
 

 

 

1	

  

ACCOUNTABILITY 
AFTER CRISIS 
GREECE 
 

Photo: 2011 Greece Uprising by Kotsolis is licensed 
under CC BY-SA 3.0 



 

 

   

2 

Table of Contents 

 

Preface ...................................................................................................................................... 3 

Acknowledgements & Disclaimer ............................................................................................. 4 

Executive Summary ................................................................................................................... 5 

Brief Summary .......................................................................................................................... 6 

Glossary .................................................................................................................................... 7 

Introduction .............................................................................................................................. 8 

I. The Background to the Crisis ............................................................................................... 9 

II. The Blame Game: Narratives of the Crisis ........................................................................ 11 

III. The Tools of Accountability ............................................................................................ 15 

Truth Recovery Initiatives ................................................................................................. 17 

Trials/Prosecutions ........................................................................................................... 21 

Apologies ......................................................................................................................... 22 

IV. Impact of Accountability ................................................................................................. 24 

V. Learning and Reform ........................................................................................................ 25 

Conclusion .............................................................................................................................. 27 

References ............................................................................................................................... 29 

 

  



 

 

   

3 

Preface 

This report was commissioned as part of the Accountability After Economic Crisis project – a 
three-year initiative funded by the Economic & Social Research Council (ESRC- ES/M011321/1). 
Members of the project are based at City, University of London, Queens University Belfast, and 
the University of Kent.   

The project explores the policies of accountability deployed in the aftermath of the global 2008 
economic recession (the ‘Great Recession’). Using six case studies (Cyprus, Greece, Iceland, 
Ireland, Portugal, and Spain), we approach political accountability through a comparative and 
thematic framework that focuses on the use of specific tools of accountability following the 
financial crisis. The policies of accountability include prosecutions, fact-finding commissions 
and truth commissions and official apologies.   

At base, the project hopes to make contributions both to the theory of ‘crisis governance’ as 
well as to the practice of how governments react to economic crises.  More than 100 elected 
officials, civil servants, academics, journalists, and activists were interviewed for the project. 
We also developed a novel database with prosecutions, truth commissions and apologies in the 
aftermath of the crisis in the six countries. Drawing on a experts’ testimonies and the use of a 
new database, the project provides policy makers with concrete advice for pursuing 
accountability in future economic crises.   

The country reports have a wide readership envisioned, including policy makers in all countries 
and at various levels of government (including international bodies); scholars; activists; and 
journalists.  They have been written without academic jargon, and in both English and relevant 
local languages, to facilitate their practical utility.    

We hope that you will find the report useful and urge you to share it amongst your colleagues 
and networks.  

For further information about the wider project please feel free to contact us at: 

https://accountabilityaftereconomiccrisis.com/contact-the-team/  

 

Iosif Kovras, PhD 
Principal Investigator, Accountability After Economic Crisis Project 

March 2018  
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Executive Summary 

 

Despite an initial sense that Greece would be insulated from the global crisis, the Great 
Recession provoked a complex and enduring crisis in Greece. Between 2010 and 2015, Greece 
underwent two bailouts led by the ‘Troika’.  This report analyses the period of the long crisis 
(2008-2017) and primarily focuses on the way that specific tools of accountability were used (or 
neglected) in managing the crisis.   

The first section provides a background to the crisis, and highlights the economic trends of the 
preceding decade and preconditions that made the country particularly vulnerable to crisis.  It 
emphasizes the complex nature of the crisis as political and social as well as economic.  The 
second section details the competing narratives of the crisis as it unfolded.  These narratives 
evolved over time as political coalitions reformed in reaction to the demands of international 
actors.  Following an initial narrative of safety, two competing narratives quickly emerged, 
pitting those who believed in the inevitability of austerity against those who opposed it and 
blamed international pressures for many of Greece’s woes.   

The third section provides an overview of the main tools of accountability: truth recovery 
mechanisms (truth commissions and parliamentary committees of inquiry); prosecutions; and 
public apologies.  Although the Greek Parliament did establish a number of truth recovery 
initiatives, notably a Debt Truth Commission, all were ultimately compromised as a result of 
high politicization and brought no real political accountability.  Prosecutions of public figures 
were equally compromised in their effects, largely because of legal impediments such as 
statutes of limitations and the slowness of the legal system.  There were no public apologies for 
the crisis made on behalf of public officials.    

The fourth section comments briefly on the negligible effects of these mechanisms in bringing 
about accountability, and the fifth section outlines the various institutional changes that have 
been made in response to the crisis.  These reforms have largely focused on curbing corruption 
and increasing transparency.  A final section concludes.    
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Brief Summary 

 

Background 

• The growth of Greece’s economy in the 2000s resulted from heavy investment in infrastructure 
and credit-fuelled consumer spending, rather than job creation. 

• The crisis itself was political and social as well as economic: the failure of the government to 
manage public finances, clientelist relations between state and society, and the pathologies of 
Greece’s party system exacerbated its existing economic woes.  

Political Narratives 

• An anti-austerity narrative was embraced by the centre-right New Democracy party along with 
many parties of the left (the communist party, KKE, and radical left party, Syriza), in opposition to 
the ruling socialist PASOK party from 2009-2011.   

• From 2011 onwards, two narratives competed: the coalition government, comprised of New 
Democracy, PASOK, and the far right Laos party, argued that austerity was inevitable and its 
reforms long overdue, while the opposition blamed international actors such as the EU, IMF and 
Germany as well as the ruling parties for bringing about and perpetuating the crisis.  

Tools of Accountability 

• The Debt Truth Commission, comprised of 30 MPs, was compromised because of its 
predetermined conclusion, politicized nature, and the poor quality of its investigation; it failed to 
uncover any truth about the crisis. 

• There have been a limited number of parliamentary investigations into the actions of former 
ministers, and this has led to resignations and dismissals, but in most cases was insufficient to 
lead to prosecution.   

• There have been no public apologies.   

Impact of Accountability 

• The overall impact of the processes of accountability in Greece has been negligible.   

Learning and Reform 

• A number of institutional changes have resulted from the crisis, including new anti-corruption 
agencies; an electronic transparency system; the reorganization of existing anti-corruption 
bodies; and the establishment of the Economic Crime Prosecutor.   

• The legal framework of accountability was tightened to provide whistleblower protection, party 
financing, and lobbying regulation. 
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Glossary  

 

ANEL  Anexartitoi Ellines (Independent Greeks party) 

 

DEMAR Democratic Left party 

 

ELAS  Greek Police 

 

GEDD  General Inspector of Public Administration  

 

GEGKAD General Secretariat of Anti-corruption  

 

KKE  Communist Party  

 

MoU   Memorandum of Understanding 

 

ND  New Democracy 

 

OTE  Hellenic Telecommunications Organisation (Greece’s national 
telecommunication company)  
 

PASOK Panhellenic Socialist Movement  

 

SDOE  Financial and Economic Crime Unit  
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Introduction 

 

The causes of the Greek crisis, which erupted in 2009, are institutional, economic and political 
and are related to historical legacies of relations between state, economy and society and policy 
choices made in the period just before the onset of the crisis (Mitsopoulos and Pelagidis 2012, 
Αrgeitis 2012, Sotiropoulos 2012, Karyotis and Gerodimos 2014, Kalyvas 2015; Kovras and 
Loizides 2014). Greece underwent two separate troika-led bailouts between 2010 and 2015, 
which led to significant political instability, social unrest, and deteriorating social conditions.  
Unlike some other European countries hit by the Great Recession, Greece did not make use of a 
number of key tools of accountability, including truth recovery initiatives, prosecutions, or 
public apologies.  The requirements of the bailouts led to the implementation of highly 
contested austerity measures, and international pressure from the troika and Germany forced 
domestic actors to begin the reform of certain key dimensions of the architecture of 
accountability. Because they have yet to fully implemented and tested, it is still too early to 
evaluate the ultimate efficacy of these accountability reforms.      
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I. The Background to the Crisis 

 

A service-oriented economy, Greece, has a quite sizeable public sector where 21% of the 
labour force works (OECD 2011). The country is traditionally heavily dependent on tourism, a 
sector where 7% of the labour force works (Eurostat 2007). Industry declined in the 1980s and 
never grew again, while a comparatively large share of the labour force still works in agriculture 
(13% of the total labour force in 2015; World Bank 2015).  The Greek economy grew in the 
2000s but economic growth was mostly jobless. It was based on large-scale spending on 
infrastructure, in preparation for the Athens Olympic Games of 2004, and consumer spending, 
fuelled by easily accessible private bank credit.  

However, frivolous state and private consumption patterns and negligent economic policies led 
to a double deficit. The current account deficit soared to 15% of the GDP in 2007 and the 
budget deficit reached 16% of the GDP in 2009 (Eurostat data).  Major credit rating agencies 
downgraded Greece's international debt rating in 2009, and the government, pressed by its 
European Union (EU) partners, took harsh austerity measures in order to avoid sovereign 
default. Since then the country has been under close external supervision, implemented through 
three consecutive Memoranda of Understanding (MoUs), signed between Greece and its 
creditors in 2010, 2012 and 2015.  A Troika of representatives of the European Commission 
(EC), the European Central Bank (ECB) and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) oversaw the 
execution of the MoUs by the Greek government. 

The Greek case differs from those of other crisis-ridden countries, such as Ireland, Spain or 
Cyprus, where private sector deficiencies (in bank and construction sectors) were mostly to 
blame for the derailment of the economy. In Greece, government failure to manage a growing 
budget deficit was the spark of the crisis. Successive governments, particularly in the second 
half of the 2000s, tolerated failing tax revenues, fuelled government expenditures and habitually 
resorted to heavy external borrowing. Thus, in addition to economic reasons, political reasons 
also lay behind Greece’s dramatic economic failure. 

The political reasons for the crisis are associated with the long term patterns of Greece’s party 
system and state-society relations (Kovras and Loizides, 2014, Kalyvas 2015, Featherstone 2005, 
Sotiropoulos 1996). Greece is characterized by extreme party polarization, centralization of 
state administration, clientelist (i.e., patronage-ridden) fragmentation of interest representation 
as well as a deep divide between insiders and outsiders of the labour market. Before the crisis 
started, such traits were manifested in clientelist relations between state and society and in 
continuous pressures to boost government spending and to increase heavy public sector 
borrowing requirements.  

For example, occupational-based pension and health-care funds forged patronage relations with 
successive centre-right and centre-left governments and obtained favourable terms of early 
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retirement and state-subsidized pensions for their members (e.g., the liberal professions and 
people employed in state-owned enterprises). Other interest groups obtained generous tax 
breaks (e.g., ship-owners, diplomats, parliamentarians), while the government also turned a 
blind eye towards corruption and functioned on ‘soft budget’ mentality (Katsimi, Moutos, 
Pagoulatos and Sotiropoulos 2014): whenever state funds were found to be inadequate, the 
government resorted to foreign and domestic lenders, obtaining loans and issuing bonds. 
Eventually, repeated heavy borrowing by the state led to unsustainable levels of public debt.   

To sum up, the derailment of the public finances reached a breaking point in 2009-2010. It was 
aggravated by the global finance crisis and was followed by externally imposed harsh austerity 
policies, which led to a high unemployment rate (27% of the labour force in 2013, Eurostat 
data), poverty and social exclusion.  
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II. The Blame Game: Narratives of the Crisis 

 

In the wake of the economic crisis, dominant political narratives evolved around short-term 
political party strategies. Generally, at the onset of the global financial crisis (2008), the 
dominant narrative was that the Greek economy, which did not have a large export sector or 
foreign-owned banks, and was not exposed to shifts of international trade, was more or less 
immune to the effects of the crisis. Officials in Greece and the European Commission did not 
correctly assess the risks which a heavily indebted national economy faced in a rapidly 
deteriorating international economic environment.  

In the context of this false understanding of the situation, while the financial crisis was erupting 
in 2008 in the rest of the world, the centre-right New Democracy party, which was in power in 
2007-2009, did not take any precautions. It continued to implement policies which increased 
the budget deficit, while tolerating tax evasion and the very low tax raising capacities of the 
Greek public administration. New Democracy’s major opponent, the socialist PASOK (the 
Panhellenic Socialist Movement), won the elections of October 2009 by promising even further 
expansionist policies, but soon realized that the Greek state was on the brink of sovereign 
default. PASOK’s narrative of Keynesian expansionist policies changed: now the socialist 
government blamed its predecessor in power for Greece’s economic failure and agreed on an 
austerity package with Greece’s lenders, based on the MoU of May 2010. 

For the following eighteen months, New Democracy, then in opposition, pursued the line that 
the austerity package was not necessary and that another, not fully specified, mix of economic 
policies would help the country overcome the crisis. New Democracy vehemently opposed 
austerity policy, along with the parties of the left, i.e., the pro-Soviet communist party (the KKE) 
and the radical left party Syriza, until November 2011, when a government crisis led to the 
formation of a technocratic coalition government. The latter was supported by New 
Democracy, PASOK and the small far right party Laos and was entrusted with the task of 
achieving a second bailout for Greece. The first bailout, based on the MoU of May 2010, had 
proven insufficient to save the country from sovereign default. Indeed, a second MoU was 
signed in February 2012, including a partial restructuring of the Greek public debt and a new 
austerity package. 

From the formation of the technocratic government onwards, two narratives were formulated 
and dominated Greece’s public sphere. The first one, supported by the aforementioned three 
political parties in government coalition, claimed that austerity was unavoidable: Greece was 
cornered by its lenders and, moreover, structural reforms were long over-due particularly in the 
public sector, in the production of goods and services, and in the labour market. The fact that 
austerity did not bring about positive results in 2010-2012 was attributed by the coalition 
government to the strong resistance of labour unions and professional associations to structural 
reforms and the ferocious anti-austerity mobilization of parties of the left as well as parties of the 
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far right, such as the Independent Greeks (the ANEL party), which had split off New 
Democracy, and the neo-Nazi Golden Dawn party. 

The opposing narrative put the blame on the European Union, the IMF and foreign powers, 
such as Germany, in addition to blaming the New Democracy and PASOK parties. The latter 
were accused for bringing about the crisis in the first place and also for mishandling the crisis 
after it erupted. This narrative contained hard Eurosceptic, anti-capitalist (and even anti-
parliamentary aspects), evident in the physical attacks of demonstrators in the streets of Athens 
against passing politicians and journalists considered to belong to the pro-austerity camp. The 
narrative also toyed with ideas of exiting the Eurozone (“Grexit”). 

The technocratic government lasted only for nine months and new elections were called in the 
early summer of 2012. The two opposing political narratives of the crisis had an impact on the 
country’s two-party system, as shown by the results of the double election of May and June 
2012 (the second election took place because the first one was inconclusive). These elections 
gave shape to a new party system, in which the old divide between the New Democracy and 
PASOK parties was replaced by a new divide between the New Democracy and Syriza parties. 
This development was aptly called the “double electoral earthquake” (Voulgaris and 
Nikolakopoulos 2014).  Following the second election of 2012, a coalition government was 
formed by the New Democracy and PASOK parties, including this time the small pro-EU party 
Democratic Left (DEMAR). The latter, however, a year later abandoned the coalition, 
disagreeing with government policy. The Syriza party was the main opposition party in 2012-
2014 and was the foremost proponent of the anti-austerity and Eurosceptic narrative (from a 
left-wing perspective). 

Empirical research shows that the two narratives can be mapped on the political party system 
(Tsirbas and Sotiropoulos 2016). In 2014 researchers conducted face-to-face interviews with 74 
Greek Members of Parliament (MPs) in Athens, on their attitudes towards the EU and EU’s role 
during the crisis. Interviewees were sampled on the basis of quota sampling, so that all parties 
to be included in the sample (except for the Communist Party of Greece, the KKE, the MPs of 
which refused to be interviewed). The research showed how important party affiliation was with 
regard to the narratives on Europe and the crisis. Party affiliation was a statistically significant 
independent variable of trust in European institutions, as MPs of New Democracy and PASOK 
showed much higher levels of trust towards EU institutions than MPs of Syriza. Using 
discriminant analysis of interviews’ results, it was possible to show that plotting the relevant 
position of parties across the Pro-EU vs. Eurosceptic dimension revealed a pro-bailout 
agreement/anti-bailout agreement divide in the Greek party system. Three parties, namely 
Golden Dawn, Syriza and ANEL fell on the one side, whereas another three parties, namely 
DEMAR, PASOK and New Democracy were on the other side. In fact, the pro/anti 
memorandum divide gave rise to the Pro-EU vs. Eurosceptic dimension (Tsirbas and 
Sotiropoulos 2016). 
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Riding on the aforementioned strong anti-austerity and Eurosceptic wave, Syriza was able to 
win the elections of January 2015 and the elections of September 2015. After the government 
turnover, the narrative of Euroscepticism and anti-capitalism was modified, as Syriza chose to 
form a coalition government with the anti-austerity but far right ANEL party and also engaged in 
long negotiations with the European Commission, trying to water down the economic austerity 
programme.  After the government turnover of January 2015, the new government coalition put 
the blame for Greece’s continuing economic hardship in 2015-2017 on Greece’s lenders and 
on the policies of preceding governments.  

The two narratives were also reflected in the way Greek politicians understood the challenges 
and effects of the crisis. Relevant empirical research has shed light on this contrast of the two 
narratives (Sotiropoulos and Papaconstantinou forthcoming).  

In mid-2014 and early 2015, researchers of the project ‘Fragmex’ (meaning, Fragmentation and 
Exclusion) conducted interviews in Athens with 19 MPs and party officials from all Greek 
political parties except for the neo-nazi party Golden Dawn and the communist party of Greece 
(KKE), the politicians of which refused to be interviewed. Although the sample was not 
representative and the survey itself was only a pilot study, this research also shed light on the 
contrasting ways Greek politicians from different ends of the political spectrum understood the 
crisis.  

Interviewees were asked what they considered to be the key challenges which Greek society 
faced amidst the crisis. Politicians of New Democracy indicated that poverty, crisis in values, 
and unemployment were the key challenges, while those of PASOK referred exclusively to 
unemployment. Syriza politicians, on the other hand, focused on the social consequences of the 
financial crisis, pointing out social exclusion and the decomposition of the social fabric. Syriza 
politicians claimed that the New Democracy-PASOK coalition government policy choices were 
dictated by the Troika and had a negative impact on society, resulting in the impoverishment of 
certain social groups. In brief, responses on key challenges brought about by the crisis 
depended on political party affiliation. Left-wing MPs expanded the scope of key challenges in 
contrast to other MPs who focused on poverty, unemployment and the crisis in values 
(Sotiropoulos and Papaconstantinou, forthcoming).  

MPs of all parties agreed that the economic crisis was the cause of poverty but also blamed 
poverty on the way the crisis was managed. Notably, in addition to Syriza MPs, MPs of parties 
in power after 2009, i.e., New Democracy and PASOK, also admitted that the government’s 
management of the crisis also provoked poverty. MPs of different political profiles noted that 
poverty was exemplified by phenomena such malnourished children, households without 
electricity, homelessness, and people looking for food in trash. (However, in the context of a 
scientific inquiry, such as the research mentioned here, MPs avoided using the term 
“humanitarian crisis”, which was a main theme of the anti-austerity, Eurosceptic narrative.)   
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Further on, Syriza MPs argued that the rich were not affected by the crisis, while politicians of 
New Democracy disagreed and claimed the rich, too, were affected by the crisis. Many 
interviewees referred to the downward mobility and the impoverishment of the middle class, 
but made hardly any reference to the traditional poor strata, the long term unemployed, the 
unskilled or semi-skilled workers or other outsiders of the labour market. This pattern may be 
related to the fact that middle class people, such as members of the liberal professions, were 
traditionally over-represented in the Greek parliament (Sotiropoulos and Bourikos 2002). 

To sum up, there was a line dividing the discourse on who is to blame for the crisis. The 
strongest narrative, which carried Syriza (and ANEL) to power in 2015, was an anti-austerity, 
Eurosceptic narrative. The opposing narrative, which emphasized the resistance of strong 
interest groups to structural reform, was not as popular. Narratives were reflected in divisions of 
the political party system. Yet, there was consensus on the key challenges which Greek society 
faced after the crisis erupted, including admission that the ills characterizing Greek society after 
2009 were owed, not only to the scale and gravity of the crisis, but also to the mismanagement 
of the crisis by the government and Greece’s EU partners.    
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III. The Tools of Accountability 

 

The aforementioned issues on which there was agreement among politicians did not lead, 
however, to the construction of a common frame of accountability. Processes and tools of 
accountability existed in Greece before the crisis, but they were probably understood in a 
legalistic manner. Parliamentary control and criminal investigations were legally available but 
never really became main components of the discourse on democracy, until the crisis struck. 
The accountability of government and administrative officials had been left to less visible 
institutions (the standing parliamentary committees, disciplinary councils in ministries), and had 
not taken centre stage as would be proper in contemporary democratic politics. 

The concept of accountability is rather fresh in the Greek public sphere. The concept denotes a 
range of institutions and processes whereby office holders render account to a third party (Rose-
Ackerman 1999, Schedler 1999). Authoritarian regimes do not have such institutions or 
processes, but democratic ones, such as Greece’s post-1974 democratic regime, do. Obviously, 
democratic regimes rely on the sovereignty of the people who have the right to hold political 
rulers accountable. More concretely, democratic accountability is a sine qua non of 
contemporary representative democracies, in which “representatives must in some way render 
account to those on whose behalf they claim to act” (Whitehead 2002: 93). Officials who may 
be held accountable are elected officials, e.g., cabinet ministers and MPs who represent the 
nation and/or their constituency, as well as non-elected ones, e.g., directors of state-owned 
enterprises and civil servants. The latter are held accountable because they staff the public 
administration which, in turn, is subsumed under the democratically elected government of the 
day and implements government policy within the boundaries of legality.  

In Greece, public administration is very politicized and is subsumed under the heavily 
populated political bureaus of ministers, deputy ministers, and general secretaries of ministries. 
Such political officials often claim in public that they “assume political responsibility” for their 
own deeds. This frequent claim does not have any visible consequences, except for when the 
Prime Minister reshuffles his (or her) cabinet and may replace a disfavoured minister. Another 
consequence is that in parliamentary elections a political official may be voted down in his or 
her electoral district. However, in Greece’s usual electoral system of open lists and preference 
votes, it is very complicated to link past unpopular deeds of selected politicians with concrete 
negative reactions of voters. As in the rest of the world, Greek voters have a short memory. 

As already noted, non-elected officials are accountable to their superiors. For example, in the 
public administration, middle-ranking civil servants typically report to heads of Directorates 
and/or General Directorates. While this arrangement exists in Greece, in practice rarely is 
public administration held accountable. The reason is that civil servants do not assume 
substantive responsibilities in decision-making. They are shadowed by the numerous political 
officials who, as already mentioned, staff the upper echelons of public services. 
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All of the above are instances of “vertical accountability” (O’ Donnell 1999). In the case of 
elected officials, we speak of “downward accountability” as it is oriented downwards, towards 
the citizenry. In the case of non-elected officials, we speak of “upward accountability”, when 
lower-ranking employees are held accountable by their superiors within a hierarchy. 

Elected officials may be held accountable in-between elections, through parliamentary control, 
criminal investigations, court and other procedures in which they are implicated in cases of law 
violation. Even if elected officials choose not to stand for re-election, they may still be called in 
after they step down from power if they have violated the law while holding office. In 
democracies, prosecuting authorities and the courts, based on the constitution, may prosecute 
and put office holders to trial. Such a constitutional provision is combined with parliamentary 
control mechanisms over the government. Provisions and mechanisms form part of the checks 
and balances of modern democracies and are institutional arrangements, labelled “horizontal 
accountability” (O’ Donnell 1999). All this is also found in Greece’s democracy, at least 
nominally, i.e. in the constitution and parliament’s statutes. In practice, however, other 
arrangements prevail. 

More concretely, as shown in the next section of the report, in Greece, holding elected officials 
accountable in-between elections is rather infrequent. As for horizontal accountability, 
implemented through the mobilization of the justice system and independent authorities, the 
results are meagre. The top tiers of the justice system are influenced by the government of the 
day. It is the cabinet which is constitutionally entrusted with the task of hand picking the 
President and Vice-Presidents of Greece’s supreme civil, criminal and administrative courts. As 
far as independent authorities are concerned, they have played some role in limiting 
unconstitutional initiatives of successive governments and constraining the violation of citizens’ 
rights by public administration. Yet, such authorities often face pressure, if not outright hostility, 
on the part of the government, governing party (or parties) and pro-government mass media 
(Sotiropoulos 2017).  

Τhus, Greece today partly deviates from the principle according to which democratic regimes 
seek to materialize political values such as liberty and to employ different means to this effect.  
Accountability, rule of law, and human rights protections are such means.  The pursuit of 
accountability often requires resorting to the powers of the judiciary and the rules of criminal 
procedure. Contemporary democracies have established constitutional and criminal law 
procedures as well as anti-corruption institutions, such as designated anti-corruption agencies. 
The latter investigate and prosecute cases of offenders and particularly so political and 
administrative officials, in order to hold them accountable. Greece’s democratic regime is also 
equipped with such accountability mechanisms, e.g. prosecutorial and justice authorities, 
although they are not as effective as international standards would require (Council of Europe 
2015). 

Before the crisis started in Greece, in addition to prosecutorial and judicial authorities there 
were institutions contributing to the enhancement of accountability and/or specifically 
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designated to fight corruption. Four such institutions, established prior to 2010, are the 
following: 

The Greek Ombudsman, established in 1997, is entrusted to function as an intermediary 
between citizens and the public administration. It receives and manages the complaints of 
citizens, and can demand information from public authorities, but has no sanctioning powers. 
The Ombudsman can however submit to prosecutorial authorities information on any cases 
which may merit a proper criminal investigation. 

Within the public administration there is the General Inspector of Public Administration 
(GEDD), established in 2002. This is an institution that bears the tasks of monitoring and 
evaluating transparency in public administration.   

The Financial and Economic Crime Unit (SDOE), established in 2007, is charged with fighting 
economic crime across the public and the private sector. The SDOE is supervised by the 
Minister of Finance, who appoints its director at the rank of General Secretary. 

The Internal Affairs Unit of the Greek Police is charged with investigating cases of corruption 
across government ministries and state agencies. Although a service of the Greek Police (ELAS), 
this Unit is legally permitted to investigate cases of corruption not only inside the police itself, 
but also within the civil service as a whole. 

In Greece, the aforementioned mechanisms of accountability and control of corruption 
mobilized particularly after corruption became an issue of the main political agenda, i.e., after 
the economic crisis broke out. Since 2010, parties of varying political profiles on the left, centre 
and right of the political spectrum, and a large share of the media, have explained the 
derailment of the Greek economy in a populist and simplistic manner, by attributing it to the 
corruption of political elites.  

However, it is difficult to explain Greece’s economic failure through corruption unless one 
defines corruption in a very broad sense, which would include patronage appointments of 
governing party supporters to the public sector and selective spending of public funds in 
electoral districts where government ministers stand for re-election (Giannitsis and Zografakis 
2016). 

 

Truth Recovery Initiatives 

Debt Truth Commission 

After the crisis erupted, there was in Greece and abroad a public debate about the character of 
the Greek debt. Some authors claimed, for example, that the debt was odious (Manolopoulos 
2011). After the government turnover of January 2015, the new parliamentary majority, 
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consisting Syriza and ANEL, proceeded to support an initiative of the new Speaker of the 
Parliament, Ms. Zoe Constantopoulou, a prominent Syriza MP and fierce opponent of the 
preceding government. Between March and September 2015, when snap parliamentary 
elections were called by the Syriza-ANEL Coalition government, Constantopoulou presided 
over a fact-finding truth commission. The “Truth Commission on the Public Debt”, which she 
put together, was assigned to examine, according to the committee’s scientific director, the 
Belgian activist Eric Toussaint, whether “part of the Greek public debt was illegitimate, illegal, 
odious and unsustainable” (Toussaint 2015). Toussaint is a political scientist, author of books on 
the “Third World” and spokesperson for the formerly called Committee for the Abolition of 
Illegitimate Debt. The latter Committee was an endeavour primarily conceived in the context of 
debt incurred by developing countries and their financial obligations towards international 
lenders. He has claimed that the Greek debt should be cancelled (Toussaint 2015), given the 
exploitative relations between Greece and its lenders and particularly the illegitimate – in his 
view – series of decisions of past Greek governments.  

More concretely, the commission, consisting of 30 Syriza and ANEL MPs and Greek and 
international experts was assigned to draft a report after carrying out an audit of the Greek 
public debt. The commission set out to document the responsibility of international lenders and 
past Greek governments for the debt and to examine the economic and legal aspects of 
Greece’s public debt (standing at 129 per cent of the GDP in 2009 and at 181 per cent of the 
GDP in 2016, Eurostat data). The commission would convene in the Greek parliament and 
would audit the actions of national and international actors Greek governments before the 
government turnover of 2015, private banks, EU authorities and the IMF.  

This was not a parliamentary organ without constraints, but had a concrete mission to reach a 
pre-determined outcome. Already at the founding of the commission, Eric Toussaint had 
reached the conclusion that a (yet unspecified) part of the debt should be cancelled. In March 
2015 he claimed that “auditing will show that European private banks greatly increased their 
loans to Greece” in 2005-2009; that “the legality and legitimacy of the bail-out process” was 
not in conformity with EU treaties; that the IMF in collusion with the Greek government falsified 
debt-related data in order to justify the “launching of a bail-out plan”; and that “the ECB 
seriously overstep[ped] its prerogatives in requiring the Greek parliament to pass legislation” on 
various social rights. All in all, “the audit will show that this restructuring operation, which was 
in fact a huge confidence trick, was linked to an extension of policies that run counter to the 
interests of Greece and its population” (Toussaint 2015).  

The commission enjoyed the political support of the government until after the elections of 
September 2015. However, a new Speaker of the Parliament was elected by the new 
parliamentary majority, which was again formed by the Syriza and ANEL parties, after Syriza 
won a second general election in a row. Zoe Constantopoulou was replaced by the former 
Syriza Minister of Interior, Nikos Voutsis, as she had disagreed with her party’s decision to effect 
an abrupt reversal of its economic policies in July 2015, after the referendum, and to approve of 
a Third Economic Programme (another bailout) for Greece. The latter, which was an economic 
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austerity package, was signed by Prime Minister Alexis Tsipras and approved by the Greek 
Parliament in August 2015. 

For as long as the aforementioned commission functioned under the auspices of the Parliament, 
it convened and arranged for hearings by Greeks and others who held the view that Greece’s 
public debt was odious, that the incumbent government had no responsibility to service the 
debt and that it was legally feasible to completely repel demands to pay the capital and interest 
on the debt. It is significant that the committee was also to discuss cases of fiscal 
mismanagement and corruption which had surfaced on the public sphere over a 15-year long 
period (2000-2014). Such cases included the government’s buying of submarines for the Greek 
navy from German shipyards which proved unable to float properly; the sale made by the 
Siemens company to Greece’s national telecommunication company (OTE) of telephone 
centres through paying bribes to Greek officials; and the acquisition by the Greek government 
of a security system for the Athens Olympic Games of 2004 (the digital system “C4I”) which 
was paid for but never functioned (Manolopoulos 2011, Telloglou 2009).  

Although other European countries set up similar fact-finding commissions to shed light on the 
causes and those responsible for the meltdown (i.e. Iceland, Ireland, Cyprus), the Greek 
commission stands out as an outlier (Kovras, McDaid, Hjalmarsson 2017). The highly 
politicized scope of the investigation, coupled with the poor quality of the investigation, partly 
account for the outcome.  

These tasks of the Truth Commission on the Public Debt may have been somewhat popular, but 
were never completed. Nor did the Commission acquire any political clout outside the small 
circle of supporters of the Speaker of the Parliament. There was little, if any basis, for the legal 
claims mentioned above, while the pre-determined outcome of the commission’s hearings had 
eroded the commission’s legitimacy. In a nutshell, this was not a commission meant to uncover 
truth. 

Parliamentary Committees of Inquiry 

In principle in Greece, investigations by parliamentary committees are possible. There have 
been, for instance, specially designated committees on the prevention of traffic accidents or the 
spread of use of illegal substances. However, investigations by parliamentary committees are 
not frequent. Rather, such investigations are related to criminal offences committed by 
incumbent or past government members or MPs.  

Committees of the Greek Parliament and the parliament’s plenum are involved in implementing 
accountability of MPs and Ministers under very strict conditions. According to the Constitution 
of Greece (article 62), it is not permitted to prosecute MPs and Ministers or Deputy Ministers for 
criminal offences (art. 86 of the Greek Constitution), unless they are caught in the act. For a 
prosecution to start, a majority vote in the plenum is required.  
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The parliament’s permission to prosecute Ministers (or Deputy Ministers) may be granted until 
the end of the second regular session of the parliamentary term commencing after the offence 
was committed (article 86 paragraph 3 of the Greek Constitution). Each term has four regular 
sessions, roughly corresponding to one year each (four years in total). Notably, the electoral 
cycle in Greece is quite short. For example, six national elections were conducted in 2007-
2015.  

Thus, statutes of limitation are extremely favourable to offenders. Essentially, chances are that 
the available time for prosecution will run out about two years after the parliamentary elections 
which followed the time point at which the alleged criminal offence was committed. What is 
more, the parliament may at any time suspend the prosecution, even after it has granted its 
permission.  

Under a situation of grave economic crisis with very adverse social repercussions, the 
aforementioned, almost institutionalized tolerance of offences committed by politicians has 
been curbed. Already before the onset of the crisis, there was enhanced sensitivity of the 
parliament towards serious offences committed by politicians, although the aforementioned 
statutes of limitation and the slow functioning of Greece’s justice system did not allow for 
transparency and accountability to be diffused in the political system.    

Over the last decade (2007-2017), under pressure from public opinion and from the opposition, 
the parliament has formed parliamentary investigation committees and has allowed the 
prosecution of former ministers in several cases, as the following examples show:  

In March 2007, it was revealed that Savvas Tsitouridis, Labour Minister of the New Democracy 
government, was implicated in the sale of high-risk, unstructured bonds by private companies 
to state pension funds, which his ministry supervised. The managers of these funds, who were 
appointees of the New Democracy government, had agreed to the sale, possibly under 
instructions by Tsitouridis. This government-brokered agreement was implemented by two 
private companies, North Asset Management and JP Morgan, which, after the scandal had 
erupted, agreed to sell back the bonds to their initial proprietors. Tsitouridis was dismissed from 
the government and was charged with money laundering, but the case was soon dropped for 
legal and evidence-related reasons. 

In June 2008, Theodoros Tsoukatos, former socialist MP and high-ranking cadre of the PASOK 
party in the late 1990s, admitted to having accepted in 1999 a payment of one million German 
marks by the former managing director of Siemens Hellas, Michalis Christoforakos. Tsoukatos 
said that he had deposited the amount (which was equivalent to 420,000 Euros) to the accounts 
of his party, PASOK. Siemens was also implicated in payments given, at roughly the same time 
period, to Tassos Mantelis, former socialist MP and former Minister of Communications and 
Transport, in exchange for a contract granted to that German company.  
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In September 2008, George Voulgarakis, MP of New Democracy, who at the time was Minister 
of Merchant Marine and also Theodoros Roussopoulos, Minister without Portfolio, were 
accused for overseeing land swap deals, involving the wealthy Vatopedi monastery. The two 
Ministers had consented to a land swap between buildings in the Athens city centre, which had 
high value and belonged to the Greek state, on the one hand, and landed property of much 
lower value of the Vatopedi monastery in a lake in Northern Greece, on the other. Allegedly the 
two ministers had ordered the spending of over 100 million Euros in taxpayer money to finance 
the land deals.  The deal also involved the wife of Voulgarakis who acted as a notary in the 
transaction between the Greek state and the monastery and received notary’s fees. The two 
ministers resigned, but a parliamentary investigation failed to produce enough evidence for their 
prosecution to start.  

In April 2009, Aristotle Pavlidis, MP of New Democracy and former Minister of Naval 
Commerce, was accused of requesting a bribe by a ferry boat company owner, in order to grant 
the ship owner the right to exploit ferry routes in the southeast Aegean sea, serving Greek 
islands. The parliamentary investigation by a committee assigned to this case did not lead 
anywhere, and the former minister was not prosecuted.  

In April 2012, Akis Tsohatzopoulos, former socialist MP and Vice President of the PASOK 
governments in the 1990s, was arrested and faced felony charges in relation to property deals 
and possible tax violations as well as charges for money laundering in business deals he had 
overseen in his capacity as Minister of Defence. (His trial lasted a long time, as we will see in 
the next section.) 

Finally, in September 2012, investigations were launched against 32 former and serving MPs 
and Ministers on the basis of a list handed in 2010 by Christine Lagarde, former Minister of 
Finance of France, to George Papaconstantinou, then serving Minister of Finance of the Greece. 
The list contained the names of Greek citizens with large, untaxed deposits in Swiss banks and 
included Greek politicians, but eventually only Papaconstantinou was brought to trial, as 
discussed below.  

 

Trials/Prosecutions  

One cannot miss noting that court proceedings are extremely lengthy and statutes of limitations 
surprisingly short. It is telling, for instance, that the trial of Tassos Mantelis, former socialist 
Minister of Communications and Transport, who was accused for money laundering related to 
his receiving bribes by the Siemens company in 1998-2000, finally ended in 2011 with his 
conviction to a suspended three-year prison sentence. Along the same lines, the conviction of 
Akis Tsochatzopoulos for criminal offences committed in his capacity as Minister of Defence in 
1996-2000, took place only in 2013 and his final conviction at the second instance court 
occurred only in 2017.  
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Nevertheless, other parliamentary investigations and criminal procedures have been rolled out 
more rapidly. An example is the case of the former socialist Minister of Finance, George 
Papaconstantinou. He was the architect of the first austerity package, agreed between Greece 
and the troika of EC, IMF and ECB in May 2010, but he was accused of tampering with a list of 
tax evaders (the aforementioned list provided by Lagarde) which included the names of two of 
his cousins. In July 2013 the Greek parliament gave permission for the prosecution of 
Papaconstantinou, and in March 2015 the High Court convicted him to a suspended one-year 
prison sentence, as this crime was legally disputed and evidence on his case was slim.  

The aforementioned cases of parliamentary investigation and trials against former ministers 
(Tsochatzopoulos, Mantelis, Papaconstantinou) are not the first of the kind since 1975 when the 
current Constitution of Greece was adopted, but the processing of such cases was heavily 
debated and in fact acutely politicized. In the past, on several occasions, parliamentary 
investigations were used as a tool in political party contests. Such investigations were usually 
launched after a general election by a new parliamentary majority against members of the fallen 
government (e.g., in 1990-1992 and again in 1994-1995.)   

For example, in 1990-1992, under the conservative government of Constantine Mitsotakis, the 
former socialist Prime Minister Andreas Papandreou and several of his ministers were put 
through trial. The former PM was acquitted, while two ministers were condemned to prison, but 
later the parliament intervened and annulled the imposed prison sentence. In 1993 Papandreou 
came back to power, his party held the absolute majority parliamentary seats and initiated 
criminal investigation against Mitsotakis. Soon, however, the case was dropped in order not to 
prolong a personal duel between the two politicians.  A lesson to be drawn from the early 
1990s was that attempting to hold former prime ministers accountable on the basis of flimsy 
evidence, amidst a highly polarized political climate, would not serve the purposes of 
accountability and would in fact backfire. 

Thus, while legal tools to promote accountability through parliamentary investigations and 
criminal investigations, trials and prosecutions are available, the time, speed and target of such 
investigations are heavily influenced by the political conjuncture and by the shifts and turns of 
inter-party struggles for power. 

 

Apologies  

There have been no public apologies on the part of heads of institutions, such governments, 
ministries, political parties, for pursuing unsustainable fiscal policies for a very long time, 
tolerating corruption and tax evasion, creating and/or preserving inefficient and less-than-
transparent structures, such as continuously ailing state-owned enterprises, and continuing 
political patronage practices.   



 

 

   

23 

Nor have there been any apologies for mishandling the crisis, after its eruption, although it 
quickly became clear that the first Economic Adjustment Programme (specified in the MoU 
adopted in May 2010) was fruitless and a second Economic Adjustment Programme became 
necessary and was adopted in February 2012. The decline of the country’s GDP by 27% 
between 2010 and 2016, the soaring unemployment which in 2013 reached 27%, and the 
increase of poverty and social exclusion reflected the gravity of the crisis itself and the 
mismanagement of the crisis by competent national authorities. Yet, no one among decision-
makers has felt the need to apologize in any sincere manner. 

Further on, no member of the incumbent government, which rose to power after the elections of 
January 2015, has offered apologies for experimenting with the stability of the Greek economy 
and the country’s position in the EU for the period between January 2015 and August 2015 
when a Third Economic Adjustment Programme was adopted in Greece. More concretely, no 
government official has offered apologies for the seven-month long experimenting with 
Greece’s debt-servicing obligations (January-July 2015); the pushing of Greece to the brink of 
sovereign default and the risk of exiting the Eurozone which loomed large in the summer of 
2015; the launching by the government of a sudden referendum in early July 2015, in the midst 
of on-going negotiations between the government and the European Commission; and the 
complete disregard of the referendum’s result, as the same government which had launched the 
sudden referendum and had openly supported the ‘no to austerity’ vote in July 2015 equally 
suddenly reversed its position and in less than a month, in August 2015, adopted the austerity 
policies against which it had advised Greek voters.   

Overall, the lack of apologies should be interpreted in a context of a specific political culture, 
anchored on a polarized party system (Kovras and Loizides 2014). Until the crisis struck, Greek 
voters disproportionately voted for either PASOK or for New Democracy. Each of the two 
parties was able to form successive single-party majority governments, thriving in a polemical 
and polarizing atmosphere in the parliament and the media and the conduct of large-scale 
public rallies.  

After the crisis struck in 2009-2010, a new polarization emerged, not between New Democracy 
and PASOK, but between supporters and opponents of the austerity packages and reforms 
contained in the MoUs signed between Greece and its lenders (Loizides and Kovras 2015). 
Quickly the Syriza and ANEL parties (in opposition in 2009-2014) and ND and PASOK parties 
(in government coalition in 2011-2014) took sharply opposing views, with the former 
completely rejecting austerity and the latter espousing it. In this divisive context, the slightest 
apology by any side would be a gift to the other side to score easy points in the never-ending 
battle between government and opposition.  
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IV. Impact of Accountability 

 

The impact of tools of accountability available in Greece is small, if one takes into account the 
few, if any, substantive debates in the Parliament regarding the causes of Greece’s fiscal 
derailment; the slow progress made with regard to criminal investigations against politicians 
responsible for mishandling the state’s finances and/or engaging in corruption; and the 
curtailment of the powers of independent authorities, which successive governments have kept 
at arm’s length.  
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V. Learning and Reform 

 

As mentioned above (section 3), in Greece there are mechanisms of horizontal accountability. 
These were established before the onset of the crisis and included the courts, the audit office, 
and the Ombudsman, among others. There were also other mechanisms of accountability, 
internal to public administration, such as the aforementioned General Inspector of Public 
Administration and disciplinary councils within ministries and state agencies. All these were 
mobilized after the crisis started and more specifically after 2012, when it became evident that 
the crisis was not a passing phenomenon but was here to stay, that some responsibility for the 
crisis should be attributed to political and administrative officials and that mechanisms of 
accountability had been ineffective. 

After the crisis broke out, in addition to the mechanisms noted above, new anti-corruption 
agencies were established. A lesson that was quickly learned after 2010 was that the existing 
mechanisms of accountability were not really sufficient. They lacked specialization and had 
tasks broader than implementing accountability. For example, civil courts were swamped with 
civil law suits and administrative courts were inundated with cases of pensions of civil servants.  

It is probable that establishing new mechanisms of controlling corruption, in particular, can be 
associated with waves of negative publicity inside Greece regarding the extent of corruption 
and its “correlation” with the economic crisis (Bratu, Sotiropoulos and Stoyanova 2016). 
Moreover, after the crisis started, Greece’s lenders offered financial assistance to Greece in the 
context of the MoUs on the condition of implementing structural reforms, including reforms in 
anti-corruption. 

Indeed, since 2010, successive Greek governments have felt the need to upgrade the 
institutional armory that the Greek state had at its disposal in order to promote accountability, 
and more specifically to hold members of the higher officialdom accountable. 

Accountability cannot be promoted without enhancement of transparency. Before the crisis in 
Greece, intra-administrative relations and patterns of decision-making were quite opaque. In 
2010 the then socialist government of PΑSOK passed legislation to establish a new electronic 
transparency system called “Diavgeia” (meaning clarity; Law 3861/2010). The system consists 
of an electronic platform on which all public services must upload all administrative acts, and 
otherwise such acts are not legally valid. The platform, which is accessible to everybody, has 
been recognized by the EU as an example of good practice (European Commission 2014).   

Theoretically at least, all anti-corruption efforts in Greece used to be coordinated by one 
person, the National Coordinator of Anti-Corruption, a post which was established in 2013, 
under the coalition governments of New Democracy and PASOK.  The post was abolished in 
early 2015 after the government turnover, in which a new coalition between the Syriza and 
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ANEL parties came to power. The new coalition government assigned the role of coordinator to 
a cabinet minister. First, in February 2015, this was a specially designated Minister of Anti-
Corruption (based on Law 4320/2015), and then in September 2015 the task of anti-corruption 
was assigned to an Alternate Minister of Justice.  

Moreover, the new coalition government created a new General Secretariat out of the formerly 
existing General Secretariat of Transparency and Human Rights. The latter had been established 
in 2012 as a unit of the Ministry of Justice with administration-wide competences to control 
corruption, but such competences were assigned in 2015 to the new General Secretariat of 
Anti-corruption (GEGKAD, http://www.gsac.gov.gr/), forming part of the same ministry. Except 
for coordinating anti-corruption in Greece, the GEGKAD Secretariat formulates and implements 
a national strategy for anti-corruption, which is an anti-corruption policy plan drafted in 
cooperation with EU authorities. 

Further on, new prosecutorial authorities were founded after the crisis erupted. The Economic 
Crime Prosecutor was established in 2011 and was staffed by two prosecutors charged with 
investigating economic crimes. The Anti-corruption Prosecutor was established in 2013 and 
became another special prosecuting authority with powers to control corruption across the 
public sector. 

Except for the need to establish specially designated agencies to fight corruption, another lesson 
learned was that the legal framework of accountability should not have large loopholes. For 
example, before the start of the crisis, lobbying used to be unregulated in Greece. Nowadays, 
lobbying is regulated through a new law passed in 2014 (Law 4254/2014, which added article 
237A to the Penal Code). 

The same law (L. 4254/2014) provided, for the first time in Greece, protection to whistle-
blowers in the public sector (article 45B of the Penal Procedure Code). Until then, anyone who 
wanted to inform the competent authorities about irregularities or instances of corruption in the 
public service in which he or she was an employee, was often subjected to lawsuits by the 
implicated political or administrative officials. 

Moreover, while the financing of political parties had been regulated by a law passed in 2002, 
it was not really monitored. After the outcry of public opinion and mass media against formerly 
governing parties, held responsible for Greece’s fiscal derailment, new rules on party financing 
were set. A law passed in 2014 was complemented in May 2017 by a new law (L. 4472/2017) 
which made the financing of political parties more transparent than in the past. On the basis of 
the recent law, the issuing of coupons by parties is now strictly regulated and more limited in 
scope than in the past. Further on, political parties cannot obtain loans from banks with the ease 
with which they used to do in the past.   
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Conclusion 

 

Overall, as the foundation of numerous new agencies and the passage of new legislation 
indicate, reforms related to accountability promotion were many and extensive. They were 
triggered by the crisis in the sense that political elites and the public opinion realized that the 
mismanagement of Greece’s public finances was partly owed to the lack of sufficient 
accountability mechanisms, capable to limit the propensity of political parties and politicians to 
overspend public funds in less-than-transparent ways. The new mechanisms of accountability 
have not been tested yet. It is probably early to judge their effectiveness and efficiency, as 
recently passed legislation and amendments to past legislation, require the issuing of relevant 
presidential decrees and ministerial circulars in order to be implemented. Moreover, the new 
agencies, established to enhance accountability, still lack funds, personnel, digital infrastructure 
and other resources, which in conditions of the currently on-going austerity and economic 
crisis, are difficult to procure. 

In conclusion, in Greece there are still loopholes with regard to accountability. However, 
particularly since the economic crisis erupted (2010), there has been some improvement with 
regard to the organization of anti-corruption. There has also been progress in diffusing ideas 
about the right of the people to be informed and the obligation of officials to promote the 
general interest rather than particularistic interests of their own or the political party to which 
they belong or interest groups with which they may be associated.  

In 2010-2017 a few former ministers were put to trial, and parliamentary commissions and the 
plenum of the parliament debated the causes and (mis-)management of the economic crisis. 
Further progress remains to be done regarding amendments to those clauses of the Constitution 
and criminal laws which inappropriately protect criminal offenders among politicians; the 
staffing and provision of additional resources for institutions entrusted with control of 
corruption; the achievement of better coordination among such institutions; and certainly the 
commitment of political elites to further enhance accountability.   



 

 

   

28 

Further Reading 

 

Argeitis, G. (2012), Sovereign Default and Economic Crisis: Failure and Collapse of Greek Capitalism, 
Athens: Alexandreia editions (in Greek). 

Kalyvas, S. (2015), Modern Greece: What Everyone Needs to Know, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Siani-Davies, P. (2017), Crisis in Greece. London: Hurst & Company. 

Sotiropoulos, D.A. (2017), “Reform Dynamics in Greek Democracy Today”, electronic publication, 
Friedrich Ebert Stiftung, July 2017, available at http://library.fes.de/pdf-files/bueros/athen/13572.pdf, last 
accessed on 22.12.2017. 

 

  



 

 

   

29 

References 

 

Argeitis, G. (2012), Sovereign Default and Economic Crisis: Failure and Collapse of Greek Capitalism, 
Athens: Alexandreia editions (in Greek). 

Bratu, R., D. A. Sotiropoulos and M. Stoyanova (2017), “Through the Lens of Social Constructionism: 
The Development of Innovative Anti-Corruption Policies and Practices in Bulgaria, Greece and 
Romania, 2000–2015”, Slavonic and East European Review, 95 (1), 117-150. 

Council of Europe (2015), “GRECO fourth evaluation round – evaluation report Greece”, Strasbourg, 
June 2015, available at https://rm.coe.int/16806c648b, last accessed on 03.12.2017. 

European Commission (2014), “First Anti-corruption Report: Greece”, Brussels, 03.02.2014, available at 
https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/sites/homeaffairs/files/what-we-do/policies/organized-crime-and-
human-trafficking/corruption/anti-corruption-report/docs/2014_acr_greece_chapter_en.pdf,  last 
accessed on 26.11.2017. 

Eurostat (2007), Eurostat data on employment in tourism, available at 
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Archive:Tourism_employment, last accessed 
on 20.12.2017. 

Featherstone, Kevin, ed. (2005), Politics and Policy in Greece: The Challenge of Modernization, London: 
Routledge. 

Giannitsis,T. and S. Zografakis (2016), Inequalities, Poverty and Economic Reversals in Times of Crisis, 
Athens: Polis editions (in Greek). 

Gregory, R. (2003) “Accountability in Modern Government” in B. G. Peters and J. Pierre, eds., The Sage 
Handbook of Public Administration, London: Sage, pp. 557-568. 

Kalyvas, S (2015), Modern Greece: What Everyone Needs to Know, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Karyotis, G. and R. Gerodimos, eds., (2014), The Politics of Extreme Austerity: Greece in the Eurozone 
Crisis, London: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Katisimi, M., Th. Moutos, G. Pagoulatos and D. A. Sotiropoulos (2014), “The (Eventual) Social Hardship 
of Soft Budget Constraints” in B. Nolan et al. (eds) Changing Inequalities & Societal Impacts in Rich 
Countries, Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 299-321. 

Kovras, I. and Loizides N. (2014) ‘The Greek debt crisis and Southern Europe: Majoritarian pitfalls?’. 
Comparative Politics, 47(1), 1-20. 

Kovras, I., McDaid, S., & Hjalmarsson, R. (2017). Truth Commissions after Economic Crises: Political 
Learning or Blame Game?. Political Studies, [online first 0032321717706902] 

LAWYERS, CONFLICT & TRANSITION LAWYERS, CONFLICT & TRANSITION 



 

 

   

30 

Loizides N. and Kovras I. (2015) ‘The Problem with Greek Democracy’, Wall Street Journal, 8 January 
2015, alaso available at: https://www.wsj.com/articles/neophytos-loizides-and-iosif-kovras-the-problem-
with-greek-democracy-1420749288 [Last accessed 31 January 2017] 

Manolopoulos, J. (2011), Greece's 'Odious Debt. The Looting of the Hellenic. Republic by the Euro, the 
Political Elite and the Investment Community, London: Anthem Press. 

Mitsopoulos, M. and Th. Pelagidis (2012), Understanding the Crisis in Greece: From Boom to Bust, 
London: Palgrave Macmillan. 

OECD (2011), Government at a Glance, Paris: OECD. 

O’ Donnell, G. (1999), “Horizontal Accountability in New Democracies” in A. Schedler, L. Diamond 
and M. F. Plattner, eds., The Self Restraining State: Power and Accountability in New Democracies, 
London: Lynne Rienner, pp. 29-52. 

Rose-Ackerman, S. (1999), Corruption and Government: Cases, Consequences and Reform, Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press.     

Schedler, A. (1999), “Conceptualizing Accountability” in A. Schedler, L. Diamond and M. F. Plattner, 
eds., The Self Restraining State: Power and Accountability in New Democracies, London: Lynne Rienner, 
pp. 13-28. 

Sotiropoulos, D. A. (1996), Populism and Bureaucracy: The Greek State Bureaucracy and the 
Panhellenic Socialist Movement, 1981-1989, Notre Dame, Indiana: The University of Notre Dame Press. 

Sotiropoulos, D. A. (2012), “A Democracy under Stress: Greece since 2010”,  

Taiwan Journal of Democracy, 8 (1), 27-49, available at 
https://dimitrissotiropoulos.files.wordpress.com/2011/01/a-democracy-under-stress.pdf, last accessed on 
18.12.2017. 

Sotiropoulos, D.A. (2017), “Reform Dynamics in Greek Democracy Today”, electronic publication, 
Friedrich Ebert Stiftung, July 2017, available at http://library.fes.de/pdf-files/bueros/athen/13572.pdf, last 
accessed on 22.12.2017. 

Sotiropoulos, D. A. and D. Bourikos (2002), “Ministerial Elites in Greece, 1843-2001: A Synthesis of Old 
Sources and New Data”, South European Society and Politics,   7 (2), 153- 204.  

Sotiropoulos D.A. and A. Papaconstantinou (forthcoming), “(Mis)understanding the Greek Crisis” in D. 
Katsikas, D. A. Sotiropoulos and M. Zafeiropoulou, eds., Socioeconomic Fragmentation and Exclusion in 
Greece, London: Palgrave.  

Telloglou, T. (2009), The Network: The Siemens Affair, Athens: SKAI TV editions. 

 Toussaint, Eric (2015), “Greece: Radical Eric Toussaint to audit Greek debt”, available at 
http://links.org.au/node/4347, last accessed on 07.12.2017. 



 

 

   

31 

Tsirbas, Y. and D. A. Sotiropoulos (2016), “Europe at the Epicenter of National Politics: The Attitudes of 
Greek Political Elites Towards the European Union and the Economic Crisis”, Historical Social Review, 
41, 86-105. 

Voulgaris, I., and I. Nikolakopoulos, eds., (2014), The Double Earthquake Elections, Athens: Themelio 
editions (in Greek). 

Whitehead, L. (2002), Democratization: Theory and Experience, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

World Bank (2015), World Bank data on aggregate employment, available at 
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.AGR.EMPL.ZS?locations=GR, last accessed on 19.12.2017. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LAWYERS, CONFLICT & TRANSITION LAWYERS, CONFLICT & TRANSITION 


