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This is a thesis about the movement of the squares in Greece, as the popular 

mobilization surrounding the vote on the midterm program austerity measures on June 

29, 2011, came to be known.1 It is also about how the events of those days were reported. 

The medium of their study is their discourse, by which we mean not only “language but 

also other forms of semiosis, such as visual images” (Chouliaraki and Fairclough (1999: 

vii). The analysis of the movement’s discourse is based on the decisions of the popular 

assemblies, mainly that of Syntagma square, while the analysis of the media’s discourse 

is primarily based on the main news broadcast of the Greek television channel MEGA on 

the eve of the voting, the first of the two-day general strike which was organized against 

it.  

The two discourses are mainly discussed in separate chapters of the thesis, the 

movement’s discourse in the theory chapter and the media’s discourse in the analysis 

chapter. Each of these discussions has a different focus, the former on the meanings and 

practices of the movement and the latter on the process of shaping consent to the midterm 

program by the media. However, it is the antagonism between the two discourses what 

we consider the defining factor of their content. To illustrate more clearly the effect of 

this antagonism on the content of the discourses, connections between characteristic 

elements of the antagonism will be drawn in each of the two chapters.  

It is due to the antagonism between the two discourses that we relate the one to 

the other through the prism of hegemony, the political concept that the Italian Marxist 

Antonio Gramsci bequeathed to modern social theory. Terry Eagleton eloquently 

explains Gramsci’s hegemony: “to win hegemony [over antagonistic groups] is to 

establish moral, political and intellectual leadership in social life by diffusing one’s own 

‘world view’ throughout the fabric of society as a whole, thus equating one’s own 

interests with the interests of society at large” (1991: 116). In the light of hegemony and 

its “inherently relational” quality to which Eagleton rightly draws attention (1991: 115), 

the two discourses are regarded as contenders in the struggle over which meanings, 

feelings and dispositions to action will have the most influence on people.   

The contenders in this struggle should be “especially responsive and alert” to each 

 
1. The midterm programs (officially called “medium-term frameworks of fiscal strategy”) and the Memoranda of 

Understanding (MoUs) included the specific conditions that the Greek state was obliged to meet (the policies and laws 

that it had to apply) in order to receive loans from the euro area Member States, the International Monetary Fund and 

the European Central Bank (the so-called “troika”). These loans were agreed between the Greek state and the troika as 

a solution to the problem that the extremely high interests on the loans from the free market posed to the sustainability 

of the Greek debt and the Greek economy in general. The specific midterm program was the first of the five midterm 

programs in the period between the vote of the first memorandum on 6 May 2010 and the third one on 14 August 2015. 

We should note that the movement of the squares is also known as “the movement of the indignant” or “the indignant” 

(“aganaktismenoi” in Greek). The reasons why we prefer referring to it as “the movement of the squares” (or “the 

square movement”) will be explained in the next chapter.  
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other’s effort if they are to efficiently tackle it, Raymond Williams offers a more 

pragmatic insight into hegemony (1977: 113). Therefore, they cannot constitute their 

discourse irrespective of the ideas expressed by their antagonist but are “forced to engage 

with [these ideas] in ways which prove partly constitutive of [their] own” discourse, 

Eagleton adds in the same vein (1991: 115). This is briefly the reason why, although the 

two main chapters of this thesis can be read independently, they are inseparable when it 

comes to understanding the dynamic character of their relation. 

Our view of the two discourses as antagonistic is based on the growing literature 

about the relation of interaction between the news media and social movements and the 

effects for both of them.2 Their “competitive symbiosis”, as Gadi Wolfsfeld dubs this 

relationship (Gamson and Wolfsfeld 1993: 116), is particularly true in a time where 

“forms of alternative or oppositional politics and culture” like those that emerged from 

the squares acquire a great influence in society (Williams 1977: 113), especially one 

which may challenge the existing sociopolitical order. Alex Callinicos is right to point 

out how political scenarios which were “unthinkable” before the movement of the 

squares and posed a real threat to the existing order, such as default on debt or exit from 

the eurozone, became an important part of the public discourse in all European societies 

for years later3 (2012: 76).  

Considering the dynamics of the movement in light of Jürgen Habermas’ account 

of the social and political novelties in the era of the Revolutions, we can claim that the 

movement embodied a “revolutionary consciousness” similar to that which emerged 

during that era (1997: 39). Like then, this consciousness was “expressed in the conviction 

that a new beginning can be made” and translated into political practices that restored 

“simultaneously [...] the subjectivity of the individual and the sovereignty of the people” 

to the authorship of this beginning and the new life ahead of that (1997: 41). From that 

perspective, the movement of the squares revived the “confidence that conditions can be 

changed by revolution” (1997: 39). This was in our opinion the main characteristic of the 

“separate public sphere” which Roi Panagiotopoulou rightly claims that the movement 

created through its use of the Internet, its assemblies and working groups (2013: 421, 

424) and of course the massive participation in them and the great determination of the 

participants.    

Our choice to consider the discourse of the media as the one most directly 

antagonistic to the discourse of the movement in the hegemonic struggle of that period 

 
2. In this thesis we draw especially from Gitlin, T. (1980), Gamson, W. and G. Wolfsfeld (1993), Snow, D. and R. 

Benford (1988, 2000), Della Porta, D. (2013), Cammaerts, B. (2013, 2015).     

3. In our opinion, a left exit from the EU stopped being broadly thought of as possible (or even desirable) in Greece but 

also in the rest of the EU member states after the 2015 bailout referendum under the Syriza government.  
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was not only based on the “deep embroilment” of the two in what Stuart Hall has called 

“politics of signification” (Snow and Benford 1988: 198). It was also underpinned by the 

acknowledgment of “the power of the media in the established society” (Kellner 1990: 

18) and the importance of representation as the only way in which “universality is 

achievable” (Laclau 2000: 212) and thus hegemony attained. 

The dynamic ways in which mass communication evolves and shapes structures 

and individuals have led to the description of nowadays’ capitalism as “symbolic 

capitalism” (Pleios 2016). In these conditions of symbolic capitalism, where individuals 

consume symbolic values rather than use values (Baudrillard 1970), they gain access to 

experiences and ways of life that are enjoyed by the elites (Pleios 2001: 223; 2016: 113). 

This offers the lower classes a feeling of equality with the upper classes and blurs the 

difference of interests between them. Through consumption, Giorgos Pleios explains, 

symbolic value is embedded not only in the commodities but also the commodity of 

labour-power. In this way, the working class does not experience itself as a commodity 

but as a social group equal to the others (2001: 222).  

The gains that the consumption of symbolic values offers to the working class 

benefit “the capitalist mode of production in its core (the ‘division of labour’)”, Pleios 

argues in an attempt to “reconfigure in Marxist terms Baudrillard’s idea that the mode of 

production is a result of the communication mode and not the other way round”: they 

motivate the working class to “become more productive, so that surplus value is 

increased during the process of production under specific organization of work” (2016: 

104, 105).4 In this way, the production of surplus value by the working class and its 

appropriation by the propertied class lose the character attributed to them by Marx as the 

basis of capitalism’s exploitative nature and the individual becomes organically—and 

voluntarily—incorporated into the capitalist mode of production, the division of labour it 

entails and the class system this division (re)produces.  

In sum, via consumption and, more specifically, “the consumption of symbolic 

goods and the appropriation of the symbolic value they contain” (Pleios 2001: 218), 

communication has become a “major process” for shaping thoughts, experiences and 

identities (Bocock 1993: 110) that strengthen and naturalize capitalism.5 Such an 

 
4. According to Marx’s labour theory of value, “surplus value” is the difference between the exchange value of labour 

and the exchange value of its products, which the owners of capital appropriate for themselves. The surplus value is for 

him the measure of exploitation. His statement in the first volume of Capital (1887) is characteristic in this respect: 

“The rate of surplus-value is [...] an exact expression for the degree of exploitation of labour-power by capital, or of the 

labourer by the capitalist”.  

5. Here we paraphrase both Pleios and Robert Bocock, since they refer to the importance of consumption (with the 

stress on the consumption of symbolic values for Pleios) as a “major process” (for Pleios, “the organizing axis”) and 

not to communication. However, this paraphrase is premised on Pleios’ position that we referred to earlier, according to 

which communication can affect the very core of production “in the frame of consumer capitalism”, given that “via 

consumption certain attributes (values and norms) are created among the workforce” (2016: 105).     
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analysis, we agree with Pleios, can explain “the deeper role of communication [...] in the 

development of the capitalist mode of production” both at the workplace and outside of it 

(2016: 104, 105) and, consequently, the power of communication in the established 

societies, as Douglas Kellner puts it. It can also explain the development of two other 

interrelated processes that mark the social context within which the antagonism between 

the media and the movement of the squares took place: the reduction of politics to 

individualized “commodifiable lifestyles and opinions” and the demotion of democracy 

to “communicative capitalism”, i.e., the celebration of a social diversity consisted of 

isolated consuming individuals and deprived of any vision of “progressive political and 

economic change” (Dean 2014: 262-263, 267).  

It is in light of these phenomena that the elements which characterize the 

movement of the squares as they will be discussed in the theory chapter should be 

evaluated. For example, the fact that the effects of the consumerist way of life and the 

ideology of consumerism did not prove strong enough to prevent the movement from 

targeting exploitation, alienation and the capitalist system. Also, that the social diversity 

and the individuality that the movement expressed and celebrated were organically linked 

to “a vision of economic equality and solidarity” (Dean 2014: 267). Or that the model of 

communication that emerged from the squares had a de-reifying effect on consciousness, 

since it “resolve[d] the totality of the reified objectivities of social and economic life into 

relations between men” (Lukács 1968: 49, emphasis in original), contrary to the 

communication prevalent in symbolic capitalism which promotes the perception of social 

relations as things instead of “social relation[s] between persons mediated through 

things” (Marx in Lukács 1968: 49). Last but not least, that the squares represented the 

maximum of what “mass media, especially those with image” draw a fair amount of their 

power from: a “process of a massive and at the same time intersubjective communication, 

which offers knowledge and also experiences [and not] substitutes for experiences, which 

articulates, renews, provides the individual with symbolic values” (Pleios 2001: 229).  

This is not to say that we disregard the fact that mass media possess greater power 

in relation to social movements (Gamson and Wolfsfeld 1993: 116). On the contrary, it is 

because of this asymmetry that we examine in detail the effects of the media’s discourse 

on the movement and we consider the former to a significant extent responsible for the 

political ineffectiveness of the latter.6 However, taking into consideration the enormous 

power of the media does not mean taking it for granted. Rather, it should be taken as an 

invitation for exploring its “historic character”: the conditions of its constitution and 

whether, how and to what extent it was challenged by the movement (Fuchs 2009: 31). 

 
6. These issues are discussed especially in the “National identity” section of the analysis chapter.   
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As Alberto Melucci puts it: “the ‘power of the media’ is not the power of a monolithic 

[...] Goliath. [...] Regardless of intentions, the word is thrown out in the open; the abused 

language is seized and rebounds back on the perpetrator, offering the fragile opponent a 

chance to prevail. This said, there is, however, at least one condition that still must hold. 

The field should remain open, even when the game is not on equal terms” (1996: 228). 

Our study of the two discourses as antagonistic despite the asymmetry of power between 

them should be seen as an attempt to keep the field open and this cannot happen, 

especially in such “de-radicalised” historical times, unless, to borrow David McNally’s 

words, we “dialectise the terms of the debate” (2015: 132).   

 

1.1 A post-marxist but still marxist analysis  

 

For both the movement and the media discourse, our analytical focus is placed on 

the specific ways in which (counter-)hegemonic meanings are produced. To this purpose, 

we draw upon Laclau and Mouffe’s concept of “hegemonic articulation”, as the process 

from which the movement as well as its mediation “derive their meaning” (1985: 71). In 

particular, we do not expect the meanings which play major role in the hegemonic 

struggle to be readily available at the texts we analyze but we search them as products of 

the complex articulatory processes of meaning taking place through the antagonistic 

discourses of these texts.  

However, while Laclau and Mouffe’s hegemony abandons the “class core” of 

Gramsci’s hegemony (1985: 70), in this way discouraging the efforts to identify and 

explore the effects of the “experience of class domination and subordination, in all their 

different forms” (Williams 1977: 112), class plays a central role to the hegemonic 

struggle between the movement and the media, the way we analyze it in this thesis. In 

particular, we will show that the articulation of class contents7 and the disarticulation 

from pre-existing class contents are inherent to the constitution of the (counter-

)hegemonic discourses on which this hegemonic struggle depends. Not only to the 

constitution of each of these discourses separately but, most importantly, to how each of 

them is constituted in relation to the other.   

 
7. By “class contents” we refer to the meanings that are linked to class as both its products and producers. In a similar 

vein, Laclau in his discussion of populism refers to class interests as contents (2005: 17), John Torrance refers to “the 

contents of class consciousness” when challenging Karl Marx’s Theory of Ideas (1995: 153) and in his reading of 

Marx’s Grundrisse, Toni Negri refers to “the concrete contents of class struggle” (1991: 24). We believe that seeking 

class in terms of “concrete contents” enables to elucidate its involvement in social struggles and trace the impact of 

these struggles back to class.   
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More specifically, drawing upon Slavoj Žižek and Judith Butler (2000: 110, 167), 

we view the class contents articulated through the discourse of the movement as the 

“specific content” that the discourse of the media should exclude in order to endow its 

imaginary of growth and justice with the classless appearance it requires to achieve 

universality. Laclau confirms the validity of such a meaning-production mechanism when 

he argues that “the very condition of universality presupposes a radical exclusion” (2000: 

207), regardless of the fact that class for him is not important enough to be the 

“privileged” excluded content.  

However, we first need to find these class contents in the movement before we 

can show how they are excluded by the media. To this end, we draw upon what Karl 

Marx does “in both his analytic work and politics” according to David Harvey: we “move 

freely from one moment [of the social] to another” (1996: 93), restoring links which have 

been disrupted, obscured or disputed. In particular, following our analysis of Marx’s 

dialectical approach in the first section of the theory chapter, we set out to explore the 

role of class in the squares by (re)articulating the economic with the political, structure 

with agency, class struggle with democratic struggle, ideology with materiality, 

consciousness and praxis.  

This movement is free but not arbitrary or random. Our starting point is Marx’s 

conception of class, as it results from many scattered references in the course of his 

different works, including the few lines of what was intended to be a definition of class in 

the third volume of Capital before his manuscript broke off. According to this 

conception, classes are determined by the position of individuals within the process of 

production and, in particular, by whether they own the means of production or not and 

whether they are the ones producing or appropriating surplus value. Thus, the study of 

class in the movement of the squares takes as its point of departure the Marxist position 

that class exists as an objective fact—it “achieves an independent existence over against 

the individuals”, in Marx and Engels’ words (1997: 114)—and does not depend on the 

individuals’ awareness or subjective view of it.  

From this perspective, it is the productive process and the antagonistic relations 

within it that form the material basis of class. The material production in its “definite 

historical form” and the “specific structure of society” that results from it underlie the 

“spiritual production” of each class (Marx 1984: 305, 306)8. We find a characteristic 

formulation of this idea in The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte: “Upon the 

different forms of property, upon the social conditions of existence, rises an entire 

 
8. When we refer to Greek editions of Marxist sources, we use the English translation available in the Marxists Internet 

Archive (www.marxists.org).    
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superstructure of distinct and peculiarly formed sentiments, illusions, modes of thought, 

and views of life. The entire class creates and forms them out of its material foundations 

and out of the corresponding social relations” (2005: 52).  

 Contrary to the views that see in this idea “the singular and univocal 

determina[tion]” of the “economic base” over the “cultural superstructure” and thus, the 

reduction of human agency to structures, of politics to economy and, in general, of 

practice to theory (Howard and Shershow 2001: 7), we saw a method for defining class 

that was based on their interaction. However, as Marx and Engels underline, “this method 

of approach is not devoid of premises. It starts out from the real premises and does not 

abandon them for a moment. Its premises are men, not in any fantastic isolation and 

rigidity, but in their actual, empirically perceptible process of development under definite 

conditions” (1997: 68). It is on the basis of people’s “real life-process” that they urge us 

to “demonstrate the development of the ideological reflexes and echoes of this life-

process” (1997: 67).  

 In particular, the class we seek in the movement is the product of the multiple 

interactions between the elements of the “base” and the “superstructure”, regarded as a 

hierarchized whole. The relation to one another is not “accidental or merely reflective” 

but they “constitut[e] an organic union” (Marx 1989: 57; 1904: 9). In this union, the 

economic basis—the “economy” as we will often be referring to it for short—determines 

the perceptions, political choices, ideological conflicts, etc. We draw our notion of 

determination from its description in Grundrisse: “In all forms of society there is one 

specific kind of production which predominates over the rest, whose relations thus assign 

rank and influence to the others. It is a general illumination which bathes all the other 

colours and modifies their particularity. It is a particular ether which determines the 

specific gravity of every being which has materialized within it” (Marx 1989: 71). In 

turn, the elements of the superstructure are “organic constituents of a productive system”, 

Ellen Meiksins Wood lucidly interprets the full meaning of Marx’s “organic union” 

(1995: 22). She is right to note that if production is disconnected from “its social 

determinations”, the “primacy of production [...] loses its critical edge” (1995: 22, 23); in 

Georg Lukács words, it ceases to be “the key to the historical understanding of social 

relations” (1968: 9, emphasis in original).  

 Interpreting the relationship between the base and the superstructure as one of 

single determination is a distortion of his and Marx’s approach to it, Friedrich Engels 

argues in his letter to Joseph Bloch before he goes about describing this relationship as 

one of interaction: “The economic situation is the basis, but the various elements of the 

superstructure — political forms of the class struggle and its results, [...] juridical forms, 
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and even the reflexes of all these actual struggles in the brains of the participants, 

political, juristic, philosophical theories, religious views and their further development 

into systems of dogmas — also exercise their influence upon the course of the historical 

struggles and in many cases preponderate in determining their form. There is an 

interaction of all these elements” (1972, emphasis in original).  

In his letter to Walter Borgius four years later, Engels repeats his opposition to the 

view “that the economic position is the cause and alone active, while everything else 

only has a passive effect”, emphasizes that “all these react upon each other” and, most 

importantly, underlines the effect of this interaction on the economic basis (1968b, 

emphasis in original). In his letter to Conrad Schmidt he refers specifically to the effect 

that “ideological conceptions” have on the economic basis, which he describes as 

“obvious” (1968a).  

This view of the relationship between the base and the superstructure permeates 

Marx’s whole work but is best exemplified in The Eighteenth Brumaire9 where the 

political is put forward as the terrain within which the economic is articulated and classes 

are formed (Stallybrass 1990: 69). In our opinion, the increased importance to the 

political is premised on Marx and Engels’ conception of class struggle as the necessary 

condition for the formation of class: “the separate individuals form a class only insofar as 

they have to carry on a common battle against another class” (1997: 114). It is also 

premised on the conception of this battle as essentially political since, although the 

“opposition of interests” this battle involves “results from the economic conditions” of 

the individuals’ lives in a class-divided society (1955: 81), these individuals “do not form 

a class” if “the identity of their interests begets [...] no political organisation among 

them” (2005: 144). “The struggle of class against class is a political struggle”, Marx 

states in The Poverty of Philosophy (1955: 117), leaving no room for doubt about the 

inextricable relation between the economic and the political, class and class struggle, 

agency and structures. This relation guides our analysis as much as it is its object. Also, it 

is this relation that forms the basis for implementing Laclau and Mouffe’s articulatory 

logic in seeking the class contents of the movement and allows for the—hopefully 

constructive—dialogue between them and Marx(ists) that we host in this thesis.     

Marx argues that the proletariat is already a class in itself, since it is objectively 

determined by its position “as against capital” in the process of production regardless of 

its state of consciousness, but “in the struggle” it becomes “a class for itself. The interests 

it defends become class interests” (1955: 117). In the same vein, Lukács underlines that is 

 
9. This is also noted by Engels in his letter to Bloch (1972): “Marx hardly wrote anything in which [this view] did not 

play a part. But especially The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte is a most excellent example of its application”.  

https://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1852/18th-brumaire/index.htm
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both possible and necessary for the proletariat to move from class in itself to class for 

itself and stresses the importance of class consciousness in this transition: “the class 

struggle must be raised from the level of economic necessity to the level of conscious aim 

and effective class consciousness” (1968: 68, 76). Only in this way can the proletariat 

“g[o] beyond the contingencies of history” and “far from being driven forward by them, 

[become] itself their driving force and imping[e] centrally upon the process of social 

change” (Lukács 1968: 68).  

The “quick change of conditions”—which is undoubtedly what the memoranda 

signaled for the life of the vast majority of society in Greece but also what marked the 

experience of the people participating in the square movement opposing them—not only 

encourages but “requires the necessity of calculation of the general prospect of society” 

alongside the opposition to the “historically non-autonomous” and “[class-]determined 

[...] approach to objective truth”, Giorgos Maniatis agrees with Lukács (2011: 252). 

With these in mind, our approach to the class that existed in the squares attempts 

to elucidate its role in the movement from and beyond the contingencies of history, as 

Lukács argues or, drawing upon Maniatis, in the process of “dialectical opposition” 

between the historically existing and the historically potential which may never be 

materialized but is necessary for shaping action in the present (2011: 252, 253). 

Therefore, we seek class both as class in itself and as class for itself simultaneously: we 

select the expressions of the movement that unveil and oppose the class character of the 

dilemmas forced upon society during the examined period while at the same time point to 

the possibility of a different society and a different individual to these within capitalism.  

There is no other way of capturing the movement and the process directing away 

from the class structures of capitalism and toward a different model of life than by paying 

a special attention to “the unique function of consciousness in the class struggle of the 

proletariat”, we agree with Lukács (1968: 68). Besides, “the ‘material force’ most 

antagonistic to the social relations of capital is a united and class- conscious proletariat”, 

Wood is right to point out (1981: 73). The influence of consumerist culture on class 

consciousness as we briefly discussed it earlier increases the need to explore the role of 

consciousness in an oppositional movement as massive and radical as the movement of 

the squares. We try to explore it by placing our focus on the discourses through which it 

abandons the abstract economic and political categories that the media and the politicians 

evoke and from which “a proletarian class consciousness arises” (Lukács 1968: 68). Also, 

in a separate section (“Communication: class for itself”), we explore how the discourse of 

the movement reflected—and directed towards—the “theoretical and conscious 

character” that for Marx (1844), according to Lukács, endows a movement with a 
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“superior nature” (1968: 174).  

 In sum, although we begin our definition of class from a position (in the 

production process), this position is not “thought of and treated in isolation” (Lukács 

1968: 9) but through its “allegiance to a specific complex of problems” (Jameson 1993: 

175) and suggested solutions. Neither is it considered statically, but rather as “the general 

signal for a process” (Jameson 1993: 175) that starts from the material conditions of life 

and is therefore impregnated with the possibility of their change. 

The conception of discourse permeating this process of defining class follows the 

same direction from and towards people’s “real life-process”, to recall Marx and Engels’ 

phrasing. Our focus on the expressions of the contending parties does not aim at 

abandoning the “material premises” of these expressions but at exploring what it means 

to be “bound to” them (Marx and Engels 1997: 68). Thus, they are not analyzed as a 

“fight [of] phrases” but as the “literary expressions” that people in “the real existing 

world” use to shape, defend or change the “material mode of [their] existence” (Marx and 

Engels 1997: 60; Marx 1982: 104; Engels 2010: 7). Being informed by and informing the 

organic union between the base and the superstructure to which Marx refers, discourse is 

regarded to be both an articulated and articulating “social presence in the world”, as 

Williams argues drawing upon Valentin Volosinov’s Marxist philosophy of language 

(1977: 37-38, emphasis in original), like we will do. Such a conception of discourse is 

believed to be the necessary condition for researching the dual role of class as a structure 

and an active force in the service of its transformation.   

  Through this process, we propose a way in which class can be retrieved (and 

reconstructed and recovered, we use all these words in this thesis) in social movements 

“apolitical” and “classless” as the movement of the squares was presented by the media.10 

The class we seek in the square movement is not a clear-cut identity as that of being a 

mother or an immigrant, old or young, but is inextricably articulated with them; nor is it 

an already-there consciousness, “a fact of consciousness” as it is eloquently put by 

Theodor Adorno (2007: 111), but a consciousness in-becoming through struggles like 

that of the people in the squares. In short, it is a process deriving its meaning and 

dynamics from the synthesis of the different moments, experiences and identities, from 

“the unity of the diverse” (Marx 1989: 66).   

Given that no synthesis is possible without articulation, it comes to no surprise 

that Laclau and Mouffe will be among our main interlocutors in the effort to understand 

how the universality of the movement is constituted. It is also hardly surprising that their 

 
3. Tasos Kostopoulos (2021, March 3). This is How Hatred Strengthened. Available from 

https://www.efsyn.gr/themata/fantasma-tis-istorias/244672_etsi-dethike-misos 
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conception of universality as a product of articulations expanding around a “central 

particularistic core” (Laclau 2000: 208) will underlie this effort. After all, Laclau and 

Mouffe are not to be held responsible only for presenting social theory with a hegemony 

that abandons class. They are also responsible for offering a new outlook on the 

fragmentation and complexity of late capitalist societies as a creative opportunity for an 

enlarged and democratized politicization. And, most importantly, they have provided us 

with the theoretical and analytical means to (re)build the interrelationships that such a 

politicization entails. For this reason, their contribution should accompany every revisit 

to “the field of Marxian diversity”, the richness of which they also recognized (1985: 

viii).  

However, “there is no way forward that doesn’t involve articulating shared 

identities and drawing a line between the masses and their opponents”, argues Thea 

Riofrancos, at once embracing Laclau and Mouffe’s emphasis on articulation and 

criticizing them for “rejecting any analysis that begins from [the struggle over] the 

material conditions of everyday life under capitalism”.11 From this perspective, it is not 

much of a surprise either that an analysis like ours, which focuses on the movement’s 

opposition to exploitation and inequality under capitalism and its anti-capitalist potential, 

will center to a great extent around Laclau and Mouffe’s abandonment of class and class 

struggle but with a view to exploring their role as the central particularistic core that can 

unify disparate struggles in the direction of social change; a role that Laclau and Mouffe 

themselves had no intention of granting to class (struggle).   

(Re)establishing the link of the antagonistic discourses to class and class struggle 

offers a solution to what Colin Barker sees as the “problem for theory”, namely, “to find 

ways of both recognizing the multiple levels of analysis” in each of the discourses “and 

of keeping them adequately related to each other” (2010: 6). This is because, placing 

class and class struggle in the center of our analysis does not only enable us to recognize 

the singularity of the contingent, that is, to understand the specific activities of the square 

movement and the choices of the media in their unprecedented complexity and 

interaction. It also enables us to historicize the contingent, that is, to provide broader 

explanations as to how these activities and choices are associated with more structural 

social processes and the prospect of their change. It is in both ways at the same time that 

we can “produce an interpretation of the present in all its radical novelty”, Lukács rightly 

argues (1968: 158).     

To the same end, Fredric Jameson urges us to “Always historicize!” from the very 

 
11. Thea Riofrancos (2018, November 23). Populism Without the People: On Chantal Mouffe. Available from 

https://nplusonemag.com/online-only/online-only/populism-without-the-people/ 
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first line of his Political Unconscious (1981: ix). The link of our analysis to class 

(struggle) was a way to take what Jameson, based on the view shared by all Marxists that 

human consciousness and its creations are “situation-specific” and “historically 

produced”, considers to be “the first step” in the direction of historicizing: to demonstrate 

that the discourses we analyze and the representation of the agents and events they 

contain are not produced by “choices or options in the void, but are objectively 

determined” (1981: 96, 139). 

By doing so, social reality is not portrayed as “completely ordered” or 

unchangeable (Chouliaraki 2006: 63). On the contrary, it is by disclosing the objective 

determinations of social reality that they can reveal themselves as products of human 

action and thus subject to change. Therefore, by considering class (struggle) as the “basic 

premise of historicity” of our analysis (Chouliaraki 2006: 63) and bringing into view how 

it permeates the antagonistic discourses, we aspire to offer a reading of the hegemonic 

struggle between the movement and the media as an “open and dynamic” process 

(Chouliaraki 2006: 217). Such a historicized (and historicizing) reading may also allow 

us to do what was Marx’s usual practice, according to Barker: to search within the 

unrealized potential of the movement “intimations of future possibilities” (2013: 52, 

emphasis in original).  

It is most likely evident by now that underlying the historicization of the 

antagonistic discourses by linking them to the capitalist structures and modes of operation 

and class struggle is what Eric Hobsbawm calls “Marx’s macro-theory” (1971: 6): the 

Marxist view of class struggle as the motor of history, “the central fact of social 

evolution”12. From that perspective, our approach falls under what Alvin So calls “class 

struggle analysis” (1991).13 It is due to this link to class struggle and Marx’s view of 

history informing it that the discourses in this thesis are analyzed as both expressions of 

these capitalist structures and vehicles for their transformation.  

 

1.2 Class in the movement(s) 

 

The movement of the squares appears soon after “the defeat of the labour 

 
12. Online edition of Encyclopedia Britannica. Available from https://www.britannica.com/topic/Marxism/Class-

struggle. Both the authors of Britannica and Hobsbawm, like almost everyone who refers to the centrality of class 

struggle in the Marxist view of history, indicate the opening passage of the Communist Manifesto as the source of their 

inference: “The history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles”.      

13. In his essay “Class Struggle Analysis: A Critique of Class Structure Analysis”, Alvin So argues that class can 

reveal its meaning only through an analysis of the “dynamic relations rooted in capital accumulation and embedded in 

the historically-specific context of reproduction relations”, thus, by means of “class struggle analysis” (1991: 56). On 

the contrary, within the framework of “class structure analysis”, class ends up a “supra-theoretical category” (1991: 

56). 
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resistances to the memoranda had become more obvious than ever” (Kostopoulos 2021). 

In this sense, we see it as the form of struggle that society came up with to overcome its 

defeat and make a renewed effort to stem an unprecedented threat, one against its 

“elementary principles of life” (Kostopoulos 2021). The memoranda affected national 

economics as much as they affected the “mental economy” of the individuals, Costas 

Douzinas points out in the same vein, since they forced people “to change the totality of 

their behaviors”, whether these concerned “the consumption of absolutely necessary 

goods or education, health, work and entertainment” (2011: 82, 74). At the same time, 

they targeted and delegitimized the “previously accepted ways of social behaviour and 

mobility”, subjecting people to “a severe psychological and identity crisis” (Douzinas 

2011: 83). In these ways, Douzinas is right to conclude that they signaled “a new form of 

biopolitical intervention” (2011: 82) which dismantled society to disconnected and 

disenfranchised individuals “in the name of national salvation” (2011: 74).14       

With these in mind, it is of little surprise that society’s reaction emerges as a 

massive gathering, a popular get-together in an attempt to join forces and restore 

collectivity in defining and fighting the violently imposed changes, instead of one more 

general strike after the nine general strikes before it. However, not only does the 

movement not question strike as a form of social struggle, it even wishes to extent it from 

the sites of work to the whole of society.15 Like the struggles before it, this movement 

also targets the harsh austerity measures; nevertheless, it sees itself as a movement 

important to world history, not confined to Greece or the contingency of the midterm 

program.  

This movement, as we will show, does not question the centrality of class but 

takes it for granted. At the same time, it suggests that it is through the articulation of class 

with the various identities and identifications of the individual that this centrality is 

achieved and class struggle can form “a basis for an alternative social structure” (Moore 

2010: 29). From this perspective, it does not make us choose between class politics and 

identity politics, like Laclau and Mouffe do, but urges us to conceptualize class struggle 

as the terrain where both of them are fought together. In Harvey’s words, as the collective 

process that is required “for all of us to become individually free”.16 

 
14. The “deregulation of collective bargaining” in addition to the enhancement of “flexible and precarious work” and 

“the easing of dismissals”, which were prepared by the first memorandum and advanced by the second memorandum 

(Tourtouri et al. 2018: 37, 35-36, 31) are illustrative of how the individual was left alone and deprived of “political 

care” (Douzinas 2011: 82), both conceptually and practically, under the memoranda. In the last subsubsection of the 

analysis chapter, entitled “Conclusion: the exclusion of class as biopolitics”, we also discuss, albeit briefly, the 

implemented reforms and the movement’s response to them in the light of biopolitics.      

15. In the movement’s words: “We [should] spread and organize a general ongoing strike in society [...]”. We will 

discuss this phrase in detail later on in the theory chapter.      

16. David Harvey (2020, April 24). We Need a Collective Response to the Collective Dilemma of Coronavirus. 

Available from https://jacobinmag.com/2020/4/david-harvey-coronavirus-pandemic-capital-economy 
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This reconceptualization puts forward class struggle as a “common project” which 

can unify “the needs and aspirations of disparate identities” in the direction of social 

change (Day 2005: 10). Such an idea of class struggle is in contrast with the conviction of 

theorists who place themselves in the tradition of “postanarchism and autonomist 

marxism”, like Richard Day, that the various social struggles should go their own way 

and that a “non-universalizing”, “non-hegemonical”—rather than “counter-

hegemonical”—model of politics is a better path to social change (Day 2005: 8, 9, 10).  

Important events and movements of the recent years, such as the Women’s March 

or the Black Lives Matter contradict, each in its own way, that the identity-based 

movements choose or should choose an issue-orientated politics over the joint 

constitution of a common emancipatory plan. For example, although sparked by some 

misogynistic statements by the then newly elected American president, Donald Trump, 

the Women’s March on January 21, 2017, became the expression of the shared interests 

and common opponents of a very wide range of struggles, over women’s rights, 

environmentalism, racial equality and many others. The intention of the organizers to 

place all those into a common framework of emancipatory action was eloquently 

expressed in the speech delivered on their behalf by civil rights activist Angela Davis.17 

Her phrases “we represent the powerful forces of change” or “we recognize that we are 

the collective agents of history” are characteristic of this intention.  

In the same vein, the Black Lives Matter movement invited women, queer, trans 

and disabled people to take leading roles in its ranks,18 making clear that the struggles 

against other inequalities were part of its own battle. Some of the issues it raised were 

race-specific, but many others, such as fair wages and student debt, echoed the 

experiences and needs of much broader parts of the population,19 while its spokespersons 

missed no opportunity to enhance the recognition that “to seek liberation for black people 

is also to destabilize inequality in [society] at large” (Ransby 2015). Most importantly, 

some of its claims, such as the abolition of police, entailed the restructuring of the entire 

society, Vanessa Wills makes a most crucial remark.20 In other words, instead of 

choosing between an issue-orientated politics and a socially emancipatory plan, Black 

 
17. The transcript of this speech was retrieved from https://www.elle.com/culture/career-politics/a42337/angela-davis-

womens-march-speech-full-transcript/   

18. The invitation was addressed through the movement’s website, Barbara Ransby informs us in her article “The Class 

Politics of Black Lives Matter”, published in Dissent in Fall 2015. Retrieved from 

https://www.dissentmagazine.org/article/class-politics-black-lives-matter   

19. This is a view expressed by both Ransby in her aforementioned article two years after the Black Lives Matter first 

appeared in 2013 (see previous footnote) and Rana Foroohar in her article entitled “Black Lives Matter is About Both 

Race and Class” published in Financial Times one month after the second wave of the movement’s protests in May 

2020. Available from https://www.ft.com/content/28dc48f8-b36b-4848-8e73-774999a8e502 

20. Vanessa Wills (2020, June 17). ‘Black Lives Matter’ as Identity Politics and Class Struggle. Available from 

https://blog.apaonline.org/2020/06/17/black-lives-matter-as-identity-politics-and-class-struggle/   
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Lives Matter chose issues that urged us “to rethink, reimagine, and reconstruct the entire 

society we live in”, Barbara Ransby agrees with Wills on the importance of these issues. 

“The links [between the two] are already there—they exist concretely”, Wills rightly 

argues, the claims of Black Lives Matters brought them to the fore. Therefore, for the 

various identity-based and issue-orientated struggles to go their own way it means to 

overlook those links and along with them to miss on the opportunity to turn themselves 

into a “central and potentially catalytic [force] for a broad and far-reaching 

transformative agenda” (Ransby 2015).     

As to whether the centrality of capitalism and class should be abandoned or, in 

Day’s words, as to whether “a ‘retreat from class’ should perhaps be seen as a necessity 

of history’s great march forward” (2005: 51), Alain Badiou’s criticism of the Yellow 

Vests movement and those in the few years before it—including the movement of the 

squares in Greece—is a good starting point to address the question.21 In particular, he 

claims that although class was central in the yellow vests movement, since it originated 

from the pressing problems of “material existence” facing an increasing part of French 

society, the movement failed to transcend the limits of “negative unity” against the 

specific political power and to construct out of these problems a framework of positive 

unity that could yield concrete victories: a framework of anti-capitalist claims and goals 

of action and the forms of organization and social alliances that can bring these claims 

and goals to fruition (2019).  

Although Badiou’s criticism raises serious concerns about the efficiency of social 

movements in the context of “the liberal counter-revolution” of today’s globalized 

capitalism (2019), it does not put into question the importance that the critique of class 

and capitalism has for their progress. On the contrary, it casts the central role of class in 

the movement of the squares, as it will be analyzed in this thesis, and the 

conceptualization of class struggle as a process of unification of the diverse in an anti-

capitalist direction that the movement, according to our interpretation, encourages, in a 

new light: as the necessary—even if not sufficient—requirements for the creation of the 

framework of positive unity that he rightly considers indispensable for the movements to 

achieve social victories today. In his article about the Yellow Vests a few months earlier, 

Enzo Traverso had also pointed, although not explicitly, to the necessity of such a 

framework and the role of class in it. In particular, without passing judgment on the fact 

that the Yellow Vests did “not act as a class [...] but rather as a [...] plural body”, he 

 
21. Alain Badiou (2019, May 21). Lessons of the ‘Yellow Vests’ Movement. Available from 

https://www.versobooks.com/blogs/4327-alain-badiou-lessons-of-the-yellow-vests-movement 
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wondered whether they could “achieve their aims without reference to the red flag”.22   

The Black Lives Matter movement gave its own response against the retreat from 

class, since it is by putting forward the class character of racial injustice that it managed 

to express the concerns and hopes of “an entire generation of younger Americans” and to 

show how identity-based struggles can generate “the potential to seed a new labour 

movement” (Foroohar 2020). In this way, it urged us to “think through the connections 

between struggles against identity-based oppression and the need for a movement against 

class-based exploitation” (Wills 2020).  

It is true that the denouncement of “capitalist exploitation” in the recent 

movements or in the discourse of the intellectuals expressing views in their favour 

usually features as one of the many other forms of subordination and discrimination. This 

is the case, for example, in Davis’ aforementioned speech or Butler’s account of the 

forms or “radical inequality” that the coronavirus crisis enhances23. However, our 

analysis of the square movement will shed light on the structuring role of class inequality 

and capitalism in the various discourses of resistance and struggle. Most importantly, it 

will show that this role is not antagonistic to the importance that other identities have for 

the life of the individuals but is inextricably entangled with it and a decisive part of their 

potential to become the starting point for fundamental social changes.  

In this way, our analysis can contribute to the reality and the necessity of an 

expanded “vocabulary of class analysis” that is able to sufficiently “address political 

struggles based upon [social identities such as] race and gender” (Moore 2010: 28). We 

think of this as the most fitting way to reinforce what J.E. Howard and S.C. Shershow 

rightly believe that must be constantly reminded, i.e., that “Marxism should not be taken 

as a set of fixed doctrines and beliefs, nor as a simple methodological focus on the 

analytical category of “class” as opposed to race, gender, or ethnicity”, but as “a 

problematic” about the complex relations to one another (2001: 7). The ultimate purpose 

of this problematic would be to “do away with the domination of some human beings 

over others, in all its forms” (Wills 2020).   

All in all, we wish to show that the movement of the squares heralded a new era 

of movements where the centrality of class does not depend on whether it is “the 

fundamental axis of oppression” (Day 2005: 69, emphasis in original) against which they 

fight nor on whether it is the “single unifying principle in every hegemonic formation” 

(Laclau and Mouffe 1985: 69, emphasis in original). Rather, it depends on its ability to 

 
22. Enzo Traverso (2019, February 15). Understanding the Gilets Jaunes. Available from 

https://www.versobooks.com/blogs/4242-understanding-the-gilets-jaunes    

23. Judith Butler (2020, March 30). Capitalism Has its Limits. Available from 

https://www.versobooks.com/blogs/4603-capitalism-has-its-limits   
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articulate itself with the multiple experiences and identification trajectories of individuals 

in today’s extremely fragmented and complex world and unify them towards the 

constitution of collective projects which can lead beyond the limits of capitalism. It is 

beyond those limits and toward “a changed world” that the solutions to even the most 

fundamental problems of humanity should be sought today, Butler also suggests (2020), 

given the increasing interconnection of all spheres of human life and the growing threats 

posed to them by their uncontrollable—that is, beyond and against any social control—

subjugation to the criteria of capitalist accumulation and profit making.  

In the current context of coronavirus crisis, this interdependence, especially in 

terms of the effects that the capitalist exploitation of nature and the imposition of the 

neoliberal imperatives in vital sectors such as healthcare bear on human life itself, has 

become explicit on unprecedented scale. So has become the necessity to unify the various 

social struggles and formulate ideas, values and goals which can transcend the capitalist 

impasses towards creative alternatives for the natural and social world and the individuals 

within them.  

We hope that our insights into class (struggle) can contribute to “tracing [the] 

structural connections and systematicities across practices [that] can provide alternative 

conceptualizations of social life which may become the basis of new political alliances 

and forms of action”, as Chouliaraki and Fairclough succinctly describe some of the 

conditions for the fulfilment of this necessity (1999: 34-35). The “connections between 

our everyday experiences and the larger social and political dynamics that shape and give 

rise to them”, as Wills phrases these conditions and, more specifically, between the 

various forms of identity-based oppression and class structure/struggle are currently an 

object of inquiry for many thinkers in the academic and political sphere. We consider this 

thesis as part of this effort.  

 

1.3 Class in the media 

 

The more class and capitalism disappear from public discourse,24 the more 

 
24. Here we draw upon the title of Gabriel Hetland and Jeff Goodwin’s essay “The Strange Disappearance of 

Capitalism from Social Movement Studies” (2013). In this essay, the authors point out that “over the last several 

decades” even scholars in the field of social movements “have increasingly ignored the ways in which capitalism 

shapes social movements” despite the spread of capitalism (2013: 83). Christian Garland and Stephen Harper witness a 

similar disappearance of capitalism and class in the field of Media and Communication Studies and try to make up for 

it together with the other contributors of Marx and the Political Economy of the Media (2016). In particular, Garland 

and Harper claim that the critique of capitalism is replaced by a critique of neoliberalism which can be accommodated 

with liberal pluralism instead of Marxism.  
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difficult it becomes for society to hold the capitalist interests responsible for its problems 

and seek solutions to them beyond the limits of capitalism. Already in 1977 Frances Fox 

Piven and Richard Cloward emphasized the importance of this disappearance when they 

attributed the legitimization of capitalist power to “obscuring [its] existence” (in Hetland 

and Goodwin 2013: 86), while many years later, “guarding the invisibility of capitalist 

interests” is still considered the primary source of capitalism’s taken-for-grantedness 

(Cammaerts 2015: 21). The self-evidence and inescapability that capitalism and class 

society acquire through their invisibility is also to a great extent at the origin of the 

movements’ weakness to formulate the claims and forms of action that can challenge 

capitalist interests in favour of the interests of the subaltern classes to which the 

movements are organically linked and of course mobilize wider parts of society to this 

effort. 

From this perspective, the focus of this thesis on the disarticulation of the protest 

from class and class struggle through the discourse of the media in the analysis chapter 

sheds light on the specific processes through which the media contribute to the 

invisibility of capitalism as well as on the impact of this invisibility: the discouragement 

of social action in general and the weakening of the political efficiency of social 

movements in particular. In other words, this focus enables class and capitalism to be 

“thematized as analytical categories that can explain how exactly [...] media texts” 

contribute to the naturalization of capitalism and the forms of social and political 

(in)action that leave it unchallenged or contain the challenges posed by antagonistic 

social forces (Chouliaraki 2007: 213, emphasis in original).    

Underlying this focus is the view that it is through narrative—and the analysis of 

narratives—that ideas are historicized and thematized or, as Spiros Moschonas aptly puts 

it, “the historicity of ideas is thematized” (2005: 138). This focus is also premised on the 

view that the “trans-class public of citizens” (Kountouri 2010: 65) that the media address 

is not indicative of the classless content of their messages, but of the great impact that 

their privileging the interests of one class over the other may have. Pleios points out that 

“the ideological role of the media in how economic crises develop is central in 

contemporary media societies” (2013a: 97) and so do we consider their role in the 

antagonism between classes—which is as much ideological as it is economic (Lukács 

1968: 68)—that reached a peak in the examined period.   

Two aspects of our analysis add especially to a better view of “the specificity of 

media texts as loci through which” (Chouliaraki 2007: 213) the invisibility of class and 

capitalism and its effects on people’s disposition to action and the political efficiency of 

the movements is (re)produced. First, our emphasis on depoliticization as the specific 
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mechanism through which the disarticulation of the protest and the protesters from class 

and class struggle is achieved by the media. Depoliticization as the process of decoupling 

class from politics is the center of interest of many theorists who examine people’s 

political behaviour or disposition to social action. Among them, Geoffrey Evans and 

James Tilley stand out with their study on the impact of the “depoliticization of inequality 

and redistribution” on class voting (2012) or their more recent one on the political 

character of “the exclusion of the British working class” (2017). 

The second aspect of our analysis that renders the invisibility of class and 

capitalism through the media texts more concrete is the visibility of class and class 

struggle as they are reconstructed through the discourse of the movement in the theory 

chapter. In particular, analyzing the disarticulation from class (struggle) by the media in 

light of the articulation of class contents by the movement makes the absence of class in 

the discourse of the media as well as its impact on social and political behaviour more 

intelligible and concrete. In this regard, the class contents in the movement provide the 

benchmark against which to identify and evaluate their invisibility in the media and, most 

importantly, a benchmark shaped in the real world of social struggles and not in the self-

sustaining universe of their mediation, secluded as it is constituted from class struggle.  

The collective and individual dispositions that the media texts propose can also be 

understood more clearly and concretely if viewed in light of those encouraged by the 

movement. For this reason, we hope that that various effects of the disarticulation from 

class (struggle) on the individuals and the movement which we discuss at length in the 

last subsections of the analysis chapter will shed more light on the specificity of the 

media’s influence on social action and, ultimately, on social change.  

All in all, we hope that, with its double focus on the discourse of the movement 

and that of the media, our analysis will offer one of these “concrete accounts of how 

media texts inculcate dispositions to action for their publics and how social power is 

implicated in these processes of inculcation” in which other attempts to “theorize the link 

between social action and media texts” are lacking (Chouliaraki 2007: 213). Thematizing 

capitalism and class (struggle) in this theorization will hopefully make the link between 

social action and media texts more tangible, while at the same time revealing ways to 

enhance the efficiency of social struggles. Last but not least, a concrete account of the 

language that invisibilizes class and capitalism can offer in return a clearer idea of the 

language that the media could use if, operating under the hegemony of subaltern classes 
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(how else?), chose to revise their present role in class struggle.25  

To sum up borrowing the words of Christian Fuchs and Vincent Mosco in the 

Introduction of the edited volume Marx and the Political Economy of the Media: it is 

through the “engagement” of this thesis “with the analysis and critique of capitalism, 

class, exploitation and with practical struggles for emancipation” such as the movement 

of the squares as well as with the mediation of “the context of [this] struggle” that we 

aspire to contribute to the critical study of communication and the research which can be 

used for social change (2016: 4, 5).   

1.4 A closer look at the contents of the thesis 

 

The analysis of the discourse of the movement unfolds in the eight sections of the 

theory chapter. Sections 1 to 3 (“The relation between the economic, the political, and 

class in Marx’s thought”, “Attempting our synthesis” and “Neither correspondence nor 

no correspondence. Then what?”) explain the reasons why viewing the economic and the 

political as a totality is the necessary requirement for restoring the visibility of class in 

the discourse of the movement and that of the media and why depoliticization is decisive 

for its invisibility. The base/superstructure metaphor is revisited here with a view to 

setting the framework within which the articulations between the different forms of class 

and the political—on which the reconstruction of the movement’s class contents 

depends—are to be made.     

Section 4 (“Class present at its own unmaking”) takes as a point of departure the 

necessity to identify the class contents articulated in the movement before the discussion 

of their exclusion in the analysis chapter and outlines how class will be approached and 

defined. Our main assumption is that class has an objective reality but, to reveal it, we 

should transcend the dualism between structure and agency that post-Marxist approaches 

like Laclau and Mouffe’s perpetuate and define class through the study of its actual and 

potential role in the movement.  

Such definition of class that transcends this dualism and searches class in its 

historical manifestations, social struggles, can offer a concrete account of the conditions 

under which class and consciousness are/can be formed. By contrast, a post-Marxist 

approach which abandons structure in the name of agency, obscures the relation of class 

and class consciousness to the means of their formation (which can be nothing but 

political and historical) while at the same time weakening the transformative power of the 

 
25. Here we draw upon the following phrase by Chouliaraki: “The contribution of the analytics of mediation to the 

debate on public norms today is that it demonstrates in a practical way [...] and so offers us the language we need to 

revise them, to make them ‘good for man’” (2006: 8). 
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political over structures.  

For these reasons, section 4 “announces” that class will be sought in the 

movement’s expressions of struggle, not in some pre-defined positions of the socio-

economic structure. In particular, it will be defined as a process in which structural 

determinations of class are already permeated by agency and thus through its active role 

in social action and transformation. In short, class will not be defined statically but as a 

movement from being a structural condition (class in itself) to becoming a condition of 

possibility for social and personal emancipation (class for itself).  

Section 5 (“The movement as a (re)construction site of class”) deals with the 

specific reasons why the movement of the squares lends itself for such a dynamic 

definition of class. The continuity between class politics and identity politics that the 

movement embodies and the ensuing articulation between class and identity it expresses 

are at the core of this discussion. So is the universality that results from this articulation, a 

universality which consists in class reciprocally interconstituted with social diversity and, 

as such, it forms the basis for a reconfigured class struggle (more about it in the 

namesake section of the conclusion chapter). It is a universality that the media’s classless, 

apolitical and impersonal universality needs to outcompete.  

The definition of class in the way announced in section 4 takes place in the last 

three sections of the theory chapter. In particular, section 6 (Class in itself: exploitation”) 

examines labour through its manifestation in the specific struggle: the movement’s 

denouncement of exploitation. Examined in the context of exploitation, the actual and 

potential influence of labour as a structural element of class on the social and personal 

life of individuals is elucidated. Through this approach, and contrary to the perceptions 

that entrap labour in the sphere of production or those that consider it of little importance 

to the identification process of the individuals today, labour emerges as key to the 

articulation between class and identity and, through that, to the renewal of the notions of 

class and class struggle and their qualitative and quantitative expansion with new agents 

and alliances. 

In section 7 (“Class in itself: democracy”) it is the claim of the squares to real 

democracy and their democratic processes that effectuate class formation as a movement 

from class in itself to class for itself. In particular, this section shows that, having the 

elimination of social inequality as its founding principle, the democratic struggle of the 

square movement with all the social and personal diversity inherent to it is inextricably 

articulated with class struggle. Through this articulation, the movement offers a glimpse 

into a different society, where class emancipation and individual development are 

condition and purpose for one another. It also offers a glimpse into communism in the 
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way Marx and Engels described it: as a movement by people themselves towards social 

change and self-realization. Premised on this articulation between democracy and class, 

section 2 of the conclusion chapter (“Class struggle reconfigured”) places the emphasis 

on the latter and discusses in more detail the theoretical and political gains of this 

articulation for the conceptualization of class struggle. 

Section 8 (Class for itself: communication) examines the movement’s discourse 

as the communicative space through which the conditions of possibility for class for itself 

are produced. Thus, while the two previous sections focused on specific aspects of this 

discourse (exploitation and democracy), section 8 focuses on the communicative process 

itself of which these aspects are part in order to elucidate the specific (and, at the same 

time, more general) reasons for its emancipatory function. Thus, the emancipatory value 

of communication is not taken for granted nor is it universal, as Habermas would argue. 

We show that it is produced by the movement through a historically specific process 

which, drawing upon Lukács, we view as a process of mediation: understanding—and at 

the same time transcending—the given reality by associating it with the totality of the 

relations underlying this reality.  

The section gives special attention to the fact that the movement does not shape 

the totality by means of which it understands the concrete circumstances of reality it 

wishes to transcend (or is on the way of transcending) in terms of some capitalist 

structures abstracted from contingency. Instead, it shapes this totality through 

contingency, thus, through the capitalist structures and interests as they are expressed by 

the antagonistic ideological discourses to which the discourses of the movement are 

dialogically connected within the context of hegemonic struggle.  

It is relevant to mention here that section 1 of the conclusion chapter revisits the 

relation between the contingent expressions and the structural determinations of reality in 

order to place the specific processes we analyze in this thesis into the broader context of 

the dialectic between present and history, where present gains its historical importance 

and past events open to new interpretations.   

Before we close this “preview” of the theory chapter, we should note that the 

focus of section 8 on the specific communicative model of the movement based on 

Lukács’ theory of mediation brings to light the active role of consciousness in the 

creation of both the mental and the material conditions required for class for itself, the 

collective and individual emancipation from the structures and logic of capital. It is 

through an analysis of the role of consciousness throughout the communicative process of 

the movement that emancipation can emerge as self-emancipation, a process driven by 

and towards people themselves based on meanings and means they shape in their own 
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times. 

As far as the analysis chapter is concerned, it should be clear by now that it deals 

with the media’s discourse. It consists of two sections (“the conflict frame” and “the 

dilemma frame”) with several sub(sub)sections each. As it results from our theoretical 

approach, the disarticulation from class (struggle) and, as we mentioned earlier, the 

exclusion of class through depoliticization in particular are at the center of our analytical 

interest in this chapter. The specific approaches and tools of our analysis will be 

thoroughly explained in the methodology chapter that comes next. What is important to 

note here is that, while in the theory chapter we draw upon Laclau and Mouffe’s 

conception on articulation without making use of the analytical tools resulting from this 

conception, in the analysis chapter these tools become central to understanding how the 

media constitute their imaginary of growth and justice: the universality with which they 

attempt to shape consent to the midterm program and, more generally, to win the 

hegemonic struggle of that period.  

Like in the theory chapter, references to specific elements of the antagonistic 

discourse, i.e., the discourse of movement, make more explicit the exclusion of class by 

the media. More general conclusions about the media’s discourse and its evaluation in 

light of the discourse of the movement, especially concerning the kind of democracy the 

media promote and its contrast to the movement’s democracy, will be drawn in section 3 

of the conclusion chapter (“historicizing mediation”).  
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2. METHODOLOGY 
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As we mentioned in the Introduction, this thesis was based on the analysis of 

two texts. The theory chapter was primarily based on the decisions of the popular 

assemblies that took place in the squares all over Greece during that time, mainly that 

of Syntagma square in Athens.1 We refer to the processes and practices of which these 

decisions were part as “the movement of the squares” rather than “the movement of 

the indignant” or “the indignant” because we agree with Badiou that the “category of 

indignation” displaces the actions of the protesters from the sphere of politics and 

inscribes them within the sphere of emotions (2012: 97). Therefore, the terms 

containing it were not considered consistent with the analytical objective of this thesis 

to put forward the theoretical and political importance of these decisions and 

practices. We believe that this displacement is also the reason why the politicized 

protesters quickly abandoned the term “indignant” and preferred “the movement of 

the squares” (Papapavlou 2015: 291). Instead, the mainstream media opted for the 

terms which included the category of indignation in an attempt, as we will show, to 

downplay the content and organization of the movement’s assemblies and, 

specifically for Athens, disconnect them from the more spontaneous massive 

gatherings that took place in the upper part of Syntagma square.2  

The analysis chapter was based on MEGA’s 28-06-2011 evening news 

broadcast, the most viewed one3 on that day. The analysis of the specific news text 

was complemented with references to the evening news broadcasts of the two 

previous days on the same channel. Only in three instances of this analysis did we use 

material that was not included in the selected news bulletins and in all of these 

instances its use was auxiliary.4 This is because our analytical focus was not on the 

events of that period per se but on their mediation. To draw upon Chouliaraki’s 

description of how mediation operates, we were interested in “the selection and 

staging” of the events that the specific bulletin reported and the “dispositions of 

 
1. The decisions of the popular assemblies and their different working groups will be hereafter cited as MD 

(Movement Decisions). The citations will also include the date of the decisions, when not mentioned elsewhere, 

and the page of the book from which they were drawn: Giovanopoulos Ch. and D. Mitropoulos (eds) (2011) 

Δημοκρατία Under Construction (Athens: A/συνεχεια). From the same book—and the CD provided with it—we 

drew the supplementary material we included in the analysis of the movement’s discourse, such as slogans. 

2. The relation between the upper and the lower Syntagma square is touched on in different parts of the thesis and 

more specifically, although also briefly, in the “Study limitations and suggestions for further work” chapter.      

3. According to data by Nielsen Audience Measurement.  

4. In the first case, we referred to the announcement of the Greek Communist Party (KKE) on June 28, 2011. The 

reference was made in the theory chapter in order to elucidate an extract from the interview that Aleka Papariga, 

then KKE’s general secretary, delivered during that day’s news bulletin. The second case was a reference to 

another extract from the same announcement by KKE as well as to the announcements of Syriza and Dimar on the 

same day. This reference, made in the analysis chapter, aimed at revealing whether the parties of the Left had 

indeed “denounced provocation” as it was reported by the journalists in the 28-06-2011 bulletin. The third case 

was a reference to the announcement by archbishop Ieronymos in the analysis chapter, aimed at better 

understanding the meaning of the speech by the then Minister of Finance, Evangelos Venizelos, which is an 

important part of our analysis of the 28-06-2011 news broadcast.  



 33 

emotions and actions” that this selection and staging cultivated (2008: 61, 39). In Paul 

Ricoeur’s words, we placed our focus on the “meaningful totalities” that the bulletin 

encouraged its audience to “construct [...] out of” (Ricoeur 1981: 278) the elements it 

included and the staging they had gone through, whether these elements were the 

words of a politician talking in the parliament or during a distant interview, an image 

of clashes with the police, the comment of a journalist or the voiceover in a footage.  

As the eve of the highly contentious vote on the midterm program and the first 

of the two-day general strike that was declared against its vote, the 28th of June, 

2011, was considered to be the day when both the consent-shaping process to the 

midterm program and the opposition to it reached their peak. For this reason, a news 

broadcast of a mainstream TV channel such as MEGA on that day would be highly 

representative of the dynamics of the antagonistic discourses and could therefore 

serve as the axis of our analysis.  

However, the viewing rates and position of MEGA’s 28-06-2011 news 

bulletin one day before the vote on the midterm program were not the only reasons 

why we chose it as the axis of our analysis. To decide on the representativeness of the 

media’s discourse and their social antagonism with the movement, its viewing rates 

and position were considered in conjunction with aspects of its content that were 

characteristic of the discourse of the media in the examined period.  

Such was the fact that this bulletin reflected and enhanced a basic 

characteristic of the media’s attitude to the crisis since its outbreak in 2008: “the 

perception of the crisis as mainly fiscal and financial”, totally disconnected from “the 

nature of the applied policies, which are left unquestioned” (Pleios 2013a: 127). Not 

only did this perception depoliticize the economic and the social, it also paved the 

way for their repoliticization with political solutions that would allow the renewal of 

consent to economic choices which further subjugated the political and the social and, 

in this way, the lower social classes to the interests of the economic and political 

elites. The formation, without elections, of a coalition government by Pasok, Nea 

Dimokratia and Laos under the leadership of the technocrat Loukas Papadimos a few 

months after the examined events and before the vote on the second memorandum 

was a characteristic example of a political solution which resulted from this 

depoliticization.5 Given that the articulation of the economic with the political and the 

social was at the core of the movement’s discourse, as we will show in the theory 

chapter, their disarticulation through the specific bulletin was seen as both 

 
5. Papadimos’ discourse, filled with financial terms and prioritizing the economy and its competitiveness 

(Tastsoglou 2020: 254) played its own special part in the specific perception of the crisis and the consent to the 

kind of solution that the memoranda and the midterm programs provided to it. 
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representative of the media’s discourse and their social antagonism with the 

movement.   

MEGA’s 28-06-2011 news bulletin is representative of one more element that 

characterized the media’s discourse of the examined period: the appeal to nation. In 

his research of the media’s discourse during the five months surrounding the vote of 

the first memorandum, Stamatis Poulakidakos found that the appeal to nation and 

patriotism as a method of supporting the vote of the first memorandum was used by 

the 75.5% of the examined media and followed an increasing trend (2013: 180, 182). 

Papadimos a few months later labeled the acceptance of the second memorandum a 

“national duty” (Tastsoglou 2020: 249), providing evidence that the importance of 

nation extended beyond the analyzed bulletin.  

Our analysis of nation started from its lasting importance in the media 

discourse of that period and focused on its relation to class. Given that the lack of 

references to the “social groups that [would] be most affected by austerity” was 

typical of the discourse of leading politicians in Greece throughout the period of the 

memoranda (Tastsoglou 2020: 294), the analysis of nation from the perspective of 

class(less)ness could offer a valuable insight into the alignment that, according to 

Pleios’ aforementioned research, tends to exist between the media and the 

“(neoliberal) views of the political and economic elites”, especially in periods of crisis 

(2013a: 127, 90). Even more, an analysis of nation in relation to class through the 

specific bulletin, produced as it was amidst a movement which strongly opposed the 

elites’ views and with class playing a leading role in this opposition—as it will be 

shown in the theory chapter—could be expected to offer a better understanding of the 

role of both in the support that the media offered to the elites in the specific crisis 

(Pleios 2013b: 13).  

The appeal to nation in the specific bulletin lent itself for the study of another 

aspect that characterized the mediation of the Greek crisis in the period between 2008 

and 2011, namely, its perception as mainly national and less as a “manifestation of a 

European or an international crisis” (Pleios 2013a: 98, 127). Our analysis of the 

bulletin’s references to nation and the EU from the angle of a national/global dialectic 

aspires to offer some insight into this matter.6 Again, the attitude of the specific 

bulletin in relation to this dialectic was considered to be of special importance, given 

the movement’s criticism of the EU and its effort to put forward “the structural 

problems defining the economic crisis in [Greece and] Europe” (Panagiotopoulou 

2013: 424). 

 
6. See “national identity” subsection of the analysis chapter.  
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Moreover, with a significant part of MEGA’s 28-06-2011 bulletin dealing 

with the reference of the then vice-president, Theodoros Pagalos, to the use of tanks 

in case the midterm program was not voted, the specific bulletin was also seen as 

highly representative of the “rhetoric of deadlock-fear” that characterized the media’s 

discourse in the period around the vote of the first memorandum (Poulakidakos 2013: 

173, 174). From this perspective, we considered this bulletin appropriate for the study 

of the dialectic between consent and coercion7 and, most importantly, for the study of 

this dialectic in conditions of social unrest, when criticism to the existing 

sociopolitical structures may challenge the feeling of inescapability upon which the 

imposed dilemmas and the rhetoric of deadlock-fear are premised. 

Last but not least, the specific bulletin was representative of an approach to 

legitimization of the democratic function of the political system that is based on 

representation instead of deliberation and the active participation of the citizens 

(Panagiotopoulou 2013: 428, 426). The room given in the bulletin to the 

parliamentary discussion on the midterm program, the absence of any reference to the 

deliberation processes taking place in the squares and the portrayal of the latter only 

as spaces of chaos, pointed to that model. The legitimization of political action and 

decision-making on the basis of representation—even one day before a decision as 

important as the vote on the midterm program—meant taking for granted the support 

to specific social interests that is inherent to parliamentary democracy while turning 

the back to the “emancipatory dimension of democracy” that is associated with 

deliberation and active participation (Panagiotopoulou 2013: 426, 428). This, despite 

the fact that the popular assemblies were rare manifestations of “pure” deliberation 

and, as such, they could have been used by the media as “measurement of evaluation 

[of the] democratic dialogue” (Panagiotopoulou 2013: 427) and, thus, of democratic 

legitimacy. We do such an evaluation in the last section of the conclusion chapter of 

the thesis.   

For all these reasons, MEGA’s 28-06-2011 bulletin, complemented with 

references to the bulletin of the two previous days, was representative of the media’s 

discourse in the period that preceded and followed the vote of the midterm program 

and of the support they provided to the views and interests of the elites. Most 

importantly, it was representative of the discourse of the media at one of those rare 

moments in history when these views and interests find massive social resistance. 

From this perspective, despite its relatively small size, the specific bulletin was 

 
7. The consent/coercion dialectic is one of the main analytical categories of this thesis for reasons we will discuss 

later on in this chapter.  



 36 

considered typical of the media’s discourse within the context of social antagonism 

with the movement.8    

The two discourses were analyzed in two separate chapters so that we could 

shed more light on the multiple aspects and complex processes of their constitution. 

Due to their antagonistic relation, however, each of the two discourses operates as the 

context for the other. Thus, the analysis of the movement’s discourse in the first 

chapter took into account the classless environment that the media’s discourse create, 

while at the same time reconstructing the class-ridden environment within which the 

media’s discourse is analyzed in the chapter that follows. In this way, we aspired to 

highlight the relation of antagonism that links the media and the movement(s) and its 

constitutive effect on their discourses.  

Even when the analysis of the antagonistic discourses in the two succeeding 

chapters is not explicitly centered around the aspects of discourse that are directly 

defined by the antagonist, it still points to the conflicting ways in which the two 

discourses invite their audiences to position themselves in the social situation at hand 

and more generally in society. After all, social antagonism rarely manifests itself with 

clear-cut contrasts and mirror opposite ideas. It mainly consists in the less explicit 

processes taking place within the shared historical time and space and shaping human 

attitude and development, to entextualize Marx’s famous phrase “time is the room of 

human development” (1969). These are the processes we tried to demonstrate in the 

two chapters, pervaded as they are by a logic that is both their own as much as it is 

shaped by the necessity to outcompete the antagonist. It is through the succession of 

the two chapters, not intended as a juxtaposition of the two discourses but as the 

contextualization of the one via the other, that we aspired to elucidate the antagonism. 

The section “a dialogic focus on context” deals with the underlying reasons of this 

approach.     

From this perspective, and as the aforementioned section will explain in more 

detail, placing the analysis of the movement’s discourse first did not only aim at 

defining class, a necessary step before discussing the media’s hegemonic effort to 

invisibilize it. It also aimed at disclosing the concrete terms of the movement’s 

contribution to social antagonism, blurred in various ways in the public discourse. 

Either by dubbing the movements “classless” and “apolitical”, as we mentioned it was 

the case with the square movement or by demoting their importance to “harmless 

 
8. The selection of “small corpora which are usually regarded as being typical of certain discourses” is 

commonplace among CDA studies, says Michael Meyer (2001: 25). As we will explain shortly after, our analysis 

was strongly influenced by Critical Discourse Analysis.   
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movementism”9 when they fail to yield the necessary historical results or by 

examining them as integral parts of post-hegemony and thus weakening or even 

precluding their assumed ability to develop into a serious challenge to the existing 

sociopolitical order, an approach we will discuss in the conclusion chapter.     

The analysis of the antagonistic discourses through the selected texts consists 

in the exploration of the meanings that the use of language in the specific texts 

involves and of the specific context within which this language is used, to draw upon 

Michalis Tastsoglou’s description of the object of discourse (2020: 194), which in 

turn draws significantly upon Michel Foucault’s definition of discourse as being 

“made up of a limited number of statements for which a group of conditions of 

existence can be defined” (2002: 131). As we mentioned in the opening paragraph of 

the Introduction, this analysis does not involve only the linguistic aspects of the 

selected texts but also other aspects of “semiotic activity (i.e. activity which produces 

meaning) such as visual images” and sounds (Fairclough 1995: 19, 53). Most 

importantly, the analysis of the selected texts “is not treated in isolation from the 

analysis of discourse practices and sociocultural practices” (Fairclough 1995: 53) but 

is intrinsically tied to them. For example, it is not only the decisions produced by the 

assemblies that are of interest in our analysis but the assemblies themselves as the 

chosen practice of political deliberation by the movement.  

The main reason why we chose an analysis of discourse, viewed in the way 

sketched out above, lies in the social significance of discourse. Foucault was one of 

the first to delineate it, when he argued that “discourse is not simply that which 

translates struggles or systems of domination, but it is the thing for which and by 

which there is struggle, discourse is the power to be seized” (1981: 52-53). In this 

regard, discourse offers itself as a terrain of analysis for this thesis, which aims at 

examining class domination and resistance to it, thus class struggle. 

The other reason lies in the intrinsic relation between discourse and 

consciousness, given that consciousness in general and class consciousness in 

particular are central to our analysis. Marx and Engels were among the thinkers who 

stressed this relationship, as the much-quoted extract from The German Ideology 

shows: “Only now, after having considered four moments, four aspects of the 

fundamental historical relationships, do we find that man also possesses 

‘consciousness’; but even so, not inherent, not pure consciousness. From the start the 

‘spirit’ is afflicted with the curse of being ‘burdened’ with matter, which here makes 

its appearance in the form of agitated layers of air, sound, in short of language. 

 
9. Badiou (2021) uses this expression to refer to the movements that followed the Arab Spring.    
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Language is as old as men, and for that reason is really beginning to exist for me 

personally as well; for language, like consciousness, only arises from the need, the 

necessity of intercourse with other men” (1997: 75-76). This is why, Volosinov 

agrees, consciousness can be neither “lighted up” nor “created” in all its depth and 

complexity without language (1973: 153).  

The above extract from The German Ideology puts forward another reason 

why the analysis in this thesis is discursive, namely, that discourse is inseparable from 

communication. In Harvey’s words: “the importance of discourse is that it is the 

moment of communicative persuasion or discussion between persons (1996: 82). For 

the same reason, Habermas considers the study of the “structure of linguistic 

expressions” critical for the constitution of his theory of communicative action (1984: 

275). From this perspective, the discursive analysis of texts produced in political 

contexts of great importance, such as the texts selected in this thesis, places 

communication in the center of social struggles and class struggle in particular. The 

link between discourse, communication, and the acquisition of class consciousness as 

the determining aspect of class struggle is discussed in the last section of the theory 

chapter.  

Last but not least, the focus on discourse lends itself to the study of identity 

and subject formation. Most importantly, it does so by shedding light on the process 

of identification through which subjects interact with one another and the world. It is 

because “we do not have just identities but, rather, identification” that there is “a basic 

ambiguity at the heart of all identity”, Laclau argues (2000: 58, emphasis in original). 

A basic ambiguity but also an inherent openness, we would add, which is especially 

important in a thesis which explores the realities and possibilities of articulation 

between identity politics and class politics.  

For these reasons, discourse is at the core of all the approaches underlying our 

analysis and which we will be discussing in detail in the next sections. At the same 

time, given the multidimensional importance of discourse, the selection of these 

approaches was premised on the way they employ discourse to examine greater 

phenomena and relations. Laclau and Mouffe’s discourse theory is a characteristic 

example, given that it was a theory developed as a means to explore and promote 

hegemony, while the primacy discourse acquired in their approach resulted from the 

primacy these thinkers attached to the political. Their concept of “articulation”, which 

is vital in our analysis, is the most illustrative of the inseparability between the 

discursive and the sociopolitical in their approach. This is why our use of Laclau and 

Mouffe’s discursive concepts is accompanied by a theoretical negotiation of their 
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ideas.10  

Among the approaches that influenced the organization, analysis and 

interpretation of the corpus are those that were shaped by our theoretical assumptions, 

being the products of these assumptions and the vehicles for exploring them further. 

For example, it is our assumption about the objective existence of class that laid the 

foundation for our “(re)constructivist approach to class” as it will be explained in the 

namesake section later on in this chapter and, most importantly, for the reconstruction 

of the movement’s class contents that followed from this approach. Another 

characteristic example is “the dialogic focus on context”, an approach that was 

informed by our view of the antagonistic discourses as inextricable while at the same 

time informing our analysis of the specific components of this antagonism and the 

hegemonic struggle it gave birth to.   

It may be already clear that these approaches are closely interrelated, the one 

resulting from the theoretical foundations and analytical foci of the other or 

differentiating from them. In either case, they all complement one another in the 

exploration of the processes that are of interest in this thesis, allowing us to locate 

these processes, establish links between them and shed light on the conditions of their 

historical occurring and potential. 

 

2.1 Critical discourse analysis  

 

The analysis in this thesis operates to a significant extent within the tradition 

of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) and draws upon its main theoretical 

foundations. First of all, it shares the objective of CDA, eloquently described by 

Michael Meyer: “CDA aims to make transparent the discursive aspects of societal 

disparities and inequalities [and] to show up the linguistic means used by the 

privileged to stabilize or even to intensify iniquities in society” (2001: 30). Restoring 

the visibility of the “ideological assumptions, and of the power relations” involved in 

the social practices and interactions is listed by Norman Fairclough, perharps CDA’s 

leading exponent, among the main tasks of CDA and in particular of a critical analysis 

of media discourse (1995: 54, 33).  

With its focus on the discourse of the selected bulletins, the analysis chapter 

aspires to reveal how social structures and inequalities are naturalized and 

 
10. As an exception to this we can consider the more “technical” use of their discursive concepts in our discussion 

of the media’s discourse from the standpoint of “populism” in the namesake subsection of the analysis chapter.  



 40 

perpetuated. On the other hand, the theory chapter puts forward the resistance to the 

dominant meanings and purposes of the privileged, given its focus on the discourse of 

the square movement. It was in the intersection of these two discourses that the “locus 

of social struggle over meaning” (Chouliaraki 2007: 212) and particularly in our case 

“an arena of the class struggle” (Volosinov 1973: 23) were sought. Such a double 

analytical focus is compatible with the purposes of CDA, considering that CDA’s 

emphasis on unmasking power relationships is not an end in itself as it is the means to 

fulfill “emancipatory objectives” (Meyer 2001: 22).  

The most effective way to reveal the invisible structures, relations and 

ideologies that both Meyer and Fairclough refer to—a necessary step for every 

emancipatory project—is through “close textual analysis” (Fairclough 1995: 54). Our 

“detailed attention to [the] language” (Fairclough 1995: 33) of the selected news 

broadcasts in the analysis chapter as a means to render visible the role of class in their 

consent-shaping process draws on this view. Texts in CDA are regarded as “the 

relevant units of language in communication”, Ruth Wodak explains CDA’s emphasis 

on textual analysis (2001: 6), while at the same time confirming its importance to the 

study of the relationship between media texts and social action that we wish to 

contribute to. The bigger the historical importance of the circumstances within which 

these texts are produced, the more conclusions about the discourses they represent and 

the more “consequences for political action” (Wodak 2001: 1) can be derived from 

their analysis.   

However, the influence of CDA on this thesis is more specific than an 

agreement with CDA’s general objectives, which can be met in every study that 

places itself within the tradition of critical theory, or its choice of textual analysis as 

the preferred method for the fulfilment of these objectives. This influence is more 

clear in the analysis chapter, where the close analysis of the selected media texts takes 

place. In particular, the discussion in this chapter draws upon the analytical emphasis 

of CDA on social actors, time, argumentation strategies, the operationalization of 

theories—in accordance to CDA’s objective to “shed light on the dialectic of the 

semiotic and the social” (Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999: 17)—and last but not 

least, its emphasis on topics (Meyer 2001: 25, 26).  

The focus on social actors is critical for the study of agency, which is central 

to the interest of this thesis in the relation of media texts to social action, political 

organization, and class. The contenders for agency as presented in the 28-06-2011 



 41 

news bulletin were the “koukouloforoi”11, the police and the peaceful protesters (the 

indignant). The divisions among the social actors and their implications for agency 

and class (struggle) are discussed in the first section of the analysis chapter, entitled 

“conflict frame”12. The role that specific time and space indicators selected from the 

bulletin’s text and footage respectively played in the constitution of these divisions 

was a significant part of this discussion.  

Our focus on the argumentation strategies yielded two lines of argument 

which played a crucial role in the consent-shaping process of the 28-06-2011 bulletin 

and were analyzed in the second section of the analysis chapter, entitled “dilemma 

frame”: the argument of (national) survival and the argument of (national) success. As 

far as the operationalization of theoretical concepts is concerned, two types of theories 

were operationalized in our analysis. First, middle-range theories, as with our allusion 

to the neo-Keynesian model of growth in order to reveal the neoliberal premises of 

the media’s discourse; and second, grand theories, with an intention to link social 

action to social structure (Meyer 2001: 19) and the possibility of its change. The link 

of the movement’s democracy to communism which we will discuss in the section of 

the theory chapter entitled “Class in itself: democracy” was a product of this 

approach.13  

The importance of topics is stressed by many of the CDA’s protagonists. For 

example, Teun van Dijk aptly dubs topics “semantic macrostructures”, as they 

“represent what a discourse ‘is about’ globally speaking” (2001: 102). Like Ruth 

Wodak and Martin Reisigl in their study of racist discourse (in Meyer 2001: 26), he 

suggests using topics as the starting point for discourse analysis (van Dijk 2001: 102). 

Three are the themes central to our analysis: clashes, consent, and nation. None of 

them was externally projected onto the news texts under scrutiny. On the contrary, 

they can be found in the form of specific lexical items throughout them. In 

Volosinov’s words, they are “verbally materialized” (1973: 20) or, as van Dijk would 

put it, they are “expressed in discourse” (2001: 102).  

CDA’s emphasis on topics in the analysis of texts can be linked to 

Volosinov’s work, whose influence on critical research on language is traced back to 

the 1970s (Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999: 2-3). His proposition that “personality is 

itself generated through language, not so much, to be sure, in the abstract forms of 

 
11. The protesters assumed by the mainstream media to be ideologically attached to anarchism. We will hereafter 

refer to them as “the hoodies”, which could be an English translation of “koukouloforoi”, literally meaning “those 

who wear hoods” but implying that they hide their faces.       

12. The use of frames is discussed in the last section of this chapter.  

13. Badiou (2012), Jodi Dean (2014), Fuchs and Mosco (2016) confirm this link, as it will also be mentioned in the 

specific section.    
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language, but rather in the ideological themes of language” (1973: 153) confirms and 

underpins such a link.  

In order to detect these concrete forms of language and grasp the ideological 

themes that in his opinion actually shape individuals in a specific moment in time, we 

should turn to the context in which these themes are encountered, meaning both “the 

forms and types of verbal communication in which the themes in question are 

implemented” (1973: 20) and the social conditions in which this verbal 

communication is produced. In Volosinov’s opinion, there is an intrinsic relationship 

between the two: “All these forms of speech interchange operate in extremely close 

connection with the conditions of the social situation in which they occur and exhibit 

an extraordinary sensitivity to all fluctuations in the social atmosphere” (1973: 153). 

Wodak also emphasizes the analytical importance of the levels to which Volosinov 

refers, when she urges us to always consider the co-textual level, the social level and 

the wider sociopolitical context (in Meyer 2001: 29).14   

Drawing upon the emphasis on “the content, i.e., the themes pertinent to” a 

specific study (Volosinov 1973: 153) as well as on the textual and social conditions in 

which they are encountered, our selection of themes was based on the evaluation of 

their semantic role in the overall meaning produced through the news texts of which 

they were part. At the same time, this evaluation was not independent from the 

totality of meanings produced and negotiated during the specific historical period but 

decisively informed by them. In particular, we identified as themes the contents that 

played a central role in the struggle over meaning taking place during the days before 

the vote on the midterm program. Therefore, although they were not named as such in 

our analysis, they constituted or informed the main analytical categories of the 

media’s discourse.  

The theme of clashes appears at the opening of the 28-06-2011 bulletin, with 

the word “incidents”. Its position at the very beginning of the bulletin signals—and 

heralds—its major role in the displacement of the protest as the “real” theme of that 

day, its constitution as mere clashes and the removal of its popular radicality from the 

sphere of class struggle to the sphere of individual deviancy or suffering—all of 

which we hopefully demonstrate in the analysis chapter. From this perspective, the 

theme of clashes and the category of agency were closely interrelated, given that the 

mediation of the protest as clashes invisibilized the activity of people towards 

affecting social structures. It also invisibilized the (potential) role of class in 

 
14. Unlike Volosinov, Wodak’s emphasis on these levels is not specifically linked to topics, but to the concept of 

context. However, given the analytical priority she accords to both topics and context, we believe that in the 

practice of discourse analysis, the detection and analysis of topics is organically linked to these co(n)textual levels.  



 43 

transforming itself from a fixed social structure into an active historical force that can 

abolish classes when fused with agency. For the importance of these consequences 

within the specific historical context, we considered clashes as a theme but also the 

master-frame of the conflict frame.    

Struggle over meaning is crucial for Gramsci’s hegemony that, as we made 

clear in the Introduction, is the prism through which we view the antagonism between 

the two discourses. Fairclough concisely defines hegemony as follows: the 

“leadership as well as domination across the economic, political, cultural and 

ideological domains of a society” (2013: 180). It is “the mode of class rule secured by 

consent”, Perry Anderson’s definition of hegemony puts forward two of its most 

fundamental qualities, its rootedness in class and in consent rather than coercion or 

force (1976: 42).  

Fairclough urges us “to find ways of coherently connecting categories and 

relations such as ‘discourse’” with “power as hegemony rather than as force or 

violence” (2013: 38, 12, 199, emphasis in original). Like him, many other researchers 

within CDA have taken up the task “to engage with social and political issues of 

power and hegemony in a dynamic and historically informed manner” (Candlin in 

Fairclough 2013: 12). This makes clear why the central role of hegemony in this 

thesis draws to a large extent upon CDA’s emphasis on it.   

The choice of consent as the second theme is the most characteristic example 

of the influence of hegemony on our analysis. This is because this choice was not 

only based on the recurring presence of the word “consent” in the 28-06-2011 news 

bulletin; it was also based on the importance of consent as the concept most central in 

hegemony, being both the medium and the goal of the struggle over meaning. From 

Fairclough’s viewpoint, consent was considered the discursive element most directly 

connected to hegemony and therefore offering itself to a better understanding of the 

media’s hegemonic effort.  

Also, given that the consent/coercion dialectic forms the core of hegemony, 

the analysis of the media’s discourse through the prism of hegemony was expected to 

offer a better insight into the operation of modern democracies and the role of media 

in it. This is why our analysis of coercion as the first component of consent in the 

analysis chapter informs our discussion in the conclusion chapter about the role of the 

media in the current democratic system but also in the movement’s “democracy to 

come” (Derrida 1994). It is also due to this focus on democracy that consent was 

analyzed through the parliamentary discussion of the midterm program in the 28-06-

2011 news bulletin (“dilemma frame” section), although it was an overall objective of 
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the analyzed news bulletins—for example, through the legitimization of police 

violence (“conflict frame” section).   

Another aspect of hegemony that informed our choice of themes is its intrinsic 

relation to universality or, as it was mentioned in the Introduction, the fact that the 

struggle for hegemony consists in universalizing the ideas and interests of a specific 

social group: making most people think of them as their own. Gramsci emphasizes the 

universal(izing) dimension of hegemony, when he argues that to achieve hegemony 

“the development and expansion of the particular group are conceived of, and 

presented, as being the motor force of a universal expansion, of the development of 

all the ‘national’ energies” (1971: 182).  

As it can be inferred from this passage, the nation embodies and enhances this 

universality. Therefore, we considered the direct or indirect references to nation 

encountered in the 28-06-2011 news bulletin to have a special role in the hegemonic 

effort of the media and, in particular, their effort to universalize the economic and 

political interests inherent in the midterm program by representing them as interests 

of the whole society. Thus, like consent, nation was considered a theme due to its 

special relation to hegemony. However, it was analyzed from the perspective of 

national identity as a component of consent (subsection “national identity” of the 

“dilemma frame” section). An analysis of nation from this perspective was believed to 

reveal more of it as a mechanism of inclusion and exclusion with direct implications 

for class (struggle) and the individual.  

It is relevant to note here that hegemony, as Williams points out, is not merely 

a question of ideology, but of consciousness (1977: 109). As such, it does not involve 

“only the conscious system of ideas and beliefs, but the whole lived social process as 

practically organized by specific and dominant meanings and values [...]. It thus 

constitutes a sense of reality for most people in society” (1977: 109, 110). From that 

perspective, consent—along with its components—analyzed from the angle of 

hegemony served as a valuable “hermeneutical device” for “the mediation [...] 

between the social and the text” (van Dijk 2001: 93).  

Most importantly, the social to which the textual analysis of consent gave us 

access was not external to the individual. On the contrary, although we agree with 

Butler that the analysis of hegemonic practices cannot give us a complete idea about 

how “every subject is constituted differentially” (2000: 12), we thought it likely that 

such an analysis could offer a valuable insight into possible subject-positions. 

Besides, Butler also claims that “every subject emerges on the condition of 

foreclosure [and] that these foreclosures are [not] prior to the social” but take place 
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and “are explicable” through the social (2000: 140). From this, we can deduce that it 

is through the hegemonic practices producing the social in its historically specific 

forms—in our case, the shaping of consent or the constitution of national identity—

that the exclusions (and inclusions) in which the subject’s identification consists 

happen and can be examined.    

Due to the link that we believe exists between the text, the social, and the 

subject, both the theory chapter and the analysis chapter contain many references to 

the possible ways in which the selected news texts invited the spectators to experience 

the events and their role in them. Eagleton confirms such an interpretatory approach 

to consent and its components by putting forward its personal dimension: “any 

political change which does not embed itself in people’s feelings and perceptions – 

which does not secure their consent, engage their desires and weave its way into their 

sense of identity – is unlikely to endure very long” (2003: 46).  

 

2.2 Laclau and Mouffe’s discourse theory 

  

It was made clear in the Introduction that the “hegemonic articulations of 

meaning” (Chouliaraki 2007: 212) are in the centre of our discussion in both the 

theory chapter and the analysis chapter. We also explained that we draw the concept 

of articulation from Laclau and Mouffe: “we will call articulation any practice 

establishing a relation among elements such that their identity is modified as a result 

of the articulatory practice” (1985: 105, emphasis in original). The emphasis on 

discursive articulations is an integral part of Laclau and Mouffe’s version of discourse 

theory. This discourse theory was the product, but also the necessary ingredient of 

their effort to create a new theory of hegemony that could “respond to current trends 

in social activism” as they were expressed in the struggles of the 1960s to 1980s (Day 

2005: 72). In particular, their goal was to create a theory of hegemony that could 

express—and contribute to—the emergence of new sites and subjects of struggle.  

We agree with Laclau and Mouffe that “the category of articulation” is 

necessary for a “concept of hegemony” (1985: 93) that can describe the complex 

processes through which hegemonic struggles take place today. Our focus on the 

articulations in the specific hegemonic struggle proved them right to a significant 

extent. In the theory chapter, our emphasis on articulation contributed to 

(re)establishing the connections between the different elements of the movement’s 

discourse. Thus, in line with how Laclau and Mouffe conceived articulations: “as a 
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political construction from dissimilar elements” (1985: 85, emphasis in original). 

Without these connections, it would not be possible to trace the specific aspects of the 

movement’s counter-hegemonic effort.  

In the analysis chapter, the emphasis on articulation allowed us to identify and 

examine in more depth the components of consent and, in this way, shed light on the 

core mechanism of the media’s hegemonic effort. These components were: coercion, 

populism and national identity. More specifically, it was in light of the articulation 

between coercion and consent that we were able to understand the special role of 

coercion in the media’s hegemonic effort. Also, the hegemonic power of the media’s 

references to nation would not be fully understood without considering the 

articulation of the particular to the universal that the constitution of national identity 

brings about—an issue we touched on earlier.   

The third component of consent, populism, provides the most tangible 

example of how Laclau and Mouffe’s focus on articulation led us to a better 

understanding of the specific processes through which hegemony was attempted by 

the media. In particular, it was by drawing upon Laclau’s theory of populism along 

with the concepts organically linked to it (equivalential chain, difference/equivalence, 

empty signifier) that we disclosed how the midterm program was associated with the 

social imagery of growth and justice and, in this way, endowed with the positivity that 

hegemony by consent—rather than coercion or force—requires.15  

Inseparable from our analysis of the articulation of the new meanings was the 

disarticulation from pre-existing meanings that this articulation involved. We drew 

this dual focus from Laclau and Mouffe’s notion of “dislocation”, a notion they 

coined in Hegemony and Socialist Strategy and was further elaborated by Laclau in 

New Reflections on The Revolution of Our Times five years later. From different parts 

of these books, dislocation can be interpreted as every situation where established 

associations are dissociated, given identities are challenged, fixed meanings are 

displaced. This “crisis of previously hegemonic discursive orders” (Stavrakakis 2005: 

247) has contradictory effects, says Laclau (1990: 39). On the one hand, it involves 

the—sometimes undesirable—disarticulation from existing articulations and, on the 

other hand, it opens up the possibility for new articulations with which fissures are 

stitched up, traumas are healed and historical opportunities are grasped. To borrow 

Mouffe’s words, a “double moment” inheres in dislocation, “dis-articulation and re-

 
15. For Laclau’s view of populism we mainly draw upon his essay “Populism: What’s in a name?” (2005). Other 

thinkers, such as Yannis Stavrakakis also opt for such nuanced perception of populism as a process of “creation, 

emergence and construction of a particular collective subject” which can be both democratic and anti-democratic 

depending on “the given populism in question (left-wing or right-wing, inclusionary or exclusionary)” (2018: 35).   
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articulation” (2013: 178). 

Hegemony is itself the product of a dislocation, according to Laclau and 

Mouffe. In particular, they claim that it is the “dislocation in the stagist paradigm”—

the fact that the proletariat in Russia was presented with the opportunity to seize 

power earlier than the two-stage conception of history argued due to the inability of 

the bourgeoisie to fulfill on time its “historical tasks of the struggle against 

absolutism”—that obliged the working class to “act on a mass terrain” and practice 

hegemony: assume tasks that “would maximize the political efficacity of the working-

class struggle” (1985: 52, 49, 58, emphasis in original) by involving in it the wider 

society. In sum, they attribute to the dislocation of stagism the possibility that the 

proletariat had to articulate “‘masses’ and ‘classes’” and, through hegemony, to 

“transform itself into the articulator of a multiplicity of antagonisms and demands 

stretching beyond itself” (1985: 58). However, this possibility was lost when the 

political hegemony of the working class was substituted with the “epistemological” 

superiority of “a given class perspective” represented by the party, they argue (1985: 

59, 60).   

As a result, the “structural split between ‘masses’ and ‘class’” that Laclau and 

Mouffe “saw insinuating from the very beginning of the Leninist tradition” turned, in 

their opinion, into a “schism” and a “permanent” one (1985: 62, 57). We believe that 

it is due to this analysis that Laclau and Mouffe abandoned class and put all their faith 

for (re)structuring society in the “contingent hegemonic rearticulations” and the 

“autonomization of the political” (1985: xii); in sum, in a hegemony disengaged from 

structural determinations such as class and, therefore, as they saw it, more able to 

articulate the multiple and fragmented subject-positions that the conditions of 

advanced capitalism cause to emerge. Characteristic of their shift away from the 

structural and towards the contingent is Laclau’s criticism of Žižek for regarding the 

“‘base’ [as] a framework” from which social relations and political possibilities result 

(2000: 292-293). For Laclau, instead, “the framework itself results from contingent 

hegemonic articulations” (2000: 293).  

Drawing upon Laclau and Mouffe’s focus on discursive (dis)articulations 

allowed us to find out that class had a central role in the movement’s confrontation 

with the social dislocation that the first memorandum and the midterm program 

caused. On the one hand, its counter-hegemonic effort was based on the 

disarticulation from the classless—but class-ridden—contents of the media and the 

politicians. On the other hand, and most importantly, it was based on the articulation 

between class and masses that Laclau and Mouffe saw as permanently dissociated 
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from one another. In sum, Laclau and Mouffe’s approach to hegemony as a 

(dis)articulatory practice of dissimilar elements allowed us to show that, in the 

movement of the squares, class did “fuse” with social plurality (1985: 56) and did 

play the role of articulator. For this reason, rather than abandoning class as a way to 

analyze and enhance struggles in today’s context of fragmented identities and 

demands, we drew upon Laclau and Mouffe’s approach in order to explore how the 

movement of the squares urges us to redefine its content and its role.  

In the terrain of the media, drawing upon Laclau and Mouffe’s hegemonic 

logic allowed us to show that the schism between masses and class was the core of 

their hegemonic effort. The disarticulation of the media’s discourse from the class 

contents inherent in the midterm program was an important component of this effort. 

However, our analytical emphasis was placed on the (dis)articulations of the media’s 

discourse within the context of its antagonism with the movement. In this way, the 

class contents omitted, distorted or concealed by the media were also analyzed as 

products of a hegemonic process, thus, a process that constitutively involves the 

(counter-)hegemonic discourse of the antagonist.16 Such a Gramsci-inspired approach 

is a necessary addition to Marx’s “negative concept of ideology” that “seeks critically 

to pass judgment on the attempted justifications and concealment[s]”, Jorge Larrain 

argues: “whereas the [former] highlights the [...] hegemonic and [dis]articulatory 

qualities of [a discourse, the latter] underlines the reality of unfreedom and inequality 

it [...] tries to conceal. Both are necessary aspects of the same complex phenomenon” 

(1996: 68).  

We should also note that, from such an approach, the reification of (class) 

consciousness we attribute to the media’s discourse emerges alongside the process of 

de-reification of consciousness underway in the movement. In this way, society is not 

represented as a passive victim of a reified consciousness that will be saved when “the 

weight of ideology [is] lift[ed]”, to address Mouffe’s objection to the analytical 

perspective of “reification or false consciousness” (2013: 178). It is represented, via 

the movement, as the active producer of its means of de-reification, ideological as 

much as political, as we will discuss in the last section of the theory chapter (“Class 

for itself: communication”).   

Stuart Hall’s account of the (dis)articulations which the “struggle in 

discourse” involves resonates with Laclau and Mouffe’s discursive and hegemonic 

approach: “Meanings which have been effectively coupled could also be un-coupled. 

 
16. This is why distortion and concealment in the media’s discourse are analyzed as processes of disarticulation 

from the class contents of the movement (see subsubsection “Distortion as disarticulation: the source of midterm 

program’s social positivity” of the analysis chapter).    
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The ‘struggle in discourse’ therefore consisted precisely of this process of discursive 

articulation and disarticulation. [...] We can think of many pertinent historical 

examples where the conduct of a social struggle depended, at a particular moment, 

precisely on the effective disarticulation of certain key terms, e.g. ‘democracy’, the 

‘rule of law’, ‘civil rights’, ‘the nation’, the people’, ‘Mankind’, from their previous 

couplings, and their extrapolation to new meanings, representing the emergence of 

new political subjects” (1982: 74). Although not explicitly referring to class or other 

structural determinations, Hall’s view helped us examine the role of class and class 

struggle not in terms of some determinations external to the specific hegemonic 

struggle and its actors, but as it emerged from the “[dis]articulatory qualities” of the 

discourse they used in this struggle, to recall Larrain’s concept. 

On the whole, the dual emphasis on (dis)articulations helped us illuminate 

class as “lack” (Butler 2000: 273). In particular, it enabled us to demonstrate how 

class, although it could not be brought to light “in any way that submits to 

conventional empirical analysis”, “structured the field of appearance” (Butler 2000: 

273), in other words, why the role it played in the meanings articulated in the 

examined bulletins was defining.   

Like with all readings which seek what is silent or silenced—in Jonathan 

Culler’s words, “what [the text] conceals or represses” (1992: 115)—and for this 

reason need to create “an interpretative field” (Butler 2000: 274) made of “questions 

the text does not encourage one to ask” (Culler 1992: 114, emphasis in original), the 

risk of overinterpretation lurked in the associations that our reading produced. Taking 

as our point of departure the words and voices that had a significant presence in the 

examined bulletins and relating them to one another through multiple associations 

which were premised on theoretical approaches that could contribute to a multifaceted 

interpretation, was our way of constructively overcoming this risk. In particular, it 

was our way of theoretically substantiating the lack of class and put forward the 

varied and complex ways through which it structured the field of appearance.  

We hoped that, by “apply[ing] as much interpretative pressure as [we] can” on 

the antagonistic discourses we analyzed, which Culler believes should be the 

objective of every interpretation (1992: 110), we would manage to retrieve class from 

invisibility and put forth its role in a social battle as significant as the movement of 

the squares as well as to formulate some thoughts about its relation to previous, 

current and future struggles. Moreover, especially as far as the media’s discourse is 

concerned, we hoped that such an analytical approach would allow us not only to 

achieve a “reconstruction of the intention of the text”, as Culler puts it but, most 
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importantly, to fulfil what he believes can make overinterpretation “intellectually 

valuable” (1992: 110). In our case, to reveal the multiple connections involved in the 

consent-shaping process of the media, the unnoticed role of class in it, the deeper 

implications of this process on the relation between the individual and society and, 

most importantly, given that our object of research is social antagonism, to shed light 

on the relation of this process to the meanings, contents and subjectivities that the 

movement—and class operating within it—produced.                

 

2.3 A (re)constructivist approach to class 

   

It is clear by now that, contrary to Laclau and Mouffe, our conception of 

hegemony does not abandon structural determinations—and class in particular—in 

favour of the contingent hegemonic articulations but aims at examining the role of 

class in these articulations. For this reason, it is not based on Laclau and Mouffe’s 

concept of discourse as “the structured totality resulting from the articulatory 

practice” (1985: 105). Rather, it was informed by Volosinov’s dialectical approach to 

discourse, according to which discourse and the “material reality” in which it occurs 

are linked to one another with a relationship of mutual dependence (1973: 21).  

In particular, it was informed by Volosinov’s view that “production relations 

and the sociopolitical order shaped by those relations determine the full range of 

verbal contacts between people” (1973: 19). At the same time, though, it was in line 

with the “dialectical formulations” that abound in his work (Harvey 1996: 91), 

emphasizing the role of discourse in the constitution of social being.17 Like him, we 

were concerned with the processes through which “the basis and superstructures” 

influence one another and not with proving the primacy of the one constituent part of 

the relationship over the other (Volosinov 1973: 18).  

With these in mind, the “essence of the problem” that we aimed to address 

was the one Volosinov pointed out: “how actual existence (the basis) determines sign 

and how sign reflects and refracts existence in its process of generation” (1973: 19, 

emphasis in original). Specifically in our case, our dual focus on (dis)articulations 

became the vehicle for elucidating how the reality of capitalism and class was 

 
17. Fairclough eloquently expresses this dialectic: “On the one hand, discourse is shaped and constrained by social 

structure in the widest sense and at all levels [...]. On the other hand, discourse is socially constitutive [...]. 

Discourse contributes to the constitution of all those dimensions of social structure which directly or indirectly 

shape and constrain it” (1992: 64). In his book with Chouliaraki a few years later, they will point to Volosinov’s 

approach as “the basis for [their own] dialectical view of discourse” (1999: 48). Harvey’s theory of the “internal 

relation” between the different moments of social life as well as his belief in the constitutive power of discourse 

were also strongly influenced by Volosinov’s dialectical view of language (1996: 80, 88).  
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expressed in the antagonistic discourses and how their specific expressions affected 

that reality.  

Thus, although our analytical approach is constructivist to a significant extent 

like every analysis drawing upon Laclau and Mouffe’s discourse theory18, it 

subscribes to a view of social constructionism which urges us to pay equal attention to 

the social premises of discursive construction. In particular, according to this view, 

“the material of social construction is not and cannot be arbitrary and is never 

produced from zero. Verbal mediation does not mean parthenogenesis, on the 

contrary, it means reconstruction of the historical material of the various traditions 

and invention of new meaning constructs within the framework of the living culture 

of a society” (Demertzis 2002: 159). As we deduced from this view of social 

constructionism: it is by disclosing how empirical reality has affected the new 

meanings constructed within it that we can understand in what ways these meanings 

pose a challenge to this reality or come to its defence.  

Mouffe also emphasizes “the power relations” and the “conflicting interests” 

pervading the “terrain” in which articulation takes place (2013: 192, 193). Moreover, 

she criticizes Bruno Latour for placing too much emphasis on the moment of 

articulation instead of disarticulation (the critique of the existing relations and 

interests), in this way “disempowering political effects because they preclude the 

possibility of revealing and challenging power relations” (2013: 193). In our opinion, 

however, her conception of the two moments creates a division that also undermines 

the ability of the new articulations to challenge power relations: “one also needs to 

grasp the crucial role of hegemonic articulations and the necessity not only of 

challenging what exists but also of constructing new articulations and new 

institutions” (2013: 47). Given this division, it comes to little surprise that class has 

no place in the new articulations as conceived by Laclau and Mouffe—despite the fact 

that its disappearance from the new articulations is in contrast to her emphasis on the 

influence of power relations.  

All these things considered, our analytical approach was constructivist as it 

was reconstructivist, as it sought to reconstruct the “disavowed or suppressed [...] 

content from which [the new] content emerges” (Butler 2000: 34). In particular, it was 

based on the reconstruction of the class contents of the movement that the media 

disavowed in order to show how the media constructed their new class(less) 

 
18. Jacob Torfing rightly considers Laclau and Mouffe’s discourse theory among the “new theories of discourse”, 

which are characterized by “a constructivist and relationalist perspective on social identity combined with an 

insistence on the heterogeneity of discourse” (1999: 3, emphasis in original). Torfing’s claim that according to 

Laclau and Mouffe’s discourse theory “all identities and all values are constituted by reference to something 

outside them” is characteristic of their constructivist approach (1999: 6).   
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articulations. In this way, to draw upon Mouffe, we aspired to reveal how class 

challenged the existing socioeconomic order but also how it was used to maintain it, 

in both cases (re)constructing class and empowering its political effects on reality 

instead of invisibilizing them.   

It may be inferred from our choice to reconstruct class and pay equal attention 

to (dis)articulations that we also drew upon critical realist theories which, as Christian 

Fuchs eloquently puts it, “are not naive but dynamic, [given that] they acknowledge 

the importance of active humans and their social relations in society” along with the 

existence and power of structures (2008: 99). What they have in common with the 

specific view of social constructionism that also underlies our analytical approach is 

the stress on the dialectics of structure and agency (Fuchs 2008: 99). For example, 

Margaret Archer stresses the necessity to examine the interplay between the “causal 

powers of structures” and the “causal powers of people” (2003: 2), Anthony Giddens’ 

structuration theory articulates structure with agency so inextricably that he is 

criticized for conflating them (Mouzelis 2007: 313, 315), Pierre Bourdieu’s 

constructivist structuralism “avoids treating objectivism and subjectivism as two 

distinct dimensions of the social” (Chouliaraki 2002: 102), while Fuchs’ “theoretical 

account of society is such a form of dialectical realism”, also aiming at “finding 

solutions to the traditional gap between actor theories and structural theories” (2008: 

 Our endeavour to reconstruct the class of the movement and the class 

disavowed by the media by focusing on their discourse is an effort to bridge the gap 

that Fuchs points out with an aim to examine “how real social structures”, class in our 

case, is “constructed and what exactly [it] do[es], what kind of impact [it] ha[s] on 

social stability and change” (Mouzelis 2007: 307). In particular, it is for this reason 

and with this aim that our (re)construction process of class did not concern some pre-

existing contents linked to economic and social structures as their reflection but the 

meanings involved in people’s historical action opposing or defending these 

structures. This effort to “transcend the unproductive divide between structure and 

action [...] with due emphasis on the constitutive function of discourse” (Chouliaraki 

and Fairclough 1999: 32) was deemed appropriate for “making visible processes and 

conditions [of possibility] immediately unavailable to us” (Chouliaraki 2002: 84)—in 

this thesis, the processes and conditions related to class.      

All in all, our reconstructivist approach was shaped in the shared ground 

between social constructionism and critical realism, under the strong influence of 

Volosinov’s “constructivist theory of language” (Chouliaraki 2002: 105) with its 

dialectical approach to discourse and Laclau and Mouffe’s emphasis on the “logic of 
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articulation and contingency” (1985: 85). As a result, class has an objective existence, 

as a foundation and a product of the capitalist economic and social system, but not a 

“static [and] passive” one (Fuchs 2008: 99): it actively participates in the meaning-

making processes immanent in social relations and struggles and is subject to change 

by them. Thus, instead of abandoning class as an “a priori limit to what is historically 

achievable through mass action” in favour of discourse (Laclau 2000: 292-293), we 

sought class embedded into discourse—retrieving and recasting19 it through 

discourse—in order to explore its participation in the mass action of the squares and 

its (potential) achievements. Drawing upon Donatella Della Porta (2013: 45), the 

emphasis on the unique way the voices and practices of the people involved in the 

movement expressed class could be expected to help us “elaborate new conceptual 

categories” for class struggle.20 In short, class through its discursive manifestations 

was examined as both a “limitation” to be transcended and a “condition of possibility” 

for this transcendence (Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999: 32).    

Dialectically relating class to discourse in such a way, not as “things” but as 

intertwined “processes” (Harvey 1996: 84), is at the origin of our definition of class as 

a movement from class in itself to class for itself. It is in the ground of their 

dialectical relationship that we could show how they can be transformed and become 

transformative. This approach is consistent with what Harvey considers to be Marx’s 

strong belief, namely, that “it is in the realms of discourses and beliefs that we 

become conscious of political issues and ‘fight them out’” (1996: 92). Contrary to the 

class-reifying approach of Laclau and Mouffe but drawing on their emphases and 

tools, we reconstructed the presence of class throughout this fight.  

 

2.4 A dialogic focus on context 

 

Underpinning the analysis of the media’s (dis)articulations in correlation with 

the movement’s discourse and the necessity to reconstruct the class contents of the 

movement as a means to better understand and evaluate the discourse of the media 

was the emphasis that analysts from many different theoretical strands place on 

context. The reconstruction of the class contents of the movement, in particular, was 

 
19. This is an allusion to the hope that Butler, Laclau and Žižek express in the introduction of Contingency, 

Hegemony, Universality: Contemporary Dialogues in the Left (2000): “perhaps this text will operate as a certain 

kind of placement, one that recasts (and retrieves) philosophy as a critical mode of inquiry that belongs – 

antagonistically – to the sphere of politics” (p. 4). 

20. We attempted a more complete elaboration of this kind in the second section of the conclusion chapter entitled 

“Class struggle reconfigured”.   
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underpinned by the idea that “the interpreter cannot acquire a preunderstanding of a 

context [...] without participating in the process of shaping and developing that 

context” (Habermas 1984: 125). This is why the reconstruction of class through the 

movement’s discourse precedes the discussion of the media’s discourse (theory and 

analysis chapter, respectively).   

Habermas argues that there is a relation of dependence between the 

understanding of a discourse and its context (1984: 125). In line with him, CDA 

stresses that “all discourses are historical and can therefore only be understood with 

reference to their context” (Meyer 2001: 15). This is probably what Mikhail Bakhtin 

also means when he suggests that “the elucidation of a text [should be made] by 

means of other texts (contexts)” (1986: 162) or that “any understanding is a 

correlation of a given text with other texts” (1986: 161).  

At the root of this focus on the context as an integral part of the understanding 

of the text is that texts are linked to one another dialogically or, as Chouliaraki and 

Fairclough interpret Bakhtin’s notion of “dialogicality”, they are “always caught up in 

a dialogical chain – always responding, always anticipating and eliciting responses” 

(1999: 49). Mehan et al. explicitly agree on the dialogic interdependence of the 

discourses, when they argue: “The relations between voices in public political 

discourse take the form of a conversation [...] The process is essentially dialogic in 

that the actions of one speaker or voice are oriented to the [...] performances of other 

voices – reacting, projecting, transforming, anticipating the discourse of other 

speakers or voices” (1990: 135).  

The interrelationship of discourses is especially true in the context of 

hegemonic struggles, given that hegemony intrinsically involves competing actors.21 

From this perspective, the meaning of hegemonic practices is always contextual: “it 

inheres not in one (single) meaning, but only in two meanings that meet and 

accompany one another” (Bakhtin 1986: 146). For this reason, the struggle for 

hegemony can only be studied within a relation and its understanding can only be 

historical and dialogic (Bakhtin 1986: 161, 162).  

 
21. The connection of dialogicality to hegemony is common among many researchers working within CDA. 

Fairclough is the most representative one (1992: 100). Dialogicality is also at the root of CDA’s emphasis on 

context, which Meyer claims that distinguishes CDA from other approaches and is indicative of its “open[ness] to 

the broadest range of factors that exert an influence on texts” (2001: 15). However, both the connection between 

dialogicality and hegemony and between dialogicality and context among CDA’s researchers pass though the 

notions of “intertextuality” (a term that Julia Kristeva coined based on Bakhtin’s dialogism) and 

“interdiscursivity”—the former being defined as “the combination in my discourse of my voice and the voice of 

another” and the latter as “the combination in discourse of different genres – or, we might add, different 

discourses” (Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999: 49). In this thesis, the focus on context and the connection of 

dialogicality to hegemony draw directly upon Bakhtin’s dialogic theory (see mainly the last section of the theory 

chapter) and, this is why, we do not make use of the concepts of intertextuality or interdiscursivity. 
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Also concerned with the achievement of hegemony, Butler considers the 

contextualization of language—in her words, the connection of language with its 

“cultural and social syntax and semantics”—as a necessary condition for any claim to 

achieve consensus and universality (2000: 34, 35). In particular, she argues that “for 

the claim to work, for it to compel consensus, and for the claim, performatively, to 

enact the very universality it enunciates, it must undergo a set of translations into the 

various rhetorical and cultural contexts in which the meaning and force of universal 

claims are made [...]. Without translation, the very concept of universality cannot 

cross the linguistic borders it claims” (2000: 35).  

But although for Butler the necessity of translation into various rhetorical and 

cultural contexts aims specifically at incorporating cultural particularity into universal 

claims in order to ensure that these claims do not end up favouring the oppressors 

instead of the oppressed, we consider such a translation as necessary for every 

struggle to claim hegemony. In particular, we believe that the separation from the 

rhetorical and political context that the discourse of the antagonist constitutes would 

deprive a struggle from the (historically specific) meaning and (historically required) 

force to claim hegemony. Therefore, in order to understand the contents through 

which (counter-)hegemonic claims to consensus and universality are made, 

antagonistic discourses should be organically linked to one another.  

With this in mind, it is not only the discourse of the movement that is 

necessary for better understanding the meaning-production mechanisms of the news 

texts. The channel of signification between the antagonistic (con)texts is open on both 

sides. In this respect, the analysis of the media discourse is also revealing of the 

context within which the contents of the movement’s discourse are constituted. It is 

the signifying importance of this context for the constitution of crucial aspects of the 

movement’s counter-hegemonic discourse that we discuss in the last subsection of the 

theory chapter (“Communication: class for itself”).  

Specific references to the discourse of the media in the discussion of the 

movement’s discourse (theory chapter) and specific references to the discourse of the 

movement in the discussion of the media’s discourse (analysis chapter) make more 

explicit the constitutive effect that the antagonistic (con)texts have for one another. In 

the conclusion chapter, as it was mentioned in the Introduction, the “democratic 

deficit” of the media’s discourse is discussed in light of the movement’s discourse.  

Keeping the correlation between the two (con)texts in the foreground of our 

analysis was particularly useful whenever the reconstruction process of class in the 

theory chapter put forward the conditions of possibility for social change within the 
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movement’s discourse. It could then be more explicitly demonstrated how these 

conditions of possibility were also part of the class contents that the media had to 

suppress in order to achieve consent and universality. In this way, it could become 

clearer why the context that the discourse of the movement constituted—and which 

the media’s discourse had to integrate even through exclusion—included its 

unrealized yet realizable ideas, its “transcendental horizon”, as Laclau dubs them 

(2000: 76). Such an approach enables the movement’s discourse to emerge not as a 

“past context” but as an “anticipated” one (Bakhtin 1986: 161-162) and class struggle 

to be viewed as an open-ended process.  

 

2.5 Frames  

 

As we mentioned earlier in this chapter, the media’s report on the actors of the 

protest against the vote on the midterm program is discussed within “the conflict 

frame”, while the report on the parliamentary deliberation about the midterm program 

is discussed within “the dilemma frame”. We used the frames “for both descriptive 

and analytic purposes” (Snow and Benford 2000a: 611). In particular, we used the 

two frames to discuss and analyze the aspects of reality that the examined news 

bulletins selected, how they were connected in a narrative and the specific 

interpretations this narrative promoted (Entman 2010: 391). The two frames reflect 

the two constituent parts of the 28-06-2011 news broadcast, the protest and the 

parliamentary discussion, contrasted to one another both by the anchorwoman Olga 

Tremi (“this unfortunately happened outside the parliament, let’s go now to see what 

happens inside”) and the footage accompanying them.22  

Our use of frames in the analysis of the media’s discourse is linked to the view 

of mediation, which we also referred to in the beginning of this chapter, as a powerful 

mechanism of “selecting and staging the events it reports and, simultaneously, [of] 

promoting its own norms about how we should feel, think and act on the world that 

this selection and staging entails” (Chouliaraki 2006: 61). It is also linked to our 

intention to shed light on the specific processes by which media texts affect people’s 

beliefs and attitudes, which is what ideologies come down to, after all.  

 For the identification of the two frames we drew upon the framing approach 

 
22. Olga Tremi was MEGA’s main news bulletin anchorwoman from 2005 until 2014. One of her duties was the 

coordination of the three political commentators of the bulletin, Giannis Pretenteris, Pavlos Tsimas and Manolis 

Kapsis. Comments of the first two journalists as well as of Tremi are an important part of our analysis of the 

media’s discourse.      
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that Kimberly Fisher calls “cultural framing” (1997: 4.33), which we interpreted and 

applied combining elements from different theorists. According to Fisher’s definition, 

cultural frames are “socio-culturally and cognitively generated patterns which help 

people [...] to construct meaning from information they encounter to make sense of 

their world” (Fisher 1997: 5.1). Like all frames, they involve “selection” and 

“salience”, that is, they “select some aspects of a perceived reality and make them 

more salient in a communicating text, in such a way as to promote a particular 

problem definition, causal interpretation, moral evaluation, and/or treatment 

recommendation” (Entman 1993: 52).  

What differentiates this approach from other framing methods is that it 

considers frames “as distinct from ideologies” (Fisher 1997: 5.2). This does not mean 

that cultural frames are ideology-free. On the one hand, because ideology is not “free-

floating”, says Michael Mann, but embedded into “real social circumstances” and the 

“concepts and categories of meaning” that people use to “understand (and so act 

upon)” them (1986: 21, 22). In turn, frames “are rooted, in varying degrees, in extant 

ideologies” (Snow and Benford 2000b: 58). On the other hand, because selecting 

some elements as “foci” of the news texts and judging some other as secondary or 

insignificant for understanding them (Fisher 1997: 4.14) is certainly not an 

ideologically neutral operation. To draw upon Kirkos Doxiadis definition of ideology 

(2016: 64), frames “represent social reality or social objects” in specific ways and not 

others and “guide action” to certain directions instead of their alternatives. Robert 

Entman’s description of the operation of frames is totally in line with Doxiadis’ (and 

Mann’s) view of ideology: “the frame determines whether most people notice and 

how they understand and remember a problem, as well as how they evaluate and 

choose to act upon it” (1993: 54). It is for these reasons that “there is a unanimity 

among framing theorists that framing is an [inherently] ideological process” 

(Steinberg 1998: 845) and cultural framing could not be an exception.    

Cultural frames are distinct from ideologies in the sense that they are not 

generated by ideologies (Fischer 1997: 5.2) or, as David Snow and Robert Benford 

put it, they “are neither determined by nor isomorphic with them” (2000b: 58). In 

Melucci’s words, they do not operate as “transparent expression[s] of [the] beliefs and 

values” that make up ideologies (1996: 348). Rather, cultural frames draw upon the 

view of “ideology as cultural resource” (Snow and Benford 2000b: 58), a reservoir of 

culturally familiar ideas and themes from which audiences select in order to fit new 

experiences “to an existing organization of knowledge” (Entman 2010: 391; Donati 

1992: 140). Identified and labeled on the basis of such themes, cultural frames are 
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oriented to how audiences understand, experience and remember an issue (Fisher 

1997: 5.19, 5.1): a purely ideological function according to Mann, who believes that 

ideology’s ultimate goal is “to explain and reflect real-life experience” (1986: 21).  

For the frames to be identified as distinct from ideologies, we borrowed an 

element from van Dijk’s discursive structural frame analysis (1977, 1980), an 

approach that shares with cultural frame analysis the same idea about what the 

relation of frames with ideology should be. Namely, we identified the two frames on 

the basis of the smallest “common [semantic] denominator” which “subsumed under a 

more general concept” all of the main elements of the texts encompassed in the 

frames (van Dijk 1980: 42, 46, 74). As a result, we thought that the concept of 

“conflict” encapsulated the media’s report on the opposing parties and their tensions 

and could thus facilitate our analysis of it. In the same vein, the notion of “dilemma” 

summarized the consent-shaping processes of the bulletins and could enable us to 

understand the way the audience experienced them. Identified and labeled on the basis 

of their own discourse, the two frames would not draw their meaning from a “belief 

system” situated outside them but from “the rhetorical and discursive processes” they 

encompassed (Steinberg 1998: 857, 847).  

At the same time, drawing upon well-known “cultural themes” (Gamson 1988: 

220) such as the “conflict” and “dilemma” and, most importantly, given the strong 

link of these themes to the media’s favoured perspective23 of clashes and the midterm 

program or bankruptcy dilemma respectively, was thought to be the appropriate way 

for tracing the inclusions and exclusions of interpretations that this “priming” entailed 

(Entman 1993: 54; 2010: 391) and the variety of discursive elements through which 

these in/exclusions were achieved. Such frames do not take for granted the ideological 

“outcome” of the media’s discourse but “work as a guiding model for what is to be 

understood” (Donati 1992: 143, 146): the process of its production. In particular, 

neither of the two frames was generated by Gidden’s view of ideology as the “shared 

ideas or beliefs which serve to justify the interests of dominant groups” (1989: p. 727) 

or the Marxist view of ideology as the expression of existing class structures and 

relations of domination (Marx and Engels 1997); however, linked as they were to the 

media’s preferred angle, they enabled the analysis of how the specific mediation of 

the protest and the parliamentary discussion on the midterm program encouraged the 

 
23. Fisher refers to this link and its importance when she argues that “by selecting a cultural frame to understand 

an issue or event, individuals maintain the saliency of that particular frame, whether or not they consciously 

acknowledge the consequences of their choice” (1997: 5.11). For this reason, using such a frame for the analysis of 

the news bulletin’s discourse was expected to offer a better insight into the bulletin’s promoted interpretations and 

remedies.  
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entrapment of society into the neoliberal ideology and the capitalist reality.    

It is the process of inclusion and exclusion involved in framing that we 

pursued further in order to specify the relationship of frames to ideology. More 

specifically, we analyzed the discursive inclusion and exclusion of those elements that 

Melucci, drawing upon Alain Touraine, considers to be constituent of competing 

ideologies. He describes these elements in general terms as follows: “a (more or less 

clearly) definition of the actor[s], the identification of an adversary, and an indication 

of ends, goals, objectives” (1996: 349). The exclusion of “any social identity of the 

opponent” was also among the constituent elements of ideology (Melucci 1996: 349) 

that we considered. The analysis of the news texts through the prism of 

(dis)articulations and national identity is organically linked to the operation of frames 

as mechanisms of inclusion and exclusion of such ideological elements.   

Nancy Fraser confirms the ideological and political importance of 

in/exclusions by placing the inclusion and exclusion of interests, issues and identities 

in the centre of the creation of what she calls “a post-modern public sphere”, a type of 

public sphere that combines “equality, diversity, and multiple publics” (1995: 295, 

290). In relation to hegemony (we have already mentioned that) Butler and Žižek 

emphasize the exclusion of certain contents as the necessary step before the space of 

hegemony can be claimed by new antagonistic contents (Butler 2000: 34, 167). 

Žižek’s “ultimate question” is characteristic in this respect: “which specific content 

has to be excluded so that the very empty form of universality emerges as the 

‘battlefield’ for hegemony?” (2000: 110, emphasis in original). Any other approach to 

hegemony that does not pass through the exclusion of specific contents as the 

condition for the inclusion of others, Butler criticizes Laclau, “posit[s] an exteriority 

of politics [and ideology] to language that seems to undo the very concept of political 

performativity” (2000: 34).  

In sum, cultural framing—containing the least ideological assumptions and 

being oriented to how audiences understand, experience and remember an issue, to 

recall Fisher’s description—enabled the “discursive turn” through which Steinberg 

believes that the relation between frames and ideology is more fruitful for both 

ideology and frames. Indeed, on the one hand, the focus on the “discursive 

foundations” of frames offered a better insight into the “contentious process of 

meaning production” (Steinberg 1998: 846) and, thus, into the ideological dynamics 

of the specific historical period. Instead, if the identification of frames was tied to an 

ideology—regarded as a “fully structured element” (Fisher 2017: 5.3)—and not to the 

discourse within them, we would run the risk that Snow and Benford indicated 
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already in the early years of framing theory: that of using frames to describe ideology 

as a “given” system of meanings and ideas instead of using them to analyze ideology 

as an active production of ideas and practices in a “particular set of conditions or 

events” (1988: 198).  

In other words, it is through a focus on ideology not as a “finished 

construction” (Donati 1992: 139) but as “the socially constructed, evaluative, specific 

discourse that explains and (re)produces social constitution” (Pleios 1991: 172) that 

we thought framing could best help us “illuminate the precise way in which influence 

over the human consciousness [was] exerted by the transfer (or communication) of 

information from one location”—in our case, the discourse encompassed in the 

frames—“to that consciousness” (Entman 1993: 51). Such a focus puts forward the 

role of discourse as a valuable tool for shedding light on the relation between frames 

and ideology, a relationship that prominent framing theorists agree is unclear as much 

as it is present.24 

On the other hand, when frames are not generated by a specific ideology, they 

are more likely to “remain viable in a culture” (Fisher 1997: 5.2) or as Steinberg puts 

it, “to endure past their situational use” (1998: 850). This means that they can serve 

the function of what Claes de Vreese calls “generic frames”, namely, they can 

“transcend thematic limitations and can be identified in relation to different topics, 

some even over time and in different cultural contexts” (2005: 54). This is true for the 

conflict and the dilemma frame, as they can be used to draw parallels among the 

terms in which the struggle over meaning was conducted during the period before the 

vote on the midterm program and during the days leading up to two critical moments 

of the period that followed: the vote on the second memorandum on February 12, 

2012 and the bailout referendum on July 5, 2015.  

On the whole, cultural framing was a stepping stone in our attempt to 

“renarrativize” (Somers 1992: 617) the narrative of the media from a critically 

analytical perspective and reveal the ideological and political performativity of their 

discourse through an emphasis on inclusions and exclusions. In this way, it played an 

important part in addressing what the important question for us, like for Butler and 

Žižek, is: “not just which particular content will hegemonize the empty place of 

universality - the question is, also and above all, which secret privileging and 

inclusions/exclusions had to occur for this empty place as such to emerge in the first 

place” (Žižek 2000: 320). At the same time, it encouraged a dialogic reading of this 

 
24. In their essay “Clarifying the Relationship Between Framing and Ideology” (2000b), Snow and Benford agree 

with Pamela Oliver and Hank Johnston’s contention that this relationship has been “glossed over” (2000: 55, 56).   



 61 

narrative, since the in/exclusions and their importance can be fully perceived within 

the “social contexts of contention” (Steinberg 1998: 857) or to draw upon what Snow 

and Benford argue referring to frames, since their “essence” is located in “dialogical 

interaction” (2000b: 57). To borrow Melucci’s words, it invited us to “tak[e] the 

representations back to the systems of relationships in which they are produced” 

(1996: 349).  

From that perspective, not only did cultural framing facilitate the discursive 

turn in the study of ideology, it also enhanced our “focus on the more context-specific 

processes of meaning production during contention” (Steinberg 1998: 858) that we 

discussed in the previous section. In this way, cultural framing contributed to our 

effort to broaden and deepen our understanding of the production and effects of the 

media’s discourse as well as to dialectically link those to the dynamics of class 

struggle. 
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3. THEORY: VISIBILIZING CLASS 
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3.1 The relation between the economic, the political, and class in Marx’s thought 

 

Marx never provided a systematic account of his approach to class or class struggle 

(Lukács 1968: 46; Hobsbawm 1971: 5; Giddens 1971: 37; de Ste. Croix 1981: 50), given 

that, as we also mentioned in the Introduction, the manuscript of Capital broke off a few 

lines after he had begun the definition of class. Therefore, it is not surprising that his view 

of the economic, the political, and class as a totality is nowhere in his work dealt with 

exactly in these terms. However, the relationship between these three categories occupies a 

central place in his thought and, therefore, more or less explicit formulations of this 

relationship can be found throughout his work. The following extract from Vol. III of 

Capital is characteristic in this regard: “It is always the direct relationship of the owners of 

the conditions of production to the immediate producers […] which reveals the innermost 

secret, the hidden foundation of the entire social structure and therefore also of the political 

form of the relations of sovereignty and dependence” (1959b). Many years earlier, in The 

German Ideology, a shorter formulation of this relationship was offered by Marx and 

Engels as the theoretical explanation of the differences between the social structures and 

relations in the different forms of ownership and productive systems: “The fact is, 

therefore, that definite individuals who are productively active in a definite way enter into 

these definite social and political relations” (1997: 66). 

The idea of economy1 as the foundation and defining force of the social and the 

political, which is only implicit in the above extracts, was clearly expressed in Marx’s 

Preface to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy that was published in 

between: “The sum total of [the] relations of production constitutes the economic structure 

of society—the real foundation, on which rise legal and political superstructures and to 

which correspond definite forms of social consciousness. The mode of production in 

material life determines the general character of the social, political and spiritual processes 

of life” (1904: 11). It is this formulation of the relation between economy and politics that 

gave rise to the long-standing dispute expressed with the base/superstructure metaphor and 

triggered the accusation of Marx for economic determinism. If one wishes to provide more 

evidence for this accusation, even a quick look to his letter to P.V. Annenkov2 should 

suffice. For example, his position that “[people’s] material relations form the basis of all 

his relations”, his idea that social relations “correspond” to economic forms or that the 

political system is the “official expression” of the social structure (1982: 96) can be 

 
1. As we hopefully made clear in the Introduction, we perceive the notion of economy in the Marxist sense, that is, as the 

production relations and the economic conditions that constitute the material basis of society.       

2. The letter to the literary critic Pavel Vasilyevich Annenkov was written in December 28, 1846, and will hereafter be 

cited as “LtA”.  
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interpreted as reductions of politics, ideology and culture (superstructure) to economy (the 

base).   

However, although the primacy of the economic conditions is unquestionable in 

Marx’s thought, its manifestations can vary in form, intensity, etc, depending on the 

special circumstances during the period under scrutiny. In the same extract from the 

Capital cited earlier, he says: “[...] The same economic basis – the same as far as its main 

conditions are concerned – owing to innumerable different empirical circumstances, 

natural environment, racial particularities, external historical influences etc., [can] 

manifes[t] infinite variations and gradations of aspect, which can be grasped only by 

analysis of the empirically given circumstances”. Nevertheless, it is not because of the 

variations in form with which the political manifests itself that we consider Marx’s 

approach to the relation between the economic, the political, and class, not as a relation of 

economic reductionism, but as a relation of synthesis.  

The reason why we interpret Marx’s approach as synthetical lies in the 

methodology with which he relates specific phenomena to one another and to the historical 

conditions within which these phenomena unfold. These interrelations form the empirical 

premises on which Marx and Engels’ materialist method relies: “Empirical observation 

must in each separate instance bring out empirically, and without any mystification and 

speculation, the connection of the social and political structure with production” (1997: 

66). A characteristic example of Marx’s synthetical analysis can be drawn from his 

discussion about production and consumption in the Introduction of Vol. I of Grundrisse. 

What makes this example characteristic, as we hope to show in the analysis that follows, is 

not only the way Marx relates these phenomena to one another, but most importantly, the 

way he relates them to the totality of social relations, revealing “the social character of the 

‘material’ itself”, to borrow Wood’s words (1995: 74).    

Contrary to the views that created a theoretical divide between production and 

consumption by considering the former or the latter as an end in itself but also to the views 

that saw a relation of “immediate identity” between them (Marx 1989: 58, 60), Marx 

developed an approach that not only established a relation of mutual dependence between 

the two, it also considered the one to be the simultaneous product of the other. The 

following passages eloquently illustrate his approach: “Without production [there is] no 

consumption; but also, without consumption, no production; since production would then 

be purposeless. Consumption produces production [...]” (1989: 59). At the same time, the 

reverse is also true: “Consumption without an object is not consumption; therefore, in this 

respect, production creates, produces consumption” (1989: 59). 

Although the difference between viewing the relation of production to consumption 
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as one of “immediate identity” like Hegelians do and its Marxist view seems trivial, it 

points to a much more fundamental one; namely, the fact that the Hegelians’ unit of 

analysis is the individual removed from any societal context, whereas Marx’s individual is 

entangled in social relations and, as a result, the economic activities that the Marxian 

individual is involved in are not self-propelled but affected by the individual’s social 

relations and interactions. 

Thus, Marx places the individual back to society to argue that “the producer’s 

relation to the product, once the latter is finished, is an external one, and its return to the 

subject depends on his relations to other individuals. He does not come into possession of 

it directly” (1989: 59). From this perspective, we can claim that in a class-ridden society, 

the particular share of each individual in the social product is determined by its class 

position3 and the balance of power as it is shaped by class struggle.  

Overall, it can be said that, from a Marxian perspective, the relation between 

production and consumption is one of double mediation. First, because production 

mediates consumption and vice versa: “[…] a mediating movement takes place between 

the two. Production mediates consumption; it creates the latter’s material; without it, 

consumption would lack an object. But consumption also mediates production, in that it 

alone creates for the products the subject for whom they are products. The product only 

obtains its last finish in consumption” (1989: 59).  

At the same time, the socially unmediated view of the relation between production 

and consumption disconnects each of them and, thus, the productive process altogether, 

from class. Instead—and this is the second form of mediation in Marx’s analysis—the 

relation between the two phenomena is mediated by class relations and class struggle. 

Through such a mediation, production and consumption maintain their particular character 

as primarily economic phenomena, while at the same time being linked to the underlying 

class conflict. It is such a process that allows theoretically and politically what Williams 

calls “militant particularism”: the connection of “particular struggles [...] to a general 

struggle” (in Harvey 1995: 83).  

Marx does not make a special reference to this mediation, however, he stresses that 

no valid analysis can be made without taking into account classes and everything classes 

consist in, such as “wage labour, capital, etc. These latter in turn presuppose exchange, 

division of labour, prices, etc” (1989: 66). From this perspective, we can claim that classes 

and class struggle are in the center of what can be seen as the ultimate goal of Marx’s 

method: to describe in a concrete way the “rich totality of many determinations and 

 
3. This is in line with the fourth criterion of Vladimir Lenin’s definition of social class (1919), according to which the 

individuals’ “share of social wealth”, both as far as the ways in which they obtain it and its size, depends on their position 

in the productive system of a specific era.    
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relations” that make up the “whole” (1989: 66). His perception of what is concrete sheds 

more light on this method: “The concrete is concrete because it is the concentration of 

many determinations, hence unity of the diverse” (1989: 66).   

In sum, far from reducing the interpretation of the various phenomena to economy, 

Marx proposes a method of analysis that incorporates the particular social, political and 

ideological conditions within which these phenomena are realized. In this way, the 

different elements of the context, irrespective of the diversity of form in which they 

manifest themselves, the “variations and gradations of aspect” as we mentioned earlier, are 

embedded in the analysis. Through this process, the meaning of the various elements 

brought into the analysis is no longer “an empty phrase”, an “abstraction” (1989: 66) that 

exists beyond and outside “time and place” (LtA: 97) and people’s specific class condition 

and interests. Instead, it becomes specific through the relations of these elements to one 

another and to the activity of people pursuing these interests. This is how the concrete 

process of creation of the whole can be disclosed; and only with this disclosure can the 

whole be perceived as “transitory and historical” (LtA: 97, 100, 103). Put differently, only 

by revealing the “origin” of a specific socioeconomic order can the potential for “progress” 

be created (LtA: 102).  

It is hopefully clear by now that this cannot be achieved without exposing the 

relations that exist between the different elements of the specific historical context under 

scrutiny. Nor if we take the meaning of these elements at face value and not as products of 

these relations. It is exactly for these reasons that Marx fiercely criticized bourgeois 

economists and everyone like them, such as Pierre-Joseph Proudhon and his Philosophie 

de la Misère, for “fail[ing] to see that economic categories are but abstractions of those 

real relations, that they are truths only in so far as those relations continue to exist” (LtA: 

100, emphasis in original). The result of separating the economic categories from the social 

and political relations that sustain them is to portray the former as eternal and 

unchangeable (LtA: 98, 102) and the latter as contingent, secondary or even 

inconsequential. Put concisely, “by a mystical inversion, […] the real relations [are seen 

as] only the embodiment of those abstractions” (LtA: 100). Due to the same separation—or 

“inversion”—people are portrayed as mere vehicles of these economic laws (LtA: 96, 97), 

while their “material activity” is regarded as irrelevant to historical development and 

change (LtA: 102).  

It is from the angle of these “interrelations” (LtA: 100) that we believe Marx’s talk 

about correspondence between economic forms, social relations and political activity—or 

“public action” (LtA: 100)—should be interpreted. It is characteristic that in his criticism 

of Henri Storch’s Cours d’économie politique, ou Exposition des principes qui déterminent 
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la prospérité des nations, the concept of the “spiritual production corresponding to” the 

material production is supplemented by the idea of “the reciprocal influence of one on the 

other” (1863). Furthermore, it is due to the importance he attaches to the “actual social 

relations” as the matrix of the economic laws and categories (LtA: 100) that his conviction 

that “material relations form the basis of all his relations” should be interpreted; thus, not 

from the prism of economic reductionism but as a result of people’s “material activity” and 

their leading role in the making of history. In sum, we believe that the core of the method 

that Marx introduced and upon which we will draw throughout our thesis is the “unity”, the 

“synthesis” (LtA: 101) of the economic, the social and the political. To bring into our 

discussion the conclusions we drew from Marx’s analysis of the relation between 

production and consumption, this is a unity and a synthesis that is established through 

double mediation. 

Being a relation of mediation and of “unity of the diverse” and not of identity, we 

should not be looking for direct relations between the economic, the political and the 

ideological—and more generally between the base and the superstructure. This is the 

reason why “one [can] not read people’s political views directly from their social position” 

(Barker et al. 2013: 26), neither their class interests through their political views. 

Therefore, to establish these relations, we should cut through “the superficial appearance, 

which veils the class struggle and the peculiar physiognomy of [every] period” (Marx 

2005: 51). An illustrative example of this approach comes from Marx’s The Eighteenth 

Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte and how democracy was linked to the class interests of the 

three social classes of the time: the bourgeoisie, the proletariat and the petty bourgeoisie. In 

particular, democracy became the vehicle through which the Legitimists and the 

Orleanists, despite the conflict between them and their loyalty to monarchy, united their 

forces to promote their common interests as the two sections of the bourgeoisie against the 

interests of the subaltern classes (2005: 54). At the same time, it was through “a 

democratic turn given to the social demands of the proletariat” that these demands were 

stripped of their revolutionary orientation (2005: 55). Finally, it was by depoliticizing the 

democratic claims of the petty bourgeoisie that the salvation of society at large was 

connected with the avoidance of class struggle (2005: 56). In sum, democracy, treated in 

three different ways, became the determining factor for strengthening the position of the 

bourgeoisie in the class struggle of the time. Mainly indirectly—by weakening the 

revolutionary edge of the working-class demands and by leaving intact the “conditions of 

bourgeois existence” (LtA: 103)—and to a lesser extent directly.  

It is also interesting that over that period, the bourgeoisie kept its royalist ideology, 

while the newly formed social-democratic party, which included the petty bourgeois and 
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the workers, often used a revolutionary rhetoric. For this reason, embedding the discourse 

of the contending classes into the sociopolitical context of a historical period is a necessary 

ingredient of any effort to cut across the rhetorical and ideological appearances and unveil 

the specific terms in which class struggle is carried out in this particular period. The failure 

of establishing this link is the core of Marx’s criticism of Proudhon: “Still less does Mr 

Proudhon understand that those who produce social relations in conformity with their 

material productivity also produce the ideas, categories, i.e. the ideal abstract expressions 

of those same social relations […]. To Mr Proudhon, on the contrary, the prime cause 

consists in abstractions and categories” (LtA: 102, emphasis in original). As a 

consequence, “The abstraction, the category regarded as such, i.e. as distinct from man 

and his material activity [becomes] immortal, immutable, impassive” (LtA: 102, emphasis 

in original). Based on this, it is not an exaggeration to say that if the language of the 

contending classes is not used as a key to unlock the specificities of their class struggle, it 

becomes a key that locks the subaltern classes into the “bourgeois horizon” (LtA: 102).  

 

3.2 Attempting our synthesis 

 

In sum, the responsibility for the autonomy of the economy from the wider socio-

political order lies originally with the bourgeois political economists who wish to leave 

unchallenged the present state of society and with those petty bourgeois who seek to 

weaken or avoid class struggle. However, against “Marx’s meaning” as many Marxists 

believe (Thompson 1984: 115) and as we tried to show, the separation has also been 

sustained by Marxists through economic determinism. The implications of this separation 

for both the economic and the political are contradictory and can be summarized as 

follows: on the one hand, political issues are evacuated from their economic 

determinations or, conversely, they are transformed to purely economic issues. On the 

other hand, the sphere of economy is considered to be autonomous from the political 

sphere and thus unaffected by political agency.  

In agreement with Marx’s historical interpretations, Wood notes that the 

consequences of this separation are not theoretical but practical: “It has had a very 

immediate practical expression in the separation of economic and political struggles which 

has typified modern working-class movements” (1995: 19-20). She also points out that the 

depoliticization of economy by the bourgeois political economists has as a result the 

portrayal of the laws of capitalist production as untouchable by the political action of the 

people and thus eternal (1995: 22). At the same time—although for different reasons and 
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with different intentions—economic determinism also results in reducing class struggle to 

no more than “a link in the causal connections established unambiguously at any given 

moment by the state of the technical-economic infrastructure”, according to Cornelius 

Castoriadis’ acute criticism (1987: 29). Equally severe is the criticism exerted by Wood to 

those Marxists who disconnect political action from class conditions and advocate the 

absolute autonomy of politics from class (1986: 96, 97). This also opposes Marx and 

Engels’ position that politics, ideology, etc “are bound to material premises” and urge us to 

always empirically verify this connection (1997: 68). Marx’s interpretation of the 

embracement of democracy by the royalists as a means of promoting their class interests 

can be seen as an example of such verification.   

In short, the two manifestations of this separation, namely the depoliticization of 

economy on the one hand and the declassed politics on the other, contribute to the 

disruption of the inextricable link between the relations of production and class struggle as 

the force that constitutes the social conditions of the productive system itself. In other 

words, it is the balance of class forces that shape “the specific social relations, modes of 

property and domination, legal and political forms” on which the constitution and 

perpetuation of the productive system depends (Wood 1995: 22). From this perspective, 

the separation of the economic from the political contributes to the invisibility of class 

(Žižek 2000: 96) and undermines the potential of class struggle to transform the socio-

economic system. Castoriadis agrees that the economic laws of capitalism “presuppose a 

given distribution of the social product” and therefore cannot be detached from class 

struggle (1987: 31, emphasis in original). He also points out that if capitalism is considered 

a result of its economic laws alone, class struggle can play no role to its alteration (1987: 

30). 

There are two reasons why it is important for the purposes of this thesis to 

reestablish the relation between the economic and the political with one another and with 

class and class struggle. First of all, it will allow us to reveal the political and class 

character of the discourse of the news bulletins under study, no matter how economic it 

appears or depoliticized it may be. In this way, it will be pointed out that depoliticization is 

no less than an attempt to exclude class from the experience and interpretation of major 

socio-political events, such as the protests against the midterm program that we analyze in 

this thesis. The link between depoliticization and the exclusion of class aspires to shed 

more light on the substantiated claim that depoliticization was the “governing strategy” 

that the political personnel—and the media, as we will hopefully show—adopted in order 

to contain the social reactions caused by the economic reforms that were imposed in 

response to the debt crisis (Macartney 2013: 8). Carl Schmitt offers a valuable insight in 
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how depoliticization has served to turn a “conflictual sphere to a neutral one” and create an 

atmosphere of “peace, understanding and reconciliation” (1929: 138, 139).  

Linking depoliticization to the exclusion of class will also shed more light to 

Wood’s claim that the “‘structural’ separation [of the economic issues from the political 

ones] may, indeed, be the most effective defense mechanism available to capital” (1995: 

20). Andreas Bieler also agrees, when he holds that the “historical specificity of capitalism 

is overlooked” unless the connection between the political and the economic is put under 

scrutiny (2005: 514). The other reason for linking the economic to the political is to unveil 

the class character of the discourse of the movement. It is a primary tenet of this thesis that 

the absence of explicit references to class or class struggle in the movement’s discourse 

does not mean that class played no role in people’s mobilization. As Wood puts it, if “class 

situations and oppositions have not been directly mirrored in the political domain, it can 

hardly be concluded that people have no class interests or that they have chosen not to 

express these interests politically” (1986: 97).  

Seen in this light, privatizations, to mention a recurring issue in the news bulletins 

under study—and as it will be shown in the analysis chapter, a milestone in our approach 

to the consent-shaping process to the midterm program—is at the same time a political 

issue as it is an economic one. In his interview about the strike of the railway workers in 

2018 in France, Negri defines privatizations as “a fundamental instrument of the system of 

governance of neoliberalism and of the transfer of income towards the financial capital”4, 

revealing their dual nature as an economic and political phenomenon and, most 

importantly, putting forward their class character, given the role of privatizations in the 

distribution of the social product between the contending classes, to draw again upon 

Castoriades. In the same vein, the public debt—of which the write-off is the core demand 

of the movement as expressed in the decisions of the Syntagma Popular Assembly—is at 

the same time the main political vehicle of (de)legitimization of the midterm program as it 

is an economic figure owed to the creditors. However, this struggle of (de)legitimization is 

pervaded by class and, more specifically, by the “class belongingness” (Hall 1982: 80) of 

the debt.  

In turn, the political arguments in favour of the midterm program, such as the 

survival of the nation and of its EU membership or the political institutions underlying its 

vote, such as parliamentary democracy itself, are regarded as representing5 a specific 

 
4. Toni Negri (2018, April 18). Toni Negri Replies to the Strikers of Paris Nord. Available from 

http://www.revolutionpermanente.fr/Toni-Negri-repond-aux-grevistes-de-Paris-Nord 

5. Laclau and Mouffe use the verbs “represent” and “express” to explain the complexity of what they see as Marx’s 

deterministic view on the base/superstructure relation: “When the Marxist tradition affirms that a State is ‘capitalist’ or 

that an ideology is ‘bourgeois’, what is being asserted is not simply that they are in chains or prisoners of a type of 

economy or a class position, but rather that they express or represent the latter at a different level” (1987: 92, 93, 
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model of production that is based on private ownership and the criterion of profit (Bieler 

2005: 514). As we have explained earlier, political institutions are considered to be 

constitutive of and inherent in a specific productive system, its predecessors and 

“attributes” (Wood 1995: 27). This is why, according to her interpretation of Marx, “the 

ultimate secret of capitalist production is a political one” (1995: 21, emphasis in original). 

On the other hand, salient political aspects of the movement are viewed as representing a 

socio-economic system antagonistic to the capitalist one: that of associated producers 

deciding on the basis of social needs.  

This is particularly true for the central political slogan of the movement, “real 

democracy now!”. In our view, this slogan did not only express6 a model of decision-

making alternative to parliamentary democracy, namely that of direct and horizontal 

participation. Neither should its vision be confined to democracy as an end in itself or, in 

Jodi Dean’s words, as “both the condition of politics and the solution to the political 

condition” (2014: 267). Instead, we agree with Dean that the movement’s democratic 

language and forms of self-organization are organically linked to the underlying class 

conflict and, in particular, we consider them to be among its most militant 

manifestations—to recall Williams’ concept of “militant particularism” and the connection 

of particular struggles to the “general struggle” that we mentioned earlier. From this 

perspective, the democratic discourse and practices of the movement can be viewed as part 

of the general struggle. Either perceived as aiming at “the abolition of private property, 

collective ownership of the means of production and economic equality” (Dean 2014: 269) 

or at “a new form of society that will benefit all of humanity” (Harvey 1995: 83), 

Williams’ “general struggle” can be viewed as a struggle against inequality, seen not only 

as “an effect of a broken political system” but as a phenomenon inherent in capitalism 

(Dean 2014: 270) and the existence of classes. For the same reason, we view all the main 

political elements of the two antagonistic discourses through the prism of class struggle. 

After all, if “every class struggle is a political struggle” (Marx and Engels 1984: 31), then 

the inverse is also true: a political struggle is a historically specific form of class struggle.  

  

 
emphasis in original). In the next section there will be an extensive discussion about the complex relationship between 

the class and the political. The use of the verb “represent” here and, soon after in the next paragraph, of the verb 

“express” is linked to this discussion.   

6. ibid. 



  72 

3.3 Neither correspondence nor no correspondence. Then what?  

 

It was suggested earlier that in order to establish the visibility of class, the view of 

the economic and the political as a totality should be applied to both the discourse of the 

selected news bulletins and the discourse of the social movement which opposed the vote 

on the midterm program. However, neither class should absorb the political, nor the 

political should absorb class if we are to render class visible in the two discourses. This 

leads us inevitably amidst a long-standing dispute, which was expressed with the 

base/superstructure metaphor. Although the two extreme interpretations of this metaphor 

may seem obsolete, they can be of use in our attempt to retrieve class from the contending 

discourses.  

As we have discussed at length, the one extreme expresses the idea that economy 

determines the political and all other constituent elements of the superstructure, such as 

culture, ideology, etc. In other words, one’s location in the production process and thus the 

standpoint from which they experience the economic laws, i.e, their class, determines their 

interests and the political language they use to express and fulfill these interests. 

Underlying such a view is the idea that language is in a one-to-one relation to class and 

thus the direct expression of class grievances, interests and aspirations. It also implies that 

these exist before and independently of language (Laclau and Mouffe 1987: 89, 96). 

Deeper into the premises of this idea, one can find the referential theory of meaning, 

according to which language corresponds to objects in reality and thus reality is external to 

language.  

Drawing upon Marx, Hall expresses the two opposing positions of the dispute also 

in terms of correspondence: “Some of the classical formulations of base/superstructure 

[…] represent ways of thinking about determination which are essentially based on the 

idea of a necessary correspondence between one level of a social formation and another” 

(1985: 94). In our case, the idea of a necessary correspondence between class and the 

political can be readily rejected, since it would imply the presence of some “language of 

class” in the texts under study (Barker et al. 2013: 26). Given that neither in the news 

bulletins nor in the discourse of the movement can such a language be found, the logic of 

the necessary correspondence would lead us to the false conclusion that class played no 

role in the meanings produced those days by the media and the movement. This is why 

Marx considered the distinction between the “phrases” and the “real interests” of the 

different parties involved in a “historical struggle” a necessary condition for its 

understanding (2005: 53).   

This takes us to the opposite side of the dispute, the position that “there is 
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necessarily no correspondence” between class and the political (Hall 1985: 94). According 

to this position, class has not the determining role in the constitution of the political. Every 

theory that sees a causal relationship between class and the other elements of the social and 

political life is named economic reductionism or class essentialism. Thus, although 

claiming that those who oppose such theories are partisans of the total autonomy of the 

political (Loftus 2014: 236; Geras 1987: 50) may not do justice to the complexity of their 

opposition,7 they do regard the “different features of social agents” as “increasingly 

autonomous contents” and any attempt to interpret them in terms of “class, capitalism, and 

so forth” as doomed to failure (Laclau 2000: 298) or unnecessary at the very best (Laclau 

and Mouffe 1987: 91). Instead, like any other social and political identity, class is 

discursively constructed and, by extension, class grievances and interests are not 

“objective” but “precarious historical products which are always subjected to processes of 

dissolution and redefinition” (Laclau and Mouffe 1987: 97). As a result, far from being the 

driving force of history, as historical materialism has it (Marx and Engels 1989: 269), class 

struggle is as contingent and uncertain as any other political struggle, dependent not on the 

producers of wealth but on those of discourse.  

Reading the selected news bulletins through the prism of “pure politics”, as Žižek 

dubs this approach (2004: 75), contributes to the retrieval of class no more than reading 

them through the prism of economic determinism. To use the optical illusion of the “two 

faces or a vase”, like Žižek does (2004: 75), this position allows to see the vase without its 

two faces, economy and politics and, therefore, it discourages the establishment of the 

relationship between them and class. As a consequence, the discursive constructions of 

“the hoodies” or “the indignant” emerge as the only political actors that opposed the vote 

on the midterm program. As Jacob Torfing would put it, drawing upon Luis Althusser, 

they are the only “points of identification” through which the protesters but also the 

audience are constituted as concrete subjects in the analyzed news texts (1999: 26). No 

matter how “inter-class” and “collective” these political identities appear to be, to borrow 

Mouffe’s theoretical devices (in Loftus 2014: 234), our analysis will show that they are 

classless, individual and apolitical.  

Thus, if we accept Mouffe’s position that it is “by their articulation to a hegemonic 

principle that the ideological elements acquire their class character which is not intrinsic to 

them” (in Loftus 2014: 234), we will disregard one fundamental form of intrinsicality of 

class: the class which is not constituted but unconstituted and which, therefore, is revealed 

 
7. In their dispute with Norman Geras over the autonomy of the political and its determination by the economic, Laclau 

and Mouffe deny they have ever supported total autonomy. To bolster their claim, they quote an extract from their book 

Hegemony and Socialist Strategy: “Neither total autonomy nor total subordination is, consequently, a plausible solution” 

(1987: 95). Instead, they claim that “all our analyses try, on the contrary, to overcome that ‘either/or’ alternative” (1987: 

95).  
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not through a process of articulation but one of disarticulation.8 As we mentioned in the 

methodology chapter, two interrelated processes of disarticulation take place in the news 

texts we analyze: first, the disarticulation from the class contents of the midterm program; 

and second, the disarticulation from the class contents produced by the movement which 

opposed the midterm program. We trust that when Laclau and Mouffe consider that every 

meaning is “constituted in the context of an action” or “within a specific discursive 

configuration” (1987: 83), they would be ready to accept that the class contents produced 

by the movement are intrinsic to the context—or discursive configuration—within which 

identities such as “the indignant” or “the hoodies” were also constituted and into which 

they were embedded. 

In this sense, we can claim that class is intrinsic to the political as much as it is 

acquired through it. This can also be viewed in the light of what Hall refers to as “double 

articulation” (1985: 95), with which he overcomes the dichotomy between structure (class) 

and agency (the political) by establishing a relationship of theoretical and practical unity 

between them, what he called “unity in action” (1985: 95). His view is based on the same 

method that had led Marx to point to the dual nature of productive forces as both 

determining and determined: “Needless to say, man is not free to choose his productive 

forces—upon which his whole history is based—for every productive force is an acquired 

force, the product of previous activity” (LtA: 96, emphasis in original). Hall’s definition of 

“double articulation” can also be seen as confirming Mouffe’s association of class with 

hegemony, but establishing an organic relation between the two, portraying class both as 

hegemony’s product and its driving power: “By ‘double articulation’ I mean that the 

structure—the given conditions of existence, the structure of determinations in any 

situation—can also be understood, from another point of view, as simply the result of 

previous practices” (1985: 95, my emphases).  

Although the structuring role of class seemed to Hall the one obvious side of a 

rather “simple” process in 1985, it has not been so obvious for many of his theoretical 

peers then and to the present day. In 2000, Laclau declares that “the classical Marxist 

theory of classes” can play no longer the role of “a theory of articulation”, acknowledging 

the structuring role of class through its denial (2000: 298, emphasis in original). He rightly 

notes that when class is just one identity among others in an enumerative chain of 

identities, it may retain some visibility but it loses its status as “articulating core around 

which all identity is constituted” (2000: 297, emphasis in original).  

Albeit not by adopting an enumerative logic, Laclau also refuses class and class 

 
8. Of course the form of intrinsicality we counterpose to Mouffe’s claim presupposes the existence of class preceding its 

discursive (dis)articulations. In order not to interrupt the current line of reasoning, we prefer to leave this issue a loose 

end here and address it together with other related issues in the next section.  
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struggle any articulatory role. He is very clear about this when he states that “there is no 

special location within a system which enjoys an a priori privilege in an anti-systemic 

struggle”, that “class struggle is just one species of identity politics, and one which is 

becoming less and less important in the world in which we live” or even that it “does not 

have any precise meaning in the contemporary world” (2000: 203, 204). Although his 

views seem grounded on his reading of today’s world and the character of its struggles, 

they can be traced back to the way he and Mouffe in Hegemony and Socialist Strategy read 

the struggles of the nineteenth century. In those struggles, not only is the class element not 

primary, it is even “absorbed” by the political one: “The relations of subordination between 

workers and capitalists are thus to a certain extent absorbed as legitimate differential 

positions in a unified discursive space” (1985: 157).  

However, by contrast to his views in the beginning of the new millennium, which 

demote class and capitalism to theoretical “straitjackets” (2000: 298) that prevent 

contemporary sociopolitical analysis from valid and useful conclusions, class in Hegemony 

and Socialist Strategy is accorded an important role and, most significantly, its relation to 

the political holds the center of the analysis. In particular, “socialist demands” are regarded 

“as a moment internal to the democratic revolution” (1985: 156); the rejection of the (then) 

new capitalist relations of production is seen as part of the criticism “of the whole of the 

capitalist system” (Calhoun in Laclau and Mouffe 1985: 156); economic and political 

equality as well as other forms of equality are considered mutually dependent (Tockeville 

in Laclau and Mouffe 1985: 156). 

No matter how outspoken Laclau is in rejecting the primary role of class, both his 

latest views and his older analyses with Mouffe abound in elements that can help us to lay 

bare what we see as the cause of the invisibility of class: its inarticulateness. The opposite 

to the inarticulateness of class would mean to conceive class in relation to the multiple 

other ideological elements and identities together with which it is embedded into specific 

historical contexts. Thus, to examine class through its articulations and disarticulations, 

like we do in this thesis, would be the “really important task” also for Laclau, that is, the 

way to shed light on the concrete role of class in specific hegemonic operations. In his 

words: “We gain very little, once identities are conceived as complexly articulated 

collective wills, by referring to them through simple designations such as classes, ethnic 

groups, and so on […]. The really important task is to understand the logics of their 

constitution and dissolution, as well as the formal determinations of the spaces in which 

they interrelate” (2000: 53).  

Wendy Brown also links the invisibility of class to its inarticulateness. Blaming the 

logic of enumeration like Laclau does, she attributes the “invisibility and inarticulateness 
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of class” to the fact that it “is invariably named but rarely theorized or developed in the 

multiculturalist mantra, ‘race, class, gender, sexuality’” (1995: 61).9 However, contrary to 

Laclau, who considers class struggle as a form of identity politics—although of decreasing 

significance—Brown believes that identity politics contributes to the invisibility of class 

and is thus inherently inimical to class struggle and the transformation of capitalism. This 

hostility is not an overt one, she argues. Identity politics does not directly oppose class 

struggle or any other anti-capitalist struggle and “insurgent identity from below” (Brown 

1995: 61). Being an outcry against the exclusion of nonclass identities from capitalism, 

identity politics rests on the idea of capitalism as a classless “inclusive/universal 

community” that can “provide the good life for all” (Brown 1995: 65, 60). Thus, not only 

does identity politics take capitalism for granted as the “standard internal to existing 

society against which to pitch [its] claims” (Brown 1995: 61), it also contributes in its 

representation as a system where universal growth and justice are possible. Given that 

identity politics does not regard inequality as a product of the classed nature of capitalism 

but considers it to be mendable through political and legal decision-making within 

capitalism, class and class struggle are rendered invisible.  

Brown’s view that the politics of identity can become hostile to class because it is 

predicated on the idea of capitalism as a system of classless growth and justice is 

confirmed by our analysis of the selected news texts. In particular, it is best illustrated by 

the one of the two identities—the second being the national identity—that is constituted 

through the analyzed news bulletins: the subjectivity that will embody the imaginary of 

growth and justice from which the vote of the midterm program derives its positive 

content. To draw upon Althusser’s description of the constitutive role of ideology, the 

positive imaginary provides the individuals an identification point, which although is quite 

abstract and concerns the future, it is “‘concrete’ enough to be recognized, but abstract 

enough to be thinkable and thought, giving rise to a knowledge” (2004: 699). This 

knowledge offers a way out of the current crisis and the social unrest it has given rise to 

and is thus useful in the present. Through this knowledge, the imaginary of growth and 

justice with which the midterm program is associated constitutes the subjects that will 

benefit from it and serves as a vehicle for building the social alliances that are necessary 

for consent to the midterm program.  

Thus, the subjectivity on which consent to the midterm program so strongly 

depends is a depoliticized and classless one: one that is premised on the “naturalization 

rather than the politicization of capitalism” (Brown 1995: 60) and the disarticulation from 

 
9. Referring to the American political culture, Nancy Fraser agrees with Brown by arguing that, although the different 

public issues which are “articulated in terms of gender and race [...] are also necessarily about status and class”, class 

“remains the great inarticulated [...] secret” (1995: 305).  
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class. In sum, through the politics of identity applied in the analyzed news texts, the 

struggle of the movement is confined to the promises and values of capitalism, while its 

anti-capitalist dynamics is undermined. Therefore, the imaginary of growth and justice and 

the subjectivity that accompanies its emergence invite the audience to seek in the midterm 

program the solution to its grievances and anxieties, while giving up on “its freedom to 

conjure an imagined future to make itself” (Brown 1995: 66).      

We can safely claim that although Brown criticizes identity politics, she values the 

process of identification no less than Laclau and Mouffe, who hold, as Torfing aptly 

phrases it, that “hegemony involves the articulation of social identities in the context of 

social antagonism” (1999: 14). In the same vein, we believe that her emphasis on class is 

perfectly compatible with their position that plurality should be “the starting point of 

[every] analysis” (Laclau and Mouffe 1987: 94). In fact, the inarticulateness and 

invisibility of class that she accuses identity politics of sustaining can be better understood 

as the result of foreclosing10 class from the plurality of identifications that take place in 

political struggles. With class being foreclosed, struggles as well as the social grievances 

that give rise to them are not experienced through the prism of class and therefore no class 

identity is articulated. The foreclosure of class from the struggles explains to a significant 

extent Sian Moore’s finding in her study of class identity among trade union activists: 

“Whilst people recognised that class equalities existed they did not think of themselves in 

class terms” (2010: 19). It may also shed light on Mike Savage’s claim that “class does not 

seem to be a deeply held personal identity, nor does ‘class belonging’ appear to invoke 

strong senses of group or collective allegiance” (in Moore 2010: 19).  

Despite—what we consider to be—Brown’s shared positions with Laclau and 

Mouffe, she differs from them on a crucial point. Although for Laclau and Mouffe “there 

are no intrinsically anti-capitalist struggles, [but] a set of struggles [that] within certain 

contexts could become anti-capitalist” (1987: 104, emphasis in original), for Brown no 

struggle can be anti-capitalist if class lacks articulateness and visibility. In her way, she 

restores class as “the foundation by which social change [is] measured” (Skeggs 2004: 41) 

and class struggle as the principal agency of change. This is why she claims that separating 

the political from the economic and detaching the struggles from the classed nature of 

capitalism, like Laclau and Mouffe among other thinkers do, traps people within capitalism 

as much as economic determinism, which these theorists set out to oppose. More 

specifically, she claims that their disinterest in “capitalism as a political economy of 

 
10. Žižek agrees with Brown that the exclusion of the political no longer takes the form of overt repression. Instead, like 

Butler, he describes the exclusion as a process of “foreclosure” (2006: 72). In his words, it is a foreclosure “(from the 

Symbolic) which, as we know from Lacan, returns in the Real” (2006: 72). In his earlier work The Ticklish Subject, 

foreclosure is more politically described as the “prevent[ion] [...] of the metaphoric universalization of particular 

demands” (in Dean 2014: 266).   
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domination, exploitation, or alienation”, discourages the conception of freedom as “a social 

and economic practice” that is directed towards emancipation from capitalism and reduces 

it to a matter of individual choices within capitalism (Brown 1995: 13). In the classless 

context of this approach, Laclau’s claim that class can no longer be the articulating core 

around which all identity is constituted reads like a self-fulfilling prophecy rather than an 

insightful description of today’s subjects and struggles and their future.     

From this point we can more clearly address the initial question of this section. If 

neither economic determinism nor “the primacy of politics over the social” (Laclau in 

Torfing 1999: 69) can help us detect class in the contending discourses of those turbulent 

days, then which viewpoint can help us do that? In other words, which approach can help 

us grasp the role of class in the movement and the role of its absence in the news texts? It 

is an approach according to which there is “no necessary correspondence” between class 

and the political, to draw again upon Hall (1985: 95). The correspondence is not necessary 

in the sense that class does not exist only when it presents itself explicitly, for example 

through a language that refers to economic categories. Class permeates the political as 

much as it depends on it for its ability to change and be changed. Besides, to employ the 

insight we gained from Marx’s method, the relation between them is not one of identity but 

of mediation. This is why the correspondence between them exists mainly in the 

(dis)articulations of class with (and from) the political and can therefore be reconstituted if 

class is conceived in interaction with the other ideological elements of the contending 

discourses and if these discourses are conceived in interaction with one another.  

In sum, class exists in its articulateness with the political, therefore, its 

(re)constitution and dissolution, as Laclau would put it, entails the political and therefore 

can be traced through the political. Thus, by analogy to Hall’s theory of double articulation 

and due to the dialectic relationship between structure and agency that it describes, we 

believe that class can be traced through a double reading of the contending discourses: 

class read through the political and the political read through class. Taking into account 

Marx’s emphasis on empirical evidence, these discourses, read in this way, are used as the 

empirically observable means to explore significant aspects and trends of the class struggle 

in today’s capitalist societies. 

  

3.4 Class present at its own unmaking 

 

No disarticulation from class in the media’s discourse of the days leading up to the 

vote of the midterm program can be substantiated unless we understand from which class 
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this disarticulation takes place. To this end, we need to define class in and through the 

discourse of the movement. This is the necessary step for carrying out what Mikhail 

Bakhtin and Pavel Medvedev regard as the task of a literary historian: to “penetrate the 

ideological horizon [of the contending discourses] to the real socioeconomic being” that 

gave birth to them (1978: 20). Only in this way will we be able to “reveal class struggle” 

(Bakhtin and Medvedev 1978: 20) and the role of media in it. Without such a definition, no 

reconstruction of the process through which class became invisible will be possible and 

class will remain unseen. Also, we will not be able to evaluate the consequences of a 

mediation strategy based on the disarticulation from class.  

As unequivocal as our analytical task may sound, it involves two interrelated 

assumptions. First, that class has an “objective reality” independently of whether there is 

class consciousness (Wood 1982: 48; de Ste. Croix 1983: 50) or “class discourses” (Wood 

1986: 97). To make more specific what the assumption of objective reality means, we draw 

on Wood’s interpretation of the premises underlying E.P. Thompson’s historiography: 

“that relations of production distribute people into class situations, that these situations 

entail essential objective antagonisms and conflicts of interest, and that they therefore 

create conditions of struggle” (Wood 1982: 49, emphasis in original). Elaborating on 

Wood’s position, Moore sheds more light on our assumption: “the possibility that there is 

no political programme, language or ideology that articulates the interests of workers does 

not deny the reality of the exploitative nature of the relationship between capital and 

labour” (2010: 28). 

This assumption is different from merely accepting that class exists independently 

of any social or discursive articulation but it is void of social content—and thus grievances, 

pressures, limitations or interests—until it enters a “system of social relations” and a 

“discursive context” (Laclau and Mouffe 1987: 82, 85). In fact, we believe that the 

distinction between an object’s mere existence (entity) and its discursively constituted 

“historical and changing” existence (being) on which this position rests (Laclau and 

Mouffe 1987: 96) does not apply to class.  

Class is not a “thing” (Thompson 1966: 11), like the stone or the football that 

Laclau and Mouffe use as examples in their distinction between entity and being, but a 

social relationship “embodied in real people and in a real context” (Thompson 1966: 9). 

For this reason, they would most likely agree that class is “always given to us within 

discursive articulations”, to use their words (Laclau and Mouffe 1987: 85), and thus never 

void of social meaning, connections or predispositions. From this perspective, the objective 

character of interests—to address the same issue as they do—is not “inscribed in [the] 

nature [of class] as a gift from Heaven”, as they ironically phrase their opposition (1987: 
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96); it originates from its nature as a social relationship between competing classes11 or, to 

borrow Eagleton’s words, as the expression of a social reality that “is self-divided, fissured 

by certain antagonisms” (2000: 239).  

By the same token, predisposition to resistance is contained in class not only if the 

two are discursively connected to one another; it is also contained in the “laboring body” 

itself, Harvey argues, which by experiencing “the often traumatic and conflictual relation 

to the dynamics of capital accumulation”, becomes a “site of resistance” (2000: 49). As a 

result, while Harvey sees in “the particularity of the laboring body” the “beginning point of 

class struggle” (2000: 49), Laclau and Mouffe either disregard class or dismiss it as bereft 

of social relevance and meaning if not embedded in discursive articulations (1987: 83). For 

these reasons, this distinction applied to class perpetuates a dualism that keeps it 

unacknowledged in the various social struggles if class consciousness is “undeveloped” or 

has “no well-defined expressions” (Wood 1995: 46, 82). In this way, class is disconnected 

from agency and thus denied access to the “political dimension” (Harvey 2000: 49) 

through which class consciousness can be acquired. From this perspective, the 

transcendence of this dualism is an inseparable part of our assumption that class has an 

objective reality and as necessary a requirement for the definition of class through its 

concrete and potential role in social struggles.  

The second assumption that our approach to class entails is the “primary” or 

“fundamental” role of material conditions (Eagleton 2000: 233). To recall our earlier 

discussion, we agree with Marx’s view of economy as the foundation of the social and the 

political. Although the “objective status” of human beings as “natural material objects” 

(Eagleton 2000: 232) lies at the root of this assumption, it is not the main reason why we 

believe there is a hierarchy between the economic and the political (Eagleton 2000: 247). 

The main reasons can be found in our opinion about how Marx meant this hierarchy: not as 

the superiority of the economic over the political, but as the necessity to empirically relate 

the social and the political to their specific “material contexts” and “historical conditions” 

(Eagleton 2000: 234), if we are to understand how these contexts were shaped and, 

ultimately, how they can be reshaped.    

In terms of the structure-agency relationship, a hierarchy meant in this way does 

not reduce “human consciousness and agency”12 to the structural determinants of economy 

and class. On the contrary, drawing upon what Erik Olik Wright argues is a commonplace 

 
11. We agree, however, to Wood's emphasis on class as an “internal relationship, a relationship among members of a 

class” (1995: 94, emphasis in original). It is the view of class as an internal relationship that, while presupposing the 

existence of class as inherent in the relationship between competing classes, it does not reduce it to productive relations 

but invites us to investigate the specific ways in which the productive relations contribute to class formation.  

12. Erik Olin Wright (2015, December 23). Why Class Matters. Available from 

https://www.jacobinmag.com/2015/12/socialism-marxism-democracy-inequality-erik-olin-wright/ 
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belief among sociologists, namely that structures are social relations that exist prior to and 

independently of people’s choice while agency is people’s action to transform these 

relations, such a hierarchy between the economic and the political allows us to define the 

specific content of consciousness and agency that is needed to transform structure. From 

this perspective, this hierarchy does not decrease but enhances the interdependence of 

signification between structure and agency. To combine Saussure and Lévi-Strauss like 

Jeffrey Mehlman does, structure precedes and signifies agency, while agency makes 

“known” the aspects of the structure that need to be changed (1972: 23, 24) and shapes the 

forms of consciousness that are required for this change. With this in mind, we can now 

bring the two assumptions together in order to transcend the dualism between structure and 

agency and define the class that “happened” in the movement (Thompson 1966: 10).   

From this perspective, our first assumption that structure has social meaning even 

outside specific discursive articulations is not inimical to the active participation of social 

agents in the construction of meaning, contrary to Laclau and Mouffe’s claim (1987: 96). 

The objective reality of structure we discussed about earlier can be seen as Lévi-Strauss’s 

“meant”, namely, “the totality of what humanity could expect to know of it” (Mehlman 

1972: 23). But what we actually “know” of this “totality of (meaning)” can only be 

“acquired” (Mehlman 1972: 23) through agency. From a materialist angle, Bakhtin and 

Medvedev confirm this position: “ideological creation and its comprehension only take 

place in the process of social intercourse” (1978: 7). Thus, far from confining the role of 

social agents to “merely recogniz[ing]” the structural determinants of their agency—as 

Laclau and Mouffe think of objective interests (1987: 96, emphasis in original)—this view 

bestows on agency the role of discursive and ideological constitution as much as Laclau 

and Mouffe’s claim that the “construction of an [object] is a slow historical process, which 

takes place through complex ideological, discursive and institutional practices” (1987: 96). 

The difference between the two approaches—the one that assumes the objective reality and 

primacy of structure while seeing in agency an equally determining role and the other 

which abandons structure for the sake of agency—boils down to the process through which 

this construction can affect structure and material reality in general; and for this reason, 

any investigation of the concrete and potential role of class in social struggles should take 

sides between the two approaches.  

On the one hand, the construction of Laclau and Mouffe draws its formative power 

from the discursive and, in particular, from the fact that once the discursive constitutes the 

being of an object—given that “the being […] of any object is constituted within a 

discourse” (1987: 86, emphasis in original)—not only does it become as real as “any other 

area of reality” but it also becomes a “theoretical horizon” (1987: 86). For them, a 
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theoretical horizon that emerges without the organic link between the discursive and the 

material conditions of society can as well become a material force that affects reality. 

Besides, it is the “historical, contingent and constructed character of the being of objects” 

that they consider as the “real”, while they believe that structure—which they refer to as 

“form”—should be gradually abandoned through the “reinsertion of [the] being [of 

objects] in the ensemble of relational conditions which constitute the life of a society as a 

whole” (1987: 91, emphasis in original). However, if structure is left discursively 

unconstituted and excluded from such a “reinsertion”, it cannot find its way to the social 

world, be part of its struggles and their outcome. To draw on Volosinov, only if structure 

“undergoes the experience of outward expression” can it transform from an inner 

experience into part of the objective reality (1973: 93). Until then, “while still inside a 

conscious person’s head as inner-word embryo of expression, is as yet too tiny a piece of 

existence” to significantly influence the social “activity” of consciousness (Volosinov 

1973: 90). In turn, a weak link of consciousness to structure weakens the process of “social 

objectification” that consciousness should go through in order to realize its full potential: 

to “become a real force, capable even of exerting […] an influence on the economic bases 

of social life” (Volosinov 1973: 90).  

This leads exactly to the passive attitude of “merely recognizing” that Laclau and 

Mouffe associate with the objective character of social objects. If structural determinants 

are not contained in the “ideological, discursive and institutional practices” of the agents, 

chances are that they are going to be “apprehend[ed] as inert objects to which human 

consciousness merely conforms rather than actively constructs” (Chari 2010: 589). In this 

way, although we agree with them that consciousness accompanies the production of social 

objects (Laclau and Mouffe 1987: 91), it will be deprived of its potential to affect the 

structural premises of this production. Put differently, their claim that “social products do 

not exist independently of the consciousness of the agents who are their bearers” (1987: 

91) does not guarantee the active role of consciousness in the (re)construction of social 

objects nor does it provide information about how it can acquire this role.  

On the contrary, and more specifically in our case, the disinterest of Laclau and 

Mouffe’s approach in the material contexts of the discursive production would confine 

consciousness within the “reflected and actual ideological horizon” of both the media and 

the movement (Bakhtin and Medvedev 1978: 20), while keeping the one isolated from the 

other. In particular, on the one hand, the interests of the ruling classes that the media’s 

ideological horizon of classlessness masks would remain beyond the “scope of [the] 

activity” of consciousness (Volosinov 1973: 90) and, as a result, the discursively 

articulated imaginary of growth and justice would acquire the “inclusive/universal” status 
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that Brown points to. On the other hand, the presence of class in the discourse of the 

movement as well as the conditions of possibility for the acquisition of class consciousness 

would remain unseen, given that they are not immediately “expressed in the language” of 

the movement (Bakhtin and Medvedev 1978: 20) but their visibility depends on an 

approach that can reconstruct them from “dispersed” elements and a wide “range of 

different connotations” (Hall 1985: 97). In a nutshell, Laclau and Mouffe’s approach 

would fail to reveal class struggle, leaving the interests of the ruling classes unchallenged 

and giving them—albeit unintentionally—a strategic advantage both in the short and the 

long run.  

By contrast, a theoretical horizon that emerges through the discursive constitution 

of the material conditions of class can throw light on class struggle and the process of 

acquisition of class consciousness, which lies in the “very mechanics of [the] generation” 

(Bakhtin and Medvedev 1978: 20) and organization of class and, ultimately, its abolition. 

In Hall’s words, such a theoretical horizon can reveal how “ideology and class can [...] be 

articulated together […] or produce a social force capable of [...] intervening as a historical 

force, a class ‘for itself’, capable of establishing new collective projects” (1985: 94, 96). 

Only if these projects succeed in shaping the material conditions that will allow people “to 

live by [ideology] a great deal more than they do now” can the hierarchy between material 

conditions and ideology be reversed (Eagleton 2000: 240). Until then, the role of material 

conditions will be primary for life as well as for the ideology that can lead these projects to 

success (Eagleton 2000: 240).   

To sum up, any attempt to define class through a discursive analysis that does not 

reconstruct the links of the produced discourse to the material contexts of those who 

produced it can have two outcomes. It can either lead to the invisibility of class and class 

struggle altogether or to merely “project[ing] any structural element[s]” of class to the 

produced discourse (Bakhtin and Medvedev 1978: 21). When such a projection does not 

also become a reason to miss out on class if this is not a direct manifestation of the 

structural elements, it certainly restricts our understanding of the concrete and potential 

role of class in the “living generation of material reality” (Bakhtin and Medvedev 1978: 7) 

and the “lived human experiences” (Sewell 1990: 67). By contrast, in addition to throwing 

light on the class that happened in the movement, what we hope for from adopting such an 

approach is to explore the class that could have happened.13 Not only because it is from 

both these classes that the disarticulation through the news texts took place; but also 

because in the specific manifestations of class and its (potential) articulations with 

 
13. In a sense, Hobsbawm in his essay “Class Consciousness in History” confirms the validity of our approach when he 

argues that the object of historians is “what actually happened including what might under specified circumstances have 

happened” (1971: 7).  
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ideology—as Hall puts it—one can find “conceptual and discursive transformations” 

(Sewell 1990: 71) that although they were not acted out then, they have affected to a 

considerable extent the way social struggles are conducted and perceived ever since.  

It is hopefully made clear by now that the way to transcend the dualism between 

structure and agency is not to substitute the latter for the former and slip into a “political 

reductionism” (Melucci 1988: 337) in order to avoid an economic one. In other words, we 

cannot see why the focus on the “reinsertion of [the] being [of objects] in the ensemble of 

relational conditions which constitute the life of a society as a whole” should exclude 

structure from that ensemble and how such an exclusion favours a better understanding of 

the “historical being” or, most importantly, the constitution of a historical being that will 

be able to transform structure. Instead, we agree with Melucci that such a focus “eliminates 

the question concerning the systemic change in advanced societies, without supplying an 

answer” (1988: 337). Indeed, although within the scope of their approach, Laclau and 

Mouffe do not succeed in resolving the “either/or” dualism (1987: 95) between structure 

and agency but perpetuate it. From a similar line of reasoning to Hall, Anderson agrees that 

the answer can be found in the “articulation” of the one with the other (1984: 34). Before 

them, Marx’s approach to the relation between production, consumption, and class—which 

we dubbed “double mediation”—is also pervaded by an articulatory logic between 

structure and agency—economy and class struggle in particular—and should also be seen 

as a way to transcend this dualism.14  

However, contrary to Anderson’s conception of structure and agency as two 

“distinct types of causality” (1984: 34) and consistent with our view of the relation 

between the base and the superstructure that we explained in the Introduction, we prefer to 

regard them as the basic constituents of a hierarchized totality “which is always in flux” 

(Dawson 1990: 420). To draw upon Thompson, as a “structured process”: a process 

“which, while subject to determinate pressures, remains open-ended and only partially-

determined” (1995: 137). The most important advantage of conceiving class as a 

 
14. We disagree with Laclau and Mouffe on their claim that “class struggle is entirely absent” from Marx’s Preface to A 

Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy and that in the specific work “the outcome of the historical process [is 

depicted] exclusively in terms of the contradiction between productive forces and relations of production” (1987: 91, 

emphasis in original). Neither do we agree with Anderson that there is a “permanent oscillation” and “a potential 

disjuncture” between the primary role of the forces and relations of production and the role of class struggle in the 

Preface to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy and the Communist Manifesto, respectively (1984: 34). As 

we have explained at the beginning of this chapter, we believe that agency, class struggle or the “subject” (Anderson 

1984: 33) is no less present in the productive forces and relations than it is in the class struggle. Thus, regardless of 

whether the omission of class struggle in the Preface was due to the risk of censorship (de Ste. Croix’s 1981: 47) or to 

Marx’s analytical choice, we do not take this absence as an exclusive preference of structure over agency nor as an 

oscillation and a potential disjuncture between the two. Actually, we believe that shifting the focus on the one or the other 

does not damage but advances the empirical investigation and understanding of their dialectical relationship. In addition, 

we believe that this relationship is better understood if regarded within the totality of Marx’s writings, especially given 

that it is mostly an underlying relationship, contained in Marx’s method—as we hope we showed in the first section of 

this chapter.  
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“structured process” is deftly described by Wood: such an approach to class 

“acknowledges that while the structural basis of class formation is to be found in the 

antagonistic relations of production, the particular ways in which the structural pressures 

exerted by these relations actually operate in the formation of classes remains an open 

question to be resolved empirically” (1995: 98).  

Our definition of class—to wrap up this discussion—will attempt to provide an 

answer to this question. To this end, we should begin with recognizing the elements of the 

structural basis that played a decisive role in the specific historical context. Only in this 

way can the role of structure in class formation and structural change become clear. 

However, the elements we will regard as structural will not be free of agency but 

permeated by it. Put differently, they will not be sought in “structural positions” (Wood 

1995: 93) but in the response of people to the structural changes that were decided and 

imposed in the period under scrutiny. Therefore, following the example of Thompson, we 

will locate the objective determinations of class within their specific historical 

manifestations, thus in “the relationships of exploitation, conflict, and struggle” expressed 

as they were by the movement (Wood 1995: 93). Although this means that we assume that 

people in the movement “behaved in class ways” (Thompson 1978: 147), we do not 

presuppose the existence of class consciousness—at least for the vast majority of the 

people who were mobilized against the vote on the midterm program. Instead, we will 

focus on those elements and processes in their struggle that we consider most closely 

associated with the acquisition of class consciousness. All in all, our definition will not 

consist in pinning class down to a number of attributes, but capture it in the act, as “a 

movement from class in itself to class for itself” (Sewell 1990: 66). 

The (dis)articulations from class through the news discourse follow the same 

movement. It is not only the class in itself that they push to invisibility, but also the 

conditions for its development into a class for itself. Disarticulations from class work 

jointly together with classless articulations towards the same end: to divert class away from 

becoming a historical force that can abolish class altogether. While in the streets class was 

“present at its own making”, to quote Thompson’s insightful phrase (1966: 9), class in the 

news was conspicuous by its absence or, to be more consistent with our perspective, 

present at its own unmaking.  

Thus, the approach to class as a “fluent social process” (Wood 1995: 69) that our 

definition entails is a two-way one, since it applies to both the discourse of the movement 

and that of the selected news texts. In this way, the “mediation process” to which we often 

refer in our analysis will not be based on theoretical abstractions but reflect real situations. 

In the same vein, the “mediation strategy”—another term we often use—will not be 
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understood as a well-designed mechanism set up according to fixed rules—a well-tuned 

clock to use Thompson’s metaphor (1995: 79)—but as a process of articulations and 

disarticulations that acquire their specific meaning and importance through their relation to 

the antagonistic discourse. From this perspective, their function as an inseparable part of 

class struggle will be put forward.  

To throw light on this historical relation and be able to penetrate the ideological 

horizon of the media, we will discuss how the main processes of depoliticization in the 

selected news texts are actually processes of disarticulation from the class in the 

movement. Maybe Wood is right to claim that Poulantzas was wrong to conflate political 

and ideological divisions with class ones (1983: 261), but this conflation is highly 

illustrative of the inextricable relation between the political, the economic and class we 

referred to in more detail at the beginning of this discussion. In a nutshell, we will show 

how the political became the vehicle for the disarticulation from both class in itself and 

class for itself, “discourag[ing] unity within the working class and interfer[ing] with the 

processes of class formation and organization” (1983: 261).   

 

3.5 The movement as a (re)construction site of class 

 

It is clear by now that the “disarticulated” class will be sought in the movement and 

retrieved through its discourse and practices. However, this entails the reconnection of 

class to collective action. The relation between the two, which was almost a truism among 

the movement scholars of the 1960s and 1970s, has been largely ignored in the study of 

social movements over the last few decades (Hetland and Goodwin 2013: 83). This has 

happened although “capitalism has spread to nearly every corner of the globe” (Hetland 

and Goodwin 2013: 83) and, most importantly, despite the fact that capital has 

commodified areas of life which were previously “uncommodified”, leading prominent 

theorists such as Jameson to talk about “a new and historically original penetration and 

colonization of Nature and the Unconscious” (1999: 77).  

The disappearance of capitalism and class from the study of social movements15 

and, more specifically, their disconnection from “the question of action”, is also in the 

centre of the critique of Boltanski and Chiapello in their New Spirit of Capitalism (2005a: 

x). This disconnection, they argue, began as a reaction to the analysis of society and history 

in terms of “structure”, “laws” and “forces” that “escape the consciousness of social 

actors”, which was the prevailing paradigm in the 1960s and the 1970s (2005a: x). From 

 
15. See footnote 24 in the Introduction.  
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Michalis Psimitis’ account of the different approaches to collective action it also becomes 

clear that this disconnection results from a specific conception between structure and 

agency which benefits the latter to the detriment of the former (2006: 176). Stressing the 

“dynamic of capitalism” like Jameson, Boltanski and Chiapello, we believe that only an 

approach which reconnects intentional action with the analytical categories of social class 

and capitalism can help people to explain in a coherent way the sweeping changes that 

capitalism brings about in their lives and enable them to “constr[uct] wider collective 

projects” (2005a: xiii, xii). 

To this end, it is useful to look at the economic, political and ideological context 

within which the abandonment of structural determinations for the sake of the “expressive 

dimension of action” (Bernstein 1996: 36), what can also be described as the “decoupling 

of class and collective action” (Eder 1993: 1), took place. Alan Spector gives a brief 

account of the main characteristics of this context: the “downsizing of traditional heavy 

industry, the decline in labor union membership, and the collapse of the Soviet Union and 

its Eastern European allies” (1995: 329). Barker et al. more or less agree on the role of 

these developments and fill in a few major gaps in the economic, political and ideological 

dimensions of this context. More specifically, they ascribe the crisis of the trade union 

membership to the failure of the official labour movements to stem the economic and 

political changes that the ruling elites imposed in face of the economic crises of the mid-

1970s—what came to be known as “neoliberalism” (2013: 25). They also emphasize the 

fact that, while Marxism was associated with the anti-democratic régimes of the Soviet 

bloc, neoliberalism was becoming more alluring (2013: 25).  

It was within this context that the voices downplaying the role and relevance of 

class to social change increased (Barker et al. 2013: 5). Especially after the events of May 

1968 and the emergence of the new social movements, class politics was “replaced” by 

identity politics, with the latter being regarded as best suited to the new geography of 

“issues and actors [that] were emerging to contest the future shape of society” (Barker et 

al. 2013: 5). From this perspective, what Spector succinctly calls “anticlass theorizing” 

(1995: 329) has been since its beginnings premised on an antagonism between class and 

identity, with the former being portrayed as an obsolete “organizing category for radical 

thought” (Barker et al. 2013: 26) and the latter as class-free. As a result, the different 

“conflicts are largely separated from each other” (Touraine 1985: 773) and the role of class 

and capitalism in these conflicts has become largely unacknowledged.16  

 
16. It is interesting that, although Laclau, unlike Boltanski and Chiapello, does not seek to restore the relationship 

between class and collective action, neither does he consider the critique of class and capitalism necessary for the 

construction of collective projects, he admits that “the pendulum has moved too much in the direction of an issue-
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Contrary to the antagonism between class-based and identity-based politics, we 

believe that even in the period of transition from the old paradigm of movements to the 

new one there was more continuity than discontinuity between them than their dominant 

theorizations imply. Drawing on Claus Offe’s classification of the two paradigms, this 

continuity did not concern the formal aspects of the movements, namely the actors, issues, 

values and modes of action (1985: 832). Rather, it concerned the role that the balance of 

class forces as it was shaped within the old paradigm played in the emergence of the new 

social movements and the formation of their agenda. According to Offe, it was to a great 

extent thanks to “the accomplishments of the fully developed welfare state that the “middle 

class radicals” who are mainly the members of the new social movements were 

“sufficiently numerous and economically secure to be able to reemphasize some issues of 

the ‘forgotten agenda’ of the working class movement and to revitalize some of the 

noninstitutional forms of politics that were characteristic of earlier periods of the working 

class movement itself” (1985: 836).  

In addition, as it can be inferred from this passage, the issues endowing the new 

social movements with their “newness” did no arise from one day to the next. They were 

part of the agenda of the old paradigm’s movements before they were relinquished “in 

exchange for a firmly established status in the process of income distribution” (Offe 1985: 

822). To see this compromise as the determining factor for the emergence of the new social 

movements, their agendas and practices is of course an option; but one which would focus 

on “rupture and discontinuity” (Offe 1985: 825) from the class-orientated movements of 

the old paradigm, obscuring the view of their class dimension. Instead, an account seeking 

to construct continuity is more suitable for disclosing the “real” role of class in the new(er) 

social movements but also its potential one (White 1980: 10, 8).17 

From this perspective, it is our analytical focus on class that “authorizes [an] 

account of reality in which continuity rather than discontinuity governs the articulation of 

the discourse” (White 1980: 14). But at the same time, it is reality itself—in its historical 

specificity—that justifies our analytical focus on class. Thus, if the reconstruction of class 

and its link to collective action is possible even in the period after the events of May 1968, 

where class was totally overshadowed and decoupled from the movements, it is also 

possible—and necessary—in the period since the vote of the midterm program, where 

 
orientated politics and purely defensive struggles, giving up on strategic thinking on more global perspectives of change” 

(2000: 292).   

17. Jonas Edlund and Arvid Lindh confirm our emphasis on the continuity of the role of class, when they argue that “in 

those countries where working-class mobilization was most successful [...] we find the most comprehensive welfare 

states” (2015: 313). Most importantly, they also advocate “the continuing relevance of class for understanding social 

divisions and conflict in contemporary Western political economies” contrary to those who belittle the role of class in 

“shaping social identities and political actions” (2015: 313, 314).  
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large parts of the population have been experiencing a sharp decline in their living 

standards as a result of a fiercely neoliberal management of the biggest economic crisis 

since the 1930s. All in all, no matter how important and meaningful the discontinuities in 

the history of the social movements are, we consider the sociopolitical “discontinuity”18 

that the vote on the midterm program marked for the life of the lower classes the 

determining reason why the role of class in the movement that opposed its vote should be 

elucidated and why an approach to movements that favours continuity between the 

different paradigms can better equip us to do so.   

In light of this approach, the movement against the midterm program appears to 

have integrated the major characteristics of both paradigms. On the one hand, it had many 

of the characteristics of the new social movements, especially as far as its “values” and 

“modes of action” are concerned (Offe 1985: 832). More specifically, it highly valued 

“personal autonomy” and “identity” and was suspicious to every form of “centralized 

power” (Offe 1985: 832). Moreover, its “internal” organization was characterized by 

“informality, spontaneity [and] low degree of horizontal and vertical differentiation”,19 

while it politically expressed itself “in predominantly negative terms” (Offe 1985: 832). 

On the other hand, however, its agenda was dominated by a come back of the issues that 

Offe associates with the class-orientated movements of the old paradigm. The most 

significant of them were the demand for distribution, real income and social security (Offe 

1985: 821, 822, 823) as they can be retrieved from the square movements’ criticism of 

“this political system which makes the poor poorer and the rich richer” or the right to “live 

decently from our work without the constant terrorism of unemployment” (MD on 2 June: 

282). 

Rather than reading these issues merely in conjunction with the other elements of 

the square movement’s discourse, such as justice, equality or dignity, which according to 

Offe’s classification are associated with the new social movements and, in particular, their 

emphasis on “human rights” (1985: 832), they can be read in articulation with them. 

Harvey confirms the validity of such an articulatory approach by pointing out that “much 

of the defense of human dignity in the face of the degradation and violence of labor 

worldwide has been articulated through the [...] human rights organizations than through 

 
18. Callinicos also sees the shift to austerity that followed the 2008 crash as “a moment of discontinuity in the neoliberal 

era” (2012: 66).   

19. However, statements emphasizing individuality, spontaneity and opposition to centralized forms of political 

organization such as “Each one [...] expresses only his/her self”, “Without flags and placards, without parties and 

organizations. Spontaneously” can only be found in the very early texts of the movement and, in particular, the 

indignant’s invitations to mobilization on 20 May 2011 (in Giovanopoulos and Mitropoulos 2011: 277). The emphasis on 

these values gave way to those of unity and collectivity already in the first decisions of the popular assemblies, as one of 

the closing phrases of the Syntagma Popular Assembly’s decision on 2 June implies: “We will keep on demonstrating 

united and collectively [...]” (2011: 282).  
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labor organization directly” (2000: 51). From this perspective, the “human rights” of the 

new social movements are as human as they are class-ridden. The right to a stable job as a 

condition for a descent life can be regarded as a recoupling of two elements that in Offe’s 

classification appear separated. In the same vein, justice can be recoupled with distribution, 

while the demand for “public and free health and education” (MD on 2 June: 282) can be 

interpreted from the standpoint of both the old paradigm’s demand for “prosperity” (Offe 

1985: 823) and the focus of the new social movements on human rights.  

Last but not least, the claim of “old politics” to social control, which had allowed 

the lower classes to participate in the legal, economic and political institutions that 

determined their lives (Offe 1985: 824) can be refound in the discourse of this square 

movement, when it declares: “we came here to take our lives in our hands” (MD on July 3: 

297); and most importantly, it can be refound as the necessary condition for defending all 

sorts of rights: “until we regain the country’s control, within the framework of our rights as 

they result from the Constitution of Greece but also from the internationally recognized 

rights of peoples and human beings, we will do whatever necessary through our self-

organization [...]” (MD on July 3: 296).  

It is hopefully clear that the continuities between the two paradigms are not 

conceived in the form of “causal connections” (Harvey 2000: 13). Both continuities and 

discontinuities are not mechanical but political and, therefore, the one contains the other 

and there are no clear-cut limits among them. In Harvey’s words, “the one is always 

internalized and implicated in the other” (2000: 16). This is the reason why the lack of 

explicit references to class in this square movement has not been interpreted as mere 

absence of class. This is also why the return of class in the discourse of the square 

movement as a result of the collapse of the welfare state that the midterm program signals 

has not been expected to take only pure “class” forms, such as “immediate conflicts 

between capitalists and workers over matters like wages” (Barker 2013: 51).  

Barker is right to point out that the relationship between class struggle and social 

movements is a “mediated” one (2013: 46). Offe’s concept of “logical sequence” between 

the movements of the two paradigms (1985: 854) sheds light on the “political processes” 

(Barker 2013: 42) that this mediation involves and how they shape the “new” forms with 

which class struggle can be associated. His reference to the emergence of the feminist 

movement as a result of the improvement of the social position of women accomplished in 

the preceding period is a good example of such a logical sequence. More generally, it is 

highly illustrative of how changes on a structural level brought about through class politics 

have created the conditions for the development of identity politics (Offe 1985: 854). From 

this perspective, Offe’s approach contributes to the elimination of the antagonism between 
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the two forms of politics. Harvey’s contribution comes from the other end of the class-

identity spectrum, when he identifies in issue-orientated movements, such as those “around 

human rights, the environment, and the condition of women”, the ability to “illustrate the 

possible ways in which politics can get constructed to bridge the micro-scale of the body 

and the personal on the one hand and the macro-scale of the global and the political-

economic on the other” (2000: 51). Such an integrated approach to class- and identity-

politics justifies Laclau’s criticism of Žižek for opposing the two: “Are they essentially 

different? Everything depends on the way we conceive class struggle” (2000: 202).  

This is probably why, although Laclau—like the main theorists of the new social 

movements—argues for the decline of the role of class in “the fundamentally changed 

macro-historical circumstances” of late capitalism (Barker et al. 2013: 4), his analysis can 

contribute to the “reconfiguration” of class struggle (Barker et al. 2013: 16) towards 

integrating different forms of resistances and movements against the various forms of 

exploitation and oppression. Central to this contribution is that, contrary to Habermas who 

sees the “colonization of the lifeworld” (Habermas 1984: xli) as the main consequence of 

the “society-wide spillover effects” brought about by the sociopolitical changes that are so 

characteristic of post-industrial societies (Offe 1985: 846), Laclau sees a process of 

“politicization of vast areas of social life that opens the way for a proliferation of 

particularistic political identities” (1994: 4). From this perspective, not only does he not 

share Habermas’ distinction between lifeworld and system but views society as a whole 

(Chari 2010: 597), he also links the social to the political, establishing in this way the 

ability of people to “react to their systemic problems” (Eder 1993: 194).  

In fact, Laclau’s definition of the political consists in the “radical institution” of the 

social (1994: 4). And although for him “this instituting dimension” of the political neither 

is affected by nor affects the “sedimented social practices” (1994: 4), such as class-

centered practices, he does associate the politicization of the new identities with these 

sedimented social practices, even by considering the latter as no longer able to politicize 

the social: “the more the ‘foundation’ of the social is put into question, the less the 

sedimented social practices are able to ensure social reproduction, and the more new acts 

of political intervention and identification are socially required. This necessarily leads to a 

politicization of social identities” (1994: 4). On the contrary, Eder believes that what 

Laclau describes as the “emergent plurality of political identities” (1994: 4) can—and 

should—become an object of class politics. This presupposes but also motivates a 

reconfiguration of class struggle towards embracing any issue about which there are 

“irreconcilable cultural orientations”, in Eder’s words (1993: 193), or “opposite forms [and 

acts] of institution” (1994: 4), in Laclau’s words, irrespective of whether they concern 
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“capital-labour relations” or the environment (Eder 1993: 193). Despite the autonomy of 

Laclau’s political identities from class, his approach to the constitution of identities is not 

incompatible with the reconfiguration of class struggle implicit in Eder’s proposition.  

More specifically, far from regarding the relation of “exclusion and/or antagonism” 

among identities as the basis for isolating the identity-based struggles from each other, 

Laclau regards it as the origin of their ability to create articulations (Butler 2000: 31). More 

specifically, due to this “constitutive exclusion” (Butler 2000: 14), none of the identities 

alone can “achieve complete determination” (Butler et al. 2000: 2) unless it comes into 

relation with other identities by creating with them what Laclau (and Mouffe) call a “chain 

of equivalences” (1985: xix). The identities of this chain, Laclau argues, “do not simply 

remain themselves, but also constitute an area of universalizing effects” (2000: 55). In 

other words, the transcendence of the “incompleteness” inherent in each identity becomes 

the point of departure for the establishment of a relation of articulation among the 

particularistic identities with one another and, at the same time, between particularism and 

universality. From this perspective, not only does Laclau offer the theoretical background 

for the articulation of class with other identities, he even entrusts this articulation with the 

role of achieving hegemony (Butler et al. 2000: 2).  

However, Laclau himself resists such an articulation, criticizing class and class 

struggle for “anchor[ing] the moment of struggle and antagonism in the sectorial identity 

of a group, while any meaningful struggle transcends any sectorial identity and becomes a 

complexly articulated ‘collective will’” (2000: 210). It is clear from this extract that he 

even leaves class out of the complex articulations that he considers necessary for the 

transcendence of particularisms towards the achievement of universality. Therefore, he 

does not see how the chains of equivalences constituted through the articulation of class 

with other identities can embody an enlarged conceptualization of class struggle and lead 

to hegemony.  

As a result, he misses how his analysis can contribute to what himself—and the 

theorists of the new social movements mentioned in this section—consider “the basic 

political dilemma of our age”: how “the proliferation of new social actors [can] lead to the 

enlargement of the equivalential chains which will enable the emergence of stronger 

collective wills” instead of “dissolv[ing] into mere particularism making it easier for the 

system to integrate and subordinate them” (2000: 210). What he particularly misses is that 

an enlarged concept of class struggle could rise up to this challenge by integrating the 

proliferation of new social actors in an anti-systemic direction. In such a concept of class 

struggle, class would regain its articulatory role, but not as “pure universality” subjugating 

the other particularities, as is Laclau and Mouffe’s justified concern (Laclau 2000: 208; 
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Laclau and Mouffe 1985: 186). It would rather operate as the “plot” of the political, or, 

more specifically, the “structure of relationships” (White 1980: 13) within which the issues 

and identities of the new(er) social movements are conceived, experienced and developed.  

With such an embedment in the issue-orientated struggles, class would function 

“less [as] a meaning beneath the manifest content than [as an] organization of the manifest 

content” (Mehlman 1972: 33, emphasis in original). Its role could then be described as “the 

central particularistic core” around which the chains of equivalences expand, creating 

universalizing effects (Laclau 2000: 208).20 And no matter how strongly Laclau refuses 

class such a primary role—as it was made clear many times in this section—we would dare 

to draw an analogy between the concept of class as particularistic core with universalizing 

effects and the Marxist view of class struggle as driving force of history. In any case, like 

Marx advocated the transformation of the workers’ movement into “a political movement” 

(Marx 1968, emphasis in original) Laclau encourages us to conceive “working-class 

struggle[s]” as “truly political mobilization[s]” even when carried out mainly by workers 

(2000: 210).  

From this perspective, it is not surprising that, although in 2000—long before the 

square movements—Laclau reserved for class no role in the articulation of collective will, 

in 2014 Mouffe admitted that their critique of reductionism in Hegemony and Socialist 

Strategy should not have overshadowed the importance of class issues (2014: 265). 

Instead, she stressed the role of class in the “articulat[ion] of different kinds of demands” 

that needs to be achieved nowadays, in times where financial capitalism has hegemonized 

(2014: 265). For such an articulation, she considers the elimination of the distinction 

between the movements of redistribution and those of recognition—a new vocabulary for 

the division between class and identity politics—to be necessary and implicitly invites us 

to conceive both as forms of class struggle (2014: 265).21 Drawing on the Hegelian 

position that “narratives are always retroactive reconstructions for which we are in some 

way responsible; they are never simple given facts” (Žižek 1994: 42), we can claim that in 

2014 Mouffe reconstructs class and rediscovers its significance through a similar focus to 

ours on the continuity between the different movements and driven by the same emphasis 

on the sociopolitical exigencies of our times with which we also justified this focus. In any 

 
20. The exact phrasing is this: “There is no universality which operates as pure universality, there is only the relative 

universalization created by expanding a chain of equivalences around a central particularistic core”.      

21. Domenico Losurdo also rejects this distinction, claiming that it does not apply to any of the “three fronts 

(emancipation of the working class, the oppressed nations, and women)” if those are considered from the point of view of 

the “marxist class struggle” (2014: 413). Besides, he argues, “the struggle for recognition is everywhere” (2014: 413). 

Anita Chari’s opposition to this distinction is even stronger, arguing that “the binary between redistribution and 

recognition [keeps social movements] trapped within the framework of a liberal democratic politics” (2010: 606), thus 

obscuring and limiting their transformative potential. Also, she is totally in line with Losurdo about the omnipresence of 

recognition, which, drawing on Axel Honneth, she views as the “‘moral grammar’ of social conflict” (2010: 601).  



  94 

case, her approach contributes to the reinsertion of class into the organization and 

interpretation of social struggles or—to point back to Boltanski and Chiapello—the 

reconnection of class and capitalism with intentional action. At the same time, it 

contributes to the dialectic between identity and class, which is especially important in 

“periods of pronounced retreat for emancipatory politics” like ours, McNally argues, 

because only through dialectical theorizing can future struggles be prepared (2015: 132).  

To pursue this reconstruction further, we should note that, in fact, the square 

movement we analyze did not make a choice between class and identity; it chose the unity 

of the diverse: ‘We are different but we are and will all together stay united’, it declared 

(MD on June 2: 282). In the same vein, it did not choose between the class-based focus on 

“necessity” and the post-class focus on “choice” (Hetland and Goodwin 2013: 96); it 

focused on the necessity of choice against the “dilemmas of the government, the Troika 

and the bankers” (MD on June 28: 291). Through its slogan “life, not survival”, it did not 

contrast the new social movements’ demand for “good life” (Offe 1985: 853) with the 

material concerns of the old paradigm’s social movements; assuming a continuity between 

the two, it gave a political answer to those who invoked survival to gain power over life.22 

In sum, it did not choose between class politics and identity politics. It chose politics, both 

as a struggle of “we” against “them” and a “pursuit of collective interests” (Touraine 1985: 

752): “Memoranda fall! Either they or we!” (MD on June 28: 291).23 But as Eder rightly 

points out, “the crisis of class politics occurs when there is not enough politics” (1993: 

194).  

This is why the disarticulation from class taking place through the news bulletins 

under study is first of all a process of depoliticization. From this perspective, it is not the 

identities of the indignant or the hoodies that threaten class, but the depoliticization of 

indignation24 and violence—and of course the combination of the two: “Those who 

suffocate us by tear gas will suffocate by our indignation” (MD on 28 June: 291). Through 

this depoliticization, which we explain in detail in the “conflict frame” section of the 

analysis chapter, a massive popular mobilization is disconnected from class struggle and 

 
22. The argument of survival, which was employed by the then Prime Minister, Giorgos Papandreou, will be discussed in 

detail in the analysis chapter not only as a means to shape consent to the midterm program, but also as revealing of the 

biopolitical dimension of the class struggle of those days.  

23. Touraine considers the first type of struggles—where “the opponent is defined more as a foreigner or invader than as 

an upper class, a power elite, or management” and which, as a result, they mainly consist in a clash of social identities—

as “defensive”, and the struggles for the pursuit of collective interests as “offensive” (1985: 752). We disagree with 

Touraine’s distinction for the same reasons that Losurdo and Chari disagree with the distinction between the movements 

claiming redistribution and those claiming recognition.     

24. We believe that Harvey confirms our point when he argues that “globalization politics”, with all the “frustration” that 

causes, offers “opportunities for an alternative progressive politics” (2000: 91). In the same vein, Badiou urges us to 

“salute” politicized indignation, which can contribute to the “affirmative Idea and its organization”, and to “criticize” 

apolitical indignation, which is only a “negative emotion” (2012: 97). The latter “cannot replace” the former, he argues, 

“any more than a nihilistic riot can claim to be politics” (2012: 97).  
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mediated as mere clashes; as a “private war” between the hoodies and the police, 

“politically [ir]relevant” for “society as a whole” (Offe 1985: 828).25 In turn, the unity of 

the diverse is not threatened by class, as Laclau implies when he accuses class for 

confining struggles to a single social group. It is threatened by the reduction of the 

diversity to the depoliticized identities of the hoodies and the indignant and the subsequent 

disarticulation of diversity from class.  

Conceived as the “central particularistic core” around which this diversity can be 

organized or, in Eder’s words, as “a social construction that puts together [various] social 

categories in order to form a more encompassing whole” (1993: 183), class is 

indispensable in the unity of the diverse. At the same time, without the articulation of class 

with diversity, class is deprived of “the multiple determinations in and through which it is 

composed” and, as a result, it is reduced to “a purely empty and formal universal bereft of 

the dynamic content of a living, organic relation” (McNally 2015: 133). This is how class 

ends up being the static structure that Laclau omits from his chain of equivalences, without 

realizing that, in this way, he also contributes to the decoupling of class from agency and 

identity and the breach of their dialectics.  

By omitting class from our interpretation of the movement’s discourse, the 

class(less)ness pervading—and generated by—the discourse of the media cannot be fully 

exposed or evaluated. More specifically, as we will show in the “dilemma frame” section 

of the analysis chapter, although the social imaginary of growth and justice by which 

consent to the midterm program is attempted seems classless, it is loaded with class. In that 

section, we will draw upon Laclau and Mouffe’s theory of chain of equivalences in order 

to provide a detailed account of how connecting the privatizations prescribed by the 

midterm program to the tax law that would be drafted after the vote of the midterm 

program became the vehicle for the disarticulation from the class inequalities inherent in 

the midterm program and fought against by the movement. Such a disarticulation was the 

necessary condition for the articulation between the social imaginary constituted through 

this chain of equivalences and the classless universality of national identity, the most 

crucial component of the media’s attempt to portray the midterm program as favourable to 

the totality of society, thus universalizing the interests of the ruling classes attached to it. It 

goes without saying that by depriving the movement of its political and class character and 

by connecting the midterm program to a social imaginary of national advantage, the 

articulation of class with the multiple and diverse identifications taking place within the 

movement was also severely undermined.  

 
25. Drawing on Eder, the depoliticization of the protest is a characteristic example of how the exclusion of politics is 

intrinsically linked to the “end-of-class-politics discourse” through which society is portrayed as “stable” and “self-

regulating” and class politics is rendered redundant (1993: 193, 194).  
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This confirms that analyzing the disarticulation from class through “the concept of 

social movement”, what Touraine would urge us to do if he himself did not think little of 

the importance of class in the analysis of our societies, can amplify our understanding of its 

consequences (1985: 777, 782).26 Thus, as it will be illustrated in the analysis chapter, the 

view of the disarticulation in terms of the social movement helps us reveal the role of the 

specific mediation strategy in preventing the development of the movement into a “genuine 

movement of the working class” and, thus, from “achieving its interests in a general form” 

(Marx 1968). At the same time, it helps us establish a link between the media’s 

contribution to the hegemony of the ruling classes and the counter-hegemonic potential of 

the massive social movement of these days. In light of this link, the disarticulation from 

class is understood not as the end point of the media’s hegemonic process but as the 

intermediary step towards an articulation necessary for the achievement of hegemony: the 

creation of an imaginary that is positive and universal enough to prevent class from 

developing through this movement into the inclusive, radical and positive universality 

which can potentially challenge the capital’s power altogether; not only capitalism, but 

also the “concept of capital” (Mészáros 1995: 912).  

More specifically, such a universality, articulated through the “reciprocal inter-

constitution” of class with the socio-political diversity of the movement, can become the 

“concrete universality of wage-labour as a class” (McNally 2015: 132, emphasis in 

original) which is required not only for “capitalism’s total overthrow” (Barker 2013: 50), 

but also for the transcendence of conceptualizing “wage-labour in the image of capital” 

(McNally 2015: 132). This latter is what István Mészáros considers the second—after the 

overthrow of capitalism—but “real objective of socialist transformation”: the 

establishment of an “alternative social metabolic order” to that of capital, which will 

consist in “the positive appropriation and ongoing improvement of the vital functions of 

metabolic interchange [...] among the members of society by the self-determining 

individuals themselves” (1995: 792, emphasis in original).  

It is from the prism of these two objectives that we will reconstruct class through 

the discourse of the movement in the two following sections. This is why this 

reconstruction will not only consist in the class articulations that were “realized”, so to 

 
26. Here we draw upon Touraine’s position that “an analysis based on the idea of social movement can [...] help 

rediscover that [the] alienated and excluded categories are nevertheless actors” (1985: 782). More specifically, we 

interpret this position as an invitation to perceive exclusions—and the disarticulations usually preceding them—as parts 

of processes that extend beyond the excluded categories and the immediate consequences of their exclusion. From this 

perspective, exclusions are regarded more as points of departure for revealing more aspects of the complex relationship 

between the contending discourses than as final outcomes of this relationship; or to allude to a discussion that will take 

place in the analysis chapter, they are regarded as moments of “genesis” of new processes and categories. It is from this 

perspective that we invite the reader of this thesis to perceive the excluded categories or the processes of exclusion 

mentioned in it.  
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speak, but also in those elements that are necessary for the articulation of this “not-yet” 

universality (McNally 2015: 132), what we consider as class in itself and class for itself, 

respectively. Drawing on Mészáros, the first elements are those of class unity or 

“solidarity”, which are necessary for the “emancipation” of the individuals from the rule of 

capital, while the second elements are those necessary for their “emancipation as social 

individuals” (1995: 909, emphasis in original). From this respect, although not yet 

articulated, this universality—and thus the elements of the movement pointing to it—was a 

necessary ingredient of the movement’s ability to persuade that it can succeed in 

establishing a social order and “modes of life” (Offe 1985: 825) alternative to the capital’s 

social order and can create those political forms that can maintain and “constantly 

improv[e] the positively self-determined mode of control of [this social] order” (Mészáros 

1995: 792, emphasis in original). Therefore, this dimension of the movement’s universality 

had also to be addressed by the media. It was addressed through the imaginary of growth 

and justice, as the “positive condition” that the existing social order had to offer (Žižek 

2000: 93).    

For these reasons, it is also from the prism of these two objectives—and, more 

specifically, of their prevention—that the disarticulations from class and the class(less) 

articulations of the media as they will be shown in the analysis chapter should be 

evaluated. Such an approach justifies Butler and Žižek who, contrary to Laclau, do not 

consider universality as an empty space of contention nor hegemony as depending on the 

perpetual emptiness of this space (Butler 2000: 167). Most importantly, it provides an 

answer to the critical question they pose—and which is central to this thesis as we made 

clear in the previous chapters—about the “specific content” of the universality that the 

media had to exclude before they were able to articulate their own universality in order to 

achieve consent to the midterm program and thus hegemony of the class interests inherent 

in it. That specific content, as we hope to show in the next three sections, is class 

reciprocally interconstituted with the diversity of the movement.   

The “not-yet” dimension of the movement’s universality is no less historical and 

objective than the dimension that relies on the realized articulations we will discuss as 

class in itself. Not only because it is premised on elements of a movement that arose under 

specific historical circumstances, as opposed to the ahistorical construction of national 

identity through which the universality of the class(less) imaginary of growth and justice 

was attempted; but also, because we agree with Laclau that, in addition to the relations 

between objects which have existed, the “whole field of objectivity” should broaden up to 

include “the kind of relations between objects which it is possible to think about” (2000: 

72). From this perspective, the following discussions of the elements regarded as class in 
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itself and class for itself will complement each other for a reconstruction of class which 

“avoids the pitfalls of historicism as well as the pitfalls of objectivism” (Eder 1993: 191), 

while contributing to a critical evaluation of the role of the media in creating a view of 

objective reality where class and class struggle have no place. 

 

3.6 Class in itself: exploitation  

 

The type of the policy response that the reforms prescribed by the midterm program 

represented were clearly “in line with the neoliberal conceptual framework, consider[ing] 

labor market imbalances as the cause of the crisis” (Tourtouri et al. 2018: 33). More 

specifically, contrary to a Keynesian solution to the crisis which would consist in 

supporting labour (Tourtouri et al. 2018: 32), the midterm program targeted it, given that it 

provided the stepping stone for the implementation of the first memorandum and, as such, 

for the attack on “the production relations to the detriment of workers” that the first 

memorandum embodied and initiated (Tastsoglou 2020: 292; Tourtouri et al. 2018: 34, 

35).27  

However, there is only one direct reference to the defence of labour in the square 

movement’s decisions: “[...] Because we want to live decently from our work, without the 

constant terrorism of unemployment” (MD on 2 June: 282). Does the lack of explicit 

references to labour mean that class played a minor role in the mobilization against the 

vote on the midterm program? Or that class should be confined to those who defined 

themselves more as strikers than as protesters, since it is strike the typical expression of 

class struggle (Spector 1995: 334)? But then, how can we know whether the events of 

those days were perceived primarily through the concept of strike than of protest? In the 

texts of the Syntagma Popular Assembly there are elements to imply the primacy of both 

concepts over each other. For example, the invitation that Syntagma Popular Assembly 

addressed to the trade unions, labour centers and general confederations of labour to call 

for a general strike so that “we encircle the Parliament together with all the workers” (MD 

on 15 June: 285) may indicate that the strike was perceived mainly as the means, albeit 

necessary, through which the working people could join the protest. On the other hand, the 

 
27. In particular, within the framework of the first memorandum, wages and benefits in the public sector were cut, annual 

salary raise was frozen, the rule of “one hire for every ten retirements was implemented along with a 50% reduction of 

the fixed-term contracts in the public sector (Tourtouri et al. 2018: 34). At the same time, important steps towards 

withdrawing employment protection were taken, such as the increase of the collective dismissals allowed and the 

abolition of the binding nature of the collective employment agreements (Tourtouri et al. 2018: 35). Targeting labour is in 

line with the claim of Bieler and other analysts of the European integration “that it is actually labour, which bears the 

costs of EMU” (2005: 515) and that, therefore, it is class analysis that “helps reveal the true nature of the project 

(Carchedi in Bieler 2005: 515).  
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reference to the different publics participating in the protest under the collective noun 

“striker” (MD on 15 June: 285)28 may point to the strike as the concept pervading the 

protest, rather than the other way round.     

Either way, the creation of a dichotomy between them would not help us render 

class visible in the movement. On the one hand, an approach that would identify class with 

labour would limit our sight of class, while providing no information about how labour as 

an objective determination of class (or class in itself) “manifest[s] as historical forc[e]” 

(Wood 1995: 93). On the other hand, a discursive analysis of the protest that disregards 

labour would disconnect it from the anti-labour content of the midterm program that gave 

rise to this movement. What we need instead is to broaden our understanding of class and 

its possible historical manifestations, with neither lifting its anchor from the material 

reality of labour nor by reducing class relations to labour. Wright considers such an 

approach the “central goal of class analysis”, offering a valuable insight into how to 

accomplish it: to reveal the “connections between the objectively defined properties of 

class relations on the one hand, and class formation and [...] class struggle, on the other” 

(2015a: 280). To this purpose, he encourages us to focus on “the contingent political and 

ideological processes that mediate the effects of class relations rather than [on] the class 

relations themselves” (2015a: 280).  

The focus he suggests is totally in line with our choice to seek class in people’s 

response to the midterm program rather than in some elusive structural positions and, more 

specifically, in the movement’s expressions of resistance to exploitation, conflict, and 

struggle, to recall Wood’s words. For these reasons, our focus on the movement’s recurring 

references to exploitation comes to no surprise. Two of these references are more useful 

for our discussion at this stage: “Default and not the new loans is what will save the 

majority of the people from the minority of SEV29-Banks-ship owners and all the 

exploiters as a whole” (MD on 30 June: 295). And: “We will remain in the squares until all 

those who created this dead end will not return with a different mask: IMF, Memoranda, 

troika, governments, banks and all those who exploit us” (MD: 282).  

The indivisible relation between exploitation and class (struggle), as the Marxist 

thought has it (Wright 2015a: 72), lies in the core of this choice. According to the Marxist 

historian de Ste. Croix, for example, class as a “relationship of exploitation” is the 

 
28. We will refer again to the “strikers” in the analysis chapter, when we will juxtapose its unifying role of the protesters 

into a single collectivity with the unification process of the media through the national identity.   

29. The Greek acronym by which The Hellenic Federation of Enterprises is known. SEV plays a major political role, 

usually recommending the government to adopt measures which promote the interests of the propertied class. The appeal 

that Akis Skertsos lodged in July 2019 before the Council of State for the cancellation of the increase on the minimum 

wage, while he was still president of SEV but also recently appointed deputy prime minister in the then newly elected 

government of Nea Dimokratia, is illustrative of SEV’s orientation towards neoliberal policies and a blatant example of 

the close relationship between SEV and the government.  
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“primary” sense in which Marx used the word, while “the other senses [...] are all 

secondary and must be treated as aberrations, unless they are given the specific narrower 

sense which Marx intended on each occasion” (1984: 99). A brief historical explanation of 

this relationship can be found in his book The Class Struggle in the Ancient Greek World, 

where he was the first to fully elaborate this theory and apply it on a time period of almost 

fourteen hundred years (1984: 99): “in a civilised society [...] the producers of actual 

necessities must [...] produce a surplus beyond what they actually consume themselves. 

[...] The extraction and perpetuation of such a surplus has led in practice to exploitation of 

the [direct] producers: this exploitation, with which the whole concept of class is 

associated, is the very kernel of what I refer to as ‘the class struggle’” (1981: 35-36).  

The relationship between the two is presupposed and applied also in Thompson’s 

The Making of the English Working Class; its chapter entitled “exploitation” is most 

characteristic of this approach. However, also representatives of the structuralist strain of 

Marxism, like Poulantzas, confirm the inherence of exploitation in class societies: “In 

every society divided into classes [...] it is the owners who have real control of the means 

of production and thus exploit the direct workers by extorting surplus value from them in 

various forms”30 (1973: 29). Also in line with Marx’s thought like de Ste. Croix, 

Poulantzas agrees that conflict is endemic to the relationship between the propertied class 

and the working class: “In such societies, production always stands for division, 

exploitation and struggle between classes” (1973: 30). In particular, for the world of 

labour, class struggle “involv[es] essentially” resistance to exploitation (de Ste. Croix 

1981: 44). This is why we believe that an emphasis on the movement’s expressions of 

resistance to exploitation lends itself to a better understanding of the “essence of class” 

(Wood 1995: 93) and the role of labour in it. In particular, two are the main conclusions 

about class in the movement that can be drawn from the way exploitation is contextualized 

in the aforementioned extracts from the Syntagma Popular Assembly’s decisions, and they 

are intrinsically related.  

First, that class derives from the acts of both the propertied class and its political 

representatives, either the national governments or the supranational organizations such as 

the EU and the IMF. In this way, the movement restores the disrupted relation between the 

economic, the political, and class that dominates the public discussions, and embeds class 

relations into their political framework (So 1991: 44), with the latter being at once their 

 
30. Two of these forms, the cuts on wages (Bieler 2005: 515) and the tax increases for the lower classes which Ste. Croix 

considers as “indirect and collective” exploitation (1981: 44) are characteristic of the first memorandum and the midterm 

program as its major means of implementation. Other forms include “longer working days and labour market 

flexibililisation” (Bieler 2005: 515), which can be more directly linked to the next two memoranda, agreed in 2012 and 

2015 respectively. In our view, what matters the most is what these forms have in common, aptly described by McNally: 

“At the heart of exploitation [...] is the sense of theft, that one has been robbed” (1995: 33).  
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product and (re)producer. In consequence, class emerges as an articulation of the economic 

and the political, while resistance to exploitation consists in an articulation of both 

economic—labour in particular—and political struggles as the condition for changing the 

existing social order. The following extract is characteristic of this articulation: “Everyone 

[should] join the struggle, in the squares and the working sites. We [should] spread and 

organize a general ongoing strike in society which, together with the action in the squares 

and the neighbourhoods, will bring the beginning of the end for today’s world of 

exploitation and alienation” (MD on 30 June: 295).   

It is clear that, although this articulation takes place outside the production sphere, 

it constitutionally incorporates it. In this way, the movement blurs the distinction between 

the production and the reproduction sphere and establishes them as the two indivisible 

terrains of exploitation. However, the primacy of the production sphere is not abandoned, 

but presupposed. Because what shapes the structural conditions in both the production and 

reproduction sphere is the logic and needs of capital accumulation (So 1991: 45), which 

are generated inside the production sphere of the capitalist mode of production—of course 

not “in a vacuum”, but within and through “a set of reproduction relations which are 

generated outside of production” (So 1991: 44). The concept of the “general strike in 

society” is characteristic of this blurring and the primacy of the production sphere it 

presupposes.  

This approach is at odds with claims like Laclau’s that locate “class antagonism 

between [the capitalist relations of production] and the identity of the worker outside them” 

(2000: 202, our emphasis). Because, although his point of departure that “class antagonism 

is not inherent to capitalist relations of production” (2000: 202) may have initially aimed to 

emphasize the role of the political in the emergence of class antagonism and thus to 

encourage the articulation of the two spheres, the idea that class antagonism emerges from 

a space in between the two spheres keeps them divided. And of course, so does the 

dismissal of the production relations—that is, labour and capital—as “economic 

categories” that fall outside human experience and, thus, playing no role in “the worker’s 

attitude vis-à-vis capitalism” (Laclau 2000: 202). As a result, although he accuses Žižek 

for perpetuating the dichotomy between class struggle and identity politics (2000: 202), his 

approach is far from a contribution to bringing them closer. 

There is only one case in which production relations shape the worker’s opposition 

to capitalism, Laclau argues, and this is in “a situation of extreme exploitation” (2000: 

202). In all other situations it is identity on which this opposition “depends entirely” 

(Laclau 2000: 202). However, this claim like his similar ones that “there is nothing in the 

worker’s demands that is intrinsically anti-capitalist” or that “the notion of class struggle is 
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totally insufficient to explain the identity of the agents involved in anti-capitalist struggles” 

(2000: 203), are barely convincing without an explanation of how the abandonment of the 

experience of labour and the notion of class (struggle) can strengthen anti-capitalist 

struggles and why the articulation between labour, class (struggle), and identity is not a 

better option in this direction. From this perspective, he would have contributed more in 

bringing class struggle and identity politics closer if, without displacing his emphasis on 

identity, he had shed more light on its role in making class meaningful for the individual 

and on the necessity of conceptualizing identity as an indispensable part of class struggle. 

For these reasons, it is fair to wonder if Laclau and the theorists of the same strand 

would agree with us that, through the contextualization of exploitation by the movement, 

not only is the articulation between class and identity strengthened, but so is the role of 

labour in it. Because through the opposition between “we, the exploited” and “them, the 

exploiters” as it emerges from the recurring denouncement of what can be succinctly 

rephrased as “all those who exploit us”, the diverse publics of the employed, the 

unemployed, the farmers, the retirees, the students, the mothers, the immigrants or the 

citizens—to collect only some of the social categories mentioned in the popular 

assemblies’ decisions—are bound together in what can be described as “the exploited 

class”, to borrow Poulantzas’ term (1973: 30), in this way deriving from exploitation a 

kind of class unity. In this unity, labour as the primary field of exploitation regains a 

leading role. Not by keeping its class-determining quality for itself to produce explicit, but 

self-referential, expressions of class, but by giving away this quality to the articulation of 

the subjectivity of the exploited class. With such an approach, labour contradicts the view 

of class in itself as a self-contained system and rises up to its role as a historically objective 

class determinant.    

Thus, looking through the lens of exploitation can help us see labour in a new light 

and contribute to what Wright considers the second task of class analysis, that “of refining 

the class structural concepts” (2015a: 281). It also does justice to the view that Wright 

shares with Thompson and Williams, among others, that such a refinement can be achieved 

only if we “revalue the ‘base’ away from the notion of a fixed economic or technological 

abstraction” (Williams 2005: 34), and towards the concrete forms in which class happens 

and is experienced in the “real world” (Wright 2015a: 490) by “real people” (Thompson 

1966: 9). It is characteristic that Laclau’s static and impersonal view of labour, its 

separation from identity and the idea of exploitation as a contingent rather than a structural 

characteristic of the capitalist relations of production led him to claim that the working 

class is drastically shrinking as a result of “the structural changes in capitalism over the last 

thirty years” (2000: 206); and this, only five years after the World Bank had “estimate[d] 
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that the global labor force doubled in size between 1966 and 1995” (Harvey 2000: 41).  

Instead, if base—with labour as an integral part of it—is perceived as a “material 

social process” and not as an “object” (Williams 1977: 96), the “ongoing practical 

recomposition of the working class” (Barker et al. 2013: 28) that the structural changes in 

capitalism bring about would not be mistaken as “a drastic fall in [its] numbers” (Laclau 

2000: 206). Also, the new, intensified forms of exploitation that these changes entail, like 

working on precarious contracts or in jobs that require a high degree of scientific 

knowledge and creativity, would update what “extreme exploitation” means and their 

effect would not be confined to the production sphere but sought in all aspects of the 

individual’s life. Finally, the struggles triggered by the “restructuring of gender, racial and 

ethnic relations” accompanying the structural changes in capitalism (Moore 2010: 16), 

whether carried out in identity or in class terms, would not be separated from labour 

movement struggles but considered inseparable from them. Touraine is right to draw our 

attention to the fact that “a central conflict and social movement can appear through a great 

variety of conflicts in which other components can have more weight and be even 

predominant” (1985: 774). Such a perspective would lead not only to the quantitative 

expansion of the working class, but also to its qualitative expansion with a plurality of 

subjectivities that might become “agents” of social change (Barker et al. 2013: 11). In this 

context, class struggle would become “sufficient to explain [and express] the identity of the 

agents involved in anti-capitalist struggles” and the notion of proletarianization would be 

dissociated from a mechanistic view of working class as the “future burier of capitalism” 

(Laclau 2000: 203) towards signifying a renewed role of labour in the constitution of new, 

plural anti-capitalist subjects. To better understand what this renewed role of labour 

consists in, we should further pursue its refinement. The movement’s discourse itself urges 

us to do so.  

In particular, when among the expressed aspirations of the movement is “the end to 

today’s world of exploitation and alienation”, it does not only question “the rate of 

surplus-value extraction” but “the very mode of surplus-value production and 

appropriation” (Mészáros 1995: 911, emphasis in original), that is, the capitalist mode of 

production and the division of labour. This does not reduce but enhances the role of labour, 

extending its association with the labour movement struggles, the right to work or the 

claim of a descent salary to the ambition of the movement to determine “the life-processes 

of society” (Mészáros 1995: 908) or, as the movement itself phrased it, to “take life in its 

own hands”. In other words, through the movement’s discourse, we are invited to see 

labour not only as class in itself, an element necessary for the abolition of exploitation and 

the achievement of social justice, but also as class for itself, an element necessary for the 
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emancipation of the proletarians as social individuals.31 It is the fulfilment of this dual task 

in which the renewed role of labour consists.   

The conception of labour that confines it to the production sphere, displaces it from 

the sphere of experience and identity and locates class antagonism in the terrain of 

identity32, prevents us from understanding how labour can fulfil its dual task. First, because 

it obscures the role of labour in the emancipation of the working class from the rule of 

capital; and second, because it disregards that only through the abolition of labour “as the 

prevailing condition of [the proletarians’] existence” (Marx and Engels 1997: 118) can 

they emancipate from “all forms of class society”—the subjection to their own class 

included—and assert themselves as fully emancipated social individuals (Mészáros 1995: 

909, 908). Only if individuals are freed from the predefined positions “assigned” to them 

by any class system through the division of labour can they self-determine “their position 

in life and hence their personal development” (Marx and Engels 1997: 115); but for the 

division of labour to be “removed”, both the “abolition of private property and of labour 

itself” are required (Marx and Engels 1997: 115, emphasis in original). This is how we 

could summarize the link of labour to the movement’s claim for a “positively self-

determined life”, to cite again Mészáros.   

Marx’s view of the dialectical relationship between labour time and free time can 

shed more light on this link, as it is enormously revealing of how labour permeates the 

totality of an individual’s social relations and thus the most personal aspects of its life: 

“The saving of labour time [is] equal to an increase of free time, i.e. time for the full 

development of the individual”33. Also, his view of free time as the “real wealth [...] for 

every individual and the whole society”34 strengthens the idea that removing the division of 

labour is not only a task that concerns the struggle against exploitation, but one 

intrinsically related to the constitution of the not-yet universality of a positively self-

determined life.   

 
31. Here I use the definitions of the terms class in itself and class for itself that I suggested in the previous section 

drawing upon Mészáros.  

32. Laclau’s essay “Structure, History and the Political” we have been discussing in this section contains two 

propositions on this issue, both on the same page, which can be considered contradictory. According to the first 

proposition, to which we referred earlier, “class antagonism takes place between [the capitalist relations of production] 

and the identity of the worker outside them”, while according to the second proposition, “its source has to be sought in 

something that the worker is outside those relations” (2000: 202, our emphases). The reason why we regard the second 

proposition as more representative of his view lies in the other statements of his essay we have referred to in different 

parts of this thesis, such as that “the worker’s attitude vis-à-vis capitalism will depend entirely on how his or her identity 

is constituted” or that “class struggle is just one species of identity politics” (2000: 202, 203, emphasis in original). It is 

important to note that Laclau’s isolation of labour in the production sphere is totally in line with the “current discussion 

on the theory of collective action”, which separates labour from the expressive dimension of action, considering it an 

element of the rationalist and materialist paradigm alone and, thus, unsuitable for the analysis of “today’s collective 

action and especially the movements” (Psimitis 2006: 176).  

33. Marx, Karl (1973) “The Chapter on Capital” in Grundrisse: Notebook VII (Penguin Books and New Left Review). 

Available from https://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1857/grundrisse/ch14.htm 

34. ibid, emphasis in original.  
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In this context, it becomes clear that the constitution of this universality 

presupposes not only the articulation of the production with the reproduction sphere, but 

also the articulation of labour with identity. Because labour cannot run the distance 

between the production sphere and the personal one unless it articulates itself every step of 

the way with the plurality of identities through which life is experienced by the individual. 

Only if labour gains a place at the individual’s identification process can it contribute to its 

personal fulfilment. To recall Laclau’s view of articulation as the condition for the 

transcendence of particularism towards universality, only if labour establishes a relation of 

articulation with identity, can it transcend its particularism as an element of structure 

towards contributing to the not-yet universality of a positively self-determined life.  

The insufficiency of identity in producing universalizing effects without its 

articulation with labour is also true, contrary to Laclau’s view of identity as the terrain in 

which the worker’s attitude in relation to capitalism is shaped. We cannot see how identity 

can produce a positive imaginary for society and the individual beyond capitalism without 

freeing itself from the pre-allocated positions—and pre-fabricated meanings—that the 

division of labour imposes on it. Identity, like labour, faces also the threat of turning into a 

static structure by being confined to an agency within predetermined spheres or by being 

part of the public agenda without having any influence on this agenda’s social foundations 

and fixed meanings.  

From this perspective, the necessity of the articulation between identity and labour 

emerges as the way for both of them to actively participate in the “dialogue between social 

being and social consciousness” (Thompson 1995: 12, emphasis in original). The necessity 

for labour to articulate with identity in order to affect social consciousness and the 

possibility offered to identity through this articulation to “thrus[t] back into being in its 

turn” (Thompson 1995: 12) and affect the social foundations of its constitution, points, in 

our view, to the most significant refinement labour as class in itself can—and should—be 

subjected to, thus both as an inherent ability and a “concrete task” (Mészáros 1995: 914): 

the refinement from its isolation in the production sphere so that it can articulate with the 

multiple and complex identifications that shape the individual’s consciousness during its 

life. The relevance of labour for the totality of society, whatever their specific involvement 

in the production process is, either employed, unemployed or non-workers35, depends on 

 
35. We refer to André Gorz’s “non-class of non-workers”, the term he used to “designate the stratum that experiences its 

work as [...] a tedious necessity in which it is impossible to be fully involved” and who “find that their ‘their’ work can 

never be a source of personal fulfilment or the centre of their lives — at least for as long as work remains synonymous 

with fixed hours, re-planned tasks, limited competence [...] and the general impossibility of being active in several fields 

at the same time” (1982: 7). Although for Gorz this concept was a way to oppose “the classic Marxist conception of the 

working class as historical actor” (Hyman 1983: 274)—therefore he considered these workers to be non-class—we 

believe that it unintentionally places Marx’s conception of “real wealth” in the center of the working-class struggles, in 

this way extending their role from the defence of work rights, etc, to the abolition of “heteronomous and alienated 
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such a refinement. It seems to us that when the movement calls for “a general strike in 

society”, it implicitly acknowledges the importance of such a refinement and the enlarged 

relevance of labour.   

On the contrary, the opening of the news broadcast on June 28 creates the idea of a 

protest which is fragmented into three different groups acting totally in isolation from one 

another: those who joined “the rally of the trade unions for today’s national strike”, those 

who started vandalisms “after the end of the rally”, and “the indignant”, who all this time 

were demonstrating in the area around the parliament. There is no point in time or in space 

where these groups intersect. By going their separate ways, labour, violence and 

indignation will soon face their historical limits: being apolitical, classless and self-

organized, indignation will soon evaporate; violence by the hoodies is a public order issue 

which should be tackled by those trained for this, the police; labour is conditioned by the 

political limits of the trade union bureaucracy, which would not have called the two-day 

strike if it had not been for the pressure of the movement (Giovanopoulos Ch. et al. 2011: 

288), let alone contribute to a “general strike in society”. 

In the opening paragraph of the bulletin, the parties of the Left appear to share the 

emphasis of the media on the clashes and their separation from the popular radicality of the 

movement, as their only reported comment is that they “denounced provocation”. But 

while the fragment from Tsipras’ speech in the parliament neither reconnects the different 

facets of the movement nor contributes to their disconnection, there are elements in the 

remote interview with Aleka Papariga towards the end of the bulletin, then secretary of the 

Greek Communist Party, that enhance the separation. In particular, although she sees 

nothing wrong with the people expressing their indignation, it is the strike that “some 

people do not like” and this is why “the clashes [only] happen when there are strikes”. In 

the same vein, she acknowledges the “dynamics” of this enormous popular protest, only to 

diminish it a little later to the symbolic gestures of the protesters (“But we know very well 

that the main front of the struggle cannot be the open palm”) whom she even considers 

hostile to struggle (“these people hinder people’s realization and the individual’s choice to 

take a position in regard of the problems”).36 

By suggesting the primacy of the strike over the protest, Papariga (and KKE) 

overlooked that the historical significance of that day for class lied in their coexistence, the 

 
labour” (Hyman 1983: 287) and the construction of “a society based upon the liberation of time” (Gorz 1982: 7). From 

this perspective, his concept contributes to transcending the conceptualization of wage-labour in the image of capital—to 

refer again to McNally—and, contrary to Gorz’s own view, it should be constitutive of working-class identity.  

36. To better understand her claims, we should have a look at the following extract from that day’s announcement of 

KKE: “People and the youth have one more evidence that the movement which the system, the repression mechanisms 

and the other means that serve it are primarily afraid of is the movement in the factories and the companies, the 

movement of the working class, which offers the people prospect”. Retrieved from 

https://www.tovima.gr/2011/06/28/politics/kke-syriza-probokatores-osoi-kanoyn-epeisodia/  



  107 

articulation between class and masses37 that was underway. This offered labour the 

opportunity to come out from the isolation of the production sphere to permeate society in 

order to bring emancipation one step closer. The prevention of the vote of the midterm 

program would have marked such a step. But obviously Papariga considered this battle to 

be lost in advance, postponing victory for later: “society, the people should block the 

implementation of this program”. However, society and the people will always be ill-

equipped to prevent exploitation and alienation if the class system that gives birth to them 

is only fought by a working class which, conceived in isolation from the diverse and 

contradictory manifestations of class in society, resembles more Laclau’s working class: 

curtailed in numbers and importance.   

In sum, through the separation between class and masses, the social unrest that was 

left on the screens lacked the “contents” that could “dissolv[e] the rigid, unhistorical, 

natural appearance of [the] social institutions” of exploitation and alienation (Lukács 1968: 

47) and from which the political forms and subjectivities that could cause these institutions 

to change could emerge. It is on “the terrain mapped out by these institutions” which was 

left unchallenged that the imaginary of growth and justice—suggested by Pasok minister 

Kostas Skandalidis in his guest interview before the interview with Papariga—could grow. 

In such a terrain, the movement’s imaginary of a world with real social justice and real 

wealth and the political subjects that would realize it—especially cut off from the wider 

audience as they were—could not acquire an anti-hegemonic status.  

 

3.7 Class in itself: democracy  

 

The claim to participatory democracy lies in the origin of the square movement. It 

is characteristic that the first public assembly in Thission, Athens, invited by a group of 

Spanish and Greeks, aimed at the creation of a “Declaration for Real Democracy” (in 

Giovanopoulos Ch. et al. 2011: 276). When Syntagma square became the meeting point of 

the movement, the claim to participatory democracy confirmed its centrality, as every 

assembly decision ended with the slogan “direct democracy now!”. The special event on 

direct democracy organized in Syntagma square on June 17, with invited speakers and 

open discussion, and the high number of people it attracted, are explicit illustrations of the 

movement’s interest in this issue.  

It is beyond doubt that this claim was a denouncement of the traditional 

 
37. Here we allude to Laclau and Mouffe’s idea of the permanent schism that exists between class and masses, which we 

discussed in the methodology chapter.     
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representative democracy (Della Porta 2013: 24), perceived as a decision-making 

mechanism that ignores the interest of the people it represents. This was made clear 

already in the initial call to action: “Politicians should convey our voice to the national and 

international institutions by providing more political participation aiming at the social 

interest, instead of financially benefiting from society, while at the same time obeying the 

dictatorships of the financial organizations” (MD on May 18: 276).  

What is also clear from the text is that criticism did not only concern the 

democratic deficit of liberal democracy but extended to the relation of political power with 

the economic system. Therefore, it can be seen as a first attempt “to embed power relations 

in an analysis of the political economy as a whole”, which, as Richard Flacks argues, is 

totally in line with Marx’s own analytic approach (2004: 139). And although the link 

between the economic system and social inequality was not clearly phrased, the former 

was explicitly described as the source of the “vicious circle” of the latter: it is a system 

where “the majority of people live on the limit of poverty, while few benefit from it” (MD 

on May 18: 276). From this perspective, “real democracy now!”, as the title of the text is, 

may not have been clearly directed against the democratic liberal system, but it suggested 

direct democracy as a means of stopping this vicious circle. 

Thus, already at that stage of the movement, there were indications of a counter-

democracy that was different from that defined by Pierre Rosanvallon as “a form of 

democracy that [...] complements the episodic democracy of the usual electoral 

representative system” (Della Porta 2013: 23). Contrary to Rosanvallon’s counter-

democracy, the claim to “real democracy now!” was not intended to fill in the gaps of 

liberal democracy, leaving its economic foundations and consequences unopposed, but to 

create a counter-democratic “discursive arena” where people would “formulate 

oppositional interpretations of their [...] interests, and needs” (Fraser 1995: 291) to those 

served by the system and obeyed by the politicians. Although implicitly, the last two 

sentences of the initial call (“citizens are only parts of a machine, designed to make the 

rich richer, which is not interested in our needs. We are anonymous citizens, but without us 

nothing of this would have happened”) contain the intention—and the invitation—to 

redefine citizenship through participation in such a discursive arena, and with a view to 

stop the generation of inequality.  

For these reasons, it is not surprising that a few days later and with the participation 

in the deliberative processes of the squares mounting to thousands of people, the 

movement’s counter-democracy rejected liberal democracy, blaming it for the increasing 

social inequality: “this political system which makes the poor poorer and the rich richer 

can no longer decide for us without us and should be overthrown” (MD on June 2: 282). 
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The movement’s connection between equality of representation and social equality 

confirms Laclau and Mouffe’s choice to adopt Tocqueville’s position that “once human 

beings accept the legitimacy of the principle of equality in one sphere they will attempt to 

extend it to every other sphere of life” (1987: 104); οnly that the square movement’s 

struggle for equality in “the public space of citizenship” was intrinsically linked to the 

elimination of the “existing social inequalities” (Laclau and Mouffe 1987: 104) inherent in 

the class system—even if the link was less explicitly phrased at the beginning of the 

movement than a few days later.  

This means that anti-capitalism in the specific movement was the result of “the 

radical democratization of society” (Laclau and Mouffe 1987: 105) that the movement’s 

claim to direct democracy and its rupture with liberal democracy signaled and propelled as 

much as it was its cause. It also means that, despite the diversity of the people who joined 

this democratic struggle, class was not one of the many “points of antagonism [with] 

capitalism” that the democratic struggle consisted of, but formed the “context” within 

which this struggle “bec[a]me anti-capitalist” (Laclau and Mouffe 1987: 104, emphasis in 

original) and, as such, it operated as the unifying basis of the diverse publics that 

participated in this struggle. Therefore we consider class (struggle) to be at the root of the 

answer to the question about what this radical democratization of society “depend[ed] on 

and what it ultimately consist[ed] of” (Laclau and Mouffe 1987: 104). This is why we 

consider the counter-democracy of the movement as a manifestation of class in itself.  

With this approach we do not wish to subjugate the democratic struggle of the 

movement to class regarded as an “apriori privileged plac[e] in the anti-capitalist struggle” 

(Laclau and Mouffe 1987: 104) but to capture its anti-capitalist potential as the result of its 

articulation with class. We believe that the opposite approach, which emphasizes the 

“variety of anti-capitalist struggles” to the detriment of class struggle (Laclau and Mouffe 

1987: 104), significantly contributes to the invisibility of class and the “fragmentation” of 

the issues and identities not directly linked to class “into a multitude of singularities” 

(Dean 2014: 264) that are unable to fully develop their anti-capitalist potential.38 Also, 

failing to reconstruct the articulation of these issues and identities with class can be seen as 

the reason for “not recognising these politicized sites as politicized sites” and the failure of 

the Left to incorporate them to “a coherent alternative” (Dean 2014: 264). In turn, the 

separation of class from its social and political manifestations undermines its cohesive role 

in the constitution of such an alternative.  

For these reasons, it is critical to acknowledge that class and the democratic 

 
38. We have already mentioned in footnote 12 that the “purely defensive” nature of the “issue-orientated” struggles is a 

preoccupation also for Laclau.   
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struggle were manifested in articulation with one another in the specific movement. This 

acknowledgment does justice to a democratic struggle that emerged as a response to the 

vote on the midterm program through which political power within representative 

democracy became the means of imposing the interests of the upper classes and worse 

living conditions for the lower ones. In the light of this approach, the claim to real 

democracy, like the denouncement of exploitation, also restores the relation between the 

economic, the political and class, proving wrong the post-Marxist approaches, like Laclau 

and Mouffe’s, which separate class and the economic from the political. Being part of the 

same unity, the claim to direct democracy usually follows the denouncement of 

exploitation in the decisions of the movement’s popular assemblies. However, the 

importance of the movement’s democratic claim and practices does not stop at its 

articulation with class struggle but should be pursued further in the process which results 

from this articulation.  

Revisiting the reasons why Laclau and Mouffe resulted in arguing the primacy of 

democratic struggle over class struggle—and in this way disarticulating the one from the 

other—will offer a valuable insight into the special importance of the square movement’s 

counter-democracy. Formulated in the late ’80s, their position aimed at criticizing the lack 

of democracy in the countries of the so-called “existing socialism”. Their proposition that 

“the various anti-capitalist struggles are an integral part of the democratic revolution, but 

this does not imply that socialism is necessarily democratic” (1987: 103, emphasis in 

original) is the core of this criticism. In their view, class in those countries had become the 

collectivity to which the individual was subordinated or, in their words, “the one single 

space of equality” to which the “plurality of spaces” was reduced (1985: 184, emphasis in 

original). “When in the name of the ‘collective’, the individual is sacrificed for a long 

period of time, then it is not about a general collective interest, but the collective interest of 

a specific social category [...] or a stratum, such as bureaucracy”, Maniatis argues (2011: 

92-93) in line with Laclau and Mouffe’s criticism.  

Laclau and Mouffe found the solution to make socialism compatible with 

democracy (1987: 104) and, through that, to eliminate the dualism between the collective 

and the individual in the “displacement of the terrain which made possible the 

monist/dualist alternative” (1985: 14). This is how we explain their shift of emphasis from 

class struggle to the democratic struggle, the former considered as “an essentialist 

monism” which prevented the emergence of the “variety of anti-capitalist struggles” 

through which the monisms of the past and the dualisms with which many attempted to 

address them (1985: 13-14) could be transcended, and the latter considered as the terrain 

for “the potential emergence of a radical anti-capitalist politics” (1987: 104) through the 



  111 

involvement of the plurality of identities and subjectivities that advanced capitalism and its 

expansion in almost every sphere of life generates.  

In sum, they held class responsible for the restricted political expression of the 

various social groups and the subordination of the individual to the collectivity that the 

lack of democracy in the countries of Eastern Europe had caused. On these grounds, the 

“hegemonic struggle” they thought necessary for the “articulation between socialism and 

democracy” (1985: 58) does not consist in the articulation of class (struggle) with the 

different struggles but aims at the equality between these struggles and the autonomy of the 

individuals within them. The following extracts from Hegemony and Socialist Strategy are 

characteristic in these respects: “For the defence of the interests of the workers not to be 

made at the expense of the rights of women, immigrants or consumers, it is necessary to 

establish an equivalence between these different struggles; and “the demand for equality is 

not sufficient, but needs to be balanced by the demand for liberty, which leads us to speak 

of a radical and plural democracy” (1985: 184, emphasis in original). By stripping class of 

its centrality in the problematic of democracy and by equating it with any other kind of 

identity, Laclau and Mouffe legitimize two main assumptions underlying the bourgeois 

public sphere. 

On the one hand, they assume that different struggles to be democratic need not 

aim at the elimination of systemic social inequalities (Fraser 1995: 290). With equality 

between the struggles replacing “social equality [as the] necessary condition for political 

democracy” (Fraser 1995: 288), Laclau and Mouffe’s pluralism becomes an end in itself 

and loses its organic link to anti-capitalism. Thus, although they counterpose a 

“multiplicity of competing publics” to the single, homogenous public sphere of liberal 

democracy (Fraser 1995: 288), this competition is not necessarily directed against the class 

foundations of this democracy, missing out on the opportunity to make anti-capitalism the 

common denominator of the struggles of the different publics. But if not through the 

unification of the various social struggles on an anti-capitalist basis, then it is not clear how 

the “deepening of the democratic revolution” in which they place their hopes for “a radical 

anti-capitalist politics” can be accomplished (1987: 104). In sum, Laclau and Mouffe’s 

political democracy may indeed be radical and plural, but it replaces the objective of 

socialism instead of articulating with it as they initially set out to do. To reverse their 

words, their democracy is not necessarily socialistic. 

On the other hand, they legitimize bourgeois democracy’s assumption that 

individuals can achieve personal autonomy despite their “structural subordination” to the 

class system (Mészáros 1971: 109). Thus, while they acknowledge that “it is never 

possible for individual rights to be defined in isolation, but only in the context of social 
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relations which define determinate subject positions” (1985: 184), they disregard the 

importance of class in the determination of these positions. As a result, and contrary to 

Marx who believed that individuals can only be independent "if [they] affir[m] [their] 

individuality as [...] total [persons] in each of [their] relations to the world”39, Laclau and 

Mouffe assume that personal autonomy can be achieved despite the relation of dependence 

and exploitation between capital and labour in all its complex manifestations or the 

influence of the “mechanisms of control of commodity society” on the individual in all its 

elusiveness (Mészáros 1995: 914). In our opinion, Laclau and Mouffe’s views can be 

attributed to their opposition to the structural character of social determinations in favour 

of their contingent and discursive one.  

In Mouffe’s work The Return of the Political which appeared eight years later, we 

can find a detailed description of this conception as well as the rationale behind it: “To be 

capable of thinking politics today, and understanding the nature of these new struggles and 

the diversity of social relations that the democratic revolution has yet to encompass, it is 

indispensable to develop a theory of the subject as a decentred, detotalized agent, a subject 

constructed at the point of intersection of a multiplicity of subject positions between which 

there exists no a priori or necessary relation and whose articulation is the result of 

hegemonic practices. [...] What emerges are entirely new perspectives for political action, 

which neither liberalism, with its idea of the individual who only pursues his or her own 

interest, nor Marxism, with its reduction of all subject positions to that of class, can 

sanction, let alone imagine” (1993: 12-13).  

There is no doubt that Laclau and Mouffe’s interventions in democratic theory—

and the debate on pluralism in particular—should be regarded as a significant effort to take 

a critical stance towards the past in order to develop alternatives for the future. From this 

perspective, their interventions marked a move away from the “immobility” that the lack of 

criticism or some abstract “declaration of intent about the future” had generated and a key 

step closer to the “concrete tasks” that the realization of these alternatives require 

(Mészáros 1995: 914). Nevertheless, by disarticulating the problematic of democracy from 

that of class (struggle), not only did Laclau and Mouffe move away from the specific 

historical version of socialism, but from socialism altogether.40 Therefore, any effort to 

reconstruct the link between social movements and socialism, like we attempt to do 

hereafter, should embrace their critique as much as be critical to it.    

 
39. Quoted in these words by Erich Fromm in chapter “The Nature of Man” in Marx’s Concept of Man (1961). Available 

from https://www.marxists.org/archive/fromm/works/1961/man/ch04.htm. Marx expressed this idea in his work 

Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 (1959a) but in the translation by Martin Milligan (Moscow: Progress 

Publishers) it is phrased differently. Possibly Fromm’s quote is his own translation.           

40. In her review of Mouffe’s book For a Left Populism (2019), Riofrancos criticizes Laclau and Mouffe that “instead of 

socialism (its aura dimmed by association with the Soviet Union), they envisaged ‘radical democracy’”.  
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For this reason, it is important to note that we totally share Laclau and Mouffe’s 

view that socialism “has no meaning outside of” the democratic revolution (1987: 103). 

Without democratic processes and pluralism, socialism will always be the imposed system 

that they rightly criticize (1987: 103-104). From this perspective, Laclau and Mouffe’s 

plural democracy can be regarded as the condition that Marx and Engels consider 

necessary for communism to emerge as “the real movement which abolishes the present 

state of things” instead of “a state of affairs which is to be established, an ideal to which 

reality [will] have to adjust itself” (1997: 81-82). We also agree with them that it is through 

plural democracy that personal autonomy as “the production of another individual, an 

individual who is no longer constructed out of the matrix of possessive individualism” can 

be achieved (Laclau and Mouffe 1985: 184).  

However, this movement should grow out of “the premises now in existence” in 

order to become able to outgrow them, Marx and Engels stress in the same passage. 

Therefore, for this plural democracy to develop into a terrain of production of another 

individual it should oppose the matrix of possessive individualism: the “conditions of 

production and reproduction of capital itself” (Mészáros 1995: 912). A pluralism and a 

democracy which aim at the equality of struggles and personal autonomy without opposing 

class society and commodity relations confine the potential achievements of the 

democratic struggles to the “superficial aspects of freedom and equality” (Maniatis 2011: 

73), that is, equality and freedom conceived within the limits of the capitalist organization 

of society. Once this superficiality is exposed, “the autonomous, equal and free individuals 

are replaced by human relations that are pervaded by objects, inequality, subordination and 

exploitation” (Maniatis 2011: 74-75).  

From this perspective, to acknowledge the importance of class for the various 

democratic struggles does not mean to underrate the multiplicity of forms of subordination 

and resistance for the sake of a single form of subordination, namely, the extraction of 

surplus-value in the production sphere, and resistance to it (Mouffe and Holdengräber 

1989: 34; Laclau and Mouffe 1987: 103). It means that these struggles are perceived as 

“the symptomal point[s] of antagonism in [the] given constellation” of capitalist society 

(Dean 2014: 266); and that, therefore, they cannot “become the site of an antagonism and 

thereby politicized” (Mouffe and Holdengräber 1989: 33-34) without a democracy that 

parts from capitalism41, but either unwillingly or unintentionally “accepts” it (Dean 2014: 

 
41. Here we draw on the title of the article by Herbert Gintis and Samuel Bowles (1978) “The Invisible Fist: Have 

Capitalism and Democracy Reached a Parting of the Ways?” in American Economic Review, 68(2): 358-363. In addition 

to the title of the article, we also draw on its conclusion, which, as it will become clearer in the discussion to follow, is 

strikingly reflective of the square movement’s attitude towards the relation of liberal democracy and capitalism: “Thus 

the defense of liberal democracy may well entail more than the transformation of the capitalist economy. It may also set 
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266). 

The incompatibility of democracy and capitalism was unequivocally emphasized 

by the movement as the following extract from the Syntagma Popular Assembly’s decision 

on July 17 illustrates: “today’s democratic deficit cannot be covered without overthrowing 

the government, the troika and the totality of the political and economic system. We will 

not have direct democracy and popular sovereignty if we do not get rid of the debt, the 

servants of the financial system and the markets as well all those who exploit us” (MD: 

312). Ending with the three-fold slogan “equality-justice-dignity” and the claim for “direct 

democracy”, this extract leaves no room for doubt that direct democracy had become the 

spearhead of a struggle that “pushed in directions historically associated with the name 

communism”, eloquently defined by Dean as the “emancipatory egalitarianism that 

uncompromisingly rejects capitalism” (2014: 261, 275). In this way, the movement proves 

the unity of the democratic struggle with class struggle, contrary to those views that see the 

one as just one species of the other.    

In the specific movement, class was not “the one single space of equality” to which 

the “plurality of spaces” was reduced, to recall Laclau and Mouffe’s criticism of the 

Eastern Europe’s regimes. In Bakhtin’s words, it was not the “single consciousness” 

imposed on the plurality of consciousnesses that had finally found room for expression in 

the squares (2000: 54). Having drawn the line with the ruling classes and the ruling 

discourses, class operated as the shared ideological orientation of those consciousnesses 

“towards a society of solidarity and justice” (MD on June 30: 295).42 Class, together with 

democracy, constituted a space within which individual consciousnesses developed 

themselves “side by side” with those sharing the same orientation and “against” those who 

opposed it (Bakhtin 2000: 49). Therefore, each voice that expressed itself in this space 

represented much more than “an act of self-expression” (Hirschkop 1999: 48); it 

represented a contribution to the accomplishment of this society. In addition, through the 

particular standpoint of each individual who took the floor in the square, whether it 

expressed an opinion on the critical political issues of that period or shared information on 

its life story, another aspect of that society was lit (Bakhtin 2000: 39).43   

From this perspective, it was thanks to this articulation of class with democracy that 

the individual as a “composite, open and acting social personality” (Maniatis 2011: 93) in 

 
in motion forces for the supercession of liberal democracy itself, in favor of a socialist democracy which integrates 

political equality and majority rule with popular sovereignty”, p. 363.      

42. It is class—even though not expressly—that differentiates the movement’s “conscious sociopolitical solidarity” 

(Maniatis 2011: 69) aiming at the elimination of social inequality and true social justice, from the “solidarity” that Jürgen 

Stark, then member of the Executive Board of the European Central Bank, used to refer to the bailout package to Greece 

in the news bulletin on June 27, which obscures and perpetuates class inequality.  

43. Badiou expresses the same idea, only in more general terms, when he argues: “We read a thousand placards where 

each person’s life joins in the History of all” (2012: 112).  
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pursuit of a different society could emerge. Thus, although Dean is right to note that 

“prioritis[ing] the inclusion of individual voices over the inclusion of tendencies, groups 

and previously developed positions” took a toll on the ability of the movement to come up 

with a counter-hegemonic plan (2014: 268-269), the movement’s deliberation processes 

and the participatory parity in them succeeded in giving rise to a model of “individual-

citizen” (Maniatis 2011: 92) who is able to overcome the society of “isolation and 

individualism” (MD on July 8: 301). This individual-citizen did not emerge through an 

abstract collectivity like the classless nation evoked by the politicians and the media, but 

through a real collectivity founded on class antagonism and a vision of society without 

class inequalities.  

However, it is not only because the movement embodied a “specific social process 

in specific conditions” (Maniatis 2011: 93) towards the transcendence of the present state 

of things and the foundation of a new society that it offers a valuable insight into the real 

movement that Marx and Engels called communism.44 It is also because this was a process 

that celebrated diversity and plurality, in this way making clear that a new society which 

does not offer “an eye and ear for social differentiation [...] isn’t worth much” (Hirschkop 

1999: 48). Put differently, through its democratic discourse and practices, the movement 

redefined democracy and citizenship as the means by which the “dynamics of the personal 

and individual affirmation of the human existence” is generated (Maniatis 2011: 93) and 

established an organic link between this affirmation and the new society, both as its 

condition and objective. In this way, democracy comes forth as indispensable for the 

fulfilment of the ultimate goal of communism, as Erich Fromm eloquently phrases it: “self-

realization [...] and the development of the individual personality” (1961). At the same 

time, class differentiation comes forth as indispensable for the achievement of the 

differentiation of human nature that Mouffe places at the core of the “reformulation of the 

democratic project in terms of radical democracy” (1993: 13).  

All in all, it is not an exaggeration to say the square movement was an instance of 

the articulation between democracy and communism that Laclau and Mouffe considered 

necessary for communism to acquire meaning and democracy to deepen and radicalize. 

This articulation was achieved through the function of democracy both as a “necessary 

 
44. Fuchs and Mosco agree that Syntagma Square was one of those “spaces” that “communism needs for materializing 

itself as a movement” (2016: 4). Dean also believes that “the horizon of the Occupy, in connection with the broader 

global movement against capitalism expressed in Greece and Spain, is communist”, regardless of the fact that “none of 

[the Occupy movements] reached a consensus around communism” (2014: 275). However, in her view, the communist 

horizon consisted more in the rejection of capitalism by the movement and less in its deliberation processes in the 

squares, which we consider equally important for the constitution of this horizon. In fact, we consider these processes to 

be among what Badiou calls “the inventions of movement communism” (2012: 112), also explicitly associating the 

square movements with communism. As such, they are part of what he describes as “the sole political problem” of the 

last two hundred years: “How are we to make the inventions of movement communism endure? And the sole reactionary 

statement remains: ‘That is impossible, even harmful. Let us put our trust in the state’” (2012: 112).   
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prerequisite of [people’s] emancipation from the rule of the capitalist class” and as the 

“sufficient condition of their emancipation as social individuals” (Mészáros 1995: 909, 

emphasis in original). Therefore, this dual function of democracy sheds light to the making 

of class through the movement’s discourse and practices and, most importantly, as “a 

movement from class in itself to class for itself”45.  

The articulation of the democratic struggle with class struggle enabled both to 

elevate themselves from the particular to the universal, to draw on Žižek’s sense of 

politicization (2006: 70). Such an elevation to the universal enables struggles to potentially 

exceed the level of resistance and become part of “a larger political strategy that aims 

towards ending capitalism” (Dean 2014: 269) and all forms of subordination inherent in it. 

At the same time, it enables the individuals participating in those struggles to experience 

and envision their life in a society free of inequalities and commodity relations that 

“acknowledge[s] difference – the particular, the multiple, the heterogeneous” (Mouffe 

1993: 13). In this context, communism is indeed no longer the ideal to which reality will 

adjust itself, but the product of “a new kind of articulation between the universal and the 

particular” (Mouffe 1993: 13) that actively motivates individuals to change reality. Thus, 

although for the reasons we briefly present in this chapter and in the analysis chapter in 

more detail, the movement did not manage to produce tangible political results, it did 

manage to offer “a glimpse into the possibility of another world” (Dean 2014: 269).  

Any reference to the deliberation processes of the squares, the astonishing number 

of participants, the participatory parity and the other “organizational innovations” that the 

squares introduced (Dean 2014: 268) was conspicuous by its absence in the news bulletins 

of the days leading up to the vote on the midterm program, and so were the decisions of 

their popular assemblies. Thus, although anything so clearly alluding to the Golden Age of 

Athens usually receives a lot of positive attention by the media, the “‘democracy of the 

ancients’” (Della Porta 2013: 24) reviving for weeks in the central squares around the 

country, received no publicity whatsoever.  

On the contrary, while democracy and citizenship were being redefined in the 

squares, the news bulletins held them firmly within the horizon of representative 

democracy. In particular, through the news texts, citizens were portrayed as passive 

recipients of the decisions that their political representatives made. For example, the 

invitation the prime minister addressed to the MPs “to vote survival, growth, justice, 

prospect for the citizens of our country”46 was in direct contrast to the reality of thousands 

of citizens voting every day in the squares against the kind of growth and justice the 

 
45. Here we quote again Sewell’s words in the section “Class present at its own unmaking” of this chapter where we 

analyzed in detail our approach to class. 

46. The specific extract from Papandreou’s speech in the parliament was broadcasted in the 28/06/2011 news bulletin.  
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midterm program reserved for them and actively questioning the right of the politicians to 

decide in their place. In the same vein, the invitation for “unanimity” and “unity” 

broadcasted later on in the same bulletin by the then president of the EU, Herman Van 

Rompuy, was also addressed to the Greek MPs as those responsible for “Greek people” 

and “our future”. While in the news bulletin of the previous day the then vice-president, 

Theodoros Pagalos, considered the citizens—named “voters”—responsible only for one 

thing: the corruption of the political system. But even their characterization as “the 

indignant”, either by the journalists or by Syriza47, contained no hint of the counter-

democratic institutions and discourses these citizens developed for days in the squares.  

Since the movement claimed democracy, the political system had to claim it back. 

The dismissive reaction of Giannis Pretenteris in the news bulletin of June 27 to the 

comment that Syriza’s leader, Alexis Tsipras, made in response to Pagalos’ statement 

about the possible use of tanks for the protection of the banks in case of bankruptcy, is 

reflective of that necessity. “The people have historical memory. When some brought tanks 

to the streets, the people answered ‘bread, education, freedom’”, Tsipras stated, presenting 

society—instead of the parliament—as the restorer of democracy, while at the same time 

alluding to the renewed centrality that the old slogan48 had acquired in the square 

movement, as it expressed both the socioeconomic and the democratic dimension of its 

struggle. To defend the decision-making power of the parliament, Pretenteris put the 

popular movement on the same footing as tanks and dismissed them both as not “serious” 

enough to provide solution to this “difficult situation”. In the news bulletin of the next day, 

on June 28, the same parallel between the position of Tsipras and that of Pagalos is drawn, 

only that this time it is Pagalos himself who assumes—by mouth of the journalist Dimitris 

Takis—to restore the reliability of parliamentary democracy, by referring to it as a “stable 

democracy”. In this way, Tsipras is the only one left to be seen as “hostag[e] of a logic of 

the past”, according to Venizelos’ characteristic statement reported by Takis right after in 

the same report, along with any solution coming from the popular movement. 

With the democratic processes and discourse of the movement excluded from 

publicity and the movement as a whole pushed to the margins of history as non-serious, 

oudated or extreme, the class premises of the movement’s counter-democracy, the terrain 

where it could efficiently challenge representative democracy, were doomed to invisibility. 

The references of Syriza to the movement were not enough to bring the “depth” of 

democracy to the public surface, namely, the class nature of democracy as the regime 

 
47. Like in Syriza’s announcement reported in the 28/06/2011 news bulletin.  

48. “Bread, education, freedom” is one of the most known slogans associated with the Athens Technical University 

uprising against the Greek military Junta in November 1973. In the subsubsections “Classless nation: exclusion of the 

collective expression of the individual” and “classless subjectivity: occupying the nation” of the analysis chapter, we 

discuss in more detail the importance of that slogan in the square movement.    
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where power should be exerted by the poor49 or question the legitimacy of parliamentary 

democracy on the basis of the class interests it served. On the contrary, Syriza seemed to 

settle for the legitimacy that parliamentary democracy acquires through elections, as 

implied by Tsipras’ reference to the “democratically elected governments” in the 

28/06/2011 news bulletin. As for KKE, the other voice which could be expected to turn the 

class premises of democracy into the terrain of the public dispute on the midterm program, 

it confined itself to Papariga’s comment as not being “lovers of the bourgeois parliament”, 

which, despite her lengthy interview, was left totally unelaborated.    

The omissions in Papariga’s discourse are not surprising given that, contrary to 

Syriza that participated—although not from the beginning—in the square movement, KKE 

did not provide any support to it, political or practical. Thus, although it warned that the 

“subjugated people are threatened by [...] the capitalist barbarity”50, what can be 

interpreted as an invitation to struggle against the midterm program, it did not identify in 

the democratic model of the squares the matrix of a radical popular opposition to the 

midterm program or to the social and personal subjugation it would mark, leaving us to 

wonder what the form of struggle it meant was and when would be the right time for it. For 

a party that claims to be communist, restricting itself to parliamentary opposition while 

such a popular movement was in progress at such a critical moment for society, was a 

political choice of special importance. Namely, it equaled to an implicit “refusal of the 

logic of revolution as a means of changing the world and the human being” (Maniatis 

2011: 53) and thus of communism as the real social movement that Marx and Engels 

described.51 In turn, it equaled to an implicit support of communism as a system decided 

 
49. Aristotle’s Politics, I-II (1989). Translated by V. Moskovis. Athens: Nomiki Vivliothiki. Available from 

http://www.greek-language.gr/greekLang/ancient_greek/tools/corpora/anthology/content.html?t=44&m=2    

50. The specific extract from KKE’s announcement was reported in the 27/062011 news bulletin.  

51. We do not doubt that KKE’s attitude towards the square movement was inconsistent with its worldview principles, 

the aspiration of its members to social change or the view of this change as their duty. One reason underlying this attitude 

may be its distrust of the possibility of social change in the present, let alone one produced by politically unguided and 

spontaneous social movements such as the square movement. This distrust, which most likely originates from its 

continuing faith in the highly centralized model of governance in the eastern bloc countries but also the experience of its 

collapse, results in the postponement of social change to some later time and only with KKE in the leading role 

(impossible by definition in the square movement which rejected the participation of political parties and asked the 

participants to leave their party identities out of its processes). KKE’s attitude towards the movement of the squares may 

as well have been the symptom of its gradual incorporation to the dominant power system and the rupture of its organic 

ties with the real social movement(s) to communism. As for the latter, it is a fact that even when KKE participates in 

social movements and massive demonstrations, it separates itself politically from the other participating forces, organized 

or more spontaneous ones, having no interest in joint actions or common political projects with them. In any case, KKE’s 

absence from the movement and the restriction of its role to parliamentary opposition significantly contributed to such an 

incorporation and such a rupture. Indicative of both was, in our opinion, the attitude of PAME (the KKE-affiliated 

coalition of trade unions) a few months later on the 20th of October 2011, the second of the two-day strike against a set 

of draft laws that included cuts on salaries and pensions and more tax burdens for the lower classes. Namely, claiming 

that it guarded the massive and radical character of the demonstration from the agent provocateurs, it actually obstructed 

the masses of participants from demonstrating by making sure in quasi military terms that the area in front of the 

parliament remained empty from demonstrators.  
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by a political minority, a version of communism which had so severely damaged people’s 

view of it. From this perspective, KKE lost a rare opportunity to redefine communism 

through actual historical circumstances and restore it in the eyes of the world. 

All in all, the potential contribution of the square movement, which, through what 

we viewed as an articulation of democracy with communism, consisted in both preventing 

the vote of the midterm program and laying the foundations for a truly equal and plural 

society, passed unnoticed from the wider audience of the news bulletins. In this way, “real 

democracy” for the “real wealth” of the many did not manage to become hegemonic and 

challenge the present state of things that democracy for the wealth of the few had shaped.  

In a context stripped of the movement’s potential, the vote of the midterm program could 

be more easily perceived as a one-way solution, while parliamentary democracy could be 

still viewed as the ensurer of public interest and personal autonomy. Only that it would be 

a public interest at the expense of the class interest and, therefore, to the detriment of the 

living standards of the vast majority of society. And as for that personal autonomy, it 

would consist in the solitary struggle for individual survival and the freedom to exchange 

one’s labour for a living wage in conditions that would be significantly worse after the vote 

of the midterm program.  

 

3.8 Class for itself: communication 

 

The movement from class in itself to class for itself would not be possible to 

understand if we conflated the one with the other. We agree with Wood that any attempt to 

examine “the process of class formation presupposes a distinction between them since it is 

concerned precisely with the changing relations between them” (1982: 66, emphasis in 

original). From this perspective, and as it has hopefully been made clear so far, this 

distinction does not separate structure from agency, economy from politics and ideology, 

class position from class consciousness, as many scholars claim.52 On the contrary, it helps 

shed light on the historical relationship between them. It is through human action that this 

relationship is accomplished, Lucien Goldman argues (1971: 76). This is why it is not by 

rejecting the distinction but by “inserting [human action] into the historical process” that 

 
 

 

 

 

52. Edward Andrew, who represents this view, argues: “the class in itself/for itself distinction presupposes that classes 

are constituted in the socioeconomic realm, prior to political or cultural engagements, and that political struggle and 

forms of culture and consciousness are not constitutive or definitive of class structure but rather symptoms, expressions, 

perhaps even necessary effects, of the socioeconomic class structure, or relations of production” (1983: 578).  



  120 

we have tried to understand this relationship (Goldman 1971: 76).  

With these in mind, exploitation and democracy were examined as manifestations 

of class in itself and, at the same time, driving forces towards class for itself rather than 

statically belonging to the one or the other part of the distinction. However, their dual 

quality as expressions of class in itself and conditions of possibility for the attainment of 

the consciousness that is necessary for social change is intrinsically linked to the 

framework through which they are constituted and which they constitute: the 

“communicative space” (Della Porta 2013: 24) of the square movement. To draw upon 

Immanuel Kant—to whom the broad use of the notion of condition of possibility is 

attributed—we regard this communicative space as “the ground of the possibility of the 

association of the manifold”.53  

An approach that emphasizes both the actual and potential54 associations in which 

the movement’s communication consisted can help us perceive its communicative space 

beyond the general definition of communication as “social interaction through messages” 

(Fiske 1990: 2). It can help us understand it as the field through which the conditions of 

possibility for class for itself are produced, and thus, the process of self-emancipation of 

the working class55 takes place.  

In particular, we will show that revealing the “latent manifold relations” of the 

midterm program and the political conjuncture to which the vote on the midterm program 

gave rise “with the whole” (Eagleton 1991: 98) of life in capitalism—and its 

transcendence—was the specific process through which this production was accomplished 

by the movement. In the light of Lukács’ analysis in History and Class Consciousness, 

communication in the movement of the squares was a process of “mediation”, a concept he 

borrowed from Hegel in order to describe the interpretation of the “immediacy” of social 

reality in capitalism through the “totality” of relations underlying this reality.  

Laclau emphasizes the discursive nature of the mediation process: “discursive 

mediation becomes primary and constitutive” in every attempt to dissolve the “illusion of 

immediacy” (2000: 74). His emphasis is not only in line with the discursive approach we 

have adopted in this thesis but also with the specific focus of this section on the 

communication of the movement. However, unlike Habermas, whose focus on 

communication aimed at replacing Marx’s focus on production (Jameson 1981: 86), our 

 
53. Critique of Pure Reason (1781).  

54. Goldman rightly insists on the intrinsic relationship between the actual and the potential: “in so far as all human 

action is considered as a process, it can no longer be defined by its actual reality without reference to the potential reality 

which it seeks to bring into being” (1971: 76). 

55. Marx places a great emphasis on the self-emancipation of the working class. The beginning of the Address and 

Provisional Rules of the Working Men’s International Association (1864) is highly characteristic in this regard: “the 

emancipation of the working classes must be conquered by the working classes themselves”. Available from 

https://www.marxists.org/history/international/iwma/documents/1864/rules.htm   
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discursive approach to Lukács’ mediation theory aims at shedding light on how capitalism 

and class are expressed and negotiated through communication.  

To briefly present Lukács’ argument, it is by embedding the isolated objects of 

reality—which is how they appear when perceived empirically, thus, through “the 

immediacy of empirical reality and its no less immediate rationalist reflections” (1968: 

162)—into their full sociopolitical context that we can only challenge their claim to truth. 

Drawing upon Eagleton, without the connection of the “surface meaning” with the 

“underlying assumptions” of a claim (1991: 16-17), both its status as true and the social 

reality of which it is part remain unquestioned.  

Placing the emphasis on the active role of language in the constitution of reality, 

Hall agrees with Lukács that without a claim’s “integration in the totality” of its “true 

determinants” (1968: 152, 163), its acceptance is not based on “a recognition of the reality 

behind the words, but [on] a sort of confirmation of the obviousness, the 

takenforgrantedness [...] of the underlying premises on which the statement in fact 

depended” (Hall 1982: 71). This is how Hall explains the spectatorial stance that 

individuals take toward the social world due to immediacy, what Lukács describes as 

follows: “when confronted by an immediately given object, ‘we should respond just as 

immediately or receptively, and therefore, make no alteration to it, leaving it just as it 

presents itself’” (1968: 155).   

With these in mind, the two interrelated reasons why the transcendence of 

immediacy through mediation is a de-reifying process can be made clearer. First, because 

the connection of the individual phenomena with the social framework within which they 

are manifested “reveals the historical origins” of both “and shows therefore that they are 

subject to history” (Lukács 1968: 47) and thus to change. In this way, their appearance as 

objective and immutable “is transformed into a process, a flux” and, thus, their “character 

of a thing” is dissolved (Lukács 1968: 180, 83). Second, because the reinsertion of 

individual objects into the fluid historical reality entails—and triggers—an “awakening” of 

consciousness (Lukács 1968: 175): the active participation of consciousness in the 

(re)construction of social objects instead of its passive compliance with them through their 

perception as “things” (Chari 2010: 589). Defining reification as “a form of consciousness 

that is uniquely constitutive of capitalism” (2010: 589), Chari embraces Lukács’ emphasis 

on the “unique function of consciousness in the class struggle” and his criticism of “vulgar 

Marxism” for disregarding it (1968: 68). This is why they both consider de-reification of 

consciousness crucial to any emancipatory social transformation; Lukács referring to it as 

“struggle for consciousness” (1968: 68) and Chari as “political critique of reification” 

(2010: 587). 
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It is in this light that we consider the movement’s mediation process—and the 

associations in which it consisted—the matrix of the production of class consciousness and 

thus of class for itself. However, “is revolution simply a question of making connections?”, 

Eagleton wonders with deliberate exaggeration (1991: 100, emphasis in original). A few 

years later Mészáros raises the same question by claiming that the process of mediation 

suggested by Lukács “tends to ascribe to what Rosa Luxemburg calls ‘a revolution in the 

domain of thought’ a self-sustaining potentiality, thanks to the stipulated irrepressible 

power of dialectical methodology over all [material] adversity” (1995: 323).  

Mészáros grounds his concern on his view that Lukács’ “standpoint of totality” 

from which mediation begins does not involve the “real situation” but bypasses it (1995: 

310, 326). In particular, he diagnoses in Lukács’ mediation an “opposition of method and 

content [which] is intended to remove the contingent factors from the theory, establishing 

thus its perspectives on foundations free from empirical and temporal fluctuations” (1995: 

323). Only in this way, he argues, could Lukács offer the “certainty” that the proletariat 

will sooner or later be able to find its way to “a radical socialist transformation” (1995: 

321). As a result, not far from Eagleton’s exaggerated question, Mészáros criticizes Lukács 

for suggesting that the revolutionary task “will be fully accomplished in consciousness” 

(1995: 325, emphasis in original). 

With our emphasis on the movement’s mediation in the light of (de-)reification, we 

do not wish to contradict Mészáros’ special attention to the required material, political and 

organizational conditions, the “creation of the indispensable forms of concrete material 

and institutional mediation” or the necessity for the “sustained practical intervention of a 

real-life social agency” (1995: 321, 381, emphasis in original). On the contrary, we totally 

share the importance of “organized politics” (Badiou 2012: 42) for the shaping of these 

conditions, the creation of these forms or the “preserv[ation] [of] the characteristics of [a 

popular mobilization] event, when the event as such no longer possesses its initial potency” 

(2012: 70). This is why in the analysis chapter we will give special attention to how the 

mediation strategy of the news bulletins under scrutiny undermines class organization in 

general and the constitution of an organized political representative of the working class in 

particular.56 

However, while Badiou, like Mészáros, also considers organization “the problem of 

politics par excellence” (2012: 42) and thinks that the “moment of organization is by far 

the most difficult” (2012: 69-70), he does not give organization precedence over the 

ideology permeating an event or over the experience of the event itself, but locates 

 
56. The latter is discussed in more detail in the subsubsection “Classless nation: exclusion of the collective organization 

of the individual” of the analysis chapter.  
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organization “at the intersection between an Idea and an event” (2012: 63). In this way, he 

points to the relationship of interdependence of the three: on the one hand, it is the Idea and 

the event in which the Idea is historically “attested” (2012: 63) that give rise to the 

necessity for organization and this is why it is organization that should “declar[e] itself [...] 

adequate to the event and the Idea alike” (2012: 69). On the other hand, it is organized 

politics that can keep the Idea “active” after the end of the event (2012: 79). 

In this context, unlike Mészáros who sees in Lukács’ mediation an opposition of 

method and content, Badiou’s approach can be taken as an invitation to revisit Lukács’ 

mediation as the method through which the content of the political praxis of the movement 

can be reconstructed and reevaluated through the ideas and experiences expressed by its 

discourse. Thus, considered through Badiou’s perspective, Lukács’ mediation provides us 

with the methodology to “inscribe politically, as active materiality under the sign of the 

Idea” (Badiou 2012: 67) the ideology pervading—and being produced by—the 

movement’s discourse and practices. In this way, ideology regains its materiality and 

instead of being “narrowly confined [...] to the level of consciousness”, it becomes the 

vehicle for understanding the role of consciousness in the “concrete material and 

institutional mediation” that Mészáros rightly considers necessary for the progress of class 

struggle, both for the accomplishment of “the socialist revolution” and the foundation of 

the post-capitalist society (1995: 325).  

At the same time, with his emphasis on the “Idea” as the core of the “political 

truth”57 of an event, Badiou encourages us to appraise the political value of the 

movement’s construct of ideas in their potentiality, thus detached from the practical 

outcome of the event. We agree with him that this is the only way “to weave in the world 

the political truth whose historical condition of possibility was the event, without it being 

able to be the realization of this possibility” (2012: 67, emphasis in original). Thus, 

although Mészáros is right when he argues that “by theoretically proclaiming that these 

possibilities have appeared on the historical horizon, they are not ipso facto turned into 

tangible material realities” (1995: 380, emphasis in original), the reverse is also true: we 

need to theoretically proclaim these possibilities before we are able to turn them into 

material realities. But it is on the ground of consciousness that both possibilities and 

realities arise and it is through consciousness that the move from the one to the other 

happens.  

From this perspective, Lukács’ method with its focus on the “active, radical 

intervention of social consciousness in the [social] struggles” (Mészáros 1995: 310) lends 

 
57. “A political truth is a series of consequences, organized on the condition of an Idea”, Badiou argues, underlying the 

internal link between ideology and politics (2012: 85).   



  124 

itself well to exploring in depth these possibilities and the realities they point to. Chari 

agrees that approaching the movement’s communication as a mediation and de-reification 

process can contribute to the accomplishment of what she describes as the “task of 

rendering the critique of reification applicable to contemporary [political] theory” and 

practice (2010: 587). Her and Lukács’ insights taken together make clearer why putting 

forward the main aspects of the square movement’s mediation process can provide 

valuable information about the mechanism driving the transition towards class for itself. 

Most importantly, it can do so by bringing out the active involvement of consciousness. 

Thus, a mechanism revealed in such a way will not be one driven by a class consciousness 

residing outside the movement, but one produced within and by the movement. This is why 

it is a mechanism of proletarian self-emancipation.  

However, self-emancipation is “a mediation between the world and changing the 

world”, to borrow Badiou’s words (2012: 66). Therefore, Alan Shandro is right to note that 

the process of self-emancipation cannot be fully understood and its significance cannot be 

evaluated unless the “concrete circumstances” from which self-emancipation happens are 

put forward (1995: 272). This is also in line with Lukács’ view, when he argues that “the 

historical knowledge of the proletariat begins with knowledge of the present” (1968: 162). 

To acquire this historical knowledge is the necessary step to leave behind the immediacy of 

the present (1968: 162). But for both of these functions to happen, “the objects of the 

empirical world are to be understood as aspects of a totality, i.e. as the aspects of a total 

social situation caught up in the process of historical change” (1968: 162). From that 

perspective, we believe that when the square movement rejected the midterm program for 

causing the “bankruptcy of society” or when it counterposed “a new course for society” to 

the one way of the midterm program or bankruptcy dilemma (MD on June 22: 288), it was 

not only the midterm program and the dilemma that were being transcended, but the whole 

sociopolitical order which the midterm program and the dilemma had been understood to 

be part of.   

Lukács’ emphasis on totality confirms Shandro’s emphasis on concrete 

circumstances and urges us to conceive self-emancipation in a similar way to that phrased 

with Badiou’s words: as “the dialectical process by which [these concrete circumstances] 

are constantly annulled and transcended” (1968: 174). In this dialectical process, totality 

does not operate in “a self-sustaining universe of disembodied abstractions” (Mészáros 

1995: 323). It involves a reality which it can “totalize” (Eagleton 1991: 95), an immediacy 

which it can help to overcome. This is why Lukács warns that “the desire to leave behind 

the immediacy of empirical reality [...] must not be allowed to become an attempt to 

abandon immanent (social) reality” (1968: 162).  
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In this context, the significance of mediation for self-emancipation does not lie 

merely in the connections with “considerations whether spatial or conceptual that [are] 

rather more remote”, Lukács unintentionally addresses the objections of Eagleton or 

Mészáros (1968: 162). It should be rather sought in the distance between the concrete 

circumstances transcended and the totality through which they are transcended by 

workings of the mediation process.   

This is a distance ran by consciousness and, thus, a distance that depends on 

consciousness and on which consciousness depends for its own development. This is why 

Lukács urges us to focus on the importance that this distance has for consciousness: “We 

must understand the importance of this remoteness for the consciousness of those initiating 

the action and its relation to the existing state of affairs” (Lukács 1968: 174).58  

With these in mind, the claim to real democracy—to select a significant aspect of 

the square movement—can be evaluated in many respects that are especially meaningful 

for the process of self-emancipation. Not only for its spatial or conceptual differentiation 

from parliamentary democracy, but for the “totalizing” recognition on which this distance 

is premised: that parliamentary democracy is “organized around the dominance of 

bourgeois interests” and, therefore, it is “irreconcilable” with the interests of the working 

class (Shandro 1995: 285). Citing Lenin, Shandro is right to claim that this “‘irreconcilable 

antagonism’ of proletarian interests to ‘the whole of the modern political and social 

system’” is the condition for “a position of strategic independence [of the movement] vis-

à-vis its adversaries” (1995: 290, 285). From this perspective, the consciousness involved 

in—and generated by—this recognition is neither abstract nor confined to the domain of 

thought. It has a concrete “class meaning” and is orientated towards an objective, a “true 

[political] change” (Lukács 1968: 171, 162).  

In addition, due to the active role of consciousness throughout the process of self-

emancipation, this change is not confined to a distant future but affects “the structure of the 

objects immediately relevant to action” (Lukács 1968: 174). Lukács explains this as 

follows: “For the change lies on the one hand in the practical interaction of the awakening 

consciousness and the objects from which it is born and of which it is the consciousness. 

And on the other hand, the change means that the objects that are viewed here as aspects of 

the development of society [...] become parts of [the] process” (1968: 175). The political 

institutions of the movement, such as its assemblies, working groups, etc, were expressions 

of the “practical restructuring” (Mészáros 1995: 325) that the claim to real democracy 

 
58. Earlier in his text Lukács also uses the concept of “distance”, the meaning and importance of which he explains as 

follows: “The greater the distance from pure immediacy the larger the net encompassing the ‘relations’, and the more 

complete the integration of the ‘objects’ within the system of relations, the sooner change will cease to be impenetrable 

and catastrophic, the sooner it will become comprehensible” (1968: 154).  
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caused. At the same time, as we saw in the previous section, it was through these political 

forms—and more specifically through the political contents constituted within them and 

the consciousness involved in their constitution—that the movement towards totality, thus, 

towards the transformation of society as a whole was taking place.  

From this perspective, far from being an autonomous sphere where the 

revolutionary task will be fully accomplished, consciousness emerges as the key to the 

ability of social struggles to “reconcile the dialectical conflict between immediate interests 

and ultimate goal” (Mészáros 1995: 80). In particular, it confirms its active role as both the 

necessary condition for “the creation of the indispensable forms of concrete material and 

institutional mediation [that] respond to the immediate demands of the given 

sociohistorical condition” and the condition of possibility for “restructuring the inherited 

metabolic framework of deeply iniquitous, hierarchical division of labour” (Mészáros 

1995: 381).  

All in all, given that our emphasis on the movement’s mediation process by no 

means opposes Mészáros emphasis on the material, political and organizational conditions, 

but aims at elucidating the role of consciousness produced within and by the movement in 

the achievement of these conditions, both actually and potentially, let’s elaborate more on 

this role.     

The importance of consciousness for the accomplishment of both the immediate 

interests and the ultimate goal of social struggles directs our attention to another dimension 

of the square movement, complementary to what we described as the distance between the 

immediacy transcended and the totality through which it is transcended. It is what Shandro, 

again drawing upon Lenin, refers to as “the breadth of the terrain upon which” the 

consciousness of the working class is formed (1995: 287). In the square movement, this 

breadth expressed itself in two interrelated ways. First, through the plurality of identities 

with which it introduced and identified itself; and second, through its opposition to all 

manifestations of the capitalist system.59 Namely, not only to (economic) exploitation and 

injustice, but also to authoritarianism, violence and alienation.  

These two types of breadth reveal that the articulation of class with identity, the 

economic with the political, the structural with the personal were decisive for the de-

reification of consciousness underway in the square movement as well as for the kind of 

 
59. We deduce these two aspects of breadth from the extract from Lenin’s What Is to Be Done cited by Shandro as 

follows (1995: 279): “Working-class consciousness cannot be genuine political consciousness unless the workers are 

trained to respond to all cases of tyranny, oppression, violence, and abuse, no matter what class is affected.... Those who 

concentrate the attention, observation, and consciousness of the working class exclusively, or even mainly, upon itself 

alone are not Social-Democrats; for the self-knowledge of the working class is indissolubly bound up... with a practical, 

understanding — of the relationships between all the various classes of modern society, acquired through the experience 

of political life” (1961: 412-413, emphasis in original).  
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class consciousness that was formed through its processes. From this perspective, the 

square movement urges us to reconceptualize the formation of class consciousness as a 

process taking place through the multiplicity of identities with which the members of the 

working class experience their lives in modern societies. For this reason, we believe that 

the square movement is a concrete example of why any conception of class consciousness 

as the mechanistic product of a class that is also narrowly defined as a static structure 

rather than a lived relation should be left behind once and for all by any organized force 

that aspires to contribute to the emancipation of society and its individual members. 

Instead, it is because of our understanding of class as a social relationship 

“embodied in real people and in a real context”, to cite again Thompson’s characteristic 

words, that we believe that class consciousness emerges out of class struggle and 

specifically through the “friction of interests” among antagonistic classes (1966: 9; 1965: 

357, emphasis in original). Thus, in the same way that class “cannot be defined abstractly, 

or in isolation, but only in terms with other classes” (1965: 357), the formation of class 

consciousness through the movement’s mediation process can only be conceived 

dialogically. In other words, it cannot be grasped through the discourse and the practices of 

the movement described in isolation from the discourse of the politicians and the media 

that were part of the same sociopolitical context. As Bakhtin describes the foundations of 

dialogism: “But no living word relates to its object in a singular way: between the word 

and its object, between the word and the speaking subject, there exists an elastic 

environment of other, alien words about the same object, the same theme, and this is an 

environment that it is often difficult to penetrate” (1981: 276, emphasis in original). 

From this perspective, the distance that consciousness runs is paved with all these 

alien words. Also, the totality towards which and through which this distance is run is 

shaped through “disagreement” with the ruling discourses.60 Therefore, the significance of 

this distance for consciousness does not lie merely in the fact that this totality directs 

outside the limits of the given life and “expresses the possibility of a life different in 

principle, with different scales and dimensions”, as Hirschkop would describe the 

emancipatory dynamics of the movement (1999: 229). It also lies in the fact that it does so 

despite and in opposition to the effort of the politicians and the media to contain this 

totality within the existing system through “the creation of templates for a life well-lived” 

(Hirschkop 1999: 42) that the imaginary of growth and justice attempts. In the same vein, 

the breadth characterizing the identity as well as the discourse of the movement is 

 
60. Our emphasis on the notion of “disagreement” results from the view of communication as “a dialogical interplay with 

pre-existing discourses” and “understood in intersubjective terms, [which] involves not abstractly entertaining the ideas 

of others but reacting to them by agreement or disagreement, doubt or conviction” (Hirschkop 1999: 72, 84).      
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constituted through disagreement with the narrowness of the “identitarian object”61 of the 

nation and the limited notion of justice and growth that the imaginary entails. 

Through the dialogical conception of the movement’s mediation process, we can 

better understand how the ideological forms through which the interests of the ruling 

classes were expressed within the specific historical conjuncture were incorporated into the 

totality permeating this process. Most importantly, it becomes clearer how such a 

dialogically constituted totality allowed the movement to resist the arguments and 

pressures used by the ruling discourses—the “ideologically [...] exploited immediacy of 

daily political and economic confrontations” as Mészáros describes them (1995: 323)—

and, in this way, to prevent them from accomplishing their “complicating and potentially 

derailing role” (1995: 381) of directing consciousness away from the structural interests 

that this immediacy masks. In sum, it was through the co-constitution of the movement’s 

totality with the ruling discourses that this totality was able to play its de-reifying role: to 

“mediate [...] social relations with the structures that constitute them” (Chari 2010: 601) so 

that reality is understood as a social process subject to change (Lukács 1968: 13,14).    

On the contrary, it is true that a totality which neglects “the contingent factors”, as 

Mészáros criticizes Lukács’ approach (1995: 323), would not contribute to what the latter 

considered the benefit of mediation for the working class: “becom[ing] conscious of the 

social character of labour, [which] means that the abstract, universal form of the societal 

principle as it is manifested can be increasingly concretized and overcome” (Lukács 1968: 

171). This is probably what Lukács also has in mind when he argues that if mediation is to 

fulfil its “practical goal”, which is the “transformation of the whole of society”, its “point 

of departure” should be “bourgeois society together with its intellectual [...] productions” 

(1968: 163, our emphasis).   

However, and despite his claim that “the uniqueness of an epoch is grounded in the 

character of the structural forms, when it is discovered and exhibited in them and through 

them” (1968: 153), he portrays the totality that leads to the understanding of these 

structural forms as some kind of ideological requirement for their discovery that lies 

outside the concrete circumstances of the epoch and “the people who experience” it: “it is 

first necessary to search for [the true structural forms of an epoch] and to find them—and 

the path to their discovery is the path to a knowledge of the historical process in its 

totality” (1968: 153, our emphasis).  

Instead, a totality entangled in the ideological struggle of an epoch and shaped 

 
61. We use this concept, borrowed from Badiou (2012: 92), to refer to everything in the news bulletins under scrutiny 

that is associated with the category of nation, such as the Greek people, the Greek person, but also the national survival, 

destiny or duty. More about its function will be discussed in the section “Classless nation: exclusion of the collective 

expression of the individual” of the analysis chapter.  
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through the specific “socioeconomic, political and cultural/ideological mediations” 

(Mészáros 1995: 382) taking place in its social struggles can absorb people’s experience of 

class structures and, in turn, lead to their discovery as the condition for their transcendence. 

Such an approach, as Shandro points out, “construes the dialectic of the proletarian class 

situation as a kind of cognitive essence of the social totality” (1995: 280) instead of 

essentializing totality as the apriori point of departure for de-reification. In this way, 

proletarian experience is reconnected to socialist theory (1995: 280), not by displacing the 

significance of class structures in the process of de-reification, but by giving them a 

concrete historical expression.  

This is in line with Wood’s claim that “the determining pressure exerted by a mode 

of production in the formation of classes cannot easily be expressed without reference to 

something like a common experience — a lived experience of production relations, the 

division between producers and appropriators, and more particularly, of the conflicts and 

struggles inherent in relations of exploitation” (1983: 62, our emphasis). For this reason, 

Thompson’s emphasis on experience as the “necessary middle term between social being 

and social consciousness” (1995: 137) should not be taken as a rejection of the determining 

role of social class but, on the contrary, as part of an effort to shed light on “the experience 

of determination” by adopting a “contextual and materialist” approach (1995: 143, 297). 

This was his purpose when he argued: “What goes wrong [...] is not a model which insists 

upon the dialectic of social being and social consciousness but one which insists that this 

dialectic can only be mediated by, and take its significance from, social class” (1965: 359).  

From this perspective, Thompson would not question the de-reifying role of 

Lukács’ totality but would urge us to conceive it as the product of class struggle and the 

ideological struggle through which it is carried out, what Shandro eloquently describes as 

the “struggle over the terms in which the actors in the class struggle are to construe their 

experience of it” (1995: 284-285). In sum, it would not be an exaggeration to claim that 

totality should itself be de-reified in order to play its de-reifying role, which is to reveal the 

structures of exploitation underlying the ideological struggle of every epoch. In this way 

can Lukács’ analysis of reification play an integral role in both the disclosure of and 

political struggle against exploitation, and prove wrong those who criticize it, like Adorno, 

for being an “idealist [...] insistence” which “tends to displace such more fundamental 

concepts such as economic exploitation” (in Eagleton 1991: 100).62 

 
62. The analysis of the importance of experience for class struggle and the formation of class consciousness is not 

confined in these two paragraphs above. Also linked to our choice of cultural framing, which has the audience’s 

perception in its centre, we will try in several parts of the analysis chapter to shed more light on the specific ways in 

which the news bulletins under scrutiny predispose the audience to experience the protest and the midterm program or 

bankruptcy dilemma. The temporal dimension of certain aspects of the media discourse, such as of the conflict between 

the hoodies and the police in the beginning of the analysis chapter or the deterrence narrative in which the dilemma is 
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From the standpoint of a totality that is not constituted on the terrain of social 

practice, social structures cannot be understood in correlation with the historical action of 

people but only with reference to other structures. Such a totality cannot fulfill the function 

that Lukács attaches to it and which Chari aptly describes as the understanding of “the 

social and economic structures in light of their potential transformation” (2010: 601). On 

the contrary, it enhances their immobility and the conception of history as “nothing but the 

outcome of an internally self-propelling structuralist machine” (Hall 1985: 96) and 

obscures the role of real-life social agents. In this way, both the de-reifying and self-

emancipatory intent of Lukács’ theory of mediation are undermined. The opposite result is 

then to be expected: “the reality of the class appears that much darker and its actual class 

consciousness that much more reified, while its counter-image, by the same token, all the 

brighter and practically (or practicably) beyond reproach” (Mészáros 1995: 326).  

For these reasons, the shift of focus to the communicative space of the movement, 

where the dialogical imbrication with the contingent—the “empirical and temporal 

fluctuations” in which class interests manifest themselves—takes place emerges as a 

condition for the constitution of a totality that can play its de-reifying and self-

emancipatory role. From this perspective, Lukács’ emphasis on the standpoint of totality 

does not restrict the experience and practice of de-reification as long as this totality is 

bound up with the concrete circumstances of the proletarian class struggle and provided 

that these circumstances are not conceived in some “abstract, [...] a-historical, [...] 

transcendental” terms (Thompson 1995: 297) but within the context of the specific 

ideological and political mediations through which real-life actors carry out and experience 

class struggle.  

To integrate these mediations into Lukács’ totality—what he also describes as “the 

complex of [the objects’] true determinants” (1968: 163)—does not mean to deny the 

objectivity of class in itself for the sake of the contingent, but to acknowledge “the 

strategic complementarity of the two within the logic of political struggle”, as Shandro, 

drawing upon Lenin, would put it (1995: 288). After all, the “theory of revolution” in 

Marxism is also a “contingent” one, Hyman rightly argues: “a task to be actively 

accomplished, not passively awaited” as if it was the “mechanical outcome of material 

necessity” (1983: 284). Also, it is in this way that we can understand the movement from 

class in itself to class for itself as a process of the proletariat’s “own emergence as class” 

(Lukács 1968: 171, emphasis in original) and “assign concrete meaning to the notion of 

 
usually reproduced and discussed, has an important place in this exploration. Chouliaraki’s notion of “de-territorialization 

of experience” (2007: 221, 224) and especially Williams’ “structures of feeling” (or “structures of experience”) which he 

discusses in chapter nine of the second part of his book Marxism and Literature (1977) are key to this analysis. 

Experience is also one of the main considerations in our discussion on national identity in the namesake subsection of the 

analysis chapter.  
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proletarian self-emancipation” (Shandro 1995: 272).  

These are the reasons why Barker et al. claim that “dialogical theory [...] can help 

to ground a processual conception of class and class formation, and, second, it can offer 

satisfactory ways of meeting social movement theory’s demand for a way of talking about 

the development of political claims – and hence, too, of the public subjects who make 

them” (2013: 27). It is by adopting a dialogical perspective on Lukács’s mediation theory, 

as the square movement urges us to do, that his emphasis on consciousness does not end up 

“an idealistically hypostatized philosophical standpoint” but validates itself as the 

necessary ingredient for the creation of the “subjective and objective conditions” that a 

“sοcialist-oriented transformat[ion] requires” (Mészáros 1995: 380, 381). Such an 

approach can also help us understand how “the renewed urgency of an active, radical 

intervention of social consciousness in the ongoing struggles” can be met (Mészáros 1995: 

310). In other words, it can help us understand what is the role of consciousness in 

enhancing the distance of the movement’s political claims from the dominant discourses 

and the interests of the propertied classes they seek to universalize and in transforming 

their ideological breadth to which Lenin refers63 into the “breadth of emancipatory political 

struggles” that Chari rightfully claims is necessary and possible today (2010: 602).   

From this perspective, dialogism was in the core of the movement’s (counter-) 

hegemonic effort. On the one hand, because it was through the dialogical constitution of its 

discourse that the movement tried to pose an obstacle to the universalization of the 

interests of the ruling classes or, to draw upon Gramsci’s analysis of hegemony in his 

Prison Notebooks, that it could prevent the midterm program from being “taken as [a 

solution] representing the totality of [...] society” (1971: 245). On the other hand, because 

it was through this dialogical constitution that it tried to contribute to the creation of “a 

system of class alliances which [can] allo[w] [the working class] to mobilize the majority 

of the working population against capitalism and the bourgeois State”: what Gramsci 

described as the necessary condition for the achievement of the “hegemony of the 

proletariat” in his work Some Aspects of the Southern Question (2000: 173).     

The intrinsic relationship between hegemony and dialogism is the direct outcome 

of the relational quality of class and class struggle. In particular, dialogism reveals the 

specific mechanism through which each of the contending forces in class struggle is 

“forced to engage with [one another] in ways which prove partly constitutive of” its own 

discourse and actions, to recall Eagleton’s vocabulary in the Introduction. This is 

particularly true for the antagonistic discourses under scrutiny in this thesis. However, 

while the discourse of the movement is in an explicit “dialogue [with the] ‘voices’ or 

 
63. See footnote 59. 
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‘socio-ideological languages” contained in and constituted through the media, as 

Hirschkop borrowing Bakhtin’s concepts would argue (1999: 69), the discourse of the 

media is in a tacit dialogue with the movement’s ideas and practices. In fact, the media’s 

discourse is co-constituted with the movement’s discourse through the exclusion of the 

latter. From this perspective, the communicative model they represent is one of muted 

voices, a process we would call “dialogized monoglossia”.64    

Thus, the world that the media create may be “meaningful” (Bakhtin in Hirschkop 

1999: 68) but it is a “meaning without ‘voices’ [that] distorts the natural intersubjectivity 

of language” (Hirschkop 1999: 87), social plurality and class antagonism. Such a world 

can be eloquently described drawing upon Bakhtin’s analysis of the epic: “The epic world 

knows only a single and unified world view, obligatory and indubitably true for the [ruling 

classes] as well as [the subaltern ones]” (1981: 35). From this perspective, the exclusion of 

class and, more specifically, of the class reciprocally interconstituted with the diversity of 

voices in the movement, can be considered as having shaped the historically specific 

content of that monoglossia.65 In particular, although class has “internally dialogized” the 

discourse of the media, in other words, it “penetrates its entire structure, all its semantic 

and expressive layers” (Bakhtin 1981: 279), it reaches no historical expression in the world 

that the media picture.  

National identity is at the center of this monoglossia and the ensurer of its 

classlessness.66 The allusion to nation and national duty invites the individual to shape a 

“view of himself [that] coincides completely with others’ views of him” (Bakhtin 1981: 

34), leaving out its personal experience of the world, its needs and desires. Thus, to 

transcend the individual, such a monological discourse needs neither to suppress its speech 

(Hirschkop 1999: 70) nor to confront it frontally; it bypasses the individual or, as 

Hirschkop succinctly puts it, it “transcends the subject by denying the fact of subjectivity 

altogether, setting itself up as something beyond or above historical life” (Hirschkop 1999: 

88).67  

 
64. This is a twist on Bakhtin’s concept of “dialogized heteroglossia”, with “heteroglossia” being defined as the “other 

socio-ideological languages” (1981: 273, 287).  

65. In the previous section “The movement as a (re)construction site of class” we also referred to class reciprocally 

interconstituted with the diversity of the movement as the specific content that the media had to disarticulate 

from/exclude in order to constitute its own hegemonic discourse. Both these references are part of our 

hegemonic/dialogical approach, even if the dialogical aspect—and its intrinsic link to hegemony—was not analyzed yet 

at that point of our discussion.  

66. This is why in the section entitled “National identity” of the analysis chapter the dialogical relationship between the 

discourse of the media and that of the movement and its consequences are discussed in more detail.  

67. The discussion of the imaginary of growth and justice in the light of metaphor in the section “Populism” of the 

analysis chapter reveals how bypassing the discourses of the movement was an important aspect of the mediation 

strategy. In the particular discussion the emphasis is placed on how the class categories of the movement’s discourse are 

bypassed, an emphasis which re-emerges in the section that follows, entitled “National identity”, where we attempt to 

show how class is bypassed through the process of depoliticization that the allusion to national identity triggers. The title 

of the subsection “The depoliticized nation, a classless nation” is characteristic of the intrinsic relationship between 
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Individuals may recognize themselves in the image of the nation, but being 

“individualized [not] by their various situations and [the] varying ‘truths’” that result from 

these situations but by a socially uniform and impersonal entity such as nation, their 

“consciousness of self is alienated from me”, as Bakhtin characteristically argues (1981: 

35, 34). Thus, while the democratic and dialogical culture of the movement allowed 

everyone to “have their say, but also a peculiar form of expression, which [gave] to one’s 

utterance a historical character” (Hirschkop 1999: 40, 58), national identity and the 

imaginary of growth and justice failed “to offer [...] a distinctive and rewarding form of 

intersubjectivity, and the experiences of solidarity [and] fulfilment” (Hirschkop 1999: 40-

41). Instead, the individual constituted through national identity is isolated and alienated, 

tacitly transcended with “a transcendence which offers [duty] as a substitute for fulfilment 

and redemption” (Hirschkop 1999: 87). 

At the same time, whereas existing reality is represented by the media as fixed and 

unchangeable, and thus the solution of the midterm program emerges as the only realistic 

one, for the movement it “is only one of many possible realities; it is not inevitable, not 

arbitrary, it bears within itself other possibilities” (Bakhtin 1981: 37). Thus, the 

communicative space of the squares is not only one marked by a plurality of identities and 

possibilities as against the homogenizing national identity that “enters [...] verbal 

consciousness as a compact and indivisible mass [which] one must either totally affirm [...] 

or totally reject” (Bakhtin 1981: 343); it is also an environment that encourages the 

articulation between the individual and social agency and therefore the idea of self as a 

collective individual shaping its own fate against a “predetermined fate” beyond which 

“there is nothing” (Bakhtin 1981: 34). 

All in all, the theoretical emphasis on communication and the conception of the 

movement’s mediation and dialogism as a communicative model opposing the 

communicative model of the media’s immediacy and monoglossia point to historical 

change and self-emancipation as the ultimate objective of both—and as such, the reason 

why the two antagonistic discourses cannot ignore but intrinsically “involve” each other 

(Hirschkop 1999: 92). To draw upon Melucci, it is historical change and self-emancipation 

that the media and the movement are struggling with one another through their 

communication strategies to “appropriat[e] and control” (1996: 30). The media to “den[y] 

the fact of [...] historical change altogether” and the movement to promote it as “the very 

condition of [its] possibility and [its] value” (Hirschkop 1999: 87, 93).  

 
depoliticization and disarticulation from class, while its effects on the level of the individual are the focus of the 

subsection “Classless nation: exclusion of the collective individual”.  
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4. ANALYSIS: CLASS(LESS)NESS IN THE DISCOURSE OF THE MEDIA 
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The two frames through which we analyze the media’s discourse are introduced 

already at the outset of the news broadcast on June 28, 2011. This is why we consider the 

opening paragraph to serve as a “situationer”, a “piece establishing and framing the story 

in advance” (Gitlin 1980: 119). In particular, with priority given to the conflict frame, the 

audience is first of all informed about the “big disasters” and “acts of vandalism” inflicted 

by “groups of hoodies” after the rally of the trade unions for the 48-hour strike they had 

announced and “while the indignant were demonstrating at Syntagma in view of 

tomorrow’s critical vote on the midterm program and the 5th tranche of the loan”.  

 It is noteworthy that the phrase about the vote on the midterm program and the 

money that would come with it, otherwise the “why” of the story (Gitlin 1980: 63), is 

crammed in between the reference to the clashes and that to the “red alarm” that went off 

in Pasok due to disagreements expressed by several of its MPs. It is through this 

positioning that it serves its explanatory function, despite being formulated as “hard fact”. 

However, its neutral appearance does not last for long, since soon after it reoccurs within 

the dilemma frame as set by Greece’s EU partners in Brussels: either the midterm program 

will be voted by the majority of the Greek MPs or Greece will not be given the tranche and 

will therefore go bankrupt.   

 

4.1 THE CONFLICT FRAME 

 

In order to explore how conflict is mediated in the specific news bulletin, we have 

chosen to analyze the protest footage starting at 00:01:18. First, because the scenes of 

clashes and property damage that it includes are connected to the most explicit form of 

conflict, violence, broadly defined as “a considerable or destroying use of force against 

persons or things [...]” (Honderich in Cammaerts 2013: 528). Second, because of the 

position of the protest footage at the beginning of the bulletin, thus setting the tone in how 

the rest of the news text is structured and perceived. Third, because as an edited news 

footage, it is “more susceptible to deliberate control” (Gitlin 1980: 86) and therefore more 

indicative of the mediation strategies. Fourth, and most importantly, because we want to 

show how the specific framing of the protest is realized and what the effects of this 

framing on the content of the protest and the way the audience is invited to perceive it are.  

MEGA’s mediation of the conflict—and thus the protest—is dominated by a dual 

dichotomy: On the one hand, the hoodies versus the riot police, on the other hand, the 

hoodies versus the peaceful protesters. We borrow the concept of “dichotomy” from 

Cammaerts, by which he refers to the “clear-cut distinction between the moderate ‘good’ 
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protesters and the radical ‘bad’ ones” that the mainstream media made when they covered 

the student protests in the United Kingdom in 2010 (2013: 530, 544).68 However, for the 

purposes of our analysis, we extend the meaning of the term to include the intrinsic 

division between the police and the hoodies. The reason why we consider these two 

divisions to constitute a dual dichotomy and not two separate ones lies in the way they 

complement each other for the mediation of the protest, as we will be discussing later on.  

The focus of the protest footage on the violent confrontations with police forces 

and property damage is hardly surprising, not only given the usual emphasis of the 

mainstream media on spectacle and drama, supported by a panoply of empirical studies, 

but mainly due to the actual scale and intensity of the riots experienced by a massive 

number of protesters that day. However, a situationists’ approach to this focus from the 

perspective of spectacle or an analysis based on the experience of the thousands of people 

who took to the streets would not elucidate the ways in which the news bulletin exposed 

the millions who watched it to “specific dispositions to feel, think and act” (Chouliaraki 

2007: 213, emphasis in original). This is the reason why our analysis emphasizes the 

processes through which this focus is structured and its effects are produced.  

The two divisions are discussed separately so that a more detailed analysis of their 

verbal and visual components is possible. Also, they are analyzed in the order they appear 

in the protest footage. In this way, the articulations of various elements of the news text 

with one another can be better perceived as an evolving process. But despite the “linearity” 

of the analysis, the issues raised and the processes described in each division pertain to the 

whole protest footage. For example, although the master-frame of clashes is discussed in 

the second division, its beginnings are traced in the first division, while its function runs 

through the whole protest footage. We believe that analyzing individual elements of the 

news text chronologically while regarding their causes and effects as a continuum is in line 

with the way in which spectators follow and understand stories: by extracting 

configurations from successions (Ricoeur 1981: 278). However, given that Todd Gitlin is 

also right when he suggests that the “question of effects” should be raised after the analysis 

of the “symbolic content of media messages” (1980: 14), some more are drawn after the 

analysis of each division.  

 
68. The reason why we refer to the “bad” protesters as “the hoodies” is that not a single time throughout the protest 

footage are they labeled anything else other than that. However, despite our disagreement with the media-manufactured 

labels of “hoodies”, “peaceful” protesters or “the indignant”, we use these words without quotation marks for reasons of 

legibility.  
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4.1.1 Hoodies versus police 

 

The view of the police’s attitude as passive is established from the beginning of the 

news bulletin. In particular, at the opening paragraph, the hoodies are reported to be 

causing damage and setting fire “undisturbed” by the police. The same word is repeated 

also in the banner shown on the screen, before the voiceover accuses the police of being 

“absent”. Whenever the role of the police in the clashes with the hoodies is not described 

as passive, it is implied to be defensive. The combination of the two is vividly expressed in 

this phrase: “In a few minutes the incidents were generalized, with the police remaining 

absent. When finally the riot police made its appearance, fierce clashes began, with the 

hoodies throwing stones and molotov cocktails and the riot police responding with the use 

of chemicals”. Police involvement is reported here as a response to the attack launched by 

the hoodies; essentially as an act of defence. Additionally, the previous scene showing the 

hoodies breaking sidewalks has left little room to doubt the “absence” of the police or that 

it was acting defensively.   

Such a visual presentation of the hoodies committing a double aggression—causing 

property damage and getting ready for an attack—in combination with the descriptive 

narrative of the voiceover, make a strong claim to objectivity.69 What is actually claimed is 

that neither the amount of responsibility nor that of blame should be evenly assigned to the 

two poles of the conflict. To bolster this claim of imbalance, the opening scene of the 

protest footage, capturing a young man with a full face gas mask throwing back to the 

police a teargas canister lying next to him, is repeated two more times throughout the 

protest footage, with different hoodies each time. Instead, the footage selected does not 

show any policeman throwing teargas canisters to the hoodies, despite the scenery being 

enveloped in smoke. 

 

4.1.1.1 Clashes structured as adventures  

 

In order to explore how the division between the hoodies and the police is mediated 

and what the special functions of this mediation are, we consider important to examine the 

role of time in the construction of this division during the first part of the protest footage. 

Our emphasis on the temporality of the news text draws upon Bakhtin’s conception of time 

 
69. Drawing upon Chouliaraki’s analysis about the different “pattern[s] of co-appearance and combination” of the image 

and the language of the news, the total correspondence between the two makes “the strongest claim to objectivity” (2007: 

216, 217).  
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as the primary category in the “chronotope”, a term he coined in order to point out the 

importance of time and space in every cognitive process. It is relevant to our approach that, 

contrary to Kant, who considered time and space as “transcendental” forms of cognition, 

Bakhtin regards them as “forms of the most immediate reality” (1981: 85). Sharing this 

view, we believe that the temporal dimension of the conflict between the hoodies and the 

police contributes decisively to the process through which the news text assimilates the 

actual historical conditions of this conflict. From this perspective, we approach time not 

only as a form of cognition externally applied to the news text by its recipients, but as a 

structural element, organizing the meaning it produces from within.  

For this reason, central to our analysis are the temporal indicators that the news text 

includes, introducing the different segments of the conflict. So “around half past one in the 

afternoon” introduces the beginning of the clashes, “in a few minutes” informs us about the 

spread of the clashes and “when finally after a long time” refers to the active involvement 

of the police in the clashes for the first time. Although “highly intensified”, the specific 

words tying the different segments of the conflict into a temporally coherent whole are 

“undifferentiated”: they do not disclose any information about the real-life events that 

ignited the clashes they describe, the sociopolitical context within which they unfold or 

their ideological background. In Bakhtin’s words, they constitute “absolutely no 

indications of historical time, no identifying traces of the era”. This is why, although the 

different segments of the conflict introduced by the above temporal markers link up with 

each other, in reality they correspond to separate adventures that could have happened for 

any reason, anywhere, and been “extended as long as one likes”.70  

Indeed, none of these segments includes any reference to the discussion of the 

midterm program underway in the parliament “around one o’clock”, which is why police 

wanted to clear the surrounding streets and Syntagma square. Equally abstract is the way in 

which the attack of the hoodies on “people holding Greek flags” is reported, which, 

according to the voiceover, triggered the beginning of the clashes. What is omitted here is 

the ideological identity of those attacked by the hoodies, known to be adhering to extreme 

right groups.71 In the same vein, the two other segments of the conflict are also 

contextually and ideologically undifferentiated, devoid of any information that could point 

to the causes of the clashes. In sum, according to the information provided by the news 

narrative, the clashes took place because the hoodies happened to attack some people, who 

happened to be holding Greek flags and happened to be at a cafe at Othonos street. “In a 

 
70. Unless noted otherwise, the citations of this paragraph and of the ones that follow come from Bakhtin’s discussion of 

the “adventure-time” type of novel in his essay “Forms of Time and of the Chronotope in the Novel: Notes Toward a 

Historical Poetics” (1981: 90-100).  

71. Vaggelis Theodorou (2011, June 30). Trade unionists of ETHEL in the controversial video of riot police-hoodies? 

Available from http://tvxs.gr/news/ελλάδα/συνδικαλιστές-της-εθελ-στο-επίμαχο-βίντεο-ματ-κουκουλοφόρων 
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few minutes” the clashes happened to spread, while they became fierce when the police 

happened to appear in the scene of riots.  

Based on the above analysis, the logic permeating the adventures that the specific 

temporal markers introduce is that of “random contingency, which is to say, chance 

simultaneity”. This logic of chance transforms the news text into a self-contained whole 

that draws its meaning from the temporal relationships between the adventures it recounts 

and not from the causal relationships between these adventures and the real-life world. In 

other words, the meaning of such a narrative relies entirely on its “adventure-time” plot, 

which in turn would not exist without chance. From this perspective, it is probably not too 

much of an exaggeration to say that such an adventure-time news narrative renders the 

causal relationships of the clashes redundant and the questions that point to them 

unnecessary: Would there be no clashes without the attack of the hoodies on the people 

holding Greek flags? Why did the hoodies target the specific people among the hundreds 

of others with Greek flags that day? What made the police appear after a long time of 

absence? Were they really absent? These are some of the questions that do not need to be 

asked or answered for the news text to make perfect sense.72  

 

4.1.1.2 Hoodies portrayed as offenders   

  

Since the clashes are decontextualized and the involvement of the police is 

described as essentially defensive and coincidental, the hoodies assume the role of the 

“villains, who as villains use chance meetings or failures to meet for their own purposes”. 

As portrayed so far in the protest footage, the hoodies perfectly fit this description: they 

used their chance meeting with the people holding Greek flags and the failure of the police 

to be present at the protest site in order to create the chaos shown in the footage. Right 

after, a scene of the footage showing a hoodie “shooting a policeman with a gun-pen” 

completes the portrayal of the hoodies as villains. This is actually the first meeting between 

the two opposing groups witnessed so far by the audience and it is noteworthy that it 

abides by the main characteristics of what Bakhtin calls the “motif of meeting”.  

One of these characteristics is the “clear, formal, almost mathematical character” of 

the meeting: it occurs at a given place (at Karagiorgi Servias street, according to the 

voiceover), between two isolated individuals, outside the messy, noisy and smoky site of 

the clashes. A technical term is used, the “gun-pen”, and it is not until later that the 

 
72. We do not assume of course that the spectators do not pose such questions or they do not already know the answers 

based on their own experiences and views. As explained above, our objective is to explore the dispositions with which 

the news text inculcates the spectators through the specific ways in which it is composed.       
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voiceover informs the audience that it shoots flares. The scene of shooting is played in 

slow motion and the gun is put in a red circle for the audience to catch sight of it, adding to 

the tension of the meeting and the calculated character of the act of shooting. After the 

scene of meeting, there can be little doubt that, as a real villain, the armed hoodie 

purposefully attempted to hurt the policeman and that the policeman was clearly on the 

defensive, protecting himself with his shield, a universal symbol of defence.  

Given that the meeting is an instance of the conflict between the two opposing 

groups and, therefore, intrinsically linked to the plot of this conflict, the ending of the 

encounter between the hoodie and the riot policeman can be regarded as the “denouement 

(a finale) of the plot”—another important characteristic of the motif of meeting. As such, 

not only does it mark the closure of the first part of the footage, but it also increases its 

signifying power. This happens in two ways: First, by “fulfill[ing] architectonic functions”, 

what we interpret as the (re)structuring of the meanings of the first part of the footage on a 

more solid basis. Second, by serving as a “symbol”, extending the meanings produced by 

the meeting between the hoodie and the policeman to embrace the entire social categories 

they represent, the hoodies and the police. As a result, the offensive role of the hoodies 

suggested earlier in the footage is solidified—along with the defensive role of the police—

and further delegitimated, morally and legally: armed assault is by far more severe than 

“responding with chemicals”, as the former poses a direct threat to human life and is 

punished by law, while the latter is an impersonal act of restoring order serving the law.  

 

4.1.1.3 Some first conclusions  

 

Given the binary relationship between the hoodies and the police, whatever 

delegitimates the one contributes to the legitimization of the other. And what arguably 

needed to be legitimated that day was police violence.73 Having established the absence of 

the police from the site of clashes already at the outset of the news narrative, the focus on 

the hoodies is justified and the ground is laid for holding them accountable for the violence 

displayed that day. Although more complex processes were at work, as we tried to show, 

none of them would be possible without the disconnection of the conflict between the 

hoodies and the police from the general sociopolitical situation and its subsequent 

misplacement in the apolitical sphere of “adventure”. In such a depoliticized framework, 

 
73. The excessive use of force and other human rights violations including the excessive use of chemical irritants and 

stun grenades during the 2011-2012 anti-austerity demonstrations was also reported by Amnesty International in a special 

report, entitled Police violence in Greece: Not just “isolated incidents” (2012). Available from 

https://www.amnesty.org/en/documents/eur25/005/2012/en/  
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the actions of the hoodies become more “extraordinary” than the vote on the midterm 

program and its effects on people’s lives. This is not to say that the audience is not aware 

that it is because of the midterm program that “the normal, intended or purposeful 

sequence of life’s events [was] interrupted” and the opening for the clashes was created. 

However, by staying out of the media’s spotlight on the conflict between the hoodies and 

the police, the vote on the midterm program keeps a safe distance from being considered as 

“extraordinary” and takes a step closer to being perceived as “ordinary”, in other words, 

“taken for granted” (Chouliaraki 2007: 212-213). 

To take this line of thought a little further, we should stress that the representation 

of the division between the hoodies and the police in the first part of the protest footage is 

highly ideological. By this we mean that, due to the adventuristic structure of the news 

text, the conflict between the two opposing parties was mediated in such a way that 

“interests of a certain kind bec[a]me masked, rationalized, naturalized, universalized, 

legitimated in the name of certain forms of political power” (Eagleton 1991: 202). From 

this perspective, it is not only police repression that is masked, naturalized or legitimated. 

By depoliticizing the violence of the hoodies and bringing it to the foreground of publicity 

while at the same time keeping the discussion on the midterm program in the comfort zone 

of the “ordinary”, what is also naturalized is the parliament being perceived as the only 

legitimate space in which politics is made and people’s fates are decided.  

This last remark reveals how closely related the mediation of violence outside the 

parliament is to the political processes unfolding inside it. We believe that the importance 

of the specific way in which state repression is presented by the media cannot be fully 

perceived if not viewed as an integral part of the ongoing effort of the ruling power to 

move away from coercion towards consent, in other words, as part of the hegemonic 

process underway. Thus, although we reckon that the violence of the state “must [itself] 

win a general consent from the people if [it is] to operate effectively” (Eagleton 1991: 114) 

and therefore we analyze the processes through which this is pursued, it is essential to 

always place it in the bigger picture of the hegemonic struggle of that period. The analysis 

in the next subsection on how the division between the “bad” and the “good” protesters is 

mediated will offer us a better idea in this respect, while the discussion in the “dilemma 

frame” section about how consent is shaped will hopefully complete the picture.  

 

4.1.2 Hoodies versus peaceful protesters 

 

The report on the indignant comes right after the meeting between the hoodie and 
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the riot policeman and has the same adventure-time structure as the first part of the 

footage. Its temporal introduction (“From the beginning of the incidents”) follows the same 

adventure-time pattern, while the segment that follows also lacks any reference to the 

“immediate social situation and the broader social milieu” (Bakhtin in Steinberg 1998: 

853). Like in the first part of the protest footage, none of the distinctive elements of the 

context play a role in the event as the defining factor. It is interesting, though, that the 

chronotope within which the narrative of the protest unfolds is marked by an hierarchized 

simultaneity: although the hoodies and the indignant are at the same place at the same time, 

the latter were there before the outbreak of the clashes, inflicted by the former as it was 

established in the first part of the footage. In this way, the beginning of the report on the 

“good” protesters coincides with their division from the “bad” ones.74  

According to the voiceover, the indignant have assumed a defensive attitude “in 

order to guard the peaceful character of their protest”. Although it is not stated from whom 

they protect their protest, they are reported to be conducting a peaceful dialogue with the 

policemen, “asking them to leave Syntagma square”. Images of the footage showing a 

group of protesters, the indignant according to the voiceover, shouting the slogan “the 

police/out of the square” confirm the non-conflictual character of this encounter. At the 

same time, the banner on the screen reminds the spectators that “Syntagma is a battlefield”, 

while right after, the voiceover informs them that the conflict between the hoodies and the 

police is still raging.  

The contrast between the peaceful and the conflictual character of the protest 

represented by the indignant and the hoodies respectively, as well as the defensive attitude 

of the police earlier and the indignant now, may not be enough to place the police and the 

indignant in the same camp, but it manages to place the indignant and the hoodies in 

separate ones. This would not be possible without tilting the “theme” of the protest in 

favour of the clashes and at the expense of the vote on the midterm program. With the 

clashes becoming the master-frame through which the protest is mediated, the opposition 

between the indignant and the police becomes secondary and the hoodies take the leading 

role in the events, what Bakhtin calls the “initiative”. But let us discuss these issues more 

analytically.  

 
74. The differentiation between the hoodies and the rest of the protesters was implied also earlier in the news bulletin, in 

the opening paragraph and the beginning of the protest footage, by placing the outbreak of the clashes after the end of the 

trade unions’ rally. But what makes the division between the hoodies and the indignant stand out is that they share the 

same spacetime in the news story. This is why we locate the beginning of the division at this moment of the protest 

footage, when the hoodies and the peaceful protesters appear to be at the same place simultaneously. This division finds 

its most outright expression in the words of Pavlos Tsimas after the end of the protest footage (00:07:36): “[...] to the 

anti-authoritarians, the indignant are in fact the most hateful persons. They are more hateful than the police. Because, 

who are those who can protest peacefully and their protest can even play a role and have political effects without 

breaking things, holding sledgehammers and throwing Molotov cocktails?”        
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4.1.3 Clashes as the master-frame and theme of the protest    

   

Although keywords, visuals and banners are useful devices for the identification of 

frames and master-frames, it is not only due to the repetition of the words “incidents” and 

“battlefield” or the images accompanying them that we regard that day’s clashes as a 

master-frame. What we consider more important is the way in which they are used for the 

presentation of the events that took place that day (de Vreese 2005: 53-54) and the effects 

of this presentation. This is also why our approach is consistent with Gitlin’s definition of 

frames as “persistent patterns of cognition, interpretation, and presentation, of selection, 

emphasis and exclusion by which symbol-handlers routinely organize discourse” (Gitlin 

1980: 7). Our analysis so far confirms the key role of the clashes in all the processes 

described by Gitlin. In particular, we have shown that the adventuristic structure of the 

news text allowed the clashes—only one aspect of the protest—to become its most salient, 

the primary one (de Vreese 2005: 53). And most importantly, that it allowed them to 

become the “central organizing idea or story line provid[ing] meaning to an unfolding strip 

of events, weaving a connection among them [and] suggest[ing] what the controversy is 

about, the essence of the issue” (de Vreese 2005: 53). However, given that these are 

qualities that all frames possess, it can be fairly expected that a master-frame goes beyond 

them.  

Therefore, although deciding whether the clashes is just one frame among others or 

a master-frame is not an indisputable process, we believe that it can help us to better 

understand the function of the clashes in that day’s news text and, therefore, we will pursue 

it further. To this effect, it is helpful to take into account that a master-frame is considered 

to be “sufficiently broad in interpretive scope, inclusivity, and cultural resonance” (Snow 

and Benford 2000a: 618) to reveal that the narrative function of the clashes is far from 

broad or inclusive. Instead, as we have shown so far, the cultural resonance characterizing 

the adventuristic narrative of the clashes is used to exclude from the interpretative scope of 

the audience the socio-cultural context in which these clashes are embedded. Thus, 

although the narrative of the clashes does indeed “define problems, diagnose causes, make 

moral judgments, and suggest remedies” like all frames do (de Vreese 2005: 53), these 

problems, causes, judgments and remedies are confined to the reality delimited by the 

clashes themselves.  

From this perspective, the narrative of the clashes “represents not so much a map or 

well-modeled text, but the outer boundaries of possible use and combination of the 
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discourses both within a repertoire and as against those of oppositional [...] repertoires” 

(Steinberg 1998: 859, our emphasis). This sheds more light on the function of the narrative 

of the clashes as “a powerful mechanism of exclusion”: the exclusion not only of “vital 

social issues such as the material conditions of production and reproduction” that the 

measures included in the midterm program represent, but also of the “substantial social 

groups” that these measures affect (Negt and Kluge 1993: xxvii), as well as the voices 

expressing their interests. Such an analysis confirms Laclau’s claim that “true limits can 

never be neutral limits but presuppose an exclusion” (1996: 37). Thus, it is for their highly 

exclusionary function that we regard the clashes as the master-frame of the mediation of 

the protest.   

Placing the three-fold exclusion we pointed out above within Volosinov’s notion of 

“theme” can help us to deepen our understanding of its consequences and further explore 

the signifying power of clashes as the master-frame. Such a “thematic” approach is 

justified by the fact that the content of an event—the protest in this case—and the 

economic, social and ideological factors that form the framework in which this event takes 

place are intrinsically related (Bakhtin and Medvedev 1978: 132). Volosinov’s comment 

on the theme of an utterance is characteristic of this relation: “Should we miss these 

situational factors, we would be as little able to understand an utterance as if we were to 

miss its most important words.” (1973: 100).  

Nevertheless, the consequences extend far beyond the critical level of 

understanding reality to the constitution of reality itself. This is because the utterance is not 

confined to the sphere of language, but constitutes the concrete speech act through which 

“language makes contact with communication, is imbued with its vital power, and becomes 

a reality” (Volosinov 1973: 123). In this regard, the fact that, among the restricted number 

of items having access to society’s attention, the clashes are the only aspect of the protest 

that “achieve[s] sign formation and become[s] [an] objec[t] in semiotic communication” 

(Volosinov 1973: 21-22) does not simply confirm the position of the clashes on the top of 

that day’s agenda, as agenda-setting theorists would stress. Most importantly, it reveals the 

process through which the economic, social and ideological conditions underlying the 

clashes are excluded from entering the arena of communication and, as a result, from being 

embedded in the content of the protest.  

Lukács confirms the constitutional effect of such an exclusion on the content of the 

protest, when he states that separating individual phenomena from their historical context 

“does not merely affect our judgment of individual phenomena decisively. But also, as a 

result, the objective structure, the actual content of the individual phenomenon -as 

individual phenomenon- is changed fundamentally” (1968: 152, emphasis in original). 
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Like Volosinov, he also points to the thread connecting the sphere of social communication 

to the creation of authentic historical reality, allowing us to identify the consequences of 

the exclusion in their full range and depth. Thus, from their perspective, the fact that the 

conditions underlying the clashes do not find their way to social intercourse as 

“meaningful [and] ‘interesting’ items” blocks them from integrating into the content of the 

protest at the critical moment of its creation, upon “the birth of theme” (Volosinov 1973: 

22, 23). In this way, they are demoted to something “secondary and subjective” and only 

the clashes as “the immediately given form of the [protest], the fact of their existing here 

and now and in this particular way appears to be primary, real and objective” (Lukács 

1968: 154). Gitlin’s description of this process is also revealing: “[...] Journalism’s more 

regular approach is to process social opposition, [...] to absorb what can be absorbed into 

the dominant structure of definitions and images and to push the rest to the margins of 

social life” (1980: 5, emphasis in original).    

 

4.1.4 Disarticulating the protest from class struggle 

 

Examining the function of the clashes as a master-frame through the prism of the 

relationship between social communication and authentic historical reality cannot be 

complete without borrowing Volosinov’s question: “How is [the] refraction of existence in 

the ideological sign determined?” (1973: 23). In other words, how the clashes emerge as 

the “theme and form” of the protest (Volosinov 1973: 23), the master-frame through which 

it is mediated? His answer is revealing of what we consider the starting point and bottom 

line of the mediation process: “By an intersecting of differently oriented social interests 

within one and the same sign community, i.e., by the class struggle” (1973, emphasis in 

original). Such an angle can offer a searing insight into the consequences of the clashes as 

the “primary, real and objective” aspect of the protest. For this purpose, we should orient 

ourselves to what lies beyond the “outer boundaries” of the clashes—to use a concept we 

discussed earlier. In turn, this leads us back to the components of what we described above 

as a “three-fold exclusion”.  

Thus, the more the clashes are narratively constructed as the primary aspect of the 

protest, the more secondary the importance of the midterm program and its content 

becomes. At the same time, as the midterm program pulls away from the central stage of 

the protest, so do the social groups that are inflicted by its measures, that is, the lower 

classes. Last but not least, the movement, represented so far in the footage by a small 

group of indignant with insignificant—practical or discursive—participation in the protest, 
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is left with no raison d’être: the class interests upon which it is constituted and which is 

there to defend. Far from having the key role in determining that day’s events, the midterm 

program, the lower social classes and the movement are placed behind the smokescreen of 

clashes caused by a group of hoodies, possessing no class identity or motives, only acting 

according to their attribute as villains.  

The defensive attitude of the police and the indignant not only confirms their lack 

of agency but hands it in to the villains. As Bakhtin rightfully pinpoints: “Of course the 

heroes themselves act [...]–they escape, defend themselves, engage in battle, save 

themselves–but [...] the initiative does not belong to them”. “[The villains] take all the 

initiative” (1981: 95). The malicious action of the hoodies and the division between the 

hoodies and the peaceful protesters is affirmed by the extracts from the announcements of 

the political parties that feature on the screen right after. Thus, although only in the 

announcement of Laos is the action of the hoodies explicitly attributed to agents 

provocateurs,75 the announcements of KKE, Syriza and Dimar all clearly suggest that the 

action of the hoodies was in sharp conflict with the peaceful demonstrations of the trade 

unions and indignant. 

Discussing whether the political parties were right in their claim would divert our 

attention from the effects of the mediation process. What we consider more important 

about their claim is that its emphasis on the division between the hoodies and the peaceful 

protesters equates to a tacit acceptance of the clashes as the “primary, real and objective” 

aspect of the protest. In this way, it contributes in its own right to the withdrawal of the 

clashes and the protest altogether from the framework of class struggle. As a consequence, 

the class interests threatened by the midterm program lose their status as the objective 

ground of the protest. By dividing the social groups participating in the protest in those 

villains causing clashes and those peaceful protesters who suffer from them, the 

representation of the protest as the site in which social groups are being formed into 

classes, potentially capable of affecting the economic bases of social life and establishing 

new collective projects, is fundamentally undermined (Barker 2013: 43; Volosinov 1973: 

90; Hall 1985: 96). Instead, the protest is by and large represented as a site of “suffering” 

(Chouliaraki 2007: 219), disconnected from “the pressures of the social struggle” 

(Volosinov 1973: 23) that the next day’s vote on the midterm program gave rise to. 

 

  

 
75. On the contrary, evening news anchorwoman Olga Tremi at the opening of the bulletin as well as the voiceover 

introducing the announcements of the parties said that “the parties of the Left denounced provocation”. However, it is 

true that the announcement of KKE’s press office that day refers to “agents provocateurs”: “The class labour, the radical 

popular movement knows how to struggle and guard itself from the agents provocateurs”. Instead, no such reference is 

included in the official announcements of Syriza and Dimar.  
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4.1.5 Class struggle dissolved into individual suffering  

 

However, even when the protest is mediated as a site of suffering, the audience is 

not invited to relate to the sufferers, i.e., the peaceful protesters. Of course the fact that 

agency is given to the hoodies and not those representing the class interests endangered by 

the midterm program discourages the spectators from perceiving the protest as “their own” 

(Chouliaraki 2007: 220) and lays the foundations of their distance from the “peaceful” 

protesters. But what may transform this distance into alienation from the protest as a whole 

can be found in the elements constituting the representation of suffering itself. In 

particular, both the language and image of the protest footage provide only the “minimal 

context of suffering” (Chouliaraki 2007: 222), as they include no shots or descriptions of 

“peaceful” protesters who suffer—although there should have been plenty of them in a 

setting described by the voiceover as “gas chamber”. The striking absence of any element 

that “humanizes” (Chouliaraki 2007: 222-223) the peaceful protesters and would invite the 

audience to identify with them is completed by the fact that they are given no voice during 

the protest footage. In this way, they are deprived of the opportunity to share with the 

audience why, by whom and to what extent they suffer. 

It is important to note that the only sufferer who is given voice in the footage is not 

a protester, but one of the “many working people” who “were trapped in the offices of the 

neighbouring buildings”, as the voiceover reports. In particular, we hear the trapped 

woman saying that the hoodies “were waving their sticks” outside the window of her 

office. The fact that we only hear her voice proves that she is trapped. Thus, in this case, it 

is the absence of image that enhances the “dramatic urgency and sensationalism” 

(Chouliaraki 2007: 222-223) of the representation of suffering and not the image itself. 

Until that moment, the protest footage featured people who were being dragged—maybe 

even arrested—by the police but whose political identity was ambiguous, since we did not 

know whether they were hoodies or peaceful protesters. Moreover, the only shots from 

inside the metro station where “teargas fell”, according to the voiceover, did not show any 

protester in a state of pain or danger. As a result, a woman trapped in her office is the 

sufferer most likely to emotionally involve the audience and, in doing so, “regulate the 

moral [and ideological] distance” (Chouliaraki 2007: 220) between the spectator and the 

protest.  

The choice of humanizing the specific sufferer moves the audience away from the 

suffering experienced in the protest to the suffering experienced due to the protest. First of 

all because her words are determined by the “immediate social situation” in which they are 

uttered (Volosinov 1973: 85): the fact that she cannot step out of her office because of the 
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clashes taking place outside. Most importantly, because she is given the possibility of 

expression, which the rest of the protesters have been deprived of. It is thanks to 

expression that the episode with the trapped woman assumes “its form and specificity of 

direction” (Volosinov 1973: 85) and acquires power to influence the audience’s experience 

of the protest. By having a voice, it is not only her experience of being trapped in the office 

that finds access to the outside world, but also the social concept that this represents: 

working on a day of strike is natural, while protesting is a perilous deviation. Thus, with its 

experience directed outside and against the protest, the audience detaches itself even more 

from the concrete reality of the midterm program and the cause of the protest risks to 

“degenerate into allegory” (Volosinov 1973: 23).  

Now that the cause of the protest matters less and the suffering of the trapped 

woman matters most (Chouliaraki 2007: 218), a link to the people who were trapped and 

died in the Marfin Bank during the strike of the 5th of May 2010 is very likely to be made 

by the audience. More specifically, with the protest representing an abstract reality, 

associating the woman trapped in her working site with the tragedy of the Marfin Bank 

does not require some tangible connection between the two—actually the woman sounds 

more angry than scared. Instead, such an association can also be made through “similarity 

and family resemblance” (Chouliaraki 2007: 218). With the tacit allusion to the incident of 

the Marfin Bank, the audience is invited to perceive the strike and the protest not as 

political events but in purely emotional terms. The trapped woman’s accusation against the 

hoodies foregrounds again the division between the hoodies and the police. Only that now, 

in the light of individual suffering, this division takes the form of a strong ideological and 

moral dilemma (Chouliaraki 2007: 219): either the hoodies will be allowed to put human 

life at risk or the police should do anything possible to prevent them.  

Such a threat to human life, while not posed directly or physically but through 

collective memory, resolves the dilemma in favour of the police. Thus, following the 

property damage and the gun-pen attack on the policeman, the episode of the trapped 

woman establishes the hoodies as the main responsible for that day’s violence and offers 

maximum legitimacy to police repression. At the same time, it plays a decisive role in the 

representation of the protest less as a site where class interests are being negotiated and 

more as a dangerous place to be. In this context, police violence is not likely to be 

perceived as a response to the intensity of class struggle but to the blind violence of the 

hoodies. 
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4.1.6 A few more conclusions   

 

Trapped amid the clashes between the hoodies and the riot police, the peaceful 

protesters are devoid of any agency in the protest and they contribute nothing to its 

political content. As a result, the news text breaks any organic ties and relationships of the 

spectators with the protest. The protest turns into an “alien world” (Bakhtin 1981: 101) and 

the protesters become foreign when not hostile.   

The displacement of the audience’s experience from the sociopolitical context of 

the protest and the bodies of agency involved in it culminates in the episode with the 

trapped woman. First, because it promotes “a way of knowing about reality that appeals to 

our emotional and moral sensibilities rather than our quest for facts” (Chouliaraki 2006: 

75). In this way, the processes resulting from the encounter between the hoodies and the 

police are taken to a higher level: the protest is further depoliticized, the class interests in 

question better masked and police violence more legitimized. Second, because it creates a 

“sense of immediacy” (Chouliaraki 2007: 220) that keeps the spectators more firmly within 

the immediately given empirical reality of the clashes (Lukács 1968: 160). Thus, while the 

episode with the trapped woman marks the moment when the distance between the 

audience and the news text is minimized, it also marks the moment when the distance 

between the audience and the protest is maximized.  

From that perspective, the ultimate outcome of the clashes as the master-frame of 

the protest footage is the “de-territorialization of [the audience’s] experience” (Chouliaraki 

2007: 224) from the protest as a site of class struggle. In this way, the specific mediation of 

the protest strongly discourages the spectators to experience class in real-life terms, acquire 

class consciousness and enhance their “disposition to behave as a class” (Thompson 1965: 

357).     

At the same time, by establishing the clashes as the master-frame of the protest, the 

audience is invited to decide about the legitimacy of police violence and not about the 

legitimacy of the vote on the midterm program. Although this is a second-degree dilemma 

compared to the overarching one between the midterm program and the bankruptcy of 

Greece, it is organically linked to it. For one thing, it paves the way in its own right for the 

discussion of the midterm program in the parliament that follows the protest footage to be 

regarded as a necessary shift away from the protest, par excellence a place of violence and 

danger.  
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4.2 THE DILEMMA FRAME 

 

Thus, the effects of the master-frame of clashes go beyond the mediation of the 

protest outside the parliament to influence the discussion of the midterm program inside 

the parliament that comes right after in the news bulletin: first, by making the transition 

from the protest to the parliament necessary and urgent; and second, by naturalizing the 

parliament as the only legitimate space of decision-making. However, we believe that these 

effects are only a small part of the complex relationship that exists between the conflict 

frame and the dilemma frame, i.e., the report on the midterm program permeated as it is by 

the midterm program or bankruptcy dilemma. We regard this relationship to be highly 

representative of the dialectic between coercion and consent (Hoffman 1984: 66) 

pervading the selected news bulletins and, by extension, the hegemonic process underway 

in those days. By this we do not mean that coercion is only present in the conflict frame or 

that consent is shaped only in the dilemma frame. On the contrary, as we will also show 

later on, we consider the dialectic of coercion and consent to be active within each of the 

two frames as much as between them. The effort of the media to legitimize police violence, 

analyzed in the previous chapter, is a characteristic example of how “coercion is fused with 

consent” (Hoffman 1984: 60) and what the effects of this fusion are.  

As implied above, the analytical emphasis of this section will be placed on consent. 

The main reasons for that, namely, the strong presence of the word “consent” in the 28-06-

2011 news broadcast and the relation of consent to hegemony, were explained in the 

methodology chapter. Another related reason is that the emphasis on consent can allow us 

to explore the role of coercion in the consent-shaping process, in Hoffman’s words, how 

consent is fused with coercion. We agree with him and Anderson that in real world 

coercion and consent exist only in synthesis (Hoffman 1984: 63; Anderson 1976: 22) and, 

therefore, an analysis of the relation between consent and coercion in the specific news 

broadcast can shed more light on how this synthesis takes place and what its effects are. 

The news text itself triggers such an analysis, given that the consent-shaping process to the 

midterm program is introduced by a reference to a threat, as we will discuss in detail right 

away. The same threat is mentioned or alluded to many other times throughout the news 

bulletin. Roger Silverstone’s position that “news is a key institution in the mediation of 

threat, risk and danger” (1994: 17) is also taken into consideration for this analytical 

emphasis. 

Although of chief importance, coercion is only one among a larger set of structural 

features of the consent to the midterm program, which we referred to in the methodology 

chapter as “the components of consent”: coercion, populism and national identity. The 
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analysis of these components will offer a valuable insight into the consent-shaping process 

and the kind of consent it produces.   

   

4.2.1 Coercion 

 

There is little doubt that when the vice-president at that time said that there will be 

tanks protecting the banks if the midterm program is not voted and drachma returns, what 

the media phrased as “midterm program or tanks”, coercion made its appearance—and a 

conspicuous one too. First, because the threat of violence can have the same coercive effect 

as actual violence (Dugan 2003); and second, because the use of tanks to protect the banks 

would mark an escalation of violence. Not only are tanks associated with the suspension or 

the end of democracy, potentially resulting in the violation of civil rights and the loss of 

human lives, as the experience of the colonels’ dictatorship in Greece and the events of 

2001 in Argentina76 have proven; they will potentially be turned against everyone with 

bank savings, not only against the ideological and political opponents of the regime. For 

these reasons, we believe that the indirect reference to the midterm program or tanks 

dilemma by the journalist introducing the first footage of the parliamentary discussion on 

the midterm program has a key role in how coercion is embedded in the mediation process 

of shaping consent to it. Especially given that, after the scenes of clashes dominating the 

protest footage, an escalation of violence seems very likely and thus the threat of tanks is 

“capable of winning credibility as a statement of fact”, in other words, it sounds “true” 

(Hall 1982: 71).  

As mentioned above, although the midterm program or tanks dilemma is not 

phrased as such at the opening of the news bulletin report on the midterm program, it will 

be in the center of our analysis about the role of coercion in shaping consent to the 

midterm program. First of all, because we believe that the journalist clearly alludes to it, 

although by slightly rephrasing it: “Samaras accused Pasok of doing politics with divisive 

dilemmas and threats, implying the tanks of Pagalos and the midterm program or 

bankruptcy dilemma” (00:08:52). Furthermore, because we consider the threat of tanks to 

be at the extreme end of the dilemmatic continuum that the media, the politicians of the big 

two parties and the EU officials established those days. Actually, Samaras summarizes the 

components of this continuum soon after the journalist’s introduction: midterm program or 

bankruptcy, midterm program or tanks, midterm program or drachma. Being extreme and 

iconic, the threat of tanks allows us to better understand the function of these dilemmas. In 

 
76. References to both of them abound in this news bulletin.   
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sum, such a “dilemmatic” approach places appropriate importance on the severity of the 

threat of tanks, while examining its effect on the vote on the midterm program that took 

place the next day. It is characteristic that although Pagalos had referred to the tanks two 

days earlier, it is not until this news bulletin that his reference is extensively reported.77   

Our choice is also related to the intrinsic function of dilemmas, namely, the fact 

that dilemmas bind together two situations into a “deterrence narrative”. In the case of the 

midterm program or tanks dilemma, this translates into the following: to deter the threat of 

tanks, the midterm program should be voted.78 The deterrence narrative is the form in 

which the dilemma is usually reproduced and discussed. This is because, although a 

dilemma automatically generates a deterrence narrative, the latter does not depend on the 

former to emerge, circulate and be influential. Instead, it is very flexible: first, it does not 

need to be fully phrased for its full meaning to be conveyed or inferred; and second, its 

logic can be activated with reference to elements that are indirectly related to its 

components. This is the case when the President of the parliament, Filippos Petsalnikos, 

and Evangelos Venizelos are reported twice after the insertion of the dilemma to have 

reassured that “Greece is not going to become Argentina” or with the more blatant caption 

on Pagalos’ statements in the parliament: “In Argentina there were dead people. Here we 

will avoid bankruptcy” (00:39:19)79.    

However, what is particularly interesting with deterrence narratives is the lack of a 

“real referent”—in our case, the fact that the vote on the midterm program has not yet 

occurred and the consequences of not voting it are only hypothetical. From this 

perspective, and borrowing a term coined by Derrida, the threat of tanks is a “signified 

referent”: no more than a speculative fiction linked to the scenario of not voting the 

midterm program by the words of a politician and the media and not by experience or by 

expertise. However, this does not make the scenario of not voting the midterm program 

less potentially hazardous. Why is that?  

 

 
77. More specifically, in addition to the journalist’s reference to it in the introduction to the first footage of the 

parliamentary discussion, Pagalos’ threat of tanks is brought up several times throughout the specific news bulletin. The 

most prominent references are the following: the caption “Storm in the Parliament about Pagalos and... the tanks” that 

appears on the screen twice during the report on the midterm program; the third footage of the parliamentary discussion, 

which lasted for almost four minutes and is wholly dedicated on Pagalos’ reference to tanks. Instead, the reference to 

Pagalos’ threat of tanks in the news bulletin of the previous day was not made at the beginning of the report on the 

midterm program. It lasted for almost five minutes, but it did not come up again until the end of the news bulletin. As for 

the news bulletin of June the 26th, there are three very short references to Pagalos’ threat of tanks. Despite their briefness, 

it is interesting that they come together with Schäuble’s warnings about Greece’s bankruptcy in case the midterm 

program is not voted. 

78. Jacques Derrida would confirm this function of dilemmas since, as David Howarth claims, he believes that “binary 

oppositions [...] are predicated on a simultaneous relation of exclusion and dependence” (Howarth 1998: 275).   

79. In these statements Pagalos refers to the intervention of the police and the tanks in the 2001 riots in Argentina and the 

resulting death toll of 42 in three days. These statements are included in the third footage of the parliamentary discussion.     
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4.2.1.1 Tanks: the vehicle for preparing consent   

 

The main reason lies in the function of tanks as the “representation” through which 

the risk of not voting the midterm program becomes the only risk among the other risks 

linked to the midterm program that achieves “visib[ility]” (Wallace 2011: 24). The tanks 

invade the conceptual reality of people “stag[ing]” the risk of not voting the midterm 

program (Beck in Wallace 2011: 24) and, in doing so, bringing the words of Pagalos and 

the media to life, like theater and cinema bring to life the fictional events and characters of 

a novel. In Ulrich Beck’s words, the tanks become the “technique of visualization, [the] 

symbolic form” without which the risk of not voting the midterm program could be 

“nothing at all” (in Wallace 2011: 24). Thus, unlike the risks of voting the midterm 

program that remain in obscurity so far in the news bulletin, the risk of not voting the 

midterm program is enacted through the powerful representation of tanks, quickly entering 

the process of “becoming real” (Beck in Wallace 2011: 24). To sum up, not only are the 

tanks—and of course their connotations—the first “signified referent” of the midterm 

program appearing in the news bulletin, they are also the only contender for the vacant 

position of the “real referent” (Derrida in Wallace 2011: 17), and thus the most credible 

scenario if the midterm program is not voted. 

As implied above, the “transition [of tanks] from signified to real referent” and, 

along with it, the transition of the risk that not voting the midterm program entails from 

“virtual[ity]” to reality (Wallace 2011: 24, 19), is unobstructed insofar the content of the 

midterm program and the controversy surrounding it have not been analyzed in the news 

bulletin. Nevertheless, this absence of any factual approach not only precedes but also 

succeeds the representation of tanks. No reference to what will follow the appearance of 

the tanks is given, how life will be in a bankrupt country. In sum, the tanks may not mark 

the end of history, but the end of history as we know it: they do presume a future, but one 

without the euro and, most importantly, without democratic accountability. From this 

perspective, in addition to becoming the real referent, the tanks also become the “ultimate 

referent”, setting “the very limits of signification” within which the discussion on the 

midterm program will be mediated and thus allowing the deterrence narrative to dominate 

this discussion (Wallace 2011: 17)    

To better understand the effect of the dilemma on the consent-shaping process that 

it introduces, we should explore how the news bulletin report on the midterm program is 

most likely to be experienced by the audience within the signification limits of the 

deterrence narrative. Central to this experience is the temporality of the deterrence 

narrative—namely, the fact that the transition from the one pole of the midterm program or 
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tanks dilemma to the other is instant: as soon as the midterm program is not voted, Greece 

will go bankrupt, drachma will return, banks will close and tanks will appear. Just like a 

natural disaster, the threat of tanks is not only extreme, universal and ultimate, it is also 

“capable of occurring [...] in a moment, with no time even for an explanation of why there 

is no time”, as Peter Schwenger eloquently puts it (in Wallace 2011: 19). The similarity of 

the threat of tanks to a natural phenomenon and the “instantaneousness” of its occurrence 

further naturalize the absence of any factual or competing interpretation of the midterm 

program. Unmediated by any political analysis and instantaneous, the link between the 

rejection of the midterm program and the outburst of the disaster is more likely to be taken 

for granted. In Williams’ words: it no longer has “to await definition, classification, or 

rationalization before [it] exert[s] palpable pressures and set[s] effective limits on 

experience and action” (1977: 132). In these pressing conditions and with the option of 

rejecting the midterm program “naturally” leading to disaster, the option of accepting the 

midterm program emerges as the only viable one.  

Before we further explore the effects that the experience of the dilemma on shaping 

consent to the midterm program may have, it is interesting to note that the internalization 

of Pagalos’ dilemma by the news narrative triggers a series of internalizations: 

internalization of the dilemma by the audience, internalization of the discussion on the 

midterm program by the parliament, internalization of the parliamentary discussion by the 

specific news bulletin. From this perspective, it is not only the time frame within which 

decisions should be taken that the use of the dilemma in the beginning of the report on the 

midterm program causes to shrink, but also the space frame. In fact, both the time and 

space coordinates of the discussion on the midterm program are now identified with the 

time and space coordinates of the specific news bulletin. In this way, it enhances the 

audience’s “sense of obligatory viewing” (Madianou 2008: 199) and monopolizes its 

experience, while dramatically increasing its control over the process of shaping consent to 

the midterm program.  

 

4.2.1.2 Articulation of coercion with consent   

 

The predisposition towards accepting the midterm program and the interlocking 

internalizations described above are only some aspects of the “predisposed continuity” 

(Williams 1977: 116) of which the experience of the dilemma is the driving force. In order 

to explore the full potential of this experience, we should view it in the light of Williams’ 

notion of “structure of feeling”. From this perspective, the preferred meanings and linkages 
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that the dilemma contains as well as the feelings of pressure and danger it conveys “are 

actively lived and felt” by the audience (Williams 1977: 132). Thus, when the dilemma is 

inserted into the news narrative, it is no longer a pre-formed utterance, addressed by a 

politician to the people in the past outside the realm of the news narrative, but it becomes a 

structure of feeling embedded in the news narrative: “thought as felt and feeling as thought 

[...] in a living and interrelating continuity” with the elements of the news narrative that 

precede and those that follow (Williams 1977: 132). It is in this dual form that the dilemma 

enters people’s “practical consciousness” (Williams 1977: 132), inviting them to react. S.F. 

Nadel totally agrees with Williams on the function of the dilemma in the news narrative, 

but places a more explicit emphasis on the new thoughts, feelings and/or actions—what he 

calls “novel combination of events”—in which the audience’s reaction may result: “Οnce 

the [dilemma is inserted in the news text], it is there to be perceived, remembered, perhaps 

felt, and responded to” (in Kapferer 1976: 16).   

Thus, such an approach helps us to throw more light not only at how the dilemma 

and the deterrence narrative it generates are experienced by the audience, but also on the 

intermediary role that this experience plays in the emergence of new semantic figures. 

Experience is the necessary condition for any “social fact ‘emerged’”, Nadel believes (in 

Kapferer 1976: 15-16). But also for Williams, a structure of feeling is a “social experience” 

that transforms semantic formations that already exist—such as Pagalos’ threat of tanks 

and dilemma—into semantic formations that need to exist. With the social tension brought 

to its peak by the threat of tanks and its linkage to the vote on the midterm program, what 

needs to exist is a solution to the dilemma. This solution is consent to the midterm 

program, given that any other solution will lead to the realization of the threat of tanks and 

thus to the creation of even more (and largely unpredictable) tension. Thus, always 

examining the role of the midterm program or tanks dilemma in the light of Williams’ 

structure of feeling, consent to the midterm program is “the emergent formation” to which 

the experience of the dilemma “as solution, relates” (1977: 134, emphasis in original). 

There is no doubt that coercion makes its appearance along with the threat of tanks; 

but it does not identify with it. In fact, coercion is not realized until it enters into a living 

relationship with consent to the midterm program, that is, through the experience of the 

dilemma. In Williams’ words: coercion “become[s] social consciousness only when [it is] 

lived, actively, in real relationships, and moreover relationships which are more than 

systematic exchanges between fixed units” (1977: 130). As we discussed earlier, the threat 

of tanks becomes the real and ultimate referent of the deterrence narrative, turning the 

deterrence narrative into the dominant system of explanation and argument in the news 

narrative under examination. This dominance establishes the consent to the midterm 
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program as the only way to deter the tanks and, in doing so, it creates a one-to-one 

relationship between the coercion that the threat of tanks contains and the consent to the 

midterm program. Although this is mainly a signification process and therefore mostly 

restricted to the sphere of meaning, it describes the limits within which the dilemma is 

experienced by the audience. It is within these limits that coercion is “at once lived and 

articulated in radically new semantic figures” (Williams 1977: 135); and it is within these 

limits that consent to the midterm program and its components as we will discuss them 

later on become the “radically new semantic figures” in which coercion is articulated. It is 

through this articulation that coercion is realized, that is, it enters people’s practical 

consciousness and becomes able to affect their decisions.   

This perspective confirms Hoffman and Anderson’s view that coercion and consent 

exist only in synthesis. However, it takes this view one step back, revealing that this 

synthesis is actually the condition for both coercion and consent to come to social 

existence, that is, to enter the sphere of people’s social life and experience. Also, it takes 

this view one step further, revealing that consent contains coercion upon its birth. Finally, 

it emphasizes the experience of the dilemma as the underlying condition for this synthesis. 

It is within this experience that the relationship of the threat of tanks with the midterm 

program triggers the articulation of the coercion contained in the former with the consent 

to the latter. In other words, coercion is realized when it encounters consent and through 

this encounter it creates the cognitive and emotional grounds on which consent will be 

built. From this angle, it comes to no surprise that coercion determines the “emergent 

properties” of this consent (Kapferer 1976: 15).  

 

4.2.1.3 A consent that resembles coercion and some conclusions  

 

Following the analysis above, it is hopefully clearer why the emergent consent will 

be one to the midterm program: voting the midterm program is the only way out of the 

risks and dangers of which the threat of tanks is the most extreme and iconic manifestation. 

Also, it may have become clearer why the parliament is most likely to be perceived as the 

natural place for this consent to be shaped, if the anti-democratic aberration that the tanks 

signify is to be prevented and the democratic order restored. The statement of Pagalos in 

the parliament is characteristic of both these points: “We have a stable democracy, we may 

have intense dialogues but we are not going to become Argentina” (reported by Takis at 

00:15:34). Finally, we can safely assume that the emerging consent will offer (or seem to 

offer) a solution for the totality of society, in the same way that tanks signify a threat to 
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everyone’s economic, sociopolitical and physical safety. In other words, we can expect that 

the consent that will be shaped during the report on the midterm program will be as 

universal as the form of coercion that caused it to emerge. In the next subsection this 

universality will be associated with the adjective “national”, which occurs several times in 

this part of the news bulletin.80 

From that perspective, the transformation of the form of violence that dominated 

the conflict frame (the clashes between the police and a bunch of hoodies) into the 

universal form of violence that introduces the dilemma frame (the threat of tanks) was the 

necessary condition for the articulation of coercion with consent. Voting the midterm 

program will dramatically deteriorate the life of the vast majority of people, so not voting 

the midterm program should pose an equally or even more powerful and universal threat. 

The clashes between the police and the hoodies could not release enough coercive powers 

for consent to the midterm program to articulate with, and thus, to emerge as a better 

option than that of not voting the midterm program. On the contrary, the tanks as the 

extreme expression and extension of bankruptcy could serve this function.  

Thus, despite the appearances, the clashes and social disorder represented in (and 

through) the conflict frame were not abandoned in the transition to the dilemma frame. 

Instead, they took the form that would be more suitable for introducing and permeating the 

extremely demanding consent-shaping process that we discuss within the dilemma frame. 

For this reason, the relationship of the two frames should not be seen as one of mere 

juxtaposition but also one of articulation. In fact, this articulation allowed the articulation 

of coercion with consent that followed. This is the reason why the relationship of the two 

frames is not just indicative of the consent/coercion dialectic but it decisively contributes 

to it.  

However, the consent/coercion dialectic takes place through articulations that 

happen both between and within the two frames. The insertion of a whole footage on 

Pagalos’ reference to the tanks81 between the statements of the EU officials about the 

absence of any alternative to the midterm program and the discussion on the midterm 

program among the journalists, Skandalidis, and Spiliotopoulos, is a characteristic example 

of how coercion and consent articulate with one another within the same frame.   

In sum, all articulations taking place between the two frames and among their main 

elements are of interest in this thesis. After all, “just because all consciousness is social, its 

processes occur not only between but within the relationship and the related”, Williams 

confirms our approach (1977: 130). This focus on articulations also underlies our choice to 

 
80. The reasons for this association were touched upon in the methodology chapter and will be discussed in more detail in 

the subsection “National identity” later on in this chapter.      

81. See footnote 78.  
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analyze the threat of tanks in relation to the midterm program, that is, within the midterm 

program or bankruptcy/tanks dilemma and the specific deterrence narrative it generates 

and not as an isolated element of the news narrative. The explicit reference to the specific 

dilemma by Samaras or the implicit one by the other politicians later on confirm this 

relation and its role in the consent-shaping process to the midterm program. The 

intermediary role of the dilemma in establishing the relation between tanks and midterm 

program and the subsequent articulation of coercion with consent led us to analyze 

coercion within the dilemma frame. Also, given the position of the dilemma and the threat 

of tanks at the opening of the news bulletin report on the midterm program, coercion was 

chosen as the first component of the consent to the midterm program to be analyzed in this 

chapter.  

However, the role of the dilemma as a structure of feeling is not restricted to 

shaping consent to the midterm program, no matter how important this is. More 

specifically, at the same time that the experience of the dilemma intermediates between the 

pre-formed Pagalos’ dilemma and the emergence of consent to the midterm program, it 

also intermediates between the social alliances that voting the midterm program will 

dissolve and the emergence of the social alliances that are required for the post-midterm 

program era. In conclusion, the contribution of the dilemma to the consent-shaping process 

is not important only because it reveals the articulation of coercion with the consent to the 

midterm program, but also because it points to and is part of a greater hegemonic process, 

namely, the creation of new class relations. Williams describes more specifically the 

outcome of this process when he claims that this is sometimes “best related to the rise of a 

class” (1977: 134). Whether the consent-shaping process afoot in the specific news bulletin 

contributes to the emergence of a new social class or the emergence of new social relations 

that retain, transform or break away from the previous class affiliations will be revealed 

through the discussion of the components of consent that follows.   

 

4.2.2 Populism  

 

Thus, the articulation of coercion with consent outlines the framework within 

which the dilemma is mediated in the news bulletin under study. It would be useful to 

describe this framework in terms of the “necessary/contingent opposition” (Laclau and 

Mouffe 1985: 86): given that the bankruptcy—and the tanks as its extreme but possible 

manifestation—is contingent if the midterm program is not voted, voting the midterm 

program becomes necessary. The necessity/contingency opposition runs through this 
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bulletin and is mostly visible in two forms. First, as we have already mentioned, by 

referring to Pagalos’ threat of tanks at two critical moments of the bulletin: at the very 

beginning of the discussion on the midterm program; as a footage before the discussion on 

the midterm program among the journalists, Skandalidis and Spiliotopoulos. Second, by 

the statements of the EU officials about the absence of any alternative to the midterm 

program, either directly presented in two footages82 or brought up by the journalists several 

times and in multiple forms throughout the news bulletin. Tremi’s question to 

Spiliotopoulos, when the latter states the official position of his party against voting the 

midterm program, is very characteristic: “So you are saying that they are bluffing in 

Europe when they are saying that we are going into bankruptcy if we do not vote the 

midterm program?” (00:51:16).  

Premised on the contingency of bankruptcy and tanks, consent to the midterm 

program is one of “pure negativity” (Laclau 1996: 38). To counterbalance this, some 

positive content should be attached to the necessity of voting the midterm program. In 

other words, the midterm program should also signify itself through positive signifiers and 

not only in terms of bankruptcy and tanks, both “signifiers of pure threat” (Laclau 1996: 

38) that legitimize the many voices—also in the news bulletin—referring to the dilemma 

as blackmail. Even a quick look at the specific news text shows that this positive signifying 

role is assumed by the agreement of the two big parties about privatizations.83 “Where it 

looks like there is an open field of discussion, possibly a field of consent I would dare to 

say, is the privatizations”, Spiraki characteristically reports (00:17:48).  

However, not only do privatizations constitute a common ground between the two 

parties, they may also constitute a “positive ground” (Laclau 1996: 38) for social consent 

to the midterm program and its implementation. There are many reasons why the 

privatizations are chosen to play this role. First of all, due to their strategic position in the 

midterm program and the implementation law, the two documents that will be voted the 

next day.84 Second, because an agreement between the two big parties may signify a 

potential way out of the social conflict raging, especially given that the parliament has 

been portrayed as the only possible and rightful space of decision-making. Third, because 

the privatizations can be presented as a more legitimate and pro-growth source of public 

revenue than the cuts and taxes, given that it will not come from people’s pockets but from 

 
82. At 00:25:23 and 00:33:22. It is interesting to note that both footages come after the reports on the several MPs who 

are thinking of not voting the midterm program. The second footage is even introduced by Tremi as follows: “Some MPs 

[...] insist on their objections, causing shivers of anxiety also to Europe”, and it is followed by references to these MPs.     

83. It is noteworthy that the journalists refer to the privatizations as “destatalizations” throughout the news bulletins 

under study. Even when the spokesperson of Olli Rehn refers to them as “privatizations”, the word is subtitled in Greek 

as “destatalizations”.   

84. In particular, the details of the privatizations cover the three out of the seven chapters of the midterm program’s 

implementation law (“efarmostikos nomos” in Greek), which equal to nearly half of it.    
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investments. Fourth, privatizations can be promoted together with the restriction of the 

public sector that also constitutes an important part of the midterm program and, more 

specifically, as its most tangible and revenue-making aspect. Furthermore, given that the 

privatizations will only start after the midterm program is voted and their benefits are more 

immediately perceptible than their impacts, they can be used to shape both short-term and 

long-term consent to the midterm program: they can be used to soothe the tensions 

surrounding the vote on the midterm program now and build the social alliances that will 

be necessary to face the expected opposition to its implementation. One day after the vote 

of the midterm program, the thousands of people who gathered in Syntagma square 

confirmed this expectation by “proclaim[ing] that, even if voted, they will prevent the 

midterm program from being implemented” (MD on June 30: 294).   

Nevertheless, the processes through which the privatizations came to play this role 

are not visible in this news broadcast. This is because they took place in the news bulletins 

of the previous days. This comes to no surprise, given that attaching positive meaning to 

the midterm program amidst severe criticism and social unrest against it is undeniably a 

complex task that could not wait until the 28th of June, when the social tension was at its 

peak and the vote on the midterm program ante portas. This is the reason why the first 

references to the enhanced role that the media reserved for the privatizations—as a field of 

social consent to the midterm program and its implementation—can only be found in the 

news broadcast one day earlier, during a guest interview with Filippos Sachinidis, then 

Associate Minister of Finance, by Tremi: “And I am telling you that you are likely to take 

the vote of the parliament. How do you know if afterwards you will have the acceptance by 

society to implement this program”, she asks stressing the word “implement” (00:38:54). A 

little later, privatizations emerged more clearly as a field of social consent: “The criticism 

against you is about whether you take measures to the right direction [...]. This is what the 

people want to know. [...] Because people has, I assure you, the impression that their 

sacrifices were made in vain. That they fell in Kaiadas. You have not restricted at all the 

state. You have not made one half of a destatalization” (00:52:16). For these reasons, we 

are moving back to the news texts on 26 and 27 June, 2011, in order to analyze in detail the 

articulatory processes that paved the way for the consent-shaping process of the 28th of 

June. The logic of these articulations falls under Laclau’s definition of “populism” (2005).   
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4.2.2.1 Creating a social frontier with the government 

 

First of all, it is important to note that a complete presentation of the measures of 

the midterm program is conspicuous by its absence in both the news bulletins of the 28th 

and the 27th of June. There are only some scarce and implicit references to them as “hard”, 

“painful” or “unfair”. The measures of the midterm program are only presented in the news 

bulletin of the 26th of June, that is, three days before its critical vote and two days before 

the 48-hour general strike opposing it.85 It is also in this news bulletin that the measures are 

denounced more often and more explicitly. The following phrase by the anchorman Nikos 

Stravelakis is indicative: “Millions of wage earners and pensioners see that they will lose 

even two salaries or pensions due to the special contribution, the reduction of the non-

taxable income, the increase of the VAT, the new taxes on property, private cars and fuel, 

the cuts on tax exemptions, the increase of the objective living expenses and the knife on 

the benefits” (00:11:18).  

Although his summary of the measures seems complete and outspoken, only two 

categories of measures prescribed by the midterm program are actually summarized: the 

cuts and the taxes. The three footages presenting the measures of the midterm program are 

fully consistent with this selection: the first presents the cuts on salaries and benefits 

(00:26:53), the second is dedicated to the cuts on pensions (00:30:51), and the third 

explains the new tax measures (00:33:42). No reference is made to the privatizations and 

the restructuring of the public sector neither to the negative consequences they will have on 

the job positions, working conditions and salaries of the civil servants, the quality and cost 

of the services provided to society or the not-so-long-term ability of the country to 

develop, given the loss of productive assets it will suffer due to the privatizations. 

Moreover, in addition to the anchorman’s comments such as “the measures are 100 

times onerous” or captions such as “unbearable the tax burdens for the households”, all 

statements included in the 26-06-2011 news broadcast, apart from those of the EU 

officials, contain some sort of criticism to the measures. Such criticism is not surprising 

when it comes from Samaras or spokespersons of the other opposition parties, but it is less 

expected when it comes from Venizelos: “[...] Venizelos noted that the measures are heavy 

and in many respects unfair” (voiceover at 00:12:00). In sum, this news bulletin leaves no 

room for doubt that the selection of measures it presents, namely, the cuts and taxes, are 

negative. In this way, while these two sets of measures are identified as “the source of 

social negativity” (Laclau 2005: 38), the rest of the measures are kept away from criticism.  

 
85. Although an analysis of the way in which this presentation is made would also yield interesting insights into the 

meditation process, especially if compared to the text of the midterm program itself, it is not particularly relevant to our 

argument. 
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Before we move to the news text of the next day in order to examine how the cuts 

and taxes, construed as the only source of social negativity, are the starting point of a 

bigger articulatory process, we should notice that no one among those who criticize or 

reject the midterm program in the 26-06-2011 news bulletin suggests any alternative. Here 

are a few examples: Samaras criticizes the government for imposing more taxes in 

conditions of economic recession; the spokesperson of the Greek Communist Party calls 

the people to reject “the ideologemes of plutocracy and the European Union”; the president 

of the Union of Hellenic Chambers of Commerce and Industry states that “the business 

world rejects the midterm program”; and so do the indignant. At the same time, Venizelos 

and the two Pasok MPs whose statements are included in the bulletin see no alternative to 

the midterm program whatsoever. The then governor of the Bank of Greece, Giorgos 

Provopoulos, takes the there-is-no-alternative idea one step further by stating that “the 

memorandum is a one-way road”. Also, he suggests that “adjustment should be based on 

the cost reduction and not the imposition of taxes” and points out that there have been 

“delays in the promotion of the reforms” (00:14:32).  

The statement of Provopoulos has a special significance. First of all, his reference 

to the memorandum and its reforms shifts the focus of the criticism away from the content 

of the midterm program, and toward the delays in the implementation of the memorandum. 

As a result, both the memorandum and the midterm program are naturalized and taken for 

granted. Furthermore, it suggests a causal relationship between the delays in the 

implementation of the memorandum and the imposition of taxes by the midterm program, 

which he considers a wrong choice by the government. In this way, the reforms of the 

memorandum that, according to his statement, should have happened earlier, emerge as 

both the cause of the wrong measures of the midterm program and an alternative to them: 

“Τhe State was not restricted enough, the privatizations have not even begun, useless and 

costly [public] organizations still function, certain legislative initiatives were not realized 

but remained on paper, the sand clock has reached its end” (00:14:45).86 The fact that 

Provopoulos is the only to suggest an alternative to the government’s policy and that this 

alternative is intertwined with the memorandum and the midterm program are not the only 

reasons why his statement decisively contributes to shaping consent to the midterm 

program.  

What is also significant about his statement is that it reveals for the first time in the 

26-06-2011 news bulletin the two aspects of the midterm program that constitute the 

alternative to the government’s policy, namely, the restriction of the public sector and the 

 
86. The specific part of Provopoulos’ statement appears written on the screen and is read out by the voiceover. In this 

way, it may be assumed that it was easier for the audience to pay attention to it, understand its meaning and remember it.       
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privatizations. Until then, these aspects were kept away from the criticism that the news 

bulletin invited its audience to exert on the midterm program. This, along with their 

specific character, enhances their status as the only clear-cut alternative to the cuts and 

taxes that, as all voices in the news bulletin agree, are unjust and unbearable. At 00:17:53 

of the 27-06-2011 news bulletin, Tremi reports that even Venizelos admits that the 

measures of the midterm program “are not only unfair, they are also anti-growth”. It is 

only after this point that the restructuring of the public sector and the privatizations 

reappear in the news texts under study; and it is also after this point that it becomes 

obvious that Tremi and Venizelos do not refer to the totality of the measures of the 

midterm program as unfair and anti-growth, but only to those for which Provopoulos’ 

alternative was also meant.   

More specifically, the comments of Tremi and Pretenteris that follow are totally in 

line with the statement of Provopoulos in the news bulletin of the day before. First, 

because they reproduce his distinction of the measures between two categories: the 

inefficient (cuts and) taxes and the restriction of the public sector and privatizations as an 

efficient way to reduce the costs (and increase the revenues); and second, because they 

reaffirm the delays of the latter as the cause of the former. Tremi’s comment is 

characteristic in both respects: “We are on the edge of the cliff because all this time no 

steps have been taken for the restriction of the State. Not even one half of a destatalization 

has been made. And we have now reached an explosive situation regarding the revenues 

and expenses where [more] taxes and taxes must be [imposed] again” (00:19:00).  

Soon after, during her interview with Sachinidis to which we briefly referred 

earlier, the distinction between two categories of measures becomes all the more stark and 

takes the form of accusation against the government: “The reduction of the deficit 

happened because you curtailed salaries and pensions [...] because you did not want to 

touch the holy cow that is called public sector” (00:39:37 [...] 00:40:33). A few minutes 

later, Pretenteris implicitly refers to the restriction of the public sector and the 

privatizations as “growth”. In this way, he reasserts Provopoulos’ approach to them as an 

alternative to Venizelos’ “anti-growth” measures and joins in with the accusation against 

the government: “[...] What the government does is not a one-way road. [...] Because we 

may agree to reduce the deficit, but the deficit can be reduced in 300 ways. By cutting the 

expenses, without cutting salaries and pensions, with growth and by increasing the 

revenues” (00:49:33). By accusing the spokesperson of the government for choosing the 

cuts and taxes over the restructuring of the public sector and the privatizations, Tremi and 

Pretenteris attempt to turn this distinction into a “frontier” with the government, dividing 

“the social into two camps”: the “power”, represented by the government, and the 
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“underdog” (Laclau 2005: 38), which includes the rest of the social actors regardless of 

whether they are the indignant, Samaras or the media. The frontier is strengthened by the 

way the journalists and the interviewee appear on screen. Thus, although in guest 

interviews a “two-shot“ camera angle is usually applied to include both the interviewer and 

the interviewee in the same frame facing each other, in this interview the two parties 

appear on screen in separate frames and facing the audience.87 

It is important to note that such a distinction and its transformation into an 

accusation are based on a contradiction in terms. First, because the midterm program and 

the implementation law consist of both categories of measures. Second, because the 

restructuring of the public sector and the privatizations essentially mean “cuts”: reduction 

of pension and wages, layoffs in the public sector and curtailment of social spending. In 

addition, there is no delay in the restructuring of the public sector or the privatizations in 

respect to the memorandum, given that the midterm program and the implementation law 

are in fact the specific framework and timeline for its realization. However, without 

submitting the actual contents of the midterm program to such a “contradictory articulation 

attempt” (Laclau 2005: 41), the second category of measures would not be possible to 

emerge as a cause of the first category and, most importantly, as a potential alternative to 

it.  

Also, it is on this contradiction that the social frontier with the government was 

built, providing the journalists with two important possibilities: first, to protect the 

restructuring of the State and the privatizations from the social negativity surrounding the 

midterm program; and second, to turn them into some kind of “fighting demands” for 

growth against an unfair power that opts for harsh anti-growth measures (Laclau 2005: 38). 

The presence of such demands is particularly significant, given the total absence of any 

other positive demands in the three bulletins we have referred to so far. To better 

understand the importance of this contradiction, we should mention that the frontier with 

an institutional system and the fighting demands against it constitute the conditions for the 

emergence of a “popular subjectivity” (Laclau 2005: 37) that will not oppose the midterm 

program but could even embrace it, seeing in it the potential fulfillment of some of its most 

vital interests. 

 

 
87. About the “two-shot” angle, see: http://www.thenewsmanual.net. It is important to note that the separate frames are 

used for all the guest interviews in MEGA. By preventing any contact between the two parties and giving the viewer the 

role of the only recipient of the interview, this technological choice enhances the feeling of the audience that the 

journalists are impartial as well as the sense of obligatory viewing. Both these factors objectify and strengthen the frontier 

with the government.   
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4.2.2.2 Distortion as disarticulation: the source of midterm program’s social positivity   

 

The distinction between two categories of measures examined above as a 

contradiction can also be seen as a distortion. By distortion we mean less the falsified 

reproduction of an objective reality—in our case, the actual text of the midterm program—

according to the definition that most dictionaries give. A discussion of distortion based on 

the true-false distinction (Hall 1986: 39) would shift our theoretical focus away from the 

dynamics of the mediation process towards comparing the meanings that the midterm 

program contains and those reproduced by the media. Such a comparison would hinder the 

critical understanding of the midterm program, the way it is mediated in the news texts 

under study and how this mediation contributes to shaping consent to it. However, we do 

think that the text of the midterm program contains meanings that play a significant role in 

the articulations that the news texts under study consist of and those that they produce. 

This is because, as has hopefully been clear from the Introduction, we believe that the 

process of articulation depends on and aims at the disarticulation of existing meanings and 

more specifically those which (can) play a strategic role in the discursive and, more 

broadly, the social struggle in progress in the period under study. For this reason, our 

approach to distortion passes through the disarticulation from two major meanings of the 

midterm program towards revealing the special character that this distortion acquires with 

each of these disarticulations: concealment and impoverishment. In turn, this focus on 

disarticulation provides a concrete account of how concealment and impoverishment as 

hegemonic operations happen through discourse (Larrain 1996: 64).  

The first form of disarticulation is the one that both categories of measures, which 

the media portray as opposing one another, undergo from the payment of the public debt. 

Thus, although throughout the text of the midterm program it is made clear that the cuts 

and taxes and especially the restriction of the public sector and the privatizations aim at the 

payment of the public debt, only very few references are made to the debt in the three news 

bulletins under study, and only two of these references are explicitly associated with the 

upcoming vote on the midterm program.88 Avoiding once again the true-false approach to 

distortion, we regard the disarticulation from the debt less as an absence in relation to the 

text of the midterm program and more as a “concealment” (Hall 1986: 35) of an aspect that 

possesses a crucial position in the ideological struggle of that period. Therefore, for the 

significance of this concealment to be understood, we should go beyond the closed 

relationship between the text of the midterm program and its mediation to draw upon its 

 
88. The first of them is by Pasok MP Panagiotis Kouroumplis at 00:04:05 of the 26-06-2011 bulletin, who says he may 

not vote the midterm program because he is not convinced that the debt is sustainable. The second one is by Aleka 

Papariga at 01:01:03 of the 28-06-2011, who says that people are asked to pay a debt that they did not create.    
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discursive and sociopolitical context.   

On that account, we should take into consideration that the disarticulation of the 

measures from the payment of the debt takes place in a period where the movement and the 

parties of the Left strongly question the class origins of the debt and, subsequently, the 

legitimacy of the claim that the Greek society as a (classless) totality owes and should 

therefore pay. Already the first two decisions of the Syntagma Popular Assembly on May 

27th and June 2nd respectively, are characteristic in both respects. “The debt is not ours” is 

stated in the former, accompanied with the denial of its payment in the latter: “the debt is 

not ours and we will not pay it” (MD: 280, 282). In this context, the disarticulation may be 

regarded as an attempt to “concea[l] [the] undesirable and contradictory social situations” 

(Larrain 1996: 58) that are associated with the payment of the public debt and control their 

effect on the public acceptance of the measures. However, these situations are not the only 

contextual aspect with which we correlate the distortion.  

To take this argument further, the disarticulation can be seen as setting a “broader 

prohibition” (Hall 1986: 33) on the dynamics of the antagonistic discourses and their 

convergence, given that more and more voices agree on the following: “the write-off of the 

debt or its biggest part” is “the spearhead” of “the only radical agenda that has emerged 

from the crisis” (Kouvelakis 2011: 147). This agenda consists of “the exit from the 

Eurozone, the break from the EU, the nationalization of the banks, the redistribution of 

income and wealth and the democratic refoundation” (Kouvelakis 2011: 147). Reflective 

of this dynamics is the fact that, even not fully phrased as demands or with no direct link to 

the debt write-off, all the elements of the agenda to which Stathis Kouvelakis refers can be 

found in the decisions of the Syntagma Popular Assembly. The most characteristic of them 

is the decision one day after the vote of the midterm program: “Default and not the new 

loans is what will save the majority of the people [...]. And if this leads to staying or not 

staying in the Euro and the European Union does not matter to us. […] We will face every 

economic blackmail with redistribution of income and direct democracy”  (MD on June 

30: 295).  

Drawing again upon Laclau’s analysis of the articulatory logic of populism, we can 

get more insights into the nature and function of this distortion, while maintaining our 

approach to it as a process of disarticulation. Thus, the distinction between two categories 

of measures can also be regarded as an “impoverishment” (2005: 40). Once again, our 

view of impoverishment concerns less the “surface contents” of the midterm program (Hall 

1982: 68)—namely, it is less about the facts and figures that, although available in the text 

of the midterm program, were left out of the news bulletins along with the consequences of 

the restricted State and privatizations. Instead, we are more interested in this 
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impoverishment as the disarticulation from the ideological premises upon which the 

midterm program as a whole rests and which it promotes (Laclau 2005: 40). In particular, 

this distinction masks that both sets of measures share the same socio-economic logic: they 

mark a radical departure from the social state and are both part of a neoliberal management 

of the crisis, according to which the lower classes are those who will guarantee—with 

losses in their salaries, jobs, pensions and public assets—the ability of the ruling classes to 

maintain or increase their profit-making ability in conditions of crisis. 

Both disarticulations of the measures, the one from the payment of the public debt 

and that from their neoliberal logic, aim at decreasing the “intension” (Laclau 2005: 40) of 

the socio-discursive struggle raging at the time in the Greek society. Disconnecting the 

measures from the focal point of the antagonistic discourses, namely, the class 

belongingness of the public debt, serves well that purpose. At the same time, the 

disconnection of the measures from their neoliberal premises adds one more layer between 

them and the class interests they promote, making the latter less relevant to the public 

discussion and altogether less discernible. In other words, not only does the distinction of 

the midterm program between two categories of measures confine the social negativity 

within the limits of the one of those (the cuts and taxes), it also allows a double 

disarticulation that enables the other category of measures (the restriction of the State and 

privatizations) to create social positivity for the whole midterm program. However, there 

are two less obvious results from this distortion that also increase the positivity 

surrounding the midterm program.    

On the one hand, it keeps both sets of measures within the discursive and 

conceptual horizon of the midterm program. In Laclau’s words, by accentuating the 

difference between the two categories of measures, what is actually accentuated is the 

“equivalen[ce] to each other inasmuch as all of them belong to [the same] side of the 

frontier of exclusion” (Laclau 1996: 38). From this viewpoint, the distinction and the 

frontier it builds with the government is not a frontier of exclusion neither with the 

government nor the midterm program. Instead, it is a frontier of exclusion, first, with the 

dilemma’s pole of bankruptcy and, second, with the class character of the measures. In this 

way, the dilemma is intensified, not only because the vote of the midterm program 

becomes more necessary, given that the alternative belongs to the pole of the midterm 

program and can only be realized if the midterm program is voted; but also because an 

alternative based on the class interests of the lower classes has become even more abstract 

and thus unrealistic. Only that now, the intensification of the dilemma does not happen 

through the negativeness of clashes and threats but through the emergence of an 
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alternative, which itself is a positive thing, let alone if it offers a prospect of growth.89 On 

the other hand, the disarticulation of the measures from the public debt and their 

ideological premises not only decreases the intension of the socio-discursive struggle in 

progress and, more importantly, the influence of the antagonistic discourses in it. It also 

wins on the level of “extension” (Laclau 2005: 40), which we regard both in terms of 

further articulations and in terms of time.  

Using the difference/equivalence dialectic to summarize the processes we have 

analyzed in this subsection can help us to make clear what this extension is and how these 

processes relate and contribute to it. Thus, by applying a logic of difference on the 

measures, the media enabled a double disarticulation that had two major effects. First, it 

undermined the chains of equivalence of the Left and the movement built upon their 

opposition to the debt and the privatizations: “This debt is not ours—we do not pay and 

sell out anything!” (MD on July 8: 301). Second, it established a new equivalence with the 

midterm program against bankruptcy and thus a positive one. In this way, the dilemma’s 

existing polarity was strengthened, while at the same time the class polarity promoted by 

the movement was displaced and weakened (Howarth 1998: 277): “Now we know that the 

dilemma is not memoranda or bankruptcy, because the memoranda lead with mathematical 

accuracy to the bankruptcy of society” (MD on June 22: 288).  

But the attempt to “relegate [the class] divisions” pervading the social demands of 

the movement “to the margins of society” (Howarth 1998: 278) and manage to absorb 

these demands within the system of the midterm program is a major hegemonic operation 

and thus highly unstable (Laclau 2005: 40). Such an instability does not concern only the 

present conjuncture, the vote on the midterm program, it also concerns its implementation 

in the not-so-distant future. For this purpose, the process of stabilization cannot stop at the 

double disarticulation, but through further articulations, it should incorporate the gains that 

the double disarticulation yielded into an “expanding order” (Howarth 1998: 277): an 

equivalential chain that will constitute new positive contents and point to the future. Only 

by creating such a chain can the midterm program be “expelled from the field of social 

[negativity] and construed as [positivity]” (Laclau and Mouffe 1985: 176). In addition, 

only through the constitution of such a chain can a leap into the future be made, leaving 

behind the clashes and threats—and along with those, a movement entangled in a present 

that looks already like past. This extension to the future—challenging yet safer and more 

promising—can better ensure the vote on the midterm program now and the social 

alliances needed for the confrontations to come with a movement resolved to fight: “But 

 
89. From now on the appeals to vote the midterm program and avoid bankruptcy should also be seen from this angle and 

not only from that of coercion we discussed in the previous section. 
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the war goes on and will last for long. We will give many more battles” (MD on July 8: 

300). 

 

4.2.2.3 A social imaginary emptied of class   

 

We can assume that the consent-shaping process should be drawn to its close the 

day before the vote on the midterm program. Therefore we are now going back to the news 

bulletin on June 28, 2011, in order to examine how and to what direction the aspects we 

have analyzed so far contribute to the conclusion of the consent-shaping process. It may be 

hoped that our arguments up to this point have demonstrated with sufficient clarity why the 

privatizations play a key role in the conclusion of this process in favour of the midterm 

program. Together with the restriction of the state, of which they have become the 

synecdoche, the privatizations have been construed as the alternative to the cuts and taxes 

and linked to the potential of growth.  

However, one more common ground for consent between the two parties has been 

suggested since the beginning of this news bulletin, mainly by the Minister of Finance: the 

“national tax system”, as Venizelos dubs the tax law that will be drafted after the vote of 

the midterm program. “Come, represent yourselves with people and ideas in the committee 

for the national tax system”, is how he phrases his invitation to ND’s members, just after 

inviting them to participate in the realization of the privatizations (00:13:15). Although 

there is no agreement between the two political parties on the new tax system and despite 

the fact that Tremi, Pretenteris and Tsimas seem to understand the reasons for this 

disagreement, Tremi brings it up in what appears to be a neutral report of the two 

“arguments” that are used in favour of the midterm program—the first one being the lack 

of plan B—by reproducing Venizelos’ claim that it will be “fairer and more friendly to 

growth” (00:26:25). If we associate these references with one another, a chain of 

equivalences linking the privatizations and tax law to growth and justice is revealed.      

During the interview with Skandalidis towards the end of the 28-06-2011 news 

bulletin, this equivalential chain acquires the characteristics of a social imaginary. More 

specifically, when Skandalidis refers to the “growth shake” (by “the existing resources”, 

i.e., the privatizations) and the “fair distribution of burdens” (through the “elimination of 

tax evasion” by the new tax system) that “the country needs” and can constitute “a 

common ground” for the two parties, three interlocking processes take place. First, the new 

tax system is identified with the elimination of tax evasion and, thus, with justice. Second, 

growth and justice consolidate the equivalential chain by signifying it as a totality (Laclau 
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2005: 39). Third, this totality is suggested to the Greek society as a new and better way of 

living together and representing its collective life, that is, a social imaginary, according to 

John Thompson’s definition (1984: 6). The way Skandalidis introduced the equivalential 

chain confirms this view: “I believe that a feeling of reconciliation should be instilled in 

people, [...] a feeling of a more creative era that can open after such a difficult period” 

(00:41:50).         

At the same time, being the “privileged signifiers” of this totality, growth and 

justice fix the meaning of the privatizations and the new tax system “as full positivity” 

(Laclau and Mouffe 1985: 11, 125). However, given that the privatizations and the tax 

system will only be realized if the midterm program is voted, the midterm program 

reemerges as a positive totality itself, the one necessary for the realization of the social 

imaginary. Therefore, we consider the articulation of the social imaginary to be a key stage 

in securing the vote of the midterm program and increasing social consent to it, not as a 

choice between two evils, like the threat of bankruptcy and tanks has been doing so far, but 

as a positive alternative for now and the future.  

The reason why the new tax system was identified with the elimination of tax 

evasion has of course to do with the great legitimacy that the latter enjoys. The comment of 

Pretenteris during the interview with Skandalidis leaves no room for doubt about this: “But 

there is no need of consent to the elimination of tax evasion. The 99% of Greeks, if you ask 

them, will tell you to go after tax evasion” (00:49:20). However, what’s more important 

about this identification is that it presupposes a distortion like the one that kept the 

privatizations safe from the social negativity: a double disarticulation from both the actual 

as well as the class contents of the midterm program. More specifically, the fact that the 

elimination of tax evasion and the “unfair” taxes that the journalists and Provopoulos 

denounce are both inseparable parts of the tax system that the midterm program prescribes, 

is totally concealed.90 Moreover, the class aspect of this distortion was heralded by 

Pretenteris’ intervention in the interview with Sachinidis in the news bulletin of the 

previous day: “The tax evaders do not pay. I do not care whether they are the richer or the 

poorer ones” (00:47:10). Thus, this distortion is necessary for integrating justice into the 

equivalential chain and creating a social imaginary that incorporates both of the people’s 

claims as Tremi outlined them in the part of the 27-07-2011 bulletin to which we also 

referred earlier: “This is what the people want to know. First, that [the measures] are 

 
90. In fact, the estimated revenues from the elimination of the tax evasion are less than those from the “expansion of the 

tax base” that the taxes to be imposed serve. More specifically, the revenues expected to be raised through the taxes 

amount to 6 billion euro, while those from the elimination of tax evasion are 3 million 

(www.tovima.gr/files/12011/06/07/Telikomis7, p.14). It is also interesting to note that the elimination of tax evasion first 

appeared in the caption that accompanied the statement of Provopoulos in the 26-06-2011 news bulletin, which was also 

directed against the government’s policy of taxes: “He implies delays. He asks to attack tax evasion”.  
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fundamentally fair and, second, that their sacrifices will at some point bear fruits” 

(00:51:53).     

Describing the constitution of the equivalential chain in terms of the 

difference/equivalence dialectic will help us to better understand the content and function 

of the produced imaginary. In addition, it will offer a basis for examining the relation of 

representation that the equivalential chain establishes, as we plan to do in the next 

subsubsection. Thus, as we have discussed, the emergence of the social imaginary required 

the integration of identities—the privatizations and the new tax system—as legitimate 

differences to the illegitimate cuts and taxes (Howarth 1998: 278). Through this process, 

the equivalential logic attempts to prevail over the differential one. This means that the 

disarticulations that the actual contents of the midterm program undergo, both from one 

another and from their class determinants, give way to the creation of the new contents that 

they made possible, namely, the social imaginary of growth and justice. In Laclau’s words: 

“The function of the differential signifiers is to renounce their differential identity in order 

to purely represent the equivalential identity” (1996: 41).  

The prevalence of the equivalential over the differential logic is characteristic of the 

specific articulatory mode of populism (Laclau 2005: 44). The new content produced 

through the populist mode of articulation, in our case the social imaginary of growth and 

justice, is what Laclau calls “empty signifier”: a signifier which “is present as that which is 

absent” (1996: 44). When Provopoulos refers to the delays in the promotion of the 

privatizations, when Tremi presents the privatizations and the new tax system as fighting 

demands towards a government that instead opts for cuts and taxes and when Skandalidis 

portrays them as the political agenda of the government for the country’s sake, they are all 

trying the same thing: “to carry out the filling of that lack” (Laclau 1996: 44). It is on this 

process that hegemony depends, Laclau argues (1996: 44). The fact that the means to carry 

out this filling are the privatizations and the tax system, both inseparable parts of the 

midterm program, leaves no room for doubt that the purpose of this hegemony is to shape 

consent to the midterm program. However, what is also crucial is that such a filling cannot 

be achieved without emptying the midterm program of its class determinants. Only if the 

midterm program becomes classless can a classless imaginary emerge and, in turn, only if 

the imaginary is classless can the midterm program emerge as a positive totality both in the 

short and the long run.  
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4.2.2.4 Dilemma: midterm program or midterm program  

 

Nevertheless, it can hardly be expected that the attempt to construe the midterm 

program as positivity would be left unchallenged by the strong criticism and social unrest 

that the vote on the midterm program triggered. But neither should the signifying power of 

a social imaginary of growth and justice be underestimated. Therefore, we should examine 

the special way in which the imaginary relates to the social unrest. In this way, this 

subsection’s focus on how the articulatory mode of populism favours the dissociation of 

the midterm program from its class contents and its construal as a classless positivity can 

be further pursued. This is important because we consider the focus on the content and its 

mode of (dis)articulation a fundamental aspect of our discussion about the dilemma.91 Not 

only because through the populist mode of articulation new contents emerge that can 

change the negative “political sign” of the midterm program into a positive one (Laclau 

2005: 42), but because these contents can alter the very terms of the dilemma itself. To put 

it differently, the populist mode of articulation forms the discursive conditions within 

which the various contents constitute themselves as real objects (Laclau and Mouffe 1985: 

128) and, in this way, it shapes the terms in which reality is perceived and described. It is 

in order to examine the “[re]structuring effects” that the articulatory mode of populism 

produces that we move to the level of representation, since it is on this level that these 

effects mainly manifest themselves (Laclau 2005: 34) and can therefore be more clearly 

demonstrated.   

For this analysis to offer a useful insight, we should avoid regarding the relation of 

representation that the equivalence chain fosters between the midterm program, growth and 

justice as a relation of substitution (Ricoeur 1981: 172). Such an approach would simplify 

this relation to the statement “the midterm program is growth and justice”, disregarding the 

abundance of voices that state the opposite. Also, it would imply an equivalence “in which 

all differences collapse into identity” (Laclau 2005: 46) and, subsequently, a reality that 

can be suddenly reduced to discourse despite being crisscrossed by social antagonism. 

Instead, we believe that we should regard the relation of representation that the 

equivalential chain encourages as one of likeness, such as the relations at work within 

metaphors (Ricoeur 1973: 109). The metaphorical statement “the midterm program is like 

growth and justice” does not eliminate the differences between the two but invites us to 

grasp their sameness in their difference (Ricoeur 1973: 108). Although such a statement 

about such a controversial issue in those conditions of social unrest would be difficult to 

 
91. If we did not, our earlier discussion about the extraction of consent through coercion or the absence of alternatives by 

the movement would have sufficed to address the consent-shaping process and, by extension, the issue of the dilemma.  
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occur as explicitly as that, it describes well the mediation strategy. After all, metaphors 

“mean[s] an eye for resemblances”, says Aristotle (Ricoeur 1973: 108), and thus encourage 

the audience to seek for such resemblances.     

In other words, regarded in the light of metaphor, the equivalential chain of the 

privatizations and tax system with growth and justice does not ignore the tension that 

people experience due to the midterm program but incorporates it. The metaphor “growth 

shake” that Skandalidis uses confirms the incorporation of tension in the construction of 

the social imaginary: since no one denies the severity of changes that the midterm program 

brings about, the focus can be shifted to the context to which these changes ascribe. Thus, 

likeness between the midterm program, growth and justice does not emerge from an 

experience void of tension. On the contrary, it is the tension between sameness and 

difference that gives birth to this likeness, given that “sameness works in spite of 

difference” (Ricoeur 1973: 108)—in the same way that the equivalential logic prevails 

over the differential one while differences are still very active. From this perspective, the 

construal of the equivalential chain marks a mediation strategy that neither confronts the 

discourses of the movement and the class categories pervading them nor ignores them. It 

“bypasses” them (Laclau 1973: 110). The disarticulations from the class contents of the 

midterm program described earlier in this subsection are arguably a necessary stage of this 

process. At the same time, the equivalential chain itself contributes decisively to the 

disarticulation from the class struggle altogether.  

The main reason why we did not approach the relation of representation as one of 

substitution can now become clearer. In metaphor, the relation of likeness between the 

midterm program, growth and justice forms the specific context within which the midterm 

program can acquire its new positive meaning. Ricoeur describes such a (potential) 

semantic change as follows: “the shift in meaning results primarily from a clash between 

literal meanings, which excludes the literal use of the word in question and provides clues 

for finding a new meaning capable of according with the context of the sentence and 

rendering the sentence meaningful therein” (1981: 170). Using also the notion of tension, 

Williams places this new meaning among the new “descriptions” that we are compelled to 

search when the tension between the experience of reality and its existing descriptions 

becomes so high that these descriptions can no longer provide us with answers to the 

problems and dilemmas we are faced with (1961: 89-90). On the contrary, in a relation of 

substitution, where the one pole is essentially absorbed by the other, no context is produced 

and, in consequence, no new meaning can be created and no exit from the dilemma 

revealed. Thus, an equivalential chain construed as a relation of substitution would 

entangle the audience in the reality of the dilemma and its existing descriptions. This 
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would make the direct confrontation with the movement’s descriptions of reality 

inevitable. Instead, the new meaning that the equivalential chain produces when regarded 

as a metaphor is the vehicle through which the equivalential chain bypasses the 

antagonistic discourses offering a new way to view the midterm program and a way out of 

the dilemma.  

Nevertheless, this new way of viewing the midterm program is not inconsequential 

to the way in which the whole dilemma is perceived. Drawing upon Ricoeur’s analysis, the 

new information that the equivalential chain conveys about the midterm program renovates 

the reality of the dilemma (2002: 57), that is, the very terms in which the dilemma is 

perceived. This happens because the new meaning produced in the context of the metaphor 

brings about an important change on the level of interpretation: it shifts the audience’s 

understanding from the sense of the midterm program towards its reference (Ricoeur 1981: 

168), namely, from the conflict surrounding the vote on the midterm program to the world 

that the vote of the midterm program ensures. To put it another way, the new “meaning lies 

not behind [the midterm program] but in front of it”, in the possible world that the midterm 

program points to (Ricoeur 1981: 177). In sum, regarding the equivalential chain in the 

light of metaphor allows us to put the emphasis on the media’s attempt to shape consent to 

the midterm program by “opening up a world” (Ricoeur 1981: 177).  

From this perspective, we are in a better position to illuminate the effort of the 

news text to say something new (Ricoeur 1981: 181) and discover what new is being said 

and why. In this way, we can more clearly disclose the process through which the 

imaginary of growth and justice becomes a “real object”, to use once again Laclau and 

Mouffe’s concept, that is, the world that lies ahead of the vote of the midterm program. 

Being as real as the possibility of bankruptcy but more positive, this new world becomes 

the “positive counterpart” of bankruptcy in the dilemma (Ricoeur 1973: 106). This 

amounts to the dilemma being perceived as “midterm program or midterm program”, 

turning the midterm program into the only conceptual horizon of reality. Tremi encourages 

this view, when she rejects Spiliotopoulos’ objections by saying: “[...] In this moment, it is 

[the midterm program] that exists” (00:50:42); while a little earlier, as we mentioned 

above, Skandalidis had invited the audience to perceive the midterm program as the way 

out of the social conflict and the key to a better life.    
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4.2.2.5 Conclusion: reality (un)mediated 

 

The process of disarticulation from the class determinants plays a critical role in 

both the mediation process we have described in this chapter and the one we discussed in 

the conflict frame. In both cases, it decisively contributes to turning a classless reality (the 

world of growth and justice and the clashes, respectively) into “primary, real and 

objective” (Lukács 1968: 154). However, as it may have become clear by now, the 

disarticulations taking place in the dilemma frame are part of a far more sophisticated 

mediation process. There is a major reason for this. In the conflict frame, the 

disarticulations of the clashes from their class determinants aimed at blocking the view of 

the protest in its totality, that is, as a site where class interests are negotiated and social 

groups are formed into classes. In this way, the immediate reality of the clashes was 

“protected” from losing its status as the primary reality. In Lukács’ words: the 

disarticulation process “raised this immediacy to the level of consciousness, by means of 

which the merely immediate reality becomes [...] the authentically objective reality” (1968: 

150). At the same time, the class dimension of the clashes was barely perceived, if at all.   

Similarly, the distortion taking place in the dilemma frame—as we named the 

disarticulation processes of concealment and impoverishment—was necessary to uncouple 

the midterm program from the payment of the debt and its neoliberal premises, the aspects 

most relevant to the class antagonism of that period. But the disarticulation from the class 

contents of the midterm program would not be possible if a contradictory articulatory 

process had not paved the way for it, by differentiating the measures in recessionary and 

pro-growth ones. At this moment, it would be useful to point out what is common in these 

disarticulations and the contradictory articulation preceding them: an effort to change the 

way the midterm program is immediately perceived by the vast majority of society. To 

reverse Lukács’ words: an attempt “to make [every possible] alteration to [the immediately 

given object], [not] leaving it just as it presents itself” (Lukács 1968: 155). Indeed, unlike 

the immediacy of the clashes, the empirical reality of the midterm program was by far too 

class-ridden, with all the cuts and taxes for the lower classes and the class-based criticism 

against them, to be left unaltered. The widespread description of the midterm program by 

the movement as “slaughterhouse” is only a small sample of this criticism.  

As a result, any attempt to shape consent to the midterm program had to go beyond 

this immediacy. To achieve this in those conditions, the disarticulation of the midterm 

program from its class contents was of course a necessary prerequisite but not the 

sufficient condition. New positive contents had to be produced and linked to the midterm 

program—in our case, the imaginary of growth and justice. Then, by representing the 
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midterm program as the necessary condition of possibility of this imaginary, it could be 

recreated as positivity and consent to it enhanced. These complex disarticulations and this 

“genesis, the ‘creation’ of the object”, as Lukács describes the successful integration of the 

midterm program within the positive semantic field of the imaginary (Lukács 1968: 155), 

were possible through an articulatory process as sophisticated and creative as populism. It 

is through the large net of relations that populism encompassed and the interactions 

between relations and objects triggered by its empty signifiers that these objects could be 

recreated and affect the way in which reality is perceived. In turn, the recreated objects (the 

midterm program as positivity and the shift to the midterm program or midterm program 

dilemma) naturalize the “structural principles” of populism, i.e., the disarticulations from 

the class contents and the articulation of new classless contents. In this way, the structural 

principles of populism appear to be “real tendencies” of these objects (Lukács 1968: 55). 

Indeed, with the midterm program recreated as the only solution to the enigma of the 

dilemma (Ricoeur 1973: 107), the classless world of growth and justice is mediated as the 

immediate result of the vote of the midterm program. 

From this perspective, the use of the mediating structures of populism in order to 

mask the role that the “structural form” of class plays in shaping the empirical reality 

(Lukács 1968: 153) brings us closer to the more widespread view of populism as a 

misleading practice. Only that, in our view, populism is not misleading per se. Its 

misleading function does not lie in its structural principles of disarticulation and 

rearticulation, but in the specific contents that are suppressed and produced through them. 

Thus, in our case, populism as the chosen form of mediation is misleading because it leads 

the audience beyond the concrete class reality of the midterm program, and toward the 

abstract classless reality of growth and justice. In this way, populism manages to establish 

the midterm program as the only objectivity of the dilemma and substitute the class-ridden 

immediacy of the midterm program for a totally classless one (Lukács 1968: 156). In short, 

the chosen mediation strategy “ends by returning to the same immediacy that faces the 

ordinary man of bourgeois society in his everyday life” (Lukács 1968: 155, emphasis in 

original). In this way, the audience is encouraged to perceive the class reality of the 

midterm program through the classless imaginary of growth and justice, thus objectifying 

the latter to the detriment of the former.     
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4.2.2.6 One more conclusion: the genesis of a classless subjectivity  

 

The concealing, impoverishing and misleading functions of populism as described 

thus far can be regarded as components of an overarching process: the reification of class 

consciousness. More precisely, they constitute the processes through which “the 

ideological structure of reification in [class] consciousness” is created (Lukács 1968: 

156)—also showcasing how processes and structures are dialectically linked to one 

another. From this perspective, the genesis of the midterm program as positivity is part of 

and contributes to a structural hegemonic operation: the abolition of class from what is 

perceived as authentically objective reality. We can see two interrelated implications in 

such a structural abolition of class. First, the conflicting class interests tend to become 

irrelevant to the conflict underway; and second, the political agendas that are grounded in 

these interests tend to be considered as irrelevant to the outcome of the conflict. In this 

way, an intrinsic relationship is revealed between the antagonistic social forces: the genesis 

of the social imaginary of growth and justice as authentic historical reality prevents the 

genesis of the movement’s collective projects as an equal part of this reality. 

This relationship is woven through two overlapping processes, both confirming 

Laclau and Mouffe’s view, which we reffered to earlier in this chapter, that the various 

contents are constituted into real objects through discourse. More specifically, through the 

discursive conditions shaped by populism, the classless imaginary prevails over the class-

ridden social imaginary of the movement.92 But at the same time, this prevalence means 

that the discourses of the movement are pushed to the margins of the public discussion, 

reducing its ability to discursively constitute its political plans and objectives as real 

solutions to the dilemma and viable alternatives for the future. More specifically, the 

discourses of the movement become secondary and vague and the political goals of its 

most radical parts—such as the overthrow of the government, the exit from the EU or the 

denial of the debt payment—are not convincing or inspiring enough. Even if these goals do 

convince or inspire, they are likely to be dismissed as equally dangerous and negative as 

bankruptcy compared to the more positive and less dangerous transition to the world of 

justice and growth that the vote of the midterm program promises. Nevertheless, our 

understanding of how the reification of class consciousness undermines the transformation 

of the existing socio-economic relations (Chari 2010: 602) or, to use again Laclau’s term, 

what the “structuring effects” of the populist mode of articulation are, cannot be complete 

 
92. “Equality, progress, solidarity, freedom, culture, education, ecological sustainability, prosperity and happiness of the 

people”. This part of the text of the first indignant group in Athens, inviting to an assembly that would form the 

Declaration of Real Democracy, Now!, summarizes the basic elements of the movement’s imaginary (MD on May 18: 

276).          
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without considering two more moments of genesis.  

The first is the genesis that was prevented by demoting the discourses of the 

movement to secondary and subjective. Given that the collective projects of the movement 

are not constituted as a real object, the subject that would carry out these projects remains 

also vague, fragmented and therefore unconstituted. Instead, the genesis of another 

subjectivity takes place: the one that envisions the world of growth and justice and 

positions itself within this world. For such a subjectivity, the midterm program “speak[s] 

of possible worlds and of possible ways of orientating [itself] in these worlds” (Ricoeur 

1981: 139). Thus, although this subjectivity emerges from the disarticulation of the 

midterm program from its actual contents and the creation of the frontier with the 

government that this disarticulation allows, it acquires form and content from the new 

contents of growth and justice and, more specifically, from the relation of likeness between 

these contents and the midterm program. When the classless reality of growth and justice is 

objectified over the class reality of the midterm program, so does this subjectivity over the 

one opposing the midterm program. In sum, by mediating the midterm program through 

the classless imaginary of growth and justice and not through the structural form of class, 

the media weaken the constitution of an antagonistic subjectivity as objectivity and instead 

promote the constitution and objectification of a classless subjectivity.   

Nevertheless, the imaginary of growth and justice is not characterized as classless 

because it is void of class interests, but because it conceals the class struggle underway, 

thus objectifying—and naturalizing—the existing class structures in society. In other 

words, such a mediation of reality discourages the audience to consider growth and justice 

in class (struggle) terms and ascribe the privatization of public assets, the restriction of the 

State and the new tax system to what the movement regards as a “plan [of] looting the 

social wealth [and] impoverishing the many to ensure the profits of the few” (MD on June 

22: 287-288). As a result, the classless subjectivity being constituted through the mediation 

of the midterm program from the angle of the growth and justice imaginary is not void of 

class interests either. An association of its class interests with the fulfillment of this 

imaginary is proposed. This does not mean that its interests should identify with the 

midterm program. As we mentioned earlier, the tension inherent in the likeness between 

the midterm program and the imaginary is never resolved. However, given that this 

likeness is revealed in the field of people’s experience (Ricoeur 1973: 110), it is strong 

enough to shape a popular subjectivity that is likely to regard its vote and implementation 

as beneficial and, instead, unlikely to join the movement in its declared struggle to block 

them (MD on June 21, 22: 287). In addition, however paradoxical it may sound, this 

subjectivity may still view itself as an underdog, given its opposition to the government, 
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while at the same time embracing the midterm program and denouncing the discourses and 

practices of the movement.   

For this subjectivity, the statement of the EU officials being repeated many times in 

the news bulletin that “there is no Plan B if the midterm program is not voted” is likely to 

be taken as “a statement about ‘how things really are’” (Hall 1982: 71), given that the 

midterm program has turned into the only objective reality of the dilemma. What this 

subjectivity is also likely to be taking for granted are the underlying premises on which this 

statement relies (Hall 1982: 71), such as that the debt should be paid off or the rescue of 

the banks is a top priority. To this subjectivity, whether the debt should be paid off by 

everyone or only by those who created it or whether the rescue of the banks matters more 

than the impoverishment of societies, are questions that have little to do with any 

alternative to bankruptcy. Instead, the midterm program is a real alternative to bankruptcy. 

In the same vein, this subjectivity may perceive the other recurring statement of the EU 

officials that “there is no other alternative to bankruptcy” as “a sort of confirmation of the 

obviousness”, to recall Hall’s vocabulary in the theory chapter, rather than an 

unsubstantiated threat aiming at preserving the existing socio-economic relations. 

Skandalidis aptly expresses this view: “Ι believe this is a real dilemma and not a blackmail. 

And in the real dilemmas you have no choice” (00:42:20). Finally, for the same reasons, 

this subjectivity is likely to consider the midterm program a positive solution to the 

dilemma compared to the bankruptcy, given that it opens up the possibility of growth and 

justice. However, by accepting the realism of these claims, this subjectivity 

(un)intentionally accepts the reality behind these claims and contributes to its maintenance. 

More specifically, it accepts the “laws of capitalist economy as fixed and immutable” (Hall 

1982: 71).  

Nevertheless, under conditions of harsh criticism against the midterm program and 

social unpredictability, such a subjectivity could not be presumed to exist. It had to be 

constituted. Its constitution relied on the specific relations and (dis)articulations of the 

mediation process of populism as we described it in this subsection. Only the specific 

process could endow this subjectivity with the qualities required for the dual role it is 

destined to play: provide consent to the midterm program and become “bearer of the 

negation of the [antagonistic] pole” (Laclau 2005: 40, emphasis in original). This is 

because, although building social alliances is an ongoing hegemonic objective, the form 

and content of these alliances are historically specific: they vary depending on the specific 

needs of the economic and political elites in a specific historical moment; but they also 

depend on the ability of the movement to represent and radicalize the popular demands in 

that moment. In Etienne Balibar’s words, “[they] are not a result of predestination but of 
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conjuncture” (1991: 179). Thus, excluding the antagonistic discourses from the articulation 

of the predispositions and contents of this subjectivity was arguably a necessary stage in its 

constitution. But the constitution of this subjectivity could not be considered complete 

before the closure of the equivalential chain with the imaginary of growth and justice. It is 

with this closure that the media attempted to absorb the popular demands for economic 

growth and social justice within the system of the midterm program, while at the same time 

dispossessing the movement from its role as the radical advocate of these demands. In this 

way, the media tried to lend more stability to both the hegemonic pole and the popular 

subjectivity that is constituted with the purpose of defending it. 

 

4.2.3 National identity 

 

The attempt to lend stability to the hegemony of one class over the other(s) cannot 

be fully addressed without exploring the processes through which the interests of the 

former are represented as the interests of the whole society. This is how hegemony is won, 

let alone maintained, Gramsci and the thinkers inspired by him believe, as we have made 

clear by now. For this reason, it is important to explore how the mediation process of the 

examined news texts under study attempts to universalize the benefits that the midterm 

program offers to particular social classes—the ruling ones—by endowing them with the 

status of the general interest. This process, which Laclau describes as a negotiation of the 

particular/universal dichotomy (2001: 10), is a major hegemonic operation for another 

important reason, also inherent in Gramsci’s notion of hegemony: given that hegemony 

can never be “absolute” or permanent and unchanged (Eagleton in 1991: 47), not only is 

the negotiation between the particular and the universal constant, but also the 

universalization of the particular is pursued and can be achieved by either the hegemonic 

or the counter-hegemonic bloc. In other words, both the ruling and the subaltern classes 

struggle to identify their interests and aims with those of society as a whole.  

The nation is par excellence a terrain in which the universalization of the particular 

takes place, a “locus of universalizing effects” (Laclau 2001: 10) that the contending social 

forces try to occupy. Michael Billig also emphasizes the universalizing function of the 

nation and its connection with hegemony, when he writes: “the battle for nationhood is a 

battle for hegemony, by which a part claims to speak for the whole nation” (1995: 27). In 

particular, when that battle is given by the ruling classes, it consists in portraying their 

“private concerns”, such as “the securing of huge profits, as benefiting the nation as a 

whole” (Allahar 2004: 111). This is the core reason why the presence of the nation, even in 
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the background of the political discourses, is never neutral or inconsequential (Billig 1995: 

10). On the contrary, we believe that its occurrence, no matter how banal or extreme its 

form and regardless its frequency or length, should be thoroughly studied as for the 

assumptions it contains and the effects it produces. To do so, we should explore which 

approaches to nation are summoned, the specific contexts they are embedded in and the 

processes they generate. Most importantly, we should regard this embedment as part of 

wider socio-historical processes, in our case the consent to the midterm program and the 

social and political transformations intrinsic to it. It is through these processes that motives 

are constituted and their consequences acquire their meaning and can be understood and 

assessed (Billig 1995: 17, 67). 

This is why, although the nation in the news text under study is indicated in ways 

that can be largely characterized as banal, such as with the adjective “national”, the words 

“country” and “Greece”, the first-person plural verbs or the pronouns “us” and “our”, this 

banality is neither innocent nor harmless (Billig 1995: 7). First, because this “linguistic 

deixis”, hardly noticeable in the public discourses produced in the established nations, as 

Billig aptly notes, tacitly reaffirms nation as the framework within which the viewers are 

invited to situate themselves physically, socially but also emotionally (1995: 95, 10); in 

other words, as the dominant field of signification and meaning for themselves both as 

individuals and social beings. In this way, it “become[s] an a priori condition of 

communication between individuals (the ‘citizens’) and between social groups” (Balibar 

1991: 94). Second, because, being part of the ideological and psychological premises of the 

news text, the nation is naturalized and legitimized. Third, and most importantly, because 

along with being naturalized and legitimized itself, the nation naturalizes and legitimizes 

everything associated with it. In this way, “the sectoral, self-interested nature” of the 

specific arguments and values invoked in the nation’s name is masked, allowing them to 

achieve “general acceptance” (Eagleton 1991: 56). 

This underlying function of the nation, its “connotative value” as Barthes would 

call it, “comes to maturity” (1975: 246, 244) when the extracts from the parliamentary 

speeches of Papandreou and Venizelos appear on screen93. In these extracts the nation 

enters into correlation with other notions and ideas and acquires a leading and 

multidimensional role in the news bulletin and the processes taking place in it. Thus, 

although these extracts are brief and, on the face of it, contain nothing more than a bunch 

of national clichés of political discourse, we will hopefully show in this subsection that 

their effects consist not so much in the reproduction of the usual stereotypes about the 

 
93. The footage including these extracts starts at 00:22:26 and ends at 00:26:00. Because of its short length, the exact 

times of the statements we discuss in this subsection are not mentioned.  
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nation, but in the production of meanings that are in active opposition to the movement’s 

discourses of that period and have hegemonic aspirations that exceed the current 

conjuncture of the vote on the midterm program.   

Critical to the significance we attach to the function of the nation are the 

coordinates of these extracts in the 28-06-2011 news broadcast. Inserted almost in the 

middle of it, the specific footage comes after the portrayal of the privatizations and the tax 

system as a field of consent. In this way, the nation assumes an active role in the consent-

shaping process to the midterm program and the validation of the privatizations and the tax 

system as its components. A precursor of this connection appears in the previous footage, 

when Venizelos invites the MPs to participate in the realization of the privatizations “in the 

name of the motherland, the nation, the homeland, the national economy [...]” and the 

constitution of the “national” tax system (00:12:43).94 A little earlier, Takis had reported 

that Venizelos called the vote of the midterm program a “national obligation” (00:08:45). 

Also, it is significant that all references to the absence of an alternative to the midterm 

program either directly by various EU officials or the journalists come after these extracts. 

In fact, the specific footage finishes with the statement of Olli Rehn’s spokesperson that 

“there is no Plan B to avoid default”. For this reason, the occurrence of the nation in the 

news bulletin, either in the form of the almost unnoticeable deixis or in the extracts from 

the speeches of the two politicians, is examined with regard to Greece’s membership of the 

European Union. Billig is right to say that the national and the global are today inextricably 

woven together (1995: 11) and this is particularly true for Greece since the first 

memorandum with the EU and the IMF in 2010. Thus, as we mentioned in the 

methodology chapter, the consent-shaping process in this footage will be studied from the 

angle of a national/global dialectic—with the “global” being mainly the European Union in 

our case.  

Such an approach reveals another aspect of the nation’s universalizing function: 

each time that Greece is flagged as the particular place where consent to the midterm 

program is necessary, the “internationalization of capital” (Billig 1995: 130) that the 

European integration entails is further naturalized and promoted. After all, at the same time 

that the midterm program is a social and economic project depending on the vote of a 

national parliament and the ethnic dimension of the class struggle, it is intrinsically linked 

to the wider interests of the European capitalist market in a period of economic crisis.95 

 
94. We use the word “motherland” to translate the Greek word “patrida”. Also, we agree with Billig that the word 

“topos” functions as a “rhetorical reaffirmation of the national topography” and that its English equivalent is therefore 

“homeland” (1995: 96).   

95. I draw the term “European capitalist market” upon Wallersteins’ “capitalist world-economy” and the importance he 

attaches to the market as “a structure moulded by many institutions (political, economic, social, even cultural)” and as 

“the principal arena of economic struggle” (1991: 115, 117, emphasis in original).       
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This confirms Billig’s claim that “the talk” of the nation in the contemporary world “makes 

universal claims” (1995: 11) as well as the strong ties between the interests of the national 

and the “imperialist bourgeoisie”—as Anton Allahar calls the ruling classes formed 

through the “practices of colonialism, imperialism and globalization” (2004: 111).96 The 

“syntax” involved in Papandreou’s invitation of the MPs “to ratify the national success in 

Europe” explicitly places the particular “we”, the nation, in the universal “we”, the EU, 

naturalizing the latter as the accepted form of community for Greece to belong and 

implying “a harmony of interests and identities” (Billig 1995: 90) both within Greece and 

the EU and between them.  

The main reason why we chose to analyze the references to the nation in the 28-06-

2011 news bulletin from the perspective of identity lies in its “relational” nature, the fact 

that identity is shaped through a dialectical relationship between sameness and difference 

(Wodak et al. 2009: 27; Liakos 2005: 69) that places it at the core of the mechanism of 

inclusion and exclusion. This is especially significant for the purposes of our discussion, to 

which the elements included and those excluded in the news bulletins, the processes 

through which this happens and the effects produced are central. Most importantly, it is 

critical because these effects consist essentially in inclusions and exclusions. Another 

reason why identity is chosen as one of our main analytical tools is its nature and function 

as both “personal and public” (Zandy 1996: 8). In fact, these two facets strongly rely to one 

another, Bernd Simon and Bert Klandermans claim, given that a person is content with its 

collective identity if this successfully “serves important psychological functions for the 

person” (2001: 321). They also specify the needs of a person to which these psychological 

functions are linked: “belongingness, distinctiveness, respect, understanding (or meaning), 

and agency” (2001: 321). It is important to note that all the needs they list are related to 

identity as a process of sameness and difference. More specifically, they can be regarded as 

the specific categories through which the national identity, by virtue of an interplay 

between sameness and difference, mediates the relation between the individual and society 

to shape the “self”. We use the term “self” with the meaning given to it by Agnes Heller, 

who perceives it either as a person, a group or a social class (1975: 78), reaffirming the 

social nature of individual identity. Also, her view that the interests of the individual can 

be shaped and fulfilled only in opposition to those of “others” (1975: 78) confirms our 

focus on the interplay between sameness and difference that we believe the appeal to the 

national identity effectuates.  

To better address the issues that this approach raises, we will analyze the self as a 

 
96. In Allahar’s definition of “imperialism” as “the highest stage of capitalism” (2004: 110) one recognizes the title of the 

highly influential book that Lenin wrote in 1916.  
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“working” entity, “a context-dependent [...] process” (Simon and Klandermans 2001: 320). 

This is not because we think that the beliefs and decisions of the viewers are affected more 

by the discourse of the media than by their social place or their “enduring memberships in 

real-life social groups” (Simon and Klandermans 2001: 320). On the contrary, it is because 

we are interested in examining how the media try to control the influence that the structural 

memberships of the viewers, their social class in particular, have on their perceptions and 

actions. This is why we analyze the “field of social values, norms of behaviour and 

collective symbols” (Balibar 1991: 94) within which the media constitute the self. The role 

of national identity in shaping this field and the relationship between the individual and 

society in general is critical.    

This role is enhanced by another feature of the collective identity: the fact that it 

homogenizes the individual experiences. More specifically, what collective identity does is 

to “transform ‘your’ and ‘my’ experiences into ‘our’ experiences” (Simon and 

Klandermans 2001: 325). However, this homogenization is not unaffected by the 

sameness/difference dialectic but instead it is permeated by it. Thus, “our” experiences of a 

group are acquired and understood in opposition to “our” experiences of another group. As 

a result, the collective identity of a group is formed by experiencing reality simultaneously 

in the same way as others (the ingroup) and in a different way to some others (the 

outgroup). In other words, the collective identity of the ingroup contains and opposes the 

collective identity of the outgroup. 

Given the two-way relationship between collective identity and common 

experiences (Simon and Klandermans 2001: 325), the more efficient the appeal to 

nationhood, the stronger the common experience of reality by the ingroup and the sharper 

the difference of this experience from the outgroup. Thus, our focus on identity confirms 

the leading role of experience in the processes we have been discussing and provides 

additional insights into this role. Also, it puts forward another reason why analyzing the 

appeal to national identity through the statements of Papandreou and Venizelos can help us 

to better understand how these appeals may have been experienced by the audience: the 

intrinsic link between language and experience. To the “actual language” as a means of 

understanding “common experience” points also Williams, when he declares himself 

committed to the study of “the words and sequences of words that particular men and 

women have used in trying to give meaning to [...] experience” (1959: xvii, xvi).  

Billig also agrees that analyzing the discursive means by which the flagging of 

nationhood occurs is the most appropriate way to study the national identity (1995: 17, 61). 

In fact, he believes that identity refers to the “ways of talking, or ideological discourses” 

about the self or the group and draws its meaning from the content of what is said and the 
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context within which it is said (1995: 60, 67). Also, far from regarding identity as an 

invariant “psychological state”, he sees it as a “form of ideological consciousness”, which 

is socially and discursively (re)created (1995: 65, 62). Moreover, not only does he 

acknowledge the essential role of experience in the formation of identity, he even claims 

that identity is intrinsically linked to “forms of life”, given that “more than an 

interpretation, or theory, of the world, it is also a way of being within the world” (1995: 65, 

our emphasis). With these qualities and functions, there is no room for doubt that he views 

identity as a constitutive part of wider historical processes, both being constituted by them 

and constituting them. In line with Billig’s approach, the appeal to nationhood in the news 

bulletin under study will be viewed from the diverging perspectives of identity, discourse, 

consciousness and experience. It is due to this inclusive approach that we believe the 

effects of this appeal are not limited to the consent-shaping process to the midterm 

program but extend to the way people experience themselves, their position in society and 

their relationship to one another.  

Our approach can also be described borrowing Ricoeur’s concept of “narrative 

identity” (1992). There are many reasons why regarding identity as a narrative operation 

can better justify our choice of approach and, most importantly, the choice of the news 

planners to insert the two politicians’ appeal to nation in the center of the news broadcast. 

First, identity from the angle of narrative is not regarded as an unchangeable and self-

contained “thing” (Ricoeur 1992: 60) but as a dynamic entity able to enter into correlation 

with other elements of the news narrative and the narrative as a whole (Todorov 1966: 

165). Thus, the meaning it carries as well as the meaning it gives change depending on the 

elements of the narrative it correlates with and the historical circumstances within which 

the narrative is uttered. Second, Ricoeur’s concept of narrative identity establishes a clear 

link between the identity constituted through the narrative and the identity of the person 

following the narrative. As Denis-Constant Martin puts it: “the person as a narrative figure 

draws his or her identity from the identity of the story’s plot” (in Wodak et al. 2009: 14).  

From this perspective, the identity woven through the appeal to nation can be seen 

as an attempt to integrate different or contending social views and experiences into a 

coherent structure (Wodak et al. 2009: 14). In a period torn by conflict and instability, this 

can be much appreciated. It is anyway the duty of collective identity to lend coherence to 

people’s lives—to slightly tilt what Simon and Klandermans identify as the needs for 

understanding (or meaning) and belongingness. Finally, the narrative identity contains the 

idea that “the self” cannot be conceived without “the other”. In Ricoeur’s words: “the 

selfhood of oneself implies otherness to such an intimate degree that one cannot be thought 

of without the other” (1992: 3). This dialectical relationship between the self and the other 
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can be considered as the basis of the sameness/difference dialectic and the mechanism of 

inclusion and exclusion and will be therefore tacitly permeating our analysis.   

To explore the effects of the national identity constituted through the speeches of 

Venizelos and Papandreou, we should first of all detect which concept of the nation and 

nationhood they mobilize. If any appeal to nation(hood) is not itself innocent, as we 

mentioned earlier, the specific theorizing of nation(hood) it mobilizes can be considered as 

the key to disclosing the political aims of the speeches and of their mediation. After all, 

“this theorizing is not abstract”, Billig notes, it is “rhetorically and politically directed” 

(1995: 64). For this reason, focusing on the main discursive elements of this theorizing can 

serve as a point of departure for understanding how the appeal to nation(hood) functions in 

the specific news bulletin within the specific sociopolitical context and thus what the 

possible effects of its mediation are.  

 

4.2.3.1 A nation without citizens  

 

The reference of Papandreou to “the citizens of our country” is central to this 

discussion. Its importance stems from the fact that the concept of the nation is intrinsically 

linked to the notion of the citizen since its emergence in the era of the Revolutions. 

Hobsbawm characteristically describes the relation between the two: “For, whatever else a 

nation was, the element of citizenship and mass participation or choice was never absent of 

it” (1990: 19). In this extract, it is clear that both the nation and the citizen in the period of 

the Revolutions are primarily defined politically and, more specifically, through the 

participation in the political power and decision-making. In other words, the nation drew 

its primary meaning from its body of citizens, defined as self-governed people “whose 

collective sovereignty constituted them a state which was their political expression” 

(Hobsbawm 1990: 19-20). In both these extracts, any ethnic, linguistic or religious criteria 

in the definition of nation or citizen are totally absent. Instead, the “sovereign people” is 

what makes the nation a nation with citizens and a state, what Hobsbawm describes with 

the “equation nation = state = people” (1990: 19). But are the citizens to whom the two 

politicians refer the sovereign people of Hobsbawm’s equation? Conversely, is the country 

to which they refer the nation of his equation or what Nicolas Demertzis defines as “a 

political body of free and equal people whose participation in this body is ensured only by 

the binding acceptance of general rules of mutual obligations and rights” (1996: 229)?  

Before we address these questions, we should note that the word “citizen” is only 

mentioned once in these speeches. In the rest of the footage, the inhabitants of Greece are 
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implied by the different words for nation (country, homeland, Greece) most often linked 

together with the possessive adjective “our”. The reference to the Greek people is not only 

implicit but also indirect, given that through their speeches the two politicians address the 

MPs—and in particular those of Pasok—and not the whole of society. In this way, the role 

of society is constituted as external to the process unfolding in the parliament and, 

subsequently, the audience of this process as mediated by the news bulletin is demoted to 

the role of the passive viewer. The lack of access of the citizens to the decision-making 

process is taken for granted and further naturalized and, as a result, the “bet of 

representative democracy” as Venizelos labels the vote on the midterm program becomes a 

synonym for the exclusion of the people from the political power. But with no participation 

in the decision-making process, the people of the nation are deprived of their right to self-

determination and, thus, their attribute as citizens. In turn, such a nation is not the 

expression of its people’s political will, but a depoliticized entity without sovereign people 

and, thus, without citizens.  

It becomes obvious that the concept of the nation implicit in the speeches of the 

two politicians has nothing to do with the nation as it was conceived in the era of the 

Revolutions and described by Hobsbawm and Demertzis. Neither does it bear a 

resemblance to other political conceptions of the nation, such as Jürgen Habermas’ view of 

“Staatsnation”, which also “sees the basis of the unity of the nation in a common state and 

in the rights and obligations of its citizens” (in Wodak et al. 2009: 19). Instead, not only 

does the idea of the nation underlying their speeches separate citizenship from mass 

participation in the political power, it also separates rights from obligations, ousting the 

former to obscurity and bringing the latter to the fore. In fact, no mention is made of the 

people’s rights either as a defining element of the nation or as one of its fundamental 

concerns. Instead, the vote of the midterm program is labeled by the two politicians “a 

national and patriotic obligation” and a “duty”. In the same vein, the caption that appears 

on the screen during the extract from Papandreou’s speech reads: “the vote of the midterm 

program is a patriotic duty”. The one-sided offer of the citizens to the nation that the 

appeal to the patriotic obligation encourages overshadows the absence of any reference to 

the obligation of the nation to protect the rights of its citizens. There are mainly two 

arguments that make this possible, which are closely related to the appeal to growth and 

justice we discussed in the previous subsection and will discuss again here: the argument 

of survival and that of success. All of them are contained in the same phrase by 

Papandreou: “I invite you to vote survival, growth, justice, prospect for the citizens of our 

country. I invite you to ratify the national success in Europe”.  
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4.2.3.2 The argument of survival  

 

The reference of Papandreou to survival is somewhat abstract. It is not clear 

whether its meaning is literal, symbolic, or both.97 However, placing the word into the 

immediate context of Papandreou’s phrase but also in the wider context that this bulletin 

forms together with the bulletins of the two previous days provides us enough reasons to 

believe that both meanings are active. Thus, according to the literal meaning, the vote of 

the midterm program will secure the physical survival of the people in Greece. This can be 

easily inferred from the extract of Venizelos’ parliamentary speech at the beginning of the 

27-06-2011 news broadcast, where he refers to the consequences that not voting the 

midterm program will have: “This means that we are not taking the 5th tranche and that the 

purses will be empty. And by this I don’t mean only the public purse, but also that of each 

household” (00:01:44). Later on in the same bulletin, Papandreou talking live in the 

parliament makes these consequences more concrete, when he mentions the “salaries and 

pensions” that will be “normally paid” if the midterm program is voted (00:59:43). Not 

only does the fear of losing the only means of survival for the majority of society—salaries 

and pensions—implicitly activate the threat of bankruptcy, it tacitly turns the midterm 

program or bankruptcy dilemma into a midterm program or survival one. Hand in hand 

with the threat of tanks and everything else that comes with it, the threat of survival further 

strengthens the articulation of consent with coercion.   

However, the argument of survival does not concern only the material means of life 

of the Greek citizens. It also concerns the survival of Greece’s membership of the EU. 

With the exception of the multi-millionaire investor George Soros who, according to the 

voiceover in the 26-06-2011 news bulletin (00:22:28), claimed that “one country will de 

facto leave the Eurozone”, the interconnection of the two meanings of survival is kept 

implicit. The “rescue of the country” to which Jean-Claude Juncker, then president of the 

European Commission, had referred earlier in the same report, can be interpreted from this 

double standpoint. After all, both aspects of survival result from “the political agreement 

with our partners and borrowers”, as Venizelos stated in the 27-06-2011 news bulletin 

(00:03:32). The midterm program is not only the expression of this partnership but also its 

condition. The survival it offers—the “rescue package” as many refer to it—is only 

possible within this partnership, while not voting the midterm program puts at risk both the 

 
97. The lack of any logical elaboration of the word “survival” as it is embedded in the specific context makes us consider 

its meaning as symbolic. We draw our view upon Robert Paine’s claim that “[It] may not provoke protest if in the place 

of verbal elaboration of meaning […] symbols are judiciously introduced into the public discourse” (1976: 78). We also 

agree with him that such an embedment results in “maximiz[ing] the emotive rather than the logical impact” of the word 

(1976: 78).  
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survival and the partnership that makes this possible. In short, either we apply the measures 

of the midterm program and remain in the EU “or we are lost” (Liakos 2005: 146). After 

all, every nation’s challenge is to “ensure survival in a world that changes” and this can 

only happen if it keeps up with the communities this world consists of (Liakos 2005: 145, 

146).  

The fact that neither form of survival is explicitly stated as a threat in the news 

bulletins under discussion is considered a conscious choice by the politicians and the 

media. In fact, the closer it gets to the vote on the midterm program, the more positive the 

voices of the media and the governing party sound. This is how we see the fact that 

Venizelos’ warning in the news bulletin of June the 27th that not voting the midterm 

program will mean “less money for the citizen, less jobs, less growth, no prospect” 

(00:04:11) or Tsimas’ reference to “queues for food banks and vouchers for gasoline” 

(00:18:57) are one day later followed by Papandreou’s appeal for “survival, growth, 

justice, prospect”. The extreme character of Pagalos’ threat and the way it is mediated in 

the 28-06-2011 news bulletin allows the articulation of consent with coercion that the 

journalists and politicians attempt to be perceived more like a moderate and realistic 

reasoning than a threat. Venizelos’ warning mentioned above that he dubs “lack of 

seriousness and consent” can be seen as a conscious attempt to conceal the threat under the 

veneer of reason.  

In addition to the survival of the citizens and that of Greece’s membership of the 

EU, there is another form of survival that is at risk if the midterm program is not voted: 

that of the EU itself. On this issue, it is not only Soros who is outspoken by “incit[ing] the 

EU leaders to find an alternative plan in order to prevent the collapse of the European 

Union”, as the voiceover in the 26-06-2011 news bulletin reports (00:22:33). Later in the 

same footage, the voiceover informs us that Mohamed El-Erian, then CEO of the 

investment giant Pimco, “warned that the Greek problems can contaminate the entire 

Europe” (00:23:02).98 In his speech in the parliament on June the 27th, Papandreou—less 

boldly but equally explicitly—confirms the link between the midterm program and the 

continuity of the EU by claiming that the decisions the Greek government achieved in the 

European Council were “decisive for our future, for the whole European construction I 

dare to say” (00:59:15). Also, in a remote interview a few minutes later, Giorgos 

Karatzaferis insists that “Europe is scared” and that a new Marshall plan is needed so that 

“Greece is rescued and, through Greece, Europe is rescued as well” (01:03:39). The idea of 

 
98. It is interesting that the anchorman of the 26-06-2011 news bulletin, Nikos Stravelakis, advises the viewers not to 

panic by all these “black scenarios” but to take into account that there are many interests behind Greece’s possible 

bankruptcy. Although he is the only one in the three news bulletins under discussion who refers to the ulterior motives of 

those pressing Greece to vote the midterm program, his claim is more likely to add to the viewers’ worry than reassure 

them.   
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interdependence between Greece and the EU occurs also in the 28-06-2011 news bulletin, 

this time framing the footage of the two politicians’ speeches: in the introduction to the 

footage, Tremi informs us that the objections of certain Pasok MPs “cause shivers of 

anxiety also to Europe”, while towards its closure, the voiceover reports that “the 

possibility of not voting [the midterm program] causes panic to Europe”. The voiceover 

finishes the sentence about Europe’s panic with reporting that “Mr Rehn sent a clear 

message to the MPs that there is no Plan B for Greece if the midterm program is not voted 

and that the next stage is bankruptcy”. Right after, an extract from the announcement of 

Rehn’s spokesperson proves the point and closes the footage.  

The idea of mutual dependence between the choices of the political personnel in 

Greece and the undisrupted continuity of the EU is not unfounded. However, whether the 

EU would let Greece go bankrupt, what this would mean for the citizens and to what extent 

a bankruptcy in Greece would pose a threat to the current form of the EU, let alone its very 

existence, are highly complex issues and open to multiple approaches. However, no one in 

the news bulletins under study treats them as such. Instead, the voices included in them 

unproblematically assume that if the midterm program is not voted, Greece will be left to 

go bankrupt, it will be ostracized from the EU and its citizens will be faced with the threat 

of starvation. As for the survival of the EU itself, far from being proposed as a source of 

political leverage for Greece, it is suggested as a source of legitimization for the EU to 

threaten with bankruptcy. This is not surprising at all, given that none of the voices that 

would be willing to approach these issues in a different way is included in these bulletins.99 

For example, none of the academics and experts who participated in the discussion panels 

of Syntagma square on June the 6th about the debt and on June the 24th about the EU 

Summit and the new Pact for the Euro was invited in the news bulletins of that period.100 

And of course, no element from those discussions can be traced in the news texts. 

In sum, the three meanings of survival draw their validity and interdependence 

from the national/global framework. In turn, they make this framework solid and 

inescapable. Within this framework, only the vote of the midterm program is a viable 

solution. If not voted, Greece’s citizens will be left with no prospect of survival and growth 

in a country cut off from the European community. Now the exact phrasing of 

Papandreou’s appeal, tying together survival, growth, justice and prospect reveals its 

 
99. Karatzaferis in the remote interview of the 27-06-2011 news bulletin mentioned above is one exception, when he 

claims that Europe is scared and Greece should take advantage of this fear (01:02:41). However, his opinion is neither 

clear not substantiated. The other exception is Papariga in the remote interview of the 28-06-2011 news bulletin, who 

claims that the survival of the EU is not really threatened by the crisis in Greece and that it is not to the benefit of the EU 

to let Greece go bankrupt. 

100. Among them feature Yanis Varoufakis, Giorgos Katrougalos and Euklides Tsakalotos, who later served as ministers 

in Syriza’s government.   
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coercive function and complements Pagalos’ threat of tanks. No matter how different they 

sound, they share an eschatological strain. They both portray the rejection of the midterm 

program as “the threshold of irreversibility” (Balibar 1991: 88): the beginning of a doomed 

future with no means of survival, democratic rule and European partners to offer help. The 

third meaning of survival, that of the EU, enhances the eschatology: Greece will be rather 

left to die in isolation than damage the integrity of the European construction. At this point 

the national breaks with the global and Greece’s rescue becomes a national duty. Not only 

because the final choice resides in Greece, but primarily because, when “the death of a 

nation”, what Billig calls “the ultimate tragedy”, is at stake (1995: 8), its prevention is 

nothing less than a national duty.101 In short, it is with the argument of survival in its three 

intertwined meanings that the vote of the midterm program acquires the universality and 

legitimacy of the national duty.   

These two attributes are not inconsequential for the nature of consent that is shaped. 

First of all, the vote on the midterm program as a national duty universalizes the threat of 

survival in which it is grounded. To (over)simplify this a little: if the nation dies, everyone 

will die with it. In this way, the articulation of consent with coercion becomes stronger, 

while the discussion on the midterm program is further depoliticized. Such a threat of 

generalized loss leaves no room for a discussion about the winners of these measures and 

their political representatives. Thus, at the same time that coercion takes the lead in the 

consent-shaping process, those who exercise it seem to have no economic and political 

motivations or responsibilities. The Greek politicians describe “how things will be” if the 

midterm program is not voted, the investors describe “how things work” in the world 

economy and the journalists present the threats of bankruptcy by the EU officials as a cry 

of anguish about the future of the EU. All these people seem to operate in a framework that 

is “self-regulating” (Balibar 1991: 90), unaffected by ideology, politics and class struggle, 

and thus unchangeable. In this framework, the midterm program emerges as a necessary 

solution for the prevention of the worst scenario and is legitimized together with its 

advocates. Thanks to the argument of national survival, the police violence against the 

demonstrators might as well enjoy some legitimacy (Balibar 1991: 122). Such an argument 

endows the nation with a corporality (Liakos 2005: 118) that is far more important than the 

corporality of the fewer who demonstrate against the midterm program, jeopardizing the 

safety of a whole nation.  

 
101. It is relevant to mention here that in the beginning of the 26-06-2011 news bulletin, two Pasok MPs dub the vote of 

the midterm program “the mechanical support of the body to avoid death” (00:04:50) and “a vote for the survival of our 

country” (00:05:05). Also, in the 27-06-2011 news bulletin, Tsimas refers to a no vote as a cause for “the country’s 

sudden death”.  
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4.2.3.3 The argument of success 

 

In the same way as the threat of bankruptcy, the argument of survival cannot be 

stripped of its negative nature, either expressed explicitly or more indirectly. And although 

a more or less disguised negativity is to a large extent required for consent to the midterm 

program to be achieved, the national duty should also be associated with a positive goal. 

This goal is the “national success in Europe” with which Papandreou ends his phrase in the 

28-06-2011 news bulletin. Like the survival that the midterm program will ensure, which 

draws its full meaning from the national/European dialectics and, more particularly, 

Greece’s EU membership, the success that the vote of the midterm program will signal will 

belong to Greece as a EU member. This is only natural, given that nation-states do not 

exist in isolation but “in a complex of other nation-states” (Giddens 1987: 171), which in 

our case is not Europe, as Papandreou claims, but the European integration, the EU, and 

the whole set of institutional forms of governance that go with it. A national goal achieved 

in the European framework is the form of positivity that is necessary for concealing the 

social toll of the midterm program. 

The first major damage that the argument of national success in Europe conceals is 

that to the territorial sovereignty that the privatizations of the public assets prescribed by 

the midterm program and the implementation law will cause. There is no doubt that the 

appeal to nation strengthens the associations with the sovereign state, given that 

“nationhood [has been] established as the universal form of sovereignty” (Billig 1995: 22) 

or as eloquently asserted in the Rights of Man and the Citizen: “the principle of 

sovereignty resides essentially in the Nation” (Billig 1995: 25). However, how sovereign is 

a nation that concedes its property rights over public assets within its territory to an 

organization that is totally beyond its jurisdiction and actually controlled by its 

creditors?102 Territory has been an inseparable ingredient of every sovereign nation after 

medieval times and, as a result, each time that nation is flagged, its exclusive control over a 

demarcated territory is taken for granted (Hobsbawm 1990: 19; Billig 1995: 19, 20). 

Stephen Kobrin clearly claims that “the modern state system is organized in terms of 

territorial sovereignty”, which he defines as “the division of the globe’s surface into fixed, 

 
102. We refer to the Hellenic Republic Asset Development Fund (HRADF, also known by its Greek acronym TAIPED), 

the privatization agency that was included in the first memorandum in 2010 and founded in 2011 after the midterm 

program and implementation law were voted. The agency was established under private law, therefore it fell outside the 

jurisdiction of the Greek state: the Fund “functions according to the rules of private economy […] and is not subject to 

the provisions governing the companies that belong either directly or indirectly to the State” (implementation law: 1). 

Once the assets were handed over to the HRADF, there was no way back to the State but had to be sold: “The property 

assets are transferred to the Fund by full ownership, power and possession and the State relinquishes every right over 

them […]” (implementation law: 2-3). Also, the troika supervised the activities of the agency with two “observers”, while 

it had the right to replace members of its board if considered ineffective. This is why we agree with those who claim that 

the HRADF was totally controlled by Greece’s creditors (Vila and Peters 2016: 14).      
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mutually exclusive, geographically defined jurisdictions enclosed by discrete and 

meaningful borders” (1998: 363). By allowing the privatization of public property and the 

control of this process by the HRADF, Greece totally gave up its jurisdiction over parts of 

its territory. From this perspective, the rupture of the “tie […] between state, people and 

territory” perceived as “indissoluble” in modern nations (Billig 1995: 25) that the midterm 

program caused was arguably a negative novelty, prompting great uncertainty and 

uneasiness among the population.  

For these reasons, the appeal to the “(home) country” and “homeland” by 

Papandreou and Venizelos respectively can be regarded not only as an attempt to 

misleadingly strengthen the associations with the “territorial nation” (Billig 1995: 21), but 

also as an effort to address this feeling of insecurity. Their appeal conceals that the 

sovereignty of the nation is “targeted” (Burger in Wodak et al. 2009: 20) and replaces the 

negative emotional charge that this carries with feelings of reassurance and comfort. The 

words “(home) country” and “homeland” imply an undisrupted continuity with the past, 

the “illusion”, as Balibar argues, that “the generations that succeed one another over 

centuries on a reasonably stable territory […] have handed down to each other an invariant 

substance” (1991: 86). In this way, a sense of stability and continuity in terms of territory 

and time sneaks into the news narrative to counterbalance the disruption that the midterm 

program impinges upon these levels. Most importantly, what the appeal to the (home) 

country and homeland keeps stable and undisrupted is the idea of belongingness to a “place 

where, when you’ve got to go there, they’ve got to take you in”, as Harold Isaacs defines 

“home” (in Allahar 2004: 97). The fear of physical and psychological isolation, which was 

enhanced with the argument of survival, is reassured with the idea of belonging to a 

community where “acceptance by fellows” is beyond question (in Allahar 2004: 97).  

The argument of the national success in Europe comes to reinforce the sense of 

belongingness by attaching the identity of “home” to the European community. There, 

acceptance by fellows is not to be taken for granted as with your own land, but it can be 

granted if the midterm program is voted. Although still a challenge, the national success in 

Europe is a positive way to overcome the fear of isolation that the argument of survival 

awakened. At the same time, it reinforces Greece’s belongingness to the EU, this time not 

as a threat, but as a motivation for reassurance. Under the influence of the vulnerability 

that the argument of survival creates and the argument of national success in Europe makes 

up for, the price that Greece as a sovereign nation will pay for its EU belongingness slips 

unnoticed out of sight. 

The other severe damage that the argument of national success in Europe conceals 
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is that to the social state.103 This would not be possible if this damage had not been masked 

in all the previous news bulletins. If it were not for this masking, the argument of the 

national success in Europe would lack any foundation in reality. This is why it is 

interesting to discuss how this process of concealment unfolded in the previous bulletins. A 

special focus will be given on how this process allowed the notions of growth and justice 

to emerge intact from criticism in Papandreou’s speech as components of the national 

success in Europe and later on as components of the social imaginary, as we discussed in 

the “populism” subsection. In short, we will show how the argument of national success in 

Europe incorporated and advanced the concealment of the damage to the social state, 

playing a significant part in enhancing consent to the midterm program.   

There is no question that the midterm program and its measures would mark a great 

blow to the social state in Greece by seriously shaking its two pillars: established social 

rights and the obligation of the state to provide social protection to the whole of society 

and especially those who need it most (Theodoropoulos 1991: 318-319). The changes that 

the midterm program would bring about in the field of labour law, such as imposed 

flexibility, less overtime pay and facilitation of layoffs to name a few, are characteristic of 

the extent to which people’s rights and the state’s obligations were challenged. Adding to 

these changes the cuts on pensions and salaries, the increased taxes and the absence of any 

guarantees to those who would be most affected, and there is little doubt that the social 

character of the Greek state would be severely damaged (Katrougalos 2012: 8). Thus, 

instead of managing the crisis by enhancing the social state, as the increased need for 

social protection in periods of economic crisis would require (Stasinopoulou 1989: 240, 

241), the state was demonized and social spending would be curtailed as a means of 

reducing the public deficit and the debt (Robolis 2013: 9, 10).104  

Totally in line with this ideology of demonization of the state and market 

liberalization (Robolis 2013: 10), the journalists in all the previous news bulletins cried out 

for restriction of the state and privatizations as the way to growth. Although they appeared 

to oppose the cuts on salaries and pensions laid down in the midterm program, their 

alternative of “less state” is nothing else than a synecdoche for the neoliberal agenda of 

less social spending, privatizations and strict fiscal discipline (Robolis 2013: 3). Given that 

the tax increase is an inseparable part of this agenda (Robolis 2013: 10), we can safely 

 
103. We prefer the term “social state” over “welfare state” as we want to refer to “all the basic parameters that form the 

constitutional principle of the social state” (Papadimitriou 1991: 135), in other words, to “the whole system or grid of 

media and measures that the state uses with the aim of protecting and improving social prosperity [...] according to values 

rather human or often different from those resulting from the laws and operating mechanism of a capitalist economy” 

(Theodoropoulos 1991: 318-319). Instead, the term “welfare state” refers only to one of those parameters albeit a critical 

one, i.e., the “set of provisions of the Constitution that establish social rights” (Papadimitriou 1991: 135).  

104. Since 2008 this economic policy has been applied not only in Greece but in many other EU countries as well 

(Robolis 2013: 4).  
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presume that their opposition to this aspect of the midterm program was also false—one 

more ingredient of their frontier with the government, as we analyzed in the “populism” 

subsection. Their positive attitude towards the new tax system reveals this falsity.  

Thus, not only did the cry of the journalists for less state masked the impact of the 

midterm program on the social state, it also implied that the social state should shrink, 

given that the social budget in Greece is part of the state budget. No one mentioned that the 

social state in Greece is already small compared to other OECD countries or that Greek 

people have never enjoyed sufficient or efficient social services but have been compelled 

to resort to the private sector for additional social services (Theodoropoulos 1991: 326, 

330). Instead, the journalists fervently supported the privatizations, although there is no 

evidence that the private sector provides more efficient or higher quality social services 

(Theodoropoulos 1991: 326). On the contrary, it is known that, although no profits are 

produced in the social sectors themselves, the social state as a whole contributes to the 

overall production of surplus value and profits (Thedoropoulos 1991: 323). The fact that 

the Greek society could not afford to have less, worse and more expensive social services 

in a period where salaries and pensions were cut did not stop the journalists from 

associating the restriction of the state and the privatizations with growth.  

If these policies were viewed in the light of their impact on the social state, the 

class character of the growth the politicians and journalists evoke would be revealed. From 

this perspective, the absence of any reference to the damage inflicted on the social state if 

social spending is cut and social functions are privatized becomes even more meaningful. 

The same goes with the fact that nowhere in the three news bulletins is it mentioned that 

the income the restriction of the social state will yield will be mainly used for the payment 

of the debt. These absences ensured the disarticulation of growth from its class 

consequences and allowed it to emerge as a positive prospect. It is no coincidence that the 

word “prospect” is part of Papandreou’s appeal together with survival, growth and justice. 

Even more revealing of the class character of the growth evoked in the three news bulletins 

would be a reference to a different model of growth, which unlike the growth of the 

midterm program, would fund the social state instead of being funded by it (Robolis 2013: 

7-8). Due to these absences, the midterm program with its cuts and privatizations appears 

to be the only way to growth, despite the many—mostly neokeynesian—voices supporting 

that long-term economic and social growth can be achieved by strengthening the social 

state (Robolis 2013: 12).  

The taxes are far from irrelevant to the conflict between the two models of growth, 

the one dismantling the social state and the other protecting it. First, because the different 

forms of tax exemptions and benefits constitute one of the two major functions of the 
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social state—the other one being the provision of social services we mentioned earlier 

(Theodoropoulos 1991: 319). Both the tax exemptions and benefits would be harshly 

curtailed by the midterm program, in addition to the imposition of additional taxes and the 

increase of the VAT. Second, because tax policies are a major mechanism of income 

redistribution and therefore they regulate who benefits from growth and who sacrifices for 

it. For this reason, they are also a valuable measure of social justice.  

In sum, together with the cuts on social spending and the privatizations, the tax 

measures of the midterm program represent a solution to the crisis that prevents growth by 

means of income redistribution and the reinforcement of the social state and favours “the 

unequal growth between the productive forces of economy (labour and capital)” (Robolis 

2013: 3). This is why such a growth is detrimental to both the social state and the rule of 

law, another fundamental principle of Greece’s constitutional order (Papadimitriou 1991: 

135). Theodoropoulos confirms the intrinsic relationship between social state and social 

justice, considering social justice and descent living conditions as “the aim and content” of 

the social state (1991: 319). Therefore, the appeal to justice in the 28-06-2011 news 

bulletin—either specifically linked to the new tax system that will supposedly tackle tax 

evasion or more generally linked to the vote of the midterm program like in Papandreou’s 

speech—is unsound and contributes to cloaking the fierce attack on the social state 

(Papadimitriou 1991: 138). From the standpoint of this double damage, it becomes clearer 

why the imaginary of growth and justice that will emerge after this footage is predicated on 

“the logic and needs of the capital” in opposition to the needs of the working people and 

those who suffer the consequences of the crisis the most (Stasinopoulou 1989: 241).  

It is therefore not surprising that “a feeling of dead end and injustice dominates”, as 

Venizelos noted in the 26-06-2011 news bulletin (00:12:24). But since no publicity was 

given to an alternative model of growth, it is the growth of the midterm program 

(disarticulated as it is from both its class consequences and the interests of the capital) that 

was left to address this feeling. By masking the consequences of the midterm program on 

the social state and social justice, there is no room for doubt that a hegemonic advantage is 

given to those who support the growth of the midterm program and those who benefit from 

it. Venizelos made sure to enhance this advantage by implying that the absence of an 

alternative growth is a fact while the growth of the midterm program is the only existing 

and safe option: “[no one] assumes the responsibility of a complete proposal that will be 

less painful for the citizens and, at the same time, not dangerous for them and the national 

economy”.   

Thus, the process of concealment silently but consistently unfolding throughout the 

three news bulletins forms the ground from which Venizelos’ appeal to the national 
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economy in the 26-06-2011 news bulletin and Papandreou’s appeal to the national success 

in Europe two days later derive their validity. At the same time, the reference to Europe 

adds persuasion power to the argument of national success, while masking the leading role 

of the EU to the dismantling of the social state. More specifically, within the 

national/European dialectic that this argument activates, the fact that the midterm program 

is the embodiment of the spirit and the letter of the Stability and Growth Pact and the Pact 

for the Euro (Robolis 2013: 10) is very likely to be overlooked. As a result, it may pass 

unnoticed that the dismantling of the social state is an essential constituent of the specific 

growth model that the EU chose and imposed to Greece by the midterm program. Instead, 

it may be perceived as an inescapable consequence of the only growth model that can 

safely address the crisis, given that any other model is silenced.105  

At the same time, the more the growth model of the midterm program becomes 

hegemonic, the more the interests of the Greek and European economic elite are 

universalized and naturalized as the interests of the whole nation. The fact that this nation 

is without citizens becomes even more of a reality—and a more invisible one—within the 

national/European context to which the argument of the national success in Europe refers. 

The attribute of people as citizens is violently challenged in a nation where two of the most 

fundamental principles of constitutional order are breached, the social state and the rule of 

law, and the “paraconstitution of the memorandum” tends to prevail (Katrougalos 2012: 7). 

The responsibility of the EU in this weakening of citizenship shares in the invisibility that 

the argument of the national success in Europe provides.  

  

4.2.3.4 Reversing the legacy of the Revolutions 

  

It has now become clearer how the argument of survival and that of the national 

success in Europe complement one another in the attempt to constitute the vote of the 

midterm program as a national obligation or duty. Inspiring the fear of survival and 

isolation from the EU and masking the damage to fundamental rights, such as the territorial 

sovereignty, the social state and the rule of law, are the processes through which this is 

attempted. Now, by adding more elements of the two politicians’ speeches to our analysis, 

we will examine how the constitution of the midterm program as a national duty functions 

at the expense of popular sovereignty, the people’s right to self-determine and decide about 

their lives. In this way, we will get a better idea of why the nation they evoke is without 

 
105. KKE’s announcement in the 27-06-2011 news bulletin refers to a different route of development” (00:23:49). 

However, no room to what this means is given to any of the analyzed news bulletins.  
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citizens and the citizens they evoke are without power. We will then be in a better position 

to evaluate the specific concept of nation and nationhood they appeal to in the selected 

extracts and discuss its effects, as a primary objective of this subsection is. We believe that 

using again the era of the Revolutions as the point of reference of this analysis will offer a 

valuable insight into the issue of popular sovereignty as it is mediated in the 28-06-2011 

news bulletin. The reason why this era lends itself for such an analysis lies in the new 

political mentality it introduced. In the three constituents of this mentality according to 

Habermas (1997: 39), i.e., the different perception of historical time, the idea that people 

shape their own fate and the legitimization of political power by recourse to reason, we can 

recognize some of the main discursive strategies Papandreou and Venizelos employ in the 

extracts under discussion.  

First of all, the arguments of survival and national success in Europe can be viewed 

as samples of the rational discourse to which every political authority since the era of the 

Revolutions should resort in order to achieve democratic legitimation (Habermas 1997: 

39). After our analysis about the coercive nature of the former and the damage masked by 

the latter, it goes without saying that their rationality does not place them in the 

revolutionary tradition. To use Aristotle’s distinction between rhetorics and dialectics 

(1980: 15), the specific arguments draw their rationality and persuasiveness from 

reaffirming the midterm program or bankruptcy dilemma. In this way, they conceal those 

aspects of reality that do not fall within the dilemma. Instead, a dialectical approach would 

put the dilemma and the reasoning supporting it “in logical control” and, in this way, it 

would reveal aspects of reality that exceed the specific dilemma and could challenge it 

(Aristotle 1980: 15).  

More specifically, a rationality reflective of the new consciousness that emerged in 

the era of the Revolutions would put forward the social bankruptcy106 that the midterm 

program will cause and make the rejection of the dilemma seem more reasonable than 

giving in to it; it would call attention to the class belongingness of the debt and provide a 

strong reason for claiming its write-off; or it would reveal the alternative growth models 

and offer a way out of the dilemma. In a nutshell, it would be a rationality that mediates 

and not unmediates reality—to enhance a conclusion we drew in the previous subsection. 

Such a rationality would point to new ways of political struggle and collective action 

unlike Papandreou’s rationality that implicitly suppresses them. It would create bridges of 

communication and cooperation between the political power and the mobilized population 

instead of trying to immobilize it.  

 
106. Also called by many “real bankruptcy” (Katrougalos 2012: 9), pointing to the abrupt and massive impoverishment 

of the Greek population.     
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The historical time of the appeal to the national duty can also be evaluated in the 

light of the mentality that occurred during the era of the Revolutions. “I know that Pasok’s 

parliamentary group will fulfill its duty for the future, our children, and its vote is enough 

to formally seal the creation of this new prospect for our motherland”, says Papandreou. In 

line with the mentality of the Revolutions, the time frame of Papandreou’s appeal is the 

future, while he portrays the vote of the midterm program as an action marking the 

beginning of a new era (Habermas 1997: 39). In the extract of his speech right after, 

Venizelos enhances this idea by presenting the vote of the midterm program as a historical 

opportunity: “But those who place their qualifications on interest, lose the capital of 

history”. Thus, the promise of a new beginning implied by Papandreou is confirmed by 

Venizelos even more implicitly, through his approach to history. Consistent with the 

revolutionary spirit, he portrays history as an “abstract system of reference for a future-

oriented action” that leads inevitably to progress (Habermas 1997: 39). The adherence of 

this conception of progress to the future implies an irreversible break with the past 

(Benjamin in Habermas 1997: 40). Abandoning “nature-like continuities […] for a political 

practice […] of self-determination and self-realization” (Habermas 1997: 39) has been 

undoubtedly a cornerstone in the history of human emancipation. However, in our case, 

neither the future promised is better than the past left behind nor the people are invited to 

shape their own destiny. On the contrary, the midterm program would mark a dramatic 

deterioration of the living standards for the biggest part of society. 

At the same time, the question pervading Venizelos’ speech is not whether the 

social price of the midterm program is worth paying but whether the Greek people will 

manage to pay it. Since the “character and content of the [progress] are not aporias” 

(Sevastakis 2004: 163), Venizelos does not need to provide any reason why the 

consequences of the midterm program must be accepted. Instead, he can rely on the 

concept of history and progress he mobilized to furnish the answer: if the vote of the 

midterm program automatically leads Greece to progress, then the midterm program 

represents a destiny that has to be fulfilled (Balibar 1991: 86). By linking the midterm 

program to the notion of destiny, the “illusion of national identity” (Balibar 1991: 86) 

becomes stronger and functions as a supplement to the rationality he needs for legitimizing 

its vote as a national duty. It is a national duty to overcome all obstacles that prevent 

Greece from achieving progress (Sevastakis 2004: 163). This is why he exclaims: “It will 

be a real pity, a pity from Greece’s God, not to make it and not to succeed”.  

The stronger the illusory bond of the midterm program with national identity, the 

weaker the popular sovereignty in the definition of the “national”. Greece replaces the 

Greek citizens and its destiny takes precedence over their right to self-determine theirs. In 
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this context, it is not unlikely that popular sovereignty, either expressed by the people 

protesting in the streets or the MPs disagreeing with the vote of the midterm program, may 

even be perceived as an obstacle to the fulfillment of the national destiny. The legitimation 

of the vote of the midterm program by activating the national identity and destiny does not 

only mark a departure from the revolutionary idea that “politics […] should be justifiable 

on the basis of reason” (Ηabermas 1997: 41); it also revives the metaphysical discourse 

with which the revolutionary consciousness tried to break.  

The most salient aspect of this revival, Venizelos’ appeal to “the God of Greece”, 

should not be regarded as a “superficial fusion of nationalism and ecclesiastical 

‘ideology’” (Sevastakis 2004: 125). Also, it should not be considered in isolation from the 

other elements of his speech or that of Papandreou, but in conjunction with them. In this 

way, the ideological origins and effects of the extract under discussion can be better 

understood. For this purpose, we believe that Venizelos’ discourse should be examined in 

the light of ethnoromanticism (Sevastakis 2004: 123). Not because its constituent elements 

are identical with those of the ethnoromantic discourse. On the contrary, they have 

significant differences to which we will make brief references. They do share though some 

core elements on the role of which we will focus. Besides, we consider their differences to 

be a result of their biggest similarity: the fact that they both are “styles of thought” 

(Mannheim 1993: 260), in the sense that they do not constitute a coherent ideology but a 

blend of ideas chosen on the basis of intentions that are shaped in specific historical 

conditions. As styles of thought, their differences are owed to the “changing background” 

and the specific intentions that correspond to it (Mannheim 1993: 260). From this 

perspective, the ideas expressed by Venizelos and Papandreou as they are assembled in the 

footage under study are defined by what is at stake in the specific historical moment: the 

vote on the midterm program and the social unrest surrounding it.  

Venizelos’ reference to the God of Greece hypostatizes the nation and, in this way, 

enhances its uniqueness. The singularity of Greece he evokes and the reference to religion 

by which he does so are important elements he shares with ethnoromanticism (Sevastakis 

2004: 129).107 Given that his speech follows that of Papandreou and in no way contradicts 

it, Greece’s uniqueness falls within the European framework that Papandreou has set. The 

approach to Europe as the field in which the meaning of nationhood is acquired and tested 

is also totally in line with ethnoromanticism (Sevastakis 2004: 130). Besides, neither in the 

discourse of the two politicians nor in ethnoromanticism is Europe regarded as an 

 
107. This idea of “hypostatization” is drawn upon Berger and Luckmann’s notion of “reifying hypostatisation of identity” 

(in Wodak et al. 2009: 45). We believe that the effects of this hypostatization should be sought on both the level of 

collective and individual identity, given that, unlike Wodak et al., we agree with Ricoeur that there is a dialectical 

relationship between the narrative constitution of the individual and the collective identity (in Wodak et al. 2009: 13)—in 

our case, the national one—and, as a result, we believe that the latter strongly affects the former.  
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economic and political integration; it is regarded as a cultural and spiritual entity.108 In this 

context, where political reasoning is replaced by appeal to religion, not only does Greece’s 

membership of the EU remain beyond doubt, it acquires the quality of a natural law 

(Habermas 1997: 41). Thus, although there is no explicit similarity between the speeches 

of the two politicians, Venizelos’ speech enables Papandreou’s symbolic meaning of 

survival, i.e., the survival of Greece’s membership of the EU, to gain more legitimization. 

The idea of the vital dependence between the singularity of Greece and its EU 

membership, both conceived in cultural terms, can be also found in the statement of one of 

the most prominent representatives of ethnoromanticism: “Hellenism is meaningful and 

can survive only as long as it provides a cultural proposal that can actively and 

dynamically intervene in the becoming of contemporary Europe” (Giannaras in Sevastakis 

2004: 130).   

The depoliticization of the nation and its conceptualization in purely cultural terms 

is part of the fundamental function that the discourse of the two politicians shares with 

ethnoromanticism: the exclusion of the political nation. More specifically, when Venizelos 

attempts to constitute the singularity of Greece through an equation between “a nation, a 

people and a religion” (Billig 1995: 64), he takes a clear position on what Demertzis calls 

“maybe the most known and valid distinction in the ideology of nationalism”, namely, that 

between the political and cultural nation (1996: 227). The “extra degree of particularity” 

that Venizelos attempts to attach to Greece through his equation functions as “a principle 

of closure, of exclusion” (Balibar 1991: 99). In this way, his discourse is sealed not only 

against the political nation but against political thinking altogether.109 In a nutshell, the 

political nation, what was the most tangible expression of the postmetaphysical theorizing 

that the era of the Revolutions inaugurated is now the target of Venizelos’ metaphysical 

discourse. Lastly, it is important to note that in what seems to be a fusion of nationalism 

and ecclesiastical ideology we can discern another critical aspect of Venizelos’ hegemonic 

attempt: his effort to strengthen his ties with the ecclesiastical world and, in this way, 

increase the influence of the government on the religious part of the Greek society.110     

 
108. This allows the opposition of ethnoromanticism to the ideology of the market and economism—a sharp difference 

with the neoliberal orientation of the two politicians—to be unproblematically left out of the two politicians’ discourse. 

109. The fact that the ingredients of the political nation—the rights and obligations of its members—are not replaced by 

the usual ingredients of the cultural nation, such as language, traditions or national history (Liakos 2005: 152), but by 

religion and, more particularly, divinity, confirms the association between nationalism and religion that Benedict 

Anderson points out (1983: 34).   

110. The government tried to ensure the tolerance of the clergy by exempting the salaries of the priests from the new cuts, 

the property of the church from a special tax that was introduced by the midterm program and the various fees the 

believers pay to the priests from the VAT. It achieved its goal, as can be read between the lines of the announcement that 

archbishop Ieronymos, the head of the Greek Orthodox church, issued on 15 September: “The Church has intensified its 

efforts to reinforce its charity and social work [...] in order to heal the wounds that the unprecedented crisis has caused to 

the vulnerable groups of the population and not only to them”. The absence of any critique on the government or the EU, 

the implicit justification of their policies as the outcome of an “unprecedented crisis” and the portrayal of the crisis as a 
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Venizelos’ ahistorical appeal to history we referred to earlier further enhances 

metaphysical thinking and its depoliticizing effect. Although the identification of progress 

with the future that Venizelos implies is in opposition to the tendency of ethnoromanticism 

to reject any novelty (Sevastakis 2004: 142), it shares with it the same metaphysical 

approach to history. On the one hand Venizelos identifies history with the future and 

considers progress a natural dynamics. On the other hand, ethnoromanticism identifies 

history with a beautified past and describes progress as the reinvention of this past 

(Sevastakis 2004: 131). Despite their difference, they both refer to history as an idea, 

totally void of material determinants (Sevastakis 2004: 152, 153). In this way, events, 

ideologies, and identities are socially and politically decontextualized, paving the way for 

their ontological and religious recontextualization, such as the one attempted by Venizelos. 

In this concept of history, present is skipped or ignored and collective actors play no role, 

given that history is abstractly defined by the future or the past. The idea of history moving 

irreversibly towards progress or being nostalgically confined to the past engulfs historical 

reality and the different collective projects that collide in it. In this way, the “potential of 

different outcomes of social progress” fades away or slips out of view (Sevastakis 2004: 

132). 

To conclude, while the legacy of the Revolutions is reversed, the nation is 

depoliticized and defined in metaphysical and ahistorical terms. The political nation gives 

way to the cultural and religious nation. It is in the name of this nation that the vote of the 

midterm program is constituted as a national duty. As this happens, popular sovereignty is 

severely undermined, given that the political nation, the terrain in which popular 

sovereignty is exerted, is essentially canceled. As a result, the conscious political action of 

the citizens is discouraged and they are invited to accept the “life context” that the midterm 

program will produce (Habermas 1997: 40). In this way, the nation becomes the reason for 

the suppression of freedom instead of its “gage and emblem”, as it dreamed itself in the 

age of the Enlightenment and the Revolutions (Anderson 1983: 38). In sum, alongside the 

territorial sovereignty, the social state and the rule of law, the popular sovereignty—the 

foundation of the political nation—is also severely damaged. Society is nationalized111 and 

its members are constituted as a “national community” (Balibar 1991: 93) rather than a 

body of citizens determining the operation of their nation and their lives. Although not 

explicit, the role of the EU in undermining popular sovereignty is again decisive.    

 

 
natural disaster with temporary effects that can be “healed” are all aspects of the tolerance and indirect support of the 

church to the government.  

111. “The Nationalization of Society” is the title of a section of Balibar’s essay “The Nation Form: History and Ideology” 

(1991: 90).  
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4.2.3.5 Emotion: the propagandistic aspect of depoliticization  

 

The place that the absence of the political nation leaves does not remain vacant. It 

is filled by a “national feeling” (Anderson 1983: 340) that runs through the speeches of the 

two politicians. This feeling lurks in the argument of survival and that of the national 

success in Europe. It is expressed each time the words “home country”, “country”, 

“homeland” or “motherland” are uttered and the possessive adjective “our” addresses the 

need for belongingness to them.112 It emanates from the appeal to the God of Greece and 

the national uniqueness implicit in it. It lies in the words chosen for the caption on 

Venizelos’ statement: “We must endure, it’s a pity not to succeed”. Emotion overpowers 

any (appearances of) rationality in the selected extracts, something that the editors of the 

news bulletin had no intention of hiding: “[Papandreou and Venizelos] addressed the 

emotion of the MPs in order to stress the importance of the vote”, says the voiceover in the 

introduction to the footage. The notion of patriotism summoned by the word “motherland” 

or the adjective “patriotic”—in our text accompanying the word “obligation”—is the 

utmost expression of the emotion that relates to the nation. The definition of patriotism by 

Morris Janowitz as “the persistence of love or attachment to a country” (in Billig 1995: 56) 

confirms its emotional power and, by extension, its appropriateness for constituting a 

national identity based on emotion.  

The advantage of the emotional constitution of identity is eloquently described by 

Melucci: “Such a remarkable affective dimension is fundamentally ‘nonrational’ in 

character without yet being irrational. It is meaningful and provides the actors with the 

capacity of making sense of their being together” (1996: 66, emphasis in original). In other 

words, the national feeling, patriotism—or whatever name someone may choose for the 

affective elements of the two politicians’ discourse—carries enough “emotion and 

meaning” to divert the audience’s attention from the material premises and consequences 

of the midterm program, while providing what is required or needed for identity 

construction (Melucci 1996: 66). In this context, the arguments of survival and national 

success or the appeal to history and the God of Greece are more likely to be valued for the 

bonds they create than evaluated for their validity. Therefore, the national identity 

constituted through the affective elements of the two politicians’ discourse can be regarded 

as a major force of depoliticization of the discussion about the vote on the midterm 

program. 

We do not know whether the role of such an identity is indeed as powerful as 

 
112. The use of these words calls to mind Anderson’s remark that the attachment to the country is usually expressed 

“either in the vocabulary of kinship […] or that of home” and that “both idioms denote something to which one is 

naturally tied” (1983:  342-343).       
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Melucci claims: “a system of reference which in itself is not subject to calculation [and] is 

formed previous to the performance of calculation itself” (1996: 66). But there is no doubt 

that the insertion of this footage in such a central position of the news bulletin does aim to 

use the influence of an identity constituted in this way to affect people’s views and 

attitudes towards the vote of the midterm program. And it is beyond question that under the 

influence of a national identity grounded in emotion, the vote of the midterm program is 

more likely to be justified as a duty. In the same vein, the “sacrifices” it involves—as 

Tremi abstractly dubbed the consequences of its measures in the news bulletin of the 

previous day—are more likely to be regarded as necessary. Besides, the rhetoric of 

nationhood and patriotism goes hand in hand with the language of sacrifice, Billig points 

out several times in his analysis (1995: 2, 20, 21, 65, 78), while Anderson reminds us of 

the “colossal sacrifices” that have been made in the name of the nation (1983: 38). In the 

light of Melucci’s affective dimension of identity, these sacrifices can even be approached 

as “investments” in the future of the nation, while the survival and national success may be 

perceived as “rewards” (1996: 66). It is interesting to note that both the meaning of 

investment and reward are encouraged when Tremi says that people fear “their sacrifices 

were made in vain” or when one day later Venizelos cries out what a great pity it will be 

not to succeed. The representation of the damage to fundamental rights and the selling off 

of public assets either as necessary sacrifices to be made or as investments to be rewarded 

is an important aspect of the depoliticizing role of the national identity based on emotion.  

It is important to note that the national and patriotic feeling does not only justify the 

sacrifices, but also those who expressly or tacitly ask for them. After all, “nationness is the 

most universally legitimate value in the political life of our time”, Anderson rightly 

remarks (1983: 29), and those who evoke it share in the legitimacy it offers. As Spilios 

Papaspiliopoulos characteristically puts it: “[...] The monopoly of legitimacy is claimed by 

those who express themselves in the name of the people and the nation” (1989: 55). Also, 

given that patriotism is considered to be “defensive”, those who appeal to it are perceived 

as “defenders, not attackers” (Papaspiliopoulos 1989: 56, 57). Venizelos makes maximum 

use of the legitimizing connotations of nationness and patriotism by implicitly presenting 

himself and those who support the midterm program as selfless guardians of Greece’s 

future against those who put their personal interests higher than those of the country. In 

this depoliticized context, the aggressive nature of the midterm program becomes 

defensive and the role of the aggressor is transferred to those who oppose the midterm 

program.   

The primacy of the emotive dimension is a core element of the propagandistic 

discourse (Pleios 2001: 91). The fact that the national feeling and emotion in general are 



  205 

stirred up on the basis of the consequences that the Greek people will suffer if the midterm 

program is not voted rather than the consequences that voting the midterm program will 

have is also a fundamental characteristic of the propagandistic discourse, which 

systematically “disregards the real”, Pleios notes (2001: 101); and there is no doubt that the 

measures of the midterm program and their consequences are much more tangible than the 

threat of survival and bankruptcy or even their positive counterparts, the national success 

in Europe, growth or justice. In sum, the rise of the national feeling is not propagandistic 

per se. What makes it propagandistic is that it rises far removed from the historical reality, 

in a vacuum of concrete economic and sociopolitical conditions, consequences and aims 

and because of this vacuum. In other words, the propagandistic function of the two 

politicians’ speeches lies in the specific “judgments, shared beliefs, or representations 

about nationhood” that shape the national feeling as well as in the absence of the wider 

processes to which these judgments and representations are linked (Billig 1995: 18). To 

conclude, the depoliticizing and propagandistic functions of the national identity grounded 

in emotion are inextricably woven together. The following phrase by Papandreou is 

reflective of this relationship: “I invite you to vote with the hand on the heart for the 

motherland. For Greece”.  

 

4.2.3.6 The depoliticized nation, a classless nation 

 

We examined the arguments through which the vote of the midterm program was 

constituted as a national duty and how these arguments have contributed to masking the 

severe consequences of the midterm program: the damage on the territorial sovereignty, 

the social state, the rule of law and the popular sovereignty. In addition, we showed that 

this process was premised on a non-political definition of nation and how it further 

depoliticized it, turning it into a “totalizing [a]historical necessity”, to paraphrase what 

Mészáros claims for universality (1971: 121). Also, by emphasizing the affective elements 

of this process, we pointed to the propagandistic function of such a depoliticized nation 

and national identity. Intrinsic to the non-political nation invoked as well as to the process 

of depoliticization this appeal initiates is the difference from class. By focusing on class, 

the dialectical relationship between sameness and difference inherent in identity, as we 

mentioned at the opening of this subsection, acquires concrete meaning. Conversely, it is 

through this relationship that class is realized and its—contingent—objectivity is 

reaffirmed. Nation and class are not by definition “mutually incompatible particularisms” 

(Balibar 1991: 230-231), as we will explain later on; they become incompatible in this 
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depoliticized context. To put this differently, the appeal to a national identity stripped of 

any political dimension triggers a process of difference from class. It also triggers a 

process of sameness to which class is also central. But before discussing the equally 

important aspect of sameness, let us see how the process of depoliticization becomes a 

process of disarticulation from class through difference. After all, the role of difference is 

primordial in the formation of identity, social anthropologists hold: “identity is not born 

from the characteristics that a group shares with other groups, but from the consciousness 

and the organization of difference from them” (in Liakos 2005: 68-69). Thinkers who 

adopt Derrida’s approach to the creation of identity also agree on the primacy of 

difference. Mouffe’s statement is characteristic: “the affirmation of a difference is a 

precondition for the existence of any identity” (2005: 15).    

Thus, we should first of all bear in mind that the aspect of difference in the 

constitution of every identity inevitably involves the creation of boundaries with some 

outgroup. Given that what is at stake is the vote on the midterm program and not a war 

with some external enemy, the boundaries that the constitution of national identity involves 

are not between “we” Greeks and some foreign “others”. Using Balibar’s distinction, they 

are not “external frontiers” but “internal” ones (1991: 95). Despite the appeal to the 

national “we”, it is the political “them” that is demarcated beyond the boundaries. This is 

because, although borrowing the language of ethnic or cultural nationalism, the appeal of 

the two politicians is an example of civic nationalism and has political aims and content. 

As such, the boundaries it sets are sociopolitical and, unlike those set by ethnic 

nationalism, they pass largely unnoticed (Balibar 1991: 47-48).  

That political “other” is first of all a whole different concept of politics. Contrary to 

the official politics, which claims that can politically bypass class struggle and the clash of 

interests and power it entails, this concept of politics is interwoven with class antagonism. 

In particular, according to this concept of politics, the “perpetually evolving conflict” is 

“what binds social groups and individuals together” (Balibar 1991: 169, emphasis in 

original). Thus, when a depoliticized national identity is evoked, an attempt is made to 

transform “the real nature of the political sphere”, determined as it is by class antagonism, 

“into a formal universality directly emanating from the ‘Idea’” of nation (Mészáros 1971: 

112). In this way, the discourse of nation conceived as an abstract, ahistorical and eternal 

entity attempts to obscure or replace class struggle (Kellogg 1988: 194)—intensified as it 

may be due to the vote on the midterm program. At the same time, since it is not conflict 

the binding power of society then it is nation. As such, it is the only visible “solution” to 

the divisive political dilemma of the midterm program (Mészáros 1971: 112). It is also a 

solution of “good sense” as opposed to the solution of class struggle that only “certain 
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unpleasant zealous ones” would opt for (Keynes in Mészáros 1971: 95, emphasis in 

original).  

To make clearer how the process of depoliticization relates to that of disarticulation 

from class, we should note that the appeal to a depoliticized national identity sets 

“boundaries between truth and error” (Billig 1995: 130), promoting as true the concept of 

politics “autonomiz[ed] from any social basis, and more specifically, from any class 

foundation” (Wood 1986: 2) and excluding as erroneous the concept of politics based on 

class struggle. However, the political “other” is not only the political concept of class 

struggle but also all of those actively or potentially engaged in it. It is the working class 

and the social movement against the midterm program through which this working class 

“happens”, to recall Thompson’s basic tenet. From this perspective, the depoliticizing 

effect of the appeal to a depoliticized national identity comes down to this: directing people 

away from actively participating in the class struggle at a time of climax and, as a result, 

preventing them from constituting themselves as a class. Their constitution as a non-

political nation is far safer for the vote of the midterm program now and the perpetuation 

of the existing social order in the long term. 

There are many more examples of difference from class to be found if one revisits 

the whole process of depoliticization we have presented so far, while it is difficult to tell 

whether difference from class is the necessary condition for this depoliticization or its 

immediate outcome. The class aspects of the midterm program that were hushed up to 

allow—but also as a result of—the constitution of its vote as a national duty are such 

examples. The most important of these aspects is the damage to the social state, given that 

it is the lower classes that are more dependent on it. The privatizations of public assets, the 

changes in labour relations and the cuts on salaries and workforce that the restriction of the 

state involves are also vital class issues (Zandy 1996: 16) that stayed out of public 

dialogue. As we mentioned earlier, the same happened with the class character of the 

model of growth that the journalists and politicians of the news bulletins favour. At the 

same time, difference from class or any other “collective and material determinant” is in 

the core of the ethnoromantic discourse and therefore of its depoliticizing effect 

(Sevastakis 2004: 152). Finally, the absence of any reference to the payment of the national 

debt in relation to the measures of the midterm program repeatedly exemplifies how 

important difference from class is in depoliticizing the discussion.  

After all, “class struggle and class itself have always been eminently political 

concepts” (Balibar 1991: 169, emphasis in original), so the stronger the difference of the 

discussion from class, the further removed from the space of political struggle. Avoiding a 

face to face encounter with the class opponent (Balibar 1991: 160) when the class struggle 
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is at a peak is rather a choice of good sense, to use Keynes’ words. In addition to being 

safer, bypassing class through depoliticization is more efficient for disempowering the 

class opponent. The depoliticized national identity the two politicians appeal to and the 

effect on the popular sovereignty this appeal may have is a characteristic aspect of this 

efficiency. In sum, the dialectic of sameness and difference that permeates the constitution 

of any identity, in our case the national one, helps us to shed more light on the process of 

disarticulation from class we have been focusing on. In this way, the important and 

inextricable relation between depoliticization and disarticulation from class can be better 

understood. It is due to this relation that we have already used them often in the same 

context of analysis.  

The process of sameness that the constitution of a depoliticized national identity 

involves plays an important part too in the disarticulation from class. The boundaries with 

the outgroup imply the creation of an ingroup the members of which are connected with 

relations of sameness. Given that difference is the first moment of the dialectic between 

sameness and difference—although the parts of the dialectic are inseparable—difference 

with class determines the kind of sameness that the members of the ingroup share. To 

recall an idea we mentioned at the opening of this subsection, it is a sameness that contains 

the class by opposing it. At the same time, the fact that this sameness is part of the dialectic 

of the national identity and not of some other identity is of course not inconsequential. The 

parts are bound with the whole by interaction, says Hegel (in Taylor 1975: 277). As a 

result, the parts express the nature of the whole and acquire its specific qualities as much as 

a whole cannot be conceived without its parts. From this perspective, considering the 

defining elements of the nation can help us to make clear the nature of sameness 

permeating the constitution of the national identity in the news bulletin under study. In this 

way, we will be able to better understand the depoliticized nature and depoliticizing role of 

this national identity as well as its contribution to the overall process of disarticulation 

from class.  

Among the main elements characterizing the nation that Wodak et al. mention we 

will focus on two: equality and unity (2009: 22). Anderson also places great emphasis on 

the element of the equality when he writes: “the nation is always conceived as a deep, 

horizontal comradeship” (1983: 38, our emphasis). The aspect of sameness in the 

constitution of national identity can incorporate unaltered the element of equality with 

which the nation is associated. Everyone in the nation is equal means they have the same 

rights, opportunities and obligations. According to this conception, social classes are 

“gradated”, as Stanislaw Ossowski holds: they form a continuum and do not oppose one 

another but are “of more or less equal order” (1962: 40, 41, our emphasis). Although the 
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model of class gradation acknowledges the existence of social classes, it enhances the 

difference from class. By describing a social landscape with no class divisions and thus no 

need for class struggle, classes are portrayed as mere sociological categories that exist 

independently of one another (Ossowski 1962: 41). This is the specific way in which 

equality as an expression of sameness contains class by opposing it. In this way, the 

representation of classes as dynamic sociopolitical formations that relate organically to one 

another and can affect the social structure as a whole is totally ruled out of the constitution 

of national identity attempted in the discussed footage. 

 

4.2.3.7 Towards an imaginary of general and personal interest 

  

Having taken class struggle out of the social picture, there is every reason for the 

members of society to appear united. But unity does not merely reflect the absence of class 

struggle in the constitution of national identity; it contributes to this absence in its own 

right and thus to the disarticulation from class. As with equality, it does so through the 

aspect of sameness. “Sameness is a sort of unity”, Aristotle believes, given that it tends to 

form unitary entities (in Schofield 1974: 43). Nevertheless, to better understand how unity 

contributes to the disarticulation from class, we should regard sameness not as a passive 

bearer of the nation’s property of unity, but as an active part of the process of unification 

that the appeal to nation activates. The constitution of national identity is “a programme of 

unification”, Billig says (1995: 130), confirming our approach to identity as a process of 

identification. In particular, and contrary to Ossowski’s view of gradation according to 

which classes are neither opposing nor even related to one another, we should see 

unification as an attempt to establish a relation of unity between the opposing classes. In 

sum, if the aspect of sameness is regarded as expressing the nation’s defining element of 

unity, like with equality, it is revealed how it participates in the disarticulation of the 

national identity from class, and thus to its classless character. However, if the aspect of 

sameness is regarded as contributing to a process of unification of the opposing classes, it 

is revealed how its role exceeds the disarticulation from class to perform a far more 

important hegemonic act: to create a possibility of articulation with general interest. In 

other words, unity and unification as operations of sameness contain and oppose class both 

as a necessary condition and a potential.  

Viewing identity as a process of identification—and thus viewing unity as 

unification—can offer us a better insight into the role that the two politicians’ appeal to 

national identity may play, especially inserted as it is in the very center of the discussed 
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news bulletin. The role of imagination that David Velleman sees as inherent in the process 

of identification (2006: 349) is especially relevant here. More specifically, taking into 

account the exercise of imagination involved in the process of unification that the appeal to 

national identity by the two politicians initiates, we can better understand how this appeal 

opens the way for the classless imaginary of growth and justice to emerge later in the news 

bulletin and, most importantly, to emerge as an imaginary of general interest. From this 

perspective, the words “growth” and “justice” mentioned inconspicuously in between 

“survival” and “prospect” by Papandreou in this footage can be seen as precursors of this 

imaginary. It is as components of this imaginary that they will take on their full 

signification value and will come to maturity, to use again Barthes’ concept.  

Although “deliberately imagining” (Velleman 2006: 349) that growth and justice 

promised by the midterm program will benefit everyone may not be powerful enough to 

prevail over awareness of the world’s class cleavages and the structural limitations that 

being a member of the lower classes entails, imagination within the context of 

identification is likely to make you “unconsciously imagin[e]” society as unified and 

growth and justice as accessible to everyone (Velleman 2006: 350). After all, in such a 

society resembling more of a “corporation” where everyone can achieve some status 

according to their “skill” (Hegel in Mészáros 1971: 111), the imaginary of growth and 

justice is likely to seem plausible. It may even be well received, given that no positive and 

plausible imaginary emerges from the opposite camp other than “class war”, as Keynes 

dubs class struggle (in Mészáros 1971: 95), portrayed by the media as mere war.  

Thanks to the imagination involved in the process of identification that the appeal 

to nation triggers, when the imaginary emerges later in the news bulletin, the midterm 

program may even be perceived less as a national duty than as a personal opportunity. In 

the following passage, where Mészáros criticizes Hegel for performing “an imaginary 

reversal of actual [social] relations” (1971: 112), we can see how the appeal to nation—

through the identification process it informs—can predispose the individual to allow a 

social imaginary to determine their view of the world and social position, while pushing 

into the background the structural conditions and constraints: “[...] actual particularism is 

derived by means of [a] deduction from the ‘Idea’ of universality, so as to be successfully 

reconciled with the latter through the fictitious ‘mediation’ of an abstract ‘possibility’–an 

empty postulate–of the individual acquiring universality by entering any class ‘on the 

strength of his skill’” (Mészáros 1971: 111, emphasis in original). In short, under the 

influence of the appeal to nation, the illusionary opportunities offered by the imaginary of 

growth and justice are more likely to gain the upper hand in shaping the individual’s class 

consciousness over the material reality of the midterm program (Mészáros 1971: 112). 
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Very important for the preparation of the imaginary’s emergence and, most 

importantly, for its reception as beneficial for everyone and for each one individually is the 

following phrase of Venizelos towards the end of his speech: “We must cross-fertilize the 

sense of general interest with the sense of the individual and family interest”. There is one 

critical issue he takes for granted: that the midterm program objectively represents the 

general interest. From this perspective, he presupposes a definition of general interest that 

is disarticulated from class and class struggle or, in Hall’s words, that is “predicated on an 

assumption that we all live in a society where the bonds which bind labour and capital 

together are stronger, and more legitimate, than the grievances which divide us into labour 

versus capital” (1982: 65). In such a society, the interests of the individuals and families 

are of course also disarticulated from class, thus Venizelos’ invitation to “cross fertilize” 

them with the general interest sounds both realistic and necessary.  

In the center of this disarticulation from class is the Marxian concept of social need. 

In particular, what the conception of interest that Venizelos invokes attempts to engulf and 

eliminate are the social needs of the individuals. Contrary to the general interest, which in 

the name of “general validity” is imposed as an independent and ahistorical structure on 

the members of a class or a society, social needs are “socially produced” and thus 

historically determined (Heller 1975: 77, 80, 81). This is why “an emphasis on needs of 

determinate beings” would bring to the foreground “their strivings to realize [these] needs” 

and, consequently, it would shift the focus towards class struggle and its understanding as 

the driving force of the specific society (Lebowitz 1979: 350). However, a society driven 

by class struggle can transcend capitalism, Marx suggests, and the role of needs in this 

transcendence is as “hidden but principal” as Heller holds (in Lebowitz 1979: 350). In 

particular, Marx juxtaposes capitalist society with the society of “associated producers” 

claiming that the former decides “on the basis of profit and the relation of this profit to the 

invested capital […]”, while the latter decides “on the basis of the relation between the 

production and social needs” (in Heller 1975: 80). In this passage, it is made clear that 

social needs are irreducible to capitalism. Instead, Venizelos attempts to reduce the social 

needs to the general interest and through this to the criteria and priorities of the capitalist 

classes as embedded in the midterm program.  

If we examine the function of Venizelos’ phrase from different angles, it proves to 

be particularly multifaceted. First, we can regard it as an attempt to particularize the 

universal—to invert Laclau’s idea we mentioned at the opening of this subsection. While 

with the universalization of the particular the nation is used to identify the interests of the 

ruling class with those of society as a whole, with the particularization of the universal the 

general interest is used to portray the interests of the ruling class as interests of each 
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individual. In both cases, the property of the nation to constitute “shared experiences and 

concerns”, but also interests, is mobilized (Wodak et al. 2009: 24). This ability of any 

national narrative to create meaningful connections between different elements is also a 

reason why we regard the footage on the two politicians’ appeal to nation as an 

introduction to the imaginary of growth and justice that will be constituted in the next part 

of the news bulletin. It is due to this cohesive role of the national narrative that we think 

that the insertion of the footage in the center of the news bulletin after the field of consent 

has been established and before the constitution of the equivalential chain begins is very 

critical and not accidental. Regarded as an attempt to bind together different interests, 

Venizelos’ phrase decisively contributes to the preparation of the imaginary’s emergence. 

This contribution is the second important facet of his phrase.  

From a third standpoint, Venizelos’ phrase can be viewed as an attempt to objectify 

the reality of the midterm program as the only one where people’s interests can be 

satisfied. Any other reality than the existing one would be uncertain in this regard (Heller 

1975: 82). Such an attempt to subordinate the audience to “the principle of reality” defined 

according to “the evaluative orientations of a [specific] social group”—the hegemonic 

block in our case—is another important aspect of the propagandistic discourse (Pleios 

2001: 91). The use of the word “sense” in both parts of his phrase (“the sense of the 

general interest” in the first part and “the sense of the individual and family interest” in the 

second one) creates an “emotional resemblance” (Pleios 2001: 91) to the notion of interest 

considered in purely class or even sociological terms. This reveals that Venizelos aims at 

the emotional level: it is enough if the idea of the general interest expressing and serving 

the individual and family interests “is real to the extent that one is convinced of it, believes 

in it and identifies with it emotionally” (Wodak et al. 2009: 22). This claim to objectivity 

and realism on the one hand and the appeal to emotion on the other are also vital aspects of 

the propagandistic discourse.  

The notion of family to which Venizelos refers plays an important role in this 

multidimensional attempt. First, because of its emotional value, which exceeds—but also 

contains—that of separate individuals. Second, because it contributes to the 

particularization of the universal, which in the discussed extracts is the nation and the 

general interest that stems from it. This is because families need nations as much as nations 

need families. Families embody the “clearly expressed desire to continue a common life” 

in a nation that would otherwise “not have an absolute existence” (Renan in Billig 1995: 

95). In turn, the existence of the nation is in the families’ best interest, as they need a 

homeland where their common life can continue. From this perspective, families can 

translate the universal “we” of the nation into a particular—and emotional—“us” (Billig 
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1995: 72), while justifying the necessity of the link between the general and the 

individual/family interest that Venizelos expresses with the word “must”. However, by 

linking the family directly to the nation, the society surrounding it becomes almost 

invisible. Families are not portrayed as parts of a social fabric but as private entities in a 

social void. In a time of social insecurity, the direct link between the nation and the family 

creates the comforting illusion that individual and family interests can be satisfied without 

the intermediation of social institutions. In this way, the impact that the midterm program 

will have on the social state, the labour relations, etc is kept in the unseen background of 

the discussion.   

 The common characteristic of the above-mentioned aspects is their depoliticized 

nature and depoliticizing function. Nevertheless, the appeal to emotion that the reference to 

family activates and the depoliticized link between the nation and the family it establishes 

are not only examples and factors of depoliticization. They also contribute to the relation 

between the depoliticization and the disarticulation from class and class struggle that is 

central in this thesis. As a result, they enhance “the sense of as-if” there are no classes 

(Billig 1995: 139, our emphasis; Fraser 1995: 289) that is so characteristic of this footage 

and, along with it, the articulation of the midterm program with the general interest. 

Venizelos’ reference to family is followed by his reference to the God of Greece. After that 

the footage is over and the way is wide open for the emergence of the social imaginary and 

the idea it carries with it: the midterm program is like growth and justice. 

 

4.2.3.8 Classless nation: exclusion of the collective individual  

 

While society becomes invisible, nation stands out. In particular, “society dissolves 

into individuals [and families] and [the nation] appears as the supervisor and guardian of 

the individual interests, as a force outside and beyond society” (Maniatis 2011: 75). As a 

result, the individual is not defined in relation to society but to nation. However, it is not an 

autonomous “member” of the nation but “subject” to it (Williams 1961: 110). We 

discussed earlier how the individual is deprived of its political role to shape its own fate 

and is invited to accept the midterm program as a national destiny. How the sacrifice of its 

rights is hidden behind the cloak of national duty. How its needs are reduced to the 

national interest and thus homogenized with the interests of the ruling elite (Heller 1975: 

78). How the collective determination of its class “defined with reference to actual, 

historically specific, social relationships” (Mészáros 1971: 110) is replaced by the abstract 

collective determination of the nation, the national identity and the national duty. Schmitt 
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would agree that rather than a state of autonomy for the individual, this is a state of exile: 

“Placing the autonomy of various areas of human life outside the political, it leads it to 

total isolation” (in Maniatis 2011: 69). We have explained that responsible for this 

isolation in our case is the mediation of the relationship between the individual and society 

by a depoliticized nation and the subsequent exclusion of class from this mediation. 

Though not in any obvious way, this type of exclusion is included in the range of meanings 

that the statement of Anton Pelinka covers: “every identity inevitably involves inclusion 

and exclusion” (in Wodak et al. 2009: 17). We have shown how national identity 

effectuates these processes of inclusion and exclusion of class through the dialectical 

relationship between sameness and difference. Later on, we will show how these two 

aspects produce social subjectivities that are opposed to one another: the collective and the 

individualistic one.  

The exclusion of class is part of a wider relation that the specific mediation targets: 

the relation between the individual and the collective. If “the class struggle can and must 

be understood as a determining structure affecting all social practices” (Balibar 1991: 181, 

emphasis in original), it is also a determining factor of the relation between the individual 

and the collective, given that this relation is in the core of all social practices, informing 

them and being informed by them at all times. From this perspective, the exclusion of class 

severely disrupts this relationship, producing various individualistic human models that are 

socially and politically isolated. Williams gives a detailed account of these models when he 

analyzes the passive relationship of the “subject”, the “servant”, the “exile” and the 

“vagrant” to society, as opposed to that of the “rebel”, who struggles for social change 

(1961: 111). We consider these models, which correspond to how real people experience 

themselves, behave and interact with one another at a given time in a given society, among 

the effects that the appeal to the national identity and the exclusion of class it involves have 

as the chosen mediation strategy. After all hegemony is multidimensional and not limited 

in short-term realities no matter their strategic importance—such as consent to the midterm 

program—but affects more structural elements of social reality such as the relation 

between the individual and the collective.   

To conclude, there is no doubt that “autonomy is a necessary condition for 

individuality” (Mitias 1972: 248) as far as the working class is concerned. In Marx’s 

words: “a being does not regard himself as independent unless he is his own master, and he 

is only his own master when he owes his own existence to himself” (in Mitias 1972: 248). 

However, an individual that is stripped of its class and class affiliations cannot be 

autonomous, given that alone cannot affect the social reality and social relations it is 

entangled in. This will inevitably lead to its subordination to the ruling classes and the 
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class society as a whole and, consequently, the loss of its autonomy (Mészáros 1971: 109). 

Only by “establishing a viable historical alternative to its structural subordination as well 

as to the necessity of subordinating any class to any other” can a working class individual 

become autonomous (Mészáros 1971: 109). Such a structural change cannot be achieved 

through the individual “pursuit of individual self-interest”, as it is suggested through the 

constitution of the classless national identity and the imaginary of growth and justice, but 

through the collective pursuit of the “collective interest of the [working] class” (Mészáros 

1971: 99). Only for the members of the bourgeoisie is the individual interest identified 

with the class interest, given that they both aim at preserving class society and the superior 

position of the bourgeoisie in it (Mészáros 1971: 99). On the contrary, for the members of 

the working class, survival and success “li[e] with collective well being, not merely with 

individual achievement”, as Janet Zandy simply but efficiently contradicts the main ideas 

of the hegemonic discourse (1996: 11). It becomes clear that for the working class 

members, collectivity is the necessary condition for autonomy as much as autonomy is the 

necessary condition for individuality. To use again Mészáros’ words, a collectivity formed 

on the basis of class interests is the “necessary prerequisite” for a “self-mediating social 

individual” (1995: 909, 1971: 109, emphasis in original), namely, one that is able to 

determine its terms of life. 

 

4.2.3.9 Classless nation: exclusion of the collective expression of the individual  

 

The movement was the all-embracing collectivity through which people joined the 

social struggle against the vote on the midterm program. Nevertheless, it is through this 

collectivity and this social “struggle [that] this mass becomes united, and constitutes itself 

as a class for itself. The interests it defends become class interests” (Marx 1955: 79). From 

this perspective, the possible ways in which the constitution of the classless nation may 

have undermined the function of the movement as the space where the class interests were 

expressed and taking shape, is considered to be critical for the ability of the individuals to 

“take life in their own hands”, as the statements and slogans of the movement repeated. 

In the “conflict frame” section we discussed how the specific mediation of the 

protest excluded the movement and reduced it to mere clashes. In the previous subsection, 

it became clear how the articulatory mode of populism put a general prohibition on the 

discourse of the movement. Given that the constitution of the national identity is itself a 

process with many aspects and implications, the way in which it contributes to the 

exclusion of the movement and its class foundations is also complex. In fact, it is highly 
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dialogic. Its complexity—and dialogism—lies in the silent correlations that exist between 

the news discourse and critical elements of the movement’s discourse or organization.113  

Bringing those correlations to the fore will shed light on the most obscure but fundamental 

mechanism of the hegemonic discourse: its vital dependence on the counter-hegemonic 

discourses. This is why each of the correlations we will discuss below exemplifies at its 

best why sameness with class and difference from it are aspects of the same dialectics. 

The necessity of silently addressing the damage to the territorial sovereignty is an 

important part of this dialogism. More specifically, this necessity is intrinsically related to 

the opposition of the movement to the fragmentation of the territory into “a multiplicity of 

terrae” to be privatized (Billig 1995: 134). “We do not sell our country”, said one of the 

many banners and placards expressing this opposition. “We do not sell” was also the 

middle of the “three nots” slogan that enjoyed a great success among the protesters of both 

the upper and lower part of Syntagma square and was handed out in the form of placards or 

stickers by the so-called Committee of Trade Unions, Movements and Assemblies.114 

Thus, the argument of national success in Europe was necessary in order to counterbalance 

the political radicalism that the damage to the territorial sovereignty inspired. “We do not 

sell, we do not pay, we resist”, said another banner declaring people’s determination to 

fight against the main aspects of the midterm program.115 At the same time, the 

constitution of a depoliticized national identity through the argument of national success in 

Europe and the affective elements of the national identity were meant to redress the 

feelings of insecurity and humiliation that accompanied the damage to the territorial 

sovereignty keeping the nature of the midterm program beyond criticism.  

In the same vein, the damage to the social state also needed to be addressed, given 

that the loss of social rights and the rise in poverty it would cause were among the main 

reasons why people massively mobilized against the midterm program. It was expressed in 

phrases like “the bankruptcy of society” that the decision of the Syntagma Popular 

Assembly we mentioned earlier counterposed to the threat of bankruptcy that the 

politicians, the EU officials and the media brandished. It was condemned with the slogan 

“the greatest violence is poverty”, written letter by letter on pieces of carton. It was 

opposed with the words “rights” and “dignity” that abounded in the movement’s texts and 

 
113. The existence of these tacit correlations is premised on our view of the antagonistic discourses as dialogically 

connected in the context of their hegemonic struggle and, thus, as constituted to a significant extent on the basis of one 

another. We presented this view in the Introduction and, in more detail, in the section of the methodology chapter entitled 

“A dialogic focus on context”. Here we discuss some important correlations of the media’s discourse with the discourse 

of the movement and, therefore, specific instances of the media’s dialogism, which is a fundamental element of their 

communicative model that we called “dialogized monoglossia” in the last section of the theory chapter entitled “Class for 

itself: communication”.     

114. The “three nots” slogan, as it was known, went: “we do not owe, we do not sell, we do not pay”.  

115. The enormous banner in the lower square stating “we are not indignant/we are determined” is a characteristic 

expression of this determination.   
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spaces. The word “needs” was also conspicuous, as with the statement: “The needs of the 

people are beyond the interests of the creditors” (MD on 30 June: 295). Given that the 

contrast between needs and profits points to the transcendence of the capitalist society 

towards the society of free producers, it could not be left undealt with. Thus, what we 

interpreted earlier as the implicit subjection of social needs to the national interest and their 

confinement within the boundaries of the midterm program’s reality should also be seen in 

response to the movement’s discourse. Also, it should be viewed as an attempt to sustain 

the existing reality, the reality that “is” against the reality that “is not” but could be (Heller 

1975: 82).  

Special attention should be given to the popular sovereignty that, as we explained 

earlier, was severely undermined by the constitution of the depoliticized national identity. 

Much like with the damage to the territorial sovereignty and the social state, the damage to 

the popular sovereignty should also be viewed in dialogical relation to the movement and, 

in particular, as a reaction to the empowerment of people through the political processes of 

the movement. “Without us they are nothing, without them we are everything”, a banner 

expressed this feeling of empowerment. “Now it’s people talking”, another one confirmed. 

More specifically, the origins of the popular empowerment should be sought in the 

discourse and organizational forms of the movement, which constituted a completely 

different model of political participation and decision-making than that of representative 

democracy: the “real presentation” of people’s will contrary to its “representation” by 

politicians who subsume it under a “result” that has nothing to do with what people need 

and desire (Badiou 2012: 98, 99; Williams 1961: 109, 110). This reversal of the medium-

result relation, an integral part of the alienated social and productive relations generated by 

capitalism, according to Heller, subordinates people and their needs to the objectives and 

needs of those with economic power (1975: 55, 56). The medium-result reversal did not 

escape the attention of the movement, which stated in one of its decisions: “[today’s 

system] deceives by declaring that the “end justifies the means” and it needs this lie in 

order to hide its ends” (MD on 3 July: 298).  

Instead, in its assemblies and working groups, the movement went the opposite 

direction: “it subordinate[d] the results of action to the value of intellectual activity itself” 

(Badiou 2012: 99), challenging the predetermined decisions of those in power, the 

premises of these decisions and the way these decisions were taken all at the same time. By 

establishing their own medium-result dialectic, the people who joined the deliberation and 

decision-making processes of the movement addressed “questions of tactics and strategy” 

based on their needs and interests (Badiou 2012: 99). In this way, many of them for the 

first time in their lives, collectively transcended “the consciousness of alienation” and 
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acquired “the empirical consciousness of the working class” that may lead them beyond 

the acceptance of the misery and poverty inherent in the existing society, and toward a 

society free of them (Heller 1975: 109).116 “You got the disease/we got the 

solution/revolution”, says characteristically a banner in English.   

Through the processes of the movement, the democratic culture invented in the era 

of the Revolutions was brought back to life and a radical social change did not seem far-

fetched any more. Encapsulated in the central political slogan of the movement “real 

democracy now!” these processes were “the movement’s answer to the crisis”, as a banner 

said. Real democracy, self-organization, solidarity and conscious political action replaced 

passivity and fear and, as a huge banner announced, they would be followed by subversion: 

“passivity/complicity/fear/subordination/shame/quest/indignation/collectivity/solidarity/ 

struggle/Syntagma/next stop overthrow”.117 Whether it would be the “government-troika-

debt” that would be overthrown (MD on 19 June: 287) or “today’s world of exploitation 

and alienation” (MD on 30 June: 295)—“the old society” in Marx’s words—was not clear 

by the slogans of Syntagma square’s movement. However, the idea they both expressed is 

that in Syntagma square the “subjectivity of the individual” and the “sovereignty of the 

people”, to refer back to Habermas’ quote in the Introduction, met one another in pursuit of 

a life worth living, a life with value118. The extract of a film used as an introduction in the 

movement’s video “One World One Revolution” is very eloquent in this respect: “You 

must say: I’m a human being god damn it. My life has value”. Highly indicative of this 

idea was the three-fold claim for “freedom-justice-dignity” that completed many of the 

decisions of the Syntagma Popular Assembly, echoing the famous tripartite motto of the 

French Revolution and providing a positive answer to Habermas’ concern: “Ι am 

concerned with the normative issue of whether the shift in mentality that occurred during 

the French Revolution still represents, in some respects, an unclaimed heritage” (1997: 36). 

It is the reclamation of this legacy that the discussed footage and news discourse as a 

whole had to deter. 

More specifically, the constitution of a depoliticized and classless national identity 

 
116. Marx saw in poverty the potential of overthrowing capitalism and criticized those economists who in the name of 

scientific validity ignored the transformative dynamics of the experience of living people in real historical conditions: 

“But in the measure that history moves forward, and with it the struggle of the proletariat assumes clearer outlines, they 

no longer need to seek science in their minds; they have only to take note of what is happening before their eyes and to 

become its mouthpiece. So long as they look for science and merely make systems, so long as they are at the beginning of 

the struggle, they see in poverty nothing but poverty, without seeing in it the revolutionary, subversive side, which will 

overthrow the old society. From this moment, science, which is a product of the historical movement, has associated 

itself consciously with it, has ceased to be doctrinaire and has become revolutionary” (Marx 2010: 177-178).  

117. Other banners were in the same spirit: “self-organization/solidarity/overthrow”, “real democracy/social control-self-

institution-solidarity”, “no more passivity/real democracy”, are among those we retrieved from the photos and videos of 

the movement. 

118. Here we draw upon Giorgio Agamben’s discussion of Karl Binding’s ideas of “a life unworth living” or “a life with 

no value” (2005: 217).  
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functioned as a centripetal force against the centrifugal tendency of the people those days 

to explore new possibilities for the future and pursue the collective experience, 

transcending the social categorizations that kept them apart from the collectivity, what 

Badiou calls “separating names” (2012: 92).119 It did so by reorienting the unification 

process toward the “identitarian object” (Badiou 2012: 92): the Greek person, the Greek 

people, the God of Greece, and everything bound up with them, such as the national 

survival, the national progress, the national destiny and the overarching national duty.120 

Everything and everyone deviating from the identitarian object endangered the survival 

and progress of a whole nation. Together with the identitarian object, a desirable 

“[national] character” emerged, a set of behaviours and choices that the nation would 

expect its citizens to adopt for the general interest (Williams 1961: 100; Badiou 2012: 92). 

In this way, political radicalism could voluntarily give its place back to the representative 

democracy that would make the safe choices for everyone. The “collective duties” (Heller 

1975: 102) that were shaped within the movement and its working groups and led people 

away from the parliament and the midterm program121 were replaced by the national duty 

that would direct people back to them.  

Enjoying moral legitimacy and the status of a natural law, the national duty was the 

only concept that could stand against the movement’s fierce criticism of the authoritarian 

imposition of the midterm program and stem the momentum of the collective duty to 

prevent its vote that this criticism shaped (Heller 1975: 99, 102). The slogan on the 

enormous banner in front of the Monument of the Unknown Soldier is characteristic of the 

fierceness of the criticism and the radicalism it gave rise to: “the junta was not over in 

1973/we will bury it in this square”. It is interesting to note that, although the second—

equally popular—version of the same slogan “bread, education, freedom/the junta was not 

over in 1973” does not express the same subversive dynamics, it reveals the fundamental 

needs that the movement wanted to ensure against their attack by the midterm program, 

 
119. The statement “Hundreds of thousands of workers, unemployed people, students, pensioners, migrants surrounded 

today the Parliament and flooded Syntagma square. Thousands of strikers […]” is reflective of how different publics 

were unified into a single collectivity, the “strikers” (MD on 15 June: 285). In the same vein, four days later, the Media 

Center of Syntagma square invited “the farmers, the workers, the unemployed people, the middle-class professionals, the 

Greeks or the migrants, the mothers and the children, the grandmothers and the grandfathers” to join the 21-06-2011 

rally. Since the beginning, the movement consciously aimed at the transcendence of divisions and the unification of 

different publics: “We are different but we are and we will stay united” (MD on 2 June: 282). More than one moth later, 

the account is positive: “We managed to find what unites us and not what separates us, because the power wants us 

always separated” (MD on 8 July: 301).   

120. From a Bakhtinian perspective, the constitution of the identitarian object can be seen as the operation of the 

“centripetal forces of language” to establish a “unitary language” and, through this, to promote the ideological unification 

and centralization of the social and political life of the nation against the “heteroglossia of language”, i.e., the utterance of 

the sociopolitical thought that opposes this unification and centralization (1981: 270-271).  

121. The request of the movement to the metro, train and tram trade unions not to go on strike during the 48-hour strike 

of the 28th and 29th June so that they transport the protesters to the rally in Syntagma square is characteristic of the 

orientation of the collective duty: “You have indeed the duty to express your opposition to the Memorandum of the 

usurer lenders, the Troika and the Government” (MD on 26 June: 290).  
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what Heller calls “radical needs”. Her view of the radical needs as the source of radicalism 

and the matrix of collective duties offers an explanation of the movement’s subversiveness 

and an insight into the class content of its collective duty and people’s reclaimed 

sovereignty in general (1975: 103). On the whole, it helps us understand better the goal of 

the classless national identity constructed in the discussed footage and of its main 

constituent elements in particular, i.e, the national duty and the general interest.  

To pursue this point further, it is of utmost importance and relevance to our 

discussion about the classlessness of the constituted identity the fact that people’s political 

empowerment those days was expressly directed against the economic and political 

interests that the midterm program represented. Like in the era of the Revolutions, people 

were motivated by “the common interest against particular interest, the common good 

against privilege” (Hobsbawm 1990: 20). In other words, the class opponents of the 

movement were distinct—and so was the class character of the reclaimed popular 

sovereignty. They were “the IMF, the Memoranda, the troika, the governments, the banks 

and all those who exploit us” (MD on 2 June: 282). They were “the oligarchy of the 

Hellenic Federation of Enterprises (SEV)-Banks-shipowners and all the exploiters as a 

whole” who benefit from the payment of the debt and the new loans “against” the interests 

of “the majority of the people” (MD on 30 June: 295).122 To sum up using the slogan on a 

banner, the opponents were the capitalist class and its political representatives, local and 

international: “Revolt against the looting of our lives by IMF-State-Capital”. It is clear that 

the discourse of the movement exceeded the limits of the Greek state and even the EU and 

targeted the capitalist world market as a whole, taking for granted the inextricable links 

between its multiple economic and political players.  

As a result, no “popular sovereignty” could be regained with “the overthrow of the 

government [and] the troika” alone. The movement had to overthrow “the whole political 

and economic system” (MD on 3 September: 312). In this way, it constituted itself as a 

world-history movement that aspired to affect the international socio-economic order and 

could therefore create “possibilities for the whole world” (Badiou 2012: 109). The 

movement’s statement about the 48-hour strike that “this battle is not critical only for our 

future, but a beacon of hope for the people of the world who want to take their lives in their 

hands” is characteristic of this aspiration (MD on 26 June: 288). According to Marx, there 

is an intrinsic relationship between the world market and the world-historical aspirations of 

the movement. In particular, given that the world market is a sort of abbreviation for the 

present state of affairs that the movement aims at abolishing, its activity “is directly linked 

up with world history” and the movement “can thus only exist world-historically” (in 

 
122. Many more references against the troika, the banks, etc can be found in the decisions of the popular assemblies.      
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Mészáros 1971: 112, Marx’s emphasis). From this perspective, the necessity of 

overthrowing the whole political and economic system can be viewed as part of what 

Mészáros calls “the problematic of movement towards universality” (1971: 112). At the 

same time, the universality of the movement is a necessary condition for the achievement 

of its objectives. This has two sides: on the one hand it adds to the dynamics of the 

movement, and on the other hand it makes the achievement of its objectives look “a fatal 

utopia” (Badiou 2012: 94).  

To contain the anti-capitalist and world-historical dynamics of the movement, an 

equally enlarged framework that would legitimize—and naturalize—the world market with 

all the links of interdependence within it, especially the common interests between the 

Greek and the European economic and political elites, was necessary. The argument of the 

national success in Europe and the national/European dialectic it activated should be seen 

as part of this attempt. They should also be seen as an attempt to counterpose to the 

universality of the movement a universality equally inspiring but more realistic, such as the 

universality emanating from the Idea of nation and the Idea of Europe joined together. At 

the same time, if the Idea of nation alone and the universality stemming from it were used 

for “concealing the speculative transubstantiation of partial interests” into general interest 

(Mészáros 1971: 112), it seems reasonable to assume that their fusion with the Idea of 

Europe was meant to enhance this transubstantiation. Such an enhancement was required 

in order to counterbalance the movement’s persistent effort to delegitimize the midterm 

program by unmasking the class interests it served in both Greece and Europe. The 

movement’s effort fell on receptive ears, judging from the many voices accusing the EU of 

economic and political totalitarianism.123  

 

4.2.3.10 Classless nation: exclusion of the collective organization of the individual  

 

Limiting the effectiveness of the movement’s discourses had a major consequence: 

it undermined the constitution of an organized political representative of the working class. 

In Mészáros’ words, such a representative would function as a “collective intermediary” 

that would fulfill “the task of ‘bridging the gap’ between group consciousness and class 

consciousness, or, more exactly, the task of transcending the limits of group consciousness 

of the given groups of workers in the direction of a global consciousness of their social 

being” (Mészáros 1971: 101). Such an intermediary form could consolidate the class 

 
123. A characteristic example is a banner depicting a swastika formed by the stars of the EU flag and writing: “Nazi-

Nazi-Merkel-Sarkozy/Parliament-TV-Bankers work together”.   
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dynamics of the movement into “an overall strategic aim of dynamic interventions” that 

would not be dependable on the life span of the movement but would take place along “the 

course of social growth” (Mészáros 1971: 101). In this way, it could achieve objective 

changes in the living conditions of the working class and “leav[e] a lasting mark on the 

consciousness of the proletariat as a whole” (Mészáros 1971: 101). Sevastakis agrees that 

such a “political intermediation” is necessary for the transformation of the “collective 

passions” into “a new national-popular radicalism” (2004: 155). From this perspective, the 

dialogism of the hegemonic discourses not only restrained the class dynamics of the 

movement and prevented it from influencing wider audiences; it also undermined its 

political organization, in particular, “the creation of organizational forms and institutional 

intermediaries that are adequate to the [...] strategic objectives” of the movement such as 

the objectives declared in its decisions (Mészáros 1971: 101, emphasis in original).     

This intermediation could be carried out by the existing or new political parties and 

organizations or coalitions of them. However, restraining the dynamics of the movement 

restrained also the influence of the organized groups of the movement, which were those 

who mainly provided it with political arguments and strategic goals. This had as a result 

the gradual impoverishment of the political discussion within the movement and its 

reduction to a space where popular sovereignty was reclaimed but no significant progress 

was made on how to regain it. At the same time, the organized groups of the movement 

also reached a standstill, given that their political positions did not acquire the political 

forms that were necessary for their application and advancement.   

It is important to note that there are also reasons within the movement why its 

relationship with the organized groups was not as fruitful as the fulfillment of its strategic 

goals required. First, political groups and party identification were viewed with suspicion 

by the great majority of those involved in the movement. As a result, although the 

members of the organized groups expressed publicly their positions and influenced 

decisively the discourse and orientation of the movement, they did so as individual voices 

and not expressing previously developed political positions on behalf of their parties. 

Therefore, it would be difficult for one of these parties or even a coalition of them to 

become the political intermediary that was necessary for the transformation of the popular 

agitation into tangible victories for the working class.  

Another reason lies in the political differences among these political groups. The 

most characteristic example is the difference between Syriza and Antarsya—the two 

biggest of them participating in the movement of the squares given KKE’s conspicuous 

absence—on whether an exit from the EU was necessary for the fulfillment of the 

movement’s strategic goals. The oscillation of the movement between Syriza’s position 
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against EU exit and Antarsya’s pro-exit position was reflected in all the decisions of the 

popular assemblies where a reference against the EU or the troika was made. In particular, 

although in these decisions it was made clear that the movement would not give up the 

fight until the EU and the troika left, there was no expressed position about leaving the EU. 

Instead, the write-off the debt, a shared position between Syriza and Antarsya, was clearly 

stated in the decisions. Given that the movement’s position about the EU did not require 

any organized opposition against it, there was no need to select or create the political 

intermediary that would carry it out. On the contrary, it implied a rejection of Antarsya’s 

pro-exit position and thus of its eligibility for the role of the intermediary, while it created 

no necessity for a political coalition between Syriza and Antarsya.  

However, these internal factors do not diminish the contribution of the hegemonic 

discourses in undermining the movement as a space where the defended interests could 

become class interests—to use again Marx’s phrasing—and the group consciousness of the 

people involved in the movement could become class consciousness. On the contrary, 

these internal factors were to a great extent the product of the hegemonic discourses, at the 

same time that the hegemonic discourses were a product of the movement’s condition and 

dynamics. For example, although we agree with Dean’s criticism of the movement’s 

extreme emphasis on consensus and its avoidance of decisions that could cause division 

and conflict (2014: 271), we do not believe that the main reason for the oscillation between 

Syriza’s position against EU exit and Antarsya’s pro-exit position lies in the movement’s 

fear of being divided itself. We rather believe that the hegemonic appeal to the undivided 

Greek people played an important part in the movement’s hesitation to shape demands that 

would deeply divide society and aggravate social conflict, such as the exit from the EU. As 

a result, it discouraged the formation of the collective intermediary that would ensure the 

execution of these demands even when the popular agitation had ended. All in all, we 

believe that the constitution of a classless national identity played a primordial role in 

preventing a turning point in the class struggle and the ability of the movement to 

transcend “spontaneity” toward posing a real threat to the exploitative foundations of the 

socio-economic system. In sum, the movement might have reawakened history, as Badiou 

says, but it did not manage to create the ways of keeping it awake.  

 

4.2.3.11 Classless subjectivity: occupying the nation      

 

The absence of any collective determinant, such as society, the movement or class 

is the characteristic of the individual that is constituted through the appeal to the classless 
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national identity. It is the subjectivity that will embody the social imaginary of growth and 

justice, which is announced in this footage but becomes more tangible after that, with the 

construction of the equivalential chain we discussed in the “populism” subsection. To 

describe this process using again Laclau’s concepts, this subjectivity embodies the 

prevalence of the equivalential logic (the equivalence with the general interest) over the 

differential logic (the difference from society, the movement and class). Having left behind 

the collective determinants, this subjectivity is oriented towards the field of potential 

opportunities of the imaginary. From this perspective, the process of the constitution of the 

national identity with all its effects we have discussed so far has functioned as a 

mechanism to redirect people away from their objective interests that the midterm program 

threatened, and toward the individual interests that the imaginary promised. Thus, although 

a product of this process, this subjectivity acts in its own right as a brake on the “dialectic 

of mass and class” that reached a climax the days before the vote on the midterm program 

and, as a result, it contributes to the prevention of the “transformation of historically 

heterogeneous masses […] into a working class” (Balibar 1991: 162).  

Despite the fact that this subjectivity is linked to the abstract idea of nation and a 

social imaginary that has not taken form yet, this subjectivity is no less “logically coherent 

and empirically identifiable” than the working class, which draws its coherence and 

identifiability from the violent proletarianization that the midterm program causes (Balibar 

1991: 163). This is because it draws upon a familiar class identity: that of the petty 

bourgeoisie. For petty-bourgeois nationalism, as Allahar characteristically says, “is guided 

by the clear class goal of securing a space for its own economic and political maneuvers in 

between the imperialist bourgeoisie and the working classes” (2004: 113). From this 

perspective, for the petty bourgeoisie it is not important whether the midterm program 

serves the interests of the ruling classes or whether this happens at the expense of the 

working classes; what matters is that its framework of operations will remain the same, 

while new spheres of activities may emerge. In this sense, the subjectivity shaped on the 

basis of the petty-bourgeois identity and interests does not call into question the established 

structure of society but, on the contrary, it feels benefited by its perpetuation. Furthermore, 

given that the members of the petty bourgeoisie are “motivated by immediate self-interest” 

(Mészáros 1971: 110), the subjectivity made in their image and likeness is opposed to the 

collective “mode of being” that the working class needs in order to achieve its interests and 

instead enhances the model of the “isolated individual” we discussed earlier (Lukács 1968: 

171; Mészáros 1971: 110).  

In sum, in spite of its classless appearances, this subjectivity does take clear sides in 

the class struggle underway: “it contains no critique of capitalism, is generally reformist, 
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and seeks mainly to accommodate the interests of the imperialist bourgeoisie” (Allahar 

2004: 113). Emerging through the constitution of the national identity, this subjectivity is 

linked to the whole nation, while in reality it represents a small part of it, its ruling elite. 

From this perspective, this subjectivity is one more invisible ingredient in the hegemonic 

effort of the ruling classes to occupy the terrain of the nation and, in this way, universalize 

their interests. At the same time, it is a necessary ingredient in their effort to prevent the 

working classes from occupying the same terrain. It is the isolated individual versus the 

nation = people; the abstract subjectivity that will embody the imaginary of growth and 

justice and will prevent the real movement from turning “freedom-justice-dignity” into the 

gage and emblem of the nation, to reverse Anderson’s words.  

With all these people in the streets, a “proletarianization” of the nation was not to 

be excluded—more spontaneously by the indignant of the upper square and more 

consciously by the people participating in the assemblies of the lower square. After all, the 

two squares were not isolated from one another but complementary. The “collective 

passions” to which Sevastakis refers concerned the people of both parts of the square, who 

merged with each other during the big demonstrations chanting together “bread, education, 

freedom/the junta was not over in 1973” or singing “When will the sky become clear” and 

kept returning to the square despite the violent efforts of the police to keep them away 

from it. The “new national-popular radicalism” could spring not only from the popular 

assemblies and their conviction that “the popular uprising will entomb the midterm 

program once and for all” (MD on June 26: 288) but also from the protesters of the upper 

square, who harmoniously combined the Greek flags with “the three nots” stickers.  

“Greece does not belong to the Greeks”, a banner said, and that could only change 

with the abolishment of the midterm program as an act of reclaiming both social rights and 

popular sovereignty. Besides, it would not be the first time that “national sentiment 

tend[ed] towards greater civic exertion and wider civic rights”, the historian Robert Palmer 

claims, pointing back to the era of the Revolutions (in Colley 1986: 104) and reminding us 

that “national consciousness [is not] inherently inimical to class consciousness” despite the 

fact that it is systematically used by the ruling elite for this purpose (Colley 1986: 117).  

It is this possibility of articulating the working class interests with the national—

and thus general—interest that the constitution of the classless national identity we have 

discussed in this subsection aimed at excluding. The synthesis of the class dimension with 

the national-popular one, Kouvelakis, drawing upon Gramsci, claims, was the condition for 

the constitution of a working-class proposal in massive terms at that conjuncture (2011: 

145). The portrayal of the “Greek” as a classless subjectivity that may naturally embody 

the emerging imaginary of growth and justice is an important aspect of the transformation 
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of the revolted citizen of those days into a subject or a servant, an exile or a lonely 

wanderer lacking any class or other collective affiliations. Alongside the appeal to the duty 

of national survival and success, the individualistic subjectivity made an unheard call to the 

masses that flooded the squares and streets of the country those days to retire from the 

battle for self-determination and popular sovereignty and accept “Greece’s hostageship”, 

as Karatzaferis called (00:13:36) what was essentially the hostageship of the Greek 

working class. 

 

4.2.3.12 Conclusion: the exclusion of class as biopolitics  

 

By examining how nation mediates the relation between the individual and society 

from the angle of identity and especially in the light of its constitution process, as dialectic 

between difference and sameness and finally as a mechanism of exclusion of class, we 

understand better how nation shapes the self. This confirms Melucci’s view that “collective 

identity is necessary to productively confront the dualism between structure and meaning” 

(1996: 69). Besides, “all identity is individual” Balibar stresses (1991: 94), leaving no 

room for doubt that what may look like a cliché appeal to nation is in reality an attempt to 

reach the individual and affect its thoughts and actions. But the constitution of identity is 

always historical, therefore it has a specific form and takes place in specific conditions—in 

our case, a classless form in conditions of social unrest. This is why we regarded the 

exclusion of class and the popular disempowerment that were effectuated through the 

specific constitution of the national identity as an effort of the capital to ensure control of 

the social body (Mészáros 1971: 120) in a period where this was seriously challenged by a 

movement embracing diverse social groups and questioning important pillars of the 

domination of the capital.  

“Life, not survival”, declared the movement to whoever like Papandreou tried to 

convince society of the opposite, revealing that the struggle for control of the social body 

did not concern some abstract social or individual rights but the very terms of people’s 

lives. From this perspective, the control that the capital tried to gain was biopolitical, as 

biopolitical was the people’s resistance. The midterm program “threatened the elementary 

principles of life”, to recall Kostopoulos’ vocabulary in the Introduction and, therefore, it 

became a landmark in the process of “the politicization of life” that biopolitics is about 

(Agamben 2005: 191). The words “salaries”, “pensions” and “houses” in the decision of 

the Syntagma Popular Assembly for the international day of mobilization against the banks 

are indicative of the vital spheres the midterm program came to affect: “We refuse to allow 
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the dictatorship of the markets and the mafia of bankers to ruin our lives, looting our 

salaries and pensions and stealing our houses in order to save their banks” (MD on 

September 11: 321). This passage is also characteristic of the fact that, for the capital, the 

control it tried to gain was also of vital importance, since the midterm program was a 

major part of its efforts to ensure its survival and reproduction during the biggest economic 

crisis since the 1930s.124  

Thus, for both the ruling elite and the mobilized people, the exclusion of class that 

the constitution of the national identity brought about was vital. For the ruling elite, it was 

the vehicle for stripping the individual of its collective means of meaning production and 

resistance in order to directly control its views and actions.125 The direct exposure of the 

individual to its control was necessary for shaping consent to a midterm program that 

would severely affect the individual both as a citizen and as an individual body (Agamben 

2005: 197; Douzinas 2011: 72). For the revolted individuals, the class consequences of the 

midterm program were what brought them together in the common struggle for a life worth 

living against the acceptance of mere survival. At the same time, they were the stepping 

stone for the development of what Mészáros calls “the necessary class consciousness”: the 

form of consciousness that can emerge from the elaboration of the “programmes of action” 

and “organizational forms” that the achievement of this life requires (1971: 120). The 

exclusion of class aimed at blocking both these processes and discouraging the individual 

from taking part in them. After all, “self-conscious political action becomes meaningful 

only in terms of the socio-historical necessities which give rise to it”, rightly claims 

Mészáros (1971: 121). Portraying the nation as the socio-historical necessity that should 

give meaning to the individual’s action instead of class undermined the political action that 

could lead to the achievement of this life and favoured surrendering to a life whose value is 

eliminated126.

 
124. Spector rightly points out that “in times of economic crisis, […] the need to maintain the rate of profit is a matter of 

survival for the firms” (1995: 336, our emphasis). In our view, the concept of survival should extend beyond the firms as 

separate productive entities and their individual owners to signify the class of owners and the socio-economic order that 

is based on private ownership: the capital and capitalism.  

125. Discussing the role of the trade unions nowadays, Nikos Paleologos underlines the inability of the individuals to 

resist alone to the policies that lead them to impoverishment (2006: 245). He emphasizes the effect that the absence of 

collectivity has on the way they interpret themselves and the situation they are in: “the individuals who suffer the 

consequences [of these policies] view themselves as responsible for their own state, as unworthy and failed, given that 

they are morally stigmatized and self-stigmatized, led to a personal crisis and shame” (2006: 245). Being marginalized 

and disappointed in themselves, their inability to resist either individually or collectively is enhanced and they tend to 

give in to the decisions of the ruling classes (Paleologos 2006: 245).  

126. This phrasing is drawn upon an interpretation of the following statement: “Our voices were united […] with all 

those who do not want the elimination of their lives by surrendering to the false dilemmas of the government, the Troika 

and the bankers” (MD on 28 June: 291).   
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5. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
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5.1 The present [as] a problem of history 

 

This phrase of Lukács (1968: 158) encapsulates our wider perspective on the 

antagonistic discourses we analyzed in this thesis, the discourse of the media and that 

of the movement, as well as on the relationship between them. He used it to 

emphasize two approaches that seem to contradict one another but are inextricably 

intertwined. On the one hand, to warn us against being absorbed by the analysis of 

historical contingency, losing sight of its structural determinations (1968: 159). On 

the other hand, to incite us to use this contingency as the “point of departure” for the 

analysis of the structural frame within which this contingency appears (1968: 163).1 

These approaches have been present throughout our discussions so far and were at the 

origin of the centrality that class and class struggle has in this thesis, as it will become 

clearer in this section. The two following sections focus on important aspects of the 

discourse of the movement and the media respectively with a view to further 

exploring the importance of the link to class struggle as well as of its absence for 

society at large. 

We believe that Wood had also these two approaches in mind when she 

referred to “the difficult dialectic between historical specificity and the always present 

logic of historical process”, i.e., the “economic determinations” which, while being 

“there all the time”, may be “forgotten” when it comes to the analysis of the present 

(1995: 60, 61). In her opinion, Marx would have formulated this dialectic challenge 

with the following question: “How to encompass historical specificity, as well as 

human agency, while recognizing within it the logic of modes of production” (1995: 

59)? 

Chouliaraki confirms the emphasis that Lukács and Wood place on the 

structural context, when she argues that (reported) events should not be considered in 

a historical “vacuum” (2006: 63). She also shares their emphasis on the contingent, 

when she claims that “the present is not to be seen as a pre-existing reality that simply 

contains the event” (2006: 63). Most importantly, she also agrees that the contingent 

should be the starting point of the analysis, when she urges us to give attention to 

“every single” event, given that this “confronts us with [a situation] in its 

irreducibility, in its ‘taking place’” (2006: 62). From that perspective, a solution to 

Marx’s dialectic challenge as Wood eloquently formulated it can only result from 

“keep[ing] a reflexive balance between the single case and its context and treat[ing] 

 
1. Whether Lukács himself gave enough attention to the contingent is an issue we discussed in the last section of 

the theory chapter entitled “Class for itself: communication”. 
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each [event] in both its singularity and historicity” (Chouliaraki 2006: 63).  

In this spirit, the solution we sought to this challenge was to historicize the 

contingent. We did so by embedding the “given field [...] of today’s late capitalist 

society” within which the struggle around the midterm program emerged (Žižek 2000: 

108) into the analysis of the specific struggle. It is this thematization of capitalism that 

lends contingency its “concrete historicity” and, along with it, the power to “change 

[the] very global structuring principle of the Social” (Žižek 2000: 112), thus, 

capitalism itself.  

Capitalism was embedded into the analysis of the specific struggle mainly by 

examining the role of class (struggle) in the discourses through which this struggle 

manifested itself and was constituted. The thematization of capitalism through class 

was based on the intrinsic relation between the two. Wood’s position that “the 

abolition of class inequality would by definition mean the end of capitalism” is a 

characteristic expression of this relationship (1995: 259).  

In particular, capitalism was thematized in the discourse of the media when we 

showed that it was the exclusion of class (struggle) that was “responsible for the 

production of universality in its empty and formal vein” (Butler 2000: 137), more 

specifically in our case, what allowed the media’s imaginary of growth and justice to 

be unproblematically addressed to the totality of society. However, it is within the 

context of competing universalities2 that hegemony is shaped and, therefore, it is in 

and through that context that the role of class in hegemony could become fully 

visible.  

For this reason, we did not confine ourselves to conceiving this exclusion in 

relation to the class contents of the midterm program alone, i.e., the class interests 

inherent in the midterm program and the consequences inflicted by its application. 

Such an approach would have resulted in a more or less “neutral description” of 

hegemony (Laclau 2000: 80). Rather, we sought the exclusion of class in the 

hegemonic struggle between the movement and the media. This is why the exclusion 

of class was related to the class contents that the movement articulated and the media 

had to suppress so that their empty universality could emerge (Butler 2000: 34; Žižek 

2000: 110). 

All in all, far from leaving capitalism “as the necessary background for 

hegemonic struggle” unthematized and, therefore, hegemony unhistoricized as Žižek 

fears (Butler 2000: 138), our approach made sure that capitalism became an essential 

 
2. “Competing universalities” is the title of one of the three essays of Butler in Contingency, Hegemony, 

Universality: Contemporary Dialogues on the Left (2000).    
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component in historicizing the battle for hegemony. It was by inserting the capitalist 

frame into “the realm of the historical”, as Butler would label the analysis of the 

specific events and their mediation, that we could illustrate how hegemony performed 

its task to sustain that frame and how counter-hegemony challenged it (2000: 138). In 

this way, we also dissolved the “dualism between determination and contingency 

which le[aves] structural determinations [such as class] more or less impotent in the 

sphere of historical explanation” and change (Wood 1995: 59). Instead, our analysis 

turned class from “structurally static” to “politically salient” (Butler 2000: 12) and 

instrumental in demonstrating how the articulation/disarticulation of the structural 

frame with/from contingency contributes to/prevents the emergence of the conditions 

of possibility for social change. Overall, such an analysis explored and restored a 

Gramscian conception of hegemony that has the multifaceted class domination—and 

the struggle against it—in its center.  

In the recovery of the movement’s class contents we saw the opportunity to 

conceive counter-hegemony in both its actuality and potentiality and so were its 

implications for class struggle that will be discussed in the next section. Besides, 

“there is no object without conditions of possibility transcending it”, rightly argues 

Laclau (2000: 76), possibly echoing Aristotle’s view of the intrinsic relationship 

between the potential and the materialized3. In Chouliaraki’s words, although an event 

manifests itself “in terms of one”, it is “impregnated with multiple potential 

outcomes” (2006: 63). In the same vein, Harvey claims that all constructed 

representations “always broker between Being and Becoming” (1989: 327). He makes 

explicit the influence of Marx on this position: “we erect our structure in imagination 

before we erect it in reality” (in Harvey 1989: 345). It is also in light of both the 

actual and the “potential and emergent” (Maniatis 2011: 39) meaning of counter-

hegemony that mediation is understood and evaluated in the last section of this 

chapter.  

The task of recovering the class contents of the movement was not as 

straightforward as it sounds. This is because class was not seen as a pre-existing 

category that could be pointed out in the movement in the form of some buzzwords. 

Class was considered to be the product of the dialectic between structures and agency 

as this dialectic was expressed and developed in the contingency of the squares. 

Therefore, with discourse considered in both its socially constituted and constitutive 

function, class was reconstructed through the movement’s discourse and, more 

specifically, its discursive (dis)articulations. Through them, it was conceived and 

 
3. Discussed mainly in his Metaphysics and De Anima.     
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reconstructed as a movement from class in itself to class for itself. Thompson’s 

emphasis on the historical manifestations of class underpinned our approach. So did 

Butler’s position that structure should not be considered “significantly different from 

the concrete formulations it receives within the horizon of historical meaning” (2000: 

144).  

All in all, the movement’s discourse was regarded as a fitting way to put our 

finger on the objective existence of class not as an “abstraction of history” 

(Chouliaraki 2006: 62) but by examining its role in concrete historical circumstances. 

In this way, we could draw more general, but historically grounded, conclusions about 

this role. It was also a fitting way to examine how the exclusion of class in specific 

historical circumstances could have affected “the agency of spectators”, their “will to 

act” (Chouliaraki 2006: 61, 46) towards society in general and social change in 

particular.  

Making visible the link of the antagonistic discourses to class (struggle) was in 

our thesis the key to such a historicized—and historicizing—analysis or, to bring this 

discussion to full circle, an analysis that dealt with present as a problem of history. 

Also, it was the key to an analysis that turned the events surrounding the vote on the 

midterm program into a point of departure for questing after the constitution of 

universality, both as “universal history” (Lukács 1968: 157) and history of the 

universal. Put more simply, dealing with the events of those days and their mediation 

through the perspective of class struggle analysis made these events “tell us a bigger 

story about our own times” (Chouliaraki 2006: 61) and the times to come.       

 

5.2 Class struggle reconfigured  

 

This approach allowed us to find out that the universality of the movement 

consisted in the articulation of the economic with the sociopolitical, the structural 

with the (inter)subjective, class with identity. It was a universality formed through the 

articulation of class struggle with democracy and the reciprocal interconstitution of 

class with the sociopolitical diversity of the movement that this articulation enabled. It 

also led us to show how the movement, through its discourse and democratic forms of 

organization, broke with the division between subject and object and among subjects 

with one another that is dominant in advanced capitalist societies (Lukács 1968: 165; 

Lewis 2017: 126).  

In particular, everything that the contemplative attitude of the subject towards 
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the objective world entails—such as the submission to the priorities and consequences 

of capitalist accumulation, the passive acceptance of the political forces supporting 

these priorities, the alienation of the individual from itself and the other individuals as 

associated producers of social meanings and social wealth—was collectively put into 

question both as theoretical and practical foundation of life. The movement’s 

democratic forms of organization embodied the de facto transcendence of this attitude 

and celebrated the development of the subject through its interaction with its 

historical context and the other subjects included in this context (Lewis 2017: 126-

127). 

From that perspective, it was a universality that was premised on the 

acknowledgment that objective and (inter)subjective conditions are mutually 

transformative (Lewis 2017: 126). The subject was in the center of this 

transformation. Not only as its motor, through the communication and the joint action 

with the other subjects, but also as its purpose. We hopefully showed that personal 

autonomy and the development of the individual were important components of the 

potential meaning of this universality. “Autonomy and self-realization are the key 

concepts for a practice [aiming at] the production and reproduction of a life worthy of 

human beings”, argues Habermas (1997: 41), confirming our link between the space 

that the movement of the squares provided to individuality and its claim to a better 

life.     

Thus, for that universality, subjects “are not only dialogic, they exist in time”, 

to use Holly Lewis’ eloquent words (2017: 127). They have different identities and 

identification trajectories. They are “embodied agents” and therefore their interaction 

with their material environment and the other subjects is “filtered through the 

capacities and limitations of [their] physical bodies” (Lewis 2017: 127). However, 

“bodies need not being individual”, Lewis argues (2017: 127), echoing the feminist 

thought of the late 60s that the private is political. Their transformation into “political 

bodies” (Lewis 2017: 127) is especially true when individuals participate in a 

historical process that rapidly politicizes them like the massive mobilization against 

the vote on the midterm program. Within this process, the physical body, class 

position and sociopolitical identities cannot be viewed as separate moments (Lewis 

2017: 127). In this thesis, the historical process that unified them was class struggle. 

In sum, the universality of the movement—both as an actual practice and a 

possibility—was shaped by the dialectical conception of the subject in relation to its 

material conditions as much as by the acknowledgment of the unique way in which 

individuals experience this relation. This is why the movement gave ample space for 
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the expression of this experience and this is why the idea of democracy that inspired 

the creation of this space was regarded in this thesis as a necessary ingredient of the 

movement’s universality.  

The structuring role of class in the movement underlies—and underpins—this 

position. In particular, we hopefully showed that class “occupi[ed] a distinctive 

position within the chain of signifiers” in which the movement’s universality 

consisted, “one that both occasions the chain and is one link in the chain” (Butler 

2000: 143). Žižek offers an equally eloquent formulation of this role, drawing upon 

Marx’s view of the relation between production, consumption, etc, like we did in the 

beginning of the theory chapter: class “is simultaneously one of the terms in the 

[chain] and the structuring principle of the entire series” (2000: 96). This is also how 

some feminists view the role of sexual difference in social struggles (Butler 2000: 

143). 

One important difference is that our view of the structuring role of class did 

not result from a focus on class as “constitutive lack [that] conditions the possibility 

of hegemonic struggle” (Butler 2000: 138), although we agree with what Žižek would 

call a “quasi-transcendental” view of class as an exclusion, thus as an exclusion that 

preceded the specific struggle for hegemony as much as it was produced through it.4 

Rather, it resulted from a focus on the inclusion of class in the counter-hegemonic 

struggle of the movement, put forward as it was through our reconstructivist 

approach. This focus was necessary to avoid the risk that class runs if invested with a 

quasi-transcendental status, that of turning into merely transcendental: “an ideal big 

Other [left] outside the struggle for hegemony” through which it could restore its 

exclusion; “the very exclusion” to which the empty and formal universality of the 

media owed its emergence and the validity of its claim to hegemony (Butler 2000: 

144, 143, 137).  

Another important difference from the view of those feminists is that the 

structuring role of class in the square movement was not regarded—and did not 

manifest itself—as a relation of “primacy” over the other identities with which class 

was articulated (Butler 2000: 143). It was through these articulations that class could 

be reconstructed, confirming Brown’s emphasis on the articulateness of class as the 

condition for its visibility and speakability that we discussed in the beginning of the 

theory chapter but also the way in which it can contribute to the constitution of an 

inclusive and plural universality that is strong and all-round enough to oppose the 

 
4. It is clear from this discussion that we do not share Butler’s view that the Lacanian concept of “constitutive bar 

or lack” can be applied only to sexual difference and not to class or nation (2000: 143).      
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foundations of capitalist society.     

In sum, class did not contribute to the constitution of this universality by 

operating as a “generic identity, the identity of no-identity, the identity which is 

beyond all identities”, what Badiou believes that can take over the task of unification 

and radicalization of the social, once, but no longer, fulfiled by Marx’s proletariat.5 

Butler disagrees with him: this task cannot be accomplished by class perceived as a 

“metalanguage” (2000: 179). In line with her view, the structuring role of class in the 

movement did not function as a filter to narrow down the identities and experiences 

that sought expression in the squares or, as she puts it, it did not function as “the 

condition from which all other languages hail[ed]” (2000: 179).    

The function of class in the movement articulated as it was with democracy 

places class struggle in a new light: it confirms its centrality but, contrary to its critics, 

it is not a centrality that results from a deterministic view of economy but from the 

ability to “grasp the forms of subjectivation that prevail in contemporary 

conjunctures” (Kouvelakis 2020: 6). In particular, constituted through the reciprocal 

interconstitution of class with the sociopolitical diversity of the squares, the 

universality of the movement urges us to reconceptualize class struggle as the field 

which not only hosts but also caters for this interconstitution. The analysis of the 

movement as a (re)construction site of class in the namesake section of the theory 

chapter does justice to this view.  

From this perspective, class struggle draws its centrality less from being a 

“unified field”, as Badiou defines what the various social struggles lack the most 

nowadays (2006), and more from being a unifying field: one that promotes the 

“translation” of the multiple experiences into one another and into struggles than can 

“shatter the confidence of dominance, to show how equivocal its claims to 

universality are, and, from that equivocation, track the brake-up of its regime, an 

opening towards alternative versions of universality that are wrought from the work 

of translation itself” (Butler 2000: 179). For this reason, the reconceptualization of 

class struggle to which the movement urges us is far more useful for “any 

reformulation of socialism that”, as Laclau and Mouffe rightly argue, should set out 

from today’s “diversified, complex and contradictory horizon of experiences” (1987: 

80) than the abandonment of class struggle in the name of this diversity.   

In fact, such reconceptualization of class struggle as the unifying field of 

 
5. Badiou, Alain (October 2006) “The Saturated Generic Identity of the Working Class”, interview published in 

Reactionary Times 15. Available from https://chtodelat.org/b8-newspapers/12-59/the-saturated-generic-identity-

of-the-working-class/ 
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various objective and subjective moments lends itself for the creation of the 

“egalitarian symbolization” that, according to Badiou, “can guide, regulate, and form” 

in every struggle “the stable subjective underpinning of” everything that makes up 

what he calls “the communist idea”: “the collectivisation of resources, the effective 

disappearance of inequalities, the recognition of differences [...] and, ultimately, the 

withering away of separate forms of authority in the manner of the state”6. Badiou’s 

approach confirms the connection we drew between the square movement and Marx 

and Engels’ view of communism as the real movement that abolishes the present state 

of affairs.   

On the whole, the class struggle that emerges from this reconceptualization is 

in line with Laclau and Mouffe’s view—which we discussed in more detail in the 

theory chapter—that there is no apriori privileged place in the anti-capitalist struggle. 

The reconfigured class struggle depends for its constitution and development on the 

“multiplicity of experiences” that Badiou (2006), like Laclau and Mouffe and many 

other thinkers, considers as the necessary starting point for today’s struggles. In turn, 

these experiences depend on class struggle for their unification in an anti-capitalist 

direction. In sum, although class struggle cannot produce “universalistic political 

effects” if conceived as “pure universality”, it can do so if it is conceptualized as the 

“central particularistic core” ensuring the flow of the critique of class and capitalism 

into the “chain of equivalences” expanding around it (Laclau 2000: 208, 292). This 

proposition reveals the significant contribution of Laclau and Mouffe’s theoretical 

approach and analytical tools to the enhancement of class struggle, even against their 

intention.  

Reconceptualized through the multiplicity of experiences and vice versa, class 

struggle can offer not only an alternative to its abandonment in the name of social 

diversity that the thinkers in the post-Marxist tradition suggest but also a solution to a 

problem their logic cannot solve, no matter how much they would want to: the 

worrisome fact that nowadays’ multiplicity of issue-orientated struggles are not only 

disconnected from one another but also “purely defensive”, “giving up on strategic 

thinking on more global perspectives of change”, to remind Laclau’s characteristic 

expression of concern we also mentioned in the theory chapter.  

All in all, what seems to be a source of weakness for class (struggle)—the 

acceptance that “the worker’s position does not give them any a priori privilege in the 

anti-systemic struggle”, to use Žižek’s clearer phrasing of Laclau and Mouffe’s 

 
6. Badiou, Alain (2015, May 19) “True and False Contradictions of the crisis”, interview published originally in 

Liberation. Available in English from https://www.versobooks.com/blogs/2014-alain-badiou-true-and-false-

contradictions-of-the-crisis   
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viewpoint (2000: 319)—is actually the source of its renewed strength. In the context 

of the discussed reconceptualization, such acceptance does not consist in stripping 

(working) class of its organic relation to the critique of class and capitalism and its 

ability to produce universalistic political effects, but in endowing the other struggles 

too with this relation and this ability.  

In this way, class struggle emerges stronger than before, because it is no 

longer conducted from the worker’s position alone but it can actively involve the 

multiple subject-positions that the various struggles encompass, while at the same 

time embedding into them a strategic logic and goal that unifies them and lends them 

the anti-systemic character they may lack. It is characteristic that, contrary to Laclau 

and Mouffe’s “radical and plural democracy” which disregards class, the movement’s 

democratic struggle turned the elimination of class inequality into an intrinsic aspect 

of the multiple identities it expressed.7  

This renewed view of class struggle can also offer an alternative to the 

abandonment of the “conventional framework”—as Badiou calls class struggle and 

the “forms of popular political disciplines” defined by Marxism and Leninism, such 

as trade unions and parties—that many like him consider increasingly incapable of 

offering solutions to the threats and problems that the “violent and cynical” capitalism 

of our times poses (2006). In particular, it can become the new political content of old 

forms of political organization, lay the foundations for the creation of new ones and 

provide the basis of joint action and new political alliances. Also, provided that this 

class struggle is not a monoglossia but the living “system of its ‘languages’” (Bakhtin 

1981: 262), it can articulate the all-round and coherent responses that are required to 

“counter” the “conservative initiatives” (Jodi 2014: 264) which obstruct emancipatory 

consciousness and contribute to the limitation of rights and freedoms.  

In this way, the reconceptualized class struggle to which the square movement 

points can enable the creation of new anti-capitalist collective projects, more 

synthetical both in terms of their scope and the identities of the individuals involved 

in their realization, without starting from scratch, as Badiou’s version of the required 

“new synthesis” suggests (2006). “[A] new start to the task of comprehending reality 

and one without any preconceptions [...] does not require a tabula rasa”, Lukács 

advises (1968: 163, emphasis in original). It requires to read the present historically, 

to draw upon Chouliaraki (2006: 64). More specifically when it comes to social 

movements and their mediation, it requires to read the present through the prism of 

 
7. A detailed discussion on this issue can be found in the section “Class in itself: democracy” of the theory chapter.    
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the historical process of class struggle. This is certainly true for extracting 

emancipatory ideas from a social movement which had a lot to offer in terms of 

radicality, creativity and inclusiveness. But it is also certainly true for evaluating how 

the analyzed news texts mediated this movement’s offer to their audience.  

   

5.3 Historicizing mediation 

 

Our analysis put forth two important reasons why the media’s attempted 

consent to the midterm program can be considered a coercive one. First, because it 

was shaped within a consent/coercion dialectic determined by the threat of extreme 

violence, such as the use of tanks and the possibility of human casualties. The 

discussion in the “dilemma frame” section of the analysis chapter about how the 

experience of the midterm program or bankruptcy dilemma under the threat of tanks 

may have contributed to the emergence of the midterm program as the solution to the 

dilemma is illustrative of the coercive origins of consent. Second, because consent to 

the midterm program was based on what we described in the last section of the theory 

chapter as the media’s “dialogized monoglossia”: the exclusion of every socio-

ideological voice that could have caused a crack in the ideological self-referentiality 

of the dilemma and thus in the power of its coercive effect—against even the low 

standards of liberal democratic pluralism.  

Even when mediation positively acknowledged the movement, like with the 

reference to the non-violent character of the indignant’s protest in the 28-06-2011 

news bulletin that we discussed in the “conflict frame” section of the analysis chapter, 

it concealed the link of indignation to class struggle and social change and kept 

indignation within the limits of “consent to power and resent the mode of its exercise” 

(Cammaerts 2015: 20).8 In this way, while the movement sought the solution to the 

dilemma in the rejection of the social reality to which the dilemma belonged, the 

media secured the inescapability of both by recourse to the “unmediated catastrophes” 

of bankruptcy and chaos (Lukács 1968: 165).  

With these in mind, what actually left unchallenged the coercive core of the 

dilemma and, thus, the experience of the midterm program as a one-way solution, was 

obscuring the movement’s historicizing of the dilemma as an aspect of class struggle 

and, thus, as an aspect of a social situation “caught up in the process of historical 

 
8. This is highly illustrative of why the two frames should be read in articulation with one another as it was often 

suggested in the analysis chapter.  
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change, to recall Lukács’ words in the theory chapter. The effect of entrapment in 

one-way solutions that this anti-historicizing approach by the media has can become 

clearer if viewed in the light of the various possible solutions to the problems and 

challenges of our times that, as we discussed in the previous section, can be derived 

from the revitalization and reconfiguration of class struggle towards which the square 

movement pointed.  

Leaving outside mediation the discourses and processes through which the 

movement transcended the dilemma altogether can be viewed from the perspective of 

what Lukács described as the process of “conceal[ing] the dialectical structure of the 

historical process in daily life” (1968: 165). The main result of this process is the 

transformation of “contingency into a necessity” (Cammaerts 2015: 11) that is 

“overwhelming [and] objective” (Lukács 1968: 165) and the ensuing feeling of 

impotence to affect the social situation. 

In this regard, masking the “dialectical nature” of any dilemma, i.e., its nature 

as object of a social process that can be influenced by “the subject (the class)” and the 

individuals that class is made up of (Lukács 1968: 164, 165) can be considered as the 

condition of success for all the appeals to “There is No Alternative” (TINA) with 

which today’s public discourse abounds. From this perspective, exploring the 

formation of consent through the prism of dilemma and the dialectic of 

consent/coercion as we did in this thesis can be regarded as a fitting way to elucidate 

the coercive mechanism of the powerful dilemmas we are confronted with nowadays 

and the conditions for its revisibility.   

In the same vein with Lukács, Cammaerts argues that “the post-hegemonic 

status of neoliberalism and capitalism” (2015: 1)—the hardly reversible state of 

almost total power that capitalism has reached in his opinion—is grounded in 

“guarding the invisibility of capitalist interests” and “obscuring inherent conflict” 

(2015: 21, 19). In Žižek’s words, this invisibility can be considered as “the more 

fundamental exclusion/foreclosure that grounds [the] very horizon” within which the 

struggle for hegemony takes place (2000: 108, emphasis in original).  

In our opinion, both Žižek who opposes the “conflation” of the two levels 

(2000: 108) and Cammaerts who argues that “the post-hegemonic war of position [...] 

consists above all in this invisibility more so than in silencing, ignoring or distorting 

[...] critical voices” (2015: 21) take the invisibility of class and the post-hegemonic 

status it grants to capitalism for granted and unwillingly dissociate it from the 

hegemonic struggles and the challenges they can pose to it. In this context, 

Cammaerts is right to focus on the role of these voices—compromised as they are by 
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the “limited degrees of visibility” and the depoliticization and distortion they go 

through by mediation—as constitutive of this invisibility (2015: 1, 21) and, thus, as 

subjugated to post-hegemony. 

However, for Cammaerts’ question—which all thinkers in this chapter share—

about whether it is possible “to unsettle or deterritorialize” post-hegemony (2015: 12) 

to be answered positively, the analytical focus should be placed, on the one hand, on 

disclosing the full counter-hegemonic dynamics of the voices that are silenced and 

invisibilized, given that it is through this dynamics that the foreclosure can be 

dissolved and its (post-)hegemonic status challenged. For this counter-hegemonic 

dynamics to be fully disclosed, it is not only class that needs to be visibilized but the 

role of class struggle as a unifying field of class with social diversity, as it is the latter 

that can challenge the universality on which (post-)hegemony resides. On the other 

hand, it should be placed on disclosing the media’s effort to disarticulate its discourse 

from these voices as the necessary condition for achieving hegemony.  

In sum, our analysis should focus on disclosing the hegemonic and thus 

contingent nature of post-hegemony. Only if the schism between classes and masses 

is not taken for granted but both the hegemonic process of its production and the 

counter-hegemonic process of its “suture” (Laclau and Mouffe 1985: 47) are revealed 

—and this cannot happen by abandoning class as an obstacle to struggles like Laclau 

and Mouffe do or by emphasizing the pre- or post-hegemonic status that Žižek and 

Cammaerts attribute to its invisibility—can the invisibility of class on which (post-) 

hegemony resides be reversed. In general, post-hegemony can be unsettled with an 

analysis that restores the movements and their antagonists back into a hegemonic 

relation, with post-hegemony a state of power that is not yet established but is still to 

be decided.   

This brings us back to why we went to great lengths to reconstruct the silenced 

and invisibilized class contents of the movement and explore their full sociopolitical 

potential. It also puts in perspective why the analysis of the media’s discourse focused 

on the disarticulation from the class contents of the movement. More generally, it 

makes clearer why bringing the ahistorical and anti-historicizing strategy of the 

“mediated discursive war” into the open field of class struggle where its “real material 

consequences” can be better viewed and reversed (Cammaerts 2015: 21) was thought 

to be a necessary move in the direction of post-hegemony’s deterritorialization.   

The exclusion of the movement’s historicizing of the dilemma as an aspect of 

class struggle, what can be viewed as the “constitutive outside” of mediation 

(Cammaerts 2015: 9), was not the only component of its anti-historicizing 
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mechanism. It was complemented by an ahistorical appeal to history that ignored the 

concrete economic and sociopolitical conditions of the specific historical reality 

within which the midterm program was suggested as a solution. This can be viewed as 

the “[constitutive] inside” (Cammaerts 2015: 14, 21) of the anti-historicizing 

mechanism of mediation.9 

Central to it was the constitution of a classless national identity and the 

portrayal of the vote of the midterm program as a national duty through the use of 

“unhistorical and antihistorical” concepts and “abstract categories of reflection”, to 

succinctly describe them drawing upon Lukács (1968: 157, 164). The appeal to 

emotion was an important ingredient of this effort. The main anti-historicizing effects 

of the constitutive inside were the following: first, the replacement of the 

consequences of the midterm program on the living standards by an ungrounded 

promise towards progress; and second, the replacement of political nation, determined 

by its citizens and popular sovereignty, by cultural nation, depoliticized and 

hypostatized through the triptych “a nation, a people, and a religion”10.  

All in all, the constitutive inside of mediation aimed at building consent on the 

ground that the disarticulation from class (struggle) had left empty of the power of 

human agency and the prospect of historical change. Central to this effort was the 

legitimization of a democracy that lacked the main ingredients of democratic 

legitimacy: “participation and inclusion” (Kalyvas 2005: 238). The democratic 

processes of the squares, with their massive participation and participatory parity had 

made more visible than ever that the parliament exerted “the power to constitute a 

legal order at the exclusion of all those who will be its addressees” (Kalyvas 2005: 

239). The “semantic meaning” of this legal order was not only exclusionary because it 

ignored the popular sovereignty that was being constituted in the squares but also 

because it was in sharp contrast to the “inclusive meaning” (Kalyvas 2005: 239) of 

the reconstituted sovereignty: the elimination of social exclusions resulting from a 

system driven by profit motives.  

The movement had laid bare “the authoritarianism and coercive extraction of 

 
9. At the origin of the notion of the “constitutive outside” upon which Cammaerts and many other thinkers draw is 

Derrida’s view of “the power of exteriority as constitutive of interiority: of speech, of signified meaning, of the 

present as such” (1974: 313). Henry Staten offers an eloquent account of Derrida’s view when he argues that 

Derrida “takes the outside to be necessary to the constitution of a phenomenon in its as-such, a condition of the 

possibility of the ‘inside’” (1984: 16, emphasis in original). It is due to this constitutive relation of the “outside” to 

the “inside” that David Howarth and Yannis Stavrakakis claim that “the concept of antagonism has strong 

resonances with Derrida’s notion of a ‘constitutive outside’” (2000: 22). We take their view as a confirmation of 

our dual focus on (dis)articulations for the analysis of this antagonism. It also confirms, in our opinion, our choice 

in this section to “summarize” the effect of this antagonism on the constitution of the media’s discourse in terms of 

the “constitutive outside” and the “constitutive inside” of mediation.  

10. These words of Badiou were also quoted in the analysis chapter.  
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consent” (Ferrajoli 1985: 64) by which the political power in the parliament was 

trying to impose the particular interests of a social group over the universal well-being 

of society. The appeal to nation and the classless “ought” (Lukács 1968: 161) of the 

national duty aimed at providing the “universality” and “binding character” that the 

midterm program lacked due to its particularistic and coercive core. It also aimed at 

lending democratic legitimacy to a “political order that retained in it [and drastically 

enhanced] social, economic and political inequalities” (Maniatis 2011: 207). More 

generally, it was the spearhead of the attempt to disconnect democracy from class 

struggle as they were articulated with one another by the movement of the squares.  

What this disconnection prevented was not “the violent transformation of 

society” and the abandonment of the “ideals of democracy” that thinkers like 

Sigmund Krancberg attribute to Marx’s thought in general (1982: 24) and to his 

emphasis on class struggle in particular. It undermined the movement’s attempt to 

transform democracy into the regime in which “the people is the subject of the 

constituent power” (Schmitt in Kalyvas 2005: 238) motivated by and aiming at “the 

removal of inequalities and the alienating forms of living” (Maniatis 2011: 207) as the 

condition for the celebration and development of social diversity and individual 

difference. From this perspective, it undermined what François Furet would see as the 

invention of a new “democratic culture” similar to that invented in the era of the 

Revolutions (in Habermas 1997: 39).  

Premised on “the understanding of political practice in terms of self-

determination and self-realization” and permeated by the “historical consciousness” 

(Habermas 1997: 39) that these cannot be achieved without class struggle and the 

abolition of inequalities, such democratic culture was inescapably conflictual and 

agonistic (Benhabib 1996: 8). But, at the same time, it was wholly at odds with the 

conflicts caused by “the atavistic belief that identities can be maintained and secured 

[...] by eliminating difference and otherness” (Benhabib 1996: 4). Also, its 

inclusiveness and opposition to exploitation and inequality, had they hegemonized, 

could have prevented the rise of “fascism, xenophobic nationalism [and] right-wing 

populism” (Benhabib 1996: 4) which ever since that time have established themselves 

as an agonistic response to the problems of the lower classes by targeting diversity 

and democracy while leaving the structures of exploitation and inequality 

uncriticized. From this perspective, the movement of the squares pointed to the right 

direction for actively “safeguard[ing] [and promoting] freedom and justice” 

(Benhabib 1996: 4) and, therefore, it could have marked a turn towards bringing into 

being “a new victorious experience of emancipatory struggle” (Kouvelakis 2020: 13).  
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In light of this discussion, the contribution of the media to the legitimization 

of coerciveness, social inequality and alienation, constitutes a decisive criterion for 

evaluating their role, critical as it is due to the central position they have in the 

circulation and production of social meanings (Gamson 1995). However, the other 

equally important criterion is the contribution they have missed to offer to the 

invention of the agonistic democratic culture that the movement attempted, much-

needed as it is in our times of increasing distrust in capitalist democratic politics 

(Cammaerts 2015: 22, 20) as a result of its unwillingness to respond to the ongoing 

economic crisis with a distribution of wealth that favours the social majority’s well-

being and in an era marked by the rising influence of right-wing populist ideas. By 

placing the focus on the missed opportunity of the media, we wish to keep open the 

discussion about the role that both the media and society should assume in order to 

turn the next “exception”, like the one that the vote on the midterm program signaled 

for every aspect of life in Greece, from “a moment of coercion” into “the moment of 

the original creation of a new order” (Kalyvas 2005: 226-227) and the foundations of 

a better life.  
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6. STUDY LIMITATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER WORK 
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Although we referred to the movement of the squares without making the 

distinction between the upper and the lower part of the Syntagma square, we agree 

that there were significant differences between the two, as many researchers of the 

specific movement have pointed out. The highly diverse composition, the “populist” 

slogans (Panagiotopoulou 2013: 441), the “vulgar” gestures, such as the open palm 

towards the building of the parliament (the so-called “mountza”) and the lack of 

politicized processes were the most characteristic differences of the upper square 

compared with the lower one, where more “left-aligned” protesters gathered (Tsaliki 

2012) and the daily general assemblies took place.  

To elaborate a little the last difference, we should note that while the 

participants in the assemblies actively advanced inclusive democratic dialogue and 

decision-making with everyone’s interest in mind, giving flesh to what Aristotle 

called “politeia”, the regime in which “the multitude governs for the common 

advantage”1, the protesters of the upper square condemned parliamentary democracy 

without practising or proposing any alternative form of democratic politics. The 

slogan “fire fire on the brothel parliament” is characteristic of this condemnation, 

while at the same time revealing an anti-political and anti-democratic dimension 

alongside the generally apolitical attitude of the upper square.  

We should also note, drawing on first-hand observation, that the protesters 

from the upper square were not particularly interested in the processes of the lower 

square and did not participate in them, at least not systematically, while the protesters 

of the lower square showed equally little interest in what went on in the upper 

square.2 All in all, we think it is true that the protesters of the two squares “did not 

socialize” with one another, as Liza Tsaliki aptly puts it, or that at times there was 

even some scoff between them (2012).  

Despite these differences, we did not assume there were no relations between 

the two squares or that such relations were of little importance. On the contrary, we 

considered significant for the analysis of the media’s discourse the fact that the “three 

nots” campaign launched by the Committee of Trade Unions, Movements and 

Assemblies enjoyed a great success in both the upper and the lower square, revealing 

and enhancing an important link between them.3 Also, the disappearance of the 

 
1. Aristotle’s Politics, I-II (1989). Translated by V. Moskovis. Athens: Nomiki Vivliothiki. Available from 

https://www.greek-language.gr/greekLang/ancient_greek/tools/corpora/anthology/content.html?t=43&m=2 

2. It is relevant to note here that both parts of the Syntagma square were packed with people when the movement 

was at its peak and walking around was far from easy, which may have contributed in its own right to the 

consolidation of the composition and character that distinguished each of the two parts of the square. 

3. One should recognize that while the “three nots” slogan—“we do not owe, we do not sell, we do not pay” —

reflected ideas reiterated in the popular assemblies, it also resonated with the upper square’s “populist” slogan “I 

do not pay, I do not pay” (Panagiotopoulou 2013: 441). The kiosk that the Committee installed on the corner of the 
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differences between the protesters of the two squares on the days of the big protests 

and during the clashes with the police, when all together sang the same songs and 

chanted the same slogans, did not go unnoticed in our analysis either. In fact, based 

on these observations, we assumed that the national consciousness expressed mainly 

in the upper square was not inimical to the class consciousness being shaped in the 

lower square and that each of the two squares in complementarity with one another 

could have contributed to a proletarianization of the nation. Most importantly, we 

suggested that the specific mediation of the protest and the parliamentary discussion 

on the midterm program aimed at excluding the possibility of the synthesis of the 

class dimension with the national-popular one that Kouvelakis, drawing on Gramsci, 

considered necessary for such a proletarianization of the nation.4    

However, we did not include (if there is any available) or acquired information 

from the protesters of the two squares themselves that could have strengthened or 

challenged our assumptions. For example, information about how they viewed one 

another and how they experienced the occasions where they mingled. Valuable 

evidence in relation to these assumptions could have been the input of the protesters 

of the upper square on whether they found the issues discussed in the general 

assemblies relevant to their thoughts, feelings and beliefs motivating their 

participation. More specifically, their input could have revealed more about the 

relation of the national consciousness to class consciousness that we suggested in our 

analysis and shed more light on the potential for a synthesis between them.   

Such information would help us test the validity of our assumptions and, most 

importantly, in relation to other assumptions about the movement of the squares that 

give rise to controversy even to date. For example, it would help us challenge the 

claim that the upper square was connected with the rise of extreme right populism in 

Greek society and, in particular, the empowerment of Golden Dawn and its first 

election to parliament a few months later rather than with the potential emergence, 

through its interaction with the lower square, of a left-wing “new national-popular 

radicalism” as we claim in our analysis. A better understanding of these connections 

are of great importance, in our opinion, since we share the view that the former claim 

is a “systemic myth” that needs to be deconstructed5 because it slanders the 

 
two squares, with stickers and placards of the slogan as well as brochures explaining the slogan’s concept aimed at 

strengthening and politicizing this link.   

4. This discussion took place in the subsubsection “Classless subjectivity: occupying the nation” of the analysis 

chapter.  

5. Here we draw on the title and content of Nikos Giannopoulos’ article “Golden Dawn in the Squares: 

Demolishing a Systemic Myth” published on News 24/7 in October 2020. Retrieved from 

https://www.news247.gr/koinonia/i-chrysi-aygi-stis-plateies-gkremizontas-ena-systimiko-mytho.9021837.html     
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movement of the squares, distracts from the real social and political causes of fascism 

and obscures the role of such movements in tackling both the social manifestations of 

fascism and its causes.   

With these in mind, we believe that an analysis of the movement of the 

squares without making a distinction between the lower and the upper square has 

better accommodated the analytical focus of the thesis on the lower part of the square 

while at the same time pointing to the reality and possibility of deeper forms of 

interaction between the two squares. In this way, it puts forward—and does not 

obscure—the necessity for further research, both theoretical and empirical, of this 

interaction and especially of the aspects of this interaction that are more relevant to 

public debate today. 

Another limitation of our study lies in the fact that we used a small corpus of 

three news bulletins. Of course one should consider that the object of our thesis was 

the antagonism between the discourse of the media and the movement of the squares 

and thus the selected news bulletins were one of the two constituents of the overall 

corpus analyzed in the thesis, the second being the texts of the popular assemblies. 

Moreover, that the analysis of both discourses made the possibility of an equally 

thorough analysis applied to more news bulletins extremely difficult within the 

framework of the same thesis.    

In any case, the small size of the news bulletins has hopefully not affected the 

number and significance of insights we were able to gain into the interaction of the 

media with the movement of the squares and into the interaction of the media with 

social movements more generally. First, because the analyzed bulletins were 

representative of the media discourse of the whole period surrounding the vote on the 

midterm program, as we explained in the beginning of the methodology chapter. 

Second, because we applied a close textual reading to the news broadcast of the most 

critical day of that period, thus examining many important aspects of this corpus and 

the relations among them, while at the same time linking these aspects to the 

structures and assumptions underlying them.6 We believe that such an approach 

allowed us to transcend the “contingent and case-specific” (Panagiotopoulou 2013: 

425) to which small corpus analysis is usually confined and provided us with a 

valuable understanding of the broader social processes underway.  

But the fact remains that had the analyzed sample included news bulletins of 

similar critical events, our understanding of the hegemonic struggle between the 

 
6. As we discussed in the methodology chapter, this combination is the recommended approach for a critical 

analysis of media discourse according to Fairclough and CDA in general.   
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media and the movements could have been more enriched and nuanced. For example, 

although not immediately relevant to the subject of our thesis, an analysis of the 

media’s discourse during the period leading up to the vote on the second 

memorandum on February 12, 2012, would have offered a valuable insight into how 

hegemonic struggle is conducted when no radical popular movement is in the streets. 

In particular, it would add enormously to our understanding of the media, the 

movements, their antagonism and their relation to the existing economic and political 

system, to draw a comparison between how consent was shaped by the media when 

political power was faced with the demonstrations of February 2012, no matter how 

massive and militant they were, rather than with the social movement of June 2011, 

which articulated for days a radical opposition to the existing political and social 

order and constituted a space where thousands of people from all strands of life 

experienced an interaction of the self with the collective outside of the commodified, 

individualized and competitive social relations of late, symbolic, capitalism. There is 

no doubt that such an understanding would be a worthwhile purpose for further 

research.    

The idea that “mediation [...] is as much about the producers of content as it is 

about those who receive that content” which Cammaerts points out drawing upon 

Roger Silverstone (2015: 18) remains valid regardless of the “specific dispositions to 

feel, think and act”7 that our analysis of mediation in this thesis revealed. More 

specifically, we agree with the importance that those embracing this idea, mainly 

representatives of the cultural studies approach, attach to the “differences in social 

positions and contexts” (Cammaerts 2015: 18) as the potential game changers in the 

way mediated reality is actually perceived and received by the individual members of 

the audience.  

The strong class differentiation of the vote in the 2015 bailout referendum in 

Greece, with the wealthy classes voting for yes and the popular ones voting for no, 

explicitly illustrated the decisive influence of class differences on major political 

decision-making, especially under the impact of the austerity policies adopted from 

the first Memorandum onwards.8 Most importantly, the victory of the no vote 

illustrated the prevalence of class materiality over the meanings of the dominant 

mediation, which had clearly favoured the yes vote in the period leading up to the 

referendum. A prevalence of class divisions over the influence of the dominant 

mediated political discourse was also the case in the 2016 EU referendum in the UK 

 
7. Here we refer back to Chouliaraki’s quote in the analysis chapter.  

8. Panagiotis Koustenis, Ilias Nikolakopoulos (2015, July 10). The Xray of the No. Available from 

https://www.tanea.gr/2015/07/10/politics/i-aktinografia-toy-oxi/ 
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(Evans and Tilley 2017: 201).  

In our opinion, both these examples indicate a necessity for shedding more 

light on the factors that intervene between the dispositions shaped by mediation and 

the actual media effects on the individuals’ beliefs and attitudes and, more 

specifically, on the role of class in this process. For this reason, a shift of focus from 

the mediated discourse towards the individuals receiving it would be necessary. To be 

in a position to understand the process through which the differences of the social 

(both structural and personal) among individuals create continuities or discontinuities 

between the dispositions inherent in the dominant (mediated) discourse and the actual 

way of thinking and acting of these individuals, class should be conceived in 

articulation with the other aspects of their subjectivity and life, like argued in this 

thesis.  

We believe that interviews with individuals of different social backgrounds 

could offer a valuable insight into the various ways class is experienced nowadays 

and the factors that enable or prevent its influence on people’s thoughts and actions.  

The interviews could be sparked by various fragments of mediated discourse 

with different focal points, whether purely political or identity-centered.9 In this way, 

we can increase our understanding of class in its multiple, complex and contradictory 

manifestations, presences or absences, and the implicit ways in which it functions. 

Mike Savage is right to argue that emphasizing the importance of class in political 

choices and attitudes is not enough but “further work needs to be done to draw out 

how class itself is being remade and how intersectionalities with race, gender and age 

are crucial in generating contemporary political [and social] divisions” (2017: 709).     

If the language that the new spirit of capitalism required in order to represent a 

change and a promise unthematized class and replaced it with new terms and concepts 

(Boltanski and Chiapello 2005b: 164-166), these interviews could help us “identif[y] 

[the] displacements” of class and the critique of capitalism from the linguistic and 

conceptual map of individuals nowadays and “determine” the reasons and 

consequences of that displacement (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005a: 322). This 

process could allow the reconstruction of class through “aspects of social organization 

[such] as race, gender, religion” (Harvey 1989: 355) and its study in the way 

suggested by Savage.   

As it became clear in the thesis but also here, we do not quite agree with 

 
9. Questions such as “Do you feel that you belong to a social class?” that were used by opinion polls in the past 

(Boltanski and Chiapello 2005a: 337) would presuppose a clear-cut class consciousness without offering any 

insight into its complexities or contributing to its reconceptualization. It goes without saying that it would reveal 

nothing of the relation between mediation and class consciousness. 
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Harvey who claims that “the importance of recuperating such aspects [...] within the 

overall frame of historical materialist inquiry (with its emphasis upon the power of 

money and capital circulation) and class politics (with its emphasis upon the unity of 

the emancipatory struggle) cannot be overestimated” (1989: 355). Instead, we believe 

that such a recuperation should be further researched theoretically and pursued 

politically for “more adequate understandings of the social in the service of 

emancipation” (Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999: 34) and their translatability into the 

life grammar of the person to be achieved. 
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APPENDIX 

 

MEGA’s news broadcast on 28 June, 2011 

 

Ό. Τρέμη: Σοβαρά επεισόδια και μεγάλες καταστροφές προκάλεσαν το μεσημέρι 

ομάδες κουκουλοφόρων οι οποίοι έκαναν βανδαλισμούς και πυρπολούσαν 

ανενόχλητοι μετά το τέλος της πορείας των συνδικάτων για τη σημερινή πανελλαδική 

απεργία και ενώ διαδήλωναν αγανακτισμένοι στο Σύνταγμα ενόψει της αυριανής 

κρίσιμης ψηφοφορίας για το Μεσοπρόθεσμο και την 5η δόση. Τα κόμματα της 

αριστεράς καταγγέλουν προβοκάτσια. Τώρα, στο ΠΑΣΟΚ έχει κορυφωθεί ο κόκκινος 

συναγερμός για τους διαφωνούντες ενώ οι Βρυξέλλες διαμήνυσαν στην Αθήνα ότι ή 

υπερψηφίζει το Μεσοπρόθεσμο και τα σκληρά μέτρα ή η χώρα οδηγείται στη 

χρεοκοπία, ξεκαθαρίζοντας ότι δεν υπάρχει εναλλακτικό σχέδιο. Πριν από λίγο στη 

Βουλή ο Αντώνης Σαμαράς επανέλαβε ότι το κόμμα του θα ψηφίσει «όχι» γιατί, 

όπως είπε, το Μεσοπρόθεσμο θα φέρει πιο κοντά τη χρεοκοπία, ενώ ο Ευάγγελος 

Βενιζέλος τον κατηγόρησε ότι σκέφτεται με βάση το κομματικό συμφέρον. Όλα αυτά 

λοιπόν θα τα συζητήσουμε αναλυτικά (λεζάντα: Έδρασαν πάλι οι κουκουλοφόροι. 

Καταγγελίες για προβοκάτσια) με τον Γιάννη Πρετεντέρη, τον Παύλο Τσίμα, τον 

Μανόλη Καψή, τον Ιορδάνη Χασαπόπουλο, τη Μαρία Σπυράκη και τους ρεπόρτερ 

μας στο Σύνταγμα. Πριν απ’ όλα να δούμε το ρεπορτάζ.  

 

Ρεπορτάζ (00:01:18) 

(πλάνο: ένα δακρυγόνο πέφτει στο έδαφος και κάποιος με ολοπρόσωπη μάσκα το 

παίρνει και το πετάει πίσω / λεζάντα: Πεδίο μάχης το Σύνταγμα. Ανενόχλητοι οι 

κουκουλοφόροι κατέστρεψαν ό,τι βρήκαν μπροστά τους) Αφηγήτρια: Για άλλη μια 

φορά το Σύνταγμα μετατράπηκε σε πεδίο μάχης. Ανενόχλητοι οι κουκουλοφόροι με 

σφυριά στα χέρια έσπαγαν μάρμαρα, ξήλωναν τις πλάκες των πεζοδρομίων και χωρίς 

κανένας να τους σταματά πετούσαν πέτρες στα ΜΑΤ και έσπαγαν τις βιτρίνες 

καταστημάτων. Τα επεισόδια ξεκίνησαν γύρω μετά τη μία και μισή το μεσημέρι και 

αφού είχαν διαλυθεί τα συλλαλητήρια των συνδικάτων, όταν ομάδα νεαρών 

επιτέθηκαν σε άτομα που βρισκόντουσαν σε καφετέρια στην οδό Όθωνος και 

κρατούσαν ελληνικές σημαίες. Σε λίγα λεπτά τα επεισόδια γενικεύτηκαν, με την 

αστυνομία να παραμένει απούσα (λεζάντα: Πεδίο μάχης το Σύνταγμα. 

Κουκουλοφόροι τα έκαναν «γης μαδιάμ» με την αστυνομία απούσα). Όταν τελικά 

μετά από ώρα τα ΜΑΤ έκαναν την εμφάνισή τους, άρχισαν άγριες συγκρούσεις, με 



  268 

τους κουκουλοφόρους να πετούν πέτρες-μολότοφ και τα ΜΑΤ να απαντούν με χρήση 

χημικών (λεζάντα: Πεδίο μάχης το Σύνταγμα. Άγριες συγκρούσεις μεταξύ των ΜΑΤ 

και των κουκουλοφόρων). Σοκ προκαλεί ένας νεαρός να πυροβολεί με όπλο στυλό 

εναντίον αστυνομικού των ΜΑΤ που βρισκόταν στην οδό Καραγιώργη Σερβίας. Η 

φωτοβολίδα χτύπησε πάνω στην ασπίδα του αστυνομικού. Από την αρχή των 

επεισοδίων οι αγανακτισμένοι που ήταν συγκεντρωμένοι μπροστά από τον άγνωστο 

στρατιώτη προσπάθησαν να περιφρουρήσουν τον ειρηνικό χαρακτήρα της 

διαμαρτυρίας τους (πλάνο δείχνει τώρα τους «αγανακτισμένους»). Μάλιστα, έκαναν 

ανθρώπινη αλυσίδα και ζητούσαν από τους αστυνομικούς να απομακρυνθούν από 

την πλατεία Συντάγματος (ακούγεται σύνθημα: «Η αστυνομία έξω από την πλατεία» / 

λεζάντα: Πεδίο μάχης το Σύνταγμα. Αποφασισμένοι να περιφρουρήσουν τη 

συγκέντρωση οι αγανακτισμένοι). Οι άγριες συγκρούσεις μεταξύ των ΜΑΤ και των 

κουκουλοφόρων συνεχίστηκαν. Και η πλατεία Συντάγματος μετατράπηκε σε θάλαμο 

αερίων (λεζάντα: Πεδίο μάχης το Σύνταγμα. Άγριες συγκρούσεις μεταξύ των ΜΑΤ 

και των κουκουλοφόρων) καθώς δακρυγόνα έπεσαν και μέσα στον σταθμό του μετρό 

(πλάνο: ένας νεαρός προσφέρει μαλόξ μέσα στο μετρό) ενώ πολλοί εργαζόμενοι 

εγκλωβίστηκαν στα γραφεία των γειτονικών κτιρίων (Ακούγεται η φωνή μιας 

εγκλωβισμένης γυναίκας: «Ήταν με ύφος... στα παράθυρα προς τα πάνω και κουνάνε 

τα τέτοια, κουνάνε τα ξύλα»). Η δράση των κουκουλοφόρων που έκαναν την 

εμφάνισή τους και έδρασαν ανενόχλητοι σε μια ημέρα που είχαν προγραμματιστεί 

μαζικές διαδηλώσεις διαμαρτυρίας από τα συνδικάτα και τους αγανακτισμένους 

(λεζάντα: Άγριες συγκρούσεις. Σε «θάλαμο αερίων» μετατράπηκε το σύνταγμα. 

Αγωνία εργαζομένων που εγκλωβίστηκαν) προκάλεσε έντονες αντιδράσεις, με τα 

κόμματα της αριστεράς να καταγέλλουν προβοκάτσια (λεζάντα: Πεδίο μάχης το 

Σύνταγμα. Κουκουλοφόροι τα έκαναν «γης μαδιάμ» με την αστυνομία απούσα). 

Ανακοίνωση ΚΚΕ: «Όλως περιέργως» οι διάφορες ομάδες κουκουλοφόρων 

εμγανίζονται μαζί με τα ΜΑΤ τις ημέρες των απεργιακών κινητοποιήσεων και 

διαδηλώσεων. Ανακοίνωση ΛΑΟΣ: Το μικρότερο κακό είναι να αποτελούν τα 

επεισόδια έργο προβοκατόρων και το μεγαλύτερο είναι να έχει φτάσει η οργή σε 

εμπρησμούς, βανδαλισμούς και τραμπουκισμούς. Συνιστούμε ψυχραιμία για να μην 

επιβεβαιωθεί τελικά ο κύριος Πάγκαλος. Ανακοίνωση ΣΥΡΙΖΑ: Για άλλη μια φορά 

οι αστυνομικές δυνάμεις καταστολής επιχείρησαν να διαλύσουν τη μαζική ειρηνική 

συγκέντρωση των χιλιάδων αγανακτισμένων πολιτών ενάντια στην κυβερνητική 

πολιτική αξιοποιώντας την τυχοδιωκτική στάση ανώνυμων κουκουλοφόρων. 

Ανακοίνωση ΔΗΜΑΡ: Για μια ακόμη φορά η δράση των κουκουλοφόρων επιχείρησε 

να αμαυρώσει τον ειρηνικό και μαζικό χαρακτήρα των σημερινών κινητοποιήσεων.  
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(00:04:30) Ό. Τρέμη (λεζάντα: Έδρασαν πάλι οι κουκουλοφόροι. Καταγγελίες για 

προβοκάτσια): Τώρα η εικόνα που είδαμε Γιάννη είναι εντυπωσιακή και είναι 

αποκαρδιωτική. Είδαμε μια φλεγόμενη πόλη, το κέντρο της παραδομένο στα χέρια 

των κουκουλοφόρων και την αστυνομία να περιορίζεται στον ρόλο του απλού θεατή. 

Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Όλα τα δελτία ειδήσεων όλων των μεγαλύτερων τηλεοπτικών 

σταθμών του κόσμου παίζουν πρώτο θέμα τα επεισόδια αυτά στην Αθήνα. Πέστε μου 

τώρα εσείς ποιος τουρίστας ετοιμάζεται τώρα να έρθει το καλοκαίρι στην Αθήνα, να 

πάει να μείνει σε ξενοδοχείο και ακριβό μάλιστα της Μεγάλης Βρετανίας. Εν πάση 

περιπτώσει, έχω τρία ερωτήματα που με απασχολούν μετά από αυτό που είδαμε 

σήμερα. Το ερώτημα πρώτο και πραγματικά με εντυπωσιάζει είναι πώς είναι δυνατό 

η αστυνομία να μην μπορεί να ελέγξει 300 ανθρώπους, δεν ήταν περισσότεροι από 

300 άνθρωποι, οι οποίοι δεν ήταν καν κουκουλοφόροι, πολλοί φοράγανε μάσκες, 

μερικοί, είδα και έναν κύριο, στην ηλικία μου θα ήταν, με άσπρα μαλλιά να 

προσπαθεί να σπάει μάρμαρα με κανονικά φάτσα παρτίδα το πρόσωπό του, δηλαδή 

ανθρώπους οι οποίοι πήγαν εκεί πέρα για να καταστρέψουνε, γιατί κανείς δεν παίρνει 

μια αντιασφυξιογόνο μάσκα για να πάει στη διαδήλωση αν θέλει απλώς να 

εκδηλώσει ειρηνικά τη διαμαρτυρία του. Γιατί η αστυνομία δεν παρενέβη. Γιατί η 

αστυνομία τους άφησε και γιατί αυτό γίνεται κατ’ επανάληψη τους τελευταίους 

μήνες. Γιατί τους αφηνει η αστυνομία να διαλύουν την Ομόνοια και ό,τι άλλο πέσει 

πάνω τους ή το Σύνταγμα. Το δεύτερο είναι τι επιδιώκουν αυτοί οι άνθρωποι. Γιατί 

αν αυτοί εγώ υποθέσω ότι είναι κουκουλοφόροι, δεν ξέρω αν είναι κουκουλοφόροι, 

εγώ δεν είδα πολλούς κουκουλοφόρους, κάποιοι είναι κάποιοι άλλοι δεν είναι, με 

μάσκες τι ακριβώς θέλουνε; Θέλουνε να πάνε να κάψουν τη Βουλή ας πούμε; Θέλουν 

να διαλύσουν τα ΜΑΤ; Τι ακριβώς επιδιώκουνε; Ποιοι είναι αυτοί οι άνθρωποι; Και 

επειδή υπάρχει και το τρίτο σκέλος, των κομμάτων της αριστεράς τα οποία για άλλη 

μια φορά πάλι, δέκατη φορά, γιατί όλα αυτά συμβαίνουν συνέχεια, μιλούν για 

προβοκάτσια, θα ήθελα να μου δώσουν και κάποια στοιχεία. Είναι προβοκάτσια γι’ 

αυτόν και γι’ αυτόν τον λόγο. Δεν είναι προβοκάτσια επειδή δεν μας αρέσει αυτό το 

πράγμα, γιατί κι εμένα δεν μου αρέσει (λεζάντα: Καταγγελίες από ΚΚΕ και ΣΥΡΙΖΑ 

για προβοκάτσια). Λοιπόν η λογική της αριστεράς είναι δεν μου αρέσει αυτό που 

συνέβη, ενδεχομένως δεν με ευνοεί κιόλας, άρα είναι προβοκάτσια. Ό. Τρέμη: 

Πάντως, υπάρχει ένα ερώτημα, Παύλο, το οποίο είναι αναπάντητο. Δηλαδή, ποιοι 

ωφελούνται από όλα αυτά τα οποία γίνονται: η χώρα είναι σίγουρο ότι δεν ωφελείται. 

Δεν ωφελείται η πόλη, δεν ωφελείται η ζωή στο κέντρο της Αθήνας και οι 

καταστηματάρχες που βλέπουν τα καταστήματά τους και να ερημώνουν και να 

καταστρέφονται, δεν ευνοούνται οι ειρηνικοί διαδηλωτές (λεζάντα: «Γης μαδιάμ» η 
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πλατεία Συντάγματος από τους κουκουλοφόρους). Π. Τσίμας: Προπάντων. Γιατί αυτό 

που συνέβη σήμερα συνέβη ακριβώς, πανομοιότυπο με το ίδιο σενάριο, για δεύτερη 

φορά. Είχε συμβεί και την περασμένη εβδομάδα και το είδαμε να επαναλαμβάνεται 

σήμερα. Δηλαδή: η πλατεία Συντάγματος η οποία είναι πλημμυρισμένη πάνω από ένα 

μήνα τώρα, κάθε μέρα έχει ανθρώπους, μερικές μέρες πάρα πολλούς ανθρώπους, όσο 

οι άνθρωποι είναι εκεί μόνοι τους δεν συμβαίνει κανένα βίαιο επεισόδιο. Ούτε το 

παραμικρό. Και ξαφνικά, όταν βρίσκουν τρόπο, επειδή υπάρχει μια πορεία, μια 

απεργία της ΓΣΕΕ ή της ΑΔΕΔΥ ή δεν ξέρω εγώ ποιανού άλλου, να εισβάλλουν 

αυτοί οι λεγόμενοι κουκουλοφόροι, δεν ξέρω αν φορούν κουκούλες ή δεν φορούν 

κουκούλες ή φορούν τις αντιασφυξιογόνες τους μάσκες, αφήνονται να διαλύσουν την 

πλατεία. Αυτό, οι άνθρωποι που παρακολουθούν τον χώρο αυτό λένε ότι στην 

πραγματικότητα, στον χώρο αυτόν τον αντιεξουσιαστικό, οι αγανακτισμένοι είναι τα 

πιο μισητά πρόσωπα. Είναι πιο μισητά και από την αστυνομία. Γιατί, ποιοι είναι 

αυτοί που μπορούν να διαδηλώνουν ειρηνικά και μάλιστα η διαδήλωσή τους να 

παίζει και ρόλο και να επηρεάζει τους διαδηλωτές και να έχει και πολιτικές 

επιπτώσεις, χωρίς να σπάνε, να κρατάνε βαριοπούλες και χωρίς να πετάνε μολότωφ; 

Δεν το ανεχόμαστε αυτό, πρέπει να τους διώξουμε από την πλατεία. Το ερώτημα 

είναι γιατί η αστυνομία τους επιτρέπει να το κάνουν αυτό. Γιατί πρέπει και αυτοί να 

παίζουν αυτό το παιχνίδι. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Ή γιατί μπορεί να πηγαίνουν και αυτοί 

στην πλατεία. Παύλο, δεν σημαίνει ότι στην πλατεία πηγαίνουν μόνο αγανακτισμένοι 

κλασικού τύπου, πάνε οι πάντες στην πλατεία. Ενδεχομένως πάνε και αυτοί πριν 

βάλουν τις μάσκες. Ε τι κάνουν τις επόμενες ημέρες αυτοί; Π. Τσίμας: Ναι, αλλά από 

τη στιγμή που προκαλούν να ανάψουν στην πλατεία φωτιά και να διαλύσουν την 

πλατεία διά της βίας, δεν έχουν καμία σχέση. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Μα αυτή είναι η 

δουλειά τους, αυτό πιστεύουν αυτοί οι άνθρωποι. Π. Τσίμας: Βεβαίως αυτό 

πιστεύουν. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Δεν έχουν άλλα φρονήματα. Π. Τσίμας: Το ερώτημα το 

έθεσες κι εσύ: γιατί η αστυνομία τους επιτρέπει να το κάνουνε;  

 

(00:08:29) Ό. Τρέμη: Αυτά πάντως έγιναν νωρίτερα έξω από τη Βουλή, δυστυχώς 

έγιναν αυτά έξω από τη Βουλή, πάμε τώρα να δούμε τι γίνεται μέσα, τούτη την ώρα, 

έχει ξεκινήσει και πάλι η συζήτηση για το Μεσοπρόθεσμο και είχαμε πάλι πριν από 

λίγο μια αντιπαράθεση, βέβαια σε χαμηλούς τόνους μεταξύ του κ. Σαμαρά και του κ. 

Βενιζέλου, ο Δημήτρης Τάκης θα μας δώσει λεπτομέρειες. Δημήτρη (λεζάντα: 

Αντιπαράθεση Σαμαρά-Βενιζέλου για το μεσοπρόθεσμο). Δ. Τάκης: Ο Σαμαράς 

κατηγόρησε το ΠΑΣΟΚ ότι πολιτεύεται με διχαστικά διλήμματα και με απειλές 

υπονοώντας τα τανκς του Πάγκαλου και το δίλημμα Μεσοπρόθεσμο ή χρεοκοπία. Ο 
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λαός θα δώσει τη δική του απάντηση, είπε ο Σαμαράς, έστειλε μήνυμα εντός της 

κοινοβουλευτικής του ομάδας ότι η ΝΔ θα καταψηφίσει το Μεσοπρόθεσμο 

πρόγραμμα. Ο υπουργός οικονομικών, Βενιζέλος, τού απάντησε σε ήπιους τόνους 

αλλά με συνενωτική λογική, είπε ότι ο κ. Σαμαράς φαντάζομαι να μην μας θεωρεί 

αφελείς, αν μπορούσαμε να κάνουμε ένα πρόγραμμα φιλικό προς τον πολίτη φυσικά 

και θα το κάναμε. Τον κάλεσε να προτείνει πρόγραμμα για την επιτροπή που θα 

διαχειριστεί τις αποκρατικοποιήσεις και να προτείνει πρόσωπα επίσης γι’ αυτή την 

επιτροπή, για να πάνε μαζί στις Βρυξέλλες να διαπραγματευθούν. Ήταν συναινετική 

η ομιλία του κ. Βενιζέλου και βεβαίως υπήρξε αυτή η αντιπαράθεση. Αναφορές στον 

Πάγκαλο και από Βενιζέλο και από πρόεδρο της Βουλής, με έναν εύσχημο τρόπο 

κράτησαν αποστάσεις και οι δύο, ο κ. Πετσάλνικος δήλωσε ότι η Ελλάδα δεν 

πρόκειται να γίνει Αργεντινή. Ο κ. Βενιζέλος είπε ότι θέλω να προσυπογράψω αυτή 

τη δήλωση του Προέδρου της Βουλής και ελπίζω να την προσυπογράψουν όλα τα 

κόμματα. Τώρα αυτά έγιναν μέσα στη Βουλή. Νωρίτερα ο κ. Βενιζέλος είχε έρθει 

στα γραφεία των κοινοβουλευτικών συντακτών να μας κάνει μια ενημέρωση. Τον 

ρωτήσαμε τι θα γίνει με τους βουλευτές που ενδεχομένως δεν θα ψηφίσουν το 

μεσοπρόθεσμο πρόγραμμα, θα υπάρξει κομματική πειθαρχία, θα υπάρξει κάποιου 

είδους επίπληξη; Δεν ξέρω για κομματική πειθαρχία, ξέρω όμως ότι υπάρχει εθνική 

υποχρέωση για την ψήφιση. Ό. Τρέμη: Να δούμε τα όσα ελέγχθησαν στη Βουλή από 

τον Α. Σαμαρά και τον υπουργό οικονομικών Ε. Βενιζέλο. 

 

Ρεπορτάζ (00:11:14) 

Α. Σαμαράς (στη Βουλή): Μας λένε κάποιοι ότι το ερώτημα σήμερα είναι 

Μεσοπρόθεσμο ή Χρεοκοπία. (λεζάντα: Πέρυσι μας έλεγαν μνημόνιο ή χρεοκοπία 

και τώρα μεσοπρόθεσμο ή χρεοκοπία). Αυτό μας είχαν πει και πέρυσι τον Μάιο. 

Μνημόνιο ή χρεοκοπία; Όπως αποδείχθηκε το μνημόνιο μάς έφερε πιο κοντά στη 

χρεοκοπία. Και το μεσοπρόθεσμο δεν θα την είχε αποτρέψει. Θα μας βοηθήσει ακόμη 

περισσότερο στην παράλυση, που φέρνει τη χρεοκοπία ακόμη πιο κοντά. Κάποιοι μάς 

απείλησαν τελευταία και με διλήμματα του τύπου μεσοπρόθεσμο ή τανκς. Κάποιοι 

άλλοι είχαν, πριν από ένα μήνα, απειλήσει μεσοπρόθεσμο ή δραχμή, σας θυμίζω. 

Πρόκειται για προπαγανδιστική εκστρατεία φόβου. Η οποία δεν πείθει κανέναν. 

Απλώς δημιουργεί πανικό στην αγορά και αποσταθεροποιεί την οικονομία. Κάθε 

φορά που ακούγονται τέτοιες ανοησίες, το μόνο δυστυχώς που γίνεται είναι να 

υπάρχει φυγή κεφαλαίων από τις τράπεζες και είναι τεράστια η ευθύνη της 

κυβέρνησης. Το Μεσοπρόθεσμο το καταψηφίζουμε, γιατί είναι ανεδαφικές οι 

εκτιμήσεις του, αντιφατικότατες οι προβλέψεις του (λεζάντα: Καταψηφίζουμε το 
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μεσοπρόθεσμο γιατί είναι αναποτελεσματικό και άδικο), γιατί είναι οικονομικά 

αναποτελεσματικό και αντιαναπτυξιακό. Και βεβαίως γιατί είναι και κοινωνικά 

άδικο. Ε. Βενιζέλος: Μας εκλαμβάνει ως αφελείς ο κ. Σαμαράς; Θα μπορούσαμε να 

παρουσιάσουμε ως χώρα και ως κυβέρνηση ένα πρόγραμμα πιο αναπτυξιακό, πιο 

ευαίσθητο κοινωνικά και δεν θα το κάναμε (λεζάντα: Λέτε να μπορούσαμε να 

πάρουμε πιο ήπια μέτρα και δεν το κάναμε;); Προτείνω να ψηφίσουμε όλοι μαζί στην 

επιτροπή του άρθρου 49 του κανονισμού της Βουλής τα πρόσωπα που στο όνομα της 

πατρίδας, του έθνους, του τόπου, της εθικής οικονομίας θα διαχειριστούν αυτό το 

μεγάλο ζήτημα των αποκρατικοποιήσεων και θα επιδιώξουν αυτό τον στόχο της 

συγκέντρωσης 50 δις μέσα σε ένα ασφυκτικό χρονοδιάγραμμα. Ελάτε να το κάνουμε 

μαζί. Συγκροτούμε μέχρι το τέλος της εβδομάδας την επιτροπή για το εθνικό 

φορολογικό σύστημα. Ελάτε, εκπροσωπηθείτε με πρόσωπα και ιδέες στην επιτροπή 

για το εθνικό φορολογικό σύστημα.   

 

(00:13:24) Ό. Τρέμη: Ζωντανή σύνδεση με τη Βουλή και πάλι, στο βήμα αυτή τη 

στιγμή είναι ο πρόεδρος του ΛΑΟΣ κ. Καρατζαφέρης, να τον ακούσουμε. Γ. 

Καρατζαφέρης: Πήραν από την Ευρώπη ό,τι χειρότερο μπορούσαν να πάρουν. Και τι 

πήραν; Την ομηρία της Ελλάδος. Σήμερα είμαστε όμηροι, δεν είμαστε αυτάρκεις. 

Κλείνοντας γιατί το ρολόι κυλάει, αυτό το οποίο αβιάστως βγήκε σήμερα και από τον 

αξιότιμο πρόεδρο της Δημοκρατίας και από τον αξιότιμο αντιπρόεδρο της 

κυβέρνησης, είναι η ανάγκη μιας συνεννόησης. Δεν βγαίνει πέρα αυτό το οποίο 

φέρατε, με επιχειρήματα, με αριθμούς, ακούστηκε από τον αρχηγό της ΝΔ. Δεν 

μπορούμε, λέει ο αντιπρόεδρος της κυβέρνησης, πού κολλάει η υπόθεση και δεν 

μπορούμε να φτιάξουμε μια εθνική ομάδα, πού κολλάει, δεν αντιλαμβάνομαι. Εδώ 

πέντε κόμματα, μπορούμε να συνεννοηθούμε, με κάποιες αποκλίσεις (λεζάντα: Ο Γ. 

Καρατζαφέρης για το Μεσοπρόθεσμο). Πού κολλάει, η Ελλάδα περιμένει. Οι 

διαρκείς και επαναλαμβανόμενες κοκορομαχίες έχουν βγάλει τον κόσμο στην 

πλατεία, περί αυτού πρόκειται. Ένας κόσμος που δεν είμαι σίγουρος ότι θα φύγει από 

την πλατεία όσο... 

 

(00:14:35) Ό. Τρέμη: Είχαμε συνδεθεί με τη Βουλή, πήραμε μία γεύση από την 

ομιλία του κ. Καρατζαφέρη, μπορούμε στο σημείο αυτό να ακούσουμε τι δήλωσε 

νωρίτερα και ο κ. Τσίπρας.  

 

(00:14:44) Α. Τσίπρας: Ο ελληνικός λαός έχει ιστορική μνήμη. Ξέρει ότι τανκς και 

νεκρούς σε αυτόν τον τόπο είχαμε μόνο όταν στη διακυβέρνηση του τόπου ήταν οι 
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συνταγματάρχες και όχι δημοκρατικά εκλεγμένες κυβερνήσεις. Περιμένουν λοιπόν 

έστω και την ύστατη ώρα, έστω και τώρα, μία διαφοροποίηση, μία καταγγελία αν 

θέλετε, από την πλευρά του κ. πρωθυπουργού, του κυβερνητικού εκπροσώπου, του 

αντιπροέδρου της κυβέρνησης, σε αυτές τις τρομοκρατικού χαρακτήρα απειλές.  

 

(00:15:15) Ό. Τρέμη  (λεζάντα: Ενστάσεις Σαμαρά για το εφαρμοστικό νομοσχέδιο): 

Τώρα, να πάμε ξανά στον Δημήτρη Τάκη, βλέπουμε ότι κάνουν οι περισσότεροι 

αναφορές στον κ. Πάγκαλο, Δημήτρη, να μας πεις αναλυτικά τι ειπώθηκε ακριβώς 

και από τον πρόεδρο της Βουλής και από τον κ. Βενιζέλο για το θέμα αυτό. Δ. Τάκης: 

Μετά την αναφορά του κ. Τσίπρα που ακούσαμε, πήρε τον λόγο ο κ. Πάγκαλος και 

είπε ότι θα πρέπει να πούμε ότι η Ελλάδα δεν πρόκειται να γίνει Αργεντινή, έχουμε 

μία στέρεη δημοκρατία, μπορεί να έχουμε έντονους διαλόγους αλλά Αργεντινή δεν 

θα γίνουμε. Αυτό πρέπει να ξεκαθαριστεί. (λεζάντα: Θύελλα στη Βουλή για Πάγκαλο 

και... τανκς). Αμέσως μετά τον κ. Πετσάλνικο σηκώθηκε και ο κ. Βενιζέλος και είπε 

προσυπογράφω απολύτως τη δήλωση του προέδρου της Βουλής και ζητώ απ’ όλες τις 

πολιτικές δυνάμεις να την προσυπογράψουν, δεν πρέπει να είμαστε αιχμάλωτοι σε 

μια λογική του παρελθόντος, πρέπει να σταματήσουν αυτές οι συζητήσεις, η Ελλάδα 

δεν θα γίνει Αργεντινή (λεζάντα: Πετσάλνικος και Βενιζέλος «άδειασαν» τον 

Πάγκαλο). Όπως καταλαβαίνεις, έτσι εξελήφθη από πολλούς βουλευτές και η 

δήλωση του προέδρου της Βουλής και η δήλωση του κ. Βενιζέλου, ήταν μια δήλωση 

αποστάσεων από όσα δήλωσε προχθές στη Βουλή ο κ. Πάγκαλος και απ’ όσα 

προσπάθησε να... Ό. Τρέμη: Άρα τον άδεισαν Δημήτρη και ο πρόεδρος της Βουλής 

και ο αντιπρόεδρος της κυβέρνησης και ο υπουργός οικονομικών κ. Βενιζέλος και, 

βεβαίως, νωρίτερα σήμερα, μιλώντας το πρωί και ο κύριος Μόσιαλος, ο 

κυβερνητικός εκπρόσωπος, είχε πάρει κι εκείνος αποστάσεις από τα όσα είπε χθες 

βράδυ στη Βουλή ο έταιρος των αντιπροέδρων της κυβέρνησης. Δ. Τάκης: Και 

αρκετοί βουλευτές του ΠΑΣΟΚ χθες το βράδυ, είχαμε δει και τα επεισόδια με τον κ. 

Ανδρουλάκη και τους άλλους βουλευτές, που ζήτησαν από τον γραμματέα της 

κοινοβουλευτικής ομάδας να ανακληθεί ο κ. Πάγκαλος στην τάξη. Ό. Τρέμη: Τώρα 

θα επανέλθουμε σε αυτό το θέμα, στη διάρκεια του δελτίου μας, Μαρία, είδαμε ότι 

και ο κ. Σαμαράς έκανε ένα σχόλιο σε σχέση με τα όσα είπε ο κ. Πάγκαλος στη 

Βουλή, γιατί στην πραγματικότητα το θεωρεί ότι αυτό είναι ένα επιχείρημα που 

χρησιμοποιείται απέναντι σε αυτά που ο ίδιος υποστηρίζει, έχει μια σταθερή γραμμή, 

την υποστηρίζει στο εξωτερικό με μεγάλη δυσκολία, την υποστηρίζει και στο 

εσωτερικό φυσικά, που λέει ότι τα μέτρα τα οποία θα ψηφιστούν είναι αδιέξοδα και 

το δικό του μείγμα πολιτικής οδηγεί προς μια πιο θετική κατεύθυνση την οικονομία. 
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Όλα αυτά ενόψει της κρίσιμης ψηφοφορίας έχουν πολύ ενδιαφέρον, για την οποία ο 

κ. Σαμαράς απ’ ό,τι καταλαβαίνουμε λέει «όχι» μεν και για τα δύο κείμενα, αλλά λέει 

«ναι» με αστερίσκους για ένα άλλο θέμα. Μ. Σπυράκη: Να σας πω ότι η ΝΔ νομίζω 

ότι τραβάει πολύ ξεκάθαρα μια αντιπολιτευτική γραμμή. Τραβάει μια σαφή 

διαχωριστική γραμμή με την κυβέρνηση, ψηφίζοντας «όχι» στο μεσοπρόθεσμο, 

ψηφίζοντας «όχι» επί της αρχής στον εφαρμοστικό νόμο όπως είχε από την αρχή 

εξαγγείλει (λεζάντα: «Όχι» Σαμαρά στο μεσοπρόθεσμο). Σήμερα στην επιτροπή 

κατέστη σαφές ότι η ΝΔ θα πει επίσης «όχι» στα φορολογικά μέτρα της κυβέρνησης 

και είδαμε και τη ρελανς από την πλευρά του υπουργού οικονομικών. Εκεί που 

φαίνεται ότι υπάρχει ανοικτό πεδίο συζήτησης (λεζάντα: Σαμαράς: τη χρεοκοπία θα 

τη φέρει το μεσοπρόθεσμο), ενδεχομένως πεδίο συναίνεσης θα τολμούσα να πω, είναι 

οι αποκρατικοποιήσεις. Κι αυτό γιατί στον εφαρμοστικό νόμο υπάρχουν άρθρα για 

τις αποκρατικοποιήσεις, γιατί η ΝΔ ζήτησε στην επιτροπή να γίνουν διορθώσεις στις 

διατυπώσεις που υπάρχουν για τις αποκρατικοποιήσεις και γιατί όπως καταλαβαίνω 

από το ρεπορτάζ Όλγα, υπάρχει μία συνεννόηση σε εξέλιξη, ανάμεσα στην ηγεσία 

της ΝΔ και στην ηγεσία του Υπουργείου Οικονομικών ώστε τελικά να καταλήξουν 

να πουν «ναι» από κοινού σε πρόσωπα που αφορούν στη διαχείριση των 

αποκρατικοποιήσεων αλλά και στο θεσμικό πλαίσιο. Ό. Τρέμη: Νομίζω ότι το είδαμε 

και από την ομιλία του κ. Βενιζέλου αυτό Μαρία, ο οποίος κάλεσε στην 

πραγματικότητα τον κ. Σαμαρά να υποδείξει πρόσωπα για τις θέσεις κλειδιά σε αυτό 

το σχήμα, το διοικητικό συμβούλιο που θα δημιουργηθεί και το οποίο θα τρέξει το 

θέμα των αποκρατικοποιήσεων (λεζάντα: Συναίνεση ΠΑΣΟΚ-ΝΔ για τις 

αποκρατικοποιήσεις;). Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Πάντως από όλα αυτά που λέει ο 

εφαρμοστικός, αυτό είναι το πιο σημαντικό, ίσως, οι αποκρατικοποιήσεις, γιατί όλα 

τα άλλα, μπορούν να εφαρμοστούν μόνο από την κυβέρνηση. Οι αποκρατικοποιήσεις 

είναι ένας πολύ ευαίσθητος τομέας, όπου θα τεθούν και θέματα προσωπικής ηθικής 

των ανθρώπων που θα το χειριστούν αυτό το πράγμα, δηλαδή κινδυνεύουν να 

τρέχουν στα δικαστήρια πρωί μεσημέρι βράδυ, να συγκρουστούν με συνδικαλιστές, 

να τους κάνουν μηνυτήριες αναφορές, όλες αυτές τις ανοησίες που συνήθως κάνουμε 

στην Ελλάδα όταν πάει να γίνει μία δουλειά, εν πάση περιπτώσει, αυτοί όλοι οι 

άνθρωποι, θα μπορέσουν να έχουν πολύ μεγαλύτερη υποστήριξη αν προέρχονται και 

από τα δύο μεγάλα κόμματα, άρα νομίζω -και δεν νομίζω ότι θα διαψευστώ- είναι 

πάρα πολύ κρίσιμο εάν η ΝΔ συμφωνήσει με το ΠΑΣΟΚ στο θέμα των 

αποκρατικοποιήσεων. Ό. Τρέμη: Εξαιρετικά κρίσιμο, διότι καταρχήν είναι και το 1/3 

του δανεισμού μας. Δηλαδή από τις αποκρατικοποιήσεις θα προέλθει το 1/3 του 

δανεισμού μας. Άλλωστε, ο κ. Σαμαράς, Γιάννη, είναι ο πρώτος ο οποίος έθεσε το 
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θέμα των αποκρατικοποιήσεων και είχε δώσει και ένα νούμερο, της τάξης του 50%. 

Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Ναι, και προφανώς δεν μπορεί να κάνει και πίσω τώρα. Ναι, αλλά 

άλλο είναι αυτό και άλλο να συμμεριστείς και τις επιχειρησιακές ευθύνες της 

ιστορίας. Άλλο δηλαδή να λες παιδιά προχωράτε, συμφωνώ, και άλλο να βάλουμε 

πέντε ανθρώπους μαζί να κάνουμε τη δουλειά. Ό. Τρέμη: Φαίνεται πάντως να 

υπάρχει σύμπνοια γι’ αυτό το θέμα. Μ. Καψής: Πάντως είναι δύο σημεία Όλγα που 

πρέπει να επισημάνουμε στην ομιλία του Β. Βενιζέλου, που δείχνει συναινετική 

διάθεση και καλεί μάλλον, γιατί συναινετική διάθεση ο Βενιζέλος έχει, καλεί τον 

Αντώνη Σαμαρά να δείξει καλή διάθεση σε δύο τομείς που είναι πάρα πολύ κρίσιμοι. 

Ο ένας είναι στις αποκρατικοποιήσεις. Ζήτησε σήμερα πολύ συγκεκριμένα, έχει 

ξαναγίνει συζήτηση, αλλά σήμερα το είπε πολύ συγκεκριμένα στον αρχηγό της 

αξιωματικής αντιπολίτευσης, να συζητήσουν και να τοποθετήσουν πρόσωπα κοινής 

αποδοχής, πρόεδρο και διευθύνοντα σύμβουλο στην εταιρεία που θα διαχειριστεί το 

πακέτο των αποκρατικοποιήσεων. Αλλά δεν έμεινε μόνο εκεί. Του ζήτησε να πάνε 

μαζί να διαπραγματευτούνε (λεζάντα: Συναίνεση ΠΑΣΟΚ-ΝΔ για 

αποκρατικοποιήσεις-φορολογία) και τη μεγάλη φορολογική αλλαγή. Θυμίζω ότι σε 

απάντηση των όσων έχει θέσει ο Ευάγγελος Βενιζέλος για την ανάγκη να αλλάξει η 

φορολογική πολιτική σήμερα είχαμε δήλωση του Όλι Ρεν. Ο κ. Όλι Ρεν έστειλε 

μήνυμα από τις Βρυξέλλες ότι, ναι, μπορούμε να δούμε σε βάθος χρόνου αλλαγές στη 

φορολογική πολιτική. Και σήμερα ο Ευάγγελος Βενιζέλος, απευθυνόμενος στον 

Αντώνη Σαμαρά, τον κάλεσε μαζί να διατυπώσουν προτάσεις και να πάνε να τις 

διαπραγματευτούνε μαζί στις Βρυξέλλες. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Στις αποκρατικοποιήσεις 

μπορεί να υπάρξει σύγκλιση, στη φορολογία μπορεί πολύ δύσκολα να υπάρξει 

σύγκλιση γιατί είναι δύο εντελώς διαφορετικές θεωρήσεις. Μ. Καψής: Γιάννη, μιλάμε 

για το φορολογικό νομοσχέδιο που θα έρθει μετά την ψήφιση του Μεσοπρόθεσμου, 

έτσι; Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Ακριβώς, γι’ αυτό μιλάμε. Τα δύο κόμματα αυτά έχουν δύο 

ριζικά διαφορετικές θεωρήσεις για τη φορολογία. Γ. Καψής: Η αλήθεια είναι ότι το 

Ζάππειο ΙΙ έχει απορριφθεί από τις Βρυξέλλες, από την Τρόικα, ότι είναι ανεδαφικό. 

Ό. Τρέμη: Πάντως είναι φανερό... Μ. Καψής: Μπορεί όμως τον Σεπτέμβρη, όταν θα 

έχουμε πιάσει κάποιους στόχους όπως είπε και ο Όλι Ρεν να δούμε ανακούφιση, να 

δούμε και μείωση φορολογικών συντελεστών. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Ξαναλέω, επειδή εγώ 

δεν ξέρω πώς θα ανακουφιστούμε... Μ. Καψής: Για την παρούσα φάση, γνωστό είναι, 

αφού έχει απορριφθεί το Ζάππειο ΙΙ... Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Ναι, δεν ξέρω αν 

απορρίφθηκε, δεν ξέρω αν τέθηκε προς έγκριση. Μ. Καψής: Απορρίφθηκε σαν 

ανεδαφικό. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Έχουνε διαφορετική άποψη. Μ. Καψής: Απερρίφθη, 

απερρίφθη. Ό. Τρέμη: Παρακολουθώντας τον κ. Βενιζέλο κατάλαβα ότι θα καλέσει 
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την αξιωματική αντιπολίτευση (Μ. Καψής: Έτσι) από κοινού να συνεργαστούν για 

ένα κοινό φορολογικό νομοσχέδιο. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Ναι, αλλά αν έχουν δύο 

διαμετρικά αντίθετες απόψεις πώς θα συνεργαστούν. Ό. Τρέμη: Το τι θα κάνει και 

πώς θα το χειριστεί να περιμένουμε να το δούμε. Π. Τσίμας: Γιάννη, σε όλο τον 

κόσμο η δεξιά λέει λιγότεροι φόροι (Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Έτσι είναι, και η αριστερά λέει 

περισσότερους φόρους) και η αριστερά λέει περισσότεροι φόροι και λιγότερες 

περικοπές δημοσίων δαπανών. Ό. Τρέμη: Τώρα λένε το ανάποδο. Π. Τσίμας: Αυτή 

είναι η σύγκρουση της αριστεράς σε όλη την υφήλιο. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Και γι’ αυτό 

δεν συμφωνούν ποτέ και γι’ αυτό είναι η δεξιά και η αριστερά διαφορετικές.  

 

(00:22:01) Ό. Τρέμη: Λοιπόν, πάμε τώρα να δούμε τι γίνεται στο εσωτερικό της 

κυβέρνησης, υπάρχει αγωνία για το αποτέλεσμα της αυριανής ψηφοφορίας όσον 

αφορά το Μεσοπρόθεσμο αφού ορισμένοι βουλευτές όπως είναι για παράδειγμα ο 

Αλέξανδρος Αθανασιάδης επιμένουν στις αντιρρήσεις τους προκαλώντας ρίγη 

αγωνίας και στην Ευρώπη. Είναι χαρακτηριστικό ότι ο επίτροπος Όλι Ρεν έστειλε 

πάλι μήνυμα πως δεν υπάρχει plan B για τη χώρα και κινδυνεύει άμεσα από 

χρεοκοπία εφόσον απορριφθεί το Μεσοπρόθεσμο. Να δούμε το ρεπορτάζ.  

 

(00:22:25) Ρεπορτάζ  

Το κλίμα στην εξωκοινοβουλευτική ομάδα του ΠΑΣΟΚ εξακολουθεί να παραμένει 

ιδιαίτερα βαρύ (λεζάντα: Γιώργος Παπανδρέου. Η κοινοβουλευτική ομάδα θα πράξει 

το καθήκον της) 24 ώρες πριν από την κρίσιμη ψηφοφορία για το μεσοπρόθεσμο 

καθώς οι βουλευτές που έχουν εκφράσει με τον έναν ή τον άλλο τρόπο επιφυλάξεις 

για την ψήφισή του, δεν ξεκαθαρίζουν τι θα κάνουν και αφήνουν όλα τα ενδεχόμενα 

ανοιχτά. Γι’ αυτό ο πρωθυπουργός με την ομιλία του στη Βουλή αλλά και ο υπουργός 

οικονομικών Ευάγγελος Βενιζέλος απευθύνθηκαν στο θυμικό των βουλευτών για να 

τονίσουν τη σημασία της κρίσιμης ψηφοφορίας. Γ. Παπανδρέου (στη Βουλή): Τώρα 

είναι η ώρα της ευθύνης για όλους μας. Ξέρω ότι η κοινοβουλευτική ομάδα του 

ΠΑΣΟΚ θα κάνει το καθήκον της απέναντι στο μέλλον, στα παιδιά μας και η ψήφος 

της αρκεί για να σφραγίσουμε και τυπικά τη δημιουργία αυτής της νέας προοπτικής 

για την πατρίδα μας. Όμως, θέλω ακόμη και σήμερα, ακόμη και μερικές ώρες πριν 

από την κρίσιμη ψηφοφορία να απευθυνθώ και σε όλους τους άλλους συναδέλφους. 

Σε όλα τα κόμματα, σε όλους τους πολιτικούς αρχηγούς. Η ψηφοφορία που θα 

ακολουθήσει δεν είναι απλώς μια εθνική και μια πατριωτική μας υποχρέωση. Σας 

καλώ να ψηφίσετε με το χέρι στην καρδιά για την πατρίδα. Για την Ελλάδα. Σας 

καλώ να ψηφίσετε επιβίωση, ανάπτυξη, δικαιοσύνη, προοπτική για τους πολίτες της 
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χώρας μας. Σας καλώ να επικυρώσετε την εθνική επιτυχία στην Ευρώπη. Ε. 

Βενιζέλος: Θα μπορούσα κι εγώ να έχω σκεφθεί με υστεροβουλία. Και να έχω βάλει 

όπως λέει ο ποιητής, τα προσόντα μου στον τόκο. Αλλά όποιος βάζει τα προσόντα 

του στον τόκο, χάνει το κεφάλαιο της ιστορίας. Αυτό ας σκεφθούν όλοι και 

πρωτίστως αυτοί που έχουν τη θεσμική θέση που τους επιβάλει να το σκεφθούν αυτό 

(λεζάντα: Ευάγγελος Βενιζέλος. Πρέπει να αντέξουμε, είναι κρίμα να μην 

πετύχουμε). Απευθύνομαι σε όλους τους βουλευτές όλων των κομμάτων. Τώρα 

πρέπει να αντέξουμε και αυτό είναι το στοίχημα του αντιπροσωπευτικού συστήματος. 

Πρέπει να διασταυρωθεί ξανά η αίσθηση του γενικού συμφέροντος με την αίσθηση 

του ατομικού και οικογενειακού συμφέροντος. Μπορούμε να περάσουμε τη δυσκολία 

αυτή. Έχουμε όλα τα προσόντα ως τόπος, όλα τα συγκριτικά πλεονεκτήματα. Είναι 

πραγματικά κρίμα, κρίμα από τον Θεό της Ελλάδος να μην αντεπεξέλθουμε και να 

μην πετύχουμε. Αφηγητής: Μάλιστα, ο κ. Βενιζέλος είχε και σήμερα σειρά 

τηλεφωνικών επικοινωνιών και επαφών με τους βουλευτές, οι οποίοι με τις δηλώσεις 

τους αφήνουν ανοιχτό το ενδεχόμενο να δώσουν αρνητική ψήφο στο Μεσοπρόθεσμο. 

Ένας από αυτούς, ο Αλέκος Αθανασιάσης, που μίλησε το πρωί στην εκπομπή 

«Κοινωνία Ώρα ΜEGA» εμφανίστηκε αποφασισμένος να μην αλλάξει στάση, καθώς 

όπως είπε θεωρεί λάθος την πώληση της ΔΕΗ και των εταιρειών ύδρευσης. Α. 

Αθανασιάδης: Σας λέω ότι αν δεν αλλάξει κάτι δεν θα το ψηφίσω. Γ. Οικονομέας: 

Καλά, ότι δεν θα αλλάξει, φαντάζομαι ότι δεν θα πάρει πίσω το κατάλογο των προς 

πώληση. Δ. Καμπουράκης: Δεν τον νοιάζει για τον κατάλογο, αν φύγει η ΔΕΗ από 

τον κατάλογο θα τον ψηφίσει τον υπόλοιπο. Α. Αθανασιάδης: Η ΔΕΗ και τα νερά 

είναι κ. Καμπουράκη. Γ. Οικονομέας: Ναι, το καταλαβαίνουμε. Θα πάρει η 

κυβέρνηση πίσω τη ΔΕΗ και τα νερά; Α. Αθανασιάδης: Αυτά τα δύο είναι αγαθά και 

δεν είναι προϊόντα και δεν πωλούνται (λεζάντα: Αλέκος Αθανασιάδης. Δεν θα το 

ψηφίσω αν δεν αλλάξει κάτι με τη ΔΕΗ και τα νερά). Αφηγητής: Το ενδεχόμενο 

καταψήφισης προκαλεί πανικό στην Ευρώπη (λεζάντα: Όλι Ρεν. Δεν υπάρχει σχέδιο 

Β αν δεν ψηφιστεί το μεσοπρόθεσμο.) και ο κύριος Ρεν έστειλε ένα σαφές μήνυμα 

προς τους βουλευτές πως δεν υπάρχει σχέδιο Β για την Ελλάδα αν δεν ψηφιστεί το 

Μεσοπρόθεσμο και πως το επόμενο στάδιο είναι η πτώχευση. Αμαντέου Αλταφάζ, 

εκπρόσωπος Όλι Ρεν: Ο μόνος τρόπος να αποφευχθεί η χρεοκοπία είναι να στηρίξει η 

Βουλή το αναθεωρημένο οικονομικό πρόγραμμα, το οποίο περιλαμβάνει το 

Μεσοπρόθεσμο αλλά και το πρόγραμμα αποκρατικοποιήσεων. Πρέπει να εγκριθεί για 

να εκταμιευθεί η επόμενη δόση. Όσοι εικάζουν ότι υπάρχουν και άλλες λύσεις θα 

τους το πω καθαρά: Δεν υπάρχει εφεδρικό σχέδιο για την αποφυγή της χρεοκοπίας.  
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(00:26:00) (λεζάντα: Θρίλερ ως την τελευταία στιγμή η ψήφος στο μεσοπρόθεσμο) 

Ό. Τρέμη: Λοιπόν Ιορδάνη αυτό είναι ένα από τα επιχειρήματα που επιστρατεύονται 

ενόψει των δύο κρίσιμων ψηφοφοριών, δηλαδή ότι δεν υπάρχει plan B και ότι 

εφόσον απορριφθεί το μεσοπρόθεσμο η χώρα κινδυνεύει με κατάρρευση, κινδυνεύει 

με χρεοκοπία και το δεύτερο επιχείρημα, που το είδα ότι και ο κ. Βενιζέλος το 

προέβαλε επαρκώς σήμερα, είναι ότι αμέσως μετά την ψήφιση του μεσοπρόθεσμου, 

θα ξεκινήσει η διαδικασία για τη σύνταξη ενός φορολογικού συστήματος το οποίο θα 

είναι πιο δίκαιο, το οποίο θα είναι πιο φιλικό προς την ανάπτυξη. Παρά ταύτα όμως, 

καλού κακού, εκτός των επιχειρημάτων, φαίνεται ότι γίνεται και μια υπερπροσπάθεια 

οι βουλευτές οι οποίοι θεωρούνται επικίνδυνοι να καταψηφίσουν το Μεσοπρόθεσμο, 

να πειστούν τελικά να πουν το «ναι». Ι. Χασαπόπουλος: Πάντως πρέπει να σου πω 

Όλγα ότι μέχρι αύριο το μεσημέρι κανείς δεν μπορεί να πει με σιγουριά αν θα 

υπάρχουν διαρροές ή όχι. Υπάρχει μεγάλη αγωνία και στο Μέγαρο Μαξίμου και σε 

όλη την κοινοβουλευτική ομάδα του ΠΑΣΟΚ. Σήμερα ο κ. Βενιζέλος μίλησε ξανά με 

όλους αυτούς που θεωρούνται υποψήφιοι να μην ψηφίσουν. Όποιος έλεγε οτιδήποτε 

για το μεσοπρόθεσμο, δεχόταν τηλεφώνημα. Δεν ήταν όμως μόνο από τον υπουργό 

οικονομικών  (λεζάντα: Σε «αναμμένα κάρβουνα» το ΠΑΣΟΚ για την ψηφοφορία), 

ήταν και από τον γραμματέα του ΠΑΣΟΚ τον κ. Καρχιμάκη και από την κ. Βάρτζελη 

και από τον γραμματέα της κοινοβουλευτικής ομάδας (λεζάντα: Ο Αθανασιάδης 

πιθανότατα θα καταψηφίσει.). Υπάρχει μια ολόκληρη ομάδα... Ό. Τρέμη: Ιορδάνη, να 

τα πάρουμε λίγο με τη σειρά; Ο κύριος Αθανασιάδης, τον είδαμε και πριν από λίγο 

στο ρεπορταζ, θα καταψηφίσει; Εγώ προς τα 'κει τον είδα να κλίνει. Ι. 

Χασαπόπουλος: Σήμερα, ο κύριος Αθανασιάσης εμφανίστηκε αμετακίνητος. Μίλησε 

και το πρωί. Και στη Βουλή, δεν μπορεί να πει κανείς τίποτα για τον κ. Αθανασιάδη 

ότι άλλαξε στάση, πρέπει να σου πω. Το ίδιο δεν λένε για τον κ. Ρομπόπουλο. Στον κ. 

Ρομπόπουλο λένε ότι λίγο μαλάκωσε τη θέση του και ότι δεν είναι τόσο.... (λεζάντα: 

Ο Ρομπόπουλος φαίνεται ότι θα ψηφίσει «ναι»). Ό. Τρέμη: Ναι, γιατί εγώ σήμερα τον 

άκουσα να λέει ότι φορολογούνται -και έχει δίκιο επ’ αυτού- οι ίδιοι και οι ίδιοι, ότι 

πρώτα λέει τους ξυρίζουμε, μετά πάμε κόντρα ξύρισμα και στο τέλος τους γδέρνουμε. 

Ι. Χασαπόπουλος: Σήμερα πρέπει να σου πω ότι σήμερα στη Βουλή, αυτά που είπε ο 

κ. Βενιζέλος ίσως πείσουν ορισμένους βουλευτές και στο θέμα της φορολογίας και το 

λέω αυτό γιατί ο κ. Βενιζέλος προσπάθησε να δώσει επιχειρήματα στους βουλευτές 

όταν πηγαίνουν στις εκλογικές τους περιφέρειες. Ό. Τρέμη: Δεν μου λες κάτι, ο κ. 

Βαλυράκης, που είναι από τα παλαιότερα στελέχη του ΠΑΣΟΚ, όταν λέει ότι θα 

ψηφίσει κατά συνείδηση τι εννοεί; Ι. Χασαπόπουλος: Ο κ. Βαλυράκης από την αρχή 

το έχει πει αυτό το πράγμα και βέβαια εδώ ο κ. Βαλυράκης είναι από τις εκπλήξεις 
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που φοβόταν το Μέγαρο Μαξίμου. Ο ίδιος, όταν μιλάει σε κουβέντες στο περιστύλιο, 

δεν ξεκαθαρίζει αν θα ψηφίσει ή όχι... Ό. Τρέμη: Άρα μπορεί να καταψηφίσει μου 

λες; Ι. Χασαπόπουλος: Πάντως φαίνεται ότι δεν είναι αυτός ο οποίος θα 

καταψηφίσει, για τον κ. Βαλυράκη. Να σου πω για την κ. Αράπογλου. Η κ. 

Αράπογλου έχει πει στον κ. Βενιζέλο εδώ και μέρες ότι δεν πρέπει να προχωρήσει 

γρήγορα σε αποκρατικοποιήσεις όσοι δημόσιοι οργανισμοί έχουν κέρδη. Και του 

φέρνει ως παράδειγμα... Ό. Τρέμη: Άλλον φοβούνται; Άλλος ύποπτος υπάρχει; Ι. 

Χασαπόπουλος: Φοβούνται τις εκπλήξεις. Ο κ. Κουρουμπλής είναι επίσης ένας, τον 

οποίο φοβούνται, αλλά ξέρουνε ότι ο κύριος Κουρουμπλής σε πολλά νομοσχέδια 

πιέζει πάρα πολύ και τελευταία στιγμή τελικά το ψηφίζει. Ό. Τρέμη: Μονίμως 

διαφωνών είναι. Σε πάρα πολλά εν πάση περιπτώσει νομοσχέδια έχει καταγράψει την 

ένστασή του αλλά στο τέλος ψηφίζει. Ι. Χασαπόπουλος: Ναι, αλλά αυτό είναι μια 

τακτική ξέρεις... Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Αν εξαιρέσουμε τον κ. Ρομπόπουλο, που εκτιμώ τις 

απόψεις του, όλοι οι άλλοι, για τις αποκρατικοποιήσεις τους πειράζει. Η ΔΕΗ, η 

ΕΥΔΑΠ, η ΕΥΔΑΘ, ο ΟΛΠ, ο ΟΛΘ, δεν λέει κανείς που μας βάζουν για τους 

φόρους. Μόνο μην χάσουν οι συνδικαλιστές τους το θέμα, ναι. Ι. Χασαπόπουλος: Και 

ο κ. Βαλυράκης θέτει θέμα συνείδησης πρέπει να σου πω και ο κ. Κουρουμπλής και 

το θέμα των κρατικών δαπανών και για τη σπατάλη. Πάντως πρέπει να πούμε ότι από 

τους 155 δεν είναι σίγουρο ότι θα ψηφίσουν όλοι. Ό. Τρέμη: Μάλιστα, ας 

περιμένουμε να δούμε. Ες αύριον τα σπουδαία. Πάμε και στη Μαρία Σπυράκη, 

Μαρία και στη ΝΔ υπάρχει θέμα κομματικής πειθαρχίας σε σχέση με την αυριανή 

ψηφοφορία και φαίνεται ότι λαχταρήσανε, διότι είχε εξαφανιστεί ένα στέλεχός τους 

που εθεωρείτο ότι ανήκει στην κατηγορία των υπόπτων, ο κύριος Λαμπρόπουλος. 

Τον αναζητούσαν από χωρίου εις χωρίον και δεν τον έβρισκαν. Τι έγινε τελικά; Μ. 

Σπυράκη: Και τελικά απεδείχθη ότι ο κύριος Λαμπρόπουλος είχε πάει στο Άγιο Όρος 

και γι’ αυτό δεν σήκωνε το κινητό και φαίνεται όπως μου είπε και κοινοβουλευτικό 

στέλεχος της ΝΔ ότι εκεί τον φώτισε η Παναγία και κατά την άποψή του, η φώτιση 

της Παναγίας είναι στο να ακολουθήσει ο κ. Λαμπρόπουλος (λεζάντα: Βρέθηκε ο 

Λαμπρόπουλος στο Άγιον Όρος) την κομματική γραμμή. Αυτή τη στιγμή που μιλάμε 

ο κ. Λαμπρόπουλος δεν θεωρείται ύποπτος. Να πει «ναι» στο μεσοπρόθεσμο. Ό. 

Τρέμη: η κ. Παπαδημητρίου; Μ. Σπυράκη: Η κ. Παπαδημητρίου θεωρείται η πρώτη 

τη τάξει ύποπτη να πει αύριο ή παρούσα ή «ναι» στο μεσοπρόθεσμο παραβιάζοντας 

έτσι την κομματική γραμμή, νομίζω ότι σε αυτή την περίπτωση οι διαδικασίες θα 

είναι αυτόματες και μάλλον προεξοφλούνται από τη Συγγρού, δηλαδή ότι η κ. 

Παπαδημητρίου, εάν το κάνει αυτό, θα αποπεμφθεί από την κοινοβουλευτική ομάδα 

της ΝΔ. Ό. Τρέμη: Άλλοι ύποπτοι ότι μπορεί να αποκλίνουν από την κομματική 
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γραμμή υπάρχουν Μαρία; Μ. Σπυράκη: Έχει κάνει τις ανάλογες συνομιλίες ο κ. 

Τασούλας και η εικόνα που έχω είναι ότι δεν υπάρχουν άλλοι ύποπτοι, φαίνεται πως 

όλα τα φώτα πέφτουν πάνω στην κ. Παπαδημητρίου (λεζάντα: Υπ’ αριθμόν ένα 

«ύποπτη» η Έλσα Παπαδημητρίου). Υπάρχει βέβαια μια μεγάλη συζήτηση για το 

διπλανό κομμάτι της ευρύτερης πολυκατοικίας, τη Δημοκρατική Συμμαχία, όπου 

εκεί, η καταρχήν κατεύθυνση της Ντόρας Μπακογιάννη είναι οι βουλευτές να 

ψηφίσουν κατά συνείδηση. Στενός της συνεργάτης μου έλεγε ότι η κ. Μπακογιάννη 

θα τοποθετηθεί στη Βουλή, δεν ανοίγει τα χαρτιά της, η εικόνα που έχω είναι ότι 

κινείται ανάμεσα (λεζάντα: Ψήφος κατά συνείδηση από τη Δημοκρατική Συμμαχία) 

στο παρούσα και το «ναι». Ό. Τρέμη: Δηλαδή τώρα μου λες ότι οι βουλευτές της 

Δημοκρατικής Συμμαχίας μπορεί να ψηφίσουν με διαφορετικό τρόπο από εκείνο που 

θα ψηφίσει η πρόεδρος το κόμματος; Μ. Σπυράκη: Υπάρχει πάντα αυτό το 

ενδεχόμενο. Ήδη ο κ. Κιλτίδης, πριν ακόμη ανακοινωθεί η απόφαση της 

Δημοκρατικής Συμμαχίας έκανε σαφές ότι θα ψηφίσει παρών σε αυτή την ψηφοφορία 

για το Μεσοπρόθεσμο, έχω την εικόνα ότι στην ίδια γραμμή θα κινηθεί και ο κ. 

Ευγενάκης, από ’κει και πέρα μένει να δούμε ποια θέση θα πάρει η κ. Μπακογιάννη, 

σας είπα και πριν από λίγα λεπτά ότι είναι ανάμεσα στο παρούσα και το «ναι», θα 

στοιχημάτιζα υπέρ της παρούσης, χωρίς βεβαίως να υπάρχουν πολύ χαμηλές 

πιθανότητες και για το «ναι». Ό. Τρέμη: Μάλιστα. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Πάντως πιάνουν 

όλα τα μεγάλα μέσα. Ο πρωθυπουργός έφερε τον Πατριάρχη να τον ευλογήσει, ο κ. 

Λαμπρόπουλος πήγε στο Άγιο Όρος να του πει η Παναγία τι να ψηφίσει με το 

μεσοπρόθεσμο, βγάλαμε τα μεγάλα μέσα πάνω στο τραπέζι έχω την αίσθηση. Μ. 

Σπυράκη: Προσεύχονται Γιάννη μου. Ό. Τρέμη: Να πάμε στην Μαρία Καρχιλάκη. 

Έγινε πολύ μεγάλη κουβέντα για το περίφημο plan B που διέρρευσε εχθές ότι 

υπάρχει σε κάποια γραφεία της Κομισιόν, σε κάποια συρτάρια της Κομισιόν και αυτό 

το γεγονός, έτσι όπως ήρθε και μάλιστα παραμονές αυτής της κρίσιμης ψηφοφορίας, 

θα μπορούσε να δημιουργήσει και διαφορετικά δεδομένα (λεζάντα: Τελεσίγραφο από 

τις Βρυξέλλες για το μεσοπρόθεσμο). Διότι θα υπήρχαν και διάφοροι βουλευτές που 

θα σκέφτονταν ότι εφόσον υπάρχει plan B, γιατί να δώσω θετική ψήφο σε αυτό το 

συγκεκριμένο μεσοπρόθεσμο με το οποίο διαφωνώ σε πολλά σημεία. Μ. Καρχιλάκη: 

Πράγματι και έτσι Όλγα είχαμε σήμερα διαψεύσεις περί plan Β από τα πλέον επίσημα 

ευρωπαϊκά χείλη, σε αυτό όμως αρκετοί αναλυτές βλέπουν τη διαβόητη ευρωπαϊκή 

διγλωσσία, ότι επισήμως μεν η Ευρώπη με μια σειρά ανακοινώσεων που σας είπα οι 

οποίες ξεκίνησαν 12 το μεσημέρι με πρώτο και καλύτερο τον κ. Όλι Ρεν να 

διαψεύδει, το έκανε λοιπόν επισήμως αυτό η Ευρώπη διότι ήταν σαν να λέει αυτό που 

πολύ σωστά κι εσύ σημείωσες πριν, να αφήνει ουσιαστικά τους βουλευτές ακόμη και 
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να καταψηφίσουν το μεσοπρόθεσμο. Από την άλλη όμως υπάρχουν οι αγορές, 

εκείνες με τη σειρά τους μπορεί να κερδοσκοπήσουν στο ενδεχόμενο της 

ενδεχόμενης χρεοκοπίας (λεζάντα: Δημοσιεύματα σε ξένα ΜΜΕ για... δεύτερη 

γραμμή άμυνας) της Ελλάδος, εκεί λοιπόν η Ευρώπη απευθύνεται ανωνύμως μέσω 

πηγών, είναι αυτές που είδαμε να μνημονεύει χθες στο σχετικό τηλεγράφημά του το 

Ρόιτερς και λέει λοιπόν το τελείως αντίθετο, ότι ναι, υπάρχει plan B. Ήδη βεβαίως 

αναλυτές θεωρούν ότι στην πραγματικότητα plan B δεν υπάρχει αλλά ότι η γραμμή 

της Ευρώπης είναι βλέποντας και κάνοντας, αν και το πρακτορείο Ρόιτερς επιμένει 

στην πληροφορία του, επανήλθε πριν από λίγο με νέο τηλεγράφημα, επιμένει λοιπόν 

στα περί plan B, σημειώνει λοιπόν ότι στόχος είναι να μην επεκταθεί η κρίση 

διασφαλίζοντας ότι η Ελλάδα θα έχει αρκετά χρήματα ανεξαρτήτως του 

αποτελέσματος της ψηφοφορίας (λεζάντα: Δεν υπάρχει εναλλακτικό σχέδιο 

διαμηνύουν οι Βρυξέλλες). Ό. Τρέμη: Πάμε λοιπόν να δούμε το ρεπορτάζ.  

 

(00:33:48) Ρεπορτάζ  

Χέρμαν Βαν Ρομπέι, Πρόεδρος Ευρωπαϊκής Ένωσης: Οι στιγμές είναι καθοριστικής 

σημασίας. Και οι ώρες που έρχονται θα είναι κρίσιμες. Κεφαλαιώδους σημασίας για 

τον ελληνικό λαό, αλλά όχι μόνο γι’ αυτόν, αλλά για την Ευρωζώνη, ακόμη και για 

την σταθερότητα της παγκόσμιας οικονομίας (λεζάντα: Δεν υπάρχει σχέδιο Β για την 

Ελλάδα). Καλώ λοιπόν όλους, πέραν της σημερινής πλειοψηφίας, αλλά όλους όσους 

πρέπει να αναλάβουν τις ευθύνες τους στο ελληνικό Κοινοβούλιο, να το πράξουν. 

Όσο περισσότερη ομοφωνία και ενότητα υπάρχει τόσο το καλύτερο για τον ελληνικό 

λαό και το μέλλον μας. Μανουέλ Μπαρόζο, Πρόεδρος Ευρωπαϊκής Επιτροπής: Όσοι 

προσπαθούν τώρα να σηκώσουν τη σημαία ενός πιθανού πιο εύκολου σχεδίου Β ή ότι 

υπάρχουν πιθανές εναλλακτικές λύσεις, απλώς λένε ψέματα. Δεν υπάρχει σχέδιο B 

για να αποφευχθεί η χρεοκοπία. To μόνο σχέδιο που υπάρχει είναι αυτό που έχει τεθεί 

τώρα στο τραπέζι. Και όποιος λέει ότι υπάρχει εναλλακτική θα ευθύνεται για μια 

πραγματική καταστροφή των δημόσιων οικονομικών στην Ελλάδα. Αφηγητής: Στη 

διάψευση οποιουδήποτε σεναρίου για την ύπαρξη εναλλακτικού σχεδίου επέμεινε ο 

πρόεδρος της Κομισιόν παρά τις επίμονες ερωτήσεις των ευρωβουλευτών στη 

σημερινή συνεδρίαση, όπου κυριάρχησε το ελληνικό ζήτημα. Λόταρ Μπίσκι, 

Γερμανός ευρωβουλευτής Ενωμένης Αριστεράς: Τι θα κάνει η ΕΕ αν η ελληνική 

Βουλή απορρίψει το πακέτο διάσωσης; Γιατί δεν υπάρχει πλάνο Β ή Γ; Διότι μπορεί 

να δούμε ένα πολύ διαφορετικό σενάριο από αυτό που θέλουμε. Ε. Μπαρόζο: Δεν θα 

γίνουν θαύματα, δεν υπάρχουν εναλλακτικές στις επώδυνες μεταρρυθμίσεις που 

πρέπει να κάνει η Ελλάδα. Και όσοι προσποιούνται το αντίθετο, θα έλεγα κυνικά, ότι 



  282 

προσποιούνται πως είναι φίλοι της Ελλάδας. Αν τους ρωτήσεις όμως αν είναι έτοιμοι 

να επενδύσουν λεφτά, εκεί θα πουν «ούτε δεκάρα παραπάνω». Οι ευρωβουλευτές 

άσκησαν κριτική στους χειρισμούς της Κομισιόν, ενώ έθεσαν ζήτημα για την 

απουσία πολιτικής βούλησης και ομοφωνίας στους κόλπους του Ευρωπαϊκού 

Συμβουλίου Κορυφής. Ζοζέφ Ντολ, επικεφαλής ομάδας Ευρωπαϊκού Λαϊκού 

Κόμματος: Δεν έχει να κάνει μόνο με την Ελλάδα και τις χώρες που υποφέρουν από 

υπέρογκα χρέη και τις οποίες οι αγορές τιμώρησαν τελευταία, αλλά έχει να κάνει και 

με την ανικανότητα της Ευρώπης σχετικά με τις πολιτικές μας. Μάρτιν Σουλτζ, 

επικεφαλής Ομάδας Σοσιαλιστών: Δείτε τις προσπάθειες προσαρμογής που κάνουν οι 

Έλληνες. Πρέπει να κάνουν δρακόντειες περικοπές στις δημόσιες δαπάνες. Και εμείς 

μιλάμε για επιτόκιο και χρέος. Αυτό είναι το αποτέλεσμα της υποβάθμισης από τους 

οίκους αξιολόγησης. Γκι Φερχόφσταντ, επικεφαλής ομάδας Φιλελευθέρων: Δεν 

χρειάζονται μόνο κυρώσεις σε όσες χώρες δεν εκπληρώνουν τις υποχρεώσεις τους, 

χρειάζεται επίσης, η Κομισιόν κι η ΕΚΤ να δίνουν την κατεύθυνση και όχι τα κράτη-

μέλη. Ρεμπέκα Χαρμς, επικεφαλής ομάδας Πρασίνων: Δικαιοσύνη χρειάζεται και σε 

αυτούς τους καιρούς της κρίσης. Και η ΕΕ πρέπει να πρεσβεύει το δίκιο και τη 

δικαιοσύνη. Θεωρώ ότι πρέπει να ενθαρρύνουμε τον κ. Παπανδρέου να πείσει την 

ελίτ, τους πλούσιους στην Ελλάδα να μοιραστούν τα βάρη. Κι εδώ πρέπει να 

ζητήσουμε κι από τις τράπεζες να ακολουθήσουν.  

 

[είδηση ότι εξελέγη η Κ. Λαγκάρντ επικεφαλής του ΔΝΤ] 

 

(00:37:10) Ό. Τρέμη: Τώρα, είδαμε νωρίτερα ότι ακόμη και ο Φίλιππος Πετσάλνικος 

όπως επίσης και ο Ευάγγελος Βενιζέλος άδειασαν τον Θεόδωρο Πάγκαλο για τα όσα 

είπε περί τανκς και στρατού που θα χρειαστεί να προστατέψουν τις τράπεζες αν η 

Ελλάδα επιστρέψει στη δραχμή. Όμως και εχθές το βράδυ, η προσπάθεια Πάγκαλου 

να αμβλύνει τις αντιδράσεις δεν κάλυψε πολλούς βουλευτές του ΠΑΣΟΚ που 

ξέσπασαν εναντίον του με πρώτο και καλύτερο τον Μίμη Ανδρουλάκη.  

 

(00:37:31) Ρεπορτάζ  

(λεζάντα: Νέες «ρουκέτες» Πάγκαλου. Η αναφορά του στη Βουλή για νεκρούς 

εξόργισε αρκετούς βουλευτές του ΠΑΣΟΚ) Αφηγητής: Έξαλλοι με τον Θεόδωρο 

Πάγκαλο είναι μετά και τις νέες αναφορές του αντιπροέδρου της κυβέρνησης στη 

Βουλή, όπου προσπαθώντας να εξηγήσει το τι είπε στη συνέντευξή του σε ισπανική 

εφημερίδα μίλησε και πάλι για την Αργεντινή το 2001, με αναφορές σε τανκς και 

νεκρούς. Αυτές οι αναφορές άναψαν φωτιές μεταξύ των βουλευτών του ΠΑΣΟΚ που 
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θεωρούν πως εκβιάζονται. Και λίγο αργότερα, στο καφενείο της Βουλής, ο Μίμης 

Ανδρουλάκης (λεζάντα: Ανδρουλάκης προς Έξαρχο. Αν δεν διώξετε τον Πάγκαλο 

δεν θα ψηφίσει κανένας το μεσοπρόθεσμο) σε έντονο ύφος και χτυπώντας τα χέρια 

στο τραπέζι, είπε στον γραμματέα της κοινοβουλευτικής ομάδας του ΠΑΣΟΚ, 

Βασίλη Έξαρχο, «αν δεν τον διώξετε τώρα δεν θα ψηφίσει κανένας το 

μεσοπρόθεσμο». Μ. Ανδρουλάκης (στη Βουλή): Ξέρετε όλοι πόσο αγαπώ τον 

Πάγκαλο. Και εμείς μεταξύ μας ξέρουμε ότι δεν λέει ό,τι λέει, λέει ό,τι δεν λέει, έχει 

δηλαδή ένα λόγο μεταφορικό και ειρωνικό κατά την ελληνική έννοια, αλλά σε αυτή 

την κατάσταση της γενικευμένης ανασφάλειας, το καθετί αντιστρέφεται το νόημά του 

και μπορεί να δημιουργήσει αρνητικούς και επικίνδυνους συνειρμούς στην κοινή 

γνώμη, στους καταθέτες, στους επενδυτές, προσοχή λοιπόν. Αφηγητής: Δίπλα στον 

Μίμη Ανδρουλάκη βρέθηκαν η Άννα Νταλάρα, η Χρύσα Αράπογλου αλλά και η 

Τόνια Αντωνίου, οι οποίες είπαν στον κ. Έξαρχο, «θα ’πρεπε να πείτε στον 

πρωθυπουργό να τον ανακαλέσει στην τάξη». Α. Νταλάρα (συνέντευξή της στο Βήμα 

FM 99,5): Οποιαδήποτε ιστορική αναφορά σε παλιά γεγονότα σε μια τόσο κρίσιμη 

στιγμή εκλαμβάνεται αυτοματοποιημένα σαν προφητεία. Φτάνει πια με την 

τρομοκρατία. Αλληλοτρομοκρατούμαστε μεταξύ μας, τη στιγμή που πρέπει να πούμε 

τα πράγματα με το όνομά τους και τα πράγματα είναι εξαιρετικά δύσκολα. 

Αφηγητής: Ενδεικτική της αμηχανίας που έχει προκαλέσει στην κυβέρνηση ο Θ. 

Πάγκαλος είναι η τοποθέτηση του κυβερνητικού εκπροσώπου (λεζάντα: Απέφυγε να 

καλύψει τον Θ. Πάγκαλο ο κυβερνητικός εκπρόσωπος), ο οποίος δεν κάλυψε τον 

αντιπρόεδρο της κυβέρνησης. Η. Μόσιαλος (απόσπασμα από συνέντευξή του στον 

Flash 96): Μια στιγμή που η κυβέρνηση, η κοινοβουλευτική μας ομάδα, ο λαός και η 

χώρα δίνουν τη μάχη για να ξεπεράσουμε την κρίση, δεν χρειάζονται τέτοιες 

προσεγγίσεις. Αφηγητής: Οι νέες αντιδράσεις προκλήθηκαν όταν ο Θεόδωρος 

Πάγκαλος επιχείρησε στη Βουλή να εξηγήσει τι είπε στην ισπανική εφημερίδα 

(λεζάντα: Στην Αργεντινή είχαμε νεκρούς. Εδώ θα αποφύγουμε τη χρεοκοπία) και 

δέχθηκε πυρ ομαδόν από τα άλλα κόμματα. Θ. Πάγκαλος: Ο ελληνικός λαός γνωρίζει 

και έχει δει και από την ιστορική του εμπειρία αλλά και από άλλες χώρες του κόσμου 

τι σημαίνει χρεοκοπία. Ξέρει ότι το κράτος παύει να πληρώνει μισθούς και 

ημερομίσθια, τράπεζες κλείνουν και οι καταθέτες δεν έχουν πρόσβαση στις 

καταθέσεις τους και σε μερικές περιπτώσεις όπως στην Αργεντινή χρειάζεται, και το 

ξέρετε καλά εσείς, λέω στην Ισπανίδα δημοσιογράφο, να παρέμβει η αστυνομία και 

τα τανκς. Και το 2001, σε τρεις ημέρες, στο Μπουένος Άιρες υπήρξαν 42 νεκροί. 

Μανόλης Κεφαλογιάννης (από το βήμα της Βουλής): Δεν μιλάει αντιπρόεδρος 

κυβέρνησης για τανκς (λεζάντα: Μανόλης Κεφαλογιάννης. Δεν είναι δυνατόν να 
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μιλάει για τανκς σε μια χώρα που έχει περάσει δικτατορία). Ειδικά σε μια χώρα που 

έχει βιώσει τη δικτατορία για εφτά χρόνια. Οι αντιπρόεδροι της κυβέρνησης και οι 

πρωθυπουργοί πρέπει να είναι πάντα προσεκτικοί. Καρατζαφέρης (από το βήμα της 

Βουλής): Δεν έχουμε κάνει πολλά βήματα από το 1974 (λεζάντα: Από το 

Καραμανλής ή τανκς στο ψηφίστε ή τανκς). Τότε στις εκλογές είχαμε πάει με το 

σύνθημα που είχε ρίξει ο Θεοδωράκης, Καραμανλής ή τανκς και, σήμερα, είμαστε 

Ψηφίζετε ή τανκς. Τριανταεφτά χρόνια, οποία διαδρομή για τον κοινοβουλευτισμό, 

για τη Δημοκρατία. Τσίπρας (έξω από τη Βουλή): Ωμός εκβιασμός (λεζάντα: Αλέξης 

Τσίπρας. Ωμός Εκβιασμός οι απειλές Παγκάλου. Να ανακαλέσει ο αντιπρόεδρος). Οι 

απειλές της κυβέρνησης Παπανδρέου διά μέσω του αντιπροέδρου της για 

συνταγματική εκτροπή, αντιδημοκρατική εκτροπή και πραξικοπήματα, αποτελούν 

απτή απόδειξη του πανικού και της τρομοκρατίας στην οποία βρίσκεται το σύστημα 

εξουσίας.  

 

(00:49:58) Ό. Τρέμη (λεζάντα: Θύελλα στη Βουλή για Πάγκαλο και... Τανκς): 

Ταυτόχρονη σύνδεση με τον Κώστα Σκανδαλίδη, του Υπουργό Αγροτικής 

Ανάπτυξης και τον Άρη Σπηλιωτόπουλο, Βουλευτή της ΝΔ, καλησπέρα και στους 

δυο σας. Κύριε Σκανδαλίδη, θέλω να ζητήσω από εσάς ένα σχόλιο για τον κ. 

Πάγκαλο, για τα όσα τον ακούσαμε να λέει εχθές στη Βουλή και να σας ρωτήσω αν 

πιστεύετε ότι σε τέτοιες κρίσιμες στιγμές, γιατί εσείς μας λέτε σε όλους τους τόνους 

ότι η χώρα δεν έχει ξεπεράσει ακόμη το πρόβλημα, τον κίνδυνο της χρεοκοπίας, αν 

είναι συνετό και αν είναι λογικό και αν είναι χρήσιμο να παραλληλίζεται η Ελλάδα με 

την Αργεντινή και να λέγεται, από τα χείλη του αντιπροέδρου, ότι θα κατέβουν τα 

τανκς σε αυτή την περίπτωση, αν πάμε δηλαδή στη δραχμή, για να προστατεύουν τις 

τράπεζες. Το σχόλιό σας. Κ. Σκανδαλίδης: Εγώ νομίζω ότι αυτή τη στιγμή, ούτε 

μαθήματα ιστορίας, ούτε το λάδι στη φωτιά δίνουν οποιαδήποτε λύση στα σημερινά 

προβλήματα. Είναι ανεπίκαιρα και είναι λάθος. Κ. Σκανδαλίδης: Πιστεύω ότι πρέπει 

στον λαό να περάσει μια αίσθηση καταλαγής, μία αίσθηση που δεν εξάπτει τη 

φαντασία ή τους κινδύνους, μια αίσθηση πιο δημιουργικής εποχής που μπορεί να 

ανοίξει μετά από μια τόσο δύσκολη περίοδο. Και αυτό είναι υποχρέωση όλων μας, 

μηδέν του κ. Πάγκαλου εξαιρουμένου (λεζάντα: Κ. Σκανδαλίδης. Ανεπίκαιρα τα 

μαθήματα ιστορίας). Ό. Τρέμη: Θα περάσει αύριο το μεσοπρόθεσμο πιστεύετε; Γιατί 

ακούμε αρκετούς συναδέλφους σας βουλευτές να λένε ενστάσεις, ότι έχουν 

επιφυλάξεις, ένας τουλάχιστον έχει πει, νομίζω πολύ καθαρά, ότι θα καταψηφίσει και 

αν δεν ψηφιστεί, τι θα γίνει; Κ. Σκανδαλίδης: Κοιτάξτε (λεζάντα: Θρίλερ ως την 

τελευταία στιγμή η ψήφος στο μεσοπρόθεσμο), εγώ πιστεύω ότι είναι πραγματικό 
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δίλημμα και δεν είναι εκβιασμός αυτό που τίθεται αύριο σε ψηφοφορία. Είναι 

πραγματικό δίλημμα και στα πραγματικά διλήμματα δεν έχεις επιλογή. Είναι ψήφος 

εθνικής ευθύνης και οι βουλευτές του ΠΑΣΟΚ έχουν αποδείξει επανειλημμένα ότι 

έχουν αυτή την πίστη σε αυτά τα πράγματα. Ό. Τρέμη: Το πρόβλημα είναι ότι το 

είπατε και πριν από ένα χρόνο ότι είναι εθνική ευθύνη να ψηφιστεί το Μνημόνιο. Γ. 

Πρετεντέρης: Κύριε Σκανδαλίδη, όταν λέτε ότι είναι ψήφος εθνικής ευθύνης, 

πατριωτικής συνείδησης που είπε ο πρωθυπουργός κ.λπ. είναι σαν να λέτε ότι οι 

άλλοι είναι εθνικώς ανεύθυνοι και χαίρομαι που ο Βενιζέλος είπε εχθές στη Βουλή, 

πήρε τον λόγο και είπε ότι μέσα στην αίθουσα αυτή, είμαστε όλοι το ίδιο πατριώτες. 

Όλοι αυτό θέλουμε να ελπίζουμε. Και το ίδιο υπεύθυνοι και το ίδιο πατριώτες. Κ. 

Σκανδαλίδης: Νομίζω ότι κάνετε έναν λογικό ακροβατισμό. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: 

Κανέναν λογικό ακροβατισμό. Δεν μου αρέσει να χρωματίζουμε μια ψηφοφορία στη 

Βουλή, όσο κρίσιμη και αν είναι, ότι από εδώ είναι οι ανεύθυνοι... Κ. Σκανδαλίδης: 

Όλα τα κόμματα της αντιπολίτευσης ζητούν καταψήφιση του μεσοπρόθεσμου γιατί 

θεωρούν ότι είναι εκβιασμός. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Ναι. Κ. Σκανδαλίδης: Εγώ δεν 

πιστεύω ότι είναι εκβιασμός. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Κι εγώ μαζί σας, συμφωνώ. Αλλά δεν 

θεωρώ ότι είναι ανεύθυνοι αυτοί που το πιστεύουν. Κ. Σκανδαλίδης.: Είναι ένα 

πραγματικό δίλημμα που θα οδηγούσε στη χρεοκοπία του τόπου. Αυτό λοιπόν για 

μένα, για την πολιτική των στελεχών του ΠΑΣΟΚ, δεν καταγγέλω κανένα άλλο 

στέλεχος, ίσα ίσα που είμαι, ξέρετε κύριε Πρετεντέρη, από αυτούς που συζητάω 

συνεχώς και με όλα τα κόμματα και με όλους τους τόνους. Ό. Τρέμη: Απευθύνεστε 

στους βουλευτές του ΠΑΣΟΚ κύριε Σκανδαλίδη; Κ. Σκανδαλίδης: Πώς 

αντιλαμβάνομαι εγώ. Ό. Τρέμη: Κύριε Σκανδαλίδη, απευθύνεστε στους βουλευτές 

του ΠΑΣΟΚ; Σε αυτούς λέτε ότι είναι θέμα εθνικής ευθύνης να ψηφίσουν; Κ. 

Σκανδαλίδης: Κρίνω εγώ ότι είναι ψήφος εθνικής ευθύνης. Ό. Τρέμη: Ναι, αυτό σας 

ρωτάω. Όχι σε όλους τους βουλευτές δηλαδή; Κ. Σκανδαλίδης: Ακούστε με. Ό. 

Τρέμη: Απαντήστε μου. Διευκρινήστε το αυτό. Κ. Σκανδαλίδης: Εγώ πιστεύω ότι 

αυτό που πιστεύω εγώ, φαντάζομαι ότι αυτό το πιστεύουνε και οι βουλευτές του 

ΠΑΣΟΚ, τώρα, αν κάποιοι από αυτούς έχουν αποφασίσει να μην ψηφίσουν για 

διάφορους λόγους που τους λένε στις τηλεοράσεις κ.λπ. είναι δικό τους δικαίωμα και 

ασφαλώς είναι θέμα της δικής τους συνείδησης. Ό. Τρέμη: Δηλαδή κ. Σκανδαλίδη, με 

συγχωρείτε, για να το διευκρινήσουμε. Όταν λέτε ότι είναι θέμα εθνικής ευθύνης 

αναφέρεστε στους βουλευτές του ΠΑΣΟΚ ή στο σύνολο των βουλευτών; Κ. 

Σκανδαλίδης: Εγώ αναφέρομαι στο σύνολο των Ελλήνων και στο σύνολο των 

βουλευτών της χώρας και στο σύνολο των κομμάτων. Χωρίς να καταγγέλλω ότι δεν 

είναι πατριώτες τα κόμματα. Ό. Τρέμη: Εκ της αντιστίξεως, όμως, αυτό λέτε. Κ. 
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Σκανδαλίδης: Κρίνω διαφορετικά το δίλημμα, το δίλημμα είναι πραγματικό, δεν είναι 

εκβιασμός όπως λένε όλα τα κόμματα και οι βουλευτές του ΠΑΣΟΚ έχουν μια 

παραπάνω υποχρέωση που στηρίζουν αυτή την κυβέρνηση. Ό. Τρέμη: Ε και πέρυσι 

όμως ήταν υποχρέωση και ψηφίσαν το μνημόνιο. Ωραία, και τώρα τους λέτε ελάτε να 

ψηφίσετε το μεσοπρόθεσμο, απευθυνόμενοι βεβαίως στην κοινωνία λέτε, ελάτε να 

σας εφαρμόσουμε το μεσοπρόθεσμο και βεβαίως μετά από κάποιο χρονικό διάστημα 

μπορεί να έρθετε να μας πείτε ότι πάλι δεν βγαίνει το πρόγραμμα και θα πρέπει να 

ληφθούν και άλλα μέτρα και θα είναι και τότε εθνική ευθύνη; Κ. Σκανδαλίδης: 

Ανεξάρτητα από τα λάθη ή τις παραλείψεις ή τις υστερήσεις αυτού του χρόνου, η 

κυβέρνηση κατέβαλε μια μεγάλη προσπάθεια. Πράγματι, σε πολλούς από τους 

στόχους δεν τους πέτυχε. Αυτό, όμως, σε σχέση με την απουσία οποιασδήποτε 

εναλλακτικής πρότασης και σε σχέση με την κατάσταση στην οποία βρίσκεται 

σήμερα η χώρα, δεν αναιρεί την εθνική υπόσταση του διλήμματος. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: 

Ναι, όχι, με συγχωρείτε, υπάρχει μια σοβαρή ένσταση. Άκουσα εχθές τον Γ. 

Καρατζαφέρη που λέει ότι ακόμη και αν δεχθώ ότι αυτό που λέτε είναι σωστά, γιατί 

να εμπιστευθούμε εσάς να τα κάνετε, που αποτύχατε έως τώρα να κάνετε σε αυτά 

που κάνατε πριν. Κ. Σκανδαλίδης: Μα εμείς ζητήσαμε συναίνεση και συναίνεση 

ακόμη και σε κυβερνητικό επίπεδο. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Ωραία, κάντε κυβέρνηση όλοι 

μαζί. Κ. Σκανδαλίδης: Και το ζητάμε. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Τι, ζητάτε συγκυβέρνηση; Κ. 

Σκανδαλίδης: Ξεχάσατε όμως τι συνέβη την προπερασμένη εβδομάδα. Γ. 

Πρετεντέρης: Ναι αλλά δεν μπορεί να υπάρξει συναίνεση χωρίς συγκυβέρνηση. Κ. 

Σκανδαλίδης: Ακούστε όμως. Εγώ θεωρώ ότι μετά την αυριανή ψηφοφορία πρέπει να 

υπάρχει αλλαγή πλεύσης σε τρία διαφορετικά θέματα. Στο ένα θέμα είναι, που κι 

εσείς λέτε και γράφετε συνεχώς, για ένα αναπτυξιακό κλυδωνισμό που έχει ανάγκη η 

χώρα. Να βρούμε τρόπο να τον κάνουμε με τους υπάρχοντες πόρους, τους 

διαθέσιμους. Όπου και αν βρίσκονται αυτοί. Το δεύτερο είναι μια διαφορετική 

κατανομή των βαρών. Σας άκουσα προηγούμενα που λέγατε ότι δεν έχει τρόπο 

συζήτησης για το φορολογικό νομοσχέδιο, δύο διαφορετικές θεωρίες. Της μιας δεξιάς 

και της μιας αριστεράς, τυποποιημένα τα λέω για να μην τρώω χρόνο. Οι στόχοι 

υπερπροσδιορίζονται. Από το μνημόνιο, από το νέο μνημόνιο, από το νέο 

πρόγραμμα. Πιστεύω όμως ότι και στην εσωτερική κατανομή των βαρών και κυρίως 

στον τρόπο που θα μπορούσε επιτέλους μια κοινή προσπάθεια των Ελλήνων να 

συλλάβει τη φροδιαφυγή, και στα δύο αυτά θέματα, ανεξάρτητα από τις διαφορετικές 

θεωρίες, θα κάτσουνε τα κόμματα στο τραπέζι να βρουν ένα κοινό τόπο. Π. Τσίμας: 

Να σας διακόψω κύριε Σκανδαλίδη; Κ. Σκανδαλίδης: Τα κόμματα θέλουν και τη 

δικαιότερη κατανομή των βαρών. Π. Τσίμας: Ναι, αυτό το δεύτερο είναι πολύ 
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σημαντικό. Η δικαιότερη κατανομή των βαρών. Αλλά έχουμε καταλήξει πια μετά την 

εμπειρία όλων των χρόνων και ιδίως του τελευταίου χρόνου ότι δεν είναι θέμα καλής 

θέλησης. Διότι εγώ δεν πιστεύω ότι εσείς είστε κακοί άνθρωποι και θέλετε να την 

πληρώνουν οι φτωχοί και όχι οι πλούσιοι. Δεν το πιστεύω αυτό. Πιστεύω απλώς ότι 

εσείς και ο κρατικός μηχανισμός του οποίου προΐσταστε είναι ανίκανοι να συλλάβουν 

τη φοροδιαφυγή. Και να σας πω κάτι. Κ. Σκανδαλίδης: Με προλάβατε, γιατί το τρίτο 

θέμα... Π. Τσίμας: Είπε προχθές, έδωσε μια συνέντευξη ο συνάδελφός σας, ο 

υπουργός οικονομικών της Ιρλανδίας και είπε, η διαφορά της Ιρλανδίας από την 

Ελλάδα είναι ότι αν εγώ, ως υπουργός οικονομικών της Ιρλανδίας αποφασίσω να 

φορολογήσω τα σκαμνάκια των μπαρ, αύριο το πρωί τα σκαμνάκια των μπαρ θα 

πληρώνουν φόρο. Ενώ η Ελλάδα δεν μπορεί να φορολογήσει ούτε τους πλούσιους 

ανθρώπους. Και γι’ αυτό η Ελλάδα θα χρεοκοπήσει και η Ιρλανδία όχι. Είπε ο 

άνθρωπος αυτός και είμαι σε δύσκολη θέση, βλέπω ότι έχει δίκιο. Κ. Σκανδαλίδης: 

Με προλάβατε όμως, γιατί το τρίτο που ήθελα να πω για την αλλαγή, και εκεί θέλει 

πάλι εθνική συνεννόηση, είναι η αλλαγή στο κράτος. Δηλαδή το πώς θα πάνε οι 

αποκρατικοποιήσεις, αυτό που έγινε ας πούμε απόψε στη Βουλή, είναι πάρα πολύ 

σημαντικό θέμα. Πώς δεν θα κάνουμε μισές αλλαγές, γιατί κάναμε και μερικές 

αλλαγές που ήταν μισές. Παράδειγμα, τα κλειστά επαγγέλματα. Πώς οι αλλαγές 

αυτές θα είναι οριστικές και τελεσίδικες (Π. Τσίμας: Χαίρομαι που το λέτε αυτό) 

είναι θέμα εθνικής συνεννόησης. Εγώ λοιπόν βάζω στο τραπέζι την εθνική 

συνεννόηση. Αλλαγή πορείας σε τρία πράγματα. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Πάλι ξαναλέω. 

Εθνική συνεννόηση σημαίνει και μια συνευθύνη. Δεν έρχεται κανείς μαζί σας για να 

κυβερνάτε εσείς. Πρέπει να υπάρχει και μια συνευθύνη, να μοιραστείτε τις ευθύνες 

της εξουσίας, τουλάχιστον. Κ. Σκανδαλίδης: Εγώ, ούτε ο πρωθυπουργός απ’ ό,τι 

απέδειξε. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Για να ολοκληρώσω, ένα δεύτερο θέλω να πω, το αφήνω 

όμως αυτό γιατί θα λυθεί σε υψηλότερο επίπεδο και αν κατάλαβα καλά ναυάγησε 

μεταξύ Παπανδρέου και Σαμαρά. Οπότε το να το κουβεντιάζουμε δεν έχει νόημα. Κ. 

Σκανδαλίδης: Όχι έχει νόημα. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Αφού έληξε το θέμα. Κ. Σκανδαλίδης: 

Έχει νόημα. Τι έληξε, εδώ τα πράγματα τρέχουν με μεγάλες ταχύτητες. Γ. 

Πρετεντέρης: Άλλο ήθελα να πω. Για τη φοροδιαφυγή όμως θέλω να πω (Κ. 

Σκανδαλίδης: Τι έχει λήξει, τίποτα δεν έχει λήξει) δεν τίθεται θέμα συναίνεσης. Το 

99% των Ελλήνων, αν τους ρωτήσετε, θα σας πούνε πιάστε τη φοροδιαφυγή. Δεν 

νομίζω ότι χρειάζεστε τη βοήθεια... Π. Τσίμας: Το 99% όμως είναι και αυτοί που 

φοροδιαφεύγουνε. Κ. Σκανδαλίδης: Και το 70% φοροδιαφεύγουν. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: 

Ενδεχομένως. Ό. Τρέμη: Είναι σαν να κρούετε ανοιχτές θύρες. Δεν νομίζω ότι θα 

βρεθεί κανείς που να πει όχι, μην πατάξετε τη φοροδιαφυγή. Κ. Σκανδαλίδης: 
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Ακούστε. Οι μηχανισμοί, το κράτος, η αλλαγή αποδείχθηκε ότι δεν ήταν 

αποτελεσματικές οι αλλαγές. Ό. Τρέμη: Καλά, αυτό δεν ήταν θέμα συναίνεσης, αλλά 

απουσίας μηχανισμών, ενδεχομένως και βούλησης, πολιτικής. Κ. Σκανδαλίδης: Ένα 

κράτος που χτίζεται δεκαετίες είναι και θέμα συναίνεσης να ανατραπεί. Χρειάζονται 

ανατροπές. Εγώ λέω ότι είναι μπροστά μας η συναίνεση και η επιλογή του επόμενου 

νέου προγράμματος που θα κρίνει τις εξελίξεις της χώρας για τα επόμενα 3-4 χρόνια, 

είναι το κρίσιμο θέμα κι εκεί θα ζητήσουμε τη συναίνεση όλων των κομμάτων.  

 

(00:49:58) Ό. Τρέμη: Κύριε Σπηλιωτόπουλε, το επόμενο 24ωρο θα ψηφιστεί ή δεν θα 

ψηφιστεί το μεσοπρόθεσμο πρόγραμμα, από το οποίο οι δανειστές μας εξαρτούν την 

εκταμίευση της 5ης δόσης. Θέλω να σας ρωτήσω, τι λέτε εσείς προς την κυβέρνηση; 

Της λέτε να προχωρήσει στην ψήφιση ή της λέτε να το αποσύρει; Α. 

Σπηλιωτόπουλος: Εμείς λέμε δύο πράγματα. Το πρώτο είναι ότι το μεσοπρόθεσμο 

πρόγραμμα είναι κάτι το οποίο είναι σε λάθος κατεύθυνση. Είναι ένα φάρμακο το 

οποίο αντί να ιάνει τον ασθενή στην ουσία τον δηλητηριάζει. Ό. Τρέμη: Ναι, αλλά 

αυτή τη στιγμή αυτό υπάρχει. Με αυτό το δεδομένο, είναι γνωστή η θέση σας, την 

έχετε εξηγήσει αναλυτικά. Α. Σπηλιωτόπουλος: Με αυτό το δεδομένο 

καταψηφίζουμε το μεσοπρόθεσμο και για ένα επιπρόσθετο λόγο. Ό. Τρέμη: Στην 

κυβέρνηση τι λέτε, να το καταψηφίσει και εκείνη; Να το αποσύρει; Τι της λέτε; Α. 

Σπηλιοτόπουλος: Να το καταψηφίσει η κυβέρνηση και όσοι βουλευτές μπορούν να το 

καταψηφίσουν και για έναν ακόμη λόγο. Γιατί δεν εμπιστευόμαστε (Ό. Τρέμη: Άρα 

να μην περάσει;) ούτε και την κυβέρνηση. Ακόμη και το μεσοπρόθεσμο (Ό. Τρέμη: 

Άρα να μην περάσει το Μεσοπρόθεσμο) να ήταν στη σωστή κατεύθυνση, οι 

κυβερνώντες δεν έχουν πια την έξωθεν καλή μαρτυρία, την αξιοπιστία. Ό. Τρέμη: 

Άρα θεωρείτε ότι μπλοφάρουν στην Ευρώπη; Όταν δηλαδή λένε ότι θα 

χρεοκοπήσουμε αν δεν ψηφίσουμε το μεσοπρόθεσμο; Α. Σπηλιωτόπουλος: Άρα 

θεωρούμε ότι οι δανειστές είναι πολύ λογικό να πιέζουν με αυτόν τον τρόπο που 

πιέζουν, κανένας δανειστής δεν είναι αυτός που δεν θέλει τον εύκολο τρόπο 

προκειμένου να πιέσει για να πάρει πίσω τα χρήματά του, όμως από την άλλη 

πλευρά, εκείνο που εμείς έχουμε υποχρέωση να πούμε είναι ότι ως υπεύθυνοι πολίτες 

πρέπει να έχουμε εμπιστοσύνη στον πρωθυπουργό και όταν ο πρωθυπουργός για έξι 

ώρες παραιτήθη και είπε ελάτε να διαπραγματευθούμε από κοινού, 

επαναδιαπραγμάτευση δηλαδή του μνημονίου, σήμαινε δηλαδή ότι υπάρχουν 

περιθώρια και υπάρχουν και άλλα plan και Β και C. Εγώ γιατί να αμφιβάλλω γι’ 

αυτό; Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Κύριε Σπηλιωτόπουλε είναι πολύ απλό. Είτε μπλοφάρουν 

αυτοί που λένε ότι θα χρεοκοπήσουν αν δεν ψηφίσουμε το μεσοπρόθεσμο, είτε δεν 
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μπλοφάρουνε. Εάν μπλοφάρουν, έχετε δίκιο να λέτε καταψηφίστε το. Εάν δε 

μπλοφάρουν, παίρνετε πολύ μεγάλη ευθύνη. Α. Σπηλιωτόπουλος: Η αίσθηση η δική 

μας είναι ότι υπάρχουν και πολλά άλλα σχέδια και θα σας πω και κάτι ακόμη. Εάν 

εσείς κ. Πρετεντέρη στο νοικοκυριό το οποίο έχετε δείτε ότι τα έξοδα τα οποία έχετε 

είναι πολύ περισσότερα, επειδή έχετε μυαλό και παρακολουθώ τα γραπτά σας και 

εκφράζετε την κοινή λογική, αποκλείεται να μπείτε στη λογική πώς θα αυξήσετε τα 

έσοδά σας όταν αυτό είναι ίσως δύσκολο στην εποχή μας. Θα μπείτε στη λογική πώς 

θα κόψετε... Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Κόβεις δαπάνες πρώτα, δεν υπάρχει θέμα, αυτό είναι 

στοιχειώδες. Α. Σπηλιωτόπουλος: Και πώς θα νοικοκυρέψετε το νοικοκυριό σας. Π. 

Τσίμας: Αυτό είναι όμως μια θεωρητικού τύπου διαφωνία με το μεσοπρόθεσμο που 

μπορεί να είναι σωστή. Το ερώτημα είναι... Α. Σπηλιωτόπουλος: Με το 

μεσοπρόθεσμο πάμε όχι να κόψουμε τις δαπάνες, κοιτάμε πώς θα αυξήσουμε τα 

έσοδα του κράτους. Ε μα τα έσοδα του κράτους δεν πρόκειται να αυξηθούν διότι ουκ 

αν λάβεις παρά του μη έχοντος, όχι μόνο από τους πολίτες, αλλά γιατί έχει νεκρωθεί 

η αγορά. Π. Τσίμας: Ναι, αυτή είναι μια θεωρητική διαφωνία με το μεσοπρόθεσμο. 

Αλλά δεν είμαστε σε αυτή τη φάση πια. Το ερώτημα είναι δεν το ψηφίζουμε και 

χρεοκοπούμε, το ψηφίζουμε και δεν χρεοκοπούμε ή μπλοφάρουνε και μπορούμε να 

μην το ψηφίσουμε; Α. Σπηλιωτόπουλος: Θέλετε να σας απαντήσω εγώ; Π. Τσίμας: 

Υπάρχει μια υποψία ότι στην πραγματικότητα, εάν στα αλήθεια υπήρχε κίνδυνος να 

μην περάσει το μεσοπρόθεσμο, θα το ψηφίζατε. Απλώς έχετε την άνεση να πείτε ας 

περάσει το μεσοπρόθεσμο να μην χρεοκοπήσουμε αλλά να φορτωθούνε τη ρετσινιά 

οι άλλοι. Α. Σπηλιωτόπουλος: Όχι δεν είναι έτσι κ. Τσίμα. Και θα σας πω γιατί. 

Πρώτον, γιατί την απάντηση στο ερώτημά σας δεν θα σας τη δώσω εγώ που είμαι 

βουλευτής της αντιπολίτευσης, σας παραπέμπω στις χτεσινές δηλώσεις του 

κυβερνητικού εκπροσώπου, ο οποίος είπε ότι και να μην ψηφιστεί υπάρχει σχέδιο Β. 

Και αν δεν θέλετε τον κυβερνητικό εκπρόσωπο, τον οποίο θεωρώ και σοβαρό, μια 

και είναι φρέσκος και είναι καινούργιος και δεν κάνει λάθος και σφάλματα ή 

τουλάχιστον προστατεύει τον εαυτό του όπως φαίνεται, σας παραπέμπω στις 

δηλώσεις τις προσθεσινές του κ. Βενιζέλου, που λίγο ή πολύ είπε και αυτός το ίδιο. 

Άρα δεν είναι δυνατόν δύο κυβερνητικά στελέχη της πρώτης γραμμής να κάνουν το 

λάθος και μαζί και ο πρωθυπουργός που για έξι ώρες παραιτήθηκε, είπε πάμε μαζί κ. 

Σαμαρά να διαπραγματευθούμε και βάζω πίσω τις προσωπικές μου φιλοδοξίες. Όλη η 

ελληνική πολιτική ηγεσία έχει τρελαθεί και έχουν δίκιο οι ξένοι που σήμερα 

θυμήθηκαν να μας πουν ότι αν δεν το ψηφίσουμε δυστυχώς θα πάμε σε χρεοκοπία; Ό. 

Τρέμη: Κύριε Σπηλιωτόπουλε, να σας ρωτήσω και κάτι άλλο σε σχέση με την 

αυριανή ψηφοφορία; Α. Σπηλιωτόπουλος: Είναι προφανές, με το δίκιο τους, πιέζουν. 



  290 

Ό. Τρέμη: Αν υποθέσουμε ότι ένας βουλευτής της ΝΔ κρίνει ότι πρέπει να ψηφίσει 

υπέρ του μεσοπρόθεσμου, γιατί έτσι του λέει η συνείδησή του, κατά τη γνώμη σας 

αυτός ο βουλευτής πρέπει να διαγραφεί; Α. Σπηλιωτόπουλος: Κοιτάξτε να δείτε, είναι 

υποθετική ερώτηση, να σας πω κάτι που ίσως σας διευκολύνει. Εγώ δεν λέω όχι στο 

μεσοπρόθεσμο γιατί υπάρχει κομματική πειθαρχία. Ό. Τρέμη: Ναι, εντάξει, εγώ άλλο 

σας ρώτησα. Α. Σπηλιωτόπουλος: Το λέω γιατί πραγματικά είναι προϊόν της δικής 

μου συνείδησης. Εγώ δεν πιστεύω ούτε σε μια κυβέρνηση που άλλα λέει το πρωί και 

άλλα λέει το βράδυ. Ό. Τρέμη: Άλλο σας ρώτησα. Α. Σπηλωτόπουλος: Εγώ σας λέω 

ότι δεν υπάρχουν βουλευτές που μπορούν να εμπιστευθούν μια κυβέρνηση η οποία 

παραιτήθηκε έξι ώρες και μετά υπαναχώρησε και (Ό. Τρέμη: Άρα δεν θέλετε να 

απαντήσετε στην ερωτηση) στέρησε από την Ελλάδα μια μοναδική ιστορική 

ευκαιρία. Δύο επιλογές έχουμε: Ή θα κυβερνήσουμε με κυβέρνηση εθνικής 

συνεννόησης και θα προχωρήσουμε σε πραγματική αναπτυξιακή προοπτική ή 

διαφορετικά τη λύση θα δώσει ο λαός με εκλογές. Επειδή το πρώτο το τορπίλισε ο 

πρωθυπουργός με τους ερασιτεχνικούς χειρισμούς που έκανε, μας απομένει μόνο το 

δεύτερο. Όσο πιο γρήγορα συνειδητοποιήσουν ότι πρέπει να δώσουν αυτή τη λύση, 

τόσο το καλύτερο γα τον τόπο.  

 

(00:55:35) Ό. Τρέμη: Ευχαριστούμε πολύ κ. Σκανδαλίδη και κ. Σπηλιωτόπουλε, θα 

συνδεθούμε τώρα εμείς με τη γενική γραμματέα του ΚΚΕ κ. Αλέκα Παπαρήγα. 

Καλησπέρα και σ’ εσάς κ. Παπαρήγα. Α. Παπαρήγα: Καλησπέρα σας. Θέλετε να μας 

σχολιάσετε αυτό το οποίο λέγεται, δηλαδή, και από την Ευρώπη, αλλά λέγεται και ως 

επιχείρημα από την πλευρά της κυβέρνησης. Δηλαδή (λεζάντα: Η Αλέκα Παπαρήγα 

στο ΜEGA), εάν δεν ψηφιστεί το Μεσοπρόθεσμο αύριο, τότε δεν πρόκειται να 

εκταμιευθεί η 5η δόση και επομένως η χώρα θα χρεοκοπήσει. Α. Παπαρήγα: 

Καταρχήν εμείς θα ψηφίζαμε έτσι κι αλλιώς «όχι». Σας λέω όμως συγκεκριμένα η 

χρεοκοπία έχει συμβεί, αυτό που συντελείται τώρα, είναι ότι συμφωνούνται οι όροι. 

Ή συμφωνείται μάλλον το ποσοστό κατανομής της όποιας ζημιάς υπάρχει ανάμεσα 

στους πιστωτές. Και για μας θα υπάρχουν πάρα πολλά σχέδια. Δεν είμαστε στην 

περίοδο που η Ευρωζώνη θα μπει σε φάση μερικής διάλυσης. Π. Τσίμας: Αυτό που 

λέτε όμως εάν έτσι συμβαίνει και είναι πιθανό να έχετε δίκιο ότι αυτή τη στιγμή 

συμφωνείται ένας καλυμμένος, με ποιον τρόπο θα γίνει εν πάση περιπτώσει. Εμείς ως 

Ελλάδα, ως ελληνικός λαός, ο ελληνικός λαός δεν έχει ένα συμφέρον να διαλέξει ή 

να προσπαθήσει να επηρεάσει, δεν υπάρχουν σε αυτά τα σχέδια, σχέδια τα οποία να 

είναι σχετικώς καλύτερα για τα συμφέροντα των Ελλήνων εργαζομένων και του 

ελληνικού λαού και σχέδια τα οποία να είναι καταστροφικά για τον ελληνικό λαό; 



  291 

Δεν έχουμε κάποιο λόγο να παρέμβουμε σε αυτή τη συζήτηση; Α. Παπαρήγα: Όταν 

δεν υπάρχει τέρμα σε αυτή τη διαδικασία και δεν υπάρχει, κάποια στιγμή ο λαός, 

αυτό πια θα γίνει, θα πειστεί ο ίδιος, κάποια στιγμή πρέπει να βάλει ένα φραγμό και 

να στοχεύσει σε μια ριζική αλλαγή των πραγμάτων. Δεν υπάρχει τέρμα. Αν αύριο 

ξεσπάσει κρίση στην Ιταλία, οξυνθεί η κατάσταση στην Ισπανία, καταλαβαίνετε πού 

πάμε; Και ήθελα να πω, άκουσα σήμερα τς δηλώσεις των παραγόντων της Κομισιόν. 

Έχουν πολύ αλατοπίπερο. Ξεκινάνε οπωσδήποτε από τα πιστεύω τους. Έχουν όμως 

πολύ αλατοπίπερο. Εδώ ακούμε ότι εάν η κρίση οξυνθεί στην Ελλάδα θα 

δημιουργηθεί κρίση στις ΗΠΑ. Μα είναι κανείς δυνατόν να πιστεύει αυτό; Τότε με 

την κρίση που είχαμε στις ΗΠΑ έπρεπε να έχει διαλυθεί η μισή Ευρώπη. Δηλαδή 

λέγονται ορισμένα πράγματα τα οποία είναι υπερβολικά, είναι ξέρετε η 

προπαγανδιστική πλευρά. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Πάντως έχουμε κρίση κ. Παπαρήγα. Α. 

Παπαρήγα: Στην Ελλάδα; Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Και στην Ευρώπη. Α. Παπαρήγα: 

Βαθύτατη. Και στην Ευρώπη. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Έχουμε κρίση, δεν το αμφισβητούμε 

αυτό. Α. Παπαρήγα: Καμία αμφισβήτηση. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Και οξύτατη κρίση, σε 

σημείο που εσείς έχετε πει πάλι, δοκιμάζεται ακόμη και το κοινό νόμισμα. Δεν είναι 

τυχαία κρίση. Α. Παπαρήγα: Όχι, καθόλου. Και μάλιστα είναι πολύ πιο οξυμένη από 

τις κρίσεις που γνωρίσαμε στη δεκαετία του ’90 ακόμη και στη δεκαετία του ’70. Γ. 

Πρετεντέρης: Άρα έχουμε κάθε συμφέρον η Ελλάδα, στα μέτρα της γιατί είναι και 

μικρή και οι μεγαλύτεροι στα μεγαλύτερα μέτρα τους να την ελέγξουν αυτή την 

κρίση, να την αντιμετωπίσουν. Να την απασφαλίσουν. A. Παπαρήγα: Κύριε 

Πρετεντέρη, υπάρχει κάτι το αντικειμενικό που θα σας πω και δεν είναι ζήτημα αν 

μου αρέσει ή όχι, είναι κάτι ανεξάρτητο από το τι επιθυμεί κανείς. Η διαχείριση της 

κρίσης σε αυτή τη φάση που βρίσκεται παγκόσμια το καπιταλιστικό σύστημα δεν 

μπορεί να γίνει με τα ίδια μέσα που γίνονταν πριν από 10, 20 και 30 χρόνια. Αυτό 

είναι εύλογο. Και αυτό φαίνεται πάρα πολύ καλά. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Αυτό δεν το ξέρω, 

δεν είμαι αρμόδιος, παρόλ’ αυτά πρέπει να συμφωνήσουμε ότι δεν θα σηκώσουμε τα 

χέρια ψηλά και να περιμένουμε να πτωχεύσουμε, πρέπει κάτι να κάνουμε για να 

χειριστούμε αυτή τη δύσκολη κατάσταση θέλω να πω. Α. Παπαρήγα: Η πτώχευση θα 

είναι ακόμη πιο βαριά στην πορεία. Και μόνο το γεγονός ότι γίνεται ένας κατάλογος 

για τις αποκρατικοποιήσεις, πέραν από την ιδεολογική διάσταση που δίνουμε εμείς 

στο θέμα, οι αποκρατικοποιήσεις, και να το θυμηθείτε, ανεξάρτητα από την 

ανικανότητα της κυβέρνησης, δεν θα γίνουν πριν γίνει πιο βαθιά η πτώχευση της 

Ελλάδας. Για να τα πάρουν πολύ πιο φθηνά. Επομένως ο ελληνικός λαός δεν μπορεί 

να επιλέγει ανάμεσα στη Σκύλλα και Χάρυβδη όταν τα πράγματα είναι ακόμη 

χειρότερα στο μέλλον. Πρέπει τώρα να παρέμβει. Και εν πάση περιπτώσει εμείς ως 
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κόμμα έχουμε υποχρέωση προβλέποντας πού πάνε τα πράγματα να σκεφτούμε την 

αντίστροφη μέτρηση. Ή μια διαφορετική πορεία. Ό. Τρέμη: Αυτό το πρόγραμμα, αν 

ψηφιστεί αύριο κυρία Παπαρήγα, πιστεύετε ότι θα μπορέσει να εφαρμοστεί; Α. 

Παπαρήγα: Δεν θα σταθώ στην ικανότητα του Α ή του Β υπουργού, ειλικρινά δεν 

θέλω και να είμαι και κριτής τους. Άλλωστε κινούμαστε σε διαφορετική κατεύθυνση. 

Ό. Τρέμη: Μιλώ και για την κοινωνία έτσι; Δεν μιλώ μόνο για την 

αποτελεσματικότητα της κυβέρνησης. Α. Παπαρήγα: Ένα ζήτημα είναι ότι θα 

προσκρούσει σε σοβαρές αντιφάσεις και αντιθέσεις στο πεδίο της οικονομίας και 

επομένως θεωρώ ότι δεν θα μπορέσει ακριβώς να προχωρήσει. Και δεν θα επιλύσει 

ζητήματα που το ίδιο έχει βάλει να επιλύσει. Είναι σε βάρος του λαού τα ζητήματα 

αλλά δεν θα μπορέσει να τα επιλύσει. Νομίζουμε ότι η κοινωνία, ο λαός πρέπει να 

παρεμποδίσει την εφαρμογή αυτού του προγράμματος. Από άλλη σκοπιά βεβαίως. Π. 

Τσίμας: Από αυτό το πρόγραμμα το οποίο εσείς ασφαλώς θα καταψηφίσετε, τι ’ναι 

αυτό με το οποίο είστε περισσότερο αντίθετοι; Διότι περιλαμβάνει τρία πράγματα, 

είναι φόροι, που είναι κυρίως φόροι στη μεσαία τάξη, είναι απολύσεις στο δημόσιο, 

περιορισμός του δημοσίου και είναι και αποκρατικοποιήσεις. Ποιο από αυτά τα τρία 

είναι κατά τη γνώμη σας το χειρότερο; Αυτό με το οποίο είστε σε μεγαλύτερη 

αντίθεση; Α. Παπαρήγα: Είναι ολόκληρο, όλη η γραμμή του και τα επιμέρους σημεία. 

Κοιτάξτε να δείτε. Η λογική είναι να πληρώσει ο λαός την κρίση την οποία ο λαός 

δεν την δημιούργησε και το χρέος δεν το δημιούργησε, αυτό είναι. Και να την 

πληρώσει ο λαός βαριά την κρίση και όταν βγούμε από την κρίση. Αυτή τη στιγμή 

ετοιμάζονται μέτρα που θα ισχύσουν την περίοδο της ανάκαμψης. Θα έρθει η 

περίοδος της ανάκαμψης. Και παίρνονται μέτρα για 50-60 χρόνια, δεν παίρνονται 

μέτρα 3-4 χρόνων. Δηλαδή και η ανάκαμψη όταν θα γίνει, οι εργασιακές σχέσεις θα 

μένουν οι ίδιες, οι μισθοί θα μένουν οι ίδιοι, οι αποκρατικοποιήσεις θα έχουν γίνει, θα 

έχουν πουληθεί λιμάνια, αεροδρόμια κ.λπ. κ.λπ. και θα έχουν υποσκαφθεί οι 

αναπτυξιακές δυνατότητες της χώρας, οι εγχώριες, οι υλικές, εγώ θα προσθέσω και οι 

πνευματικές-πολιτιστικές. Ο. Τρέμη: Εσείς λέτε έξω από την ΕΕ. Λέτε και επιστροφή 

στη δραχμή; Α. Παπαρήγα: Εμείς όταν λέμε ότι η δραχμή δεν απαντάει δεν σημαίνει 

ότι είμαστε με το ευρώ. Γιατί ο κ. Βενιζέλος, μάλιστα, εμφανίζει τις θέσεις του ΚΚΕ 

ότι είμαστε υπέρ του ευρώ. Ούτε με το ευρώ είμαστε ούτε με τη δραχμή, με ποια 

έννοια; Αυτό καθεαυτό το νόμισμα, εκφράζει συγκεκριμένες σχέσεις. Από μόνο του 

το νόμισμα δεν λέει τίποτα. Εμείς θεωρούμε ότι πρέπει να γίνει αποδέσμευση από την 

ΕΕ, προσέχτε όμως. Δρομολογώντας όμως μια ριζικά διαφορετική πολιτική. Γιατί αν 

είναι να βγεις από την ΕΕ ή να επιστρέψεις στη δραχμή και να εφαρμόσεις την ίδια 

πολιτική, τότε τα πράγματα όχι μόνο δεν πρόκειται να αλλάξουν, αλλά θα είναι πολύ 
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χειρότερα. Π. Τσίμας: Το ερώτημα βέβαια ήταν αλλιώς. Αν αύριο το πρωί ο κύριος 

Μπαρόζο μας πει γυρίστε πίσω στη δραχμή, εσείς θα πείτε μπράβο, ωραία ιδέα; Α. 

Παπαρήγα: Όχι, θα καλέσουμε τον λαό να παλέψει για βαθιές πολιτικές αλλαγές και 

έξω από την ΕΕ. Π. Τσίμας: Μάλιστα. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Άρα έξω από το ευρώ. Α. 

Παπαρήγα: Έξω από την ΕΕ συνολικά. Και από την Ευρωζώνη. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: 

Αυτό σημαίνει και έξω από το ευρώ, λογικό δεν είναι; Α. Παπαρήγα: Τώρα το 

νόμισμα που θα έχει η Ελλάδα, πρέπει να αντανακλά διαφορετικές σχέσεις στο πεδίο 

της οικονομίας και της πολιτικής. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Σύμφωνοι, συμφωνώ μαζί σας, 

αυτό είναι που διαχειρίζεται το νόμισμα. Στην επιλογή, όμως, λέτε έξω από την ΕΕ 

και έξω από το ευρώ. Α. Παπαρήγα: Ε ναι. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Άρα και έξω από το 

ευρώ. Π. Τσίμας: Εθνικό νόμισμα προφανώς. Α. Παπαρήγα: Ε ναι. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: 

Κυρία Παπαρήγα, θέλω να σας ρωτήσω για τα σημερινά επεισόδια. Αν κατάλαβα 

καλά, υπάρχει από την πλευρά σας μια υποψία προβοκάτσιας να το πω έτσι. Είδα ότι 

ο κ. Τσίπρας το είπε ακόμη σαφέστερα, μίλησε για παρακράτος και για σχεδιασμούς. 

Όλα αυτά, επειδή όμως τα έχω ακούσει πολλές φορές τα περί προβοκάτσιας, έχουμε 

κάποια στοιχεία να το υποστηρίξουμε αυτό; Α. Παπαρήγα: Ναι, θα σας πω κ. 

Πρετεντέρη, όχι αστυνομικά στοιχεία. Καταρχήν υπάρχει ένα θέμα. Ένα μήνα, 40 

μέρες, βρίσκεται ένας κόσμος στην πλατεία του Συντάγματος και τα πράγματα ήταν 

πάρα πολύ ήσυχα, έτσι δεν είναι; Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Μία δεύτερη φορά είχαμε 

φασαρία, πριν από μία εβδομάδα πάλι, 10 μέρες αν δεν απατώμαι. Α. Παπαρήγα: 

Ωραία, όταν έχει απεργία, συνέπεσε και τα επεισόδια να γίνουν στις απεργίες. Γ. 

Πρετεντέρης: Ναι, πάλι το ίδιο, έχετε δίκιο. ΑΠ: Και αυτό μας δημιουργεί πάρα 

πολλά προβλήματα. Σε κάποιους δεν αρέσει η απεργία. Θα ήθελα όμως  να πω και 

κάτι άλλο κ. Πρετεντέρη. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Το κάποιοι όμως δεν είναι απαραιτήτως 

κάποιες σκοτεινές δυνάμεις, μπορεί να είναι και 200-300 αντιεξουσιαστές, αυτοί 

που... Α. Παπαρήγα: Νομίζω ότι συμφέρει και την κυβέρνηση. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Α, 

αυτό είναι άλλο θέμα αν τη συμφέρει. Άλλο αν τη συμφέρει, άλλο αν το υποκινεί. 

Γιατί η προβοκάτσια, παραπέμπει σε υποκίνηση. Το να πούμε ότι βγαίνουν 300 

ανεγκέφαλοι που σπάνε το Σύνταγμα και συμφέρει την κυβέρνηση, να τον δεχτώ τον 

συλλογισμό. Προβοκάτσια όμως ή παρακράτος σημαίνει ότι η κυβέρνηση υποκινεί 

300-400 τύπους να πάνε να σπάσουν το Σύνταγμα. Α. Παπαρήγα: Κοιτάξτε, σε αυτές 

τις περιπτώσεις, δεν υπάρχει μια κυβέρνηση ως σύνολο, υπάρχουν αρκετοί θύλακες 

όμως μέσα και έξω από την εκάστοτε κυβέρνηση ή από μηχανισμούς σχετικούς που 

αξιοποιούν αυτά τα γεγονότα ή και τα δημιουργούν. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Την ιστορία του 

παρακράτους που λέει ο Τσίπρας; Ό. Τρέμη: κυρία Παπαρήγα, ναι, να το 

διευκρινήσουμε αυτό, εσείς δηλαδή λέτε για μια περίεργη σύμπτωση, για το γεγονός 
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δηλαδή ότι εμφανίζονται ομάδες κουκουλοφόρων με ΜΑΤ, τις ημέρες των 

απεργιακών κινητοποιήσεων; Α. Παπαρήγα: Κυρία Τρέμη, να προσθέσω κάτι άλλο 

και θα καταλάβετε τι λέω. Θέλω να πω το εξής πράγμα. Υπάρχει η πλατεία 

Συντάγματος όλο αυτό τον καιρό. Αναμφισβήτητα υπάρχει κόσμος οργισμένος, 

αγανακτισμένος, που ενδεχομένως μπορεί να μην έχει προσχωρήσει σε μια 

κομματική άποψη ή σε μια συγκεκριμένη πολιτική εναλλακτική λύση και αυτό δεν 

είναι καθόλου περίεργο. Ούτε και από μόνο του είναι κακό. Περικλείει μια δυναμική. 

Θα σας πω όμως κάτι. Στην Αμαλίας, υπάρχουν χιλιάδες συγκεντρωμένοι κάθε μέρα, 

δεν μπορώ να τους μετρήσω, 3-4 πόσοι είναι, οι οποίοι μουτζώνουν συστηματικά, 

απειλούν τους 300, εδώ έχουν πανό, οι 300 στην κρεμάλα. Όποιος καταψηφίσει πάει 

στο Γουδί. Με συγχωρείτε πάρα πολύ. Με πάρα πολλές ελληνικές σημαίες, καλώς 

υπάρχουν ελληνικές σημαίες, αλλά, ξέρετε, μου θυμίζει μια φράση που έχω ακούσει 

από ορισμένους, «πολλοί Ελληναράδες λες και οι υπόλοιποι δεν είμαστε» που δεν 

έχει ο καθένας από μία ελληνική σημαία. Θα το πω καθαρά. Υπάρχουν ομάδες 

φιλάθλων μέσα εκεί. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Φιλάθλων; Α. Παπαρήγα: Όχι όλων, ειδικές 

ομάδες φιλάθλων, τους ξέρετε κύριε Πρετεντέρη, δεν τους ξέρετε γιατί έχετε σχέση 

μαζί τους. Π. Τσίμας: Χουλιγκάνοι. Ό. Τρέμη: Χούλιγκανς λέτε, αυτοί που πηγαίνουν 

στα γήπεδα και κάνουν τις φασαρίες. Α. Παπαρήγα: Ναι, ξέρετε αυτοί τα 

Σαββατοκύριακα πηγαίνουν στα γήπεδα, καθημερινά μπορεί να είναι μπράβοι 

νυχτερινών κέντρων, φουσκωτοί. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Μιλάτε δηλαδή πιο πολύ, 

συγνώμη, εγώ βλέπω διαφορά με τον κ. Τσίπρα. Αντί για ένα παρακράτος, μιλάτε για 

έναν υπόκοσμο περισσότερο εσείς. Α. Παπαρήγα: Ναι, αλλά αυτός ο υπόκοσμος... Γ. 

Πρετεντέρης: Όταν μου λέτε μπράβοι, φουσκωτοί, νυχτερινά κέντρα και τέτοια. Α. 

Παπαρήγα: Κοιτάξτε, εγώ θεωρώ ότι η κυβέρνηση έχει ευθύνη γι’ αυτά. Δεύτερον, 

έχουν ευθύνη, χωρίς πάντα αυτή η ευθύνη να είναι συνειδητή και σκόπιμη, εκείνοι 

που δεν κάνουν έναν διαχωρισμό. Ακούστε κύριε Πρετεντέρη. Εμένα δεν μου αρέσει 

αυτό το διάστημα που προβάλλονται οι μούτζες στη Βουλή. Ξέρετε πολύ καλά ότι για 

το αστικό κοινοβούλιο έχουμε συγκεκριμένη άποψη. Αλλά σε καμία περίπτωση η 

μούτζα, οι 300, οι κρεμάλες ... Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Σε όλους μάς ενοχλεί. Α. Παπαρήγα: 

Εμάς μας ενοχλεί παρότι εμείς δεν είμαστε οι εραστές του αστικού κοινοβουλίου 

όπως ξέρετε. Π.Τσίμας-Ο.Τρέμη: Και γι’ αυτό έχει ενδιαφέρον που το λέτε. Α. 

Παπαρήγα: Ναι. Όμως, ξέρουμε πάρα πολύ καλά ότι το βασικό μέτωπο του αγώνα 

δεν μπορεί να είναι η μούτζα (Ό. Τρέμη: Μάλιστα. Γ. Πρετεντέρης: Σωστό), να καεί 

η Βουλή και οι 300 βουλευτές. Και στο κάτω-κάτω όταν γίνουν οι εκλογές, ας μην 

ψηφίσουν αυτούς τους βουλευτές και το κόμμα. Ό. Τρέμη: Ας ψηφίσουν κάποιους 

άλλους. Α. Παπαρήγα: Ας ψηφίσουν οτιδήποτε άλλο. Έχω την εντύπωση ότι οι 
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άνθρωποι αυτοί, αποτελούν ανασταλτατικό παράγοντα στη συνειδητοποίηση του 

λαού και στην επιλογή του κάθε ανθρώπου να τοποθετηθεί απέναντι στα 

προβλήματα. Και δεν νομίζω να είναι τυχαία. Δεν κουράζονται κάθε μέρα; Είναι 

μειοψηφία μέσα εκεί, στο Σύνταγμα, δεν το συζητάω. Μα κοιτάξτε να δείτε, είναι 

άλλο πράγμα. Ό. Τρέμη: Κατανοητό αυτό που λέτε κυρία Παπαρήγα. ΑΠ: Λοιπόν, 

και αυτοί είναι μειοψηφία μέσα εκεί στο Σύνταγμα, δεν το συζητάω, και να σας πω 

κάτι, εγώ σήμερα το πρωί, δεν είδα, ήτανε μερικοί από αυτούς, ήμουνα στην 

Αμαλίας, ήταν σαν τη μύγα μες στο γάλα στην πλατεία Συντάγματος. Και δεν μου 

λέτε, σήμερα το απόγευμα, πού είναι αυτοί που μούτζωναν στην Αμαλίας; Ό. Τρέμη: 

Μάλιστα. Α. Παπαρήγα: Σήμερα το απόγευμα δεν είναι. Γιατί δεν είναι μαζί με όλους 

τους άλλους; Ο.Τρέμη: Είναι κατανοητό αυτό που μας λέτε, σας ευχαριστούμε πολύ 

γι’ αυτή τη συζήτηση, Α. Παπαρήγα: Εγώ σας ευχαριστώ. 

 

(01:08:20) Ό. Τρέμη: Και να δώσουμε τώρα τον λόγο στον κυβερνητικό εκπρόσωπο, 

έχει ζητήσει να παρέμβει, για μια αναφορά που έκανε νωρίτερα ο κ. Σπηλιωτόπουλος. 

Φαντάζομαι κ. Μόσιαλε ότι είναι αυτό που είπε το στέλεχος της νέας Δημοκρατίας 

για δήλωσή σας σχετικά με plan Β. Η. Μόσιαλος: Ναι, με πληροφόρησαν ότι ο κ. 

Σπηλιωτόπουλος αναφέρθηκε σε υποτιθέμενες δηλώσεις μου για υποτιθέμενο πλάνο 

Β. Δηλώνω κατηγορηματικά ότι δεν υπάρχουν τέτοιες δηλώσεις. Η ΝΔ επιχείρησε να 

κάνει το ίδιο και με τον υπουργό οικονομικών κ. Βενιζέλο. Περίμενα από τον κ. 

Σπηλιωτόπουλο, που κατά καιρούς έχει εκφράσει πιο σύγχρονο πολιτικό λόγο, να 

μην καταφεύγει σε κινήσεις απελπισίας και διαστρέβλωσης. Αυτά ήθελα να πω κι 

ευχαριστώ για τον χρόνο που μου δώσατε. Ό. Τρέμη: Ευχαριστούμε κύριε Μόσιαλε. 

 

[Είδηση για «όργιο σπατάλης» στους παγκόσμιους αγώνες Special Olympics] 

 

(01:16:18) Ό. Τρέμη: Είδαμε νωρίτερα τα επεισόδια που προκάλεσαν κουκουλοφόροι 

στο Σύνταγμα μετά την ειρηνική πορεία των συνδικάτων για την πανελλάδική 

απεργία, η οποία θα συνεχιστεί και αύριο. Οι κινητοποιήσεις των εργαζομένων 

κορυφώνονται σε όλα τα μέτωπα ενόψει των κρίσιμων ψηφοφοριών για το 

μεσοπρόθεσμο και τον εφαρμοστικό νόμο.  

 

(01:16:34)  Ρεπορτάζ 

(πλάνο: εργαζόμενοι της ΔΕΗ κρατώντας πανό με σύνθημα «Αντιστεκόμαστε». 

Φωνάζουν: «Πουλάτε πουλάτε, στη φυλακή θα πάτε» / λεζάντα: «Όχι» στο 

μεσοπρόθεσμο. Σε απεργιακό κλοιό η χώρα - Στους δρόμους τα συνδικάτα). 
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Αφηγητής: Οι απεργοί που ανταποκρίθηκαν στο κάλεσμα της ΓΣΕΕ και της ΑΔΕΔΥ 

έκαναν ειρηνική πορεία στο Σύνταγμα όπου παρέμειναν αρκετή ώρα το μεσημέρι, 

φωνάζοντας συνθήματα κατά των αποκρατικοποιήσεων και των μέτρων του 

μεσοπρόθεσμου, τα οποία χαρακτήρισαν σκληρά και άδικα (πλάνο με πανό ΓΣΕΕ-

ΑΔΕΔΥ με σύνθημα από τους εργαζομένους στα Nαυπηγεία Ελευσίνας: Μέτρα 

Κοινωνικής Εξαθλίωσης – Όταν το άδικο γίνετα νόμος ο αγώνας γίνεται υποχρέωση). 

Πρόεδρος ΓΣΕΕ (λεζάντα: Πρόεδρος ΓΣΕΕ: Ξεχείλισε το ποτάμι της οργής και της 

αγανάκτησης): Οι εκατοντάδες χιλιάδες απεργοί, οι πολίτες στις πλατείες όλης της 

χώρας ξεχειλίζουν από οργή και αγανάκτηση για τα νέα μέτρα, που πλήττουν για 

ακόμη μία φορά τους ίδιους. Αφηγητής: Λίγο νωρίτερα στο Σύνταγμα κατέληξαν με 

πορεία από την Ομόνοια τα μέλη του ΠΑΜΕ, που απέκλεισαν (λεζάντα: «Όχι» στο 

μεσοπρόθεσμο. Συλλαλητήριο του ΠΑΜΕ στο Σύνταγμα) την οδό Αμαλίας για 

μιάμιση ώρα. Α. Παπαρήγα (στον δρόμο): Η ελεγχόμενη χρεοκοπία έχει 

προαποφασιστεί. Αυτό που ζητούν στον λαό είναι 50 χρόνια το κεφάλι κάτω για να 

περάσουν χειρότερα. Αφηγητής: Ο Αλέξης Τσίπρας που συμμετείχε σε συγκέντρωση 

συνδικαλιστών του Σύριζα στο Μουσείο επιτέθηκε με σκληρές φράσεις στην 

κυβέρνηση (λεζάντα: Αλέξης Τσίπρας. Πρέπει να γίνουν εκλογές το συντομότερο 

δυνατόν). Α. Τσίπρας (στον δρόμο): Μόνο μία λύση υπάρχει. Να παραιτηθεί η 

κυβέρνηση των απειλών και της τρομοκρατίας και να οδηγηθούμε σε εκλογές το 

συντομότερο δυνατόν. Αφηγητής: Αν και οι συγκεντρώσεις δεν ήταν ιδιαίτερα 

μαζικές όπως τις προηγούμενες φορές (λεζάντα: Απεργία στη ΔΕΗ. Συνεχίζονται οι 

διακοπές ρεύματος και η ταλαιπωρία), δυναμικό παρών έδωσε η ΓΕΝΟΠ/ΔΕΗ που 

συμμετέχει στις 48ωρες κινητοποιήσεις της ΓΣΕΕ με αποτέλεσμα να συνεχίζεται η 

ταλαιπωρία νοικοκυριών και επιχειρήσεων από τις εκτεταμένες διακοπές ρεύματος. 

Γιώργος Κασιμάτης, Πρόεδρος Κεντρικής Ένωσης Επιμελητηρίων: Τα χρονικά όρια 

έχουν εξαντληθεί (λεζάντα: Απεργία στη ΔΕΗ. Με μαζικές αγωγές απειλούν τα 

εμπορικά επιμελητήρια). Στη συνέχεια θα στραφούμε κατά παντός υπευθύνου. Και 

δεν λέω ότι μόνοι υπεύθυνοι είναι  (πλάνο με πανό και σύνθημα: Καμία αυταπάτη, 

ούτε λεπτό χαμένο. Μπορούμε να αλλάξουμε προς όφελός μας την κατάσταση. Άλλο 

πανό από Συνδικάτο Οικοδόμων: Γενικός ξεσηκωμός, για να μην πτωχεύσει ο λαός). 

Αφηγητής: Δεμένα στο λιμάνι του Πειραιά έμειναν από το πρωί τα πλοία (λεζάντα: 

Δεν έφυγαν τα πλοία. Ναυτεργάτες κατέλαβαν τους καταπέλτες στον Πειραιά), 

καθώς ναυτεργάτες μέλη του ΠΑΜΕ κατέλαβαν τους καταπέλτες την ώρα που οι 

ακτοπλοϊκές εταιρίες (πλάνο με τουρίστες που περιμένουν στο λιμάνι) συνέχιζαν να 

εκδίδουν εισιτήρια. Οι τουρίστες μάταια περίμεναν να ταξιδέψουν ενώ η ΠΝΟ 

κήρυξε και νέα 24ωρη απεργία για την Πέμπτη (πλάνο με πανό: Το λιμάνι δεν 
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πωλείται) σε όλα τα λιμάνια της χώρας με τη θετική ψήφο των γαλάζιων 

συνδικαλιστών κόντρα στην επίσημη θέση της ΝΔ (πλάνο με νεαρούς με κόκκινες 

σημαίες στους καταπέλτες). Γιάννης Μιχελάκης, εκπρόσωπος ΝΔ: Κανένας δεν έχει 

το δικαίωμα να αφαιρεί με το «έτσι θέλω» τα δικαιώματα χιλιάδων άλλων. Όπως το 

δικαίωμα των νησιωτών μας να κινούνται από και προς τους τόπους τους. Αλλά και 

το δικαίωμά τους να προμηθεύονται βασικά αγαθά  

 

[είδηση για σκάνδαλο με στημένους αγώνες έως 01:24:35 / διαφημίσεις εκ των 

οποίων μία της ΓΣΕΒΕΕ: ΟΧΙ στο Μεσοπρόθεσμο Πρόγραμμα που θα βαθύνει την 

κρίση που γεννά Λουκέτα, Ανεργία, Φτώχεια και ακόμη μεγαλύτερα Ελείμματα και 

Χρέη! Όλοι στις προγραμματισμένες συγκεντρώσεις την Τετάρτη 29/06. 

Επαναλαμβάνεται η ίδια διαφήμιση αργότερα. Οι διαφημίσεις τελειώνουν στο 

01:39:57 / δελτίο καιρού] 
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