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SOME BICENTENNIAL DEMANDS
1. WE DEMAND AN END TO THE INFLUENCE OF MULTINATIONAL
CORPORATIONS ON OUR FOREIGN AND DOMESTIC POLICY; WE
DEMAND REJECTION OF ROCKEFELLER FOR VICE-PRESIDENT.
2. WE DEMAND AN END T 9 THE UNDUE INFLUENCE OF THE
PENTAGON AND CIA ON OUR FOREIGN POLICY; WE DEMAND AN
END TO THE COUNTER REVOLUTIONARY ACTIVITIES OF THE CIA,
U.S. CORPORATIONS, AND THE U. S. GOVERNMENT IN 3RD WORLD
COUNTRIES.
3. WE DEMAND AN END TO EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGES AND LOOP
HOLES; WE DEMAND AN END TO THE DOUBLE STANDARD OF
JUSTICE - LENIENCY FOR THE RICH AND SEVERITY FOR THE
POOR.
4. WE DEMAND A RESTORATION OF POWER TO THE PEOPLES'
REPRESENTATIVES - THE CONGRESS.
5. WE DEMAND THE REMOVAL OF ALL LEGAL RESTRICTIONS LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL - AGAINST SMALL PARTIES WHICH
REPRESENT THE DISPRIVILEGED.
6. WE DEMAND SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC JUSTICE FOR AMERICAN
BLACKS, INDIANS, CHICANOS, PUERTO RICANS AND OTHER
MINORITIES; WE DEMAND AN END TO KENT STATES, JACKSON
STATES AND ATTICAS.
7. WE DEMAND REVOLUTIONARY CHANGES THAT WOULD BE
CONSISTENT WITH OUR REVOLUTIONARY BEGINNINGS; A
BICENTENNIAL WITHOUT ANY SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES WOULD
CONSTITUTE ONLY A RITUALISTIC DIVERSION.
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THE JOURNAL OF THE HELLENIC DIASPORA; CRITICAL THOUGHT
ON MODERN GREECE: POLITICS AND PROSPECTS

The Journal's predecessor, the Journal of the Hellenic American Society, began as a resistance Journal abroad. Some might argue that the Journal should
now terminate itself since the Greek junta has fallen and democracy has returned
to Greece. We disagree with this euphoric analysis for several reasons and intend
to continue the publication of the Journal.
1. The democratic processes have not yet been fully guaranteed in Greece.

It is true that there has been an opening forced upon the junta by the Greek
people's resistance; however, the manner of succession and the course of the
new government make us somewhat skeptical. It is not unlikely that the change
in Greece was orchestrated by the Pentagon, including the Cyprus crisis, to expedite the return of a more conservative government to Greece. Communications emanating from Kissinger (and some from Ecevit) to the effect that
Androutsopoulos should accept the solution of the Armed Forces, that a change
in government was imminent, and that the new government are "old friends of
ours" detract from the spontaneous character of German Davos" initiatives.
Although no one can deny that Caramanlis has some popularity in Greece
and that his declarations from self-exile contributed to the change in Greece, we
cannot forget that his initial accession to power in 1955 was aided by the
American Services in Greece, that during his first administration the paracratic
(vigilante) groups (the TEA) terrorized the countryside, and that his declarations
against the neo-colonial junta were accompanied by gestures of non-retribution
and reconciliation, should a change take place in Greece. The latter may be an
important reason why the junta recalled Caramanlis the politician — they wanted
to extricate themselves, rather than the country, from a crisis they brought
upon themselves.
That the appointments in the new Caramanlis government represent a
broader political spectrum than he would have tolerated in his first administration no one can doubt. This may represent a genuine change on the part of
Caramanlis and the right-wing forces — a change that came about as a result of
the junta's repression and the people's resistance. On the other hand, it may only
represent tokenisin. After all, the new government of "national unity" excluded from its administration the vocal radicals of the left who would have
challenged the social, economic, and political structure of the Greek establishment. As a consequence, the new government has been responsible for a partial
cleansing of the junta apparatus and has delayed the prosecution of the 1967
protagonists; it has initiated a partial (military) and not a complete (also political)
withdrawal from the NATO alliance that brought Greece to the present crisis;
it has not yet seriously considered the termination of bilateral military agreements with the U. S. — the principal power in the NATO affiance; and it has
1
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scheduled elections (for November 1974) before the junta's police system and
the traditional paramilitary groups, who in the past terrorized the electorate,
have been dismantled and before the parties of the left have had a chance to
organize themselves and present their programs.
The Greek people have given the Caramanlis government a moratorium before putting his house in order because of their desire to be rid of the oppressive junta, civil war memories, and the urgency of the current national crisis.
But moratoriums have deadlines, and the Greek people are beginning to question Caramanlis' half-measures. They are beginning to demand complete withdrawal from NATO, termination of bilateral agreements with the U. S., prosecution of the junta principals, and true guarantees for the forthcoming elections.
The predominantly conservative government ought to learn, as should perhaps
some segments of the left, that the Greek people cannot place too much confidence in superpowers — especially during the era of detente — and proceed toward genuine independence, sovereignity, and social justice. We hope that the
Journal can, somehow, contribute to the attainment of these goals.
2. The politics of Greece have long been dominated by the conservative
segments of the American and Greek communities in the United States. The
dictatorship in Greece, which precipitated the Cyprus disaster, was in many ways
the offspring of these conservative elements wishing to safegraud their economic
and strategic interests in the Eastern Mediterranean. Among these were Greek
American industrialists, the established Greek Church, fraternal organizations,
and the conservative Greek American press. They defended their respective in
terests by supporting the Greek junta and U. S. policy toward the junta. Their
task was often facilitated by their self-appointment as the spokesmen of the
Greek community in the U. S. and the Greek people of Greece.
But there are many examples of political lags between the Greek people
and the Greek-American interests in the United States. The majority of the
Greek people in Greece and Cyprus had adjusted themselves to an independent
and neutral Cyprus and condemned the junta's adventures in Cyprus that led to
the overthrow of a legitimate government and provoked the Turkish intervention. On the other hand, the Greek American interests attempted to convert
the recent mass demonstrations in the U. S., against U. S. policy, into superpatriotic, irrendentist rallies calling for union of Cyprus with Greece (enosis)
and projecting the dual image of the Turk as a blood-thirsty dope-pusher. While
the Turkish atrocities must be condemned, we cannot escape our own responsibility in the Cyprus crisis. Underneath all the super-patriotism there may be an
element of collective guilt for complicity with the junta and an attempt to divert
the movement from its true target — American foreign policy in the Mediterranean.
There are reports that groups from the left, who had been fighting the
junta for seven years, attempted to introduce some balance in the mass demon2
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strations by pointing out the active role of the United States and the Greek
junta in the Cyprus tragedy. The more conservative elements, who had the mass
media at their disposal, frustrated and isolated the progressives. They even
called the latter "unpatriotic" saboteurs of national unity. The conservative
Greek-American daily, The National Herald, in an editorial after the September
8 demonstration in Washington, went as far as accusing sympathizers of the Panhellenic liberation Movement (PAK) of being responsible for the Dictatorship. A
paper which sent special correspondents to interview the junta's ambassadors
to the U. S. (whose government sold Cyprus and oppressed the Greek people for
seven years) and gave them front-page coverage, now accuses members of the
resistance of complicity with the junta. This represents a kind of pseudopatriotism that is correlated with the amount of advertising income which in
turn is correlated with the number of tax loopholes and the level of depletion
allowances. It is a kind of super-patriotism that Greek people and humanity,
in general, can do without.
The conservative segments of the Greek American community have already
dispatched their conciliatory delegations to the Caramanlis government.
Among these were Church, the National Herald, officers of Ahepa, and the author of the junta's 1968 constitution. These interests, who had become accustomed to the euphoric but dependent relationship which had developed between
the U. S. and Greece after World War II, sensed the Greek peoples mood for independence from the U. S. and became affected by separation anxiety. The
Greek people must remember that these overtures are made in the context of a
national tragedy — not unlike the one which preceded the Truman Doctrine —
and to a Premier who is an "old friend" of the United States. Whatever assistance the Greek people receive in order to alleviate the present crisis, they deserve; it represents the payment of Greek American interests for their complicity
with the junta. The Greek people need feel no obligation to become subservient to the U. S. for another generation.
It will be one of the purposes of the Journal to provide an alternative force
to the conservative forces in the U. S. who pretend to represent our homeland.
3. Even if democracy were completely restored in Greece, there would still
be battles to be fought elsewhere. The Hellenic American Society was organized not only for the purpose of aiding the Greek resistance but also for providing assistance to Third World Movements and minority movements within the
U. S. The opening in Greece was brought about both by Greek and international
resistance. There is a need for reciprocity. I felt proud to read about the Greek
student-worker demonstration on the 11th of September — commemorating the
death of Allende — against intervention in Cyprus and Chile.
Cyprus was an "independent" neutral country. It is deplorable that the
neo-colonialist junta engineered the coup which gave Ecevit the pretext to invade
Cyprus. Moreover, it is deplorable that the Turkish Premier, known for his pro3

gressivism and his poetic expressions of brotherhood toward the Greeks, under.
took an imperialistic venture to consolidate his insecure position at home — at a
time when the Greek people were demoralized by the internal divisions brought
about by the junta's oppression.
The Journal will continue to expose oppression in other parts of the world:
the "unyielding struggle" (anendotos agonas) began by the Greek people muse
also devote itself to international targets.
4. We aim to establish a link between the progressive forces within Greece
(now in the majority) and the progressive forces in the diaspora. The diaspora
constitute about 25% of Greece's population. Some were forced to abandor
their homeland because the clientelistic Greek chafiedes sold Greece to foreigr
interests (Western countries) who needed cheap labor for their industrializatior
process and who kept the rest of the world in a state of under-development.
While others, who tried to develop the country socio-economically, were exilec
to foreign (socialist) countries by the Nazi collaborators and their foreign mas•
ters. We would like for the scientists, artists, writers, critics, etc., within Greece
to tell us about the oppression under the dictatorship so that we can counteract
it elsewhere in the future. We would like for them to tell us about the social,
economic, and political developments within Greece. We, abroad, promise tc
reciprocate and report about the respective development in the diaspora. We
hope that the Journal can become a forum for such an exchange and that it wil
contribute not only to our personal and social welfare but also to the progress
of humanity; like other third world movements, the Greek resistance movement
can contribute to the evolution of man by exposing the fascist methods of im
perialists and their domestic puppets. We hope that the "changes" in Greece
will bring about a renaissance both at home and abroad.
Pursuant to the clarification of the Society's goals and the political develop
ments at home, we have renamed the Journal as follows: The Journal of the
Hellenic Diaspora: Critical Thought on Modern Greece. Before adopting the
new name, suggestions were solicited from the members of the Society, sub
scribers to the Journal, and progressive people at conventions. I shall now at
tempt to describe the scope of the Journal content, the nature of prospective
contributions, procedures for evaluation, and sources of financial support.
1. Hellenic Diaspora. American was dropped from the original title anc
Diaspora was substituted in order to make the Journal less parochial and tc
increase the range of contributors. We seek contributions by Greeks and about
Greeks in both the capitalist and the socialist countries. Although the principal
focus will be in the diaspora, works from inside Greece will also be considered
2. Critical Thought. To us, critical thought means primarily the works from
the left. We feel there are a sufficient number of conservative outlets, and a pro
gressive organ is needed. The Journal will accommodate content all the way.
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from the center to the left of the spectrum. Occasionally, we shall consider
works from conservatives — when dealing with fundamental issues — with the
proviso that the editors reserve the right to a rejoinder. The Journal will attempt to encourage constructive dialogue and criticism within the left. In any
case, the thoughts expressed in the individual contributions shall not necessarily
represent those of the Society nor any of its editors; the converse shall also be
true.
3. Modern Greece. The Journal will focus on modern Greece. It is important to counteract "ancestoritis" complexes and images of Greeks. The incorporation of the word modern into the title will also dispel misconceptions about
the content of the Journal; during convention displays, it became evident that
several people associated Hellenic with antiquity. This, however, does not mean
that we shall exclude from consideration historical studies which have relevance
for modern Greece and the modern world.
The name of the Journal could mislead some people as to the nationality of
the prospective contributors. It may convey the impression that only the works
of Greeks who focus on modern Greece will be considered for publication. Although this will be the general rule, the Journal will not be that exclusive.
Exclusiveness would violate our ideological goals and would defeat our comparative and humanistic aims. Therefore, we shall entertain critical works by nonGreeks on modern Greece and on Greeks abroad. Finally, we shall consider
the works of anyone, irrespective of ethnic background and the nature of his
subject, when the work is relevant to the social, economic, and political developments of Greeks.
I now would like to suggest several topics or questions for possible consideration
by plospective contributors; the topics are implicit in the Society's goals. The
prospective contributor, however, must keep in mind that the questions also
reflect the editor's own experiences and may not tap all the central issues. He
does not have to dwell on any of the following topics, either in part or in toto,
in order for his work to receive consideration.
1. The Greek student movement under the junta
2. The workers movement under the junta
3. The Greek press under the junta (the foreign press under the junta)
4. Urbanization and the Greek junta
5. Pre- and post junta press; continuities and discontinuities
6. The impact of the junta's economic policies upon its fall
7. Clientelism, national character, geopolitics, "dark forces," and the neocolonialist Greek junta
8. The Orthodox Church and the Greek junta
9. Greek women in the resistance movement against the junta
5
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10. Post junta revelations about torture, economic scandals, etc., under the
junta
11. The politicization of resistance organizations in Greece
12. Dejuntazation (apojuntopoiisis) of Greek society in various areas of life,
e.g. the government, the justice system, the police system, education, textbooks, unions, mass media, etc.
13. Caramanlis: comparisons and contrasts between his previous administration
and his current administration
14. Shifts in the Greek political spectrum: 1967 vs. 1974
15. The fate of the pre junta paracratic groups (e.g. TEA) both under the junta
and after the fall of the junta
16. The abolition of the monarchy: by referendum or by constituent assembly?
17. The state of the arts, literature, poetry, movies, television, etc., under the
junta
18. The evolution of anti-Americanism in Greece
19. Continuities in resistance: 1940-1944, 1944-1949 and 1967-1974
20. Continuities in "collaboration": 1940-1944, 1944-1949 and 1967-1974
21. The impact of the Agnew resignation on Greek opinion
22. The Turkish invasion of Cyprus: humanitarianism or imperialism?
23. The Greek minorities in Turkish lands during the Cyprus conflict
24. Politics, social class, and the Greek language
25. The impact of technology, automation, electronic computers, mass media,
etc., on Greek culture and character
26. The distribution and utilization of medical services in Greece
27. Greek humansim through the ages: antiquity, byzantine, ottoman and
modem
28. The ancient Greek stoics and cynics and the modem counterculture (hippies, beats, etc.)
The
prospects of repatriation for Greeks in socialist countries
29.
30. Political orientation of Greeks in the socialist countries
31. American poets during the Greek Revolution (1821), were they both Philhellenes and racial abolitionists?
32. The socialist movement among Greeks in the U. S.
33. The investments of Greek Americans under the junta
34. Greek American organizations (Ahepa, Gapa, the Church) and the junta
35. Greek Americans and the civil rights movement in the U. S.
6

36.
37.
38.
39.

Greek Americans and the women's rights movement in the U. S.
The political behavior of Greek American Congressmen during the junta
The involvement of Greek Americans in the Watergate scandal
The anti-junta movement in the U. S., Canada, Australia, Europe, the socialist
countries, etc.
40. The outcome of left-right coalitions in the U. S., Canada, etc., during the
Cyprus conflict
41. Profiles of American ambassadors to Greece
The prospective contributor to the Journal could focus on any of the above
questions and handle them through a variety of media of expression: analysis,
research, narrative, documents, interviews, poetry, book reviews, editorial, etc.
The Journal will give more weight to original and analytical works but other
modes will not be excluded. We started as a resistance Journal and utilized all
the media of expression; we would like to retain some of the wholism characteristic of revolutionary periods. Moreover, the revolution continues in other
forms and places. Lastly, we would like to overcome the alienation due to the
over-specialism and compartmentalization in the majority of contemporary
journals by providing a greater balance of the "scientific" and "humanistic"
disciplines.
A few words should also be said about the stylistic criteria of the Journal. We
would like to raise fundamental questions and attempt to answer them; we
would like to look for a high level of scholarship in the works; but we must not
get carried away with over-scholasticism and our own specialty jargons. The
model of writing should be that of the science-writer who communicates with
the general public; we want to communicate with the public not with closed
elite circles.
The Journal's medium of communication shall be English. Writers who
write in their own native language must make provisions for translation before
submitting their works to the Journal. Translations should be submitted with
the originals to the Coordinating Editor. In the future, the Hellenic American
Society will attempt to organize a translation pool and will survey the membership's capabilities in this regard: volunteers in all languages are, of course, welcome. Regardless of who does the translation, the editor has a word of advice
for those who write in Greek and expect their works to be translated: try to
avoid over-long sentences; this really complicates translation and endangers
meaning.
The procedure for judging submitted works will be as follows: The contributor will submit his work to the Coordinating Editor. The latter, in turn, will
send the article to two relevant Consulting Editors; we will attempt to get Con7
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suiting Editors in all disciplines. The Consulting Editors will review the article
and decide on acceptance and/or revisions. In case of major disagreements between the consulting Editors, the Coordinating Editor will then intercede. We
also plan to add more Coordinating Editors in order to provide an appeal board
for the contributor in case the decision of Consulting Editors and the Coordinating Editor is negative. In any case, both the Coordinating Editors and the Consulting Editors are expected to be in general agreement with the goals of the
Hellenic American Society.
The Journal of the Hellenic Diaspora derives no financial support from foundations or corporations, as that would be against the goals of the Society. It is
subsidized solely by individual contributions, memberships, and subscriptions.
Up to now, we have been making slow progress toward solvency. We hope that
those who would like to promote the aims of the Society and the Journal will do
their utmost to help in this regard. Naturally, we expect the members of the
Society to undertake greater initiative in this area. Finally, we do not exclude
large individual contributors provided they do not restrict the nature and range
of Journal content.
Nikos Petropoulos
Coordinating Editor
September, 1974

SUBSCRIBE TO THE JOURNAL
OF THE
HELLENIC DIASPORA
TODAY
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ANDREAS PAPANDREOU'S SPEECH TO PAK MEMBERS
AND FRIENDS*

(Toronto, Canada, August 11,1974)
Greeks of Toronto, friends, and fellow activists, it is natural that I, too, am
greatly moved because at this hour we separate to begin a new phase in the
difficult and uphill struggle that our people started many years and decades
ago — I would say since 1821 not to go too far back. I am moved and at the
same time possessed by a lot of mixed and conflicting emotions.
First, I would like to thank all of those who came tonight and with their presence to demonstrate their faith in the continuation of the struggle inside Greece.
I especially enjoyed the fact that the veteran activist Philip Samas greets me on
my departure as he did upon my arrival to Canada several years ago. And I
would like to say something I told a local newspaper correspondent a little
earlier. He asked me how I felt about the Greeks of Toronto. And I would like
to repeat to you what I told him. They are one of the best segments of Hellenism,they are democratic, they are active, and they are supporters of the struggle; and that I am glad that I spent many of my years in exile near them. You
are fighters. I know we shall continue the struggle, some of you inside Greece
and others here in Toronto. We shall continue the struggle until the hour when
Greece will belong to us and to its people.
Both Stamatis and Philip said that ahead of us is a difficult road; and Philip
especially stressed that it should have been a more joyous occasion. He is
right. We did not imagine such an opening that would permit our struggle inside
Greece. But that's how it came; the march of history brought us here; and we
have the duty, irrespective of the uphill course which awaits us, to take the road
and the path which lead to freedom. We are not the first, nor the last; the struggle of the Greek people will continue, and the people sooner or later — we hope
sooner — will be sovereign (applause).
The struggle, as Philip said, is simultaneously dangerous, but when wasn't it? So
many who gave their presence during this decade, the one before that, and the
one before the last one — the Greek fighters and the democrats for many a
time have painted our Greece with their blood. That's why there is no safe or
dangerous hour. There is the hour of struggle, and it calls all of us; we have the
obligation to give our presence in order to justify our Greekness (applause).
*Dr. Papandreou's speech was translated from audiotape by the Coordinating Editor with
the assistance of friends. In four instances the phrase was inaudible, and the translator was
forced to supply a word or phrase depending upon the context. With the exception of
these four cases, the material in parentheses is provided by the Editor for the benefit of
the reader with limited knowledge of Greek affairs.
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You will allow me some words to evaluate the conditions in Greece. Not
many, a few. Our first declaration after the change in Greece created a relative
freeze, both within and perhaps outside Greece. We said two simple things,
that the source of power which supports the current establishment in Greece
is the same as the one that supported for many years the repression, the cruel
repression of our people: the Americans, NATO and their agents in Greece
(audience shouts traitors to the Goudi — a site for the execution of traitors).
Is that true, Yes or No? It is true (assent from the audience). We said that the
struggle which we started many years ago, to which all of you offered your time
and backing, will continue until the hour of victory for our people. Is that true
or not? (applause).
Many friends and fighters from Greece said to us: will you not let us smile just
for an instant? No! Our duty, if we are to remain the vanguard in the struggle
is not to manufacture smiles; rather it is to analyze as carefully as we can the
structure of power, to foresee the evolution of things, to take a stand, and to
give our presence. And exactly because the people, irrespective of the structure of government and power in today's Greece, believe that the battle must
now take place inside we are going inside to fight the battle with these same
powers (shouts and applause).
The change in Greece was entirely the programmed fabrication of the same
services who concocted the April 21 coup. Today that might• seem strange, but
with time the New York Times will write, I imagine, about the details that I
don't even know myself. But they will write about it sometime. The sale and
partition of Cyprus which the Americans had planned since 1963 were connected with the political change in Greece.
Which change? You will permit me to say a few words before I proceed to our
program and its implementation. The summer of 1973, not long ago, democracy came to Greece, as I recall, with the constitution of 1973, the President of the Democracy (reference to Papadopoulos — Ed Note) and Markezinis
(Papadoupoulos' premier, audience laughter); however, curiously, no one then
said that the battle must now take place inside. Be careful, no one! They released all the prisoners; they even gave a passport to Panagoulis (attempted an
assassination of Papadopoulos in 1968) and the press had relative freedom.
But, whoever tried to approach Markezinis and Papadopoulos were characterized by the people, and certainly by us, as accountable. Then as a result of the
great popular revolt, with the youth of our country as the vanguard at the
Polytechnic on November 1973, the democracy of Papadopoulos and Markezinis collapsed (applause).
It is strange, and we must note it, that the Caramanlis government today has
given fewer, not more, freedoms than what the Markenzinis government had
given. That is true. Moreover, the establishment toward which Caramanlis and
his government are proceeding is more indefinite than that of Markezinis who
10

had (told the people) that they could vote but that they could not control
foreign policy, national defense, public order, and the central intelligence services. That he can simply play the parliamentary game but does not have the right
and the potential to touch power. Even then, when the restriction of the people
was so clearcut and general, Markezinis had solutions which were despised and
laughed at — when Papadopoulos was still president of the Democracy. When
opportunity was given us to speak openly, the youth — the students — gave
such a heroic battle that the first experiment in democracy collapsed and dissolved. And the second came to contain much confusion and was accepted by
a large segment of the Greek political world. And the second experiment came
at a time of national crisis and it was regarded as a first positive step toward
democracy.
The (blueprint) had been prepared for many years now, since 1967 and afterward — the myth and the solution of Caramanlis. But I would like to remind
you that the myth, which was repeatedly offered to us, is one thing and the
reality is something else. The myth was that Caramanlis with the support of
the Americans and with forces of his own within the Army would overthrow
the junta and would open the road for a democracy of the 1961 type (Caramanlis was premier at that time and the Armed Forces had a lot of control
over the elections). That was the myth; but the reality differs from the myth.
Caramanlis was invited to return to Greece by Gizikis and the junta. This is a
harsh and crude reality. This is not the judgment of Andreas Papandreou nor
the position of PAK; it is a fact; that's how it happened. Caramanlis returned
to form a government, that would constitute the political expression of exactly
the same powers which had oppressed the land for more than seven years, and
promised democracy upon the resolution of the national problem (reference to
the Cyprus crisis) and the restoration of the 1952 Constitution with some revisions. How long the indefinite status will continue and what government
mechanisms will be in operation, all these answers remain unknown. But perhaps the most basic, the key to everything, is that those people who tortured the
fighters for democracy, who repressed our people all those years, still remain at
their posts, untouched — with the exception only of the notorious loannides
who has been placed in retirement for only six months.
Is there a Greek today who doubts the character of power in the fatherland?
No one. They all know about it. Despite that, the people with their curiously
mature criterion and intuition believe, and justly so — because I really have great
confidence in the common Greek of the village and the cities since the more
plain he is the more correct he sees things — that somehow, something has
changed which permits the continuation of the struggle within Greece. What,
therefore, is that? It is interwoven, doubtlessly, with the fact that the military
dictatorship, the blatant military dictatorship, failed in Greece as a tool for the
repression and the domination of the Greek people. It failed not only because
the Greek people, and this is an honor to them, stood at the ramparts — each in
his own individual manner; not all were activists or participated in the resistance
and liberation organizations. However, the No. (0111) is always in their heart
11

and each one expressed it in his own manner from his own vantage point.
This OHI set the foundations in Greece for a decisive and massive popular
movement which forced the oppressors of our country to take note of it. The
foreign powers and the United States knew about it and they saw that it would
attain mass proportions, being reinforced by the economic disaster of the land,
a disaster which depends, not coincidentally, on the course that the junta pursued for seven years. Its politics constituted a continuation of the politics introduced by ERE (the conservative National Radical Union party of Caramanlis)
and the current premier of Greece in the decade of the 50's, a politics which
led to the colonization and the sale of our country to big foreign monopoly
interests — both American and European.
When a Greek worker must go to Germany, Sweden, Belgium, Australia, Canada, and the U. S. in order to earn his bread, when the biggest portion of the
Greek students and the labor force of Greece, that is to say, of the Greek
worker by fate find themselves abroad today, what kind of economic and social
development can bloom in their fatherland? With the desertion of the village
and the shrinking of the countryside, is it possible for Greece to survive as an
economic entity? The answer is no! And because on the top of the political
repression was added an economic disaster, the basic ruination of the fatherland's economy, it became clear that the military powers could not endure a
confrontation with the popular forces that were assuming gigantic proportions
in our fatherland. A relaxation and a change of some form were, therefore,
necessary.
The change was connected with the Cyprus affair. From 1963, the Americans
have tried, by every means, to bring about partition and the placement of Cyprus within the NATO framework for the purpose of converting it into a huge
naval and air base that would permit them to promote their strategic and economic interests in the Eastern Mediterranean and the Middle East. Someone who
is no longer with us, George Papandreou — I will name him — gave the big NO
to Johnson (applause). And I might add something else: He gave the big NO
and, at the same time, was able to prevent the Turkish intervention. And thus
during our administration (1964-1965), despite the attempt by the U. S. to
partition Cyprus and to compel the Greek government, as well as the Turkish,
to accept it, we were able to save the big island and our territorial integrity.
And it became necessary to come to a military government of pseudo-nationalists in order to surrender Cyprus to the Turks and NATO and to initiate the dissolution of our fatherland (shouts and applause).
They tell us, and they are right, that we should not make a frontal attack against
the Armed Forces of the country. Yes, but we have not only the right but the
duty to denounce the, until today, greatest betrayal of the nation, which was
staffed by the military junta of Ioannides; and it is impossible for a free,
healthy, and genuine political life to exist in Greece unless those who are
guilty of the betrayal receive the harshest sanctions (applause and shouts to
the Gouda
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The Cyprus, coup led not only to the overthrow of Makarios but also provoked
the invasion by the Turkish forces. And, unfortunately, it is impossible to believe that it was executed without the (junta's) knowledge. What common Greek
believes that after a coup which makes Sampson the President of the Cyprus
Democracy it is possible that the Turkish government would not intervene.
There is no Greek who believes that it was accidental and that it was not deliberate. And if it was accidental, the foolishness is such as to be tantamount
to a national betrayal, because whoever controls the fate of a nation has no
right to be so foolish. All the military knew, as I know from my limited service
as a member of the government, that the Greek military forces could hold Cyprus only for 72 hours because we are not in a position from Greece to provide
Cyprus with air cover; the distance is such that airplanes originating in Greece
could provide cover for a Cypriot war only for two minutes. Consequently,
with what right do you provoke a Turkish intervention in Cyprus when it is
impossible after 72 hours to protect the Cypriot people? That is the huge responsibility of the loannides' junta and of the Armed Forces leadership. And it
is necessary, if the Armed Forces are to stand by the people, not only to punish
those who oppressed our people in the service of foreign interests for seven and
one-half years but also to mete out more severe sanctions against those who led
us to the present national tragedy — to the deaths and the massacre, one would
say, of so many Greek Cypriots.
It was very smart for somebody from Washington to coordinate the national
tragedy of Cyprus, leading loannides and his junta toward that national suicide,
and concurrently giving Greece a "democratic" change. The opposite could
occur. A change that would allow the military machinery that the foreign powers and, especially the Americans, have until now exploited for the oppression
of the Greek people to remain untouched, in order to conceal the betrayal of
the Army leadership in Cyprus. Certainly, the government of Caramanlis inherited the Cyprus catastrophe; it did not contrive it. It can dissociate itself
from the responsibilities of the past only if it leads the guilty to the military
courts; only then can it dissociate itself from those responsibilities. The handling
of the Cyprus issue in Geneva by the Caramanlis government will be judged by
the people when the time comes and when the details become known.
But one thing is clear. Not only did America lead us to the slaughter, but the
so-called allies of NATO also abandoned us. And finally, the time has come,
not only for the Greek people who know it but also for the Armed Forces, to
realize the meaning of the alliance. For Greece, the alliance has not only not
secured its territorial integrity and the freedom of its people but, on the contrary, has led to a trampling of human rights, the eradication of democracy, and
to the undermining of the territorial integrity of our country (shouts and applause).
It is necessary that all those who, today, are negotiating in Geneva from a posi13

tion of weakness must know that it is impossible to negotiate under such conditions. Only when NATO believes that Greece is determined to make sacrifices,
only then will there be a solution of the Cyprus crisis which will not dishonor our
country and trample absolutely on the rights of our people. But it is difficult
for the governments and the establishments which are under the total control
of the Kissingers and the State Departments to stand up, take a step, and attain
some credibility in the negotiations. It is exactly for that reason that Cyprus and
the territorial integrity of our fatherland are endangered today at the negotiating
tables.
But one might say that if conditions are as you describe, then why the return
to Greece? Why take the struggle inside Greece? But as I said earlier, and as
true as those things that I said are, it is now the command of our people to
take the struggle inside Greece. And if the active vanguard does not harmonize
itself not only with the causes of the Greek people but with their demand that
the struggle now take place inside, then not only does it cease being a vanguard
but it is also responsible for the weakening of the struggle. That's why the hour
has really come to carry on the struggle inside Greece.
With the transfer of the struggle inside Greece, we do not intend to retreat from
the principal positions which express the wishes and the vision of our people.
The struggle remains a struggle, without conditions, for our national independence; in order for Greece to be, in fact, absolutely free from external control
and so that Greece will belong solely to the Greeks. It is a struggle for the
unrestricted sovereignty of our people — not for a pseudo-democracy but for a
full democracy. Not for the establishments and the backstage governments of
Athens but for a democracy which expresses wholly the will of every Greek in
every household on Greek land. And for that, it is necessary that what we
construct inside Greece, the legal and political organization, must not only express the interests of the people, as we interpret them, but it should also be an
organization which shall be controlled by the people so that the people can be
certain it is their own organization and will fight for them irrespective of its
leadership (applause).
We shall call upon all the forces which identify themselves with our oppressed
people, the worker, the farmer, the artisan, the small businessman, the lower
middle classes, the salaried worker, and the student — all those who are not
privileged — we shall call them all to enlist in such a movement. The broader
and the bigger the movement, the bigger the coalition that can be accommodated by our platform and the more certain will be the victory for our people.
We have no 'illusions. The struggle is not easy. The tanks exist; the Generals
exist; and ESA (the Greek Military Police) exists. But today they promulgate
the return to Democracy. Well, then fine; we can start, without any misunderstandings, the organization for the political confrontation. And the responsibility, if that confrontation surpasses the limits and is transformed into a voilent
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confrontation, will not fall upon our shoulders but upon theirs — if perchance
they decide to subvert once again the march of our people toward the assumption of power (applause):
There exists the feeling m Greece, and I respect it, that we must not provoke
things. The feeling is general. A step was taken. Some change was made.
There exists, they say, and they are basically right, a very fragile situation; and
from the first instant that we move toward a confrontation we shall bring about
an overthrow and the return of the tanks — something that today the people
would condemn as a provocation. We have no intention to provoke the descent
of the tanks, but we also have no intention of abandoning any of the basic
causes and demands of our people for their unrestricted sovereignty and our national independence (applause). The responsibility will not fall on us; it will
fall once again on the generals, the colonels, and the tanks. I hope that the
Armed Forces, after the adventure on which they led the country for seven and
one-half years and the national tragedy of Cyprus, that they will have finally
understood that their task is not the oppression of the Greek people but, instead, their protection against foreign and domestic impositions (applause and
shouts of The People are Sovereign). "The People are Sovereign" and the
"Army by the Side of The People" are the slogans which shall persist (applause).
Finally, I would like to make an appeal to those of you who might remain
abroad. You will not always be a few. Some of you will come to Greece and
others will come out of Greece. It is imperative that, not for an instant, must
you stop your work abroad. A sizable portion of the Greeks lives abroad. It is
courageous; it has met with difficulties, and it has crossed oceans to earn its
bread. We must not for an instant abandon this major force for our country
and let it be a prey for the propaganda of the junta or whatever Greek establishment. We must work for its enlistment, its politicization and its assistance in a
struggle which is Greek, wherever a Greek is found (applause). And this hour I,
too, leave. I call upon all of you who stay to remain at the ramparts with the
assurance that your contribution every day and every night is indispensable to
a struggle that is common; so that someday, together, we can say: The East has
come; the Resurrection has come; and we are building the foundations for a
Greece that belongs to the Greeks (shouts and standing ovation).
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AN INTERVIEW WITH JAMES PETRAS ON THE CHANGE OF
GOVERNMENT IN GREECE*
Q.

First, I would like for you to give your opinion as to why the Greek junta
turned power over to the "politicians"?

A. Because I think the situation in Greece was one in which you had a very
important division among military officers in which one faction, the Ioannides faction, was directly tied to a disastrous military political adventure
which resulted in seriously weakening the national security of the country
as well as endangering a substantial sector of the Greek population in
Cyprus. I think these larger national issues found a response among certain
sectors of the military. Second, I think, Ioannides' adventure endangered
the institution of the military, that is to say, put it in a position in which
it was forced to confront the Turkish military at a time when it was barely
prepared. And, therefore, was in a position to suffer very serious defeat.
The third reason that the military division took place essentially has to do
with the recognition that the military was extremely isolated inside the
country, and that this isolation weakened its capacity to engage in any
kind of military activity externally. The Greek Army was terribly weak;
it was only an army which could serve to repress the country internally;
it was incapable of engaging in external wars because it had no popular
support; and there is no way you can carry on a modern war with a 90%
hostile population at your back,
Q

Do you think the turn-over of power in Greece was spontaneous or was it
NATO instigated?

A. The divisions that emerged were primarily the result of internal factors,
though I think that the defeat, the fall of the Sampson government were
probably supported by European powers who may have some influence
among segments of the higher Greek military hierarchy. However, the
Americans stood by Sampson; they were ready to recognize his coup and
they were unquestionable supporters of Ioannides right to the bitter end.
Q. Do you have any comments about the range of appointments by the Caramantis government with respect to their political affiliations and backgrounds?
A.

I would say most of them are conservatives, with a sprinkling of liberals,
and a symbolic representation of social democrats. There is no marxist or
radical leftist in the government, though the communist party at this time
is supporting the cabinet from the outside.

Q. This question is related to the one before. What is your evaluation of the
*The following impromptu interview of Jim Petras was conducted by the Coordinating Editor on August 28, 1974 at the American Sociological Association Convention in Montreal.
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position of the various left-wing groups with regard to the Caramanlis government of national unity?
A.

I think the position of the social democrats is to participate in the cabinet.

They have never been very consequential as far as implementing the social
and economic programs that they proclaim. Essentially there is no real
mass social democratic party in Greece; you have social democratic personalities who have some influence among small groups in Greece. The major
political parties of the left, the communist parties, and the major political
personality of the left — Papandreou — have, I think somewhat divergent
positions. The two communist parties are supporting the Caramanlis
government on the basis that the immediate issue is the issue of national
unity against external pressures and against the Turkish aggression. They
also, I think, are favorably disposed because of the government's critical
position to NATO and the American bases. The Papandreou position, it
seems to me, is an evolving position which is tentatively in opposition,
tempered by the tenuous situation of Caramanlis vis-a-vis the military and
the unpredictable and explosive situation in Cyprus. I don't think you can
say that Papandreou is completely in opposition in the sense of an open
warfare; on the other hand, I think, he is definitely building a movement
independent of the government. I don't have an exact term to describe
this approach; it's not correct to describe it as a constructive opposition
because I don't see him relating in any way to the social and economic
policies that will evolve out of the Caramanlis government which are very
conservative, pro-big business and largely reflect the interests of the merchants, bankers, etc., in Greece. On the other hand he recognizes that a
major confrontation with the government at this time would play into the
hands of the right-wing. Therefore, the left today needs time and political
space to mobilize and reorganize this tremendous radicalization of the
Greek population. The Greek working class, the lower middle class, and
even sectors of small businessmen and professionals have moved against
U. S. imperialism, and against the traditional clientele relationship with the
West; and, in this situation, I think, time is obviously in favor of the left.
Q. You made a reference to the social democrats. Do you see them as separate from Andreas Papandreou and do you have any concrete persons in
mind?
A. I am thinking of the Center Union party, essentially, which itself is very
fragmented. It's very amorphous, and I don't know if you can describe it

as a party. It has a substantial electoral base but it is made up of "independent" personalities and dominated by political factions. I call it social
democrat in a very general sense that it proposes some welfare measures
and income redistribution; and it does have a very powerful lower middle
class social base and perhaps even some working class support, at least
historically. With the left departing with Papandreou, it can be defined
essentially today as a center party. You have, today, a center-right govern17

ment with support from sections of the left — outside the government.
Q. Caramanlis publicly said there were two conditions for his return to power
in Greece: one that the army withdraw to the barracks and he would have
total control over the military; and two, that the politicians would support
him in his government of national unity. Up to now, have these two conditions been met? And do you think there are some covert conditions that
were not stated by Caramanlis?
A. Well, I don't know if you would call them conditions; I think there is an
understanding. The military understands that Caramanlis is a conservative
on social and economic policies. I don't think they had to apply any cov'ert
pressures. On the other hand, I think, it is clear that Caramanlis has gotten
rid of those sectors of the military hierarchy who would be an immediate
and direct threat (coup-makers) and has replaced them with individuals
who are more loyal to him personally and who also share his social, economic, and political views. So there have been some changes already.
He's smart enough of a politician not to count on promises by individuals
who have made a coup before. On the other hand, he is not about to dismantle the military apparatus. So what he's done is manipulate the military apparatus in such a way as to create personal loyalties among the
new general staff.

Now among the politicians, I think again, the understandings are based
also on practical facts. He has provided them with offices, positions of
influence and prestige. He has provided openings for a variety of political
parties, etc. And unfortunately, as you know, a good deal of the opposition, and activity of the politicians, was based on their desire for office;
and I think in part, at least initially, it has satisfied most of them; and
they are not likely to go into opposition. I think if the Turkish aggression continues, it is going to put enormous pressures for more decisive
action in which case divisions could appear that undermine these loyalties
based on the obtaining of political position.
Q. Some people say that this is the first time that a right-wing junta has relinquished power on its "own accord." How does this compare with Portugal? Do you think the change would have occurred without the Cyprus
debacle?

A. I think we have to make a distinction; there was not a homogeneous military despite what outside observers said. There were various factions as
we now know in retrospect. And what you had was a shift from one sector
of the military to another which apparently was more responsive to
national pressures and which apparently recognized the political weakness
of the government and the threat to national security. Now again the
right-wing in general vis-a-vis opposition to socialism, communism, or any
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kind of significant social legislation, was in agreement, but on other issues
there were divisions — on political issues, on military issues; and, therefore, when we look upon this change it's not exactly a novel event. You
have cases of intra-military struggles, especially after a defeat in a military
encounter where the general staff and leadership is de-prestigized; once
they lose prestige, they have lost their rationale or justification for ruling
as defenders of the national patrimony and so on. They have lost their
authority and, in this circumstance, it is not unusual for younger officers
or even some sectors of the officer corps to gain ascendancy and to impose their will.
As far as the Portuguese events, I think, there we had a much clearer development of a political and social movement among the military officers,
though there was some disgruntlement within the military on purely institutional issues. It's very clear that the Captain's Movement in Portugal
had very close ties with the left, and the movement which overthrew
Caetano was a movement which in effect was interested in re-orienting
the foreign policy as well as the internal direction of the country in a very
different fashion.
Now, how and what will happen in Greece depends, I think, on a number
of factors. One, what happens in Cyprus; two, the degree of Turkish aggression. I think it's very clear that some observers in the U. S. are worried that the more Turkey increases the pressure, the more the government
depends on popular mobilization, the more radical the situation is going
to be. The more, in other words, the people are being called upon to defend their homes, their country from Turkish aggression and the more
you depend on the people, the more influence the people will have on the
social and economic goals of the struggle. It seems to me, that is what we
have seen thus far.
On the other hand, the unfortunate events that have taken place have had
the opposite effect in Turkey — a liberal populist president who begins as
a social democrat calling for a welfare state ends up in a military adventure and becomes captive now of the most extreme right-wing expansionist
military force in Turkish society, wrapping himself up in the flag and forgetting about the fact of internal change. On the basis of figures which
have been published the war has already cost Turkey $400 million. And
this, of course, will mean that virtually no new programs will be instituted
for the next year or two. In other words, the events in Cyprus had an
opposite impact in each country. In Greece, they have led to the emergence of a progressive and radicalizing population more and more aware
of the negative influences of their dependency on the United States and
the manipulation by the State Department and the CIA; and in Turkey, it
has led to a greater subservience to the United States and a greater integration into the North Atlantic Treaty Organization.
19
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Q. Now, is the manner of succession to power by Caramanlis conducive to
the development of a genuine democracy in Greece? Are there any precedents?
A. I think the obvious danger is the military that allowed him to come in can
also determine his ouster. However, I think, it's not an open and shut
case. Once a civilian government has been established, once democratic
rights have been instituted, once popular organizations begin to exist, this
reality takes on a life of its own: and the greater the strength of the popular movement, the more likely it will develop ties with progressive sectors
of the military — lower echelon officers, enlisted men, etc. The greater
those ties, the less likely you will have a return to military rule. I don't
think we can take a very mechanical view and say that because the military
made the initial step that all the options are foreclosed for the future. I
think the situation in Greece today is the most positive in the last 30
years. You have a discredited right-wing military and a discredited U. S.
imperialism. You have a general understanding by many people, not only
workers but many middle class people, of the negative influence of being
subordinate to the United States and of the enormous costs that are
borne eventually by the people from this kind of clientele relationship.
In that sense, I think there is a tremendous opportunity for the progressive forces in Greece today. We can even see that in Canada and the
United States. Greek people who for years were led by the nose, by people like Tom Pappas and the Greek millionaire elite, into the very
despicable role of supporters of every U. S. policy — takeover of land and
the creation of all sorts of dependent ties. Today I think that the Greek
population in this country has set these aside, has taken the path of open
opposition to American policy, and has clearly recognized the sinister role
of Kissinger and the U. S. State Department in using Greece for its own
larger military and economic and political interests.
Q. We shall come back to some of these questions later. For now, what do
you think about the manner in which the Caramanlis government has
been handling the issues of amnesty and retribution against the collaborators of the junta?
A. Obviously, his position is unacceptable to the great majority of the people
who suffered under the junta. There was extensive torture, violation of
human rights, and violation of laws by the junta-generals. Individuals responsible for these crimes — there are a wealth of witnesses and evidence
against this lawless behavior — should be punished. Now the reason why
they are not being punished is because it is very difficult to draw a line
between those officers who were the torturers and those people who collaborated with the officers who are now working with Caramanlis. That's
one point. Another point is that it makes it very difficult for a government
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like Caramanlis, which is not going to restructure radically the military
but manipulate it to develop personal loyalties, to begin trials against some
officers and not against others. In other words, he needs and wants the
military as a support against the left. And his self-assumed position is to
be the mediator of the balance, playing off the left against the military.
And in no case will there be a thorough purge, although the possibility is
not excluded — if there develops a mass movement in Greece and enormous political and social pressures — that some individuals will be brought
to trial within I suspect, the jurisdiction of the military itself. So that in
no sense would it have larger political and social repercussions. Ioannides
could be brought before a military tribunal and tried. That's something
we'll have to wait and see.
Q. As soon as the Cyprus issue subsides, the question of a monarchy and a
constitution for Greece will arise. From your knowledge of current social
conditions in Greece, do you think the issue of the monarchy should be
decided by a referendum, by a constitutional assembly, or by some other
manner?
A. I think a referendum will lead to a clear repudiation of the monarchy. I
think it would be a good precedent, especially a referendum in which the
left is given an opportunity to mobilize forces, not the kind of referendum
that the British organized — the frauds, the coercion, the repression, in
which the monarchy obviously had peasants with bayonets to their backs
go in to vote or where there is a hysteria against communism or any
progressive movement. I think in a free, clean and open referendum it
will be a tremendous basis for the left not only to raise the question of
the republic but a whole series of other issues related to popular needs.
The New York Times had a very succinct comment by a Greek in Athens
whom they interviewed. When asked what he thought of the monarchy,
he answered "who needs it."
Q. Some have said that the popular referendum would be more vulnerable to
the paracratic and paramilitary influence than would be the constituent
assembly. What do you have to say about that?
A. Obviously if the police apparatus that existed in Greece during the late
40's, 50's, 60's, and 70's continues, and this police apparatus continues
as an effective instrument of political control, you won't have a real referendum; you will have the kind of election you have in South Viet Nam
where people are marched in and are handed a ballot to throw in the box.
In those circumstances, the referendum is not really a referendum; it's a
kind of pledging allegiance to a particular regime. In those contexts, obviously, one would look to another political arena to make the decision
and, in that sense, perhaps some kind of constituent body would be more
suitable; but again, how would that constituent body be elected. And
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you get back to the basic question whether in fact the police apparatus in
Greece, which existed under the previous Caramanlis regime, will be dismantled and the left, as well as the right, will have an opportunity to compete with their ideas.
Q. From your knowledge and experience of events in Chile what do you think

the Greek left should do to avert a similar disaster?
A. Now this is a very difficult question. While we have seen a very positive
development in terms of popular sentiment and obviously growing awareness of the social and political realities of Greece, we must also, I think,
recognize the continuing constraint — the existence of a military apparatus
which was born and nurtured by American imperialism and continues to
be militarily supplied and trained, and a police force which worked hand
in glove with the CIA whose general staff is largely intact. Therefore
while some political space has been achieved in Greece this is not an open
arena. This is a situation in which the opportunities exist, but I think the
constraints are still overwhelming. My sense is that the strategy adopted
by Papandreou, at this time, or what is seems to be — of grass roots organizing and building a popular organization, is a very important first
step. I believe, at this time, it is very important to avoid a militant confrontation that could lead to a military takeover. I think there is obvious
sentiment for a popular mobilization — large scale popular mobilization.
The question is, what will be the consequences of it at this time and at
this particular juncture? If there are other national disasters, independently of the politicians and the parties of the left, the masses will go to the
streets in which case leaders of the left will have no other choice but to
head up these mass movements. This is in the context of a national
crisis again, if for example, Turkey should decide to invade the islands off
the coast of Asia Minor. Now, in those contexts, I think that this will open
up a new ball game and prudence will not be the watchword; audacity will
be the watch word. But at this moment, it seems to me the conditions
ask for a prudent mobilization from the left.
Q. Now some questions about the alliance. What do you think about Caramanlis' "military" withdrawal? from NATO? And a secondary question
is will it proceed to a political withdrawl from NATO and the expulsion
of the U. S. bases?

A. I think we have to recognize that Caramanlis' decision is based not on any
philosophy of his, because he has been a 100% pro-American all his life —
servile might be a better word; but coming back to Greece in the context of the American siding with the Turkish aggression, it seems to me
that he had no choice but to adopt the position of withdrawal from
NATO, I think this wasn't a result of any long-term political commitments
on his part obviously. On the other hand, I think the social and political
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forces which forced Caramanlis to withdraw from NATO exist today.
And the pressures have built up tremendously for the expulsion of U. S.
bases. Now, the U. S. bases in Greece, contrary to a lot of writing, are
not there to defend the West against the Soviet Union; those bases were
set up during and after the Civil War to control the political and social development of the left in Greece. The Caramanlis call for the dismantlement
of the American bases will only occur if the left is strong enough to force
the issue. In that case, I think it is very clear that he will be creating more
propitious conditions for continuing change in Greece. That, in a sense,
raises a further question. Does Caramanlis want more radical-structural
changes in Greece. My sense is that he doesn't. In that case, I think, he
is going to resist to the last the expulsion of American bases. I think we
have to keep in mind that the expulsion of the U. S. does not directly
follow from the withdrawal from NATO; one does not directly follow
from the other. We have to keep in mind that the first was the result of
popular pressure and the second will only occur from that. The initiative
will not come from Caramanlis or from his advisers.
Q. You have already alluded to some of the consequences or repercussions of
the Cyprus conflict upon the domestic Turkish and Greek re-alignments
with respect to the alliance. Do you foresee other consequences with respect to the status of the NATO alliance in Europe? And furthermore,
do you think this will have an impact upon the Warsaw affiance?
A. I think the NATO alliance was put forth immediately after World War Two
with the rising social movements and the capacity of the United States to
organize military and political forces in these countries to follow U. S.
leadership. I think with the growing competition to the U. S. in Europe,
Italy, Germany, France, I think you're seeing economic divisions followed
by military and political rivalries; and, I think, NATO and the organization
of unified military forces is today in very serious trouble. The future of
NATO does not depend on Greece. With detente, the European left and
even the social democrats no longer can see the reason or cannot convince their followers to maintain this military posture when in fact there
is a rapprochement with the supposed enemies. For reasons of competition and for reasons of the detente, NATO is confronting a number of
serious problems independently of Greece. The emergence of popular
and progressive movements such as in Portugal, such as in Greece, and
possibly what can emerge in France or Italy could create more difficulties for NATO. In that case NATO which has been understood historically as an essentially American instrument has, I think, been seriously weakened. What I think might happen is the development of sub-imperialist
poles around the world: Turkey, Iran, Brazil, Indonesia, perhaps South
Africa, which will serve as jumping-off spots. And rather than regional
organizations you'll have the emergence of these sub-imperialist poles
which like Brazil in Latin America will be aligned with the U. S. and will
attempt to act for it in this new configuration:
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Q. What about the impact on the Warsaw Pact configuration?

A. There are different problems there in some ways; in some ways they're
similar. The detente, I think, has also loosened up some of the ties;
though the Russians are trying to cement them through their political contacts. Romania has acted fairly independent, as has Yugoslavia for many
years; it seems to me that with the changing levels of consumption and increasing productivity, there has been also a movement toward growing
diversification of trade, trade patterns, and it is likely that these tradepatterns may in fact alter the degree of political dependence. These are
large secular trends; I don't think there is much evidence to show a disintegration of the Warsaw Pact in the short-run, but I think in the medium
run, in the long run, we are going to see a greater diversification in Eastern
Europe also.
Q. Some people say that the Cyprus conflict was Kissinger's first major
foreign policy fiasco. Do you agree with that? And if so, how do you account for it?
A. No, I think Kissinger has done a tremendous job of self-promotion. If you
look at each of the areas in which he has been involved, you will see that
the success is more of a surface phenomenon. In Vietnam, the war continues; tens of thousands of Vietnamese are killed; the U. S. continues its
military and economic support of the South Vietnamese dictatorship, so
that, in fact, the war continues despite the notion that circulates that Kissinger achieved peace. Secondly, if we look at the Middle East, what he
has in fact done is arrange a temporary cessation of hostilities, but all the
social, economic, and political problems that produced the conflicts are
latent and could at any moment become operative. Thirdly, if we look at
the change in China, you have a great deal of diplomatic and political
rhetoric circulating about close relations, but trade with China has not increased substantially and what trade has occurred has overwhelmingly been
one way — China buying from the United States; the U. S. has not reciprocated. And this, of course, China will not tolerate. China is not
going to develop any huge trade-deficit with the United States; so the
long-term trade developments with China are questionable. My sense is
that whatever success Kissinger has had has been more than offset by the
failures. And, I think, in the future we are going to see more failures because Kissinger is an absolute ignoramus, as George Ball and others have
pointed out, when he deals with international financial matters which are
really the crunch of the modern capitalist world. In this area, this personal,
lapelle pulling politics of Kissinger is really of no use. The international
monetary system is very shaky, economic competition is growing, the
scarcity of resources is obvious and all of these problems cannot be solved
by a jet-setting diplomat. And it seems to me, in this area, the unanimous
consensus of the experts is that Kissinger hasn't even begun to approach

the problems let alone lay out any guidelines or solutions.
Q. One question on which you have already touched upon has to do with the
Greek-Americans' behavior with regard to the Cyprus conflict. What is
your assessment of the recent upsurge of Greek American demonstrations in North America? Were these demonstrators (and their leadership) in the anti-junta movement? Do you see any coalition between antijunta forces and the recent demonstrators?
A. I think those of us who grew up in the 40's, 50's, and 60's and watched
the way the Greek-American community was dominated by reactionary
forces, the way Greek Americans were recruited by the CIA to go to Greece
and do the dirty work for the U. S., the degree to which the media in the
U. S. spread propaganda about the communist atrocities and brainwashed
a whole generation of Greek Americans and played up to the supposed virtues of American hegemony in Greece are delighted by the turn of events.
There are a whole series of myths that have suddenly been shattered.
When communists resist Turkish aggression, when the U. S. openly supports the Turkish military forces displacing 200,000 Greek Cypriots, raping 100's of Greek women — these practical experiences, much more than
the lectures of intellectuals, had a much more significant impact in reorienting Greeks in the U. S. For the first time, you have Greek Americans recognizing that the relationship between Greece and the United
States was an unequal one which largely benefited the United States at
the expense of the Greek people. I leave aside the benefits to Tom Pappas, Onassis, and those parasitic-Greeks whose only relationship to Greece
is an exploitative one. This recognition is not a clear one in every case;
there is a great deal of chauvinism, of exaggerated nationalism, a sense of
rejection of anything that is not Greek, as if the Greeks had a monopoly
on virtue. We know that has always been an underlying theme, but my
sense is that this is not what is new and what is promising. What is new
and promising is this critical position, this detachment from the U. S.,
the rejection of overcompensation, overassimilation and the attempt to
adapt by wrapping themselves up in the flag — which I think that Spiro
Agnew personified but nevertheless reflected a good part of what the
Greek American community felt. They thought if they ate feta cheese and
saluted the flag, they were Greek Americans. It seems to me that this
syndrome is crumbling; and that what we can see possibly is a coming
together of left-wing Greek intellectuals who had been alienated from the
Greek community because it was so dominated by right-wing social and
cultural organizations who defined the politics for the Greek community
and prevented the insertion of critical politics; so it won't be unusual to
see what we saw in Boston: thousands of working class Greeks marching
with left-wing students from the major universities on the basis of slogans
like "NATO out of Greece," "Cyprus for Cypriots" — essentially a progressive democratic politics growing out of the Greek community. I think
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on that basis we can see a coming together of very heterogeneous social
and political forces.
Q. One final question. Some people would say that the Cyprus conflict
might have tested the ideological limits of leftists. To make it more concrete, should not the Greek left have supported the Turkish invasion which
was provoked by the junta's interference in Cyprus affairs, and which
Turkish invasion was aimed at the restoration of Makarios and the protection of Cyprus Independence?
A. I think it is very clear that the Greek left was opposed to the takeover by
Sampson and the military overthrow of Makarios, but I don't know of any
Greek or of any leftist, Greek or not Greek, who can support the military
invasion by the Turks; even bourgeois liberals, democrats, could not support the invasion by the Turks because it was obvious that the military
invasion by Turkey was not to protect the autonomy, least of all to restore Makarios. What the Turkish invasion envisioned, from the beginning,
was the grabbing of the most important economic resources of the island
and, in a sense, was an annexationist invasion. The day-to-day accounts, I
think, reveal this; Ecevit one day says they were protecting the Turks by
seizing a particular point. When the cease fires were violated day-by-day
and the territory annexed by the Turks increased, each day a new justification was sought. Each day there was a new excuse for "liberating" this
village and then that village and another village until all the mines, resort
areas, citrus orchards — that account for 80% of the Cypriot economy —
were in Turkish hands. Then the Turks talked about a cease fire. Then
they talked about negotiations; it's a pure and simple colonialist maneuver.
My sense is that this violates a very essential right, enshrined in the United
Nations Charter and recognized by most countries since World War II —
the right of self-determination. It seems to me the right of self-determination indicates that what we should have in Cyprus is the withdrawal of
Turkish troops and the election of a democratic government which will
obviously be Greek (the majority of 80%), and which should guarantee the
cultural, social, and political autonomy of the Turkish communities. It
seems to me that to raise the issue that the Greeks did not always respect
Turkish rights, which I think was true in Cyprus, to use this as a justification for evicting 200,000 people from their homes, leaving aside the thousands who have been butchered and raped, this seems to me an exorbitant
price to pay and a greater injustice done.
Unfortunately, I don't think the issue is going to be settled at the negotiating table. I think the right-wing in Turkey is very strong, I think the military is a very influential political power, and I think the only way that
pressure will be put on Turkey to come to its senses will be through the
development of an armed struggle. And this, of course, is going to lead
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to continuation of the war by other means, not conventional warfare. My
sense is that these problems are not as easily resolved as they are created,
and I think the position of some intellectuals to blame both sides and to
look for some utopian solutions, some kind of mythical unity of Turkish
and Greek forces at this time, is not possible. It's not that I am opposed
to it; I favor unity of Turkish workers and Greek workers in a democratic
socialist republic of Cyprus; obviously, this is the goal. But an imperial
army, a colonizing army that is successful, brings with it the support of
the colonizing people; and until the Turkish army suffers defeats, there
is no realistic possibility of gaining support from the Turkish population
who sees itself gaining the fruits, the economic fruits, of the military victory.
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"Self-Explanatory" by Lurie (NEA, 8/17/74).
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POLITICS VERSUS IDEOLOGY: THE GREEK CASE*
by George Anastaplo
(Editor's Note: Although Prof. Anastaplo's talk before a Marxist group was given in January,
the issues he raises are of general relevance even today. In our subsequent issue, we plan to
publish the Marxist group's response to Prof. Anastaplo.)

I.

I suspect there are critical differences between us about how to think of contemporary Greek affairs. But I also suspect there can be some agreement between us
about how the United States should respond to the government in Athens these
days.
Let me begin this evening by making some general remarks about what I think is
a serious difference between us, a difference which goes far beyond our respective opinions about Greek affairs. My own inclination is to try to think about
the issues of the day more politically than economically or ideologically. I believe, for instance, that there is something seriously deficient in the mode of
understanding which one finds in the typical radical analysis of these issues. I
am very dubious, in other words, about the usefulness of ideological or doctrinaire analyses of such problems. They tend to give people the impression that
they understand things when in fact they are merely imposing upon them a predetermined form.
Another problem is that the language this sort of supposed understanding is
usually couched in tends to be more violent or combative than is consistent with
my taste. I put it as merely "taste" for the moment — but I believe it goes much
deeper than that. I mention this violent language (which is evident in the literature your organization has been good enough to supply me) as a serious problem with the ideological approach to political matters. Among the things it
leads to is the lack of generosity toward one's opponents. It does not seem to be
appreciated by dogmatists that honest differences of opinion must be expected
in politics, no matter what one tries to do.
Your particular approach tends to see things in terms of "history" and of
"forces," economically-based forces primarily. It is difficult for me to see that
this is really the way things work. I believe the truth is much harder to come
by than is suggested by reliance on "laws of history."
It makes a difference in considering the issues of the day whether one thinks
that there are laws of history. It makes a difference in the kind of remedies one
advocates, in the kind of approach one takes to those issues in any particular
*This article is an edited version of a talk the author gave in January 1974, in Chicago, Illinois,
to a militant Marxist organization (as part of its program on "the Greek situation").
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situation. To put it a different way, I believe that what I call a doctrinnaire or
ideological approach does not pay due respect to the role of chance in human
affairs. It can lead, in desperation if for no other reason, to ruthlessness. This
seems to me a serious problem, to say nothing of what happens to freedom and
human dignity in the process.
Permit me to put what I have been saying in still another way. I do not believe
one can properly think about these matters in terms of such concepts as "the
masses." "The masses" is a quite modern term which ultimately seems to come
to us from physics. Consider what "the masses" implies. It implies a public
which no longer has a rational component to be addressed. Such a public is not
something to be reasoned with to some extent but merely something to be
moved — by forces, by propaganda, by slogans. Ideas, as Trotsky put it somewhere, are the small change of objective interests. He evidently did not consider
them something to be thought about on their own terms.
All this points to the underlying problem with the ideological approach I have
been sketching — and that is the problem of what the nature of human understanding is. To what extent can one rise above one's class, to what extent can
one stand outside one's particular interest? I suppose the perennial problem
one has to deal with is the problem of nature — what it is, what human nature
is and what the highest activity which is called for by nature.
-

I would point, as a contribution to the solution of the problem of nature, to the
ancient opinion that the highest human activity is somehow involved in understanding, not in action. But is not sound understanding ultimately dependent
upon the proposition that ideas do matter, that they are not merely the emanations of "objective interests"?
II.

I hope I can now show that what I have said thus far may have something to do
with how one looks at "the Greek situation" today. For one thing, I believe it
very easy to underestimate the role of chance in what has happened in Greece
the past ten years. It is also very easy to underestimate the role of bad judgment on the part of all the men who were in responsible positions during this
period — men who were conservatives, men who were liberals, men who were of
what is called the Left and men who were of what is called the Right.
Indeed, the colonels' coup of April 1967 seems to me something which took
place in large part because of the failure of virtually every major group in
Greece which had had a part to play in the constitutional crisis leading up to
that coup. Conditions had been allowed to deteriorate in such a way as seriously to disturb the stability of the country and to frighten people, thereby.permiffing self-seeking and ruthless Army officers to make the move which they
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had long wanted to make and were always looking for an opportunity to make.
I believe that when one puts one's analysis this way, one is talking about political developments: one is emphasizing individuals who did this rather than that;
one is talking about the role of mistakes and of moral failings. One is not talking
about broad movements in history.
Now, one can think about Greece in terms of broad historical movements. I
assure you that such movements are far more profound than those which one
talks about when the stock radical analyses are relied upon. Indeed, the real
problem in Greece is to decide where to begin in trying to understand that
country and its people. It is plausible to suggest that one should begin in the
Fifteenth Century, with the occupation of Greek-speaking lands by the Turks
for the next four hundred years. The results of that occupation remain with
Greece to this day. This is not an irrelevant consideration and has something
to do with what is known as the Greek temperament. It has something to do
as well with certain contemporary Greek problems.
Indeed, one can go back much further — to show you how unrealistic I can be
about this — one can even say that "the Greek problem" began in the Fifth
Century B.C. when Alcibiades failed to lead Athens to the conquest of Sicily, a
conquest which would have seen Greece assuming the role Rome later took in
the Mediterranean. Have not Greeks "always" suffered from having been denied
the preeminence to which they are "entitled"?
These speculations are, I must say, more interesting in some ways than modem
notions about "the masses" and "laws of history" — and they seem to me to go
deeper into what human endeavors are all about. They bring in not only economic but also political and religious considerations.

If one comes to modem times one has, of course, the Greek Revolution of
1821. That revolution continued for a hundred years, in the sense that there
were, a century later, lands still being added to Greece. In fact, that revolution
can be thought of as continuing down to our time with certain Greek-speaking
lands yet to be added, in the view of some Greeks. That is, things have not
really been settled yet and the problem is when (if ever) they will be settled.
What will cause them to be settled?
Now if one looks at the situation today, one also has to say that it is hard to
know whether or how things have been settled, even on a day-to-day basis. It is
very hard to know what is going on at this very moment in Greece. Who is really
in charge? There have been, I gather from what one can hear outside that country, two principal contenders for control of Greece since the November 25
revolution or coup d'etat or whatever one calls that uprising of six weeks ago.
There is a general who is a more or less straightforward Army man, more conventional, less flamboyant, less ideological (I take it) than the colonels. He is the
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President of the country, and hence at least the nominal leader of Greece today.
Then there is in the background a colonel — in referring to these people as
"colonels," I refer to the rank they had at the time the last legitimate government in Greece gave them a rank. This colonel is evidently not a man to be
trifled with. He is from the reports I have had, which I have reason to believe,
an Army officer who has been very much involved in the torture which Greeks
have been subjected to since 1967. He is something of a tyrant.
Which of these two men will control Greece in the immediate future remains to
be seen. Of course, if anyone here knows, he can do us a service by telling us.
IV.
My own position as to how the United States should conduct itself towards Greece
may be found in a letter of mine which has been recently published in several
newspapers in this country. (An earlier, shorter form of it was published in the
New York Times of December 7, 1973.) I will now read the expanded version
of that letter (which was reprinted in the December 26 issue of the Congressional Record) as the best statement of my current understanding with a view
to immediate action:
"The crisis which has toppled the bloody Papadopoulos dictatorship in
Athens cannot be resolved, or even smothered, by recourse to still another
military strongman, especially one with so much recent experience in torture
of his fellow citizens. This crisis is rooted in the incompetence and arrogance
of colonels who cannot be expected to handle intelligently the complex social
and economic problems of Greece. Such usurpers cannot enlist the necessary
services and good will of the better professionals, politicians and military officers of that country for the great work of reconciliation and austerity which
Greece so desperately needs.
"The shortsighted role played by our government since the colonels first
took over in 1967 has already (and perhaps even permanently) compromised,
in the eyes of the resentful Greek people, our legitimate interests in that country and hence in the Middle East. Among our mistakes of the past six years has
been that of publicly backing the wrong men in Greece. I have found, in my
visits at the State Department and the Pentagon during this period, that our policy-makers have been remarkably unequipped to consider seriously the longrange consequences of the policies they were pursuing.
"We should, before still another dictator becomes consolidated in Athens,
try to redeem somewhat our good name by using our remaining influence in
Greece and NATO to help the Greek people recover control of their own affairs. This can best be done, it seems to me, by vigorously encouraging the
colonels to step aside for Constantine Karamanlis, the man whose prestiRe as a
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former conservative prime minister still recommended him to the Greek people
as the best way to avoid the even bloodier crises which now threaten their country.
"Greece may be the only country in the world today where the genuine
popular alternative to domestic tyranny is so moderate and so experienced a
politician as Mr. Karamanlis. What more can the Greeks or the United States
hope for? Dare we or they risk further deterioration in Greece and in American-Greek relations? Everyone should realize by now that phony constitutions
and fake elections cannot work in Greece today."
V.
Let me make two observations about what I say in this letter. One has to do
with what I have referred to as the "legitimate interests" of the United States in
Greece and in the Mediterranean. I take it that you and I would probably have
some difference of opinion as to what are in fact legitimate American interests
in various parts of the world. I can suggest what may be at the root of this
difference between us by making one simple comment, and that has to do with
the proper role of the United States with respect to such a country as Israel.
That is to say, the position many of your group take toward Israel is, fundamentally, what I would call "ungenerous."
The other observation I have to make about what I say in my December 1973
letter is that the causes of the November troubles in Greece were quite deep.
The colonels are incompetent. They had shown themselves incompetent prior
to the troubles with the students in November. Students were, for the most part,
expressing resentments which were not limited to just the student population
of the country. Indeed, one had begun to hear even from returning GreekAmericans, who had up to a year ago been more or less favorably inclined to
the regime in Athens, complaints about the colonels' regime. One complaint
was that "they have stayed too long." Whatever plausibility there had been in
the colonels restoring a certain kind of order had begun to vanish. In addition,
Greek-Americans returning to this country complained that inflation had become very serious in Greece.
Both of the developments complained about were, I believe, intrinsic to the
Greek situation from the beginning of military rule in April 1967. Anybody
who saw the colonels in 1967 should have realized that they intended to stay
as long as they could and would stay there the rest of their lives if they could
manage that. The inflation of which everyone speaks now is directly related to
the demagogic course the colonels have pursued all along. It was quite evident
from various economists one talked with over the years (conservative economists,
liberal economists, it didn't matter), that the colonels were callously mortgaging
the future in order to have an immediate popular effect — and the future has
already caught up with them.
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VI.
The need today, among friends of the Greek people, is for a common cause
built around the agreement that the crowd now in Athens should not be permitted to stay, that the support given that crowd by the United States is certainly improper, that that support is harmful to both Greeks and Americans,
and that there should be serious efforts to make this clear to those in Washington who may be in a position to do something about it.
But I want to emphasize that the principal consideration here is a prudential
one, the kind of prudence which is invoked in the Declaration of Independence, where prudence is held up as a limiting consideration in deciding upon
revolutions against illegitimate regimes. I do not believe it prudent to think in
terms of revolutionary "mass movements" in Greece — for such an approach
would, in effect, sacrifice Greek lives to our delusions and our theatrical inclinations. We must take care lest we stir up trouble which the Greeks will
have to live with for a very long time.
One reason the colonels have been able to stay in power so long with as little
support as they have had is that most Greeks simply do not want civil war to
break out again. That is, they simply are not going to go back, if they can possibly help it, to what happened to them between 1945 and 1949. We should be
careful not to push them in that direction. All this, I believe, one has to keep
in mind in thinking about* what the Greeks may do and what we should expect
them to do.
One hears arguments pro and con about American intervention in the affairs of
other countries. I am willing to see American intervention in Greece, if by
"intervention" one means making certain things "perfectly clear." We should
make it clear that the United States will not continue to support the government
in Athens; we should make it clear what we consider our legitimate interests and
duties in that part of the world to be; and we should make it clear that we inintend that the Greek people should resume control of their own affairs.
VII.

But we should have no illusion that once the Greek people do resume control
of their own affairs they will do much better than they have done before, or for
that matter, even as well as we do in this troubled country. That is to say, we
should have no illusion that there is a final solution to the problems of any people.
This takes us back to my opening remarks of this evening. I believe the nature
of politics to be such that it is dangerous and reckless and, in some ways, ruthless to proceed in the faith that there is indeed a final solution, and utopian
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state of affairs, which a people will surely reach by resolutely following a particular program. One tries to make things better. One realizes that whatever
one does will almost certainly require further improvement, that there will be
falling back as well as moving forward. This is, I have observed, the nature of
human affairs — and no ideology can permanently change that, however long it
may conceal it from view.

"1974 Iwo Jima in Cyprus" by Skoulas (Apogevmatini, 8/16/74).
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CYPRUS-JULY 1974; OR ACHESON'S FAILURE, KISSINGER'S SUCCESS
Van Coufoudakis

Ten years after Acheson's abortive attempt to terminate Cypriot independence,
the basic objectives of his plan have met with success following the overthrow of
Makarios by the Greek junta and the subsequent invasion and occupation of
Northern Cyprus by the Turkish Army. Despite official denials that the U.S. was
involved in this last sequence of tragic events on Cyprus and the claims of
impartiality toward Greece and Turkey during their confrontation over Cyprus,
it will be shown that the U.S. since 1963 has been actively involved in Cypriot
affairs and that under American auspices we are now faced with a de facto
partition of Cyprus.
Why is the U.S. Interested in Cyprus

Since the collapse of the First Cypriot Republic, American policy makers have
been interested in Cyprus for numerous reasons foremost among which are: (a)
The fact that Cyprus has contributed to the weakening of NATO's S E flank
and has brought two members of the alliance to the verge of war; (b) The Cyprus
problem has undermined American security policies in the Middle East and the
Balkans and has upset the carefully constructed post-Civil War Greek political
system; (c) The ability of the USSR and AKEL (Cypriot Communist Party) to
capitalize on this inter-allied and intercommunal dispute; (d) The necessity for
UNFICYP on Cyprus has created a financial burden on the UN and a propaganda
issue for the Eastern bloc and the Third World states; (e) The fact that Makarios'
domestic political base (which included AKEL) and his diplomatic support (i.e.,
France, the USSR, Third World) offended Washington; and (f) Makarios'
opposition to the presence of NATO bases and the use of Cyprus by the U.S. for
its security policies in the Middle East and the Eastern Mediterranean. Thus, the
U.S. sought to neutralize Makarios' "political action capability," and this
became a primary U.S. objective with the growth of the USSR presence in the
area; the loss of U.S. base rights in the Mediterranean, the rise of Mintoff in
Malta; the continuing Arab-Israeli crisis; the increased concern about protection
of oil supply routes and the prospects of a reopened Suez Canal.
Finally it should be said that over the last decade American national security
bureaucrats attempted to pursue these interests without any consideration for
the interests of the majority of the Cypriot population.
An Outline of U.S. Policies Toward Cyprus

Over the past decade U.S. policies toward Cyprus have moved at two levels. One,
the "practical," involved attempts designed to curb the possibility of conflict
between Greece and Turkey and lessen the level of violence on Cyprus. These
policies were motivated by concern for NATO's cohesion and the fear that the
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USSR and AKEL could benefit from the problem. In the same spirit the U.S.
supported materially the establishment of UNFICYP; publicly supported the
intercommunal negotiations in Cyprus and the efforts of UN mediators on the
island; and pledged support to the island's independence and territorial integrity
under the government of Archbishop Makarios. 1
But it is the other level, the "ideal," that has dominated U.S. foreign policy
toward Cyprus over the last decade. The policies pursued in this category aimed
to resolve the Cyprus dispute along the lines of the previously stated U.S.
interests, and specifically to (a) curb Cypriot independence, and terminate it if
possible; (b) eliminate Makarios' "political action capability" whether by
overthrowing him, threatening him, supporting his rivals, or ultimately
assassinating him; and (c) satisfy Turkish nationalist objectives in Cyprus.
NATO Peacekeeping and Mediation
The U.S. along the lines of its Cold War diplomacy attempted to preempt the

UN role on the Cyprus problem by the introduction of NATO in the dispute.
Thus, in the aftermath of the abortive London Conference of January 15, 1964,
the U.S. along with Britain attempted to expand the British peacekeeping force
through a NATO peacekeeping force and a mediator to seek a settlement within
the alliance framework and objectives.
Despite the heavy pressure exerted on Makarios by George Ball to accept this
plan and the threats of General Lemnitzer the plan was aborted by Cypriot
diplomatic maneuvering, Soviet warnings to NATO against interference on
Cyprus, and Franco-German unwillingness to get involved in this
Anglo-American enterprise that would have to be imposed on the Cypriots.
The Acheson Plan — July-August 1964

The Cypriot ability to influence the policy of the Greek government and
rejection of NATO's peacemaking efforts increased the fears of American policy
makers. By the spring of 1964 official Washington became increasingly
convinced that Makarios was turning Cyprus into a "Mediterranean Cuba." Thus
the task of permanently resolving the Cypriot problem now fell in the hands of
George W. Ball and Dean Acheson. The latter met with representatives of Greece
and Turkey in Geneva in the absence of the Cypriots.
The fundamental premise of the Acheson plan was that continued Cypriot
independence was a threat to U.S. interests. As a result Acheson aimed to
terminate Cypriot sovereignty through enosis of Cyprus to Greece; territorial
compensation by Greece to Turkey; a Turkish military presence on the island, in
bases to be leased to Turkey in perpetuity in NE Cyprus; and the establishment
of autonomous Turkish cantons on Cyprus.
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Thus Acheson expected that the Greek dream of enosis would be fulfilled; that
Turkish security interests could be protected; that Makarios would be removed;
and that AKEL influence would be curbed by Greece, in the same way that
post-war Greek governments had curbed left-wing influence in Greece itself.
Under this plan the sovereignty of Cyprus would be terminated by a unilateral
declaration of enosis by Greece, and through a secret NATO protocol, drawn up
in advance, Greece would request the CIC of NATO to determine on the grounds
of strategic necessity the extent of bases to be ceded to Turkey.
This plan was never implemented in 1964 because of Cypriot opposition and
eventual Greek rejection. Since then American policy makers have never ceased
their efforts to achieve the basic Acheson objectives and have been haunted by
the fact that Makarios capitalized on the changing political balance at the UN
and the power balance in the Eastern Mediterranean to frustrate U.S. policies.
Opposition as Manifested Through the UN
Although the U.S. supported the practical aspects of the UN operation in Cyprus
when discrepancies developed between the objectives of the UN and the "ideal"
policies of the U.S. toward Cyprus, the U.S. openly opposed the organization.
Two clear instances of such opposition will be shown here, both of crucial
importance to the principle of an independent sovereign Cyprus.
I . The Report of the UN Mediator on Cyprus Gala Plaza Lasso:
This report recognized Cyprus as an independent and sovereign state and
stressed that a viable political settlement to the problem must be found
through intercommunal negotiations. Plaza further rejected the idea of
enosis, partition, and of a federal state as impractical on political, economic,
and social reasons and upheld the concept of an independent sovereign state
based on fuller application of majority rule and respect for minority rights.
Once this report was rejected by Turkey, Plaza resigned his position. The
U.S., for obvious reasons, did not oppose his resignation. Nor did the U.S.
exert any serious effort toward the appointment of another full-time UN
mediator or extend any political support to UN representatives on Cyprus
who have since then acted on an ad- hoc capacity only.
2. Opposition to UN General Assembly Resolution 2077 (XX) :
The General Assembly at the request of the Cypriot government debated the
Cyprus issue in December, 1965, and adopted Resolution 2077 (XX) on the
subject. This was part of the broader diplomatic effort by Cyprus to utilize
the United Nations to protect its independence and territorial integrity. The
resolution explicitly upheld these principles and called upon state members
of the UN to act in conformity with the UN Charter, respect Cypriot
independence and territorial integrity and refrain from any acts of
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intervention on the island. Five negative votes were cast against this
resolution. One by Albania for intra-bloc reasons; three by Turkey, Pakistan,
and Iran, all CENTO members•, and one by the United States.
The American vote clearly was a continuation of the policy initiated by
Acheson toward Cyprus and fully satisfied the objectives of Turkey. When
pressed to explain this vote American officials claimed that an affirmative
vote on Resolution 2077 (XX) would have violated the London and Zurich
Agreements. Yet the fact that these agreements may not be in conformity
with the UN Charter was not reflected in the American position.
Using Greece to Subvert Cypriot Independence

Although American policy makers looked at Greece as an obstacle to the
promotion of their objectives in Cyprus, they also understood and thus
capitalized upon the desires and fears of Greece in the Cyprus Question to
promote their policies.
Athens, the "national center" of Hellenism, had been deeply affected by the
Cyprus Question during both its colonial and post-colonial phase. The collapse
of the First Cypriot Republic (November 1963) and its aftermath came at a time
of political transition in Greece and became a major factor in the demise of the
democratic system of the country. Moreover there was substantial political
consensus in Greece in support of the Cypriot revisionist objectives and for
supporting Cyprus against Turkish intervention threats. This did not eliminate
the friction between Athens and Nicosia, especially as the latter, operating as an
independent state, adopted tactics and objectives divergent from those of Athens
and realistically gave up the objective of enosis.
Thus by early 1964 Greece had concluded that (a) she would not risk a war with
Turkey over Cyprus because of Makarios' independent policies; (b) the Cyprus
Question seriously strained Greek ties with NATO and the U.S.; (c) Makarios'
neutralism,' toleration of AKEL, and acceptance of Soviet moral and material
support, raised questions about his ability to remain independent of leftist
influence. As a result while Greece supported the use of the United Nations in
the peacekeeping and peacemaking arena, she also attempted to curb Makarios'
independence by appealing to the enosis feelings of the Cypriots; by dispatching
Grivas, who still commanded much admiration among the Cypriots, to head the
Cypriot National Guard; and by secretly dispatching to Cyprus Greek Army
troops. Although these measures strengthened Cypriot defensive capabilities,
they also introduced a conservative countervailing influence to that of Makarios
on Cyprus.
American officials recognized these trends in the Greek policy towards Cyprus
and since 1963 have attempted to utilize the indirect coincidence of American
and Greek objectives on Cyprus to further promote their policies. In attempting
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to influence Athens, American officials counted on a number of facts: (a) The
dependence of conservative Greek political leaders on U.S. political and fmancial
support, and the U.S. ability to manipulate the Greek political system, a fact
well established since 1946; (b) The conclusions of American analysts that in a
Greco-Turkish war Greece would be the loser, given the numerical inferiority in
manpower and equipment of the Greek Armed Forces; (c) That the
anti-communist feelings of Greece, the U.S. and NATO were best served by
controlling if not also eliminating Makarios; (d) That only through an Acheson
type solution would the nationalist aspirations of Greece and Cyprus ever be
realized.
This indirect coincidence of Greek and American objectives over Cyprus was
temporarily endangered because of internal developments in Greece during
1965. The rise of Andreas Papandreou to the governing Center Union Party
challenged not only the domestic power balance but also the external outlook
and commitments of the country. As we know now the Cyprus Question was an
important cause of the American sponsored and supported ousting of
Papandreou in the summer of 1965. The Americans supported minority
conservative cabinets that succeeded Papandreou through April 21, 1967, and
the military juntas that followed, renewed the pressure against Makarios.
How Greece Undermined Makarios

.

A major source of pressure against Makarios became the secret talks between
Athens and Ankara for a bilateral solution of the Cyprus Question. These talks
began late in 1965 at the urging of the U.S. and the NATO foreign ministers,
after the ousting of Papandreou, and picked up momentum under the junta. The
latter, isolated at home and abroad, desperately sought for prestige reasons a
resolution of the Cyprus problem that for so many years had troubled Greek and
international politics. Turkey in turn, realizing the internal and diplomatic
weaknesses of Greece rejected the Greek offers, which were based on variations
of the Acheson plan, and promoted the double-enosis (partition) solution.
The Greek junta under Papadopoulos carried the pressure even further. The
Greek officered Cypriot National Guard became increasingly staffed by
anti-Makarios recruits; weapons from the CNG arsenals were given to Grivas'
EOKA-B; while the controlled newsmedia in Greece openly supported the
terrorist groups acting against Makarios' government. Following the March,
1970, assassination attempt against Makarios, in which Greek Army officers of
the CNG were implicated, Der Spiegel exposed the dimensions of a Greek secret
plan "Hermes" for the overthrow of Makarios by the CNG and the eventual
partition of Cyprus with Turkey. The plan was authored by Col. loannides who
eventually became the leading member of the last Greek junta. Under his
initiative the plan was implemented last July 15.
As the costs and risks of direct American action against Makarios increased in
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the late 1960's with the growing Soviet presence in the Eastern Mediterranean,
American policy makers encouraged the secret Greco-Turkish dialogue over
Cyprus. A settlement worked out and implemented by Greece and Turkey and
their supporters on the island would have the kind of legitimacy that neither the
NATO nor the Acheson plan for Cyprus ever possessed. This is why in the
summer of 1971 U.S. Department of State analysts had endorsed the idea of
"double-enosis" as long as some Cypriot leader was willing to accept it. 3 The
same officials also acknowledged that Makarios could even accept the solution,
especially if confronted "with something worse as an alternative." These officials
went even a step further by concluding that "Makarios' problem must be left
essentially to Greece..." In this context then Greece and Turkey were given the
"green light" to implement their plans against Makarios, but were cautioned to
act "quickly. decisively and effectively" so as to confront the Soviets with a
de-facto situation and then avoid a Soviet action intended to embarass the U.S.
and its NATO allies.
But even the few moderates in the Department of State who argued in favor of
Cypriot independence did so for the sake of maintaining some sort of stability in
the area. They too, though, argued that (a) Makarios was not indispensable; (b)
that he had to be "cut down to size" and get his "wings clipped" and be made to
realize the strength of his opponents. This they argued would force the Cypriots
to make the necessary accommodations to Turkey for a final solution of the
Cyprus problem. Even though they considered Grivas' EOKA-B and the CNG as
the "joker in the pack" for any future developments in Cyprus. they did not
oppose these activities. These groups contributed to the ultimate objective of
"cutting down to size" Makarios and thus served even these "moderate"
American objectives.
Both major Greek attempts to overthrow Makarios (1970, 1972) had failed
whether because of mere accident or by Makarios' diplomatic maneuvering. 4
loannides' coup brought about the fulfillment of U.S. objectives on Cyprus by
the successful overthrow of Makarios.
The July Coup and the Partition of Cyprus
What Acheson was unable to achieve in 1964 loannides and Kissinger did a
decade later. Ostensibly Makarios' attempt to reassert control over the CNG
became the catalyst for the Greek-led coup and the Turkish invasion of Cyprus.
Whatever the debate about the timing of the Archbishop's move toward Athens,
the fact remains that the coup was a matter of time given loannides'
determination to overthrow Makarios and to resolve the Cyprus problem. There
is no doubt though that Makarios underestimated both the determination of
loannides as well as the intentions of Washington. In the latter case Makarios
looked at the practical level of U.S. policy only, which tolerated both Cypriot
independence and his presidency. Thus, Makarios never expected to be
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overthrown because of the influence the U.S. possessed in Athens and the steps
taken on his behalf by the U.S. after the 1972 ultimatum from Athens had
failed. 5
Moreover Ioannides' rise to power in the second Greek junta gave him the
opportunity to seriously pursue the implementation of plan "Hermes." His
action came within the guidelines communicated in the summer of 1971 from
Washington to Athens through Ambassador Tasca, that "Makarios' problem
must be essentially left to Greece," and fulfilled the American objective of
curbing Makarios' "political action capability." It does not appear that Ioannides
had coordinated his actions against Makarios with Turkey, as Papadopoulos had
done, and he may have counted on the U.S. to stop a potential Turkish invasion
of Cyprus as in 1964 and 1967. This did not happen because of Henry Kissinger.
Once the risk of a broader confrontation between Greece and Turkey had been
controlled by selective pressure on Greece and by encouraging the changes in the
Greek regime, the U.S. turned the Cyprus crisis into an American opportunity.
Ioannides had achieved overnight what the U.S. had failed to do in a decade of
secret diplomacy and destabilization activities on Cyprus. Turkey, for the first
time in a decade, could now "legitimately" land troops on the island, under a
loose interpretation of the Treaty of Guarantee, and this had completely
changed the negotiating balance of power over Cyprus.
By neutralizing Makarios; not interfering with the Turkish invasion of Cyprus;
tolerating the Turkish violations of the UN ceasefire resolutions; and not
opposing the conquest of some 40% of the island by the Turkish Army, the U.S.
was able to inalterably change the situation on Cyprus. Thus after a decade the
U.S. has achieved its objectives on Cyprus: Makarios has been effectively
neutralized; Cypriot independence has nearly been eliminated and Turkish
nationalism satisfied. By their determined effort to achieve these objectives
American national security bureaucrats brought political chaos to Greece;
destroyed the thriving economy of Cyprus; created a new refugee problem in the
Eastern Mediterranean by the dislocation of some 200,000 innocent Cypriots;
failed to gain the friendship of Turkey; have nearly lost U.S. base rights in
Greece that were obtained through the Truman doctrine and the imposition of
Papadopoulos on the Greeks; and, finally violated U.S. laws by assisting Turkey
in her aggressive adventure on the island. But, could one have expected anything
more from the administrations that brought us Viet Nam, the Dominican
Republic, Chile and Watergate?
Notes
1. The late Ambassador Davies days before the coup against Makarios presented his
credentials and expressed the support of his government for Archbishop Makarios and
upheld the independence of the Cypriot Republic.
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2. General Lemnitzer was NATO's CIC at the time. Vassos Lyssarides states that Lemnitzer
warned that in a new Cyprus conflict the U.S. would not intervene. Thus after an
instigated intercommunal conflict an unhindered Turkish intervention would follow,
pseudo-war would be caused, and Cypriot independence would be terminated by
Greco-Turkish talks and partition. See his "Cyprus and the Middle East Crisis," Review
of International Affairs (Yugoslavia), VoL 18, August 5-20, 1967, pp. 5-8.
3. Grivas was in Cyprus at the time. In 1964 he had accepted the principle of the Acheson
plan in secret talks on Cyprus with George W. Ball.
4. The assassination attempt against Makarios of March 8, 1970, and the ultimatum against
Makarios of February 11, 1972.
5. The ultimatum demanded that Makarios stop the purchase of Czec weapons, recognize
Athens as the center of Hellenism and replace some of his own men in the government
with supporters of Grivas. The Soviets had warned the junta against interference in
Cyprus. Tasca, who was afraid of jeopardizing the emergent detente with the Soviets,
urged Papadopoulos to refrain from any further actions against Makarios.

"Turkey Demands Partition at the Geneva Conference" by Skoulas (First published in

Apogevmatini and republished in the Greek-American newspaper—National Herald
8/16/74).
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THE TRAGEDY OF CYPRUS — A KISSINGER FOLLY
George C. Vournas

The Turkish invasion of Cyprus, coupled with characteristic Turkish atrocities
against the Greek people — murder, arson, rape and pillage — had as a result the
unification of Greeks at home. Unity among Greeks is rare, indeed, and it has
occurred in modern times only once before — during the Italian-fascist
aggression in 1940.
It is ironic that on both occasions the people of Greece were subjected to
repressive dictatorships — in 1940 to the dictatorship of Metaxas, and in 1974 to
a military junta. The dictatorships were identical in both means and objectives.
In both, freedom of speech, of assembly and of the press were suppressed;
arrests were made without warrant, to be followed by detention, imprisonment
or deportation to the waterless islands of the Aegean; the dissolution of
professional organizations and/or confiscation of their treasuries and property;
the suppression of trade unions; the dismissal of all mayors and all
locally-elected officials and their substitution by agents of the regime; the
censorship not only of news but even of private correspondence; the dismissal of
judges or their substitution by organs or agents of the junta; and last but not
least — a legacy of the German Gestapo — the systematic torture of prisoners at
police headquarters, army enclaves or on the Island of Yaros.
The infamy of both attacks that brought forth unity at home had its echo in the
U. S. Committees for Cyprus, reminiscent of the Greek War Relief days, sprung
up spontaneously everywhere. Thousands of Americans of Greek descent and
their friends took the road to Washington to voice their bitterness and
disappointment at official U. S. policy at the gates of the White House. 1
A brief survey of the scene is in order.
There are three Greek influence centers in America, eliminating minor ones, and
all three rendered either tacit or outright support to the dictatorship of the
Colonels. First, the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese of North ancl South America;
second, the Order of Ahepa; and third, TheNational Herald , a Greek daily
newspaper.
All three, either feeling conscience-stricken or fearing the loss of their
constituencies in view of the peoples' deep feeling of outrage, rose into action.
Archbishop lacovos hastily departed — accompanied by his usual retinue of "yes
men" — for Athens (would not Washington or, better, Ankara be the proper
place?) wherefrom he issued his usual inflated statements pledging the raising of
millions for Cyprus relief.
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The Order of Ahepa, not to be outdone, dispatched a committee to the
Department of State in Washington to point out — presumably — the obvious,
that Secretary Kissinger's Cyprus architecture tilted. Coincidentally, full-page
advertisements appeared in The Washington Post and The New York Times
recording the Order's official protest! (Obviously it has not occurred to the
powers-that-be in the organization that had the Ahepa remained true to its
constitution 2 and traditions, the junta might not have lasted as long as it did
and the tragedy of Cyprus might have been avoided.)
The National Herald, too, which — thanks to the Tourist stipend — follows the
policy of whatever government is in power in Athens, joined the protestation
chorus.
One may ask: Were all three protesters ignorant of what was taking place in
Athens for seven long years, or did they not care? Is it possible that the
suppression, torture and terror which constituted deliberate policy of the regime
escaped their attention? Organizations from all over the world took notice of it
and dispatched delegations to Athens to observe and record how "justice" was
administered. The writer was privileged to be named — together with
Congressman John B. Anderson — observer for The International League for the
Rights of Man at the trial of seventeen charged with conspiracy to overthrow the
Government. 3 I recall a defendant — Fragias by name, an engineer, age 53 —
who could not even stand on his feet, the result of torture mercilessly
administered at Security Headquarters. There were others who were healthy and
robust men at the time of their arrest who, when brought to trial, were helpless
old men unable to stand or use their hands and legs — the result of torture.
Were the three "influence centers" above-referred-to deaf and blind? Whatever
the excuse of the other two, the Ahepans were fully informed. The junta
mentality, however, had so permeated the Ahepa epigoneg that the Chairman of
the Atlanta Convention (1972) indulged in advanced censorship by denying the
speaker — a Past Supreme President — the opportunity to finish his report which
was critical of the junta dictatorship. 4
Has the attitude of Archbishop Iacovos really undergone a change, or is it just
pretentious? It is recalled that during the junta regime His Eminence was, as the
saying goes, more Royalist than the King; that when friends of Melina Mercouri
— a target of persecution by the junta — whose father died in London, desired to
have memorial services at the Greek Orthodox Cathedral in New York, His
Eminence approved — albeit reluctantly — on condition that there be no
speeches at such memorial services. (No speeches, that is, honoring the dead. The
officiating priest, however, took time out to deliver an oration totally unrelated
to the memorial service, which Professor Rousseas of Vassar aptly termed a
"Church commercial.") On a subsequent occasion Church rites were denied by 5
the Archbishop to Melina Mercouri on the ground that she is married to a Jeri

Ahepans, seeking to justify their organization's aberration, have pointed to the
fact that since the junta was recognized and actively supported by the U. S.
Government, the Ahepa was duty-bound to follow official policy. They point to
the Constitution of the Order — and oath each member is required to take:
"Loyalty to the U.S.; allegiance to its flag; support to its Constitution;
obedience to its laws and reverence for its history and traditions."
Since the propounded argument makes a prima facie case, it must be analyzed
further.
Let us begin at fundamentals. To whom does an American owe allegiance? Is it
to the Constitution or to the State Department as it pronounces policy, even
though such a policy may be contrary to the Constitution and American
traditions?
Americans were shocked recently by the horrors of Watergate. A number of
public officials were either indicted or convicted of illegal acts. The President of
the United States — Mr. Nixon — who declared while President that he was not a
"crook" sought and received a pardon from his successor, which makes him a
pardoned criminal. Illegal acts were covered by the mantle of "national security"
or "executive privilege." General Haig (who succeeded H. R. Haldeman as Chief
of the White House Staff) told the Deputy Attorney General, Mr. Ruckelshaus —
when he also refused to fire Special Prosecutor Cox after the refusal of Mr.
Richardson to do so — "The Commander-in-Chief orders you to do so." I submit
that these doctrines may constitute part of the Nazi Kultur, but they are totally
alien to the American tradition.
-

Spiro Agnew, a former Vice President of the U. S. — who proved unequal to his
inheritance and the name bequeathed by a wonderful father, Theodore Agnew —
was running for years up and down the country putting, so to speak, men and
institutions to the sword for dissenting or exercising their rights as citizens. So
did the then-Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Connally. The latter also
distinguished himself by organizing a Democrats-for-Nixon Committee, of which
Mr. Nakis, a former Supreme President of the Ahepa, was Vice President. (Mr.
Nakis also pinned medals on himself by advertising his Ahepa connection —
contrary to Ahepa law.) In a conversation recorded on White House tape which
occurred between President Nixon and his former counsel (now imprisoned),
John Dean, the name of Tom Pappas — intimately connected with the junta —
was mentioned as the person who might raise the necessary funds for the
Watergate coverup. The Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Stans; Ambassador Tasca;
and Admirals and Generals had words of approbation and praise for the junta.
The question is: Would a citizen be disloyal to the U. S. were he to take
exception to such acts of public officials? To be specific. Are the thousands of
"Greek" — naturalized or native-born — Americans who, leaderless, converged
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on the White House on August 18th, 1974 to protest Kissinger's handiwork, to
be classed as unpatriotic Americans? Are those who take exception to the
illegalities perpetrated by Nixon, Stans and Mitchell (to mention only a few,
since the list is quite long) less devoted to America's true interests than their
associate and collaborator, Dr. Kissinger?
A "flashback" into history indicates that the image of America — Freedom and
Democracy — attracted like a magnet freedom-loving persons from the world
over.
One may ask in all honesty: Does present-day America continue to project its
traditional image of freedom and democracy when, through open or
surreptitious means, it promotes and establishes fascist or quasi-fascist regimes
the world over?
There are many who fought under the Stars and Stripes who are today
disheartened and disappointed at official American policy — a policy clearly at
odds with the "Freedom and Democracy" battlecry in the war against Hitler.
Take the case of Andreas Papandreou — to mention the most celebrated
present-day critic of U. S. policies. Mr. Papandreou is American-educated;
taught at American universities; fought under the U. S. flag; married an
American and lived in the U. S. for a number of years; and his children are
native-born U. S. citizens. He argues that the U. S. must cease the pursuit of the
policy of "containment" of the Soviet Union that led America to interfere in the
affairs of many small nations, and particularly Greece; that it must withdraw its
fleet from the Mediterranean to prevent possible accidental conflagration; and to
abandon all Greek bases. Is the advocacy of such policies contrary to true
American interest?
Now that we are undergoing a catharsis as a result of Watergate, maybe it is a
good time to review policies and practices to the end of reclaiming America's old
image.
It is time to realize that our attitude towards Turkey has undergone a radical
change from the policy advocated by President Monroe at the time of the Greek
revolution and followed down to World War II. It will be recalled that the
long-suffering people of Macedonia and the islands of the Aegean were liberated
from the Turkish yoke by the common effort of the Balkan Christian nations in
1912. The result of that war might have been different had Turkey been free and
able to move troops from Asia to Europe. Turkey was paralyzed because Greece,
enjoying naval superiority, bottled up the Turkish fleet at the Dardanelles and
thereby cut Turkey's sea communications! And to insure Greece continued naval
superiority viz-a-viz Turkey, the U. S. sold to Greece the old battleships "Idaho"
and "Mississippi."
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Then came World War IL The Greeks defeated the hordes of Mussolini. Hitler
was forced to come to his rescue. Greece succumbed, but Hitler's time table for
the attack of the Soviet Union was delayed for at least two weeks — a time
factor of considerable importance. The Greek nation laid prostrate under the
Axis occupation. Famine followed, taking its toll by the thousand — despite the
relief efforts of the International Red Cross. The countryside came increasingly
under the control of guerillas, with the EAM playing a leading role. Further
guerilla activity brought more occupation troops to meet the challenge. The
enemy's acts of terror, instead of reducing guerilla activity, brought about
intensification of effort. At war's end approximatley 90% of the countryside was
in the hands of the guerillas.
But it was destined that the suffering of the Greek people should not end with
"peace." Churchill — who had repeatedly proclaimed that he did not become the
King's First Minister in order to liquidate the Empire — decreed that King
George should return to the throne — the wishes of the Greek people to the
contrary notwithstanding. The deliberate murder of a number of protesters who
had peacefully assembled at Constitution Square to voice their sentiments —
Churchill had ordered General Scobie, his field commander, to treat Athens as a
conquered city — brought forth the first American reaction toward's Churchill's 6
policy. The Secretary of State issued what amounted to an official U. S. protest.
The Greeks interpreted the official U. S. statement as a reaffirmation of the
President's earlier statement 7 and saw in it rays of hope for better days. They
felt that their sacrifices in the cause of freedom were recognized and entitled
them to remain free and enjoy the blessings of freedom in common with their
comrades at arms of the anti-Hitler front. In the meanwhile, and before
Churchill was to throw in the sponge in his struggle in Greece, F.D.R. died. No
worse calamity could befall the Greek people.
Mr. Truman, unlike Roosevelt, swallowed Churchill's line hook, line and sinker.
Confronted with bold and unprincipled domestic political enemies — Nixon,
McCarthy, etc. — he resolved to follow the path of least resistance by becoming
more anti-communist than they. Thus a deliberate mythology of Russian
involvement was raised to the mast, and for this policy to succeed, in the words
of Senator Vandenberg, steps had to be taken to "scare the hell out of
Congress."
When Great Britain advised the U. S. (it had claimed Greece as its special sphere)
that it could not carry "the burden" any longer, Mr. Truman gleefully stepped
into Churchill's shoes. The civil war over the return of the King then in progress
in Greece, became a war against "communism." The former guerilla fighters
were no longer nationalists or patriots. They became overnight either
"communists" or communist or Slav "dupes."
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Under American tutelage the Greek army, which was once before purged of
nationalistic elements in Cairo, Egypt, was purged again not only of democratic
elements, but also of suspected moderate Royalists. The successive Greek
governments — all of them Royalist with some collaborationist elements from
liberation onward and recipients of American aid — set their sail to the
anti-communist wind blowing with hurricane force out of Washington, most
enthusiastically. The State machinery being in Royalist hands, "communism"
was outlawed; communists, suspected communists and fellow travelers
persecuted; a reign of terror was employed in the countryside by rightist bands,
faceless and hooded, known as "X"-ites, who resorted to arson and murder in
the middle of the night; police powers were broadly expanded to permit arrest,
detention and exile in camera; the citizenship of all those who sought refuge
behind the Iron Curtain after the conclusion of the civil war was revoked; and an
"espionage" law of such broadness was enacted that it was used as a "catch-all"
against government or Royal critics and real or imagined communist
sympathizers .8 All persons seeking public or private employment had to procure
and submit a certificate pertaining to "social views" issued by the police, and all
army conscripts of other than "safe" background were precluded from
officer-rank.
The junta did not seize power on April 21st, 1967 from a healthy Parliamentary
Government. All governments prior to and after the civil war preceding the last
Papandreou government had as their constituency a minority of the population.
King Constantine, being cognizant of this and feeling that the elections would be
won over by the Papandreou party, was ready to put in force the NATO plan
"Prometheus" calling for power-seizure by the Generals. The Colonels, of whom
George Papandopoulos was the C.I.A. liaison officer, and as such, privy to all
military plans, beat the King and the Generals to the punch. Talk about
American non-interference in Greek affairs is pure and unadulterated nonsense.
Agents of the United States Government did whatever they wanted to
irrespective of the wishes of the Greek governments up to and including the
second Papandreou government. The intelligence services of Greece were so
subordinate to that of the United States that their stipend from the C. I. A.
went outside the Greek budget. 9 , Despite the record, the mythology of American
intervention in Greece as due to Stalin expansionist policies persists: 1 °
While the Truman "Doctrine" was "saving" Greece, poor Turkey was not
overlooked! For every dollar expended for relief in Greece, an ally — Turkey —
which during the war played "footsie" with Hitler and suffered no loss or
damage and rendered no aid to the cause — was given four dollars in economic
aid and armaments!
To bring U. S. policies in harmony with justice, as well as long-view U. S. interest
in peace, the wrongs committed against the people of Greece and Cyprus must
be redressed. Since the U. S. could not — or was unwilling to — protect Cyprus
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against Turkish invasion, it is just that the old power balance between Greece
and Turkey be reconstituted. This could be done through the payment (in
armaments) of rent for U. S. installations during the past twentviive years and
continue until parity is established, without any political stringelt is the only
way that the bitterness and disappointment of the Greek people can be assuaged.
Let us not forget that today Turkey, enjoying superiority in armaments provided
at the expense of American taxpayers, has taken attitudes of the Sultanate of
yore. Mr. Ecevit talks like a Grand Vizier of the Sublime Porte, and his
performance and that of the Turkish troops in Cyprus indicate that a Turk is
always a Turk.
Notes
1. The protesters coming from the Eastern section of the U. S. numbered,
according to police estimates, about 20,000. They acted in an exemplary
fashion and peacefully returned home after completing what they
thought was a worthwhile mission.

2. Paragraph E, Article II. "To arouse mankind to the realization that
tyranny, wherever it may exercise its baneful power, is a menace to the
life, property, prosperity, honor and integrity of every nation; and that
the preservation of our liberties can be assured, only as this country
becomes the Champion of Liberty and the Defender and protector of all
oppressed and downtrodden peoples."
3. The trial was held on Friday, March 17th, 1972 before the Special
Military Court of Athens. Sessions started at 8:30 A.M. until 2:00 P.M.
Resumed at 5:00 P.M. and continued until after midnight. In two days
seventeen persons were tried and convicted! The marathon sessions were
obviously intended to prevent Congressman Anderson (who was
scheduled to arrive on Monday) from observing the trial. They
succeeded. Congressman Anderson stayed in Washington.
4. The report was xeroxed and was privately circulated at the Convention.
5. Director Jules Dassin. (By contrast, the Greek Orthodox Archbishop of
Western Europe personally officiated in Paris, France, at the wedding
ceremony of the daughter of C. Sulzberger.)
6. State Department release, November, 1944. "Allied peoples had the right
to work out their problems of Government along democratic lines
without influence from the outside."
7. The text of White House Statement by President Roosevelt on April 25,
1941 to the Supreme Lodge of the Order of Ahepa reads as follows:
"The heroic struggle of the Hellenic people to defend their liberties and their
homes against the aggression of Germany after they had so signally defeated the
Italian attempt at invasion has stirred the hearts and aroused the sympathy of
the whole American people.
"During the Hellenic war of independence more than a century ago, our
young nation, prizing its own lately won independence, expressed its ardent
sympathy for the Greeks and hoped for Hellenic victory. That victory was
achieved.
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"Today, at a far more perilous period in the history of Hellas, we intend to
give full effect to our settled policy of extending all available material aid to free
peoples defending themselves against aggession. Such aid has been and will
continue to be extended to Greece.
"Whatever may be the temporary outcome of the present phase of the war in
Greece, I believe that the Greek people will once more ultimately achieve their
victory and regain their political independence and the territorial integrity of
their country. In that high objective, the people of Greece can count on the help
and support of the Government and the people of the United States."
8. Of 19 persons awaiting execution on June 1st, 1958 only 6 were
convicted of common law offenses; of 1,613 sentenced to life
imprisonment only 209 were convicted of similar offenses. (To list those
convict . and imprisoned for, or, lesser terms, exiled or ordered
domiciled in "police areas" would unduly encumber this report.)

9. Democracy at Gunpoint, by Andreas Papandreou.
10. George W. Ball at Northwestern University Alumni Association,
Congressional Record, January 31st, 1966.
11. It is assumed that the Foreign Assistance Act (Sec. 505, subsec. (a)(1)(c)
denying armaments to Turkey will be enforced.

"'the UN as a Scarecrow in Cyprus" by Skoulas (Apogevmatini, 8/17/74).
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THE UNITED STATES IN CHILE: THE CIA CONFESSIONS *
Victor Wallis

In some respects, the U. S. involvement in overthrowing Allende is nothing new.
Such tricks have been played before, have been denied and lied about before,
and have even been defended in retrospect by their authors once the truth was
out.
On all these scores, it's an old story.
But in certain ways, the Chilean episode seems to put the issues more sharply
than any previous case. This is due partly to the uniqueness of the Chilean
setting and partly to the nature of the larger political picture prevailing at the
time, both in the United States and in the world as a whole.
The Chilean setting, namely, the presence of an elected government pledged to a
long-term program of socialist transformation, was significant in several respects.
On the one hand, because of the large and growing popular mobilization which it
reflected, there would be no chance for the kind of "easy pushover" which had
been applied to more "moderate" left-of-center elected governments (e.g.,
Brazil, 1964; Greece, 1967). On the other hand, precisely because of the Allende
government's legal basis, a more overt or massive intervention would be hard for
the U.S. government to justify in ideological terms. Finally, the uniqueness of
the Chilean setting as a whole - namely, the combination of the two
circumstances just mentioned - assured that its unfolding would have an
unusually large and alert worldwide audience: an audience suspicious of U. S.
intentions on the basis of previous experience, and consequently receptive to
whatever evidence might emerge to suggest that a replay was in the work
The various audiences outside Chile, however, would also be affected by their
own settings, which in one way or another would serve to magnify the impact of
the Chilean events even further. For the rest of Latin America, of course, Chile
presented itself briefly as the one case where it seemed possible, if not to avoid
armed struggle, at least to minimize its relative importance in the liberation
process. For Western Europe, especially France and Italy, Chile appeared as a
test case for the kind of legally - initiated revolutionary process which its own
Communist parties were proposing. 1

*This article is written in the light of reports by Seymour M. Hersh in the New York Times,
in particular, the front-page stories of September 8 and September 20, 1974.
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In terms of our present concern with the U. S. role in Chile, however, it was the
domestic U. S. setting which was crucial: not only for revealing what the U. S.
government had done, but also for determining how much more it would be
discredited by its actions there than by its previous comparable actions
elsewhere.
The context of the Chile actions was one in which the U. S. government, faced
on the one hand by an unyielding economic crisis and on the other by the failure
of its war effort in Southeast Asia, was getting sucked further and further into a
perpetual cycle of corruption, revulsion, and revelation. Thus, the corruption
embodied in the official lies about Vietnam led to the disillusionment of a
relatively high-level participant who had managed to keep his conscience. The
result was the publication of the Pentagon Papers. This in turn led to further
embarrassment for the government and to the corrupt-repressive official
response symbolized by the "plumbers."
Practices of the latter type carried over readily into other areas, thereby not only
aggravating general popular suspicions, but also resulting — via the revulsionleakage phase of the cycle -- in specific revelations about Chile. Thus it was a
domestic scandal involving ITT which led to the publications of the famous
"Chile memos," with all their testimony about routine contacts between U. S.
officials and the Chilean Right. 2And it was the Watergate break-in which gave a
fleeting notoriety to four individuals -- Bernard Barker, Frank . Sturgis, Virgilio
Gonzalez, and Eugenio Martinez -- who only a few weeks earlier had carried out
a similar act at the Chilean Embassy. Also worth mentioning, as an illuminating
reaction against CIA activity in general, are the heavily censored memoirs of
Victor Marchetti - again with important materials on the Chile operation. 4
Such sources or elements of evidence, combined with on-the-spot observation in
Chile and with the continuing synthesis offered by the anti-imperialist research
organization NACLA (North American Congress on Latin America), 5 were
enough to make it overwhelmingly clear, even before the leakage of CIA
Director Colby's testimony, that the U. S. government had been heavily involved
in the preparation of the coup. Established facts included, among other things:
(1) an off-the record remark by Henry Kissinger in September 1970, to the
effect that an Allende presidency would create "massive problems" for
the United States;
6
(2) routine U. S. political contacts with the Chilean military, within a
framework of (a) increased military assistance and (b) the virtual
elimination of all other forms of aid;
(3) a heavy influx of CIA agents to the U. S. Embassy in Chile in 1970;
(4) external financial support for Chile's striking truckers in 1972 and 1973,
reflected in temporary declines in the demand for black-market dollars;
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(5) the murder by Chilean authorities of Charles Horman, a North American
visitor who had conversed on the eve of the coup with U. S. officers in
Valparaiso (which is where the military operations of the coup were
launched) and who had been denied help by the U. S. Embassy in his
subsequent attempt to get out of the country;land
(6) CIA "refusals to answer" at earlier Congressional inquiries.
Despite such cumulatively unquestionable indications of U. S. involvement,
however, the U. S. mass media played along for as long as possible with the
official silence on the subject. Not until confirmation came from the horse's
mouth, i.e., from Colby himself, was such involvement treated even as a serious
possibility. The belated expressions of shock reflect only the myopia of the
earlier "accepted" treatment. In fact, of course, while it is true that the present
revelations clarify numerous matters of detail — e.g., financial figures, timing,
Kissinger's role -, they add nothing at a general level to what could have been
publicly understood earlier, had the media played their self-assigned role.
Characteristically enough, what this also means is that even as the truth does
come out, it is still surrounded, in its public form, with unchallenged
qualifications and limitations. The point we have now reached is one where
general CIA work and aid to Allende's opponents is admitted, but where
conscious participation in the coup is denied by officials and the denials are still
— despite all the proof of previous lying — not questioned by the mass media's
"news analysts." This continuing blindspot not only ignores some of the points
of evidence mentioned above; it also covers up the unabashedly pro-coup
positions of those "opposition" elements which are now admitted to have
received U. S. support. 8
It would seem that the main things that are "novel" about the exposures, then,
are on the one hand the relative speed with which they have been brought out
(compared, say, to the Vietnam-policy exposures of the Pentagon Papers) and on
the other, the bluntness with which the policy of interventionism has been
acknowledged in general terms by the U. S. presidency. Both these
characteristics reflect a heightening of basic political conflict in the United
States, depending as they do upon a steadily accelerating three-way interplay
between disaffection at the mass level, uncertainty and dilemmas of conscience
at the middle level, and the most complete and utter cynicism at the top.
But if the exposure of "operation Chile" is to have its maximum impact both in
focusing the disaffection of the masses and in dethroning the responsible cynics
(who unfortunately speak for an entire class), it will have to be supplemented
not only by reference to the additional factual areas mentioned above, but also
by a far more intensive ideological critique of U. S. rationalizations. Some
commentators have already underlined the hypocrisy of the U. S. government's
professed concern for the survival of a free press, in light of its subsequent
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support for the Chilean junta• But it is also necessary to go further and to
consider more critically the entire question of when and under what conditions a
government can be said to be truly acting for the majority of a country's
population.
This is not an easy matter to deal with, even in relation to Chile, because one can
legitimately raise questions as to how far the actions of the Allende government
lived up to the basic expectations it had aroused among its supporters. However,
even allowing for considerable shortcomings in this respect, certain points of
general significance remain abundantly clear.
Foremost is the fact that the Allende government's "minority" character which many commentators still invoke in defense of U. S. hostility, even while
"deploring" the CIA actions — is in no sense comparable to the minority
character of the junta or, for that matter, of any regime which would have tried
to undo the changes that had taken place in Chile up to September 1973. The
support for the left parties was different in kind from the support which is
routinely gained and lost by particular bourgeois administrations. The latter type
of "support," which at the mass level can express itself only in electoral returns
or in opinion-poll percentages, is simply the lowest common denominator of a
whole spectrum of mutually conflicting hopes, interests, and opinions. It
expresses a momentary ratification, of an entirely passive sort, which
automatically disintegrates over whatever period of time it takes each succeeding
administration to show that it is just as unrepresentative of the masses as were its
predecessors. Hence the by-no-means unprecedented public-opinion trajectories
of the last two U. S. presidents (Johnson and Nixon), who each, in the space of
2 to 4 years, dropped from a level of almost two-thirds popular support to one
of more than two-thirds popular opposition. One might ask in passing whether
any of the U. S. government's self-righteous anti-Allende apologists would
defend the use of force in such cases, but the real question is: What kind of
support is it that can be so easily undone? The same question applies also, of
course, to more than half of that 56% which, in Chile's last free elections (March
1973), voted "against" the parties of the left.
The immediate characteristic of the support in question is of course its very
passivity, but what is important is the reason for this passivity. Basically, the
support is passive because it comes from a social class other than the one within
whose interest-parameters the political platforms were designed. Almost by
definition, no bourgeois party could ever be supported by an active majority, for
if the majority which supported it was an active one, it would not submit to a
bourgeois platform. When people like Kissinger speak of "majority rule," they
presuppose a situation in which the overwhelming bulk of that "majority" is
totally incapable of expressing its common interests in an organized and
independent manner. Perhaps, under these conditions, one can grant that
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ratification is by a majority; but as for the matter of who rules, the majority is

simply out of the picture.
What the Chilean experience shows is that if it ever begins to look as though the
majority might start to rule — which it was on its way to being able to do in
1973 -, the bourgeoisie (U. S. as well as local) will unhesitatingly attempt to
deny that majority even its right to ratify: a right which of course becomes
dangerous if what the masses might be ratifying is something with which they
are also identified.
These thoughts might at first seem remote from the question of whether, or how
far, the U. S. was involved in the coup. However, they are precisely what gives
that question its significance: initially to North Americans, but eventually also
to Chileans and to any other people who might be affected by U. S. power. The
U. S. government's intervention in Chile has provided the most complete
confirmation yet of its contempt for democracy. To understand both the scope
and the rationalizations of that intervention is to be better prepared for what
can happen here, in the United States itself. And it will only be insofar as we can
protect ourselves that we will be able to offer any dependable guarantees against
U. S. - supported repression to the people of other countries.
Notes
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LIVING THE REVOLUTION
Heidi Stroh

The popular uprising of November 1973, which centered around the Polytechnic
Institute in Athens, effected changes that neither the Greek people nor the
resistance here in New York expected. The 5,000 students locked inside the
school, their 100,000 supporters on the surrounding streets of Athens, their
friends and relatives — no one expected the tanks, the machine-guns, the
massacre. Nor did they foresee that within a week Papadopoulos would be
ousted by Ioannides. No one could foretell that the new junta would lead itself
into the Cyprus coup and its own demise. This history has now been written in
print and in blood. Even for those of us who "know" these horrors, who are
"aware" of Vietnam, Chile, Brazil, Uruguay, Philippines, Mozambique, Athens'
November hit us full-fisted in the stomach. It left us winded and gasping. It
pierced our political skins — that covering which has grown over the years to
protect us from emotions that would immobilize. This skin is the layer of reason
that keeps us functioning when confronted with happenings that escape
comprehension. Such events are one thing for those who live them and another
for us. For us, they become facts, words that we use to explain how bad things
are, to shake indifference, to expose the enemy. We grasp the suffering at a
distance. This is our usual shield. But with November it didn't seem to work.
I remember speaking to Charles Schwietert, the war reporter from the
Netherlands, who covered the Polytechnic. It was April, five months after the
events, when we met. Yet, he became pale while speaking of it, his hands
trembled, and his voice shook with outrage and incredulity. As a journalist,
Schwietert has been in Vietnam, Biafra, Ethiopa and the Middle East. But
November penetrated even a professional covering of many years' accumulation.
I recall the demonstration in front of the Greek consulate on November 18th.
There have been many demonstrations over the past seven years, but this one
shook the sidewalks of the East side. Greeks who feared the cameras of the
junta's New York agents, those who had left Greece behind and tried to forget,
others who had concluded that demonstrations were useless — they all came.
Enough! This time it was enough! Their outrage and anger poured out.
11 remember myself that day. Although I have participated in many
demonstrations, I am not a slogan-shouter, banner-waver, or button-wearer.
Usually, I feel self-conscious and a little silly about yelling and marching around.
But that day I found myself shouting at the top of my lungs, directing the line
of march, stopping traffic on Madison Avenue without the slightest fear,
hesitation or discomfort. It was simply a matter of things having to be done.
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Later I realized that it had been a moment of freedom, a shattering of many
inhibitions. A few days later I read a letter from a Greek man printed in one of
the resistance journals. He was describing the night of the tanks: "As the time
went by, I felt more and more moved, more and more mixed up in the thing, as
if a force strange to me was pushing me to get mixed up. It was a strange feeling,
as if I were watching myself from the outside, doing all these things, uniting with
the people and not being able to stop it. All my personal and psychological
problems went away at this moment like leaves in the blowing wind. This state
of consciousness ensured me that I belong to the people, that everybody is my
brother." Although conditions had been very different for this man in Athens
that night and for me in New York the next day, I felt a special bond between
us, for both of us had experienced the same breakthrough; we had taken a step
out of that state of false self-consciousness which is our normal lot. Because of
this experience, I possessed a new level of solidarity with the Greek people.
Their struggle and mine had become personal — a lived truth. The concept had
been enriched. The bonds were to be strengthened even more, over the following
months.
After the Ioannides clique took over on November 25, we embarked on the
usual campaign of petition sending, letter writing, and fund raising, which were
the patterns of action we were used to and at ease with. But we often felt
insignificant and impotent in face of the brutality and oppression that reached
new, extreme heights and seemed to go unabetted. Old courses of action seemed
faded and threadbare now. We were restless, in need of a form of struggle that
would reflect the enthusiasm of November, that would do justice to it.
Once again, we found ourselves confronted with the problems common to all
resistance movements abroad, namely that you are neither here nor there. You
attempt to aid the home struggle, but you don't actually confront the junta
directly. You try to mobilize the people here in the States, here in the "very
belly of the monster," as Neruda says, but results are often less than satisfactory.
For one thing, the American people have been taught to view you from afar, as
foreigners. They have been kept from understanding what they have to do with
your struggle. And finally, they have their own, more immediate struggle which
leaves them with little resources to place at your disposal. The ethnic minority,
in this case, the Greeks, are strangers to their environment and the political
system of the country in which they live and work. They can't or don't vote,
write letters or sign petitions. Most dream of returning "home" sometime, and
so don't take the steps to integrate themselves as a political force with the
American masses. And so, as a revolutionary force, you are in limbo. After
November, the need to shatter these barriers became more pressing than ever. It
was imperative to become more effective and direct, immediately. We were in
need of a method totally different from those of the past, which had all led to
the same middle state.
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Sometime in March one began to hear rumours of a film that was to be made by
Jules Dassin on the November uprising. One night in New York a call was made
for volunteers, since the film was to be made on a limited budget, and actors
could not be hired. Many of us who had been around the movement signed up.
We thought of it as an unusual, exciting way to help the struggle. Instead of
circulating petitions for a few weeks, we would do this. Rehearsals began for the
chorus which was to record the sound track for the film.
The first night we found ourselves in a room with many new faces, a piano and
Mikis Theodorakis. None of us had been chosen to take part; no one had
selected the other individuals present to work with. We had simply all decided to
contribute as best we could to the task at hand. Some had come primarily to
help the struggle; others out of curiosity or boredom. Everyone was enticed by
the presence of Theodorakis. Ages ranged from fourteen to 76 — men, women,
and a few children running about.
The songs were our first basis of communication. We began to relate and unify
through them. Voices took on a new quality. Individually, most would be
anything but suitable for a chorus directed by Theodorakis, but together, we
began to let out a rich, full sound. With very few exceptions we knew next to
nothing about music. With Theodorakis, somehow, it seemed as if we did. It was
all very easy; the sounds flowed out and filled the room, enveloping us all. In
grammar school, I had consistently been able to emit only a feeble croak during
music class. Now, I found myself belting out tunes and feeling an extreme joy,
the roots of which I could not yet understand. In retrospect, I see it as an
intuition of what was to come, of what was beginning there for me and for all of
us.
After rehearsals, we would re-savor the evenings' events and postpone
leave-taking over coffee or souvlaki. Gradually, one found oneself far from one's
old friends. The small, original security groups were breaking up, intermingling.
A new, large, all-encompassing group was being formed. Previously, I had related
predominantly to student "politicos." Now I found myself with bakers, waiters,
teachers, hairdressers, actors, musicians, saleswomen, secretaries, cab drivers,
housewives, furriers, and engineers. And it was all very relaxed and natural. We
started to look forward impatiently to each evening. It seemed as if when people
asked "What do you do?" you would answer "I sing," for that was becoming our
main activity. Each evening became a reunion, as if the day had been too long, as
if it had been a waiting for what we really wanted to do. Those evenings
contained more laughter than most months, or perhaps even than some lifetimes.
We came in touch with the neon names of Greek, European and American art:
Theodorakis, Markopoulos, Glezos, Fotopoulos, Mercouri, Dassin, but they were
no longer an impressive combination of letters. We began to refer to them by
their first names, because they came naturally. There was no room for
name-dropping or humble formality. We were all working together — working in
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the sense of Marcusian "work" as distinct from "labor." This was work-play, the
creative activity that brings enjoyment and pleasure in itself, that is not
performed out of necessity nor for an end other than itself. What had originally
been our purpose — aiding the Greek struggle — certainly remained a goal, but a
transformation had occurred. The activity now had its own life and beauty. It
contained within itself its own reason for existence, for it was a creation in its
own right.
It was the birth of a social group, which provided the first sense of community
that many experienced, an alternative to the solitary, atomistic ways of life of
twentieth-century, capitalist America. It provided the opportunity to live and
work in a manner fit for human beings — a far cry from the alienated labor and
self-interested relationships of today's society. For me, this represented a most
direct revolutionary act, for it was the coming into being of a way of life that
gave an inkling of the future. We were forming a small society set in 1974 in
New York, but which forecast other times and places and would be truly
materialized only then. The group was something different from and better than
each of us. The mass made up of all these human atoms, assumed a quality
which flowed back to its constituent members and affected them. The creation
worked upon its creators. It raised them above their individual egos for the sake
of a common good. This was, for me, an answer to the problem of effectiveness.
The process intensified during the two weeks of actual filming, for it was then
that we found ourselves virtually living together from morning to night.
Shooting would begin at 9 a.m. and we would end musical rehearsals at 11 p.m.
What was remarkable was the fact that no one complained. We could not feel
self-pity, for we were not sacrificing ourselves for another end. Our activity itself
bore its meaning. I remember stumbling into my apartment night after night,
collapsing into bed and jumping up what seemed only minutes later to rush
down to the studio bright-eyed and bush-tailed. I am a notorious late sleeper and
morning grouch. Many a beautiful spring day was spent in the confines of the
studio without a whine from the same people who found it impossible to go to
class or the office on sunny days.
I

At the studio we met the film crew. They were what we expected to be the
"professionals" involved — necessary for technical reasons and, therefore,
tolerated. They were blond, blue-eyed — "Anglo." They spoke without accents
and used strange terminology. They were competent and efficient in their
habitual work environment. Yet, the smiles, the straight-forward looks, the
greetings soon became as natural with them as they had amongst ourselves. We
had been wrong. They were not paid laborers, despite the fact that they pushed
cameras, focused, set lights and found props as they did on every other set. Here,
they shared our passion. They, too, were awed by what went on in the studio
and was transferred onto film. For them, too, it was work and not labor. Going
on to their next job left many with the feeling of going back to work again.

59

Despite their intimidating competence and our perfectly unprofessional attitude,
we developed a rapport. We found it impossible to be punctual; we had
tremendous trouble with silence; we liked to change clothes in the middle of a
shot. They were serious, disciplined, irreproachable. But we shared in the
creation of a work of art we all loved, and thus became friends.
It would be dishonest to pretend that the weeks passed without moments of
anger, tension or bad-temper. A more common response to unpleasant incidents
was, however, a shake of the head or laughter. And so, actions, which in other
circumstances would have been dealt with by verbal or physical violence, passed
and were forgotten.
Visitors to the studio, people well-acquainted with the world of film, noticed the
unique spirit that reigned. One aspiring actress told me that every set she had
ever worked on had been soaked with venom and competitiveness, but that this
one was so different that she felt it more like a home than a studio. Theodorakis
commented that we were as one large family, living in an atmosphere of love
that permeated the surroundings. Schwietert agreed that it was a feeling difficult
to describe in words, but unmistakably present. Gabe Pressman noticed it on his
visit to the studio and mentioned it in his evening broadcast. What was going on
was, therefore, objectively verifiable and not just a product of our collective
imagination, as we sometimes wondered. It had been acknowledged, verbalized
by others and had become fact.
We found that this work was becoming our lives. Friends, family, everything
outside the collective experience took one giant step backward. Only those who
had direct contact with us as a unit could achieve comprehension through
observation. Those who had no such exposure needed explanations which
inevitably fell short of their mark. You would find yourself screaming across a
table, gesticulating madly, trying desperately to make them understand. And
they would smile, nod, comment on how "nice" it must be, and calmly pass on
to other topics of conversation. You were shaken just from talking about it;
your excitement was left suspended in the air, like an unfinished sentence. And
then you felt a gap, a chasm opening between you and those you loved. It was
neither your fault nor theirs, just a matter of circumstances that made them
strangers to what had become your life, your essence.
I am sure that everyone's relationships underwent transformations. I know that
mine did. Exclusive relations were now outside the realm of my possibilities. My
energy flowed out to the group as a whole, to the sixty-odd individuals who
made it up. You began to untangle yourself from the web of preconditions for
sensitivity; from the requisites of choice, approval, knowledge, that you have
been taught to base your feelings toward another human being on. One young
woman confessed to having been moved to tears one day on the subway, because
she had seen a blind man and realized that she loved him as she did us.
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Essentially, we broke the habit of being human with only a select few. This
broader interaction was replacing some of the old one-to-one relationships, both
because we had become more openly loving, and because a certain level of
communication was no longer possible with those who were close to us, but who
had not shared the experience of the past months. The transformations are to
my mind due to both factors, the two sides of one coin.
It seemed as if the waves of our spirit spread out from a center, like the ripples
around a rock thrown into a lake — concentric circles reaching farther and
farther out to shore. Those with whom we came in touch responded in kind. The
waiters, managers or cooks of the restaurants, we would invade in the midnight
hours, would soon transform their original expressions of suspicion and hostility
into broad grins. Jokes would be thrown back and forth Finally, they would be
caught up in the songs and dances themselves, as would whatever other late
guests remained. A group on the subway would shatter the isolated silence of
dozing, newspaper-reading, or blankly-staring passengers with a spirited song. In
this most alienated of settings, what should have been met with aggressive
commands to "shut-up," instead brought compliments and appreciative smiles.
Once it even led to an invitation for a drink from a very sober, Ivy League Wall
Street businessman.
One night the filming of the student scenes was over. Now we could get some
needed rest, catch up on studies before failing the semester's courses. We could
go back to work, so that we could stop the rumblings in our stomachs and pay
the rent. We could — but we didn't want to. The experience had been so total,
that we no longer recalled what it was like to do anything else. The past seemed
as if it belonged to others, people we had once been. We were no longer
students, or furriers, or waiters, or saleswomen, or teachers. We were "the
chorus" of the movie, who sang, acted, worked, lived and loved together. That
had become an established fact. The studio had become our natural habitat. For
weeks thereafter it worked like a magnet, drawing us there after work or school.
Ostensibly, we dropped in to see how the rest of the filming was going. Really,
we came simply because we could not stay away. One of the women said she had
recaptured the atmosphere of those two weeks while walking towards the studio.
The closer she got, the stronger it became. Finally it became impossible to go to
the studio because it had been taken over by another crew. But we were not
finished; we simply underwent a transformation.
,

The chorus of the film became the Greek Popular Chorus of New York.
Theodorakis suggested that we give a concert in Astoria before he left, that we
continue on as a cultural force in New York. We jumped at the chance. But, by
this time, the group had laid such deep roots, had established itself so firmly,
that the Popular Chorus seemed almost a typification of what we already were,
an objectively recognizable characterization of what already existed. It was not a
new creation, but a continuation, a newer form. This natural development, this
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change, was a proof of our life. It was but the surface of the river, with the bed
deep underneath, and the source far away. We had been joined by an experience
so rare and beautiful that the bonds were unbreakable. Occasionally, they made
themselves felt in strange ways. Walking down a street, or on the subway, in
various parts of the city, we would bump into each other. These meetings
became so common, that they were no longer surprising. One day on the subway
the doors opened and another member of the group nonchalantly sauntered in
and took a seat next to us. It seemed natural; there was no cause for surprise.
Another evening, some of us were in a restaurant which we had never
frequented. A member of the chorus walked in and joined us. He had just been
passing outside and felt like looking in. There are many more examples. The
threads of our lives had been interwoven and so our paths crossed and recrossed.
Perhaps the most intense expression of our feelings was the Dionysian
celebration after our first concert as the Greek Popular Chorus under the
direction of Theodorakis. This giant of art had been the focal point of our love.
He seemed to incarnate what we stood for, the way of life we had touched upon,
full of creativity, art and love. His courage to express 'himself, his trust in
humanity set an example for us. His vast energy flowed through us and helped us
on. That night, the gates of alll our emotions seemed to burst and what we had
been feeling and thinking rushed out in a flood that shook the walls and roof of
a tiny restaurant in. Astoria. He had shown us the way, his humanity and beauty
had impressed us all. But we had impressed him, too, and so the night was a
mutual tribute. Our joy was so intense that it produced fear and so there were
attempts to cut the evening short. Ultimately, it led to pain and sorrow, for at
the end there was a critical reaction to Theodorakis on a political level.
Members, even leaders of various political organizations had been drinking with
Theodorakis, had embraced him both physically and spiritually during the
evening. But the din of raucous voices had scarcely subsided, when Theodorakis
became to their eyes once more monolithically the spokesman for the New Left,
a political opponent to be criticized for his "inconsistent" statements on
whether or not he would devote himself solely to music. They called him to task
for his "compromising" position on Karamanlis and the right. Perhaps these
criticisms- are not totally unfounded. At least, questions must be asked and
answers heard. Dialogues must be opened and continued. But this criticism was
not made openly, for the purpose of communication. It was saved for the end,
uttered to other ears, and thus became a blow, an attack the only purpose of
which was to protect those who made it from themselves, from the frightening
experience of an encounter with so much beauty, and more so from the
potentialities of that encounter. It was a defense against what could be, but what
are now just blinding, momentary flashes, abnormal and horrifying to the people
we still are. We are not yet the full measure of our experience. There will be
many attacks and stumbling blocks. I realize that the incident was a cause not
only for disappointment, but also for reassurance, since our growth cannot be
pure. It contains within itself its own contradictions, the impediments of the
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past and present. It is made up of individuals who are their history as well as
their future. This makes it all real, for the contradictions are a proof of life, of
growth. The film that brought us all together and was the catalyst for all I have
described has also been the ground for heated disputes, antagonisms, and
deceptions. Dassin, the man we came to respect so highly for his cinematic
genius and energy, has also been the eye of a storm of accusations, mistrust, and
confusion. The chorus itself has been the scene of suspicions, jealousy, points of
view as opposite as day from night, moments of communication void so total
that individuals don't seem to speak the same language or have eyes and ears that
function in the same way. The contradictions exist in all that we have lived, but
I believe that the main thrust is toward the future, that the negations come from
the past and are not the general direction of our movement. They will be with us
as long as we grow, but they will not stop that growth. They will do harm, but
they will not destroy. They are the forces that we will leave behind in our
transformation, but which are now integral parts of that struggle to become
other.
I have already seen some changes in my life. Small, ugly, emotions such as
jealousy, against which I had been waging an intellectual battle for years with
minimal success, no longer took possession of me. On the basis of experience
and thought, I had come to the conclusion some years ago that my solution to
the problem of oppression as a woman, my answer to the question of
independence, was to live alone. I had experienced "coupleness" as stifling.
Roommates offered some advantages, the principal one being nevertheless that
they paid half the rent. One day in May, I realized that my miniscule Manhattan
apartment had undergone metamorphosis. It had become a sort of commune,
with four constant inhabitants and a number of occasional overnighters. I would
return home not knowing who or how many would greet me, and I liked it. I
had a deeply practical, logical side to me, that sometimes made concessions to
sentiment, but never when money was involved. One night I experienced myself
deciding two hours before the departure of the Europe-bound charter I was to
be on, to leave my packed suitcase at home, go to the airport to gather waiting
friends, and have a stay-at-home party instead. I could not leave the group, "our
baby," at this stage of early childhood, when every day bore evidence of rapid
growth, when every hour was rich with learning and change. My spontaneity
involved throwing $300 to the wind. I developed friendships with people who
six months earlier would have been "hippies" to me. Then, I would have
dismissed them after a glance of passing interest. They, too, would have been
frustrated in their attempts to communicate with a "politico." Now there was
dialogue. I was no longer fearful about living the way I want to live, with
free-lance writing editing and teaching jobs. I had known for a while that one
pays for the illusion of economic security with the sacrifice of one's spirit, but I
had not overcome the fears resulting from my refusal to pay that price. Now, the
gales of unrest subsided, and a deep calm took hold. It was the security of
knowing that one is alive, creating, and that one has taken an irrevocable step
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up. Time was no longer the same concept it had been before. Days were no
longer neatly packaged into squares of different activities — eating, sleeping,
working, amusement. The hours melted into one continuous living process which
involved doing all these different things, but in an integrated way. Different
actions were now emissions of my one being, expressions of myself, not
functions that had a life of their own and sometimes had more control over me
than I over them. I found that I was observing and absorbing with heightened
intensity. My faculties of hearing and sight were sharpened. One night listening
to a record I seemed to be hearing it for the first time. I saw behind people's
faces more clearly than ever — friends and strangers. I remember one group of
young couples on the subway, penetrating through their out-of-town exterior to
their human essence. Once, while gazing at a curtain fluttering in the breeze, I
saw the air for the first time and not just the curtain. A cedar rustling in the
dawn's stillness imprinted its image and sound on me. Sometimes, I would react
to things, to statements with a mental recitation of part of a poem or song. I
found art sown through my life, bathing and lifting it.
I have dwelt on this personal factor because I believe that what happened to me
is a description of a process we have all undergone. We have participated in
something that goes beyond politics and art, in an experience and experiment
that joins both. I believe that this is the essence of what Theodorakis has termed
the socio-cultural revolution. We have contributed to the making of a film which
intended to expose Greek fascism to the American public. We attempted to
inform the public of the Greek struggle through the songs we sang as a chorus,
and arouse their support for that struggle. We intend to keep the progressive
culture of an oppressed people alive, a culture that the oppressor tries so hard to
destroy. We have accomplished all these things to a degree, but through them we
have done even more. We have been changed in the context of this new kind of
social group. It is the first way in which we have become directly effective, our
first answer to the question of relevance. We have caught a glimpse of what must
be the ultimate goal of all revolutionaries, i.e. a basic change in man.
Secondly, I believe that we have been more directly effective than previous
groups in our relationship with those whom we try to reach. Our audiences
respond with warmth and enthusiasm to our performances. They reach out to
us, are moved to embrace a cause to which they were previously indifferent.
After every performance we have given to date, members of the audience have
approached us and asked to become members of the chorus. This means more
than just learning the songs we sing. As part of our group, they will learn about
the Greek people, their history and struggle. Moreover, they will learn to work in
a unit, to transcend their egos and participate collectively in a creation. This is a
revolutionary act, necessary and valid in all societies and cultures. Thus, I believe
that in today's America which propounds the virtues of individualism and the
"Self-made man," we challenge the system by proving its values false, as directly
as the Polytechnic revolt challenged the junta. Our very existence proves that life
can and should be otherwise.
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Finally, our third exit out of limbo stems from our close identification with the
Greek people. We have not lost perspective of the Greek reality, as do so many
resistance groups abroad. The reason for this seems to me to be the fact that we
deal with art which springs from the very depths of the Greek masses. The
experience of solidarity I felt with the man in the letter, seems to have become
general. I venture to say that it has gone beyond solidarity and become
identification. Two experiences come to mind which lend support to that
statement.
One night on the set of the film a few of us were chosen to play "the dead" in
the scene of the slaughter. The next day, when I saw one of the "dead" I felt a
surge of relief that he was still alive. 1 was shocked and puzzled by the feeling,
for I had been cooly aware every second that this was indeed a film and not the
real thing. Neither had we fallen victim to the actor's illusion that he is his role. I
realized that this particular person could very well have been killed had he been
in Athens in November, but he hadn't and besides, this was April in New York. I
could only explain it by reaching the conclusion that somehow, we had become
the students in the Polytechnic. Make no mistake. I make no claims to their
courage, their valor. I do not pretend that the sacrifice of sleep, or work, or
studies in any way equals theirs. But I do mean that we had created a sense of
unity, that we had given birth to and fostered a love, an enthusiasm that must
have been theirs, that was surely theirs, that like their action, ours was a new
beginning, a rebirth, an upheaval, "a rehearsal."
The second reason for my saying that we are closely identified with the Greek
people stems from the direct effects the events of mid-July had on us. After the
junta's coup against the legal government of Cyprus, we demonstrated for
roughly 8 days here in New York. The frenzied activity took its toll on our
voices, energy and nerves. At the time, we were rehearsing for the first concert at
which people were going to pay to see us without Theodorakis. We wondered
how we would fare. Four days before the concert, the junta fell. Our joy
mingled with that of our brothers and sisters across the miles. There was a
resurge of energy. We included songs of joy in our repertoire, workers' songs, a
dance. It was the best performance we had given, marked by a sense of sureness,
strength and simplicity. Then, when we had the first chance to reflect and
breathe, we realized how deeply the new situation affected us.
It would mean a change in repertoire,a re-evaluation and re-orientation, a switch
from resistance to construction. We could now move to our positive, active part
in the musico-cultural revolution. But the changes also brought very serious
problems. Our director, Yannis Glezos, the very nucleus of the chorus,
re-evaluated his activities, and wondered whether his road now beckoned in
another direction. We were confronted with the shocking realization that sooner
or later he would go. It seemed impossible to conceive that an outsider, one who
had not been with us from the beginning, one who had not been born and grown
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with us, could take his place as the very heart of our organism. Thus, we
suddenly came face to face with our own fragility. Only hours after the thrill of
success, with the glow of professional satisfaction still on our faces, we were
threatened with possible dissolution. I could not accept this happening to me, to
all of us. I felt particularly vulnerable, for I had immersed myself in the chorus
over the past months, loved it as one loves for the first time. It was what I had
really been doing since spring. The danger of losing it made me remember what I
had been doing before. That life seemed so mundane that I knew, no matter
what, I would not return to it. I did realize, however, that the threat highlighted
our value. Images of a sunset, a rose, a butterfly flashed through my mind —
short-lived beauty. The potential darkness was a witness to our present light, and
thus I realized that contradiction had once again raised its ubiquitous head.
This is where we stand at the time of writing. Our development, perhaps even
our disappearance, will be a reflection of the changes in the world and in each
of us. If we go on, it will be a new struggle, a new life. If we do not, then our
short existence will nevertheless have had deep effects: on ourselves, our
immediate environment, and even on Greece. For, those of us who go back will
carry the experience with them. Moreover, those blood-heart bonds of
identification render impossible a uniquely one-way communication. Some of
the impulses must have gone from here to there.
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THE ECONOMIC PROBLEMS CREATED BY THE
TURKISH INVASION OF CYPRUS
Andreas Polemitis

Assessing the economic costs of the Turkish invasion of Cyprus is only a
one-sided view of the catastrophe brought about to the island and the people of
Cyprus by the advancing Turkish hordes. Unlike a catastrophe which is brought
about by a natural disaster, the Turkish invasion is a well engineered plan to
divide and occupy Cyprus. The Turkish allegations that the invasion was
necessary for the restoration of constitutional order is ridiculed by her
systematic and deliberate attempts to destroy the independent and sovereign
status of Cyprus; and the atrocities, rapes, looting and attacks on civilian targets
carried out by the Turkish troops revive the old view of Turkey as a barbaric
nation.
The tragedy of Cyprus is a stigma not only for Turkey but also for the NATO
alliance and the Western World who watched apathetically and indifferently as
the drama of a small nation, being attacked by another so-called "European"
country sixty times bigger and stronger, was taking place. To be honest, the
people throughout the world, as well as the many governments, have voiced their
support for the people of Cyprus and have admired their stiff resistance to the
Turkish invasion. Millions of dollars have also been donated by Greeks
throughout the world, the International Red Cross and other agencies for the
relief of refugees.
Indeed, the refugee problem is the most serious problem at the moment. It is
estimated that 230,000 Greek Cypriots were forced by the Turkish troops to
leave their homes, land and other belongings and now live under the trees, in the
open, or in relatives' homes. Another 25,000 people are captives in the
Turkish-occupied area, and the fate of 4-5,000 people is unknown. There is yet
no count of all those massacred by the Turks. The loss of human life is an
inestimable loss that cannot be value-tagged.
The Extent of Occupation

After facing strong resistance from the greatly outnumbered and outgunned
National Guard, the Turkish invasion forces succeeded in gaining control over
40% of the island's area. This part of Cyprus, the Kyrenia area where the first
invasion took place, has the highest concentration of Greeks amounting to 86%
Greeks and 14% Turks. As it is well known, the Turks comprise about 18% of
the total population, yet they own only 12.8%.of the total area of Cyprus and
contribute less than 10% to the island's gross national product. From the
economic point of view, the Turkish-controlled territory of over 40% is the best
part of the island. This territory, which includes the Mesaoria plain, is the main
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agricultural area for wheat, citrus, olive and vegetable products. It also includes
the two main tourist resort towns of Cyprus, Famagusta and Kyrenia, the main
deep water port of Cyprus, the island's two largest industrial estates and the
copper mines of Skouriotissa. It is estimated that over 70% of total gross
production from all sources originates in this area.
Since the invasion, the whole economy has been disrupted. An estimated $5
million worth of production is foregone every, day and the standstill of most
economic activity has caused virtually the whole of the labor force to be
unemployed or seriously under- employed. In a situation like this, the whole
economic impact is greater than the direct loss of income and jobs because of
chain reactions in economic activity and the fall of business and consumer
expectations. The island's exports are at a halt, and the tourist industry has
suffered a serious blow for the years to come.
Apart from the loss of income and jobs, there have also been great capital losses
which will affect future income and savings. An estimated $150-300 million of
household items, including T.V.'s, refrigerators and furniture, were
systematically looted and taken to Turkey by the invading force. Thousands of
cars and trucks were also shipped to Turkey. Hundreds of thousands of animals
died because of lack of food or were slaughtered to feed the invading force.
Also, citrus and other plantations are in danger of being destroyed due to lack of
irrigation.
With a truly barbaric and catastrophic mania, the Turkish army has also
destroyed what the civilized world has long come to regard as beautiful and
precious. About 100 square miles of wooded area, one-third of the island's
forests, were burned by napalm bombs, and several pieces of antiquity were
destroyed. Included among these is the recently discovered Phoenician*
ship-wreck and numerous Byzantine churches and icons.
How does one add up the costs of all these losses especially in view of the fact
that a great many of such losses cannot be valued in money terms. What's the
value of a Phoenician ship- wreck, that is the only one discovered by man, fully
loaded with the merchandise it carried? Or what's the value of a forest that takes
decades to grow or a Byzantine icon that cannot be reproduced at all?
Cost of Relief

The most immediate problem facing Cyprus today is the refugee problem.
230,000 homeless people who lost all they ever possessed, and people they
loved, are in urgent need to be fed and provided with shelter, clothes, and
medical care. The problem is of such magnitude that local resources are not
available and the necessary organization is lacking. A crude estimate of the cost
*Later reports suggest the ship was of Greek origin.
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of feeding the refugees, based on a meager $1 per person per day, comes to $1
million for every four days or $7 million per month. And this is just for food
only. Add to this the cost of temporary shelter, clothing and medical care, and
the required sum becomes of such magnitutde that, even on an international
basis, it cannot continue for long.
Medical care has until now been undertaken by Government doctors and
technicians with medical supplies being donated by the Red Cross and the Greek
Ministry of Health. Clothes were also donated by Greeks from all over the world.
Temporary shelter, however, has been provided for only 5-10,000 refugees. With
winter coming soon, the question of temporary housing in tents or prefabricated
units becomes a critical one.
What About Resettlement?

The question of resettlement cannot and should not be treated as an economic
problem. To this question there seems to be no other solution but the return of
the refugees to their homes. Turkey is using the refugees as a bargaining force in
order to obtain political benefits. There is a chance that she may not even let
them go back. This will be a shame for all those countries which boast of their
tradition in protecting freedom and human rights, while letting Turkey invade a
small country and displace thousands of people.
As an alternative to the safe return of the refugees to their homes, the big
powers may offer financial assistance for their resettlement. Apart from
requiring more than $700 million for this purpose, the refugees will never accept
this as an honorable alternative. The refugees still hope that, soon, they will
return to their homes. No one can say just how militant a force these people can
be turned into once they realize that their hopes cannot be realized. The U. S.
and the world should be warned against developing a new Palestinian-type
problem just by sheer negligence and irresponsibility.
The whole world should be mobilized to avert such a possibility. This can be
done by pressuring Turkey to withdraw its forces from Cyprus. The problem of
Cyprus does not call merely for international assistance as the case of Honduras
where a hurricane has caused a lot of losses. The problem is basically political
and so should its solution be. Turkey should not be allowed to bring back the
law of the jungle in international affairs. All the people of Cyprus ask for is for a
just solution according to the principles of the United Nations that so many
nations solemnly profess to accept. Cyprus does not need international aid, as it
never did in the past, but it utterly demands political justice. What the refugees
of Cyprus do not want is food or shelter or clothes. What they do want, however
-- and it is their undeniable right -- is to return to their homes. Then, they will all
work hand-in-hand to reconstruct their homes and land from the ruins left
behind by the Asiatic conqueror.
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TO MIKIS THEODORAKIS*
(Editor's Note: The following is a response to Theodorakis' "On Communism and the
Revolution" which appeared in the last issue of the Journal. The response was made by the
Central Committee of the Greek Communist Party of the Interior. The recent changes in
Greece might have made these disagreements anachronistic; however, since we promised to
provide our readers with the response by the Interior party, we do so accordingly.)

The Bureau of the K.K.E. (Communist Party of Greece) Central Committee
made public the letter which four members of the Bureau had addressed to Mikis
Theodorakis onk February 27,1972 asking for an immediate meeting in order to
clear up certain issues which had arisen as a result of certain actions taken by
Mikis Theodorakis. The text of the letter is as follows:
Dear Mikis,
For the last month, due to your continuous traveling, direct
communication with you has become almost impossible.
During the same space of time, certain of your announcements
at meetings and talks with members, cadres, and organizations of
KKE (Interior), of P.A.M. (Patriotic Anti-dictatorial Front), and
with political figures associated with us, as well as your public
announcements have created serious and delicate problems in our
Party and in our mutual relations as members of the Party's Central
Committee.
For this reason we consider it necessary to address this letter to
you, pointing out the problems that arose and attempting to
forestall any harmful developments.
A. We would like to refer to the state at which your relations
with the Bureau were before your recent initiatives.
It is a fact that in spite of your temporary absention from
the functioning of the Bureau and from active participation
in party and politics, which on your suggestion was decided
last summer so that you could devote yourself to a new,
long, and intensive cultural campaign abroad from
September onwards, you put before us, near the end of
October, certain serious differences you have concerning the
evaluation of the situation in our country, the political line
of the Party and of P.A.M., the prospects of party
consolidation and the resistance struggle, and our position in
the international movement.
We reminded you then that a few months previously, in
June, you partook and agreed absolutely in the formulation
*Translated by Nota Kyriazis — graduate student, Department of Sociology Indiana University,
Bloomington, Indiana
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of the positions in the Declaration of the Bureau on the same
problems, positions which were agreed upon after extensive
discussion in the organizations, as well as with the direct
contribution of many cadres who work in the interior or
who are prisoners. We also pointed out that you were
personally assured after the publication of the Declaration,
in fact with obvious satisfaction, of its positive effects on
many members and cadres of the Party and of P.A.M. We
accepted, despite all of this, your explanation that, upon
reexamining your positions, you return to the positions of
your previous writings in which you present similar
differences. This fact coincided with the arrests of Babis,
Secretary of the Bureau, and of our other comrades, as well
as with your absence from the development activities of the
movement in support of them, and with the publication of
your book, The Debt.
On the first emergency meeting of the Bureau's members
abroad called upon in order to discuss your views, the issues
of the choice of procedure for resolving the differences that
arose, was put forth with your unreserved approval; we
decide against the procedure of your immediate withdrawal
from the Bureau and even more so against a procedure that
would add an antagonistic character to these differences and
would lead to personal feuds which have become repulsive
during the past course of K.K.E. We agreed that our
differences have to be clarified on a strictly ideological
political basis, through dialogue within the framework of the
Bureau, as well as publicly. Any conclusion would have to be
evaluated only after all means within this framework have
been exhausted.
The choice of such a procedure was in complete harmony
with the reorganizing attempt of the Bureau and all cadres
and members of K.K.E. (Interior) for the development of a
truly Marxist-Leninist Party, the ranks of which make it
necessary and acceptable for each cadre and member, even
for the leadership, not to lose their personal entity, their
particular views and differences in the collective formulation
and application of the decisions on all the problems of
strategy and tactics, but on the contrary to allow a margin
for intraparty, as well as for public discussion and projection
of these. It suffices that the unity which is so necessary for a
revolutionary party in the actions of its directing committees
and organizations is always assured.
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On the basis of this framework, and the notification of our
comrades in the interior, and their responses expressing their
agreement with the handling of the problem which arose, w•
devoted since then three rounds of discussions to it. And
despite the weight of our immediate duties, after the arrests,
for the reformation and development of the Party's work in
the interior, all of us had the ability to develop our views
analytically and to attempt via mutual persuasion and
assistance to reach a conclusion that would be as correct as
possible. On our last meeting (January), there was no
disagreement on your part, that after an exchange of views
and necessary distinctions, there is ground for common
evaluations and positions on the problems which you raised,
for your remaining in the Bureau and K.K.E. (Interior), as
well as for containing the further discussion of these
problems within the framework of the Party. Indicated, as
well, was the necessity of a greater elaboration and
adjustment of certain aspects of our current political line, on
the basis of more recent facts on the evolution of the
situation in our country and the new possibilities that have
arisen for our struggle. Finally, we agreed on the necessity
for the development of public dialogue in our party press,
regarding the different views that arise on critical issues, in
spite of the fact that this was made very difficult by your
refusal to put in writing your differences with the positions
taken in the Declaration, and with your belief that it sufficed
to refer to relevant positions taken in your book and in an
internal, in respect to the Bureau, text of yours of April
1971 where you raised certain of your doubts in the form of
questions. On our side, in spite of all this, we took the
necessary preliminary steps during the time that passed, on
all the decisions mentioned as well as a responsible public
position in respect to the problems raised in your book.
B. We are not aware that any serious new events have occurred,
or that any new facts have arisen since January, which would
alter objectively — or with :lux responsibility - the basis of
our relationship and of the tactics that we mutually decided
upon. fin your part you have not notified us, up to this day,
on a possible decision relative to your other orientations.
Things being the way they ate, you can understand how
justified is the astonishment and sorrow that was brought
upon us by the fact that on the one hand since the beginning
of February you took the initiative to express publicly
(interviews with the press. etc.) views contrary to those
commonly stated in the Bureau's Derlarltion. in the
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framework of P.A.M. and even in that of E.A.S. (the
National Resistance Council), and on the other hand, to
announce your decision to depart from the Bureau of K.K.E.
(Interior) during meetings of the members and cadres of
K.K.E. and P.A.M. All the more so when all this is even
accompanied by stated accusations of a personal character,
with inaccurate facts and with reference to very delicate
issues of the Party's underground work.
C. We have reservations as to the exact assessment of the gravity
of the problems that have developed lately, while we await
the necessary clarifications on your part. However, that for
which we cannot reserve judgment is that you set in motion
procedures and methods foreign to those outlined by us as
the only proper ones for the functioning and development of
a Party such as K.K.E. (Interior).
D. From our side, we would like to believe that the means for a
common examination of the problems that have arisen have
not been exhausted. And this is exactly what this letter
attempts to do. The possible adherence to contrary tactics
could only provoke new disappointments and confusion in
the ranks of the Left, in all the consistent, democratic ranks,
which in every instance are determined to proceed in spite of
whatever the temporary difficulties may be, based on the
policy of an uncompromising struggle, of resistance, of
union, and a genuine renewal.
Finally, with our letter we want to underline the necessity of an
immediate elucidation of our views and relations. The urgent
character of this procedure is obvious.
With comradely greetings,
K. Zevgou
N. Kappas
A. Brillakis
H. Staveris
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RESOLUTION OF CANADIANS OF GREEK ORIGIN FROM
ALL THE PROVINCES OF CANADA ASSEMBLED IN
KINGSTON-ONTARIO THE 15TH OF SEPTEMBER 1974
WHEREAS Turkey unilaterally and illegally invaded on the 20th of July 1974,
the independent member of the United Nations, state of Cyprus;
WHEREAS The Security Council of the United Nations at its Meetinz lifid on
the 20th of July, 1974, specifically for this purpose unanimously adopted the
following Resolution:
1. Calls upon all states to respect the sovereignty, independence and
territorial integrity of Cyprus;
2. Calls upon all parties to the present fighting as a first step to cease all
firing and requests all states to exercise the utmost restraint, and to
refrain from any action which might further aggravate the situation;
3. Demands an immediate end to foreign military intervention in the
Republic of Cyprus that is in contravention of the appropriate paragraph
1;
4. Requests the withdrawal, without delay, from the Republic of Cyprus of
foreign military personnel present otherwise than under the authority of
international agreement, including those whose withdrawal was
requested by the President of the Republic of Cyprus, Archbishop
Makarios in lc ter of July 2, 1974;
5. Calls on Greece. Turkey and U. K of Great Britain and Northern Ireland
to enter into negotiations, without delay for the restoration of peace in
the area and constitutional government in Cyprus and to keep the
Secretary General informed;
6. Calls on all parties to co-operate fully with UNF1CYP to enable it to
carry out its mandate;
7. Decides to keep the situation under constant review and asks the
Secretary General to report as appropriate with the view to adopting
further measures in order to ensure that peaceful conditions are restored
as soon as possible.
WHEREAS Turkey refused to comply and to respect the above resolution of the
Security Council of the United Nations, proceeded and occupied the North part
of Cyprus;
WHEREAS This brutal aggression against the unarmed Greek Cypriot people
caused the death of approximately 6,000; bodily injuries to approximately
14,000 and turned refugees in their own island 200,000;
WHEREAS Turkey by way of aggression annexed 40% of the territory of the
Republic of Cyprus;
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WHEREAS The said 40% territory of the Republic of Cyprus represents 70% of
the productive capacity of the Island;
WHEREAS The U. S. Government and particularly its Central Intelligence
Agency, and the Pentagon conceived, approved, and implemented, with the
Turkish Army, the Turkish partition plan of Cyprus, known since 1963 as the
"Acheson Plan";
WHEREAS In this Greek Cypriot tragedy the role of the Secretary of State of
the U. S. Government Henry Kissinger and his Associates, has been and
continues to be despicable and deplorable;
WHEREAS A large part of the Canadian Press commentators are trying to make
it appear as if the Cyprus Crisis was all over and done with, and that the public
has no more reason for anxiety;
WHEREAS The Government of Canada has avoided to this date to take a clear
stand in the international forums and decision making councils;
WHEREAS The Republic of Cyprus is a member State of the British
Commonwealth together with Canada;
WHEREAS Canada must stand and be counted on the side of Freedom and
Justice, of the Weak against the Strong, of Law against Violence, of Mercy and
Tolerance against Brutality;
WHEREAS We Canadians of Greek origin, approximately 250,000, from
Halifax, Nova Scotia to Vancouver, B.C. have been deeply touched and moved
from the Cypriot tragedy;
WHEREAS We Canadians of Greek origin feel duty bound to protest loud and
clear and in no uncertain terms our disgust to the Turkish Government and its
collaborators the NATO partners for the shameful role they displayed in
handling the Cyprus Crisis;
WHEREAS We Canadians of Greek origin assembled today the 15th of
September, 1974 at Kingston, Ontario, to discuss and decide ways and means to
help our Greek Cypriot brothers to overcome their present misfortune.
BE IT RESOLVED THAT
1. We condemn the Turkish aggression.
2. We urge the Canadian Government to actively intervene and demand
from the Turkish Government to withdraw its Troops from the Territory
of the Republic of Cyprus.
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3. We urge the Canadian Government to demand from the Turkish
Government and from every State to respect the Sovereignty,
Independence, Territorial Integrity and Constitutional Government of
Cyprus.
4. We condemn the U. S. Government, its Central Intelligence Agency and
its State Department for the despicable role they played and continue to
play in handling the Cyprus Crisis.
5. We hold responsible the Secretary of State of the U. S. Government and
his Associates for the deplorable attitude and pronouncements they have
made in handling the Cyprus Crisis.
6. We regret the fact that a minority of the Canadian Press has acted with
prejudice and bias in the presentation of the facts of the Cypriot tragedy.
7. We demand from the Canadian Government to stand and be counted on
the side of Freedom and Justice; of the Weak against the Strong; of Law
against Violence; of Mercy and Tolerance against Brutality.

Kingston, Ontario, the 15th of September, 1974.
(signed)
C. Tsoukalas
Secretary of the General
Assembly

(Signed)
A. Anagnostopoulos
President of the General
Assembly
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CONTRIBUTORS
ANASTAPLO, GEORGE
— College professor* at the University of Chicago and professor of political science and
philosophy, Rosary College.
— contributed an article on contemporacy Greece to the 15th edition of the
Encyclopedia Britannica.
— wrote numerous articles on Greek affairs, between 1969 and 1974, to be found in
the Congressional Record.
— Author of a book, The Constitutionalist: Notes on the First Amendment, and a
forthcoming book Human Being and Citizen: Essays on Virtue, Freedom and the
Common Good.

— Declared persona non grata by the Greek government in 1970.
COUFOUDAKIS, VAN
— College Professor of political science, Indiana University at Fort Wayne, Indiana
46805.
— Major interests in international relations, international organizations, and the Middle
East (Cyprus and Greece).
— wrote several book reviews including some current books on Cyprus.
— Presented papers at professional meetings on Greece and Cyprus.
— Doing current research and articles on the UN peacekeeping force in Cyprus.
PETRAS, JAMES
— College Professor of Sociology, State University of New York, Binghampton, New
York, 13901.
— Co-editor of a book, Puerto Rico and Puerto Ricans and co-author of a
forthcoming book, the U.S. and the Overthrow of Allende.
— Author of several books and numerous articles in professional journals.
POLEMITIS, ANDREAS
— International Business and Research Consultant with interests in international affairs
and economic development.
— c/o 4161 Continental Court, Indianapolis, Indiana 46227
— Worked in Cyprus for four years as a marketing expert and business consultant.
— Wrote several articles on aspects of the Cyprus economy.
— Was in Cyprus during the two Turkish invasions of the island.
STROH, HEIDI
— Graduate student, economics, New School for Social Research
— Major interests in language teaching, journalism, and free-lance writing.
— Home address: 516 East 78th Street, New York, New York 10021
— Wrote article on the oppression of Greek women which appeared in the first issue of
this Journal.
— Has also submitted interviews of the Dutch Journalist and of Makarios to the
Journal.

*The word professor has no reference to rank, it is used only for descriptive purposes.
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