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1. Introduction

In this paper we examine the role of religion in welfare state development in Greece. In the Introduction we sketch the country’s socio-political profile. We, then, proceed (in Part 2) to an overview of the main social problems that prompted state intervention in social welfare since the early 20th century. We briefly examine socio-political conflicts and state-society relationships in respect to welfare state development, and look at the role and influence of religious institutions and values. In the light of this analysis, in Part 3 we discuss the church’s activities in social welfare (with an emphasis on social assistance and social care services).  

Greece joined the European Union as a full member in 1981 and entered the Eurozone in 2001. It has a population of 10,964,020 (2001 Census) and about 40% of it is concentrated in the two largest urban centres (Athens and Thessaloniki). There is no significant cultural diversity among regions and Eastern Orthodoxy has traditionally been regarded as the faith of nearly 98% of the population. However, the influx of migrants from the ex-Soviet bloc countries as well as from Asian and African countries over the last two decades has brought to the fore issues of multiculturalism. Roughly about 10% of the population is of foreign origin
, and a large number of them adhere to the Islamic faith. Furthermore, various aspects of the state-society, state-economy and state-church relationships draw upon socio-historical and cultural traits that Greece shares with the other Balkan countries
. Their origins can be traced back to the era of the Ottoman and Russian autocracies.

From the late 1990s until the current “credit crunch” comparatively high growth rates characterized the country. Under the impact of the financial crisis growth decelerated to 2.9% in 2008, while for 2009 further contraction is anticipated.
  The country also records a considerably high fiscal deficit (nearly 8% of GDP) as well as a high state debt (close to 100%). Long lags in policy reform in key sectors such as public administration, social insurance, health and education exert high strains on the chronically weak public finances, while at the same time the conditions of economic downturn press for higher social spending.

The right-of-centre party of New Democracy won a decisive electoral victory in 2004 against the socialist party (PASOK) that was in power over much of the 1980s, 1990s and early 2000s. New Democracy was elected with a mandate to tackle issues of maladministration, corruption and alarming budgetary imbalances. Yet despite the moral high ground taken by the government (and the Prime Minister himself
), governmental officials soon got entangled into serious allegations of covering up illegal deals.
 Under the threat of a large drop in the approval ratings of his party due to proceeding investigations, Prime Minister Karamanlis announced a “snap vote” in September 2007 and his party succeeded to win the elections with a very thin parliamentary majority though. The recent economic crisis further exacerbated the structural weaknesses of the Greek economy and an early election was called again by Karamanlis in October 2009. Under the burden of economic scandals and government’s inability to deliver the promised reforms, New Democracy lost the electoral battle. The socialist party won a decisive victory on the pledge to address the big issues (corruption, tax evasion, messy public finances, an ailing welfare state etc.).  

Welfare state formation in Greece proceeded with a considerable time lag (compared to North-West Europe). Social expenditure stood at a very low level in the early 1980s (12.2% of GDP in 1980), it almost doubled until 1990, slowed down in the first half of the decade of the 1990s but resumed  its upward trend in the following years reaching 24% in 2005 (Eurostat 2008). This indicates a positive convergence with EU-15 trends. Nevertheless Greece still underspends in terms of her wealth (by the mid-2000s GDP per capita in PPS –Purchasing Power Standards- stood at 75% of the EU-15 average, while per capita social spending, in PPS, amounted to 67%). More importantly, the social protection system exhibits well-entrenched legacies of fragmentation, deep polarization and particularism. There are also a number of deprived social groups for which hardly any social protection exists -those employed in the underground economy, the young unqualified persons without work experience, the long-term unemployed (and particularly unemployed women), old-age people with no rights to social insurance, immigrants (mostly illegal) and other groups with a high poverty risk. These deficiencies account for the very low redistributive effect of social transfers in Greece and the persistently high poverty rate (about 21% of the population live below the poverty line).

Research on socio-historical and cultural aspects of the Greek Orthodox Church, its relationship to the state and its role in social welfare is rather scanty and the available literature is riddled with factual inaccuracies (Anastassiadis 2004). As we argue in this paper, a strong identification between state and church has traditionally developed in Greece (as well as between Eastern Orthodox religious symbols and national identity). A statist-paternalistic form of socio-political organization strongly influenced the strong grip on the church by the state. In some respects this condition promoted secularization as the church sooner or later had to acquiesce to state liberalized laws (e.g. on divorce and abortions). At the same time, this condition hardly encouraged the broadening of the church’s responsibilities in areas such as social welfare, and education, and more or less restrained its organizational capabilities (Karagiannis 2009).   In contrast to other Christian denominations in Western Europe, the Church of Greece (CoG) has not been a very dynamic actor in social welfare development (either by supporting/precipitating state intervention or by opposing it in the name of subsidiarity and voluntarism)
. To the extent that the CoG promoted voluntarism, it widely maintained an attitude of fragmented (mostly silent) philanthropic assistance. 

2. The development of the welfare state

2.1. Main challenges for society and the emergence of the welfare state

Greece is a late industrializing country. From Independence (1830) until the interwar period Greece was predominantly an agrarian society. The beginnings of industrialization are traced to the late 1880s. However, it is particularly in the 1920s and 1930s that industrial takeoff took place, due to significant historical developments, such as the final delimitation of the country’s boundaries in 1922 (after the Asia Minor debacle), the population increase by almost one fifth with the arrival of about 1,300,000 ethnic-Greek refugees from Asia minor, and the formation of an internal integrated market. To add also that by the early 1920s petty commodity production in the agrarian sector predominated.
 

The refugees extensively expanded the available labour force, and entrepreneurial skills in the country improved, as a considerable number of them had higher educational and technical qualifications than the indigenous population. Also well-off refugees brought in capital resources for investment. Obviously, resettlement and employment of refugees created an urgent need for state intervention and stimulated an incipient public concern about social problems.   

Significant changes in political processes accompanied these developments. Although during the 19th century political conflicts concerned primarily the balance of power between the Greek monarchy and the upper-class-strata, from the 1920s onwards struggles between the masses and the dominant classes acquired importance too.  This is mostly due to the rising consciousness of the working class after the turn of the century, although its size was still rather small.

Very roughly, we can distinguish the following four major phases in respect to public welfare development: (a) From the establishment of the Greek state (in 1830) until World War II, when incipient policies and institutions were laid down.  (b) The period following World War II until the fall of the junta (1975). Despite the upsurge in growth in the 1950s and early 1960s, social protection remained fragmented and rudimentary; the military coup that followed, amidst an economic slowdown, greatly hampered social reform. (c) From the restoration of democracy, in the mid-1970s, until the end of the decade of the 1980s. In this period, despite sluggish economic growth, significant developments were recorded in welfare state development under the rule of the Panhellenic Socialist Party that won a landslide victory in 1981. And (e) the decade of the 1990s through to the present day, a period of welfare state recalibration due to a constellation of socio-economic and fiscal pressures – even though unmet need remains extensive. It is outside our concern here to examine in detail the historical development of welfare structures and policies in Greece. We very briefly mention some major signposts and summarize the characteristics of the welfare mix.
     

The devastation of the country by the war of Independence, extensive poverty, epidemics, and a large number of orphan children were the most pressing problems immediately after liberation (1830). Charitable action by the various Christian brotherhoods, philanthropic societies and mostly by individual “benefactors” (mainly wealthy Greeks of the diaspora) played a significant role in social welfare well until the beginning of the 20th century.  For a very short time after the liberation (until the period of absolute monarchy that begun with the enthronement of King Otto from Bavaria in the country) local governments (the so-called “Elderly People’s Senates”) oversaw the administration of temples, monasteries, schools, hospitals and other charitable institutions. Soon, however, the Monarchy disempowered local authorities and promoted administrative centralization that has prevailed ever since.

Undoubtedly, the historical origins of public welfare policy in Greece in the late 19th – early 20th century lie in incipient efforts for social insurance. The early establishment of social insurance in the mid-19th century took the form of distinct funds for different socio-professional groups. The social insurance of some categories of public employees played a leading role, a characteristic indicating the privileged position of employment in the wider public sector. In 1855 the insurance fund for primary school teachers was created, followed by funds for army officers (1858), civil servants (1861) and employees of the National Bank of Greece (1867). Through state initiative the establishment of the social insurance funds for sailors (1861) and miners (1882) followed suit. In 1906-7 the funds for rail workers were established and in 1912 they expanded in order to include health insurance.  

In 1914 parliament passed a law ratifying existing funds as legal entities and laid the ground for the progressive multiplication of social insurance organizations. By the end of the 1920s, the social insurance landscape consisted of a mosaic of funds some of them of a very tiny size and with insufficient resources. Nevertheless only a small part of the working population was covered. This fragmented institutional arrangement was strongly supported by labour organizations and was sanctioned by the political elites and the state.

After Greece’s defeat in Asia Minor and the massive influx of refugees, social problems were highly accentuated. Pressing housing and employment needs, as well as the extremely poor hygiene conditions in Greek cities
 led the government to turn to the League of Nations’ Health Organization for policy advice. An early debate on social welfare, and particularly public hygiene, the need for sanitation works in the urban agglomerations and for the state to lay the foundations of a health service, was largely influenced by the reports produced by a committee under the auspices of this international organization. However, this did not lead to any significant developments in social welfare and health policy. An incipient housing policy for dealing with the refugees’ needs comprised the construction of settlements in the outskirts of big cities. Soon public housing programmes were discontinued and a policy of granting small plots to refugee families in urban and rural areas predominated. Emerging planning policies remained sporadic and fragmentary and, in contrast to other western European countries, there was no attempt to develop social housing policy
.

Expansion of social insurance took centre stage in the 1930s, as social mobilizations and strikes intensified amidst the international economic crisis. In 1932 legislation passed by parliament for the establishment of a social fund that would insure all wage and salaried workers in the private sector against the risks of disease, work accidents and disability, old age and death. The fund would also provide maternity benefits, but insurance against unemployment was not included. However, the government was soon overthrown and the legislation was not implemented. Two years later new legislation was enacted but again political instability hindered its implementation. It was in 1937 that legislation for the establishment of the Social Insurance Organization (IKA) was put in force. Yet still about two thirds of the population, mainly peasants, remained uninsured.

The destruction of the country by World War II and the social upheaval brought about by the civil war, as well as the rapid concentration of population and activities in big urban centres during the subsequent decades produced intense social problems. However welfare policy was fragmented, consisting primarily in piecemeal and uncoordinated measures taken by the state as a response to emergency situations (e.g. the large number of orphans and homeless children and of handicapped persons after the war). In the 1950s and 1960s, when the country experienced high growth rates,
 social protection remained underdeveloped.

Charitable institutions, mostly under the auspices of the church, continued to play a significant role. They provided accommodation, education and vocational training to orphan children. The church also organized residential homes for the elderly. In 1945 Social Welfare Centres were established in each prefecture with the aim to deal with extensive poverty, albeit in a very rudimentary way.  Also, in 1947 the Royal Welfare Organization was created for the provision of welfare services to children and families (it operated under the control of the throne until 1970, when it became a public entity). Some other specialized organizations (i.e. for providing protection to early childhood and to mothers at risk) were also established in the early years of the postwar period.  

In addition, relevant legislation enacted in this period included the introduction of personal income tax (1959), child and marriage allowances (1959) and the allowance for large families (1972). Also in 1961 the Agricultural Insurance Organization (OGA) was established for providing health and old-age insurance for farmers.
 Economic development was the main priority in a policy environment that was highly influenced by external factors, like American aid programmes and foreign organizations in the late 1940s and 1950s, and the European Economic Community since the 1960s (when Greece entered into an agreement with the EEC). 

In the 1970s and 1980s growth slowed down considerably. Employment in agriculture continued to be extensive  (in the mid-1980s roughly about a third of the labour force was still employed in agriculture), while industrial employment reached a level of 28% in the early 1980s –well below the peak experienced by North-West European countries – and has been declining since then. In parallel, service employment has been expanding. In a sense, one could argue that Greece skipped industrialization, jumping from an agrarian to a post-fordist, service society (Petmesidou 1996a, 1996b & 2006a). 

As to political structures and conflicts, it should be mentioned that Greece is characterized by a long history of authoritarian regimes. Until the early 20th century conflicts between the upper-class strata, the throne and the military were dominant, political integration took place through clientelistic relationships and at times though plain intimidation or repression of the social groups that did not show allegiance to the ruling elites (including the proletariat that however remained small in size).  Parliamentary democracy was fragile until the first decades of the postwar period. The military coup of 1968 led the country to authoritarian rule until the mid-1970s. The fall of the junta signalled the transition to a fully-fledged democracy that brought about significant developments in welfare state formation. Particularly with the rise to power of the Panhellenic Socialist Party (1981), social expenditure rapidly increased and a pervasive political rhetoric developed calling for institutional reforms to enhance public welfare. Expenditure on pensions almost doubled over this decade (as social insurance coverage was extended and improved), yet fragmentation and inequalities among the large number of social funds remained high. Most importantly, the socialist government pushed forward a significant reform in health care (1983) by which the National Health System was established that covered primarily hospital care. The reform changed the structure of hospital management and the work relations of hospital doctors, but it hardly improved the quality of the services offered. As a result private health spending grew considerably. Moreover, provisions for a unified primary health care system, although included in the above reform law, have not been systematically implemented so far.

Overall, a major feature of the Greek welfare state is the “density of historical time” in respect to its expansion and reform trajectory.
  It started expanding at a time when the “welfare states” in North-West Europe were facing drastic contraction policies and a significant politico-ideological decline of welfare state legitimacy.  Soon fiscal constraints became highly pressing, particularly under the project of Greece’s joining the European Monetary Union and the subsequent fiscal discipline requirements of the Stability Pact. Expansionary trends slowed down and an urgent need for comprehensive social reforms emerged, even though the Greek welfare state hardly reached a level of maturity compared to North-West Europe. In this endeavour a common language for institutional change and policy reform embracing guidelines, strategic options, benchmarking and other performance criteria, formed in the various fields of co-ordinated European strategies (e.g. equal opportunities, employment policy and social inclusion, pensions and health), has progressively affected the research and policy agenda since the mid-1990s. 

Notably, welfare arrangements in Greece manifest a hybrid form. First, there is a core element concerning income transfers (primarily pensions) developed on an occupational basis and drawing upon the Bismarckian design. Traditionally Greece has been characterized by a highly fragmented and polarized system with wide imbalances and inequalities. Recent reforms aim to tackle fragmentation, level out and curb benefits, introduce occupational pensions and private insurance so as to deal with the demographic ageing and fiscal problems; yet not much success has been recorded so far. 
   Secondly, in the early 1980s a social-democratic element was introduced with the establishment of a National Health Service, indicating a path shift that, however, remained incomplete (private health expenditure kept growing and multiple health funds with inequalities in coverage continued to operate).
 Thirdly, social care services and social assistance still constitute an undeveloped element of social protection. Means-testing has traditionally defined access to social assistance, and family/kin arrangements of social care provision predominate, a characteristic that indicates a liberal orientation.
  Judging from social expenditure trends, Greece exhibited significant increases that brought her closer to the EU-15 average in the mid to late-2000s. In a sense, the Greek welfare state is no more rudimentary; rather, as the expanding literature shows, its predicaments lie in “several imbalances and institutional deficiencies” resulting in widespread inequities, large gaps in protection and significant administrative inefficiencies (Petmesidou 2006a; also Guillen & Petmesidou 2008). 

2.2 Constellations and conflicts 

The alliance between the state and private capital in Greece has always been ephemeral and developed on a different basis compared to West European countries. Until the late 1970s development priorities within Greece consisted largely of securing favourable conditions for industrial development by squeezing the incomes of the lower middle and working classes (as well as of the peasantry), and at times by open intimidation. These conditions hardly favoured the expansion of social protection. In the two decades following World War II, at a time when about one million people migrated to northern Europe (from a country with a population of 8.4 million), international agreements for the acceptance of Greek migrants in European countries and overseas functioned as a safety-valve of social unrest and a social policy substitute.

Closely related to this is the fact that statist-paternalistic structures have for a long time been prominent in Greece. As shown elsewhere (Petmesidou & Tsoulouvis 1994; Petmesidou 2006a), a mode of income generation and distribution in which the state functions as a vast apparatus for creating and distributing wealth, income and benefits by extra-economic, i.e. political, means and criteria has for a long time been a prominent characteristic. This significantly influenced the country’s particular social and economic development. This feature does not limit the pre-eminence of market processes in the economy, but stresses that in some domains these processes were extensively conditioned by political intervention (creating “windfall profits” and “political rents” for those groups that enjoyed access to the poles of political power).

Strong forms of statism and paternalistic social organization in combination with familialism and clientelism originate in Eastern autocracy and are features that Greece shares with the other Balkan countries (including Turkey). Under these conditions social conflicts took the form of individualist power feuds to win access to the state and its clientelistic networks and values upholding familism and nepotism prevailed. This considerably hindered the development of rational-bureaucratic structures and universalist social citizenship values (Petmesidou & Tsoulouvis 1994). Instead, the dominant culture supported a particularistic/discretionary system of welfare provision. Hence the high degree of fragmentation of social insurance, the great inequalities and gaps in coverage and in the range and level of benefits among the various funds, as well as the strikingly low redistributive effect of social security benefits. 

Most importantly, this particular configuration of social conflicts has persistently hampered the development of a wide social consensus for the modernization of the welfare state (and of public administration). Closely linked to this is also the weak capacity of the state to set goals for social and economic planning and rigorously enforce its implementation. For a long time, the only practice which attracted a wide level of legitimation was “that of using the state apparatus as a means of direct or indirect appropriation of resources and social surplus by the winners in the struggle for power” (Petmesidou 2006a: 30).

In this context political parties dominate civil society, and the latter has not succeeded to create a value system independently of statist practice and ideology. Also trade unions have been largely eroded by party political confrontations and their demands have been strongly influenced by a clientelist culture. Neither voluntary organizations nor any other -independent from state and political parties- actors have ever undertaken substantial initiatives in the social policy field (Petmesidou 1991).

Admittedly, the more rapid the change from agrarian structures to a services-oriented society (skipping industrial development and fordist patterns of production and social organization), the weaker collective forms of solidarity and universalism in welfare provision. Viewed from this perspective, the Balkan area differs significantly from other parts of Southern Europe (particularly North Italy, Central-North Spain where industrialization and fordist patterns of social integration developed faster and deeper). In Greece (as in the rest of the Balkan area) a tradition of contractual relations, collective solidarity and an active civil society is weakest (Petmesidou, 1996b). In parallel, there is a stark contrast between South-West and South-East Europe with regard to the culture and practice of voluntarism, reflecting differences in religious values and the role of the church. In the countries of the Latin Rim, Catholicism strongly supported subsidiarity in welfare provision that enhanced the role of the family and NGOs in welfare delivery. These conditions favoured the institutionalization of large scale voluntary action in social protection. Among other factors, the relative strength of the Catholic Church vis-à-vis the state played a significant role. This is not the case with the CoG, which has always been closely depended upon the state and its voluntary action in welfare provision has not been highly prominent and rigorously institutionalized.

2.3. The state-church relationship and the institutional dimension of the Church’s role in social welfare

2.3.1. The state-church ties

Cultural-religious homogeneity has traditionally been strong in Greece. The most recent official data on religious affiliation (1991 Census) indicate that 98% of the population is Orthodox, while the rest belongs to one of the following religious denominations - Muslim, Roman Catholic, Protestant (Evangelical) and Jewish. Greece and Russia are the only countries to have such a great proportion of people belonging to the Orthodox Church, which forms globally the third largest branch of Christianity after the Roman Catholics and the Protestants. However, as stressed above, since the fall of communist regimes in Eastern Europe and the countries of the former Soviet bloc, the trends of immigration to the country have increased cultural-religious diversity.   

The Constitution adopted after the restoration of democracy (in 1975) states that “the Eastern Orthodox Church of Christ” is the “prevailing religion in the country” (Article 3).
 It also makes provision for “freedom of religious beliefs” (Article 13) and strictly prohibits proselytising action by all denominations.
 The CoG constitutes a public law entity supervised by the Ministry of Education and Religious Affairs.
 As such it enjoys tax-exemption, priests have the status of public servants and the state subsidizes the church budget and administers its property.  Equally important is the state’s commitment to cultivate the “national and religious conscience” of the Greek people through its educational task (Article 16). 

Evidently, the constitutional status guaranties the church a monopoly and provides it with a clientele, otherwise tempted by competitors (Anastassiadis 2004). The official status of the church confers special privileges and obligations. Major church holidays are also state holidays and religious symbols are extensively used in public life (religious rituals accompany every state ceremony – e.g. opening of a new public office, a hospital, a school etc.-, parliament members as well as the President have to take a religious oath
, religion (meaning Orthodox Christianity) was a mandatory course in primary and secondary schools until fairly recently, a religious ceremony takes place at the beginning of every school year and classes start everyday with a religious pray). 

All these manifest the strong ties between the state and the CoG. In a way the latter constitutes an extension of public administration. Such entanglement is an issue of great controversy in public and academic debate that lately intensified. Various opinions, explanatory approaches and policy recommendations accompany the debate. Among Constitutional Law experts we discern a strong disagreement. Venizelos (2000) claims that constitutional provisions –particularly the revisions that took place after the restoration of democracy- sufficiently guarantee the separation of the state and the church and secure the citizen’s freedom of religion.  The ubiquitous presence of Eastern Orthodoxy’s symbols and rituals in public (and everyday) life are explained as a matter of custom and culture and, in his opinion, changes can be effected by other than legal means. Contrarily, Alivizatos (1999 &2000) and Manitakis (2000) argue in favour of a constitutional revision so as to eliminate any misinterpretations of provisions that may spur religious violations.

What interests us here, however, are not so much the legal controversies but the socio-historical configuration of power relationships between the state and the church, the path to modernity that the country followed and the extent of secularization achieved so far, as well as the underlying values of Eastern Orthodoxy (though a detailed historical account is outside the scope of our analysis). As the available socio-historical literature indicates, the schism between Orthodoxy and Catholicism that took place in 1054 “had a significance that goes beyond the political and doctrinal disputes that caused it” (Pollis 1993: 341).
 It created a major divide within “ecumenical Christianity”: between Roman-Catholic and Protestant Europe on the one hand, which nurtured a cultural environment accommodating new thinking modes conducive to western rationalism; and Eastern Orthodoxy, on the other, which turned into spiritualism and mysticism
, preoccupation with doctrinal perfection and liturgical rituals. Of significant importance is the fact that in the Byzantine era, and later on during the Ottoman rule in the Balkans, Eastern Orthodoxy manifested a strong interdependency with political authority. Particularly under the “millet system” of the Ottoman Empire, considerable administrative and civil authority was bestowed, by the Sultan, upon the Orthodox Churches over the “subjugated” communities they served, and the patriarch of Constantinople exercised wide-ranging secular powers over Orthodox Christians in Greece and elsewhere in the empire. These conditions laid the ground for the Orthodox Churches to become a central cultural focus of the various ethnic-communities under Ottoman rule, and promoted the development of a close relationship between “religion, language and ethnicity” (Madeley 2003: 40-1). This connection was reinvigorated during the uprisings of the subjugated ethnic-communities in the Balkans (19th century) desiring their own political independence. Such a historical legacy
 considerably influenced the state-church and church-society relations in the newly formed nation states.  Ever since the establishment of the Greek nation-state in 1830, a close relationship between the CoG and the state has been maintained and reproduced. 

Markedly, a major controversy characterizing the debate on the state-church relationships is the power configuration between the two institutions, in close connection with the degree of secularization so far achieved in the country. Some authors forcefully argue that incomplete secularization goes hand-in-hand with a powerful presence of religion in public life (e.g. Mouzelis 1998 & 2008; Pollis 1993; Payne 2003). For instance Pollis, drawing upon Huntington’s perspective of the Clash of Civilizations, argues that the particular interdependence between the church and the state in Greece exemplifies an incomplete modernization (and secularism). This is due to the cultural-religious legacies of Eastern Orthodoxy and particularly to a value-system that does not allow for a conceptualization of the person qua “individual”, which constitutes the cornerstone for the development of the concept of “human rights”. Such concepts evolved in the Roman-Catholic and Protestant Western Europe and are closely linked with concerns about social justice and redistribution that lie at the foundation of the welfare state (though the latter significantly varies among countries depending on the religious landscape in North-West Europe; see Knippenberg 2006). 

Contrarily, Karagiannis (2009) explains the interdependence between the church and the state in Greece as enforced subordination of the former to the latter. In his view, since the establishment of the Greek state in 1830, the scope of the church’s functions has persistently been curtailed.  This considerably hampered the church’s organizational capabilities and particularly its ability to develop “an agenda independently of the state” (ibid:  149). Karagiannis traces the church’s subordination to the state back to the late 19th century charters establishing the CoG. He also refers to the confiscation of part of the church’s property by the state to be distributed to landless farmers.
 It is only after the restoration of democracy in the mid-1970s that some degree of autonomy was granted to the church (by the 1977 Charter). In contrast to Pollis and other authors, for Karagiannis subordination to the state is an indication of secularization linked to a path to modernization that differs from West-European trends, given the fact that in Greece authoritarian politics and quasi-parliamentary regimes characterized the country until late in the 20th century. A fully-fledged democracy emerged after the fall of the junta. Additionally, over the last decades, globalization and particularly European integration weakened the role of the state and created an opportunity for the church to reclaim autonomy. Karagiannis mentions the vociferous dispute between the state and the CoG over the identity cards and religious freedom that took place in 2000, when the state, following the European Convention of Human Rights, decided to abolish the enrty of religious affiliation in the ID cards of Greek citizens. Interestingly, the adversarial stance over this issue (and in other occasions too) taken by the CoG and principally by the late Archbishop Christodoulos are considered by Karagiannis as illustrations of the church’s endeavour to emancipate itself from the state.
  

From this perspective, the antiquated nature of the church’s social welfare activity is a result of the debilitating organization effect (structural weakness) that its subordination to the state brought. It is also the result of the fact that a religious market has for a long time been guaranteed by state support. Karagiannis concludes with the question whether emerging opportunities for greater autonomy by the CoG will allow it to develop a basis of legitimacy independently from state support (i.e. through more active and well organized social welfare work).

 According to our view, a vantage point from which we could approach this controversial issue concerns the statist structures and practices prevalent for a long time in Greece.  These consist in the social legitimation of the state as a huge apparatus of creation and distribution of value, wealth, income and benefits, by extra-economic, i.e. political, means and criteria. As extensively argued elsewhere (Petmesidou 1991, 2000 & 2006a) this function of the state together with the widespread ideology that “everything is a matter of politics” has persistently led to the open use, by individuals and social groups, of political means for getting economic benefits and direct access to resources.  The church’s entanglement with the state,  its (direct or indirect) collision with political authority and its involvement in various scandals (among others,  a large scale corruption scandal by a network of members of the judiciary and the clergy that erupted in 2005 and the recent “Vatopedi land exchange scandal”), constitute facets of this socio-political configuration. In this context ‘political scandals’ and ‘corruption’, far from being simple illegal actions, are embedded into a social system that legitimates the use of extra-economic means for the appropriation of revenue. 

It is outside the scope of our analysis to delve deeply into state-economy and state-society relationships in Greece. Suffice it to stress the ambivalent role of the state in Greece. On the one hand, every conflict issue even of local interest is transferred into the central political scene (and becomes a matter of party-politcal confrontation). Political parties dominate society in a more or less oppressive way, and even everyday life small-scale conflicts turn out to be fragmented power feuds for securing access to the revenue yielding mechanisms of the state. In this light the state acquires an omnipotence (it is blamed for all “evils” in society and economy, while equally any initiative for change is expected to derive from the state).  On the other hand, however, the state apparatus has persistently been unable to develop and implement any effective (and efficient) public policy in many fields. In this vein, the structural weaknesses of the church are more or less due to its being part of public administration. Equally important is the fact that, the practice and ideology of exploiting access to the poles of political power for appropriating revenue -extensively pervading society - characterizes religious actors too. The other side of statism and particularism is the weakness of civil society in Greece. The limited initiatives of the church in social welfare and matters of social justice (apart from philanthropic action) strongly testify to this.
 Equally lagging, in Greece, is volunteer activity regarding international development cooperation and humanitarian aid (Filippaios 2002).
  To add also, that, generally, mono-confessionalism and the existence of strong ties between the state and the church impact negatively on the development of the nonprofit sector (and particularly of faith-based third sector organizations).

Overall, we could argue that by placing the state-church relations in the context of statist practices and ideologies allows us to reconcile the above discussed contrasting approaches. First, in our argument, the church’s dependence on the state instead of being the result of a subjugation of the former by the latter (as Karagiannis maintains) is part and parcel of a power configuration where political credentials play a major role in the distribution of wealth and revenue. Second, it is the persistence of a statist mode of social integration that contributes to the protracted prevalence in society of religious-cultural values indicating the state-church collision, so vociferously polemicised by outspoken critics under the banner of modernization. 

In the light of the foregoing, prospects for more autonomy by the church (that might enhance its organizational capabilities and, in parallel, boost secularism) heavily depend on whether internal and external pressures (EU integration, globalization, and the ensuing need for institutional modernization) will weaken statism and contribute to a new ‘social contract’, as to how politics relates to the economy and civil society to the state.

2.3.2. Institutional aspects of the Church’s involvement in social welfare

Before turning to a brief discussion of the value content of religious teachings in respect to social welfare in the next section, we briefly discuss here the institutional aspects of the church’ involvement in social welfare.   Traditionally, a central characteristic of the Orthodox Church’s role in social welfare has been its flexible organization and the decentralization of welfare provision, in close proximity with local communities. 

Within the territorial limits of the Greek state there are four different orthodox ecclesiastical statuses, whose link with the Patriarchate in Constantinople also vary: (1) the CoG, divided into seventy-eight dioceses, named “Metropoles”; (2) the semi-autonomous Orthodox Church of Crete (eight dioceses); (3) the dioceses of the Dodecanese Islands (four dioceses), which directly depend upon the Patriarchate of Constantinople; and (4) the self-governing monastic community of Agion Oros (Holly Mountain, Mt. Athos) which has constitutionally guaranteed autonomy. The latter is constituted by 20 large Monasteries and a number of smaller communities controlled by them. Mount Athos has independent administration and sovereignty and its entire territory belongs to the monasteries.
 

According to Law 590 of 1977, the Orthodox Church is an official partner of the state in matters of social protection. The law provides for a Synodical Committee which has consultative status on social welfare matters; it also regulates the operation of an Organization for the Management of the Church Property whose mission is the utilization of this large property “for the achievement of spiritual, social and philanthropic targets”. Legislation passed in the last two decades provides for the official representation of the CoG in high level interministerial committees concerning social care provision. For instance Law 2646/1998 recognises the CoG as de jure member of the Council of Social Welfare. Occasionally the church opposed welfare reform (i.e. as regards children and family matters and the introduction of sexual education classes in schools). Yet, as stressed earlier, its extensive dependence upon the state limited its scope of resistance.  

The CoG provides social services in four levels. Centrally, through the Holly Session; regionally, more or less at prefecture-level, through the dioceses; locally, through the large parishes and additionally through the monasteries. There is no central authority and every level has its own administrative and financial independence (Diellas 2009). The Synodical Committee for Social Welfare and Charity is institutionally dependent upon the Holly Session and has only consultative status on how to approach actual social problems. Despite its central position, it is not active in coordinating and monitoring ecclesiastical units at lower levels. Local dioceses provide for regional charity funds and welfare institutions (children’s homes, homes for the elderly etc). Large parishes (Enories) provide for local charity funds and distribution of free meals. 

Various authors point out that the church’s charity mission has always been very significant (Konstantelos 1992 and 1994; Patras 1974; Mourouka 1997; Petrou 1992a, 1992b and 2004; and Tagarakis 1994). Nonetheless, a basic creed of Orthodox faith is that charity should remain secret: “your right hand should not know how the left acts”. This aspect prevails even today. For example, in the official site of the CoG
  there is no promotion of the welfare activity: information is limited to places (namely, addresses and types of assistance/service offered) where the needy may find relief; there is no data on budget, personnel, facilities etc. This attitude hampers research on this field. Church opponents claim that the secrecy is applied on purpose, aiming at preserving the myth of an allegedly huge contribution. 

According to ESSPROS
 data, the CoG administers only 0.6% of total social spending in Greece. It could be argued that decentralization and low administrative costs make the church more effective in welfare provision (Diellas 2009). This can hardly be proved, however, given the fact that much of the CoG’s activity in the social field cannot be recorded (particularly many local and individual initiatives; see Beckman 2006). Also a large proportion of what is defined by the church itself as “social activity” (or “social work”) pertains to the field of cultural, recreational and vocational services; it includes the operation of museums, libraries and youth centres as well as classes for hagiography, Byzantine and European music, theatre, informatics and other similar activities.

3. The culture of welfare

3.1. Religious social teachings and social values

As stressed by a number of studies (e.g. Kahl 2005 & Morgan 2006), the three Christian denominations in the West have varyingly impacted upon the birth and development of the welfare state (i.e. Catholicism strongly supported subisdiarity, the prominence of charity and third sector development; the Lutheran church –in countries were it soon became closely associated with the state, e.g. the Scandinavian countries and Germany - hardly opposed state intervention in social welfare; while liberal Protestant denominations were inimical to government initiatives in social welfare and promoted a residual welfare state). 

On the other hand, studies on the Orthodox Churches indicate the historical limitations of Orthodox social activism. This is largely due to historical factors such as “the Great Captivity” of the Orthodox Churches in the Balkans until the late 19th century; and, in much of the 20th century, the persecution of the church in Russia and Eastern Europe; see for instance Belopopsky 2003 & Orthodox Diaconia 2009).

In the Greek case of considerable importance are also institutional limitations, in respect to the CoG’s capacity to express an active stance and organize collective action in social welfare matters, which accrue from the church’s dependence on the state. A close association between the state and the CoG guarantees a privileged position for the latter and this condition hardly encourages activism around issues of social justice and social welfare by the church.

Social values in Orthodox theology centre upon philanthropy (or love of mankind). Helping fellowmen is a central tenet of Christianity that manifests “God’s love toward man, which man is called to imitate by loving his neighbours” (Vantsos & Kiroudi 2007: 251). Two aspects of Orthodox social teachings need to be emphasized. First, the “idealization of poverty” (highly evident in early Christianity)
 and “the Christian obligation to give” (as a means of pleasing God, express repentance and increase one’s position as worthy of redemption)
 are central characteristics of Orthodox theology. Second, Orthodox Christianity has persistently kept a focus on mysticism, liturgy, conformity to rituals and contemplation.  As Pollis points out, Orthodox theology “negates the importance of ‘men on earth’ except as a test of virtue and morality leading to the attainment of Godliness which in turn leads to redemption and to heaven in the afterlife” (1993: 341). Spiritual salvation through mystical unity of the religious community (Ekklisia) takes precedence over “this worldly” concerns about men’s basic physical needs and aspects of social reality. Surely Orthodox diaconia (i.e. social service) to specific groups in need (poor people, orphans, lone elderly persons etc.) has always been a central philanthropic concern of the church. However, it is not considered an activity on its own, but rather as “part of the spirituality that flows out of the liturgical life of the Church” (Orthodox Diaconia 2009: 4). Moreover, as pointed out earlier, the “Ekklisia” that mediates the believers’ communion with God is conceptualized as a transcendental unity of believers (a “koinonia”) rather than an institution. In this transcendental, mystical unity persons dissolve into interchangeable parts striving “for the loss of the self in spiritual community” (Pollis 1993: 343). In this light, Orthodox dogma does not offer fertile ground for the development of a discourse on individual (social) rights.
 

This is contrasted to the Catholic and Protestant dogma that strongly combines concerns for man’s spiritual evolution with an interest in secular needs and a focus on persons as distinctive personalities. Consequently an active engagement in the pursuit of social justice and welfare characterizes the Roman-Catholic and Protestant Churches (e.g. widely established voluntary action, pressure-group/missionary action around issues of livelihood needs, social justice etc.).

Overall, the CoG never opposed to public welfare provision, which however, hardly ever took the form of a fully-fledged welfare state based on universalist social citizenship values, but remained fragmented and polarized. Equally important is also the fact that the Greek Orthodox Church never expressed a strong stance in favour of welfare state development; neither voiced any criticisms to privatization trends over the last years.
 Moreover, lately, welfare organizations under the auspices of the church take advantage of such trends in expanding their activities, e.g. in the field of home help services, where the introduction of the system of vouchers to eligible persons -who can choose service providers from the public, private or non-profit sectors-, gives to the church’s welfare organizations the opportunity to compete with other suppliers in a “quasi market”.

3.2 Patterns of inclusion/exclusion

For a long time access (on the basis of political credentials) to the revenue yielding mechanisms of the state has been a main dimension of social inclusion/exclusion in Greece.  During much of the post World-War II period this is manifested in respect to the allocation of various social provisions (e.g. public housing to working-class families, housing loans, access to higher education, or even assessment of eligibility for poverty relief) based on, more or less openly, the political beliefs and affiliations of individuals and families (evidenced by the famous ‘certificate of social convictions’ in force until the fall of the junta in mid-1970s). Undoubtedly since then, the reshuffling of social alliances, in parallel with major socio-economic and political changes (among others, the coming to power for the first time in Greek history of a socialist party, in 1981, under the banner of a “populist-socialist” ideology; the fast expansion of middle-class strata; Greece’s joining the European Community and later on the European Monetary Union and the concomitant pressures exercised by the EU –and globalization forces- at various levels of the policy process) significantly impacted upon established clientelistic practices, and change trends over the last decades may add up to structural reforms in the near future.

Nevertheless, the legacies of dualism and fragmentation in social protection still influence the social exclusion risk-profile in Greek society. Social insurance has for a long time been doubly fragmented. Income maintenance depends upon a full and uninterrupted occupational career establishing contributive entitlements, while those who cannot secure such a career in the formal labour market are left unprotected given the absence of a universal income safety net. Moreover, wide inequalities in the level of benefits offered by social security funds increase polarization between groups of hyperprotected and weakly protected beneficiaries. What is more important, income maintenance programmes and welfare service delivery have persistently been based upon a particularistic-clientelistic system in which corruption and discretion are endemic features. Since the early 1980s, Greece has striven to introduce a universalist health care system, yet with little success, as discretionary privileges and complex ties with the private sector are incorporated in the national health care structures, leading to waste of resources and low efficiency.

 As repeatedly pointed out above, the church has never expressed a strong stance in respect to tackling the major weaknesses of social protection.  We briefly discussed the institutional limitations and the cultural-religious value setting that more or less influenced the low profile of the church in public debate on securing social welfare rights. Furthermore, at times, welfare policies of the church itself have compounded social exclusion problems (as is the case, for instance, with the church’s decision to provide a benefit to families with more than two children, with eligibility being restricted only to Christian Orthodox families). 

In a nutshell, a particular socio-political and cultural configuration has for a long time been prevalent in Greece centering upon a widespread practice of wealth creation and appropriation through political means that allows individuals, families and enterprises to take advantage of “‘soft-budgets” (that is to sidestep the “the strict condition that earnings must always be greater than or, at least, equal to expenses” by simply transferring the different to the state (Petmesidou 1996a & b).
 Large-scale tax-evasion, illegal housing, trespassing of public land and economic transactions taking place within an extensive informal economy
 are among the many ways in which soft-budgeting is realized. These conditions sustain discretion and deep inequalities in social protection arrangements and are conducive to social exclusion.    

4. Aspects of the welfare state and the Church’s involvement in social provision 

As mentioned earlier, the welfare activity of the CoG is provided through four channels: centrally, through the Holly Session, regionally, through the Dioceses, locally, through the Parishes and additionally through the Monasteries (although unlike Roman Catholic monks, who may teach and do social work, Orthodox monks devote themselves to prayer, painting icons, studying, and producing manuscripts). The system is absolutely decentralised and therefore there exist no single record of the total activity. The advantage of the CoG is its close proximity to local communities: in contrast to state support, which frequently ends up to fraud, priests are in a position to have first-hand knowledge of local needs and the socio-economic conditions of every beneficiary. 

4.1. Social assistance

Social assistance in Greece has a marginal position within social security. In this policy area measures developed in a fragmented (categorical) and incremental manner and more often than not benefits have no correlation with each other, even though they are targeted to vulnerable groups with similar characteristics and needs (Papatheodorou & Petmesidou 2006: 50).  The strong “pension bias” of social protection in the country (a characteristic that Greece shares with Italy) is counterposed to the low level of social transfers for supporting the family, the unemployed, people with incomes below the poverty line and other disadvantaged groups. 

Although the total number of recipients of all social assistance schemes is about 11% of the population, the value of benefits is low: the average of all schemes is about 12% of minimum wage. As the income per head in Greece is low in relation to other European countries, benefits are rather meagre in comparative terms (Matsaganis 2000 & 2006). In light of this Gough (1996) classified Greece, along with other South European countries (and Turkey), into the group of rudimentary social-assistance-regime countries, characterized by insufficient benefits, low salience of assistance within social security, predominance of categorical schemes for the elderly and absence of a national minimum income policy. In respect to the latter policy, however, significant developments are observed in the other South European countries since the late 1990s (more or less as a response to the Council Recommendation of 1992 on how to secure common criteria for efficient resources and social assistance among EU member countries; e.g. . Portugal introduced a guaranteed minimum income scheme in 1996; regional minimum income programmes in Spain were expanded; while in Italy a minimum income programme was piloted from 1998 to 2002). Contrarily, issues of social assistance and minimum income policy never acquired saliency in policy discourse in Greece.

Social assistance includes family benefits, old age benefits, disability benefits and housing benefits. Family benefits consist in non–contributory benefits and occupational family allowances (e.g. pensions for mothers with many children, large family benefits, third child benefit, employment contributory family allowance, unprotected child benefit and birth grant for non-insured mothers). As indicated above, pensions are provided by a very large number of social insurance “funds” and are earnings-related, pay-as-you-go schemes. One third of pension expenditure concerns invalidity or survivors’ pensions and the rest are old-age pensions. Retirement benefits are mainly contributory, with the exceptions of the basic pension for the farmers (see note 15 above) and the pensioner’s social solidarity supplement introduced in 1996 as a means-tested scheme. Pensions provide more than 90% of total social transfer income in Greece; while at the same time state support to pensions funds amounts to a significant proportion of the country’s GDP.

Disability benefits are structured around the “mobility allowance” but the proportion of people who receive a “severe physical disability benefit” is extremely high.  Invalidity pensions grew dramatically in the 1980s, due to corruption, a characteristic of the particularistic-clienelistic dimension of the Southern model of welfare (Ferrera 1996). There is also a variety of unemployment compensation schemes run by the Manpower Organization (OAED). The most significant is the ordinary unemployment benefit. Sickness benefits in cash include statutory sick pay, maternity leave, birth grants, compensation for absence due to accident at work and death grants.

The CoG allocates a substantial amount of resources for social assistance through its local organizations. Every local diocese has a General Charity Fund and a number of smaller Parochial Charity Funds. Each Fund is administrated by a committee constituted by priests and parishioners, who commonly are regular churchgoers. These funds provide benefits as well as material support like clothes, food (i.e. oil, pasta, flour) and medicines.  In cases of severely deprived people they directly pay the bills for electricity and water supply. Although some funds have a specific purpose, such as supporting the poor, the unemployed or single mothers, in fact they are flexible and they do intervene wherever there is urgent need. Among the main beneficiary groups are the poor, prisoners and ex-prisoners, single parents, homeless people, deprived old-aged people, children and adolescents, people with disability, the mentally ill and drug addicts. There is regular and ad hoc support (e.g. immediately after the devastating Athens earthquake of 7th September of 1999 the CoG offered €250,000 for the victims plus €5,850,000 for the construction of a provisional campus for the homeless; Church of Greece 2009).

There are notions that priests who are responsible for the eligibility of the beneficiaries favour those who are frequently present in church rituals (Symeonidou 1997), but in fact no major discriminations are recorded. This is also the official position of the CoG, with one exception though: since 1998 a monthly subsidy of €120 for the third child has been granted to Christian orthodox families who live in Thrace (a region neighbouring Turkey, with a large Muslim minority of Slavic and Turkish origin). The yearly budget of this benefit amounts to €140,000.

The church also coordinates a large network for the provision of free meals, with 184 service-points operating all over Greece.  The network is supported by a considerable number of volunteers. Additionally, in some localities, services offered include bath facilities and shelter for the homeless, as well as support and meals-on-wheels for homebound people, either elderly or invalid. The CoG also provides a large number of scholarships and assists financially orphaned women in their marriage (by contributing to their “dowry”).  It motivates a large number of volunteers for the yearly “Collection against Cancer”, who bring more than one million Euros annually and participates in the European Network against Poverty as a founding member.

4.2. Social care services

Social care services developed with a slow pace and in a path dependent way.
 Rapid demographic ageing, changes in family structure and roles, fast increasing unemployment and large immigration flows to the country (since the late 1980s) are among the main factors indicating the need for substantial reforms. Legal-organizational changes introduced since the late 1990s, in parallel with EU initiates and funding for targeted schemes (e.g. home-help, day-care centres for the elderly, centres of social support and training for people with disabilities etc.) considerable expanded service provision. Nevertheless developments so far have been patchy, no major foci of systematically operating local social services have developed; instead the well-trodden path of ex-post (piecemeal) interventions in crisis situations continues to be the norm.

Social care administration comprises three levels. The Ministry of Health and Social Solidarity is responsible for policy (and programme) planning, documentation and co-ordination of specific schemes, setting forth the terms and conditions for social services, and monitoring their operation (albeit not in a systematic way). The second level is constituted by the Regions/Prefectures which oversee social services at the local level. Particularly important for first-tier social services (including the certification of social care institutions) are the welfare departments of Prefectures. Municipal social services developed with a considerable time lag, are rather patchy and often lack coordination with a variety of decentralized service agencies (e.g. decentralized offices of the Greek Manpower Organization, the Greek Organization against Drugs, the Therapy Centre for Dependent Individuals and others.). No systematic efforts are made for tackling fragmentation through (centrally) designed programmes and thus interventions are uneven, irregular and in certain occasions overlapping (by municipalities, municipal enterprises, programmatic contracts between various bodies, state agencies and NGOs).

Social care services are chiefly addressed to the most deprived and vulnerable groups and relevant agencies scarcely face the challenge of opening up debate for universal and user-focused provision. Needless to say, wider public interest in such a debate never aroused. Although a trend towards decentralization is evident, e.g. through the transfer of responsibility for nurseries to local authorities and expansion of possibilities for them to take initiative in social care provision (to the elderly, the disabled and other vulnerable groups), the system remains fragmented and centralized (no major efforts of service regulation, co-ordination and delivery has been formed at the municipal or regional level). Preventative services are absent as are also community-based policies for dealing comprehensively with families’ needs over the life cycle. Equally lacking are policy practices experimenting with new innovative management and administration arrangements, systematic needs assessment, and user and community involvement. Evidently the need for a thorough reform becomes all the more urgent as familialist-statist patterns for dealing with social problems loose weight and ensuing deadlocks intensify. 

In a context where for a long time institutionalization prevailed as a last resort intervention when problems were compounded, the CoG’s involvement in social services focused primarily on residential care.  The church owns more than 200 welfare institutions: homes for the elderly, orphanages, kindergartens, hospitals for incurable diseases and boarding houses. In the early 2000s these provided services to about 7,400 people; however the majority of the inmates are elderly people (Table 1).

Table 1: Persons in residential care provided by the CoG

	Group
	Percentage

	Elderly*
	51%

	Adolescents
	21%

	Children
	10%

	Students
	6%

	People with incurable diseases
	6%

	People with disability
	3%

	Mentally ill 
	1%

	Other
	2%



Source: Church of Greece 2001. 

* Homes for the elderly more than doubled between 1975 and 2000 

(see Diellas 2009) 

Available data (Church of Greece 2001
) indicate that women inmates are the majority, as their proportion to men is 1.7; the average is 26.7 women and 15.4 men per unit. Beginning from 1960, there is a steady growth in the number of the institutions and 70% are younger than 30 years. There are 600 clerks in managerial and administrative positions; 73% of them have a high school or university degree; 60% are clergymen and a total of 68% have a theological or ecclesiastical degree. There are 1,026 employees, 85 regular scientific advisors and about 160 external collaborators. There are also 480 volunteers, though there are no detailed records on their involvement. Some institutions collaborate with universities and offer placements for trainees, i.e. in the fields of management or social work.

The CoG owns 97% of the facilities while the rest are temporarily granted by the state, or rented. About two thirds of the facilities have been donated by private individuals. The majority of welfare units have a budget higher than €58,000 and 42.6% higher than €170,000. Extra financial support is sought from the Ministry of Health and Social Solidarity (amounting to about 15% of their budget), or the European Union (about 3.7% of their budget). Eligibility to the church’s social care facilities is decided on the basis of criteria such as indigence (48.8%), loneliness and inability to care for oneself (33.6%), and sickness or disability (16%). About two thirds of the institutions claim that they provide services to everybody in need, regardless of religious beliefs. Provisions include shelter, food, clothing, medicine, financial support, entertainment, education, vocational training and heath services. 

The church also operates 28 blood banks who offer more than 6,000 units every year, 30 youth centers, some of them equipped with sport facilities and internet cafes, eight hospitals or clinics, one clinic for physiotherapy, four hotels for people in need, three clinics for mental health and four centers for the prevention of drug use and the treatment of addicts (law 2161 of 1993 provided to the CoG the right to be involved in the latter field of activity). It also runs social support centers whose social workers provide services to prisoners and ex-prisoners, drug addicts, soldiers, refugees and other social groups. 

The Family Support Center of the Archbishop of Athens hosts non-married mothers, female victims of domestic violence and unemployed women. The Center runs 60 schools for parents and collaborates with 250 doctors who provide their services for free. Since 2009 dioceses that employ both, social workers and nurses have the right to participate in the “Help at home” programmes (funded by the EU and national sources; Church of Greece 2009). According to law 1700/1987 all land of the church that is used for philanthropic activity is not subject to potential nationalisation. This law triggered off a clear tendency for the opening of new summer camps by the church (Interior Mission Service 2002).
 

Overall, the CoG exhibits a considerable involvement in social assistance and care services in a complementary way to statutory provisions. Flexibility in organization and funding, as well as proximity to local problems are among its advantages vis-à-vis state services. On the other hand, fragmentation of activities and absence of accountability channels and control mechanisms put limits to its effectiveness and often lead to perverse effects (e.g. exclusionary practices or even phenomena of corruption and “enforced” donations of property to the church by elderly people in residential care).   

5. Concluding remarks: Major problems, reform trends and the prospects for the Church’s activity in social welfare 

Our analysis has shown that socio-historical conditions in the territories of Orthodox Christianity, combined with religious values that give precedence to mysticism, contemplation and ritual observance -over “this worldly” concerns-, considerably limited social activism by the CoG. The strong ties of dependency that historically developed between the state and the church in Greece, in a context favouring statist-clientelistic practices and ideologies, constitute another factor that significantly restricted the church’s scope of activity and its organizational capabilities. The state/church entanglement (in parallel with the weakness of civil society) secured a privileged position for the Orthodox Church in society and lifted competition threat by other denominations (and/or by any other significant third sector social welfare actors), which could boost the church’s engagement in the pursuit of social justice and redistribution concerns. What is more, the predominance of a religious stance that considers social welfare rights as inferior to the values of philanthropy weakens initiatives for an active involvement in matters of social reform. Hence the low profile that the CoG has persistently maintained over social policy issues until lately. 

On the other hand, however, we also indicated the confluence of a number of factors, over the last few years, that may offer windows of opportunity for the CoG to expand its involvement in social welfare: e.g. Europeanization and globalization trends unleashing pressures for institutional modernization that may eventually weaken statist practices and increase the autonomy of the church; an emerging welfare pluralism progressively encouraging the involvement of multiple welfare providers – including the church. 

In this respect, of crucial importance is whether a culture of welfare debate (and social activism) will be embraced by the church in response to major reform challenges that the country is facing. Namely, the pressures and challenges by the new problem constellations that Greece shares with most other European countries (i.e. new risks and welfare demands, demographic ageing and economic constraints destabilizing social welfare); as well as the need to tackle serious imbalances and clientelistic manipulations and promote rationalization of the social protection system. Crucially important is the need for expanding coverage to a number of deprived social groups with hardly any support (uninsured, illegally/precariously employed workers, the young unemployed, the long-term unemployed and particularly unemployed women, elderly people on meagre social assistance and other vulnerable groups). These challenges are paramount, as the sustainability of the well-trodden pattern of interaction between public transfers (often provided along clientelistic lines) and welfare support by the family is rapidly waning, among other reasons, because of the excessive welfare burden placed on the family. 

Whether the CoG can eventually become a significant public social actor in welfare reform (more or less committed to social rights) very much depends on how the state-church and church-society relationships will evolve; on the prospects for the invigoration of civil society; on emerging patterns of competition among multiple social and religious (civil society) actors; and last but not least, on the extent to which substantial organizational and contextual changes will be forthcoming that could facilitate autonomous activity.      
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�	 Professor of Social Policy at the Department of Social Administration, Democritus University of Thrace.


�	 Lecturer at the Department of Social Administration, Democritus University of Thrace.


�	 A considerable proportion being illegal immigrants.


�	 Thus the socio-cultural heritage of Greece significantly differs from that of the so-called Latin rim countries (namely Italy, Spain & Portugal).


�	 GDP per capita amounted to 93.9% of the EU-27 average in 2008 (services produced 74% of GDP, industry 21% and agriculture 5%; as to employment structure, 12% of the labour force are in the primary sector, 20% in the secondary and 68% in the tertiary sector) 


�	 Who personally pledged to “clean up sleaze” in public life.


�	 E.g. the structured bonds scandal with significant damage cost for a number of pension funds (managed by government appointees), embarrassing revelations of the Vatopedi (a well-known Monastery in the Holy Mount Athos) land exchange scandal, and the bribery issue involving the industrial group of Siemens and political parties in Greece.  


�	 Unless otherwise stated, social protection expenditure and poverty data are taken from the Eurostat webpages at � HYPERLINK "http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/eurostat/home"��http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/eurostat/home� .


�	 In comparison to the Catholic, Lutheran and Reformed Protestant religious heritages in social welfare (see, among others, Kahl 2005 & Morgan 2006).


�	 The Greek landowners, who immediately after Independence managed to usurp or buy ex-Turkish estates and expelled the peasants by abolishing their hereditary rights of usage of the land, were totally defeated by the end of the 19th century. Besides, a large number of ex-Turkish estates became state property that was distributed to landless peasants in three phases, in 1871, 1917 and finally in 1922 (Petmesidou 1987: 149). The church has remained the only big landowner ever since.


�	 The discussion in this section draws upon Petmesidou 2006a.


�	 For a historical documentation of this issue see Liakos 1993.


�	 Malaria devastated northern Greece were most of the refugees settled.


�	 Similarly, a programme of housing construction for the working classes initiated by the state in the early 1960s was quite soon discontinued.


�	 For the first time in 1962 industrial output exceeded agricultural production, and GDP grew by an average of 7.6%, over the 1960s (Petmesidou 1987: 163).


�	 OGA functioned as a social security-type of income maintenance scheme (funded through taxation) until 1997 when it changed into a contributions-based social insurance fund.


�	 A trait that Greece more or less shares with the other three South European countries (Italy, Spain and Portugal, see Petmesidou & Guillen 2008: 107).


�	 Until fairly recently there were about 130 social insurance funds with significant differences among them in respect to the range and level of benefits offered. A recent reform (enacted in 2008) aims to cut down the number into 13 funds. Full implementation of new legislation, however, is still pending.


�	 Private health expenditure amounts to roughly about 50% of total health expenditure (most of it consisting in out-of-pocket payments); see Petmesidou & Guillen ibid. 


�	 Recently a shift towards informal privatization in social care provision is evident; care is still offered within the family but care tasks are undertaken by foreign minders (mostly from the neighbouring Balkan countries and/or the countries of the ex-Soviet bloc; Petmesidou 2006b). Additionally, we should mention that, in contrast to Italy, Spain and Portugal where a dense network of NGOs -active in social care provision- is prominent,  the contribution of the third sector in social care provision in Greece is rather limited (Polyzoidis 2004).


�	 The seemingly minor change from the previous constitutional term “state religion” manifests a significant recognition of religious plurality.


�	 Though previous constitutional regulations applied proselytising prohibition only against the CoG. Conscientious objection (to military service) for religious reasons (applying mainly to Jehovah’s Witnesses) has, also, for a long time been severely persecuted. According to Alivizatos (1999: 31) until the late 1990s “more than 100 persons per year were being sentenced by courts martial for insubordination because they refused to wear the uniform”. The prohibition was a remnant of the post civil-war regulations; it took as long as the late 1990s - early 2000s for it to be abolished.  


�	 Dioceses (Metropolis), administrative regions of main temples (parishes), temples, monasteries, and all other internal organizations of the church (like the Apostolic Diaconal Centre, the Inter-Orthodoxy Centre and the Insurance Fund for the Clergymen) are considered to be legal entities of public law (Venizelos 2000). There are some exceptions like the Ecclesiastical Orphanage of Vouliagmieni and other institutions of the Archdiocese of Athens and of the various Metropoles that are legal entities of private law. There are propositions for establishing a special status for the CoG (as Ecclesiastical Legal Entity) but no developments have taken place so far (see, for instance, Konidaris 2000, Angelopoulos 1998 & Venizelos 2000).


�	 An alternative oath is taken by deputies of other faiths (yet no provision is made for those who are non religious).


�	 The Schism was the result of a controversy that had started two centuries ago due to three basic differences of opinion opposing the two spirituals leaders:  (1) the celibacy of the clergy (orthodox priests could marry before becoming ordained whereas the priests in Rome had to be celibate); (2) differences in the way of fasting; (3) differences over the wording of the Creed: for the Orthodox the Holy Spirit proceeds “from the Father”, whereas Rome added “and the Son” (“figlioque”). The actual reason for the separation though was the claim for political power rather than ecclesiastical differences or theological dispute: the problem was the papal claim to supreme authority.


�	 Spiritualism is very much reflected on the content of the word “Ekklisia” (meaning “Church” in Greek). While in the West “the Church” constitutes a religious organization, in Orthodoxy it means not an institution but “a transcendental spiritual unity of the believers” (Pollis 1993: 343), or, in other words a spiritual community (“koinonia” in Greek). 


�	 In a sense, Greek national identity is held to be coterminous to affiliation with the CoG, indicating the centrality of Orthodoxy to nationality. To mention here, however, that when the Greek revolution of 1821 erupted, the church maintained initially a conservative stance, excommunicating the leaders of the revolution. It changed stance later on when the uprising acquired momentum and was difficult to stave it off. 


�	 Noticeably, the exact size of the church’s property has never been recorded.


�	 And transform itself into an independent civil society actor (Karagiannis 2009: 158). In contrast, Mouzelis and Pollis explain the ID dispute and the mingling of the former head of the CoG in politics as strong indication of an incomplete secularization. Furthermore, Pollis points out, in value terms, the incongruence between Orthodox theological tenets on the one hand, and principles upholding pluralism and individual rights on the other (cultivated in the socio-cultural and religious milieus of North-Western Europe).  


�	 A striking indication of statist practices and the church’s involvement in them is the case of the poverty relief that in the decades following World War II was granted to destitute people on the basis of “the certificate of social convictions” and where priests participated in the committees – at the local level - that decided eligibility for it.


�	 Interestingly, the CoG was very successful in mobilizing a large number of volunteers for the Athens Olympic Games in 2004.


�	 On the contrary, multi-confessionalism and looser ties between the state and the church create more space for action by non governmental organizations (see for instance Salomon and Anheier 1992). Indeed in some countries the voluntary sector, often under the auspices of the church, plays an important or even exceptional role in the provision of social services (Kahl 2005 & Esping-Andersen 1999). 


�	 It is estimated that the number of monks and nuns in Greece is over 4000.


�	 http://www.ecclesia.gr/English/EnIndex.html


�	 The European System of Integrated Social Protection Statistics.


�	 The poor are glorified as an image of Christ (and, in a way, ascetic life is a virtue praised by Orthodoxy as it offers a privileged way to come closer to Christ).


�	 In contrast to welfare provision as “a social right” entrenched in welfare state formation. 


�	 Rights are rather conceptualized as pertaining to the “group” (hence the utmost importance of the right of the church to exist, and the state’s role in safeguarding this right; Pollis 1993). Furthermore, group solidarity is manifested, also, in respect to family and kin and in nepotism values. We could further extend this conceptualization of group identity to patronage and clientilistic forms of social integration traditionally prevalent in Greek society.


�	 Compare, for instance, the strong commitment to the “notion of social rights” and resistance to an individualizing approach to fighting poverty expressed by the Catholic Church and Catholic Charities in the US over the last decades, in opposition to government policies (see Adloff 2006).


�	 A condition that sharply contrasts with the standards of the very strict system of planning and social welfare policies in Northern European countries.


�	 Estimated to amount to about 35-40% of GDP.


�	 For a detailed analysis of social care services in Greece over the last two decades see Petmesidou 2006b.


�	 This is the only available source with detailed information about the church’s welfare institutions in the early 2000s. Recurrent publications, like the Diptychs of the CoG (annually published) provide scattered and incomplete information on particular institutions and schemes, and thus no comprehensive documentation can be established on the basis of them.


�	 52 summer camps are in operation nowadays.






