to left groups which were initially rather reluctant to adapt due to the
KKE’s proclaimed opposition towards armed resistance (Notaras 1999)%°. This
strategy involved the detonation of small bombs against highly symbolic targets, such
as public buildings (e.g. ministries), banks, statues and cars that were associated either
with the regime or its US patrons. The groups made use of low capacity IEDs, taking
at the same time the necessary precautions in order to avoid the possibility of casualties
— yet not always with success*'. The resort to violence was guided by a number of
reasons, such as the fruitfulness of the non-violent repertoire to destabilise the regime,
the desire of militants to distinguish themselves from the defeatism of the traditional
Left and the influence of the anti-imperial and anti-colonial struggles of the 1960s
(Serdedakis 2012). Declared goals of those underground organisations, which used the
bombs as a mean to demonstrate their reaction and to mobilise the Greek masses and
the foreign public opinion against the dictatorship, were the collapse of the regime, the
reconstitution of democracy and the independence from US interventionism.

Part of this wave of contention, was also the emergence of a militant diaspora in
West Europe. Indeed, based mostly on personal relationships an oppositional network
was constructed in the aftermath of the coup, resulting in a constant flow of ideas,
people and even explosives between Greece and Western European countries. As a
result, new groups were established in small and big cities (mostly in France, Italy and

West Germany), composed of students, migrants and emigres. Hence, the

39 The armed groups of the antidictatorship movement use to call their strategy “dynamic resistance,”
in contrast to other non-contentious tactics.

40 The pro-Moscow faction of KKE kept an ardent position against the use of armed resistance
throughout the junta, promoting as an alternative the building of a grassroots movement that would put
pressure to the regime and trigger its demise.

41 Resistance organisations were responsible for the unintentional death of four people, two bystanders
and two militants, due to bomb explosions during the junta (1967 — 1974).
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antidictatorship movement took de facto the shape of a transnational social movement
(Smith J. 2013), as these groups shared with the domestic resistance the goals of
bringing down the Greek junta and reclaiming the country’s lost sovereignty.
However, influenced by the predominant in Europe during the 1960s third-worldist
and anti-colonial ideas these groups did not advocate the return to the pre-junta limited
democracy, but the radical political change in Greece. Inspired from the Cuban
revolution, the Vietnamese struggle against the United States and the May 1968 they
promoted the use of armed struggle and the creation of militant cells as vanguards for
a socialist revolution in Greece (Kornetis 2008; Papadogiannis 2009). As a result, there
was an observed divergence in terms of the preferred tactics and frames between the
homegrown resistance groups and the diaspora community, as the former frequently
supported a more moderate and the latter a more radical strategy (Voglis 2011).
Indeed, while it would be a simplification to draw a line between home and abroad-
based groups, Greek diaspora acted more often than not as an agent of radicalisation*?
— as in the case of the Spanish resistance to Franco’s regime (Romanos 2014; Kornetis
2015). Nonetheless, the revolutionary aspirations of the radical diaspora received low
level of reception at first, as the groups did not manage to create cells and to operate
fully in Greece during the hard-line phase of the regime; focusing instead their action
on organising meetings and raising funds for the resistance (Papahelas and Telloglou
2002; Kiesling 2014). The most important cases of revolutionary groups were the
Panhellenic Liberation Movement (PAK), founded in March 1968 in Stockholm from
Andreas Papandreou®®, and the 29 May Movement (29M) and the 20 October
Movement (200ct) set up by students in Paris in 1967 and 1969 respectively.

All in all, the initial repressive phase of the regime concurred with the
development of the first broad wave of contention that was distinguished by the
formation of small clandestine organisations both within and outside Greece. Indeed,
the time between 1967 and 1969 was the most active period of the armed groups during

the junta, as they planted and detonated around 100 bombs against symbolic targets

42 Exception to this rule was the case of Popular Struggle (LP) that was established in 1969 in
Thessaloniki. Influenced by the spirit of May 1968, the group supported the idea of “global revolution”
and was of a Trotskyite nature. However, LP failed to play an important role in the antidictatorship
struggle, as its members managed to carry out only “smaller” acts of resistance before their arrest from
the police.

43 Despite the fact that PAK had its origins in the Centre, during the junta adopted a rather revolutionary
discourse and was in favour of armed resistance.
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(Voglis 2011)*. Moreover, this period also saw the perpetration of the most impressive
act of resistance against the dictatorship, namely the foiled assassination attempt of
Colonel Papadopoulos by Alexandros Panagoulis in August 1968. Finally, this broad
wave of resistance can be seen as an example of threat-induced contention, as the
mobilisation rose as a response to the abrupt contraction of political opportunities
caused by the imposition of the dictatorship (Goodwin 2001; Almeida 2003).

4.2.2 Phase of Limited Reforms and the Second Wave of

Antidictatorship Struggle (1969 — 1972)

The end of 1969 signified the onset of a period of limited reforms through which the
regime tried to legitimise its authority, to normalise the everyday politics and to gain
the consent — if not the support — of Greek society. This phase of “controlled
liberalisation” that commenced with the lifting of official censorship (November 1969)
and lasted for two years, saw the softening of repression and the restoration of a
number of constitutional rights (e.g. the right of association and assembly) that had
been abolished with the implementation of the martial law of 1967 (Alivizatos 1983).
These liberalising measures had as a result the relative expansion of political
opportunities for challengers and led to the manifestation of new forms of contention.
Hence, along with the continuing — resistant and transgressive — action of the
traditional clandestine groups, this second wave of contention saw the occurrence of
new unobtrusive forms of contention and the solidification of revolutionary groups’

presence in the country.

To begin with, the lifting of censorship had as a result the dramatic growth of
publishing industry in Greece, with left-wing publishing houses launching a large-
scale production of subversive books. Indeed, the semi-legal publication®® of
translations of socialist classics (e.g. Marx, Lenin) and works of the New Left (e.g.
Marcuse, Sartre) — books whose circulation was forbidden during the first phase of the

regime — facilitated the formation of an antidictatorial consciousness and the diffusion

4 Only in 1969 were documented 45 bombings and 18 foiled attacks (Asimakoulas 2009, p. 30).
4 Publishing houses faced great difficulties, as the regime tried through intimidation, fines,
confiscations and prison sentences to curtail the publishing activity.
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of revolutionary ideas in the Greek society (Asimakoulas 2005). Those ends were also
assisted by the stance of some newspapers, which since the relaxation of censorship
laws published analytic reports from the trial of militants. Particularly, the presentation
of the defendant pleas of the arrested had as a result the general public to come in
contact with the groups’ antiregime discourse, as well as with accounts of police
brutality and torture. The description of the militants’ persecution and their rationale,
then, led to the politicisation of a younger generation of resistance. Moreover, the
reconstitution of the right of association had as a result the establishment of two
important “boundary spanning” groups — organisations that make use of institutional
channels in innovative and transgressive ways in order to express their opposition
against a repressive regime (O’Brien 2003; Johnston 2006). Such cases were those of
the Greek-European Youth Movement (EKIN) and the Society for the Study of Greek
Issues (EMEP), which since their foundation (1970 and 1971 respectively) they
organised events and hosted talks focusing on cultural and educational themes (Tsiridis
2017). These groups provided the necessary “free space” (Morris A. D. 1984; Polletta
1999) for people with antiauthoritarian views to come together and exchange ideas
outside the direct surveillance of the regime. While, though, the clandestine groups
were a continuation of the pre-junta social groups and were conditioned by the
traumatic experiences of the civil war and the “stunted democracy”, these cultural
organisations centred around a younger generation that came to age under the
dictatorship (Serdedakis 2007; Notaras 1999). Hence, the EKIN and the EMEP played
the role of meeting points for people with different political affiliations and
backgrounds, acting as a connecting channel between different generations and waves
of resistance and as a seedbed for the massive student movement that emerged during

the dictatorship’s liberalisation phase (Tsiridis 2017).

Despite the observed opening of the political regime, the period of “controlled
liberalisation” was an era of realignments within the clandestine groups’ milieu.
Initially, this phase coincided with the dismantling (or near dismantling) of the most
massive groups of the first wave of resistance, namely of PAM, RF and DA, already
by the end of 1970. At the same time, ideological and tactical differences, especially
over the use of armed methods, led to the creation of moderate and radical factions
within groups and to their final split. This process had as an outcome the formation of

new clandestine organisations with a revolutionary agenda such as those of LEA and
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of Aris — Rigas Feraios (ARF), splinter groups of the 29M and the RF respectively.
Moreover, this period saw the consolidation of revolutionary groups in the country’s
interior, as groups such as PAK, the 200ct and LEA established their first cadres in
Greece; comprised of a combination of repatriated emigres, disillusioned former
members of moderate resistant groups and young radicals. Advocating their opposition
towards the pre-coup political system and the Greek Left that failed to prevent the
imposition of the junta, these groups recognised the use of violence as a means to cause
the revolutionary change in the country. The ideological radicalism of the
revolutionary groups, though, did not materialise in their tactics, as they stuck to the
familiar method of symbolic bombs instead of opting for more radical forms of
violence. Hence during this second cycle of the regime, revolutionary groups carried
out several bombing attacks against targets connected with the dictatorship or the US
interests in the country. Then again, these groups failed to seriously challenge the
regime with their actions, in the same way as the activity of the traditional armed
groups did not threaten the junta during the first period; while the threshold of violence
of this phase did not reach the levels of 1967 — 1969. Moreover, the fact that the
security forces managed by the end of 1971 critical hits to this milieu as well (e.g.
arrest of 200ct militants in October 1971), severely curbed the activity of clandestine

groups at large (Floros G. 1987).

Conclusively, this phase of limited reforms signified a turning point not only for
the armed groups, but also for the antidictatorship movement as a whole. Indeed, this
period witnessed the activation of two opposing processes as a result of the changes
that the regime underwent. On the one hand, the cracking down upon the clandestine
groups resulted in numerous arrests of militants and constrained the groups’ space of
action. On the other hand, the opening of the regime gave rise to legal forms of
resistance, as the creation of “boundary spanning” groups (EKIN, EMEP) that
provided the context for the construction of an independent antidictatorship space
away from the social divisions of the post-civil war era. The combination of these two
processes had a number of significant effects on the clandestine groups’ milieu.
Initially, the intensification of repression had as a result the rise of a climate of
cooperation between the groups, resulting in the creation of the National Resistance
Council (EAS) in 1971 with the participation of the PAM, the DA, the FG and the

Defenders of Freedom (a small clandestine group from the ranks of the Greek army);
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a coalition, though, that did not materialise in greater operational coordination and
soon was rendered futile by inter-group disagreements. Another consequence of this
changing reality was that a considerable part of this first generation of anti-junta
militants withdrew from active resistance. Indeed, the failure of the clandestine groups
to “awaken” the Greek society and to create a mass movement, led some of their
members — especially those that experienced first-hand through imprisonment and
torture the terror of the regime — to disenchant with resistance (Liakos 2001; Voglis
2011). Another segment of this “historical” generation of the antidictatorship struggle
found themselves steering away from illegal dynamic actions to more legal and less
contentious forms of resistance, through their participation to the cultural groups of
the era or to the student groups of the 1972 — 1973 period. Finally, a minority of the
armed groups kept on their violent campaign, though with trivial success; while the
form of “vanguard organizations [was becoming] increasingly obsolete” (Kornetis
2013Db, p. 87) by the end of 1971. This constant flow of activists from clandestine to
public transgressive contention, as the armed groups’ activity was gradually
decreasing and was getting substituted by non-violent resistance, was also the
distinguishing characteristic of this second phase of the dictatorship — a process that
intensified further during the ensuing liberalisation phase of the regime (Tsiridis 2017).

4.2.3 Liberalisation Phase and the Third Wave of

Antidictatorship Struggle (1972 — 1973)

This phase starts with the abolition of the martial law in the most parts of the country
(January 1972) and covers the climax of the regime’s liberalisation process. During
this period, the “liberalisation experiment” deepened further as the junta eased its
control over the civil society and relaxed the restrictions on areas of public discourse.
One of the most affected areas was that of the university, as the relaxation of the
repressive measures facilitated the rise of mobilisations in support of student rights.
As a result of the continuous normalisation, student protests grew rapidly reaching at

times thousands of participants. The regime’s intransigence to student grievances
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generated the gradual radicalisation of the protesters®®. The confrontation between the
two opponents climaxed, when the students occupied the Athens Polytechnic for three
days and the regime replied to the stalemate with the violent repression of the
protesters (17" November 1973). This tragic event, which was stigmatised by the death
of 24 and the injury of two thousand people (Kallivretakis 2010), brought to an abrupt
end the ongoing liberalisation and triggered a week later the countercoup of Brigadier

Dimitrios loannidis (25" November 1973) that terminated this phase.

The distinctive feature of this phase was the escalation — both in volume and
frequency — of open non-violent contention against the regime to the detriment of
clandestine armed resistance, as the number of student organisations multiplied whilst
that of armed groups kept diminishing. Indeed, while armed groups’ violence remained
around the same levels with the 1969 — 1971*' period, a lot of groups got arrested (e.g.
the 200ct’s Athens cell in June/July 1972) or remained inactive during this period. A
minority of them tried to coalesce in order to organise better their action in face of the
state suppression and the growing student mobilisation. Hence, despite the ongoing
liberalisation, the dictatorship kept intact its repressive mechanism towards more
threatening organisations, such as the clandestine armed groups, and retained a more
lenient approach in a less challenging area as that of the education®®. Thus, the gradual
normalisation of academic life after years of extreme subjugation to the regime, which
had violently dismantled the students’ representative bodies in 1967, led to the
emergence of a range of organisations within the university. One such case was the
reopening of students’ regional societies after years in abeyance (Rigos 1987).
Regional societies followed the example of the cultural groups of the previous phase,
which were banned by the regime after two years of operation (May 1972) and acted
as “boundary spanning” groups — namely by providing the legal “safe space” (Gamson
1996) for antiregime activists to gather and express their grievances. Officially

founded for the preservation of the local history and folklore of their region, groups

46 Before the rise of the student movement in 1972 — 1973, the only exceptions of massive protest events
during the junta were those of the demonstrations that took place alongside the funerals of Georgios
Papandreou in 1968, when around 300.000 people showed up, and of Georgios Seferis — a Nobel-
winning poet — in 1971, whose service attended ten thousand people (Serdedakis 2015).

47 1os Press Group (1997) documented 35 successful and 11 foiled attacks between 09/1969 and 12/1971
and 40 successful and 7 foiled attacks between 01/1971 and 11/1973.

4 Gartner and Regan (1996) argued that the relationship between state repression and oppositional
violence is non-linear and depends of the nature of the threat posed from the antistate group. Regan and
Henderson (2002) later demonstrated that the level of threat is positively and significantly associated
with political repression.
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such as the Cretan Society of Athens, facilitated the interaction between politicised
and non-politicised members, as well as the build-up of antiregime consciousness
between students (Kornetis 2013b).

The relaxation of repression and the rising of politicisation led students to
verbalise a series of demands for the improvement of their rights in the university.
Indeed, during this phase, student mobilisations took the form of symbolic contention
(Johnston 2006, 2011), as the student protests acted as proxies for the emergence of
antiregime claims and transgressive contention in the shape of a mass student
movement. Contention was triggered particularly, over the right of the students to elect
their own representative councils. Central to the coordination of the fight were the
Student Committees of Struggle (FEA). Founded by students without party affiliation,
FEA had a horizontal organisation and made use of a legal non-violent repertoire of
action, such as meetings, assemblies and class boycotts in an attempt to bring together
the students against the junta and to petition for the conduction of student elections
(Tsiridis 2017). At the same time, a number of pre-junta political groups and resistance
organisations became active in the area of university, establishing their own
clandestine organisations amongst the students’ ranks. Such cases were from the
traditional Left those of the Anti-EFEE and the KOS, student branches of the KKE
and the KKE-ES respectively; and from the revolutionary Left those of AASPE, the
student organisation of the Maoist Revolutionary Communist Movement of Greece
(EKKE), and Panarmonia, the student branch of PAK (Ifantopoulos 2010). The
upswing in student mobilisation finally pressured the regime to consent to the prospect
of student elections, only to rig them afterwards in favour of the state-appointed
National Student Union (EFEE) (October and November 1972) — escalating to the
extreme the conflict with the students (Karamanolakis 2012). Greek Junta’s
determination to keep control over the universities, manifested in the recurring clashes
between police and students and the brutality towards the protesters, led to the
radicalisation of students’ tactics. Thus, protesters gradually adopted a more
confrontational repertoire of action consisting of rallies, sit-ins in public spaces and
occupations of university buildings (Dafermos 1999). In that contentious environment,
the early symbolic mobilisations over student issues gave increasingly their place to
antiregime protests, while the student demands transformed into anti-junta slogans.

More importantly, the student struggle gave rise to a new contentious subject, a mass
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and independent student movement with thousands of participants that would soon
genuinely challenge the regime (Dafermos 2015). Critical for the formation of this new
subject were a series of occupations of the Law School of Athens during the first half
of 1973 (14, 21 — 22 February and 20 March), which were cruelly suppressed from the
dictatorship, instigating the further radicalisation of the student movement (Kornetis
2006).

At the same period, junta’s “liberalisation experiment” reached its zenith, as
Colonel Papadopoulos — the regime’s main figure — attempted to metamorphose the
regime to a democracy (Tzortzis 2016a). Motivated by the growing reaction against
his rule in the civil society and in the armed forces, as the popular student protests and
the failed coup of naval officers (May 1973) (Murtagh 1994) demonstrated
respectively, Papadopoulos instigated a process to transfer power to a civilian
government. First step was the decision of the dictator to abolish the already defunct
monarchy, as the exiled king had backed up the failed conspiracy, and to call a
referendum for the approval of the constitutional change (June 1973). The high rate of
support at Papadopoulos’ initiative in an undoubtedly rigged plebiscite laid the basis
for him to amend the Constitution of 1968, to swear in as President of the Republic
and to largely personalise the regime — as he also assumed the roles of minister of
foreign affairs and minister of defence (August 1973). The process culminated with
the agreed transition of power to the first civilian government since April 1967 headed
by Spyros Markezinis, an old liberal politician that had served as a minister of
economics during the 1950s, who also received the mandate to hold elections before
the end of 1974 (Tzortzis 2012). In the meantime, Papadopoulos had introduced as a
gesture of good will, a series of moderating measures such as the general amnesty to
all political prisoners, the lifting of martial law throughout the country the and

weakening of police violence.

The new measures caused the expansion of political opportunities, giving the
necessary free space to the student movement to intensify further its struggle. At the
same time, a part of the movement tended to see the Greek reforma pactada (Tzortzis
2016b) more as a threat, as a fagade for the perpetuation of the authoritarian regime,
rather than a sign of democratisation (Seferiades 2010b). Be that as it may, students
chose to occupy the Athens’ Polytechnic on 14" November 1973, as a response to the

government’s decision to postpone the student elections — an event that was meant to
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become the most important act of resistance throughout the junta (Serdedakis 2015).
The three days of the occupation saw the radicalisation of the student demands from
claims over students’ rights to passionate anti-regime slogans, which was later
followed by a wave of solidarity among ordinary citizens that rallied in support of the
students in Athens and other cities. Originally, the government was reluctant to
suppress the protest events and kept a passive stance towards the demonstrators;
however, by the time the seriousness of the events became apparent the use of police
had already been insufficient to restraint the situation. The “Polytechnic uprising”
came to an end only after the intervention of the army in the morning of the 17%
November 1973, when an armed vehicle crushed the building’s gate and the police

with the help of the Marines evacuated the occupation.

In the aftermath of the uprising, the dictatorship reintroduced the martial law in
an attempt to put under control the extremely volatile circumstances. With the
“liberalisation experiment” discredited by the Polytechnic events, the growing
dissatisfaction within the armed forces and the ongoing regime change, the
Papadopoulos’ seat became increasingly dubious (Kornetis 2013b). It was only a week
after the brutal clampdown of the Polytechnic occupation, when Brigadier Dimitrios
loannidis — one of the dictatorship’s hard-liners — put into effect a countercoup

overthrowing Colonel Papadopoulos.

4.2.4 Repression Phase and the End of the Junta (1973 — 1974)

This phase lasted only for eight months (November 1973 — July 1974) and coincided
with the duration of the regime that Brigadier loannidis imposed after ousting
Papadopoulos. loannidis, one of the most trusted people of the dethroned dictator and
head of the Military Police (ESA), materialised with the coup the deep-seated
disappointment of a large part of the army with the regime. Papadopoulos’ decision to
liberalise the junta and exclude from power his co-conspirators, along with the
emergence of widespread corruption among the ruling ranks, had led hard-liners to the
opinion that the dictatorship had abandoned the original spirit of the “Revolution.”
Indeed, it seems that the Polytechnic uprising did not cause the regime change but just

precipitated it, as there had already been underway a plot for bringing down
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Papadopoulos months before its actual execution (Tzortzis 2007). Along these lines,
Ioannidis’ intervention was meant to be a return to the early days of dictatorship — a
period of broad and brutal authoritarianism. Thus, the next day of the countercoup
witnessed a wave of draconian measures and purges against members of the student
organisations, which led a lot of activists to clandestinity and the student movement to
stagnation. Nevertheless, loannidis’ regime was destined to be short-lived, as the
interference of the Greek junta in Cyprus triggered eventually its collapse. More
specifically, the decision of loannidis to mastermind a coup against the democratically
elected government of President Makarios on 15 July 1974, led some days later to a
Turkish invasion of Cyprus and to skirmishes between Greek and Turkish armed
forces*. The de facto partitioning of Cyprus, the fiasco of an unsuccessful general
mobilisation of the Greek army® and the risk of a generalised war with Turkey®!
precipitated the fall of the authoritarian regime. Within 72 hours from the Turkish
invasion and in an attempt to find a political solution to the ongoing crisis, the Greek
armed forces removed their support from loannidis and decided to hand over power to
a civilian government. The last act of the regime crisis was the return of Constantinos
Karamanlis from Paris on 24 July 1974°2. Ultimately, it was Karamanlis’ assumption
of the role of the head of a national unity government in order to oversee the process
of democratic transition, which signified the end of the dictatorship and the beginning

of the era of Metapolitefsi (Diamandouros 1984).

4.3 The Early Metapolitefsi (1974 — 1981)

This section covers the early Metapolitefsi, namely the period that began in the

aftermath of the demise of the Greek dictatorship in July 1974 and saw the country’s

4 Turkey used as justification for the invasions of 1974 the Treaty of Guarantee (February 1959), which
recognised the independent state of Cyprus and three guarantor powers (the United Kingdom, Turkey
and Greece) responsible for preserving it. The agreement banned the country’s union with any other
state or the partition of the island and authorised the guarantor powers to take action to re-establish the
bi-communal and independent state of Cyprus in case of violation. A provision that Turkey used in 1974
to perform two consecutive invasions in Cyprus and to occupy initially the three (20 July 1974) and
later on the 36 per cent (14 — 16 August 1974) of the northern part of island.

0 The execution of the order was characterised by the complete absence of coordination, while the
Greek army was severely ill equipped, untrained and demoralised (Tsiridis and Papanikolopoulos 2014).
51 Turkey was at that time one of the strongest members of the NATO alliance, second only to the United
States (Panourgia 2009, p. 150).

52 Constantinos Karamanlis was in self-imposed exile in the French capital since June 1963.
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democratic transition from an authoritarian to a multi-party system. The opening of
the country’s political opportunity structure after decades of state repression generated
a “political fever” (Papadogiannis 2015a, p. 1), which was manifested in intense
politicisation and mass mobilisation. Early Metapolitefsi also witnessed the
incorporation of the marginalised and excluded since the end of civil war leftist strata,
which had as a result the unprecedented rise of the traditional Left as well as the
appearance of the extra-parliamentary Left in Greece. This period came to an end with
the win of the Panhellenic Socialist Movement (PASOK) in the national elections of
October 1981, which signified the end of the long-lasting dominance of the Right in
the country®® (Diamandouros 1993).

At first, the sudden fall of the dictatorship and the return of Constantinos
Karamanlis to Greece on 24 July 1974 caught by surprise the Greek society. The long-
awaited political change, though, was not triggered by the antidictatorship resistance,
but by the political crisis in Cyprus. Indeed, the utter powerlessness of the Greek army
to prevent or resist the Turkish invasion in the island, generated a widespread feeling
of national humiliation and delegitimised the role of the armed forces in the eyes of
the Greek population. In this critical point, the transition of power from the military
regime to the government of national unity was unexpectedly “velvet-smooth and
instantaneous” (Voulgaris 2001, p. 25) — as it occurred within a matter of days and
without any significant backlash. Karamanlis was considered as an ideal candidate to
lead this process, as his anticommunist past>* and his disapproving stance towards the
junta, made him acceptable among the ranks of the military, the Right and the Centre
(Karamouzi 2015). Initially, the civilian government took a series of measures in order
to consolidate the democratisation process and to extricate itself from the
anticommunist legacy of the post-civil war state. These included: the reinstitution of
the 1952 constitution as the interim law of the country that reaffirmed the control of
the executive over the army, the restoration of civil rights and the release of all political
prisoners (Diamandouros 1984). As part of a policy of national reconciliation the
government also proceeded to the legalisation of the parties of the Left — including the

KKE, the KKE-ES and other smaller parties — that were free to operate for the first

53 The formation of PASOK’s government was recognised as a milestone in modern Greek history as it
was the first non-conservative government for over 45 years in the country.

54 Karamanlis was the leader of the right-wing ERE and Prime Minister of Greece from 1955 up to
1963, when anticommunism and “national-mindedness” were dominant ideologies of the country.
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time since the civil war (1947). At the same time, the ongoing aggression of Turkey
against the country’s national interests®, resulted in Karamanlis’ decision to suspend
the Greek participation in NATO military commands and exercises in protest against
the Alliance’s failure to intervene between the two countries (August 1974). Besides,
it was the meteoric rise of anti-Americanism during the early Metapolitefsi that also
prompted Karamanlis to follow a foreign policy that would distance Greece from the
United States®® (Lialiouti 2015b). Part of this policy was also the adoption of a more
European stance, which culminated with the application to join the European
Economic Community (EEC) (June 1975) (Diamandouros 1994). Consequently,
Karamanlis through an all-embracing approach attempted to depolarise Greek political
culture, as well as to alleviate the country’s chronic plights, namely the systematic
repression of one part of the population, the interventionism of the army and the US

dependency.

Karamanlis also followed a policy of reforms within the bounds of the Greek
Right. Determined to draw a clear distinction with the anti-communist legacy of right-
wing politics in the country, he opted for the creation of the party of New Democracy
(ND) (October 1974) (Dinas 2017)°". The new political formation, which defined its
ideology as “radical liberalism” and was meant to be a liberal conservative party close
to the Western European standards, acted as the vehicle of Karamanlis in the elections
of 1974 (Pappas T. S. and Dinas 2006). Scheduled on the first-year anniversary of the
Polytechnic uprising (17 November), the national elections — the first free elections
after a decade — were a landslide win for ND%® (Nicolacopoulos 2005). With a clear

mandate in his hands, Karamanlis turned to a number of unresolved issues of the

% Greece withdrew from NATO’s military commands one day after the second invasion of Turkey in
Cyprus (14 — 16 August 1974). The Turkish aggression also manifested in the Aegean Sea, where it
challenged the established delimitation of the Aegean territorial waters, seabed and airspace. These
bilateral issues codified under the concept of the “Aegean dispute” (Rizas 2009), have been ever since
then a constant source of conflict between the two neighbouring countries.

%6 Anti-Americanism grew exponentially in the country after the metapolitefsi because of the alleged
role of the United States in the establishment of the junta and in the invasion of Cyprus.

57 Similar to the major right-wing party in Portugal (the Social Democratic Party) after the “Carnation
Revolution” (April 1975), New Democracy avoided a name which would associate it with any of the
party families of the Right in Greece.

%8 The elections of November 1974 took place under a generalised climate of fear over a new military
coup from junta sympathisers. In this turbulent political context, the broad public consent of Karamanlis
was translated to an overwhelming support towards his newly-founded party of New Democracy.
Indeed, ND won with 54,4 per cent of the vote, which guaranteed 216 out of the 300 seats to the right-
wing party. The main opposition party was the centrist Centre Union — New Forces (EK-ND) party with
20,4 per cent of the vote, while the socialist PASOK (Panhellenic Socialistic Movement) and the
communist United Left party got 13,6 and 9.5 per cent respectively (Nicolacopoulos 2005).
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newly-founded Greek democracy. These were: the question over the monarchy; the
reform of the constitution; the prosecution of the protagonists in the 1967 coup, in the
suppression of the Polytechnic uprising and in torturing prisoners during the junta; and
the cleansing of the state apparatus from all the junta-sympathisers. Hence, while the
question over the form of the government was settled quite smoothly in favour of the
republic® (Tridimas 2010), the issue of the constitution was met with strong
opposition in the parliament before its final approval®® (Alivizatos 1993). However,
the most sensitive matter of all was that of the transitional justice, or the
“dejuntification” as it became publicly known, which included the prosecution of those
incriminated for their participation in the dictatorship (e.g. conspirators, torturers) and
the purge of their supporters. Karamanlis’ decision to keep a rather “gradualist”
(Diamandouros 1984) stance over the issue, a deliberately slow-paced and restrained
approach®®, was vehemently criticised by the left-wing opposition that demanded the
wide-ranging punishment of junta’s adherents and supporters alike. Nevertheless, it
took a whole year, since the fall of the junta, for the prosecution process to start (July
1975); whilst a failed military coup against ND’s government®? (February 1975)
persuaded Karamanlis that he could not stall the matter for any longer (Haralambous
2017). In the meantime, the quite controversial decisions of the government to
prosecute only the “main culprits” of the junta (January 1975) (Panourgia 2009) and
of the Greek Supreme Court that the crime of high treason was committed
“momentarily” rather than continuously over the seven-year reign of the regime (April
1975), had as a result the severe delimitation of the number of those who finally stood

trial (Sotiropoulos D. A. 2007). Hence, the prosecution was confined to a relatively

%9 The referendum on 8 December 1974 resulted in a 69 per cent in support of the republic and 31 per
cent for the monarchy, leading to the abolition of the latter. The Crown was not seen favourably among
the majority of the Greek people, due to the role it played in delegitimising and manipulating a number
of consecutive governments during the post-civil war era.

60 The 1975 constitution that provided for a strong presidential executive after the French model, was
heavily criticised by the opposition parties for curtailing the powers of the Parliament. As a final act of
dispute, the parties of the opposition walked away from the Parliament during the final vote over the
constitution (June 1975), which was finally approved only by New Democracy deputies (Koliopoulos
and Veremis 2010).

61 Karamanlis's gradualism was determined by three factors, namely: the need to ensure civilian control
over key state institutions such as the police and the intelligence service; the fear of a possible backlash
from the military if the purges were to be extensive; and the reluctance to estrange the military in a
period of high tensions with Turkey (Diamandouros 1984).

62 The conspiracy of February 1975 was the fourth attempted coup from officers loyal to the junta since
the return of Karamanlis in July 1974 (Kassimeris G. 1995, p. 90).
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small circle of people®®, leaving at the same time the vast majority of those that
sustained the mechanism of the dictatorship (former ministers, top civil servants and
senior police officers) unaccountable. Greece’s “Nuremberg trials”, as they became
known, took place in a space of six months and had a rather questionable result
(Alivizatos and Diamandouros 1997). Controversial were particularly the verdict in
the case of the three leaders of the dictatorship® — who although were originally
condemned to death their sentence was commuted to life imprisonment — as well as
the generally lenient sentences that were handed to those convicted for torture. For the
Left especially, the government’s transitional justice was characterised by
unwarranted restraint; it seemed more as a gesture of good will towards the military
and civilian circles still loyal to the previous regime, than a sign of rightful allocation
of justice (Sotiropoulos D. A. 2010). Besides, the presence in Karamanlis’ cabinet of
ministers with strong ideological affinity with the dictatorship’s ideology, reinforced
those voices pointing out the disturbing similarities of the restored democracy with the
previous regime (Xenakis 2012). Consequently, despite the wide-ranging institutional
reforms the metapolitefsi failed to provide the irreversible break with the country’s
authoritarian past that a part of the Greek population envisioned. In its place, the new
regime was “a curious amalgam of continuity and change” (Kassimeris G. 2013b, p.
134), as democracy operated in parallel with a state apparatus that was mostly

controlled by junta appointees (Koliopoulos and Veremis 2010).

Along with the country’s institutional restructuring, Karamanlis also attempted
to provide to the new regime the necessary legitimation. Central to this endeavour, was
the glorification of the 1973 Athens Polytechnic uprising as the major act of resistance
of the antidictatorship struggle, as well as a symbol of the unanimous opposition of the
Greek society to the junta (Serdedakis 2015). The appropriation of the episode was
used to “whitewash the lack of systematic dissent” (Kornetis 2013b p. 327) against the
dictatorship and to stimulate support towards the democratic transition. Hence, the

Polytechnic uprising became one of the founding myths of the new regime®, which

8 Those who were charged were: the 24 military officers accountable for the April 1967 coup, the 32
officers responsible for the suppression of the Athens Polytechnic uprising and a number of the regime’s
torturers. Although estimates suggest that more than 400 people were charged for torturing prisoners
during the junta, many of them were not eventually convicted, as the trials frequently resulted in
acquittals, commutable sentences or were suspended (Haralambous 2017).

8 These were Georgios Papadopoulos, Nikolaos Makarezos and Stylianos Pattakos.

8 The Athens Polytechnic uprising against the dictatorship has been commemorated annually since the
restitution of democracy in 1974 and has been a public holiday in Greece since 1981. Part of the
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tried to reconcile the post-civil war cleavages with the democratic spirit of the uprising
(Lamprinou 2015). One of the effects of this — so-called — “spirit of the metapolitefsi”
(Kornetis 2010), was the intense politicisation of a significant part of the population
that had remained inactive during the dictatorship. Hence after the democratic
transition, parties across the political spectrum increased in members exponentially
and established local offices all over the country, transforming from parties of notables
to mass parties (Diamandouros 1993). That was the case particularly for the parties of
the Left, as the rehabilitation after decades of state suppression of the leftist strata,
resulted in mass mobilisation and increased expectations (Voulgaris 2001). In the
space of the traditional Left, the two dominant political parties were the KKE, an
orthodox communist and pro-Moscow party, and the KKE-ES, which was influenced
by the ideas of Eurocommunism and was critical to the USSR (Kapetanyiannis 1993).
Despite their ideological differences, the two parties entered an alliance under the label
of “United Left® for the 1974 national elections; however, without any particular
success as the formation failed to capitalise on the spirit of the era®’ (Mavrogordatos
1984). At the same time, in the elections of 1974 a new political party on the left of
the spectrum appeared capturing the 13,6 per cent of the vote; that was PASOK.
Inspired by dependency theory®® and tiersmondisme, PASOK saw itself as a liberation
movement that would free the country from US imperialism and stop the exploitation
of the “under-privileged” from the local and foreign capitalists®® (Gazi 2015; Kornetis
2015). The party’s radical socialist agenda also included the nationalisation of key
industries of the Greek country and the exit from the NATO and the EEC. Through its
extreme and anti-Western discourse, PASOK managed to become popular among a
wide array of constituents ranging from the radical Left to the Centre’ and thus to

develop into the most important party of the parliamentary Left in the 1970s

commemoration is a march from the Polytechnic to the American Embassy. The annual commemoration
has often coincided with violent protest events, such as clashes between demonstrators and the police
and occupations of the Polytechnic or other university building(s).

% Part of the United Left alliance was also the remnants of the EDA, which had an influential role in
the pre-junta period.

7 This was the lowest percentage of the communist Left since the civil war (1946 — 1949)
(Nicolacopoulos 2005).

6 Dependency theory divides the world between a dominant imperialist core and a dependent
underdeveloped periphery, which the imperialist countries of the core exploit.

6 The socialist party through its anti-imperialist discourse facilitated the transformation of Greek
nationalism from a right-wing anticommunist to a left-wing anti-imperialist ideology (Gazi 2015).

0 PASOK, assisted by the fact that its leader (Andreas Papandreou) was the son of the historic leader
of the Centre Union (EK) (Georgios Papandreou), managed to project itself as heir to the legacy of the
centrist party (Kalyvas S. N. 1997).
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(Spourdalakis and Tassis 2006). Similarly, the rise of politicisation had as a result the
formation of an extra-parliamentary left space, as a vibrant wave of radical left
organisations sprung up after the fall of the junta. Stimulated by the radicalism of the
Polytechnic uprising and the opening of the political opportunity structure, these
organisations emerged as a reaction to the traditional Left’s reformism (Kassimeris G.
2005a). Unwilling to accept the post-1974 consensus, these radical groups maintained
their revolutionary aspirations against the — recognised as illegitimate — democratic
regime. Hence, through a confrontational repertoire of action that included wildcat
strikes, occupations and demonstrations, the manifold Maoist’®, Trotskyist’? and
anarchist groups sought to heighten the social tensions and to recreate the
revolutionary atmosphere of November 1973 (Kitis 2015). Despite their relatively
small size, these groups exercised important influence among university students, at
the same time as the Greek universities became a battleground for the hearts and minds
of the students between the various youth organisations of the traditional and radical
Left’® (Papadogiannis 2009; 2015a; 2015b).

Another effect of the democratic transition was the fragmentation of the
antidictatorship movement (Kornetis 2013b). At first, a significant part of the
antidictatorship movement — especially of the movement’s younger cadres — entered
into the Greek political scene (Serdedakis 2015). These activists came to be known
collectively as the ‘“Polytechnic generation” and constituted a cohort of leftist
intellectuals that filled the ranks of the mainstream and radical parties of the Left alike
(Lamprinou 2015). The most characteristic example of this process was PASOK,
which transformed from a revolutionary group that was openly advocating the use of
armed struggle during the junta (PAK) to one of the most important political parties of
the Metapolitefsi (Xenakis 2012)74. At the same time, the early days of the democratic

transition found another part of the antidictatorship movement in disarray. While the

I The most important Maoist groups in Greece during the 1970s were the EKKE (Revolutionary
Communist Movement of Greece) and the OMLE (Organisation of Marxist-Leninists of Greece).

2 The most important Trotskyist groups were the EDE (Workers’ Internationalist Union) and the OKDE
(Communist Organisation of Greek Internationalists).

8 The most important student and youth organisations of the Left were: the KNE (Communist Youth
of Greece) affiliated with the KKE; the RF (Rigas Feraios) affiliated with the KKE-ES; the Youth of
PASOK; the PPSP (Progressive All-Students’ Unionist Movement) affiliated with the OMLE; and the
AASPE (Anti-fascist Anti-imperialist Student Movement of Greece) affiliated with the EKKE.

4 Members of PASOK also became several ex-militants of the antidictatorship struggle, such as Costas
Simitis from the Democratic Defense (DA) — who served as leader of PASOK and as Prime Minister of
Greece from 1996 to 2004 (Kostopoulos 2016a).
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fall of the military regime and the return of Karamanlis was met with excitement from
the majority of the Greek society, several activists reacted with scepticism.
Karamanlis’ reinstatement was treated as a return to the semi-authoritarian pre-junta
period, whereas the more pessimist recognised it as a defeat of the antidictatorship
struggle (Kornetis 2013b). This feeling of growing disaffection led most of those
activists to retreat from active politics. Withdrawal was the option for many of those
on the radical flank of the antidictatorship movement as well; namely the members of
the revolutionary groups. For the most militant cadres of the movement, the transition
to a bourgeois democracy shattered their hopes for the radical transformation of the
Greek political system — as on the words of one of the militants “the expected
revolution had not come and its time had passed” (Liakos 2001, p. 50). However, for
some within the revolutionary groups’ milieu the failure of the revolution was not a
sufficient reason to withdraw. More specifically, with their revolutionary demands for
national sovereignty and radical political change remaining ostensibly pending, a few
militants organised and participated in clandestine meetings for the establishment of a
new strategy. Thus, the summer of 1974 was characterised by a series of realignments
within the revolutionary groups’ scene (Papahelas and Telloglou 2002). As a result,
then, of intensive debate and internal disagreements between the cadres of the
antidictatorship revolutionary groups (LEA, 200ct and ARF), a minority of the
militants decided to carry on the armed struggle against what they recognised as “a
junta by another name” (Kassimeris G. 2005a). Hence, in July — August 1974 the
supporters of the armed struggle established a new clandestine organisation, the
Revolutionary Popular Struggle (ELA) (Chalazias 1987)"°. ELA appeared in the Greek
political scene in April 1975 with a firebomb attack against eight US-owned cars and
constituted the first clandestine left group in the country after the metapolitefsi. With
a loose hierarchy and a network structure, ELA acted as an “umbrella organisation”
for urban guerrilla in Greece; as the group facilitated the formation and cooperation of

autonomous cells within its ranks (Papahelas and Telloglou 2002; Koufontinas 2014).

S ELA was a group of armed propaganda that aimed to educate and lead the proletariat towards
revolution through its armed campaign and the regular publication of its underground journal
Antipliroforisi (Counter-Information). The group supported the parallel use of a honviolent and violent
tactics, as well as the connection of the armed guerrilla with the mass struggles and the labour
movement. ELA perpetrated over 300 attacks during the two decades that remained active (1975 — 1995)
— the striking majority of those were low-level bomb attacks against symbolically important targets,
such the American presence in the country, ministries and industries. ELA, unlike the 17N, was against
the attacks towards human targets and tried to avoid casualties, a strategy that changed during the 1990
— 1995 period when the group cooperated with the Organisation 1 May (LMA) (Bossis 1996; 2003).
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Such cells were: the notorious 17N, which after it split from ELA performed the
execution of the CIA station chief in Athens (December 1975)7®; the Group June 1978
(J78) that claimed the killing of a torturer of the junta in January 19797; and the
Revolutionary Organisation October 1980 (080), a splinter group of ELA that claimed
five arson attacks between 1980 — 198178,

While the demands of the antidictatorship struggle stimulated the rise of a new
generation of revolutionary groups, they were also consequential for the emergence of
a new cycle of protest. This contentious cycle began in the aftermath of the junta’s
demise in July 1974 and lasted for seven years up to PASOK’s rise to power in October
1981. In the tumultuous political environment of the mid-1970s, which was
characterised by the generalised crisis with Turkey, the first protests took place just
days after the fall of the military regime regarding the issue of Cyprus (Serdedakis
2015). The massive demonstrations expressed the public anger against the dictatorship
for triggering the crisis in the island in the first place, against Turkey for the occupation
of the northern part of Cyprus and against the NATO and the United States for not
preventing the invasion. In particular, the alleged role of the latter in the outbreak of
the crisis in Cyprus, coupled with the older grievance against the assumed US
implication in the imposition of the junta in 1967, had as a result the protest events to
focus on US targets (Serdedakis 2007). Hence, marches were usually organised around
the US Embassy or the US military bases in Athens, with most of them resulting in
violent clashes between protesters and security forces, in injuries on both sides and
arrests of activists (Papahelas and Telloglou 2002). After the first anniversary of the
Polytechnic uprising in November 1974, protest marches to the US Embassy became
part of the commemoration ritual through which demonstrators voiced their
disapproval against the US bases in the country and were often the scene of clashes
between the police and activists (Kitis 2015; Kornetis 2015). Central role in these
protest events had a series of small organisations of the extra-parliamentary Left. Such
an occasion was also the massive anti-American march on 21 April 1975, during which

the cadres of EKKE broke into the US Embassy and caused damages to the building

76 See analytically Section 5.2.1.

7378 appeared only once in January 1979, claiming responsibility for the assassination of Petros
Babalis, a police officer liable for torturing prisoners during the junta. The group was one of the cells
of ELA, as the latter acknowledged in September 1985 (Chalazias 1987).

8 080 went on an arson spree between 1980 — 1981 targeting supermarkets and department stores, in
an attempt to show its opposition against the capitalist economy and consumption (Karampelas 1985)

114



Chapter 4: The Context of Radicalisation

before their violent suppression from the police (Papadogiannis 2015a). Consequently,
during the early Metapolitefsi anti-Americanism occupied a dominant role in protest
politics, as the demand for the country’s independence from the US dominance
remained — especially in the eyes of the Greek Left — unsatisfied. Indeed, the return of
Karamanlis was recognised by Andreas Papandreou himself as a mere “change of a
NATO-ist guard” and his government as an “instrument of imperialist and domestic
reaction” (cited in Clogg 1987, pp. 217 — 222). Moreover, the extreme restraint that
the ND’s government demonstrated in the persecution of the junta’s torturers and the
reluctance to purge the dictatorship’s sympathisers, convinced a big part of the leftists
that the democratisation and dejuntification of the state were a fagade (Kornetis 2013).
Further reasons for doubting the democratic credentials of the new regime were the
recurring police brutality against protesters’®, the adoption of an anti-labour law®® and
the leniency that the state shown towards far-right violence in the aftermath of the
dictatorship®! (Kassimeris G. 2005a; Xenakis 2012). Besides, the increase of
expectations that the democratic transition engendered, prompted the mobilisation of
working classes in favour of a more equal redistribution of salaries and privileges
(Voulgaris 2001). Hence, the protest cycle of the early Metapolitefsi was characterised,
apart from the rise of demonstrations and marches, by a large wave of strikes in the
secondary and tertiary sectors of the economy as well. Strikes often occurred against
the unions’ will (wildcat strikes), while they were regularly followed by the occupation
of the working spaces or by violent clashes between strikers and the police (loannou
1989; Serdedakis 2015).

At the same time, the combination of expanding political opportunities due to
the crisis of the dominant cleavages with the perception of limited opportunities for
independent action that characterised the post-junta regime (Lyrintzis, Nicolacopoulos

9 Responsible for the brutal crackdown on protesters was also the newly-founded riot police unit, the
MAT (Unit for the Restoration of Order) squads, which since their formation in 1976 had been involved
in numerous violent clashes with protesters — many of which resulted in injuries or even in casualties
among the demonstrators.

8The law 330/1976 was recognised as anti-labour as it constrained the workers’ right to strike,
guaranteed the use of lock out to employers and prohibited what it was identified as “political strikes”
— a rather vague term that was used to delegitimise all the strikes that opposed the government’s policy
(Kostopoulos 2016b).

81 Between 1975 and 1979, 85 bombs were detonated against cinemas, bookshops, trade union offices
and other leftist targets (e.g. party offices) from clandestine groups of the radical Right, resulting in the
injury of dozens of citizens (los Press Group 2012). The most notorious from these far-right groups was
the Organisation of National Restoration (OEA), which from 1976 to 1978 perpetrated 74 four bomb
attacks (Xenakis 2012, Kiesling 2014).
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and Sotiropoulos D. A. 1996; Loukidou and Sotiropoulos D. A. 2015)%, had as a
consequence the prevalence of an “antisystem” framing strategy (Diani 1996) and the
emergence of a resonant left-democratic master frame (Voulgaris 2001). Main features
of this dominant master frame, which was a reverberation of the antidictatorship
master frame, were: the call for national independence that entailed the removal of the
US bases, the withdrawal of Greece from the political wing of NATO and the county’s
exit from the EEC®; the demand for the democratisation and dejuntification of the
state; the opposition to the capitalist exploitation of the county from local and foreign
monopolies; and the advocacy of a socialist transformation of Greece (Karagiannis Y.
and Lyrintzis 2015; Papadogiannis 2015a).

Thus, the materialisation of this cycle of contention was significantly facilitated
by the emergence of the above “elaborated” master frame, which acted as a common
platform for various groups to express their grievances. This antisystem master frame
was particularly advocated by the so-called “progressive democratic” political forces
of the country; as the diverse organisations ranging from the Centre-Left to the radical
Left identified themselves (Diamandouros 1994; Papadogiannis 2009). The
convergence of centre and left-wing groups under a common denominator had as a
consequence to regain salience the right/anti-right cleavage (Tsatsanis 2009;
Karampampas 2018), which had manifested for the first time in the beginning of the
1960s%. PASOK became the champion of the anti-right pole against the backdrop of
the Right’s parliamentary dominance®® (Lyrintzis 2005; Kousis 2007). However,
Andreas Papandreou steered away progressively PASOK from its more antisystemic
characteristics, in an attempt to present the party as a serious candidate for government

(Coufoudakis 1993). Hence, the party distanced itself from the goal of the socialist

82 As the civil society was profoundly controlled by the political parties of the Left during the early
Metapolitefsi.

8 Significant was also the underlying influence of a left-wing and anti-imperialist nationalism to the
“left-democratic” master frame.

8 See Chapter 4.

8 The New Democracy prolonged its rule for another legislative session in 1977, as it retained the
majority in parliament in the national elections of 20 November 1977 with 41,8 per cent (loosing 13 per
cent of the vote and 49 seats in the parliament). At the same time, PASOK became the major party of
the opposition and almost doubled its electoral strength from 13, 6 in 1974 to 25,3 in 1977. The two
parties of the traditional Left, namely the KKE and KKE-ES, got merely 9.4 and 2,7 per cent of the vote
respectively (Mavrogordatos 1984).
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transformation of the society, as well as from the more radical factions both within its

ranks and the wider “progressive democratic” space® (Moschonas 1999).

One of the protest actors that emerged during the contentious cycle of the early
Metapolitefsi and drew heavily on the left-democratic master frame was a
revolutionary left movement®’. This radical social movement® (Guzman-Concha
2015) was composed of the small parties of the extra-parliamentary Left, a host of
independent leftist organisations that did not participate in the elections and the
revolutionary clandestine groups that emerged in the aftermath of the fall of the junta.
It was distinguished by a common agenda, an unconventional repertoire of action and
a shared collective identity. The diverse factions within the revolutionary left
movement concurred with a strategy that involved the exploitation of social tensions
to ferment a mood of revolution, destabilise the regime and trigger the radical change
of the country (Kitis 2015). However, the movement was not a unified entity, but a
heterogeneous assembly of actors characterised by internal differentiations and
tensions. The ideological and organisational differences between the various groups
manifested in their tactical variation and the plurality of identities (Melucci 1996;
Bostrom 2004). Hence, while the extra-parliamentary left parties made use of
confrontational tactics such as strikes and rallies, the revolutionary groups employed
the most extreme forms of political violence, such as bombings and attacks against
individuals. Between the two poles, were the various independent leftist groups that
used a mixed repertoire of action, with both confrontational (e.g. wildcat strikes and
occupations) and violent tactics (e.g. arsons and violent street protests)®. At the same

time, while the movement’s collective identity was characterised by a combination of

8 Andreas Papandreou managed to eliminate the most radical factions within PASOK through a series
of purges of party cadres (1974 — 1976), while he repeatedly condemned the use of confrontational and
violent tactics from protesters as work of agent provocateurs (Ifantis 1995).

87 The revolutionary left movement can also be recognised as social movement family defined as “a
nationally based, historical configuration of movements that — though they have different specific goals,
immediate fields of struggle, and strategic preferences — share a common worldview, have
organisational overlaps, and occasionally ally for joint campaigns” (Della Porta and Rucht 1995).

8 Guzman-Concha (2015, p. 671) identified as radical social movements those that: (i) pursue an agenda
of drastic changes regarding the political and economic organisation of the society, (ii) employ a
repertoire of action characterised by the use of unconventional tactics and (iii) adopt a countercultural
identity that justifies their unconventional objectives and methods.

8 Despite the dominant role of the political parties in the mass mobilisation of the protest cycle of the
1970s, a number of autonomous subjects emerged and challenged their role in the university (e. g.
Choros) and in the trade unions (e. g. independent leftist unions); at the same time as the first
environmental and feminist groups made their appearance within the ranks of already established
organisations (Simiti 2002; Papadogiannis 2015b; Serdedakis 2015).
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instrumental, countercultural and subcultural elements (Koopmans 1995; Kriesi et al.
1995), those elements influenced the diverse factions of the movement
disproportionately®®; a fact that resulted in a multiplicity of identities within the
movement (Flesher Fominaya 2010a). Thus, the extra-parliamentary left parties had a
more instrumental character, as they were externally oriented and pursued their goals
through their participation in the national elections. In contrast, the revolutionary
groups had a more countercultural nature, as they combined their external orientation
with an identity-based logic and they derived their identity through the use of
clandestine violence against the state®’. Then again, the diverse factions maintained a
similar conception of the world, mobilised over the same issues and developed a sense
of solidarity. Indeed, while the majority of the parties of the extra-parliamentary Left
officially condemned the armed campaign of the revolutionary groups (Kassimeris G.
2005a; Papadogiannis 2015a), their violence “retained surprisingly high levels of
popularity” (Kornetis 2015, p. 27) among the cadres of the revolutionary left
movement during the early Metapolitefsi — at the same time as the armed groups

identified themselves as the radical wing of the movement (Serdedakis 2006).

Whilst in the beginning of the protest cycle the revolutionary left movement had
a predominantly external orientation, a series of developments in the mid-to-late 1970s
affected its logic of action with the movement becoming more internally oriented and
identity-based. Responsible for this identity shift was the drop of the salience of the
extra-parliamentary left parties in the revolutionary left movement. This decline was
originally caused by a wave of splits that occurred in the body of the extra-
parliamentary Left from 1976 onwards, triggered by the failing results in the elections
of 1974 and 1977%, the international crisis of Maoism after the death of Mao in 1976

% Kriesi et al. (1995, pp. 84 — 85) classified social movements according to their logic of action
(identity/instrumental) and their general orientation (internal/external) between: a) instrumental
movements, namely those with instrumental logic of action and external orientation, as they try to
influence the political system in order to achieve their goals; b) subcultural movements that are largely
identity-based and internally oriented, as the primal aim of action is the reproduction of their collective
identity; and c) countercultural movements that combine the goal of reproducing their collective identity
with a strong external orientation. However, the authors recognised that this classification was not clear-
cut, as “social movements always combine instrumental and identity logics, but the mix between the
two varies among movements” (Kriesi et al. 1995, p. 242).

%1 Countercultural movements derive and reproduce their collective identity from conflicting and
confrontational interaction with adversaries, most notably with political authorities and security forces
(ibid, p. 86, 89).

92 Characteristic example was that of EKKE, which although was the most popular party among the
extra-parliamentary Left, it gathered only 1,539 votes in the 1974 national elections and 11,895 votes
(0,2 per cent) in the 1977 national elections.
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and the disaffection of activists with the bureaucratism of the left-wing parties
(Papadogiannis 2009). Hence, by 1978 both the Maoist and the Trotskyist currents of
the extra-parliamentary Left had undergone significant schisms, while the
dissatisfaction with left-wing party politics also led to divisions within the ranks of the
youth organisations of the traditional and the socialist Left. Particularly significant was
the case of the RF — the youth organisation of the KKE-ES — that split when the
majority of the cadres decided to leave the organisation and to create the Rigas Feraios
— Second Panhellenic Congress (RF — B Panelladiki), as a response to the growing
reformism of both the RF and the KKE-ES®3. RF — B Panelladiki, then, in 1978 — 1979
had a decisive role in the creation of a leftist network of groups that identified itself as
Choros®. It was a loose affiliation of autonomous leftist organisations and former
members of left-wing groups, which had in common a fundamental antipathy to the
role of the parties of the Greek Left during the 1970s. Influenced by an autonomist and
anti-authoritarian ideology, this radical network was critical towards the centralised
hierarchical structure of the left-wing parties (Giovanopoulos and Dalakoglou 2011).
Choros played also a crucial part in a large wave of university building occupations,
which took place between 1979 and 1980%. These occupations gave rise to a new
militant political culture that challenged both the mainstream and extra-parliamentary
left-wing parties®® and acted as a hotbed for the rise of an anti-authoritarian and
anarchist current within the revolutionary left movement (Giovanopoulos and
Dalakoglou 2011; Kitis 2015; Apoifis 2016). Consequently, these developments
resulted in a shift of the movement’s collective identity — recognised as a dynamic and
ongoing process that is shaped through the interaction of different actors within a

movement (Melucci 1989, 1995, 1996)°%”. More specifically, the gradual weakening of

% The Greek Communist Youth “Rigas Feraios” — Second Panhellenic Congress (EKON RF - B
Panelladiki) as it was the whole title of the group, acquired its name from its founding conference
(second panhellenic congress), in an attempt to demonstrate continuity with the first convention of RF
in 1976 and with the original political positions of the youth group.

% Although, “choros” in Greek is translated as “space”, the most accurate interpretation of the term
would be “scene” or “milieu” (Kitis 2015).

% These occupations were a response to the educational law 815/1978, which promoted — according to
the radical left student organisations — the intensification of the university studies and accommodated
the integration of the students in the capitalist economy. The volume and intensity of the occupations
led to the final withdrawal of the legislation by the government of New Democracy in early 1980.

% The university occupations often triggered violent clashes between autonomous leftists and members
of the traditional left organisations, when the latter tried to prevent or end the occupations (Kitis 2015).
% The conceptualisation of the collective identity as an ongoing and dynamic process allows the
researcher to move beyond the group level and explore the relationship between groups, networks of
groups and movements during the collective identity formation process (Flesher Fominaya 2010b)
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the role of the parties during the 1970s, coupled with the emergence of influential
subcultural actors — such as Choros® — resulted in the overall reposition of the
revolutionary left movement towards a more identitarian orientation as the protest
cycle was unfolding®; since conflict became more of a goal in itself rather than a mean
for change!® (Kritidis 2014).

The end of this cycle of protest was signified by the win of PASOK in the 1981
national elections. Rallying the anti-right pole with the call for the democratic
“change” of the country (Pappas T. S. 2014)1%%, the socialist party’s agenda epitomised
the resonant left-democratic master frame with the claims for national independence,
democratisation and social/economic equality. Hence, a significant part of Greek
leftists envisaged the electoral win of PASOK, as a triumph of the “progressive
democratic forces” (Serdedakis 2015). Thus, on 18 October 1981 PASOK managed to
acquire a strong mandate with a surprising 48,1 per cent of the popular vote!®? and to
form “the most radical government the country [had] seen ... since its independence
in 1830 (Mavrogordatos 1983, p. 3). PASOK’s victory also signalled the end of the
turbulent period of early Metapolitefsi, which was characterised by widespread
politicisation, mass mobilisation and violence between police and protesters — with the
latter resulting in the death of four and the injury of hundreds of demonstrators. The
level of violence also remained high throughout this period as a result of the emergence
of a wave of clandestine leftist groups. Indeed, in the first years after the metapolitefsi,

95 different revolutionary organisations appeared (Kassimeris G. 2013b) claiming

% “Choros ... represented an incomplete, inconsistent collective self, or a ‘subject in motion,” which
was the outcome of the desire not to resemble the ‘parliamentary Left” on the one hand and an inability
to articulate a different model on the other” (Papadogiannis 2015a, p. 207).

% The influence of autonomism and anarchism also manifested in the revolutionary groups scene as
well, as during the late 1970s there was a rise of attacks against low-profile capitalist targets as part of
an everyday strategy of resistance to capitalism. Characteristic case was that of O80, which through its
fire-bombing campaign against supermarkets and department stores, put into effect a strategy that
supported the destruction of everything that cannot be appropriated (Karampelas 1980).

10 During the late 1970s and early 1980s, the violent clashes with the police became a mass
phenomenon, while the annual anniversary of the 1973 student uprising became a traditional day of
riots. In the violent clashes between protesters and police that followed the commemorative march on
17 November 1980, two activists found death in the hands of the police (Alkis 2010).

101 According to Andreas Papandreou (Cited in Pappas T. S. 2014), the leader of PASOK, the “change”
was directly linked with the socialist transformation of the Greek society and had as a basic goal the
change of the country’s political system.

102 Second came the ND with 35,9 per cent and third was the KKE with 10,9 per cent of the vote. The
1981 national elections were the starting point for the consolidation of an exclusive three-party system,
as the three major parties represented the 95 per cent of the vote, which lasted up to the beginning of
the 1990s.
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responsibility for five murders'® and hundreds of bomb attacks!®* (Kiesling 2014).
Despite the regularity of attacks, revolutionary violence remained low in the security
agenda, as it was recognised more as an ephemeral phenomenon than a serious threat
to the state (Kassimeris G. 2001a); while the introduction of a new anti-terrorism law
in April 1978 was primarily a reaction to political developments abroad than a concern
over the manifestation of the phenomenon domestically (Karyotis 2007)1%. At the
same time, the Greek society failed to unanimously condemn the use of armed
violence, as for certain segments of the population the armed attacks against US, anti-
capitalist and anti-state targets were legitimate (Nomikos 2007). Hence, the public’s
response to the violence of revolutionary groups was characterised from affinity within
the ranks of the revolutionary left milieu (Panourgia 2009) and great tolerance among
the wider society (Calotychos 2004). That was the case especially of 17N, as the

group’s tactic to perpetrate avenge-type attacks against widely deplored targets®

was
met with an atypical acquiescence — if not support — from a large part of the Greek

population (Kassimeris G. 2005a; Karyotis 2007).

4.4 The Intermediate Metapolitefsi (1981 — 1990)

While the early Metapolitefsi saw the integration of the excluded leftist strata in the
political system, the intermediate Metapolitefsi witnessed their ascendancy to political
power through the electoral win of PASOK in the 1981 national elections. This period
was characterised by the strengthening of the role of the political parties and their
power over the civil society (Alexandropoulos and Serdedakis 2000; Kousis 2007);

whilst PASOK’s ideological control over the social movement sector, especially

103 Between 1975 and 1980, there were six deaths connected with revolutionary violence: four claimed
by 17N (Richard Welch, Evangelos Mallios, Pantelis Petrou and Sotiris Stamoulis), one claimed by J78
(Petros Babalis) and the death of an ELA militant killed in shootout with the police in October 1977
(Christos Kassimis).

104 According to police statistics, between 1975 and 1980 there were 218 bomb explosions, 28 fire bomb
attacks on buildings and 108 arson attacks on cars. However, this total included the 74 bombs detonate
by the far-right OEA (cited in Kiesling 2014, p. 71). Serdedakis (2006) also documented 52 armed
operations perpetrated, between 1975 and 1981, by the two most important revolutionary groups of the
Metapolitefsi, namely by ELA and 17N.

105 Critical for the adoption of the anti-terrorism law was the rise of political violence in neighbouring
Italy and especially the kidnapping and assassination of Aldo Moro by the Red Brigades in May 1978.
196 During the early Metapolitefsi, 17N executed: Richard Welch, the CIA station chief in Athens;
Evangelos Mallios, a junta’s torturer; Pantelis Petrou, the deputy director of MAT, and his driver, Sotiris
Stamoulis. See analytically Section 5.2.1.
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during the party’s first term of office (1981 — 1985) — was undisputable (Cram 1995).
PASOK’s hegemony was challenged only during its second term of office (1985 —
1989), when the party’s grave mismanagement of the economy led to the debt crisis of
1985 and the ensuing adoption of an austerity programme. The dissatisfaction with
PASOK grew exponentially especially after 1988 when a series of political scandals
erupted at the heart of the government, resulting in the emergence of a popular demand
of “catharsis” — namely of exposing and purging those implicated in the misdeeds
(Featherstone 1990). In this climate of instability, the allegations of fraud in the high
echelons of power brought not only the downfall of PASOK in the June 1989 national
elections, but also the destabilisation of the Greek political system, as it took three
elections in less than a year for the formation of a firmly established government
(Verney 1990; Pridham and Verney 1991). This period that came to an end with the
return of New Democracy in the government in April 1990, had a heavy toll on Greek
politics — as the prevalence of populism, corruption and patronage led to the
depoliticisation of large segments of the society and the delegitimisation of party

politics as a whole (Kafetzis 1994).

4.4.1 The Era of PASOK’s Dominance (1981 — 1985) 197

PASOK’s first term of office was facilitated by a populist strategy that opened the
party’s ranks to all those marginalised by the post-civil war political system
(Spourdalakis 1988; Spourdalakis and Tassis 2006). However, once it rose to power
the party was confronted with its own political opportunism, which capitalised on the
people’s desire for political, social and economic change. With a pre-electoral
campaign that was promising the satisfaction of the corporate interests of the party’s
heterogeneous social base at large, it was nothing but predictable that PASOK would
be unable to fulfill its numerous pledges. Instead, the party followed a rather moderate
policy that refrained from radical measures and did not fluctuate substantially from the

record of the previous government of ND (Kalyvas S. N. 1997). Characteristic

107 Intermediate Metapolitefsi can be divided into two sub-periods: one that coincides with the PASOK’s
first governance (October 1981 — June 1985); and one that covers the party’s second governance (June
1985 — June 1989) as well as the turbulent period that followed it — characterised by three consecutive
national elections (June 1989 — April 1990).
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example of this approach was the party’s foreign policy, as PASOK contrary to its pre-
electoral hyperbole kept a rather pragmatic stance, since: it chose to remain in the
European Community, to not withdraw from NATO, to renew the US bases agreement
for five more years in 1983 and to pursue a policy of peaceful coexistence with Turkey
(Couloumbis 1993; Moschonas 2001). What differentiated PASOK, though, from its
predecessor were the style of the government’s administration, the control that it
exerted in the state mechanism and the aspiration to further democratise the regime
(Diamandouros 1993). The party adopted a confrontational attitude and made use of a
polarising rhetoric that reproduced a Manichean view of the Greek political scene
between “progress”, embodied by PASOK and the anti-right front, and “reaction”,
namely the ND and the Greek Right in general (Kalyvas S. 1997; Pappas T. S. 1999).
PASOK’s focus on the rhetorical and symbolic level became evident from a series of
initiatives that had as a goal to highlight the party’s progressive character, such as: the
recognition of the anti-Axis resistance!®®, the promotion of national reconciliation
between Left and Right'% and the acknowledgement of the role of the antidictatorship
struggle and the Polytechnic uprising in the restitution of democracy!*
(Kapetanyannis 1993; Panourgia 2009; Lialiouti 2015b). At the same time, PASOK
sought to increase its control over the state mechanism in an attempt to advantage the
interests of its constituents, to reproduce its electoral base and to consolidate its
position in power (Lyrintzis 1993; Triantidis 2013). Hence, in the aftermath of its
election PASOK instituted a major redistribution of resources towards the lower and
middle strata — the backbone of the socialist party. This was executed through the
immense expansion of the public sector, the systematic appointment of people loyal to
the party in state-controlled agencies and the substantial raise of wages and pensions
(Diamandouros 1993; Spanou 1996). Through this policy, PASOK brought a
“quantum leap in party clientelism” (Mavrogordatos 1997, p. 17), as despite the fact
that political patronage was a long-established feature of Greek political system,
during the 1980s it became the “principal mediating mechanism between the state and

the civil society” (Arampatzi and Nicholls 2012, p. 2597). Indeed, the sheer dominance

108 PASOK legislated the repatriation of the exiled communist partisans in the countries of the Eastern
Bloc and the provision of pensions to all the WWII resistance fighters.

109 The party decided the discontinuation of the use of security files on citizens by the Greek Central
Intelligence Service (KYP).

110 PASOK ’s first cabinet was constituted by several members of the antidictatorship struggle, while
only a month after its election the party established the day of the Polytechnic uprising as public holiday
in Greece.
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of the spoils system in Greece, led a number of authors to identify it as a new
phenomenon, diverse from the traditional interpersonal clientelism between notables
and individuals. “Bureaucratic clientelism” (Lyrintzis 1984) or “machine politics”
(Mavrogordatos 1997) was an impersonal version of clientelism, as patrons were
replaced by the party machine, which consisted of the systematic infiltration of the
state by party devotees, and therefore the party domination of the state (Lyrintzis
1993). Nonetheless, the expansion of the public sector was also followed by an attempt
to democratise the state apparatus, as PASOK adopted some of the popular demands
for social equality of the early Metapolitefsi’s protest cycle (Vamvakas and
Panagiotopoulos 2010; Papadogiannis 2015b). Such were the cases of the reforms that
the party introduced in the areas of health (with the establishment of the National
Hea