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SOME BICENTENNIAL DEMANDS

WE DEMAND AN END TO THE INFLUENCE OF MULTINATIONAL
CORPORATIONS ON OUR FOREIGN AND DOMESTIC POLICY: WE DEMAND AN END T 0 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.
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.
WE DEMAND A RESTORATION OF POWER TO THE PEOPLES'
REPRESENTATIVES - THE CONGRESS.
WE DEMAND THE REMOVAL OF ALL LEGAL RESTRICTIONS -LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL -- AGAINST SMALL PARTIES WHICH
REPRESENT THE DISPRIVILEGED.
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.
WE DEMAND REVOLUTIONARY CHANGES THAT WOULD BE
CONSISTENT WITH OUR REVOLUTIONARY BEGINNINGS; A
BICENTENNIAL WITHOUT ANY SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES WOULD
CONSTITUTE ONLY A RITUALISTIC DIVERSION.

NOTE TO CONTRIBUTORS

The Journal of the Hellenic Diaspora is an educational medium for progressive critical thought on modern Greece. One of its primary purposes is to
encourage comparative research and writing among the Greeks in the diaspora.
The Greeks in the diaspora represent about 25% of the Greek population in the
homeland. The Journal is interested particularly in research on the progressive
and humanistic, political and economic developments of the Greeks abroad.
The second aim of the Journal is to serve as a link between the progressive
Greeks in the diaspora and their counterparts in the homeland. We hope that
such links will be expedited after the fall of the junta and the end of the 150year-old royal dynasty. We in the diaspora are eager to learn about the progressive developments in the new Greece and are looking forward to the emergent
cultural renaissance. We believe that our compatriots back home would also
like to learn about the impact of the cross-cultural experience on their Greek
emigrants. Thirdly, although the Journal will cater to critical thought on modem Greece, we do not intend to make it an exclusively nationalistic organ.
We shall be receptive to comparative critical articles by other ethnic groups,
especially when they provide insights to the problems confronting the Greeks
abroad or in the homeland. Conversely, we hope that the comparative research
and writing on Greeks will be informative for other ethnic groups who face comparable problems. Lastly, the Journal will give preference to progressive articles;
however, we shall not exclude contributions and/or rejoinders from the conservative camp. It is important to keep some dialogue between the various ideological groups.
I would like to suggest several topics with which prospective writers can
concern themselves. These topics may reflect the concerns of the progressive
Greek diaspora in the U. S.; however, parallel versions can be discovered in other
countries. Although the list is extensive, it is not exhaustive. The prospective
contributor does not have to restrict himself to these topics. I might also add
that articles on current events will often get priority in publication, these,topio
occur in the first part of the list.
1. Caramanlis' new constitution.
2. Local government elections in Greece.
3. The abolition of the monarchy in Greece.
4. The Polytechnic trial.
5. The Coup trial.
6. Repatriation and rehabilitation of Greeks in socialist countries.
7. Pre- and post junta press; continuities and discontinuities.
8. Post-junta revelations about tortures and economic scandals under the
junta.
9. The politicization of resistance groups after the fall of the junta.
10. Dejuntazation of Greek society in various areas of life; e.g. the government, the diplomatic service, the justice department, the police system, the armed forces, the educational system, the mass media, unions,
etc.
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11. Caramanlis; comparisons and contrasts between his past and current
administrations.
12. Shifts in the Greek political spectrum; 1967 vs. 1974.
13. The fate of the paramilitary groups (the TEA, EKOF) after the fall
of the junta and the abolition of the monarchy.
14. The Turkish invasion of Cyprus; imperialism or humanitarianism?
15. The Greek minorities in Turkish lands during the Cyprus conflict.
16. The fate of left-right coalitions in the U. S., Canada, etc., after the Cyprus conflict.
17. The causes of the junta's fall.
18. The student movement under the junta.
19. The Greek workers under the junta.
20. The Greek women in the resistance against the junta.
21. The state of the arts, literature, poetry, theatre, movies, TV, etc., under
the junta.
22. The evolution of anti-Americanism (or anti-westernism) in Greece.
23. The fate of the western alliances in Greece.
24. Profiles of American, etc., ambassadors to Greece.
25. Continuities in resistance (or collaboration): 1940-1944; 1944-1949;
and 1967-1974.
26. Urbanization and the Greek junta.
27. Clientelism, national character, geopolitics, "dark forces" and the neocolonial junta.
28. Politics, social class and the Greek language; the prospects for the demotic language in Greece.
29. The impact of technology, automation, electronic computers, pollution, mass media, tourism, etc., on Greek culture and character.
30. The distribution and utilization of medical services in Greece.
31. Greek humanism through the ages; antiquity, Byzantine, Ottoman, and
modern.
32. Ancient Greek stoics and cynics and the modern "counterculture."
33. American poets during the 1821 Greek Revolution; were they both
philhellenes and racial abolitionists?
34. The socialist movement among Greeks in the U. S.
35. Greek-American investments in Greece during the junta.
36. The impact of the Agnew resignation in Greece.
37. Greek American organizations (Ahepa, Gapa, Church, etc.) during the
junta.
38. Political behavior of Greek American congressmen during the junta.
39. The involvement of Greek Americans in the Watergate scandal.
40. The anti junta movement in the U. S., Canada, Australia, etc.
41. Greek Americans and the U. S. Civil Rights Movement.
42. Greek Americans and the U. S. women's movement.
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,
.
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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 title 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 at least two relevant Consulting Editors; we will attempt to get Consulting 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
decide. 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. Eventually, we plan to set up parallel editorial boards in the following areas: Western Europe, Eastern Europe, Greece
and the Middle East, Australia and Latin America. 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
3

do not exclude large individual contributors provided they do not restrict the
nature and range of Journal content.
-

— Nikos Petropoulos
Coordinating Editor
Indianapolis
Januwy 1975

SUBSCRIBE

TO
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$10.00 Institutions
ADDRESS:
Hellenic American Society
P. 0. Box 22334
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TWO FREEDOM TAPES (InGreek)
NOW AVAILABLE

1. "Sounds of the Polytechnic 1973." A composite tape including songs,
declarations, and resolutions from the Polytechnic Revolt.
2. "Chicago Anniversary Memorial for the Polytechnic Dead." The tape
includes speeches (all in Greek except two), music, and poetry.
COST: $10.00 for each tape. Income beyond the cost of reproduction
, and postage shall go for the support of the Journal.
Order from:

The Hellenic American Society
Box 22334 — Indianapolis, Indiana 46222
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WHY CARAMANLIS WON THE ELECTIONS IN GREECE
by Eleni Paidoussi

Mr. Caramanlis won the elections in Greece on November 17, 1974, thus
establishing the first government of the post-Junta era as a rightist regime. The
results of the elections were not surprising.
Caramanlis is not a new figure in Greek politics. His government held the
land in an iron grip from 1955 to 1963 when political turmoil after Deputy
Lambrakis' assassination forced him to flee to France under the alias Triantafillidis. In the eight years of his reign through stuffed ballot box and gunpoint
elections, he was elected by fraud, intimidation and deceit. The American aid
ran through his and the palace's fingers and into European banks. Backstage
maneuvers, palace intrigues, sudden, mysterious deaths enveloped him like an
aura. Why did the U. S. pay to keep him there? Because they needed him
there.
Caramanlis fared well during his nine years in Paris and the Bahamas.
Though he did express antipathetic views, once or twice, toward the Junta, what
seemed to annoy him was the legalism of the matter: the Junta was not duly
elected by the people! That the Greek people were dehumanized, tortured, and
terrorized under martial law, did not embitter him. He knew well that it was
politics, and all is "fair" in politics.
The man who fled Greece in the darkness of night in 1963 to avoid prosecution, was suddenly asked by one Greek Junta to return and take over. The
end had come for the militarists and who but the next of kin should succeed
them?
Can we exclude collusion of the Pentagon — C.I.A. — Junta since the
whole mess up to now has been the brainchild of American policy?
The "Carmanlis' Solution" has been hinted at in our country and has been
brought about in debates and discussions; if it did not materialize before it is
only due to the lack of "natural opportunities." In other words, "waiting for
the wound to fester so we can amputate to save the patient from gangrene. The
amputation then would be a blessing instead of a painful operation." In this
instance the "wound" was the atrocities the Greek people suffered under a brutal oppression. Even if we had illusions about U. S. non-involvement in Greece's
internal affairs, we find now that Pres. Ford's statements border on cynicism,
leaving no doubts:
"I do repeat that we want to help Greece and particularly Mr. Caramanlis because according to our information the movement around Papandreou
is strong and disturbing." (N. Y. Post, 11/12/74)" . . . We do not wish at all to
see Papandreou governing Greece because this would mean subjecting Greece to
Communist power."
According to Archbishop Iacovos' memorandum (N. Y. Post, 11/12/
74) Pres. Ford told him: "Only we can help the Greeks because only we are in a
position to exercise pressure on Turkey. I would like to tell you that we want
and must keep Greece as our friend. Don't you see the situation in the Mediter-
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ranean? Yesterday Portugal, Italy today and the day after tomorrow possibly
Spain, will put us face to face with the strong pressure of communism in an area
which up to sometime ago we were controlling with our allies in NATO."
According to the memorandum, Kissinger told Pres. Ford that " . both
of them, Messrs. Mavros and Caramanlis, do not want us to make any announcement before the elections even if we achieve favorable concessions for Greece on
the part of Turkey. Obviously, Messrs. Caramanlis and Mavros are afraid of being
accused as friends of America and then there is fear of losing the elections."
It is obvious that in order to keep their military superiority, the U. S. is
prepared to go to any lengths. It is not accidental that the American Fleet,
based in Piraeus and patrolling the Mediterranean Sea, made sure that no Greek
aid — military or otherwise — reached Cyprus while turning their backs to the
Turkish invasion on the island. This, to say the least, is military brutality and
American foreign policy has thick skin.
The Caramanlis solution as well as the Junta takeover in 1967 and the little
coup in Cyprus in July 1974, are off-springs of one and the same brain housed in
the encephalic cavity of the U. S. Pentagon.
Caramanlis spent nine years in Paris studying — as he informed us — from
classic Greeks to . . . Kissinger. When he was returned to Greece and made
premier, he freed all political prisoners, abolished martial law, restored democratic rights and informed the Greeks that he was a different and better man.
He did not arrest or punish the Junta's leaders (finally he sent five of them to a
resort island) and kept the Junta's president.
The Cyprus disaster and general mobilization that followed, had a sobering
effect on the Greek people and they responded. They went hungry but did not
complain. Their brothers in Cyprus were being massacred, but the culprits were
free in Athens.
Tired of the constant subjugation of tyranny, exiles, tortures and executions in the past thirty years, the Greek people drank the wine of their newly
found freedom and took to the streets celebrating; they listened to Caramanlis
and he, exploiting the seething anti-Americanism, threatened to pull out of
NATO and dismantle the American bases in Greece. He did pull out the NATO
forces physically, but most likely because he felt he might have to use them in a
possible war with Turkey.
The Greeks found themselves going to the polls with hardly time to think,
to recuperate, to find all the bodies of the youth massacred by American made,
Junta-directed tanks last November at the Polytechnic school.
Had Caramanlis waited longer, the people would have demanded and won
the Junta's prosecution for treason; the two to three hundred thousand youths
would have time to register; the hundred thousand or more workers living in
other European countries would have returned to vote. All dangerous points;
but those would have been votes against him.
With the election campaign in full speed, voters could find no means of
transportation to their provinces. Busloads of police or paragovenunental
bands carried Caramanlis' portrait (forbidden by law) with the motto: "Either
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him, or the tanks." And that was Caramanlis' main campaign. "Either you elect
me, or the tanks will roll again." Time and again. His speeches were insulting
and frightening. "You were punished for seven years because you did not give
me the right of absolute reign as I asked then. Now you either elect me or the
tanks will roll again."
Still mourning, just out of a crippling seven years of brutal repression,
the people were pushed against the wall, so to speak. They could see the tanks,
which never left, parade, and were not sure in the equivocal situation if the
tanks were coming or going. It was not, then, immaturity that elected Caramanlis. Caramanlis is not loved, he is not even feared. He is just the lesser of
two evils. The Greek people know who placed and sustained the Junta in the
past seven years; they have seen the brutal punishment Chile suffered for electing
a Marxist government against U. S. wishes; they know why the 6th Fleet is anchored in their port; they know Caramanlis is nothing more but a tool of the
U. S. foreign policy. The fear that if they elected a democratic government as
they did in 1964 then the U. S. and another Junta might bring about another
coup made them vote against their interests, re-establishing thus the ambiguous
situation of the early sixties that led to the 1967 coup. They knew the American bases were still intact, that the American Fleet never left the Greek waters,
that thousands of C.I.A. men flooded Athens and even Sen. E. Kennedy "happened" to be there at the right time; that the Junta's president was still in
power, the torturers still active and all of Junta's mechanisms still intact. Caramanlis exercised psychological pressure.
Cynically, Caramanlis' electoral promises were nil. He did not promise to
keep the land without a monarchy as other political leaders did; he did not even
take a position. He did not promise a solution to the burning Cyprus issue. He
did not promise to punish the Junta nor the crimes they have committed all
these years. He did not promise to do anything about unemployment or inflation. He did not mention NATO or the American bases.
Evidently, the various splits between the democratic and leftist forces were
another and important factor. Mavros and his liberals split from Papandreou and
gave much power to Caramanlis. Papandreou and his "socialists" refused to cooperate with the United Left, losing thus a great number of votes to Caramanlis.
Together with the United Left, they could have established a strong opposition in
Parliament.
Finally, the electoral system of proportional representation* made it all
so futile that 20% of the registered voters did not go to the polls, while 80,000
ballots were discarded as invalid. The United Left found it almost impossible to
carry on their campaign and voting freely in rural areas while in many polls
there wasn't any Papandreou or United Left ballots to be found.
We were told that the elections were held under "normal conditions" and
on the surface there was every indication of it. But the undercurrent of fear
gave Caramanlis a victory. How else does one explain the following evidence of
"democratic process?"
Caramanlis' 2,670,804 votes gave him 220 seats in Parliament, which
means it took 12,000 votes for each seat.
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Mavros' 1,002,908 votes gave him 60 seats: 16,500 votes for each seat.
Papandreou's 666,806 votes gave him 12 seats: 55,000 votes each seat.
United Left's 464,33'1 votes gave them 8 seats: 60,000 votes per seat.
They were fearless people, those who sent United Left representatives to Parliament.
One can draw his own conclusions; it took between 12,000 to 60,000
votes per seat, depending on which party got the votes. That's equality or democracy?
Caramanlis has kept key Junta men in his government and Cabinet, together with his old time cronies, a fearsome prospect indeed.
All these factors weaken Greece's hope for free representation.
Caramanlis makes no promises. And the Greek people have no illusions.
The man elected was and is thinking solely of American interests. Nine years
outside of Greece did not change the man. Triantafillidis who left in 1963, returned as Caramanlis, a few more white hairs perhaps, but the same man.
*The "reinforced proportional" method, in which several successive counts of votes take
place, was used to distribute 300 parliamentary seats. The country is divided into 56 electoral districts that tend to correspond to the provinces. Each district has a seat allotment
depending upon its population. To determine how many votes are required in order to
win in the first count, the number of valid ballots cast was divided by the number of altoted seats. (In some past elections, the number of valid ballots was divided by the number of seats plus one which means less votes were required to win — a method which favored the minority parties.) Another complication was introduced. Parties which did not
obtain at least 17% of the national vote could not participate in the second and subsequent
counts. The United Left and the Panhellenic Socialist Movement (Papandreou's) respectively received 9.5% and 13.5% of the vote and were thus excluded from the subsequent
counts. This means that unless their candidates got the requisite number of votes in the
first round, they were out of the contest and their initial votes were lost. Two of the
parties, Mavros' Center Union — New Forces and Caramanlis' New Democracy respectively
obtained 20.5% and 54.5% of the vote and took part in the successive contests for the
unclaimed seats. The electoral method used easily explains the undemocratic statistics
given by Ms. Paidoussi; however, it should be mentioned that the two minority parties had
not endorsed the electoral law which Mavros and Caramanlis had adopted — Editor's Note.
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A COUP DE GRACE FOR THE FOREIGN MONARCHY
by Nikos Petropoulos

If there was one victory celebration I would have liked to attend it was the
one that took place in Athens, Greece, on December 8, 1974 after the results of
the referendum on the monarchy became known to the Greek people. On that
day, the Greek people, by an overwhelming two-to-one margin, decisively rejected the monarchy which had been the conduit and the fulcrum for foreign
intervention, fascist dictatorships, and paracratic vigilante groups. 1 The referendum was the last of a series of referenda in modern Greek history — rejecting
and restoring the monarchy — which gave the Greek society the appearance of
an immature and neurotic polity. 2 But where most previous referenda — irrespective of outcome — had occurred under conditions of fraud and terror and
were thus not conclusive, few questions can be raised about the validity and
fairness of the December 8 referendum. The referendum should settle the
question of the monarchy in Greece once and for all.
In what follows, I shall present some preliminary statistics, raise some research questions about the outcome, attempt to give some systematic explanations for the outcome, and then discuss the prognosis for the republic.
I. The Statistics of the Referendum
The national results for the December 8 referendum were as follows:
69.2% voted for the "crownless democracy" and 30.8% for the "crowned democracy." 3 Anti-monarchist sentiment ranged from a low of 40.5% in the
province of Lakonia (Peloponnesus) to a high of 94.1% in the province of
Rethymno (Crete). The anti-monarchists obtained a majority of the vote (more
than 50%) in all but two (Lakonia and Rodopi) of the 52 Greek provinces. Several provinces sake to be traditional strongholds for the monarchy e.g. Argolidos, Messinia, Aitoloakarnania, Kefalinia, Florina, Evros, Drama, Ioannina, KA' kis, Kerkyra, and Attica (excluding Athens and Piraeus) went republican (See
Map on page 10). As some newspapers said, "The king's castles came tumbling
down." The repudiation of the monarchy was not only decisive but also very
extensive. This is especially apparent in the regional distribution of the percentage republican votes in the ten regions of Greece:
Crete
91.0%
Attica
74.8%
Thessaly (Central Northern)
68.7%
Aegean Islands
68.0%
Ionian Islands
65.9%
Macedonia
65.5%
Central Greece
63.7%
Epirus (Northwest Greece)
62.7%
Peloponnesus (Southern Greece)
55.0%
Thrace (Northeast Greece)
54.5%
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December 13,

Questions may be raised about the degree of abstention in the referendum.
About 24.5% of the voters abstained. Voting in Greece is mandatory and abstention is often followed by sanctions. The abstention rate in the referendum was a
little higher (about 5%) than that in the November 17 parliamentary elections;
however, it was not as high as in some previous referenda on the monarchy
(e.g. 1946). Since a sizable proportion of the electorate voted, no question can
be raised as to the representativeness of the referendum.
Some provisional answers can be given for the abstention rate. There
may have been some confusion as to where the "non-residents" should vote. In
the November 17 elections, they had to return to their hometowns. During
the campaign for the referendum, there was initial publicity saying they could
vote in their area of current residence; however toward the end, frantic preparations were made to accommodate the voters' return to their hometown in order
to vote s . The confusion was probably compounded by the rapid scheduling of
the referendum and an ongoing airline strike that made transportation difficult.
In any event, a large proportion of the abstainers were "non-residents." There
are some indications that the "non-residents" would have voted republican 6 .
This can be true if the "non-residents" are more urbanized Some data to be
presented below point to such a correlation. Another reason given for the abstention rate is the complacency of the electorate with regard to the outcome
of the referendum, i.e. they were so confident about the outcome that they did
not bother to vote. If that were the case, the anti-monarchist vote would have
increased; however, such an explanation does not make sense in view of the conservative vote on November 17.
I shall now turn to an exploration of four other potential correlates of
the referendum outcome: urbanization, sex category, age of the voter and social
class. Some statistics — especially on a journalistic level — are available for the
first two factors because of the geographical and sex segregation of voting districts (and polling places). For the latter two, we shall have to wait for surveys
and more indirect methods such as social area analysis to determine any correlations.
The degree of urbanization was probably a factor in the geographical distribution of results. The percentage voting republican in five of the largest urban
districts ? was a follows: Athens (A), 75.5%; Athens (B), 79.7%; Piraeus (A),
71.8%; Piraeus (B), 81.7%; Salonica (A), 80.0%; Salonica (B), 68.1%; Kavala,
73.6%; and Volos, 71.3%; Peloponnesus, a region low in urbanization, had the
second highest monarchist vote. However, more systematic comparisons between
degree of urbanization (and length of residence in the city) need to be done before any definite conclusions can be drawn.
The sex factor caused much anxiety among the progressives; there are reports that as many as 70% of the women voted for Caramanlis' "New Democracy" in the November 17 parliamentary elections. But according to some
journalistic reports 8 the women voted like the men in the referendum. A perusal of results 9 for the Athens and Piraeus electoral districts reinforces these
reports; the proportion of men and women voting for the "crownless democracy"
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appears to be the same. Whether this lack of difference is found in the less
urbanized areas remains to be seen.
No statistics are yet available for the various age groups. However, I expect a strong anti-monarchist sentiment would be found among the young voters
who were more active in the anti junta movement. The association would be
stronger among the college youth who were in the vanguard of the movement.
The presence of a correlation would, of course, suggest a generation gap, a generation gap which becomes very apparent when comparing the results of the
November 17 parliamentary elections where the conservative Caramanlis received a comfortable popular majority (55%) and the results of the November 9
student elections where about 75% of the seats went to the leftist student organizations. But before the generation gap is blown out of proportion, more
research is needed to determine if the college youth represent the Greek youth
in general. Moreover, like the women, the older generation may have experienced
some shifting between the general elections and the referendum. A case is reported' ° of an old man who voted democracy for the first time because he saw
the youth as the carrier of the future democracy.
The correlation of social class to the referendum choice is another unknown at this time. During the campaign the left press' 1 charged that the
king's campaign was financed by the wealthy bankers, the Greek shipowners,
and the Shah of Iran. The monarchists denied that the Shah was financing
their campaign. While plutocrats may have contributed to the monarch's campaign, it does not mean that only the bourgeois class supported the reinstatement of the monarchy. It is likely that the king's (queen's) traditional vigilante
groups, which had been recruited from the impoverished class, also supported
the monarch. It is also likely that among the "new democrats" who voted for
Cararnanlis in the general election, but for the king in the referendum, were
many bourgeois voters. In the general election, the three progressive parties
("Center-Union — New Forces," "The Panhellenic Socialist Movement," and the
"United Left") received about 44% of the popular vote while Caramanlis' "New
Democracy" received about 55% of the vote. (About 20% of the electorate abstained.) Since "crownless democracy" received 69% in the referendum, this
means that about 25% of the "new democrats" also voted for the republic.
However, it is doubtful if the majority of the shifts were from the capitalist
classes. The shifts had probably occurred among those who had deviated from
their class interests in the general election in order to vote for the conservative
Caramanlis. The election campaign slogan, "Caramanlis or the Tanks," was probably a cause in the original deviation; conversely, its absence in the referendum,
allowed the Greek people to vote more according to their class interests.

II. Accounting for the Referendum Results
I would now like to identify some immediate social forces which affected
the referendum outcome. They include party stands, media stands, mass demonstrations and the grassroots movement, the concurrent trials, the socio-psychological impact of the November 17 general elections results and the campaign
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atmosphere. The present analysis should also shed some light on the empirical
resutls which I have already presented.
The stands of the various political parties, especially that of Caramanlis'
"New Democracy," were probably the most decisive factor in the referendum
outcome. All the three progressive parties, George Mavros' "Center Union —
New Forces," Andreas Papandreou's "Panhellenic Socialist Movement" (formerly the Panhellenic Liberation Movement and Democratic Defense), and the
"United Left" (coalition of Interior and Exterior Communist Parties and the
United Democratic Left) took militant stands against the monarchy. Caramanlis' "New Democracy" maintained neutrality toward the referendum, both during the general election and during the campaign itself despite pressures from
the progressives (during the general elections) that Caramanlis commit himself
so that the Greek people would know for which "Constantine" they were voting (also the king's first name). Caramanlis maintained that his neutrality would
allow the people to make up their own minds on the monarchy, although the
ulterior motive may have been to avoid splits in his party. During the campaign
for the referendum, about 70 of his deputies threatened to withdraw from his
party unless he took a more positive stand toward the monarchy; the threat
never materialized. Caramanlis' neutrality, however, took on an anti-monarchist
flavor with the exposure of past friction between Caramanlis and the monarchy
by the press (In 1967 he said, the "monarchy is the source of all of Greece's
problems") and in the context of the more conservative "Greek Democratic
Union" of Garoufalias whose pro-monarchist stand was well-known.
The press was also a significant factor in the referendum. In general, the
press reflected the party stands as most political parties in Greece have their
respective party organs. As far as I can determine from a cursory analysis of
some pre-referendum issues, only one paper, Ellinikon Mellon ("Greek Future"),
which was published especially to promote the return of the monarchy, took an
explicit stand for the monarchy. The conservative papers (Eleftheros Kosmos,
Estia, Acropolis, Kathimerini, Apogevmatini, and Vradyni) took no explicit and
consistent stand for the monarchy, although most of them gave more positive
coverage to the monarch's campaign and occasionally allowed signed editorials
in favor of the monarch. The last two conservative papers also gave good coverage to the 1974 anti-monarchist campaign. It should be mentioned that the first
three papers in the above list had also been organs of the fallen junta and had
automatically campaigned for the abolition of the monarchy in the 1973 "referendum." But it was the liberal ( Vima, Nea, A thenaiki, and Christianiki) and the
radical press (Exormisis, Avgi, and Rizospastis) — organs of the three progressive parties which took explicit anti-monarchist positions. The last three papers
are organs of the socialist and communist parties. Up to the fall of the junta,
the readers of these radical publications had been terrorized by right-wing governments and their paramilitary vigilante groups. The fall of the junta brought
about the legalization of the Communist party and, perhaps, the removal of
some reader-anxiety — especially in the urban centers.
A summary of press content would give the reader a better feel of the
forces motivating the Greek electorate. The progressive press published several
serials on the dark history of the monarchy in Greece. The recurrent themes are
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worth noting. A dominant theme was the monarchy's foreign origins; this
included the use of the monarchs' original German and Scandinavian names,
e.g. Constantine Glucksburg. A second theme was the monarchy's catastrophic
betrayal of Greece's national interests in 1897, 1917, 1922, 1935, 1946, 1965,
1967, etc. The monarchy's constant undermining of popular Greek leaders
such as Venizelos, G. Papandreou, and even of Caramanlis was a third theme" ,
in 1966, George Papandreou called king Constantine a "party boss" for meddling in politics. Correlated with this theme were the monarchy's proping of
domestic fascist dictatorships such as those of Metaxas in 1936 and Papadopoulos in 1967 and Constantine's preparations for a 1967 generals' coup. The
progressive press gave wide publicity to a group photo that showed the monarch's family with the 1967 colonels in their resplendent attire. A fourth dominant theme was the monarchy's contribution to the division of the Greek people into first-class (the right-wing conservatives) and second-class citizens (the
liberals, socialists and communists). Constantine, himself, had referred to the
Greek Communists as a "miasma" of the Greek society. While it may be hard
to weigh the differential impact of the various themes on the Greek electorate,
the first theme must have been particularly impressive in the context of the
prevalent anti-Americanism and anti-NATO imperialism.
The monarchist press attempted to anticipate and counteract the arguments by the republican press. It tried to show how Greece was really Constantine's fatherland and the resting place of his ancestors; how the monarchs of
the past were non-partisan symbols of unity; how such progressive leaders as
George Papandreou had not really rejected the monarchy; how the king's great
grandmother Olga came out for the popular demotic language; how Constantine
tried to overthrow the fascist junta in December 1967; how the present anti-monarchists were siding with the fallen dictator who had illegally abolished the monarchy; and how in a new Greece the king would stand for all the people without
distinction, would accept a Scandinavian type of ceremonial role, and would
provide a counterbalance to an absolute executive. Stressing the Scandinavian
role was calculated to erase the image of the monarchy as meddling in domestic
politics in favor of the capitalist class. Along the same lines, the monarch, in a
London press interview, announced to the Greek people that his mother, queen
Frederika, who had meddled so much in Greek politics and had earned a "horrible" image, would not return to Greece with him. The monarchist press also
published old photos of the royal family with the popular Cypriot leader
Makarios and intimated that Makarios had become the king's messenger to
Caramanlis". The king's propaganda contained an element of contrition for
past errors; however, it could not have offset the avalanche of documented historical facts presented by the opposition press. In this context, the king's protestations sounded like incredible, presumptuous, and hypocritical nonsense.
The latter was underscored by the fact that 384 Greek journalists endorsed a
resolution in favor of the republic.'
The two sides also presented their case to the national television audience. Each side was allotted four ten-minute periods. The monarchists alloted
two of these periods to broadcasts by the king and the other two to his supporters in Greece. The opposition allocated its time mainly to the three progres'
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sive parties. One of the anti-monarchist speakers, however, was not presented
with a party affiliation; and for some yet unknown reason, the exterior wing of
the Communist Party within the "United Left" did not have a spokesperson on
television. Consistent with its neutral stand, perhaps, Caramanlis' "New Democracy" party also had no representative on television. It should be mentioned
that the positions of the progressive parties were not presented by their top
leaders but by their less well-known representatives; this may have been in deference to Caramanlis' neutrality or in fairness to the monarch. From what I
have read, the two sides presented similar arguments on television to the ones in
the newspapers but in more summary form. However, the impact of television,
and other electronic media on the electorate in various regions in Greece, remains to be investigated.
The grassroots organization against the monarchy was extensive and began
immediately after the general election. This was facilitated by the willingness of
the various political parties to lay aside their differences which arose during the
general election and to coordinate their efforts against the oppressive foreign
dynasty. Occupational and professional groups such as lawyers, journalists, academicians, engineers and student groups, etc., sprung up all over Greece l 5 Student groups and celebrities in the arts rented Pullman buses and descended on
the country side to inform the electorate and perhaps to allay their fears of
the right-wing vigilante groups. This reminded me of the "Freedom Riders" to
the Southern States in the early 1960's and of the Eugene McCarthy campaign
in the late 1960's, with the only difference being that the Greek students encountered very little hostility. The students' campaign was expedited by the
fact that the universities were closed until January 1975 16 . Besides occupational groups, regional groups sprung up all over Greece and published resolutions in favor of a republic. Resistance groups such as EDES, Free Greeks,
and Rigas Pheraios, who had fought either against the Nazis or the 1967 junta,
also joined the campaign against the monarchy by circulating and publishing
resolutions. The monarchists, too, had their grassroots organizations and representatives from various categories of groups, but somehow they could not
match the number and caliber of the republican organizations.
A grassroots occasion which must have raised the peoples' consciousness
about the monarchy's associations with the fascist junta and imperialism was the
memorial demonstration in honor of the Polytechnic dead. Memorial demonstrations took place in several urban areas throughout Greece (Athens, Salonica, Ioannina, Patras, Larisa, and Lamia) on November 24, 1974, one week after
the general election and two weeks before the referendum. Over one million
people are said to have participated in the Athens demonstration; this exceeded
the number who attended the 1968 George Papandreou funeral which was later
seen as a "referendum" against the junta. In many ways, the November 24 demonstration could also be viewed as a referendum against the monarchy. The
memorial honored those who were victimized by the junta. The event was
dramatized by the deposition of a wreath by Spiros Moustaklis' wife; Mr.
Moustaklis was completely paralyzed and lost his voice as a result of tortures by
the junta. Conversely, the student organizing committee frustrated the placement of a wreath by the king's representatives and broadcast this decision ex.
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tensively during the memorial. In addition to the ceremony, the demonstrators
marched to the closed palace, the Greek Military Police (ESA) building, and the
American Embassy. Their slogans — anti-monarchy, anti-junta, and anti-U. S. —
intensified as they approached these symbols of oppression. The anti-monarchist
slogans were very common, and some are worth quoting: "Throw the Crown in
the Garbage," "No to the Anachronistic Crown," "Monarchy Never Again,"
"The Junta and the Crown Drowned Us in Blood," "Democracy Without a
Crown," and "Convert the Palace to a School." Another common slogan was,
"People Shame on You for Your Choice." This slogan had reference to the
conservative outcome in the general election which did not acknowledge the
students' and workers' sacrifices in their struggle to overthrow the junta' 7
The concurrent trials must have also added to the credibility of the media
and the grassroots movement. There were two ongoing trials, one investigating
the conditions which led to the brutal suppression of the 1973 Polytechnic revolt and the massacre of several people and the other investigating the conditions surrounding the 1967 coup. In the latter trial, the purpose has been to
determine if the takeover was a "coup" or a "revolution." As part of their defense, the coupmakers maintained it was a revolution. Up to the time of the
referendum, the overwhelming number of depositions had characterized it as a
coup, deserving of punishment. But more relevant to the present article, the
witnesses at the same trial also gave evidence of the king's preparation for his
own contingency coup in 1967. Thus, what before were mere allegations of the
resistance became legal testimony in a post junta courtroom.
Finally, an analysis of the consistency of outcomes in the general election and the referendum may also shed some light on the other forces operating
in the referendum. On the surface, the two outcomes are inconsistent, with the
general election outcome being conservative and that of the referendum being
progressive. There are three ways to "resolve" this apparent inconsistency. The
first way does not really resolve it but acknowledges it. This theory would say
that the general electorate become aware of the large discrepancy between its
conservative vote on November 17 and the campus election outcome on November 9; they may have felt as ingrates since the students were in the vanguard of
the movement against the junta. The guilt may have been exacerbated by the
memorial demonstrations on November 24 in which the "Shame" slogans circulated. In addition, one editor, Mr. Psaroudakis, who had become prominent in
the resistance against the junta warned the electorate of further polarizing the
young by not acknowledging their sacrifices in the referendum 18 . As a consequence, the electorate struck a "golden titan" by voting against the king.
The second theory postulates that stability was the principal motivating
force in both elections. Caramanlis had inherited an image of stability from his
first administration. Upon his return to Greece he managed to avoid a civil war
and prevent a war with Turkey — accomplishments perhaps more important to
women with grown sons. During the election campaign, the "New Democracy"
party promoted the slogan, "Caramanlis or the Tanks," which meant that if
the leftists were elected instability would return to the country. Caramanlis,
himself, denied the usage of the slogan but used another variant; he accused the
.
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left of demogoguery,, presumably a precursor of the tanks. The slogan was
given extra credibility in a declaration made by "leftist" Theodorakis. Caramanlis' image of stability was further reinforced by the division among the
progressive forces. Finally, the "progressive" changes on his part, e.g. including
a socialist in his cabinet of "national unity," withdrawing militarily from NATO,
and legalizing the Communist Party, gave the voter the impression that Caramanlis — and not they, themselves — had changed. As for the referendum, the
campaign against the monarchy made a convincing case of the monarchy's historical and thus future instability. This was partly reinforced by the occurrence
of some confrontations between the monarchists and the anti-monarchists during
the campaign. Although all the main parties dissociated themselves from these
episodes, the episodes probably gave the electorate a preview of the future should
the monarchy return to Greece.
The first two theories assume that non-ideological forces (vs. class factors)
were the principal factors in the two elections. Although they may have some
relevance, they ignore the radicalization of the Greek people in the last decade
and imply that the Greek people are not receptive to radical changes. The
third theory is consistent with this radicalization and suggests that an atmosphere
of fear (or lack of) was a common motivating factor in the two elections. In the
case of the general elections, the dilemma, "Caramanlis or the Tanks," was especially real since the "de-juntazation" process was not completed yet. Fear
forced many progressive voters to temporarily put aside their ideological interests until Caramanlis could clean house or they could organize to confront the
forces of the junta. On the other hand, the rejection of the monarchy which
had become a liability not only to the progressives but also to the capitalists
(due to its ineptitude and radicalization of the masses) could not have been followed by any kind of repercussions; after all, the junta, with whose tanks the
"New Democracy" was threatening the Greek people, had themselves dismissed the royalist officers from the Armed Forces and had rejected the monarchy in their fabricated referendum. Thus, the referendum outcome was more
representative of the Greek peoples' ideological interests than the general elections. The next parliamentary elections, assuming they occur in the absence of
threats, should give us more information as to the correctness of the various
theories' 9
.

RI. The Future of the Republic
The cyclical history of the monarchy in Greece may encourage the royalists to continue their campaign for the return of the monarch.
The monarchists may exploit and distort current political developments
to promote their cause. First, they may advance the argument that the Greek
people did not reject the monarchy as an institution; they only rejected the
occupant of that institution. Therefore, if the monarch changes, the institution
would be more acceptable. But there is very little historical evidence to indicate that Constantine was an exception; the institution of the monarchy was
parasitical in Greece from the time of its inception, and Constantine was detrimental to Greece because of his institutional role.
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Second, the monarchists would feel vindicated by any attempts on the part
of Caramanlis to establish a strong executive whose powers would be tantamount
to those of absolute monarchs. During the campaign, the monarchists saw
themselves as non-partisan guarantors against such an eventuality.
Third, the monarchists could interpret legitimate disagreements in the
new parliament as division. There is currently a hot debate going on among
the various parties over Caramanlis' proposed constitution. The conservatives
regard the proposal as an improvement over the 1952 constitution while the
progressives see it as reactionary because it accords too many powers to the executive, does not sufficiently control foreign corporations and prohibits strikes.
The monarchists could interpret the debates as chaos and call for the restoration
of the monarchy as the "symbol of unity."
The Greek people, however, know their history by now; the kings were never
non-partisan symbols of unity. The overwhelming majority of the people did
not accept the monarchists' arguments during the campaign, and they are not
likely to be receptive to them in the future.
Nonetheless, I would say that Caramanlis and his- "New Democracy"
party have a responsibility not to encourage the monarchist revival by creating
non-hereditary monarchs in the new governmental structure. The "new democrats" must remember that they won their parliamentary majority under very
anamalous conditions and do not represent the Greek peoples' level of political
development. They should, therefore, revise their absolutist constitutional proposal. In doing so, they would also undermine potential monarchist revivals.
The most important lesson, however, that the monarchists should learn is
that the cyclical history of the monarchy has come to an end. The past restorations of the monarchy were based on foreign intervention and fraudulent referendums. The December 8 referendum, on the other hand, was a valid expression
of the Greek majority which even included a segment of the capitalist class.
The Greek people would oppose, by any means at their disposal, any attempts at
reinstatement. If the royalists are the "symbols of unity" they claim to be, they
should accept the peoples' verdict.
The ex-monarch, himself, has not yet made a formal renunciation of his
claim. However, there are reports that he has started negotiations for compensation. The acceptance of compensation would represent a de facto renunciation of the royal title. Estimates of the "king's" property in Greece have ranged
from $100 to $300 million" . Included in his property are several palaces and
hunting fields throughout Greece; several types of sports cars, jets, and boats;
thousands of paintings and works of art from the various periods of Greek history; 374 carpets; over 15,000 rare books; and over 5,000 bottles of various
types of liquors. One recent report" said the ex-king refused an offer of $38
million because it only represented 10% of his property's worth. The report suggested that the Greek government based its offer on an underestimate by the
Papadopoulos regime. According to the ex-king then, his property is worth
$380 million.
Although acceptance of compensation may signify a de facto renunciation
of title, I do not think that the referendum gave the Greek government a man18

date to make any restitutions to the ex-king. There are good historical reasons
why the ex-king should not receive any compensation at all. The monarchy was
an imposition upon the Greek people and never had any legitimacy. It also
made Greece more vulnerable to economic and political exploitation by foreign
powers. Finally, the ex-king acquired his vast property holdings as a result of
the "blood, sweat, and tears" of the Greek people. If anything, the parasitical
king and his foreign masters should re-imburse the Greek people.
The compensation intended for the ex-monarch could be put to better
use at home. It could be used for the rehabilitation of the civil war refugees in
the socialist countries, the junta's victims, and the Cyprus refugees. It could
go toward the construction of schools and factories to develop Greece and stop
the flow of emigration abroad. These alternatives are especially in order since
the institution of the monarchy had a lot to do with the political and economic
conditions in Greece.
We must not get overconcerned with the economic welfare of the exmonarch. The "Great Powers," the affluent shipowners, and the industrialcapitalists who imposed the monarchy in Greece and sustained it for some 150
years will probably come to his aid. The fascist Shah of Iran will no doubt contribute to the ex-monarch's welfare fund. In case they do not come through
the ex-king has other alternatives. Like his counterpart, "King Richard Nixon,"
he could write his memoirs, perhaps title them "A King in Search of A Kingdom," and make millions of dollars from the royalties. (If he does, the Greek
people should place them in the Museum of Fossils.) In case he does not want
to dwell on his dark past, the ex-king could set up some kind of business. He
could immigrate to the United States and open a Karate shop; they are booming
in this country, like the Greek restaurants of yesteryear. And in case the exking playboy has no business acumen, he could follow queen mother Frederika's
ultimate path to Nirvana. Zen Buddhism has a way, they say, of curing people's power and money drives. If it worked for his mother, the prognosis for
the ex-king is excellent. We have not heard much of her lately except when
her son was moved to reject her in order to regain the throne. The trip to the
Orient could certainly reconcile the family. We may also conclude that a conversion to Zen Buddhism would be another sure way, besides a formal ceremony
and compensation, which would signify renunciation of the throne.
Before I get too carried away with my own inner celebration of the referendum victory, I would like to conclude with a warning for the progressives.
We must guard against the possibility that the rejection of the monarchy —
which even became useless to the capitalist class — could become a trade-off for
our conservatism. The rejection of the monarchy must be seen as the first step
in the "de-juntazation" process. It must be seen as the popular demolition of
the first castle of monopoly-capitalism and imperialism in our homeland. This
means that we must not easily accept the proposed constitutional structure that
accords excessive powers to the head of state and prohibits strikes by workers.
From what we have seen so far, it looks like a new instrument of monopoly
capitalism minus the monarchy. 2 2
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Notes
1. With respect to the latter, I have a personal experience to relate. In the early 1950's my
father had to vote with the royalist party — against his liberal wishes — in order for me to
emigrate to the United States.
2. The press has not been consistent on the number of referenda which have taken place
since 1862. Some publications list five while others have listed as many as eight. If the
absence of fraud and terror are taken as necessary criteria for a referendum, then very
few referenda have taken place in Greece — perhaps less than three. Those who use the
maximum number have a very loose definition of the word referendum. The maximum
number is a more accurate description of the number of times the Greek people confronted the "Great Powers" who had exported the monarchy to Greece.
3. A few words need to be said about the manner in which the referendum question was
presented to the electorate. The ballot for the republic had "crownless democracy"
written in green letters on a white background. "Crowned democracy" was indicated in
brown letters on a white background. The republicans complained that the phrasing of
the question favored the monarchists; the question should have been put this way: Monarchy vs. Democracy. In regard to the colors, I might add that they were at least politically neutral. To have put "crownless democracy" in red letters and "crowned democracy" in black letters (black is equated with fascism in Greece) would have been mo7e
politically loaded. Whether the "GO" connotations of green are established in a not too
motorized Greece, I have no idea. Nonetheless, the general neutrality of presentation
makes the outcome that more indisputable.
4. Tachydromos, December 12, 1974; Vradyni, December 10, 1974, and Nea, December
10, 1974. The provincial names in the text and the map vary slightly; this is due to
declension. With the exception of Athens and Salonica, the provinces in the map are
written in the genitive case.
5. Nea, November 26, 1974; Vima, December 5, 1974 and Nea, December 10, 1974.
6. Vima, December 5, 1974, and Nea, December 9, 1974.
7. Vradyni, December 10, 1974.
8. Vradyni, December 10, 1974.
9. Nea, December 9, 1974.
10. Nea, December 9, 1974.
11. Avgi, November 28, 1974.
12. One of the reasons why Crete went overwhelmingly republican is that Venizelos was
born there. In the early part of this century, there was a protracted conflict between
the Venizelists (republicans) and the monarchists. Whether the anti-monarchist sentiment
in Crete antedated Venizelists is not known to me.
13. Makarios has a history of friendliness toward the monarch; but during his trip to Athens,
just before the referendum, he made no overt statement endorsing the monarchy.
14 Vima, December 5, 1974.
15. Vima, December 5, 1974.
16. A more radical interpretation of postponing the opening of the universities claims that
the postponement reduced the pressures the organized students would have put on the
Caramanlis government to clean the universities and the rest of Greek society of junta
leftovers.
17. Rizospastis, November 26, 1974 and Vima, November 26, 1974.
18. Christianiki, November 30, 1974.

20

19. It appears that one of the greatest shifts between elections took place among the women
voters. More research is needed to determine the causes of the changes. One thing
seems certain: if physical attraction were a motive in women's behavior, they also
would have voted for the monarch.

20. National Herald, December 22, 1974 and Nea, December 7, 1974.
21. National Herald, December 29, 1974.
22. Information which became available after this article was typed indicates that pressures
by the opposition forced Caramanlis to drop the strike restriction.
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MEMOIRE ON THE "SECOND SOLUTION"
by Stephen W. Rousseas

I
This memoire is based on tapes I made immediately upon my return from
Europe in the early Fall of 1967, and upon an analysis of Mikis Theodorakis
that was first published in Worldview in 1973. Section II is a faithful transcription of my tapes with only minor editorial changes. It recounts my meetings
with the Danish Prime Minister in Copenhagen, with Constantie Caramanlis in
Paris, and with the Minister of State of the British Foreign Office. I have decided, after much hesitation, to release this information for purposes of historical accuracy and for its bearing on the genesis of the "Second Solution." Immediately after the coup of April 1967, most anti-junta elements wanted to
avoid, if at all possible, the bloodletting of another civil war. The post World
War II experience, from 1946 to 1949, had seared itself deeply into the Greek
conscience. An acceptable alternative, easing the colonels out without a violent
upheaval, was therefore uppermost in everyone's mind. The general belief was
that the U. S. would be willing to force the colonels out if it would be assured
that political extremists would be held in check. The return of Constantine
Caramanlis was seen as the only feasible option. It soon came to be known as
the "Second Solution"; second, that is, to active resistance and a violent civil
war.
What is not generally known is that the Second or Caramanlis Solution
was widely supported by major segments of the Right, the Center and the
Left. Only the United States opposed it and scuttled a major effort to bring it
about in September of 1967, five months after the coup. This memoire gives
some of the details. Though the contents may prove to be controversial, their
accuracy rests on documentary evidence in the form of written letters of instructions to me which form part of my archives. What follows is a verbatim
transcription of the tapes I made when events were still vividly fresh in my
mind.
II
It is October 4, 1967. A week ago I returned from Paris. I want to put
on tape my experiences this summer in Europe.
I left New York City on July 28 for Paris. Mogens Camre who is assistant
to the Prime Minister of Denmark, Jens Otto Krag, had suggested that I go to
Copenhagen immediately upon my arrival in Europe; but on the 29th I left to
go to a conference in Bonn, Germany, where the Center Union Party in exile
was holding a post-coup convention. After that I went to the South of France
to complete my book on the colonels' coup and I did not get to Copenhagen
until the 4th of September.
I left Paris for Bonn on the 29th July with Siggy Mineikos, who is Andreas Papandreou's first cousin and lives in Paris. The German Social Democratic
Party had financed a meeting of the Center Union Party in exile and had made
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its hall in Bad Godesburg available to the Party. When we arrived, Pavlos Vardinoyiannis was addressing the convention. About 75 delegates had come from
Italy, Denmark, Norway, Sweden, Austria, France, England and a few other
countries. Vardioyiannis and Tassos Papadopoulos were the only Center Union
deputies who had somehow escaped the coup in Greece. Tassos Papadopoulos
happened to have been in Germany visiting some friends when the coup took
place and Pavlos Vardinoyiannis escaped via Turkey under rather suspicious circumstances. Tassos Papadopoulos, however, was a former butcher and tavern
owner lacking in presence, or as the Greeks say "parousiastiko." He was rather
an embarrassment to everybody, but Pavlos Vardinoyiannis had a certain minimum amount of finesse. He had been in Crete when the coup took place and
then escaped to Turkey. When he got to Turkey he. immediately made a statement stating that the King was innocent and was not, of course, to be implicated
in any way, and then for twenty days he didn't utter a single word denouncing
the Junta. So when he arrived in Bad Godesburg all the Greek delegates were
rather suspicious and very hostile to him. He still kept the line that the King
shouldn't be criticized (I'll have more to say about this later).
At any rate, in the two days I was there I got very disturbed. Here were
young Greeks who, at the time of the Junta takeover had been studying at
foreign universities and were now busy writing deathless prose, redoing the
Center Union Party, and hammering out a socialist platform for it. I was disturbed because, had the Center Union Party been in power at the time and had
this been a normal party convention, it would have been quite proper to raise
the issue about what the party platform should be. But these were not normal
conditions. A military takeover had taken place in Greece and over twenty
deputies of the Center Union Party were already in jail or on islands of exile.
It seemed inappropriate to be writing these manifestos. Not a single word was
mentioned about any of the imprisoned deputies and not a word was mentioned
about Andreas Papandreou — and the delay over his trial — who, of course, was
the most prominent Center Union politician then in jail. I got hold of Siggy
Mineikos and said that this was an outrage. After two days of frantic discussion
all they had succeeded in doing was to write an irrelevant socialist platform.
Many of them were, in reality, members of the EDIN, the Center Union Party's
youth group, and not full-pledged members of the party. Moreover, although
the Center Union Party had anticipated the coup it had done nothing about
rotating, say, twenty deputies in Europe up to the scheduled elections in May.
When twenty would come back, twenty more would go out. They didn't do this
and, as a result, when the oup came they were totally decimated with their
major deputies incarcerated. In the resulting vacuum the EDIN group had reconstituted itself into the Center Union Party.
When I cornered a prominent participant and complained that not a single
word had been mentioned about Andreas, his reaction was, "Well, we can't
mention Andreas' name, because here we are the Center Union Party; we are
going to be very strong and powerful; and if the Junta hears about this they
may get frightened and kill Andreas." I pointed out to him that this was absurd,
that Andreas was a political person, that we could not do this to him, that his
name had to be mentioned prominently, and that the Center Union Party in
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exile should certainly be talking at the top of its voice about all the deputies the
Junta had put in jail. He came around and then we got hold of Nicolaides who
had succeeded in getting out of Greece during the initial chaos of the colonels'
takeover. Nicolaides started representing himself to the European governments
as the General Secretary of the Center Union Party. Vardinoyiannis was very
quick to point out that this couldn't be so, that the Center Union Party in
Greece never had a General Secretary. So the conference in Bad Godesburg was
a matter of determining the question of apostolic succession. The EDIN had
reconstituted itself into the Center Union Party and then confirmed Nicolaides
as the Secretary General of the Center Union Party in exile. At any rate, Vardinoyiannis was almost literally thrown out of the convention and totally denounced. At the end of two days a moderate mention was made of Andreas
Papandreou and his forthcoming trial. I found all of this very disturbing. I returned to Paris and shortly afterward I went to the South of France.
I want now to jump to my trip to Copenhagen. I had gone to Brussels
and from there I took a two-day trip to address a rally of Greek students at the
German University in Aachen. Shortly after my return to Brussels I left for
Copenhagen. When I arrived in Copenhagen, Mogens Camre told me that the
Prime Minister had just returned from Bulgaria, was very busy and regretted
that he could not see me. He had instructed his assistant, Mogens Camre, to
speak to me and make a memorandum of our meeting and submit it to him,
the Prime Minister, the following day. I was disappointed and felt that I was
wasting my time; that I should have been told this beforehand. But I said
nothing. Mogens Camre, a very astute politician, was very clever about it.
He took me to see the Minister of Culture, Mrs. Bodel Koch, at her home.
When I walked in Mrs. Koch's son was there also. It became quite clear very
early in the interview that he was there to protect his mother from making commitments that she possibly ought not to make. After we started talking, the
son soon came over completely to our side. I communicated to Mrs. Koch the
information that had been smuggled out to me in a letter from Margaret Papandreou containing instructions about the Center Union Party's position concerning the makeup of a transition government if the Junta were successfully pushed
aside. Mrs. Koch became very excited and said that the information I had conveyed to her was of sufficient importance to be gotten directly to the Prime
Minister. That evening she called the Prime Minister and urged him very strongly that he see me. Mogens Camre then got a message from the Prime Minister
that he was to bring me in on the following day which was Friday.
I met with the Prime Minister on September 7th, the meeting lasted
about a half an hour. I informed him I had received letters from Margaret
Papandreou that had been smuggled out of Greece and I told him the following:
that Andreas Papandreou himself realized that the status quo ante could not be
restored in Greece very easily; that somehow the Junta had to be gotten out;
that the bloodshed and turmoil of a civil war was to be avoided; that as a practical politician Andreas Papandreou realized that certain concessions had to be
made. At the same time it was believed that the United States was negotiating
very hard about what was called a second phase or second solution to determine
the kind of government that would succeed the Junta. It was, therefore, very
24

imperative that the minimal conditions of the Center Union Party be communicated to President Johnson before his scheduled meeting with King Constatine
in Washington, D. C. on September 11th. The conditions were as follows: First,
that all political prisoners were to be released. Amnesty could not be an issue,
since amnesty implied that a person was guilty and then forgiven. Rather, all
political prisoners were to be released unconditionally. Secondly, no political
prisoner was to be denied his civil or political rights. And thirdly, that all
former political prisoners would be free in the post-coup period to participate
fully in the democratic processes of Greece.
These were rather stringent conditions but, on the other hand, Andreas
Papandreou guaranteed that if these conditions were met the Center Union
Party and he, in particular, would not raise the question either of the King and
his crown or the entire institution of the monarchy; that is, it would be guaranteed to continue into the future. Not the indefinite future, but at least into
the future. This was, in effect, to be the King's last chance. The King was, indeed, responsible for the current state of affairs in Greece, particularly since his
July 15, 1965 actions which removed the elected government of the Center
Union Party from power. If the King now used the prestige and authority and
power of his throne to bring about a truly democratic solution to the current
crisis, his previous actions would be overlooked on condition, of course, that in
the future he behaved as a true constitutional monarch. Failing this, any second
solution or pseudo solution that would involve the expulsion of Andreas and
other Center Union deputies now in jail could only lead in the long run, or in
the immediate short run, to resistance and possibly civil war and the long run
stability of Greece would be in jeopardy.
At the same time I communicated to the Prime Minister that there was
no question of Greece being removed from NATO. The reason that I mentioned these two, the institution of the monarchy and NATO, was because Mogens Camre had told me of a private conversation that George Brown, the Foreign Minister of Great Britain had had with the Prime Minister of Denmark in
which George Brown said that though the British government were not in
favor of the Junta, at the same time they did not want to act precipitously in
removing the Junta. For if the Junta were suddenly to be removed the reaction
of people might, in an orgy of revulsion, turn out to be excessive. It was
quite possible, under those circumstances, that the monarchy would be thrown
out of Greece and Greece taken out of NATO. Great Britain was not willing to
consider either of these two alternatives. And for this reason Great Britain was
not moving as far as the Scandinavian countries in opposing the Junta, at least
publicly.
I suggested to the Prime Minister that it was very imperative that the information that Andreas had communicated to me through Margaret be gotten
directly to President Johnson before his meeting with the King, on September
11th in Washington. The Prime Minister, quite properly, questioned the propriety of this since I was a private citizen and he, as the Prime Minister of Denmark, was being asked to convey this information to my own President. I
pointed out that I was an academic, that this was not my normal mode of operation, that I felt very uncomfortable being in any Prime Minister's office, but
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that nevertheless in the United States there was a sub-level of government and
that it was very difficult to communicate this information directly to the President. I related to him how the President's orders to the Embassy in Washington, through Katzenbach, had been countermanded with regard to offering
Margaret Papandreou and her four children sanctuary in the American Embassy,
how the State Department had totally twisted around the President's instructions to the Defense Department, and how the Defense Department realized this
when they read in the New York Times that the President had intervened to
save Andreas' life. This was the story that an associate editor of Newsweek and
myself and John Kenneth Galbraith had leaked out on purpose simply to put
the President on public record. I emphasized the urgency of getting this information to the President and my belief that normal diplomatic channels could
not be reliably used because there would be some doubt as to whether the
President would ever get the information at all.
Prime Minister Krag questioned the propriety of his communicating this
directly to the President but said that he would consider it and somehow get it
to Johnson. I replied that I did not expect the Prime Minister of Denmark to
confide in me how he would get this information to the president. I simply
made this information available and knowing Denmark's exemplary record with
regard to Greece and its opposition to the Junta, I left it to his discretion as to
the proper channels of communication. The Prime Minister then asked me to
write an aide memoire and to submit it to him the following morning. This was
done and Mogens Camre and I drove out to his summer home and left it for him.
He was not present when we arrived. He got the aide memoire and subsequently
Mogens Camre told me that Prime Minister Krag had sent a wireless to the Danish
Embassy in Washington and the ambassador was instructed to communicate
the information that I had conveyed to Krag directly to either Eugene Rostow
in the State Department or the Under Secretary of State Katzenbach. They
were to be informed that this information was not simply for the State Department itself. The Danish Ambassador had been instructed to request that the
information be communicated directly to the President prior to his meeting
with the King.
I then left Copenhagen and came back to Paris via Brussels. In Paris I received another letter from Margaret further indicating that Andreas Papandreou
would have no objections to former Prime Minister Constantine Caramanlis
heading the transition government, or the National Unity, post-Junta governemnt
provided the three conditions with regard to political prisoners were respected.
Both Siggy and I considered this to be of sufficient importance that we somehow found out what Caramanlis' telephone number was in Paris. I called up
Caramanlis on the phone and his male secretary came. I identified myself as
Professor Rousseas from the United States and that I would like to speak to the
Prime Minister on a matter of urgency. There were a few minutes silence and
then another voice came on and I repeated what I had just said. The voice replied, "0 idios," or "This is he." We then talked very briefly. He asked me a
few questions. He said he didn't know what his schedule was, but that his secretary would get in touch with me as to when I could be fitted in, if that were at
all possible. There was no firm commitment. I indicated to him that I would be
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leaving on Friday and that, therefore, it was very urgent that I meet him before
then. He said that possibly it could be arranged if his schedule was open for the
following day or the day after. Within two hours a call came through from the
secretary saying, that the "Prime Minister will see you this evening at eight
o'clock." This took me quite by surprise. I did not expect it so quickly but
they had apparently checked me out. I asked the secretary if I could bring someone with me since I pleaded that my Greek was not good enough and that the information I had to convey was of such importance that I wanted to be absolutely
sure that there was no question about communication or of the accuracy of what
I wanted to say. The reason I said this was because I wanted to bring Siggy
Mineikos along with me. The secretary balked at this, but I said, "The gentle.
man I wanted to bring is Athanasios Mineikos, who is Andreas Papandreou's first
cousin?' And then I added that if the Prime Minister had any objection at all
then quite obviously I would see him alone. The telephone rang shortly after
that and the secretary was on the phone again saying that the Prime Minister
would like you to come at 7:30, a half hour earlier, since you would then
have more time given his other appointments for the evening.
Siggy came home, we immediately left and went to former Prime Minister Caramanlis' home. He lives in the most exclusive part of the Seizieme
Arrondisement, which is exclusive in itself, in a penthouse. We took an elevator
up, were met by a butler and ushered into a large drawing room, elegantly appointed. We looked out the windows. The apartment was very high up on a hill
in the Seizieme. You could see Paris twinkling below. It was like being on
Lekavitos looking down on Athens — obviously chosen for purposes of nostalgia.
We were in the drawing room for about five minutes when the double
doors swung open and the secretary came in and asked us to follow him.
Up we went on a red-carpeted curving staircase into a huge room; and there
was the former Prime Minister. We sat down and began our conversation.
I should interpolate here that I had also received an urgent letter from
Margaret, in which she wrote: "What I am going to ask you is extraordinary and
I realize the imposition this is, but can you go and see the Foreign Secretary,
George Brown in London, for Andreas?" Included in the letter was another
letter addressed to the Foreign Minister, George Brown, signed by Margaret
Papandreou saying, "Your Excellency: The bearer of this letter, Professor Steve
Rousseas, comes on behalf of my husband, Professor Andreas Papandreou, at
my husband's request. He would appreciate it if you would give Professor Rousseas the opportunity to talk to you." This was remarkable since it was the first
letter that had ever come out of Greece since the coup authorizing anyone to
speak for Andreas or the Center Union Party. Not even Nicolaides had gotten
this authorization. In the letter I was told who to contact in London to arrange
for my meeting with the British Foreign Secretary. I indicated to Prime Minister Caramanlis that there was a very strong possibility that in a few days I
would be going to London to meet George Brown. This seemed to impress
him, and then I said that I had received communication from Andreas through
an intermediary and that I was authorized to tell him that Andreas would have
no objection to Caramanlis resuming the head of the transition National Unity
Government provided, of course, that the minimal conditions that I had stipu27

lated to Prime Minister Krag were met. A long involved conversation followed.
Caramanlis came across as an extraordinarily shrewd man. Much as I had reservations about him, he was the only politician I had met in the entire post-coup
crisis for whom I had any respect whatever.
He was surprised at the information I conveyed to him and I appealed to
his patriotism; that he was obviously against the Junta; that the conditions in
Greece were a deplorable disgrace; and that there were only two politicians of
sufficient stature to remedy the situation: one Andreas Papandreou, the other,
of course, the Prime Minister himself. Andreas Papandreou was in jail and
therefore could not head, under any circumstances, a transition government. I
appealed to his patriotism, to what he owed his country, and I argued that he
was the only person who could carry this off. The Prime Minister informed me
that I did not have to appeal to his patriotism. He put his hands to his head and
said, "I have gotten white hair in the eight years I was Prime Minister," and then
said that even the famous Eleftherios Venizelos had thrown out Kings and instituted revolutions while he, Constantine Caramanlis, was the first truly democratic Prime Minister that Greece had ever had. This, of course, was of doubtful
validity, but I replied that I was quite aware of this, and indicated to him that
the only free elections that Greece had had in the entire postwar period were
the elections of 1964 under his government. Of course, I did not add that he
lost the election. He responded very favorably and gave me to understand that
he would certainly undertake this last mission, for the sake of his country. Then
he said something rather important. He said that the United States was losing
control of the situation; that Colonel Papadopoulos, from the information he
had, was entrenching himself in Greece; that Papadopoulos had already cleaned
out the royalist factions from the police and was busily doing this in the Army;
that every day that passed the U. S. was in loss of a position to impose anything
on anyone; and that there was a great danger that Papadopoulos would throw
out the King and set up a Nasser type of republic.
The meeting came to an end. The Prime Minister stood up. We walked
to the spiral stairway leading down to the lower floor, and as we started to go
down he put his arms around Siggy and said, "How is my friend, Andreas"?
This was an obvious ploy, but a significant one nevertheless. We descended. The
butler had already rung for the elevator and we were taken down.
I then called up, according to Margaret's instructions, Len Manderstam
in London. I told him I had received an imperative letter from Margaret authorizing me to represent Andreas and requesting, through his good offices, to
meet with the Foreign Minister, George Brown. Manderstam said that he would
see what he could do. Manderstam headed an important consultant firm that
had done work for the Center Union government. He was a very wealthy South
African living in London. When I met him, he reminded me of a slightly thinner
version of Sidney Greenstreet, and of an equal mental acuity. A remarkable, remarkable person. At any rate he called back twice, and suggested I come on
Friday. I said that it was impossible for me and we compromised on Wednesday.
Unfortunately the Foreign Minister, George Brown, was leaving for meetings
at the United Nations on that day and it had been arranged instead that I would
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meet with the Minister of State, Mr. Frederick Mulley, who served as Foreign
Minister when George Brown was out of the country. I woke up at five-thirty
in the morning on Wednesday. By pre-arrangement a taxi-cab met me at sixthirty. I went to the airport at Orly, caught the eight o'clock plane and arrived
in London at nine o'clock. And again, by pre-arrangement, I was met by Mr.
Manderstam's fully-liveried chauffeur who led me promptly to a huge, black
Lancia. It was an absolute joy to sit in, with adequate leg room, after the small
French cars. I was driven to Mr. Manderstam's office. I had not had breakfast.
The chauffeur mentioned this to the secretary and English sandwiches came in
accompanied by terrible coffee. Then Mr. Maurice Orbach, a Labor Party
member of parliament arrived. We had a long conversation about my communications from Margaret, my meetings with Prime Minister Krag and with former
Prime Minister Caramalis. I also related what had been going on in the United
States, the countermanding of the President's orders and so on. Mr. Orbach
then turned to me and said, "Professor Rousseas, I want to give you a word of
caution. Are you aware that there is some danger that the CIA might kill
you?" I replied, "You must be joking, Mr. Orbach." He said, "I'm not joking
at all," and he related how when he was in Egypt interviewing Nasser, Tony
Crossland, a very powerful Labor M. P. and theoretician, got a hold of him in
Cairo and said, "I suggest you leave," and when he refused Crossland insisted
saying, "For your own safety you've got to leave. As Conor Cruise O'Brien
later speculated when I related the story to him, it was quite likely that the
British Ambassador, very angry with Orbach, would most probably have instructed one of his Arab henchmen to put a knife between Orbach's ribs. Orbach informed me that the CIA undoubtedly knew I was interfering just as he
had been interfering in Cairo. I had been to see the Prime Minister in Denmark
and Caramanlis in Paris and that I was now in London to see the Minister of
State. "The CIA" he said, "might feel that you are interfering unduly." At
any rate there was nothing I could do about it and in any event it didn't happen
and I arrived back safely to the States.
We got into the Lancia, and we drove to the Foreign Office for a 12:15
appointment. The building that houses the Foreign Office has a hollow inner
huge courtyard. It is an old, dirty-grey building of forbidding architecture; sort of
Gothic-English. I walked in and suddenly felt the entire burden of the British
Empire weighing heavily upon me. The place reeked with history. The creaking
floors and all that. We weren't allowed to walk about freely. We were conveyed
from one person to another through a series of checkpoints. We were escorted,
finally, by the PPS, Parliamentary Private Secretary of the Minister of State, to
a huge drawing room.
We weren't in there very long, when the PPS came back, and then ushered
us into an even larger room containing the Minister of State, Mr. Frederick
Mulley. We sat down around a cocktail table. Mr. Mulley was a bit distant at
first. When I relayed the same information I conveyed to Prime Minister Krag
plus the additional information of my conversation with Caramanlis, and when I
indicated that Caramanlis gave me to believe that he would be receptive to the
idea of being the Prime Minister of the transition government, the Minister of
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State was quite surprised and said that this was an important piece of information. He also challenged me, exactly as had Prime Minister Krag, but on a much
more ponderous level. After all the British Government is far more important
than the Danish Government. He said to me "Well now, this is very unusual,
Professor Rousseas, that you should be here asking the British Government to
communicate with your President." I ran through the same bit I did with the
Danish Prime Minister. I indicated the sub-level of government and even mentioned the CIA for good measure, at which the Minister of State laughed, a sort
of sickly laugh, and said, "Yes, we are quite aware here at the Foreign Office that
the CIA is practically an independent branch of your government quite capable
of following its own independent foreign policy." I found this remark impressive. It came from the Minister of State of the British Government, not from a
left-wing magazine.
The conversation continued and in the middle of our conversation the
PPS came back into the room and informed Mr. Mulley that the Foreign Minister, Mr. Brown, was leaving in five minutes for the United Nations and wanted
a word with the Minister. It was the first indication Orbach and I had that
George Brown was in the next room. The Minister of State then excused himself, and went in to see the Foreign Minister. The PPS offered us a sherry or
a whiskey. Mr. Mulley was gone for about fifteen minutes, came back, sat down,
and said that he had communicated most of our conversation to Foreign Minister Brown, and that the Foreign Secretary was very interested and could I
give him a copy of my aide memoire to Prime Minister Krag. I said that I
would be very happy to do this but I requested that the original be sent back to
me at their very earliest convenience. A gaffe of the first order. The Minister
of State said that that wouldn't be necessary, that he could have it reproduced
immediately. The PPS took it, went out of the room, and came back within two
minutes with a copy. The Minister of State then went back in to see Foreign
Minister Brown, and gave him a copy of my aide memoire to Krag. He came
back and said that the Foreign Minister was taking it with him and will be speaking to Prime Minister Krag when he sees him in New York, and to the U. S.
Secretary of State, Dean Rusk, as well as to the President if he should have the
opportunity to meet him directly.
I pointed out to Mr. Mulley that the aide memoire I had written for Krag
predated my meeting with Caramanlis and the additional information I had
given him, to which Mr. Mulley replied that when I left a complete summary
of our conversation would be made and that it would be put in the diplomatic
pouch for the Foreign Minister who would have it the same day. I thanked him
for his time. We were escorted out. I got into the black Lancia, went to the
London Airport, and caught my plane back for Paris. When I returned to the
States, I received a telephone call from a friend who had in turn received a
telephone call from an informant in Washington, D. C. who told him that Foreign Minister Brown had personally spoken to President Johnson about Greece
and had communicated to him what the Center Union Party's minimum conditions were for a "Second Solution." [They were not accepted, as things
turned out. As a matter of sheer speculation on my part with no known basis
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in fact, the King may have assured President Johnson that the return of Caramanlis was neither desirable nor necessary in view of his plans for a countercoup in December.]
III
The "Second Solution" was also supported by major elements on the Left.
In the days immediately after the 1967 coup, Mikis Theodorakis was obsessed
with the need to unify all resistance groups. But he went about it in a quixotic
way. Haunted by the way all the political leaders had failed to anticipate a coup
that everyone was, in one form or another, expecting, he began by dismissing
the leaders of all political factions and assessed blame for the coup Right and
Left. In a bitter "Analysis of the Situation," which he wrote from hiding four
days after the coup and circulated among the budding resistance movements,
he declared:
When an army suffers a reverse, the soldiers and the officers remove
the generals. I propose we do the same . . . It is we who are taking
this initiative today. Those leaders who have been arrested have had
it . . . I am your President, a deputy and a member of the Executive
Committee of EDA — it is my job to replace them . . . As regards
the Politburo of the Greek Communist Party, which is abroad — in
my opinion, they bear the greatest responsibility of all ... However
. . . we must maintain the best fraternal relations with the Politburo
and demand its constant collaboration, while at the same time making it quite clear that, here, it is we who are responsible! But let
there be no split!
Four months to the day after the coup, on August 21,1967, Theodorakis
was in jail — captured by his own bravura and carelessness. And the split between Theodorakis and the KKE was well on its way. It was hardly likely that
the Politburo would be so easily deposed. Driven by his blind desire for unity
and his aversion to violence, he still struggled to bring unity about — under his
leadership. Even in the Oropos concentration camp he tried to unite the two
contending factions of the KKE. Both rejected him. On the 13th of April,
1970, because of a recurrence of tuberculosis and through the intervention gf
Jean-Jacques Servan-Schreiber, Theodorakis was released and allowed to leave
for Paris. Within a short time, he was once again calling for unity, only now
among the exiled politicians; and once again he failed.
The reason for his failure on both occasions had to do with his unwillingness to resort to violence and his surprising espousal of the "Second Solution."
As early as July 1969, in a smuggled question-and-answer interview with the
Italian journalist, Nerio Minuzzo (reproduced by Theodorakis in his Journal of
Resistance) he was asked if there were, in his opinion, any genuine opportunities
for opposition. His reply was that there were two solutions. The first, an allout struggle against the dictatorship based on the union of all democratic forces.
The second, "The formation of a national front, consisting in the main of those
representatives of the Center and the Right . . . the main object of this would
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be to lead the country back to parliamentary democracy." But wrote Theodoraids, "I do not consider it possible to contemplate the first solution before we
have exhausted all the possibilities for overthrowing the dictatorship without
bloodshed on the basis of the second solution." Later in September 1969, while

in exile in the mountain village of Zatouna, he wrote an "Open Letter to My
Comrades" entitled "The Historic Tasks of the Greek Left." His Second Solution became more explicit:
There is still the possibility of overthrowing the dictatorship from
within and forming a government of pro-American politicians (Caramanlis, Mavros, Mitsotakis, etc.) . . . By accepting such a solution ...
[the Americans] would . . . permit only a very slender measure of
liberty . . . This solution would nonetheless in my view be an important step forward. (Italics supplied)
In this version not only had the Left been excluded but also Andreas
Papandreou, the leader of the Center Union Party and head of the Pan-Hellenic
Liberation Movement (PAK). Included were George Mavros, representing the
right wing of the Center Union Party, and Mitsotakis, the notorious betrayer of
the Center Union and minister in the King's 1965 puppet government. Caramanlis, of course, was living in self-imposed exile in Paris since 1963. Strangely, no mention was made of Panayiotis Canellopoulos, the ERE prime minister
at the time of the coup.
On this basis, not much can be said for Theodorakis' political sense, not to
mention his notion of unity. Still later, in 1970, at the Oropos concentration
camp, the "Second Solution" becomes the "Flexible Solution" or the "Caramanlis Solution." All other names had dropped out. Theodorakis even went so
far as to smuggle a letter out to Caramanlis, his former arch enemy. "By taking
on the leadership of this struggle," wrote Theodorakis to Caramanlis," you will
have deserved well of the Nation . . . I am at your service." Small wonder the
KKE was not exactly enthused at the antics of its former showpiece.
In 1970, on a visit to Denmark, Theodorakis was elected artist-of-theyear by the students of the University of Arhus. In a radio interview with one
of the most noted scholars of modern Greek history and politics, Ole Wahl Olsen, Theodorakis stated that he was through with politics and political parties.
He would create a great cultural movement to unite all the best aspects of mankind in a new cultural revolution. (Theodorakis was clearly falling back on his
tired concept of Militant Culture). He, Theodorakis, moreover, would be the
artist to create and lead this new Revolution. He then stated that he was finished
with the KKE; that he had been badly treated and abused by them and that they
had misused his good name. Theodorakis then denounced the KKE and said
flatly that they were not a solution to Greece's problem. At the end of the
interview he asked Ole Olsen to send copies of the tape to the German radio for
transmission to the people of Greece.
The Danes were very troubled by this, that perhaps Theodorakis had been
carried away in a fit of anger. They later telephoned him in Paris to doublecheck.
He told them to go ahead and send the tape. This, in effect, constituted his
public break, after 26 years of membership, with the Greek Communist Party,
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and not as is commonly believed in 1972 while he was on tour in Australia. It
remains to be seen whether this act of privatization by Theodorakis will hold
for the future.

w
In a peripheral way, while in exile in Paris, Theodorakis was involved in
one more attempt at unity. In the Winter and Spring of 1970, the Norwegian
Committee for Democracy in Greece approached Einer Gerhardsen, a revered
Norwegian politician and former Labor prime minister for over 15 years with
more than 40 years in public life. The idea was to adapt a 1944 Norwegian plan
for unity to the Greek cause. During the German occupation all Norwegian
parties were united under one program with one objective — to rid Norway of the
Germans. All differences had been set aside and all efforts united behind this
one goal. Gerhardsen agreed and talks were started with Caramanlis in Paris
and with Canellopoulos and George Mavros in Greece. Theodorakis was approached as well as George Mylonas, former Center Union Minister of Education,
and even the Moscow-oriented Koliyiannis of the Greek Communist Party.
Contact was also made with the 'apostate' Mitsotakis and with a Greek colonel
and a Greek bishop. Finally, Andreas Papandreou, leader of the left-wing of the
Center Union Party and head of PAK, now teaching economics at York University in Toronto, was brought in. King Constantine i•Rome was also contacted
and said he would go along with the plan though he could not come out publicly
in favor of it. He also indicated that a Caramanlis/Papandreou/EDA coalition
would be acceptable to him. The group, excluding the King, was to meet in
London or Oslo to map out a unified program for liberation and perhaps set up
a government in exile.
Everyone was in tentative agreement. The only holdout was Papandreou.
He did not reject the plan; he wanted to know more about it before he committed himself to it. The Danish deputy, Mogens Camre, long involved in the
anti-Junta movement and a friend of Andreas Papandreou, was asked to pressure Papandreou to go along with the plan. Camre outlined the full plan to
Papandreou in a letter. The government of the two Scandinavian members of
NATO, Norway and Denmark, would put pressure within NATO in support of
the group. If the plan were to be rejected by the Greek politicians, the Scandinavian countries would withdraw and not push hard in NATO. Papandreou in
exile, however, was for armed resistance via PAK. He was now against the
Caramanlis• solution, and against cooperation with right-wing conservatives.
Nevertheless, Papandreou did not reject the plan outright. Instead, he circulated
a mimeographed reply to Camre setting out a number of conditions and a question: "Will any Scandinavian country he prepared to say to the U. S., 'Either
you terminate the occupation of Greece or we leave the affiance — an alliance
that is providing the framework for the occupation of an ally'?"
Denmark, Norway and Sweden plus Finland and Iceland make up the five
Nordic nations. The prime ministers and the foreign ministers of the three
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Scandinavian countries get together twice a year to discuss Nordic matters. At
one of these meetings, on an unofficial basis, the plan was discussed and approved. Not too long after, the Greek ambassador to London confronted the
Norwegian ambassador and showed him a copy of Papandreou's mimeographed
letter of Mogens Camre. "What the hell is going on," he demanded, "What is
your government getting involved in?" The Norwegian ambassador dutifully informed the Norwegian Under Secretary of State, Jens Eversen, of his confrontation with the Greek ambassador. The suspicion was that Papandreou had publicized the plan in order to kill it, since his letter unnecessarily repeated much of
the content of Camre's original letter.
At Papandreou's request, a meeting with the then Danish Prime Minister,
Helmar Bausgaard was arranged. The Prime Minister agreed but wanted Camre
to give him a briefing before he met with Papandreou. Camre warned the Prime
Minister that Papandreou might go against the plan, although at the moment he
had not definitely rejected it. The Prime Minister could not understand why
Papandreou would be against it. At the meeting between the Danish Prime Minister and Papandreou, Papandreou's stated position was that the major members
of the proposed coalition group could not be trusted, that in large measure they
had brought on the coup and that he, Papandreou, would fmd it difficult to cooperate with them.
In fairness to Papandreou, a lot was being asked of him. Canellopoulos
just before the coup had been trying to strip Papandreou of his parliamentary immunity and send him to jail on the trumped up charges of conspiracy over the
celebrated Aspida Plan. Mitsotakis, furthermore, was a traitor to his party and
a key participant in the successful conspiracy by the King to bring down the
Center Union government of Papandreou's father. The 1944 Norwegian coalition
was not therefore a very good model for the Greek case. Also, the probability
was thought to be very high that a Caramanlis solution might very well banish
Papandreou from active participation in post-coup political life. Papandreou
was therefore being asked to commit possible suicide in the name of unity.
On leaving Denmark, Papandreou proposed an alternate plan to Camre at
the airport. Papandreou did not believe that Caramanlis and Canellopoulos,
both of the ERE party, could be in the same room let alone cooperate with
members of the communist-dominated EDA party. He therefore proposed two
groups: a Center-Left and a Center-Right group with Papandreou serving as the
link between them. Camre did not think this would work but he sent Papandreou's counter-proposal to the Norwegian Committee.
A group of Scandinavians, including Gerharsen and Einar Forde, the Norwegian M. P. and chairman of the Norwegian Committee for Democracy in
Greece, went to Greece and met with Canellopoulos and Mavros. Both said
that if Papandreou were not in the plan, they could not expose themselves. The
three Scandinavians came back home and Gerhardsen refused to participate any
further in Greek affairs.
With the Scandinavian countries sadly disillusioned, the initiative was
picked up by the London-based European Atlantic Committee on Greece.
This Committee, headed by Sir Hugh Green, former director of the BBC, dealt
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only with NATO countries on governmental and parliamentary levels. Its primary objective was to put the Greek cause on the NATO agenda (to which, of
course, the United States strongly objected) and have a special NATthcommittee investigate the Greek case as a first _step in deposing the Greek Junta. The
foreign secretary of the Netherlands, Max van der Stohl, was approached by the
Committee and he promised to cooperate. On June 5,1973 K. B. Andersen, the
Danish Foreign Minister, saw van der Stohl in Luxembourg. He doubted that
the Dutch would go as far as the Atlantic Committee hoped. At the June 13-15
meetings of NATO in Copenhagen, the Dutch Foreign Minister, without mentioning Greece by name, said that he regretted the lack of democracy in certain
member countries (i.e., Turkey, Portugal and Greece) and that if the reliability
of NATO were to be maintained, this state of affairs would have to change.
One year ago, the Canadian Foreign Minister warned the Danes to stop
their agitation within NATO on behalf of Greece, that their initiatives were
being ignored within NATO, and that the colonels were being strengthened by
their lack of success. The Danes, therefore, welcomed the initiative of the
Dutch and pledged to support the Dutch as far as the Dutch were willing to
go; which, as things turned out, wasn't very far.

A Group of Students, Workers, Scientists, and Professionals from
Chicago Announce the Formation of a New Organization
THE HELLENIC CULTURAL CENTER
(ELLINIKON PNEVMATIKON KENTRON)
BASIC BELIEFS: Integrity of Greek Culture, Freedom of Expression,
Freedom of Participation Regardless of Ideology, Race, Sex, and Religion.
BASIC PURPOSES: To expose Greek descendants, new immigrants, and
the American Community to modern Greek culture in all its manifestations and to provide opportunities for the enrichment of life, the
satisfaction of cultural, social, and educational needs, and the fulfillment of humanistic ends.
PROGRAM PLANS: Publication of Magazine, Cultural Activities, Lectures, Concerts, Theatre, Films, and Establishment of a library to
Serve the Needs of the Members and the General Community.
FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION Write or Call:
Hellenic Cultural Center
% Terminal Restaurant
2529 N. Kedzie — Chicago, Ill. 60647
281-2860 — 455-8715
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THE CYPRUS EPISODE:
SOME LESSONS FROM TURKISH HISTORY*
by Vahalut N. Dadrian

The invasion of Cyprus, the outcome of which though presently uncertain,
bodes ill for Greek Cypriotes as well as Greece, is a classic example of militarypolitical boldness calculated to ensure a swift success through a blitz surprise.
By the same token, the urge to speedily achieve a fait accompli stems from the
urge to use it as a leverage for tacit coercion in subsequent negotiations and
deals. Nor can one ignore the prevalent fact that underlying all this is a general
attitude of a disparagement, bordering on contempt, of existing instruments and
organs of international control. Indeed, we are presently witnessing the reemergence of a historical trend among lesser powers in some of the volatile
areas of the world to rely mainly on threat and/or actual exercise of force to secure territories for a variety of reasons. Turkish history, dominated in large
part by martial 'traditions and aptitudes, epitomizes this modus operandi, especially with respect to vulnerable neighbors; in this sense, whenever opportune,
treaties obligations or commitments were often brushed aside with remarkable
ease and success. This posture of pre-emptive expediency, appears to characterize the present conflagration in and around Cyprus, signalizing at the same time
the ominous pitfalls inherent in the discrepancy of power relations obtaining
between traditionally antagonistic small and medium sized nation units.
The annals of Turkish wars of liberation are quite instructive in this sense.
The military genius of Ataturk was matched by his political acumen and diplomatic dexterity by virtue of which he manipulated the incipient Bolshevik
regime against "the imperialist West" and managed to secure from a hard pressed
and still struggling Lenin, abundant quantities of weapons, ammunition and
gold. By thus outsmarting the revolutionary Communists, he forged a formidable military leverage to outgun and eventually to overcome his potential and
actual enemies. His task was immensely facilitated by the additional factor
of inter-ally rivalries revolving around the quest for post-war territorial annexations and economic greed animating France, England, Italy, and later on the
U.S.A. (Chester Oil concessions subsequently arbitrarily relinquished by Ataturk and the schemes of Standard Oil Co.). Moreover, as in the Cyprus case
currently, the Greeks were afflicted with serious internal dissensions which ultimately served to cripple their military campaign against the Turkish national
liberation movement. In the end, Ataturk was able to resurrect a new Turkish
Republic out of the remains of the disintegrating Ottoman Empire. Indeed, it is
a rare historical phenomenon that a country which unconditionally surrendered
and lay prostrate at the end of a global war, within a year rose to challenge the
victorious Allies and finally dictated the terms of a peace treaty (Lausanne,
1923) "with an assurance and arrogance, perhaps unparalleled in treaty negotiations," to use then U. S. Senator W. H. King's characterization. The roots of
this proclivity may be traced to Sultan Hamid who skillfully exploiting the on*The Editor would like to thank Prof. Marius K. Deeb of Indiana University Political Science
Department for reviewing the present article.

36

going rivalries especially those centering around the traditional Ottoman persecution and massacres of the Armenians,mainly between Russia and England, managed to prolong the life of the decaying Ottoman Empire and in the process
ceded Cyprus to England. (Cyprus Convention June 4, 1878) In fact, Articles
I and later VI of the July 1 Annex of the Convention specifically cite Armenia
and the need for reforms there. Basically, therefore, this Convention was intended to commit England to deter Russia from interceding on behalf of the
Armenians via military conquest.
These historical antecedents offer a striking parallel to the present in spite
of modern strategies and changing constellations of power and political stances.
Evidence suggests that Turkey shrewdly and patiently waited for a propitious
moment to execute its military and political schemes vis-a-vis Cyprus, diplomacy and pious pronouncements notwithstanding. The full range of these
schemes is yet to unfold.
It is, therefore, bewildering to note the extensive but misguided public
debate anchoring on the presumed political mistakes of the discredited Greek
military junta and the recklessness of the Samson clique that toppled the regime
of Archbishop Makarios. For technically speaking, the short lived Samson regime did nothing which in any way undermined the Turkish minority of the
island. On the contrary, Samson went out of his way to publicly proclaim and
reassure that minority that its status was not going to be affected by the overthrow.
If the questionable career and personality of a new leader is a sufficient
criterion for military aggression, then after the death of Lenin and at Stalin's
accession to power Turkey should have invaded Azerbaidjan in Soviet Transcaucasus so as to protect the Azerbaidjani Turks and their territories. Indeed,
Article III of the 1921 Moscow Treaty (ratification exchanged on September
1921 in Kars, Turkey) signed between Kemalist Turkey and the Soviet Union by
stipulation provides similar guarantees regarding the integrity of a particular segment of Azerbaidjan. The fact that the application of one and the same principle may portend the height of folly in one case but at worst it evokes a timid
Presidential "We don't approve of it" response when applied in another case,
once more illustrates the latitudes through which naked power can assert itself
against legal restrictions and moral inhibitions meant to discourage aggression.
As President Johnson's swift response to the previous Turkish attempt of invading Cyprus abundantly proved, (Pres. Johnson's letter warning Turkish Prime
Minister Inonu of dire consequences was sent on June 5, 1964), under certain
conditions, an unequivocal threat of retribution is often more productive than
the actual application of that threat. However, given Kissinger's Macchiavelianpenchant to manipulate "options" like in a chess game or "domino," abiding
concepts of legality and morality are to be presently sacrificed purportedly to
avert highly arbitrarily presumed and often vaguely imagined "counterproductive" results. Insensitivity and cunning seem to have unduly expanded the
threshold of tolerating crass violations of law, of agreements and resulting criminal aggression.
The destruction by the Kemalist Turks in the fall of 1920 of the infant
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Republic of Armenia, which rose in the aftermath of the World War I genocidal
ordeal — an ordeal punctuated by a disproportionate scale of sacrifices in the
Allied military effort by Armenia in the capacity of a "little ally" — is a grim
reminder of the perils such diplomatic acrobatics and attendant callousness can
produce in relation to small, powerless nations pitted against inexorable foes.
Kazim Karabekir, one of the principal heroes of the Turkish wars of liberation,
and the military commander of the operations against Armenia with pride relates in his memoirs how he repeatedly literally begged Ataturk for permission
to invade and destroy Armenia. As he argues, Ataturk hesitated and relented
each time — not because of legal or moral scruples but on account of fears of
Allied military interference and retribution. In a strategy meeting, it was finally
decided that the chances of such intercession were nill and that European powers wouldn't even lift a finger for Armenia. Consequently, Ataturk reversed
himself and as Supreme Commander issued the formal orders for attack. Were
it not for the swift, anticipatory and preventive move of the 1 1 th Red Army
operating in the area then, Karabekir's vow to obliterate Armenia once and for
all would have encountered no major obstacle. It is significant to note here
that the principal excuse for this attack was, in a vein similar to that for the Cyprus invasion, the claim of Armenian persecution of Moslem Azerbaidjanis in
Armenia notwithstanding a parallel design of establishing a direct land route to
secure military supplies from Bolshevik Russia.
******
There seem to be three points crystallizing with respect to the still developing Cyprus episode. First, a vast military affiance like NATO composed of culturally heterogeneous and economic-militarily disparate elements is bound to
have liabilities in so far as it is pivoted and structured on exclusively external security considerations. Despite centuries of accumulated experience in this area,
the European co-founders failed to recognize the fragility of the infra-structure
of that affiance. The current Cyprus disaster which they failed to anticipate
may be overshadowed by even greater future disasters as a result of this persistent
flaw, involving some basic incongruencies in tradition, legal and political attitudes
and above all in the development of democratic processes. This incidence of
"culture lag" besetting a country like Turkey can, in times of political, economic
and military crises, not only distort the meaning of NATO but by subverting it,
can precipitate disaster for all concerned.
It is abundantly clear that for some members, membership in the alliance
is only manifestly intended to secure protection against the threat of the Soviet
Union and its satellites. But, this is one aspect of the problem. Covertly and
latently, such affiances are serving the more dangerous goal of accumulation of
power as an end in itself — power to be applied for self-serving and militant
purposes, which may conflict with the central end of the alliance and may
even undermine it. There seem to be no provision or mechanism to consequentially deal with this problem. To regress to history once more, even though she
had no critical conflicts with the principal Allies, Turkey chose to align herself
with the opposing powers of Germany and Austria at the outbreak of World
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War I, in order to fulfill her own pan-Turkic ambitions. At great cost, her armed
forces were trained and heavily equipped and her faltering economy was substantially subsidized, all by Imperial Germany. Yet, her miscalculations not
only wrought havoc with the Turkish nation, they not only compounded the
woes of Germany and Austria by unnecessarily prolonging World War I, but
they also generated a series of massive disasters for her minorities and subject
nations.
Second, another historical precedent is suggestive of dire consequences
for the island of Cyprus. Reference is being made to the Turkish annexation on
the eve of World War II, of the Sanjak of Alexandretta, situated immediately
north of the Syrian port city of Latakia and northeast of Cyprus. In a period
of two years, under the exertions of Kemal Ataturk, the Turks step by step took
over the entire controversial territory by recourse to political and military pressures, electoral and legislative manipulations — notwithstanding a succession of
legal and political agreements guaranteeing the autonomy of that territory.
Its ultimate annexation was formalized on June 23, 1939; the Sanjak was renamed Hatay, and France as well as the emerging new Syrian nation helplessly
yielded to the fait accompli. Once more, significantly, the Turks were but a
minority in the area, about 40% of the total population. But in the end they
forced a mass exodus of the rest of that population, attended by all the untold
miseries endemic to such migrations and to the struggle for relocation.
Third, it is one of the grim ironies of international relations that Turkey
whose history is replete with lethal abuse of a host of minorities, should invoke
the principle of protecting minority rights as a rationale for its current invasion
of Cyprus; the irony is accented by Turkey's incessant reference to treaty rights
and obligations involving minorities. Lest this record be dismissed as consisting
of mere blunders of past history, attention may be directed to the Treaty of
Lausanne which Kemalist Turkey signed with the Allies on July 24, 1923 and
which, after several years of debate, and due to intense public pressure, the U. S.
Senate rejected.
Article 29 of that treaty among other things provides "admission to public
employments, functions and honours" for non-Moslem minorities. Since its
inception, however, i.e., for more than half a century, successive Turkish governments persistently violated this provision by denying the Armenians, Jews and
Greeks the right underlying that provision. Moreover, Article 40 of the same
treaty stipulates that these minorities "in particular shall have an equal right
to establish, manage and control at their own expense any charitable, religious
and social institutions, any schools and other establishments for instruction and
education, with the right to use their own language." And, after reaffirming all
this, Article 44 states that "these provisions constitute obligations of international concern, and shall be placed under the guarantee of the League of Nations."
Yet, the gradual erosion in quantity and quality of community life among the
above-mentioned three non-Moslem minorities of Turkey, attended not only
by attrition but above all by desperate mass emigration, is a direct by-product
of the above-mentioned creeping obstacles and crippling controls, imposed by
the Turkish authorities — in direct violation of the above-mentioned provisions
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of the Lausanne Treaty. Undeterred, Turkey, with a patient determination to
Turkify the area, has therefore, been suffocating the centuries old existence of
Greek, Jewish and Armenian community life — a life endowed with venerable
and rich cultural traditions concentrated in Istanbul as the last but dwindling
residue in Asia Minor of the ancient and thriving civilizations of these peoples,
whose victimization assumes special poignancy since they antedate the Turks in
the area. Notwithstanding, when recently a group of Armenian political leaders,
in a brief, remonstrated their grave concern in this respect, representatives of
the State Department, who had met them for this purpose, dismissed that concern as unwarranted. The pattern seems to be constant, irrespective of time,
place and circumstances. During World War II, the Turks levied the infamous
"head tax" (varlik vergisi) thereby economically ruining the majority of nonMoslem businessmen; in September 1955, the same Turks once more displayed
their capacity for massive outrage and barbarism inflicted mostly upon the
helpless Greeks, and stimulated by the highest echelons of the government in
Ankara. Yet, the State Department elected to minimize the significance of
these excesses, in deference to Turkish "sensitivities!"
The more critical feature of the plight of the non-Moslem minorities of
Turkey involves its legal and therefore political ramifications — particularly with
respect to the Soviet Union. Consistent with past performances, the Kremlin
can be expected to force this issue, by military intervention if necessary. The
criterion for such initiative is neither diminished by the avowed Soviet respect
for the territorial integrity of Turkey nor does it necessarily flow from an abiding concern for the minorities themselves, including the Armenians, a historically
disaster-ridden bone of contention between Russia and Turkey. That criterion
coincides with the one Turkey employed when invading Cyprus namely, the
rise of a suitable crisis or opportunity warranting calculated risks in political
and military intercessions. To illustrate the point, the contriving of a simple
scenario may be in order. The Central Committee of the Armenian Communist
Party by arrangement may for example appeal to the Kremlin to come to the
rescue of the hard pressed Armenian compatriots in Turkey. By stretching the
point (as the Turks did with respect to the Turkish minority in Cyprus) and considering the U. N. as the de facto if not the de jure successor of the League of Nations, the Soviets may adduce a legal basis for such intercession. As stated
earlier, the final article (44) of the Lausanne Treaty similarly but not identically
stipulates that any member of the League of Nations is entitled to be interested
in the fate of these minorities, especially with respect to "infractions" by the
Turkish government. The extreme resort to force by the Turks in Cyprus was
not clearly warranted by the circumstances of the Cyprus episode; nor is that
resort specifically in accord with the provisions of the tripartite treaty of guarantee signed in 1959 in Zurich and London between England, Turkey and
Greece. Indeed, that treaty stipulates optimal consultation among Guarantor
Powers and specifically excludes any form of partition of the island. The right
to take unilateral action may be exercised only when all possibilities of consultation are exhausted and have proven abortive. Moreover, the bilateral agreement
between the U. S. and Turkey in the area of military assistance, through Article
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IV (July 1947) requires that Turkey obtain U. S. consent for the use of military
assistance for purposes other than those specified in the agreement. Finally, the Foreign Assistance Act of 1960 precludes the use of American
weapons for purposes other than defense, internal upheaval or NATO exigencies. Obviously, there are different types and degrees of provocation
calling for commensurate responses. As argued earlier, Samson was prudent.
enough not to challenge the Turks or their status. The issue here is not the
speculation of a hidden or projected intent but his overt conduct, which in-'
volved a proclamation reassuring rather than threatening the Turks. But even
if he had challenged, the issuance of warnings, definite threats, an ultimatum or
even deporting or replacing him would be more appropriate intervening counter
measures, militating against invasion as an extreme resort.
The proclivity of creating risky precedents of this kind and facing unintended consequences is recurrent in Turkish history. As early as in 1672, for
example, the Sultan dispatched an army to support a Cossack rebellion, explaining that when you are "mighty," military assistance to oppressed peoples
justifies "breaking the peace." After inflicting upon them a humilitating defeat,
the Russians retaliated by inserting in the Treaty of Kucuk Kaynardja (July
1774) Section 2 of Article XVII, which obligated the Ottoman Government
to cease and desist from oppressing subject Christians. Nor is this attitude limited to history. In the Spring of 1974, Dogru, Turkey's minister of Industry
dared to promise, by the "use of every means," the liberation of Soviet Azerbaidjan to a group of Azerbaidjani immigrants in Ankara. In his protest note,
widely distributed by Armenpress, an international press service headquartered
in Yerevan, the capital of Soviet Armenia, and mainly diaspora oriented, the
Soviet Ambassador to Turkey issued a warning of retaliation, outlining the
Soviet leeways of reviving the case of Armenia and of Armenian territorial
claims vis-a-vis Turkey.
The outcome of the Cyprus conflagration in large part hinges on covert
Turkish designs but also on Turkish estimates of the probable responses of the
rest of the world, particularly the Great Powers. Given the state of present
international relations, and given historical patterns of Turkish conduct, these
designs, may be activated through the onset of precipitate crises involving,
among other things, "provocations" or miscalculations on the part of the
Greek political leadership within and without the island. Such designs are
likely to involve overt and covert phases of initiative, with a view to ultimately
appropriating the entire island — by way of gradual dislocations, mass emigrations and eventual expulsion of the larger segments of the Greek population.
This does not, of course, preclude the possibility of a holocaust, engulfing the
entire population of that island. Past Turkish successes of dealing with thorny
minority issues a la Turca fashion, and the present apathy of the great powers,
as well as the rest of the world, reinforced by a keen Turkish awareness of a
legacy of domination vis-a-vis the former subject nationalities of the Ottoman
Empire tend to encumber other solutions. Nor should one underestimate the
powerful legacy of the military in Turkish history and the preponderance of the
Turkish military in political decision making in spite of the democratic contours
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and pretenses of Ankara. Yet, one cannot help but wonder whether such a posture may also not prove to be another Achilles' Heel for Turkey — despite
NATO. It may be easy rhetoric to appeal to the Turks to temper their appetites and to be reasonable, but Theodore Roosevelt's admonition in his memoirs
in face of "dreadful inequities perpetrated" among others by the Turks may be
worth repeating here:
"One outspoken and straightforward declaration by this government .. .
would have been worth to humanity a thousand times as much as all the professional pacifists have done in the past fifty years." Is the present Administration
capable of mustering such fortitude vis-a-vis an ally whose overall dependence
upon the U. S. is exceeded only by her inveterate fears of the specter of the
Russian Bear?
TO KAPATE

Reprinted from Apogevmatini, December 9, 1974

THE PLAINTIFFS BECOME DEFENDANTS: RECENT COURT
REVELATIONS ON NAZI COLLABORATORS*
(Editor's Note: In the last issue, the Editor suggested that prospective contributors attend
to the question of continuity in collaboration (or resistance) in the following three periods:
1940-1944, 1944-1949, and 1967-1974. The trial material presented below provides a good
case for such continuity. Now that the wicked seven-year "parenthesis" is closed, it is
hoped that prospective writers undertake more systematic studies of this crucial area in
modern Greek history.)

Mr. Nicholas Anagnostopoulos, a member of the security battalions which
operated during the Second World War, brought a suitand Mr. George
Xenakis, the author of an article ("National Resistance and the Security Battalions") and M r Nicholas Psaroudakis, publisher of Christianiki in which the
article appeared on May 1973, before the fall of the Greek junta. Mr. Xenakis,
a resistance leader against the Nazis, wrote the article in response to the passage
of Legislative Decree 179/1969 by the junta; the decree recognized the security
batallions as national heroes, an action all previous Greek governments had
avoided. In his article, Mr. Xenakis characterized the security battalions as Nazi
collaborators. Mr. Anagnostopoulos considered the article slanderous. The
first trial was scheduled for October 5, 1974 but failed to materialize because
only the plaintiff and one of his six witnesses showed up. The court postponed
the trial until November 1, 1974. At that time, the Fifth State Court held that
the charges of slander were completely unfounded.
For readers who missed the trial and in order to set the historical record
straight, Christianai published portions of the legal transcripts along with some
commentary.
Mr. Anagnostopoulos, who originally brought the litigation during the
dictatorship, offered at a recent hearing to drop all charges in exchange for a
retraction by Christianiki of what he termed slanders against his person. Mr.
Xenakis pointed out that his article was written to expose the general collaborationist nature of the security battalions and mentioned no specific names. He
added that "Even though Mr. Anagnostopoulos knew that his name did not
appear in the article and there was no personal slanders in the article, he
brought us to court on three different occasions . . . So for these reasons I ask
Mr. Anagnostopoulos to admit that the article was factual and to ask the pardon
of Christianiki. If he will not comply, we ask that the trial take its course."
Mr. Anagnostopoulos did not accept this request and so the defendants asked
the President of the Court to carry on the trial for no other reason than to reveal the traitorous role of the security battalions during the Nazi occupation.
The hearing began with the shocking revelation by Mr. Xenakis that Mr.
Anagnostopoulos brought the suit during the dictatorship, thinking that it would
*The trial developments were covered in the September 28, October 12, and November 9
issue of Christianiki. The November 1 trial was reported extensively in the Nov. 9 issue
by Mr. Nikos Patelos and Mr. John Bamiatzis. The editor would like to thank Larry Martin
and George Moustalds, University of Chicago students, for their assistance in translation.
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lead to a definite conviction by a Military Court. The defendant continued,
saying that, "Now, because it is obvious that the outcome of the trial is beyond
political interference, he wants to withdraw. Since we know Mr. Anagnostopoulos was a well-known security battalion commander, he sued us for the personal motive of clearing his name by calling us liars, and to bolster the reputation of the battalions in general because of then-dictator Papadopoulos' known
activities as a Germanotsolks. 1
As the trial continued, Mr. Anagnostopoulos spoke under oath of the bold
spirit and courageous activities of the security battalions. Among other things,
he said, "I brought my suit in a period when other ideals were regnant (!).
Now the times have changed. Even the Communist Party (KKE) has been legalized. What can I say now?" He added that the security battalions offered
"national services" and cooperated with the national resistance (EDES). 2 To
prove this, he cited the fact that compensation from the Greek State was
granted members of the security battalions.
In order to refute these claims, Mr. Xenakis read to the court an official
communication from a security battalion leader on the island of Evea to his
superior officer. The subject was troop strength and the leader said, "We are
under lieutenant Tsirinnis. We have a force of vehicles from the Third Division,
including a sub-division of 35 German soldiers with their own officer."
Mr. Anagnostopoulos reacted by saying that he never suspected the Germans were escorting the battalions on their military undertakings against the
guerilla bands.
Continuing, a lawyer for Christianiki read a list of those slaughtered in
Evea by security battalion forces and then asked Mr. Anagnostopoulos if he knew
why they were killed in cold blood. He replied that they were executed because they killed the heroic governor of Evea (Christianiki notes that Anagnostopoulos meant the execution of notorious collatorator Liakos). Mr. Anagnostopoulos added that even if he did admit the resisters were killed, this was not
done by the whole battalion but only by "a courageous fighter, lieutenant
Nikos Bourlis, in the name of God and of lieutenant Bourlis." He declared that
the role of the battalions was to resist the Germans and that any action taken
against resistance groups was only to defend Greeks from Communists.
A strong audience reaction followed the reading of the testimony by another security battalion leader. Answering a question about the losses his troops
sustained in previous engagements, the officer said, "From our own soldiers,
only one German was killed."
Here follows a dialogue between a defense attorney and Mr. Anagnostopoulos:
"

Attorney: Did you know that the security battalions were officially charged as
traitors by the Greek Government-in-exile?
Anagnostopoulos: Yes, I know this, but I also know that the battalions were
created by the 260th Civil Ordinance of the Rallis Government which
saved Greece (Rallis was head of the quisling government during the occupation — Christianild's Note).
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Attorney: Did you know there was a court decision condemning Rallis as a
traitor and condemning his creation of the security battalions?
Anagnostopoulos: Yes, I know it.
Attorney: So that man saved Greece?
Anagnostopoulos:
(no reply).
A dialogue between the attorney for Christianiki and the plaintiff's first
witness, Mr. Politakis (also a former member of the security battalions) then
took place:
Attorney: What were the security battalions for?
Politakis: They were created to save Greece from Communism.
Attorney: Were you fighting in the cities or up in the mountains?
Politakis: Within the cities.
Attorney: Where did you get your guns and supplies?
Politakis: I don't know.
Attorney: Who sent them to you?
Politakis: I don't know.
Mr. Xenakis then undertakes to question Mr. Politakis:
Xenakis: Did you have any battles with the Germans?
Politakis: We didn't have time because we were occupied with fighting the Communists (ELASites). 3
Xenakis: When were those battalions created?
Politakis: They were created on the 6th of July, 1944 (Christianiki notes that
this was only the official appearance of the battalions; they carried out operations well before this date).
Xenakis: When was the war over?
Politakis: I don't know.
Xenakis: I think in 1944. So why were you so eager to fight in the battalions
when Germany was collapsing?
Politakis .
(no reply).
Xenakis: What exactly were those security battalions?
Politakis: They were a variation of the national non-communist resistance
(EDES).
Xenakis: (Holding up a faded newspaper entitled the Democratic Flag and
dated 12/30/43; the paper was the official organ of EDES). Do you know
that this paper condemns the security battalions as traitors?
Politakis: I don't know.
Xenakis: Do you know that all the other resistance organizations denounced the
battalions as traitors?
Politakis: I don't know.
Miss Papathanasopoulos took Mr. Politakis' place and was questioned by
Mr. Xenakis. She was asked what she knew about the article by Mr. Xenakis.
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She said that although she was a party to the suit, she had hurriedly read the
article and knew little about the whole affair. She did say that Mr. Anagnostopoulos' brother was killed by the ELAS Communists. Finally she said she
didn't know much about the security battalions as she was a child at that time.
A third witness against Christianiki, Mr. Tsalis, was then cross examined
by the lawyer for Christianiki. In his testimony, Mr. Tsalis stressed the "patriotic" acts of the security battalions:
Attorney: Where did you find your guns?
Tsalis: (Looking at the President of the Court) I wouldn't want to answer
that.
President of the Court: You are obliged to answer it.
Tsalis: The National Government of Athens gave them to us (Christianiki notes
that the National Government of Athens is another name for the quisling
Rallis government).
Attorney: That traitorous government?
Tsalis: I don't know.
Attorney: During the Nazi occupation, did you have any mutual ties with the
Greek Government in the Middle East, EDES, or ELAS?
Tcalis No, because we were under the command of Gen. Kosmopoulos ( Christianiki notes he was another notorious quisling).
Attorney: So you had no connections with the legitimate government?
Tsalis
(No reply).
-

.

(At this point, the plaintiff Anagnostopoulos interrupted the proceedings
and attempted to postpone the successive questions by the defense. The President of the Court had to admonish the plaintiff to cease his interference.)
Mr. Tsalis was further questioned by another defense attorney, Leandros
Karaphylides, about the relation between the security battalions and the Nazis.
After claiming that not only the Evea (Central Greece) but also the security battalions in the rest of Greece had saved Greeks, he was read the following telegram
from Col. Papadogonas, Commander of all Peloponnesian battalion forces, to
Ittler, congratulating the latter on the failure of a plot against his life:
5,000 officers, soldiers, and other volunteers, and the greatest part
of the Peloponnesian people express their resentment against those
contemptible persons who designed and attempted a plot against
your life. They failed to recognize the validity of your struggle
against Communism and the plutocratic supporters of Communism.
The people express their joy at your miraculous salvation. And
they thank God who protected your life for you to lead the German
nation against the plague of Communism.
Mr. Karaphylides was interrupted by the President of the Court who
asked Mr Tsalis for his reaction to the telegram. Mr. Tsalis replied that "If that
is true, it should not have happened." Mr. Karaphylides continued his reading
of the telegram:
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... We have to continue to fight against the foreign Bolshevik
hordes in Greece. From the holy land of ancient Sparta, the land of
Leonidas, the land that saved European civilization, we raise our
voices: "Lord protect the Fuhrer."
The questioning continued. The District Attorney asked retired General
Leonidas Spaes about the attitude of the Greek government-in-exile toward the
security battalions. General Spaes said that the Papandreou government "stigmatized" them as traitors." He also said that "the battalions never fought the
Germans" and added that both George Papadopoulos (Greece's seven-year dictator — Editor's note) and his brother were in the security battalions at Patras
under Commander Kourkoulakos.
Another witness was called by the defense to show how absurd the charges
of slander were. Former general Andreas Vardoulakis was asked who shaped
the battalion forces and he replied, "The government of the collaborators." The
attorney for the plaintiff undertook the questioning of General Vardoulakis:
Attorney: If that Government did not represent the Greek people, where could
they have gone to resist?
Vardoulakis: There was the Archbishop and the resistance groups in the mountains; they could have gone to the mountains instead of pretending to fight
the Nazis in the cities where they really were working hand in hand with
them.
Attorney: Was it not Hitler's tactic to find mercenary and anti-social elements
in the occupied countries and to organize them, thus strengthening his
own forces?"
Vardoulakis: Yes, that's how it was.
Attorney: Who gave them the guns?
Vardoulakis: The Germans, of course. Through the quisling Government. This
meant that the guns were given to support the Germans and not to fight
them. If you get guns from your enemy, you have to have fought him
for them, not received them as a gift, as the battalions did. This means
treason.
General Vardoulakis further testified that he knew the defendant Xenakis
from the days of the occupation. The defendant had fought in the mountains
of Crete. He revealed there were orders to the resistance groups in Greece from
the Middle East staff to treat the security battalions as Germans. General Vardoulakis said that the article was indeed accurate.
The next witness for the defense was Mr. Komnenos Pyromaglou, formerly
second in command of EDES. Mr. Pyromaglou made the following statement:
We condemned the security battalions because we asked them to join
the resistance and they refused.
The president of the Court asked Pyromaglou if Mr. Xenakis' article was
slanderous and he replied, "No, it was absolutely true." Then the attorney for
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the plaintiff asked him if battles had occurred between the two resistance
groups, ELAS and EDES. Mr. Pyromaglou admitted such battles had indeed
taken place but added that these were the result of German spies wishing.to divide the resistance. He described how Germans recruited their supporters:
"From November 1941 to December 1942, a school of spies was operating south
of Athens, at Sounion, for German and Greek officers." He also said that collaborator spies created confusion among the resistance fighters by spreading rumors
that the other resistance organizations were collaborators. The defense reacted
to this line of irrelevant questions by saying it was Christianiki which was on
trial, not ELAS. The attorney for the defense then undertook the questioning
of Pyromaglou:
Attorney: Did the people of ELAS, EDES, and other resistance organizations
circulate within the cities?
Pyromaglou: Not really. However, I must tell you something else. Wherever before the war there was a dictatorship, there was also a fifth column; and it
became easy for the Germans to conscript the security battalions.
Attorney: You who lived the resistance, could you tell us if the security battalions complaint that they had no time to fight the Germans, because
they were defending themselves against the ELASites, is tenable?
Pyromaglou: No. But be careful. Evea had a certain peculiarity; it served as a
place of exodus for Greeks going to the Middle East. That's why the Germans had placed the security battalions there to guard the area in order
not to occupy their own forces.
Attorney: Do you know if the security battalions ever fought the Germans?
Pyromaglou: If the security battalions of Patras failed to come to the defense of
their women and children when the Germans attacked them at the Big
Cave, would they have given the Germans a battle?
Attorney: Do you know if the notorious Papadogonas made any agreements
with the Germans and the Italians?
Pyromaglou: Not one, but many.
Attorney: Did Mr. Xenakis write any untruths when he wrote that the security
battalions were traitors who hurt Greece?
Pyromaglou: It was the least he could write.
Later, Mr. Gregoriades Phevos, a distinguished historian of the guerilla
resistance, took the stand for the defense. Mr. Phevos testified that he fought
the security battalions from the ranks of ELAS and that the plaintiff, himself,
in a book he wrote, admitted that the security battalions collaborated with the
Germans. The historian was then examined by Mr. Xenakis and a defense attorney:
Xenakis: Were not the security battalions purposefully organized to help the
Germans?
Phevos: Not only that, but the plaintiff had slandered all the Greek officers of
the resistance saying that they had become "lovers" of the Germans.
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Attorney: Do you think the suit had anything to do with the dictatorship
which prevailed at that time or was it without any ulterior motivations?
Phevos: Yes there is a connection.
Attorney: Do you happen to know why the security battalions were recognized
only in 1973 as groups which apparently fought the Germans?
Phevos: The youngest in the security battalions and their children had their
roots in the junta. 4
Attorney: Is it true that ELAS fought the security battalions?
Phevos: They were within the cities with the Germans and we fought them.
Attorney: Is it true that all the resistance organizations and the Foreign Missions had condemned the security battalions in a common protocol they
had signed?
Phevos: Yes, it's true.
Another witness for the defense, Mr. Karidis, revealed that when the 1945
trial of the traitors took place, the President of the Court addressed the principal
quisling (Mr. J. Rallis) as follows:
Do you know, Mr. Defendant, that documents from the Germans
were found in our Foreign Office saying that if the security battalions had not existed, the Germans would have abandoned our
country a year sooner?
Several other witnesses for the defense testified about the security battalions' traitorous acts, among which were the burning of homes, the turning of
Greeks over to the Germans, indiscriminant executions and robberies. The
Germans often had to intercede in order to prevent the execution of unarmed
civilians by the security battalions. Mr. Karapiperis, a volunteer witness from
the audience, stated that "I was an eyewitness on August 17, 1944 when Germans with collaborators came in our district, selected 140 individuals and killed
them in cold blood. They also took 5,000 captives and sent them to Dachau and
Auschwitz. I saw with my own eyes the collaborators loot the corpses . . . "
The two defendants, Mr. Xenakis and Mr. Psaroudalds, made their final
statements; the statements are paraphrased:
Xenakis: Mr. Xenakis reiterated the treasonous and criminal acts of the Germanotsoliades, said that every Greek fought against the conqueror while
the security battalions fought against the Greeks and became a stigma for
our country. He said that the plaintiff was used by the junta because the
revelations in my article disturbed the higher officials of the junta. He
also stated that the same George Papadopoulos and his brother were
Germanotsoliades and concluded with this statement, "I call them traitors; and if they want to, they can sue me again."
Psaroudakis: Mr. Psaroudakis denied the charge that the article was written for
publicity in order to increase circulation and added that since the court
found the article's allegations authentic the case against the defendants
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should be dismissed. He pointed out that the security battalions were
found in all occupied countries and read a statement from Hitler's "My
Struggle" regarding the recruitment of "anti-social elements" into their
forces. Mr. Psaroudakis read leaflets dropped by RAF calling the security
battalions traitors to Greece. He said, "History has written who the
Germanotsoliades were; we ourselves lived that history and have no need
for witnesses to tell us who they were; but there are the young and they
must know."
Mr. Psaroudakis also read excerpts from EDES' Democratic Flag which
gave testimony to the effect that the security battalions were "blind
organs of the Germans." He observed that several members of the junta
came from the security battalions and urged the judge to condemn the
security battalions and strike the evil at its roots in order to prevent another dictatorship in which "both we and our children will be the victims."
There followed the final statements by the plaintiff's attorneys; the statements were apparently irrelevant to the case. The defense attorneys also presented additional corroborating evidence. The Court then retreated and returned with an innocent verdict.'
MID Editor's Notes

1. Tsolias is the common equivalent of evzone, Greek males whose uniform is like a short
skirt. The former palace guards wore the same uniform. The uniform worn by evzones
symbolizes patriotism. Thus, a Germanotsolias represents those Greeks who sold their
patriotism to the Nazis.
2. EDES — the Greek Democratic National League. According to D. Eudes, (The Kapetanios Monthly Review Press, 1972), this resistance group began with socialist and republican ideologies but became increasingly monarchist and anti-communist toward the
end of the Second World War due to British influence.
3. ELAS — The Greek Peoples' Liberation Army. The Communist ELAS was the major
resistance group against the occupation forces.
4. A photograph is submitted by a defense attorney showing the father of Colonel Dertilis
having supper with the quisling government and the Nazis during the 1944 Easter. In
addition, a photograph of Colonel Dertilis, himself, shooting students during the 1973
student revolt is available. The new Greek Government has accordingly charged Colonel
Dertilis with homicide. The present case provides further evidence for the continuity
between the Nazi collaborators and the 1967 junta, a continuity more systematically
demonstrated by Nicholas Stravrou (Pressure Groups in the Greek Political Setting,
Ph.D. Thesis, Political Science Department, George Washington University, June 1970)
and brought to the attention of the American public by the syndicated columnist,
Jack Anderson (See Chicago Daily News, November 16, 1971).
5. The plaintiff, Mr. Anagnostopoulos, ran as a candidate on the Greek Democratic Union
(EDE) in the recent November 17, 1974 elections. The party was headed by Mr. Petros
Garoufalias, a right-wing royalist who was to the right of Mr. Caramanlis. The party
was also said to include a number of junta sympathizers. It is perhaps no coincidence
that EDE received less than 1.5% of the popular vote and no parliamentary seats.
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AMERICAN PHILHELLENIC POETRY, 1821-1830
by M. Byron Raizis
(Editor's Note: One of our consulting editors, Dino Siotis, has suggested that specialists in
the area of Philhellenic poetry concern themselves with the paucity of American Philhellenic poetry under the junta. Some of the answers are implicit in Prof. Raizis' analysis.
This editor would also suggest that prospective writers apply Prof. Raizis' system of classification in comparing revolutionary poetry — indigenous or philhellenic — under the
Ottomans and the neocolonalist junta. A third research problem that is of more
humanistic interest, especially in view of the forthcoming American Bicentennial, would
be to assess the relationship between philhellenic poetry and other movements of liberation — including the American abolitionist movement.)

March 25, 1971, marked the Sesquicentennial of the beginning of the
Greek War of Independence from Ottoman rule. Since it is not our purpose here
to discuss the significance of this war of national liberation, we will simply repeat
what Dr. Samuel G. Howe, who was in Greece, had written about it as an indication of what many contemporary American intellectuals felt at the time: "The
Greek Revolution was one of the most important, and certainly the most interesting political event of our age." 1
The fact that the young American Republic had shown great interest in
this event and had expressed strong sympathy for the freedom-seeking Greeks
is firmly established by official documents. Speeches in the Congress by President James Monroe (on December 3, 1822, and on other occasion), Senator
Daniel Webster (on Dec. 8, 1823, and on other occasions), and Senator Henry
Clay (during the January 1824 debate); letters by Thomas Jefferson and the
Marquis de Lafayette — then on a visit in the United States — and various other
items of philhellenic nature can be found in state archives of the countries involved; and many of them have been published, preserving, as it were, for posterity an interesting detail in this nation's history. 2 What was never made quite
clear is the extent of the sympathy expressed by the American people, in general, and their non-political leadership and elite, for the cause of Greek Independence.
When poets and other authors are mentioned in relation to the Greek Revolution in 1821, the names that come readily to one's mind are those of Lord
Byron, par excellence, and Shelley in England; of Victor Hugo, Chateaubriand,
and Lamartine in France; and perhaps Pushkin and a few others in other parts
of Europe. The fact is, however, that several dozen American poets — including
the leading ones of the period, Pierpont, Percival, Woodworth, Brooks, Halleck,
and Bryant 3 — plus a member of minor and, today, forgotten artists had become
enthusiastic and unreserved supporters and bards of the Greek cause. As a
tribute to their sincere artistic and, especially, humanitarian endeavors, a collection of verse has been compiled to preserve for posterity an idealistic poetic
expression of the elite of the American nation when it was still young.
The purpose of this study is to survey.this body of American poetry and
attempt a classification of the poems therein according to subject-matter and
attitude. In the process the framework, or skeleton, of an anthology will be
delineated. Indeed such a collection of American philhellenic verse has been
published alrea dy . 4
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This anthology is by no means complete. Though it is the result of several
years' research in rare book collections, periodical and newspaper files, and
archives of many great libraries — the shelves in public and college libraries that
are seldom approached by today's students and researchers — there is no doubt
that some pieces must have escaped our attention. But if dust tends to accumulate on these literary monuments — for what else are they? — oblivion should
never be allowed to forever conceal them from those who might have interest
in them. This volume will, I would like to believe, achieve at least this, if nothing else. This generous and noble, if minute and specific, gesture of a substantial
number of romantic American artists and intellectuals has now become part of
history, cultural as well as political.

***
The reasons why American intellectuals responded so positively to the
Greek cause are many, some of them rather obvious. In 1821 the United
States was a young nation which had recently earned its independence by means
of a similar national uprising against foreign and arbitrary rule. Political philhellenism was a national outgrowth, and even a continuation, of the patriotic
and enlightened spirit that had inspired and sustained the American Revolution
itself. The humanistic and democratic principles involved were the same; and,
in addition, the few and weak Greeks were now fighting against a powerful, aggressive, anti-Christian, despotic and Asiatic Empire, which was still a major
world power, and still kept in darkness a part of Europe which she had conquered before America was discovered by Columbus. Though America lay far
away from territories controlled by, or adjacent to, Turkey and her African
satellites, she was by no means immune to Moslem arbitrary power and acts of
barbarism. The long warfare between the American Mediterranean Squadron
and the Barbary Coast pirates (1789-1805, and later), to establish and preserve
freedom of the seas, had brought home an idea of what kind of rule the Greeks
were now fighting against.' And if American civilians and sailors, caught and
mistreated by the Moslems, had been eventually ransomed to safety, there was
no one, nor any money, to rescue the Greeks, since the enemy was in their
land, bent on devastating it and subjugating the population once again.
We also have reason to believe that many Americans remembered and
were grateful to the few but determined and brave Greeks who had fought
under the American flag in the small army of William Eaton that had finally defeated the haughty Pasha of Tripoli, in 1805. 6 Much more, then, than most
Europeans were the Americans politically and psychologically motivated to
support a Greek national and politican emancipation.
Because of a common cultural heritage, America's_sympathies were automatically on the side of Greece. Not only were classical Greek civilization, literature, philosophy, science, and art a part of the educational curricula and American culture of the time, but the Greek role in the establishment and propagation of the Christian Gospel, as well, was highly appreciated by all manner of intellectuals, humanists in general, and, of course, clergymen. This collection
includes philhellenic poems by at least four clergymen, one of them being the
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Episcopal Archbishop of New Jersey and several medical doctors.
Interrelated with the influence of ancient Greek culture and the apostolic
fervor derived from the Christian faith was the artistic fashion and poetic expression which may be termed "literary philhellenism." Though this was a
continuing historical-cultural phenomenon in Western literatures, going back
to the era of the Renaissance and even earlier,' an eccentric young man and
celebrated artist, Lord Byron, revived it and brought it to the attention of his
contemporaries by dint of his romantic involvement with the Greek Revolution and his death in Greece, plus, of course, his numerous and characteristic
verses on contemporary Greece and Hellas, the "glory that was Greece."
Many of the American philhellenic pieces of the period were composed in
emulation of the Byronic style and spirit. 8 This literary fashion, however,
soon became a sincere and profound attitude and conviction rather than just
a mere artistic pose. As a matter of fact, though the Byronic influence is easily
traced in many of the numerous American poems of this collection, few, very
few end with an expression of melancholy and dejection similar to the emotions that dominated Byron's Grecian allusions and Childe Harold's Pilgrimage,
Don Juan, The Giaour, The Siege of Corinth, and other works composed before
1821.
James Gordon Brooks' "Greece" is a typically Byronic composition expressing despair. Written as early as 1821, when news about Greek victories had
not reached America yet, its ten octets echo attitudes that had been expressed
by Byron before the outbreak of hostilities. Its tenth, and last, stanza gives a
good idea of the whole:
Thy sun hath set, the evening storm
Hath passed in giant fury by,
To blast the beauty of thy form,
And spread its pall upon the sky:
Gone is thy glory's diadem,
And freedom never more shall cease
To pour her mournful requiem
O'er blighted, lost, degraded Greece ! 9
Brooks' melancholy should not be solely attributed to Byronism. Ypsilanti
is alluded to in the poem, as well as the failure of his attempt to arouse all
Greeks. Brooks admired Ypsilanti but was disappointed with what he considered to be Greek apathy.
The philhellenic lines written by Byron after the outbreak of hostilities
and during his stay in Greece until his death in 1824 were few and aesthetically
less successful than the earlier and celebrated "purple" passages with his melancholy musings. It was, then, up to the American poets to add new elements to
their own brand of Byronism. Young, idealistic, and optimistic the American
philhellenic poets and versifiers believed in the ultimate success and triumph of
the Greek war. Though at times some, like Brooks, wrote pessimistically about
the outcome — apparently under the influence of adversities and defeats suffered by the Greeks — the American poets as a whole, even those who as true
romanticists at times had toyed with the contemplation of catastrophe and
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oblivion, eventually recovered their faith and sang their Hellenic paeons with
elegance and conviction.
The name of Shelley should not be ignored as another possible source of
inspiration and influence. Ideas and attitudes similar to those expressed by
Shelley in his idealistic verse drama Hellas began to appear in American poems
composed toward the end of this long and uneven struggle. Nor should minor
authors be ignored. For instance, the philhellenic writings of the British Byronic poetess Mrs. Felicia Dorothea Hemans may have inspired some of the
American lady poets, like Mrs. Lydia Huntley Sigourney, who raised their melodious voices in support of Greece 1° and who worked assiduously in organizing
cultural entertainments in order to collect money and m uch-needed supplies
for the Greek people. Last but not least, even the voices of the Greek Bards of
Freedom, Reghas Pheraios and Dionysios Solomos, must also be considered as
sources of inspiration for eager philhellenes. Reghas' war-song, the famous
"Thourios," had been rendered into English verse by Byron himself. and was
published as early as 1812. 1 ' But there is no doubt that many of these American poets — and not only the classicists and theologians, but even army and
navy officers as well — knew enough classical Greek to understand somewhat the
modem language (Romaic), as is evidenced by the fact that some imitate, or
paraphrase, Reghas' poem in their own texts or even attach to their poems a
few Greek lines as epigraphs. The same may be said of the "Hymn to Liberty"
of Dionysios Solomos. One or two of these American poems published after
1825 seem to echo and imitate the imagery, verse form, rhyme pattern, and
general spirit of this celebrated hymn. Solomos' quatrain of trochaic lines with
alternating rhymes was not a familiar poetic unit in English, or at least it was
not popular as Byron's ottava rims and Spenserian stanza, or the rhyming couplets and other stanzaic forms which most poets were then employing with gusto
and skill.
The following quatrains written by an unnamed "gentleman from Berwick,
Pennsylvania," certainly sound much like Solomos:
Sleeps then, there, one Christian sword?—
Sleeps! though Greece expiring calls?—
Rouse it 'gainst the Moslem horde,
Rouse it, ere the red-cross falls.
Boast ye that your bright swords gave
Europe liberty and peace?
See! another land to save —
Forward now — and strike for Greece.
Silent? ay, 'tis policy,
Bids be mute their answering drums:
Look! o'er all yon western sea,
Not one British banner comes.' 2
Even philhellenes who were ignorant of Greek might have seen the
"Hymn " in Gaetano Grassetti's Italian translation and the "Hymn" and the
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"Thourios" in Stanislas Julien's French version, to say nothing of the English
verse translation of both by Charles Brinsley Sheridan, the son of the famous
dramatist. Two of these versions were published in Claude Fauriel's monumental two volumes, Chants populaires de la Grece modern (Paris, 1824-25)
and in Sheridan's translation of Fauriel's collection, The Songs of Greece, from
the Romaic Text (London, 1825). Grassetti's prose translation, authorized by
Solomos himself, accompanied the Greek text of the "Hymn to Liberty," published in the historic town of Missolonghi in 1825 a few months after Byron's
death there. Also, Alphonse de Lamartine later rendered Reghas' war-song in
prose in one of his history volumes.' 3 All these works had circulated widely
due to the great interest in folk art and vernacular literature, which were de
rigueur among enthusiastic artists and scholars of the Romantic era.
The classification of these American philhellenic poems into homogeneous
groups presented a problem. Many of these pieces are the works of accomplished classicists who either deliberately, or unconsciously, attempted to emulate ancient Greek models and stylistic mannerisms. The Greek elements that
are imitated or echoed in this manner are not more pronounced than other
classical conventional devices and verbal expressions in contemporary, Romantic
writings. The specially trained reader may hear Pindar, Simonides, Tyrtaios, or
their "spirits " echoed in an ode honoring a modem Greek hero. like Markos
Botsaris. Or the echo of the famous lines spoken by the Messenger in The Persians of Aeschylus may seem to resound, again for a trained ear, in a number
of passages where the sons of the Greeks are urged to rise and strike the infidel
enemy. One can also find sad songs and lyrics which are but laments, dirges,
threnodies reminding us, somehow, of the various celebrated threnodies in
Greek tragedies. The purpose, however, of the poets who wrote these pieces was
not to emulate one or another genre in classical Greek literature. Their purpose
was to praise and encourage the fighting and hardpressed Greeks, and sing of
Greek independence and the arduous process of winning it on the sacred ground
of Hellas.
In view of these poets' interest in content and theme, primarily, and in
form, genre, and model, secondarily, we decided to classify and arrange these
poems in homogeneous, more or less, units dealing with the same or similar
event or episode of the Greek War of Independence.
The first group, "Poems on Contemporary Greece and 'the Greece that
Was," contains pieces of the greatest variety in terms of ideas, reactions, and
technique. What holds this group together is the fact that these philhellenic
works express a general feeling or attitude toward Greece and avoid or ignore
details. Generally speaking, one will see among them a comparison, or rather a
contrast, between the greatness of Hellas and the lamentable conditions of contemporary Greece. This Byronic observation and attitude, however, is treated
in many different ways and in widely varying degrees of enthusiasm or skepticism. Most of the Arnerican poets represented in this category, James G.
Percival, James G. Brooks, George Hill, and a number of Byronists writing under
pen names, hail the beginning of the Revolution and express their desire and
hope for a triumphant Greek victory.
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For instance Percival jubilantly exclaims in this long "Liberty to Athens":
The flag of freedom floats once more
Around the lofty Parthenon;
It waves, as waved the palm of yore;
In days departed long and gone;
As bright a glory, from the skies,
Pours down its light around these towers,
And once again the Greeks arise. 14
A similar feeling is echoed in the lines of a poet known as Laurence who
concluded his eight-stanza "Greece" as follows:
Widows, orphans, who had mourn'd
Husbands slaves, and parents slain;
Husbands, fathers, sons retum'd
To the arms of love again,
Twine to grace each hero's head,
Wreaths from glory's chosen tree,
While the band who from them bled,
Shout exulting, "Greece is free!" 15
Some poets are pessimistic and lament the loss of life, fear the Turkish
atrocities, and believe that the Greeks will not be able to win, so that Hellas,
alas, will be lost once more. As the war years passed, however, the ranks of the
pessimists decreased, and so did the general and rather vague poems about the
Greek cause. History was now offering them concrete events and facts to be
turned into poetry.
The second group, "Poems on the Men and Women of Greece," though
often very close to the first in spirit, is distinguished from it by the fact that the
modem Greeks become its specific subject-matter. The contemporary Greeks
are usually presented in realistic terms as simple human beings capable of love
and entitled to the same rights and the pursuit of happiness that all enlightened
nations enjoy. Women are presented as mothers, wives, lovers, and sisters who
have usually lost their loved ones, their homes, and their freedom. Almost invariably, however, they all vow to continue fighting until freedom is earned, or
death puts an end to their miserable existence. The men are honest and brave
warriors. The Greek word "palikari" is repeatedly used in these paeons, and
the physical prowess and heroism of these freedom fighters, matched only by
their moral integrity, are often dramatized in imagery utilizing Leonidas and
his Three Hundred Spartans, Miltiades and Marathon, Themistocles and Salamis,
and even Constantine Paleologos, the last Byzantine Emperor. The spirit that is
expressed in Dionysios Solomos' quatrain, —
Rise, three hundred, rise returning
To the spots which once ye knew,
Look upon your children burning
To behold them so like you.
(Stanza 78, in Arnold Green's version)' 6
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— seems to be the inspiring mase of many an American philhellene. Some of
the most moving pieces are included in this group and perhaps the most genuine
and humanitarian feelings are expressed in these poems. Works by Percival,
Edward Pinkney, the Rev. George Croly, Prosper M. Wetmore, Caroline M.
Thayer, Lydia Sigourney, Dr. Pliny Earle, the Right Rev. George Washington
Doane, Archbishop of New Jersey, and the famous William Cullen Bryant, as
well as many anonymous poets have been grouped here.
Bryant's heroine, in his lyric "The Grecian Amazon," shows determination and manlike courage:
I touched the lute in better days —
I led in dance the joyous band:
Ah! they may move to mirthful lays
Whose hand can touch a lover's hand.
The march of hosts that haste to meet
Seems gayer than the dance to me:
The lute's sweet tones are not so sweet
As the fierce shout of victory!' 7
Earle's young hero in "Lament of a Grecian Emigrant " expressed his
sorrow on the loss of his beloved parents and the forced migration from Greece:
Mother of him who sorrows here,
An exile from his home and thine!
Thy rest be tranquil, where no tear
Descends for anguish such as mine.
My father! rest thee, in the land
Which shrouds ten thousand honoured dead;
The clime for which thou raised thy hand
Against the foe, and fought and bled.' 8
The most interesting and most important pieces inspired by the Greek Revolution belong, undoubtedly, to the next group, "Poems on Historical Events
and Heroes." The artists represented here had something specific to write
about. Rather than produce topical pieces of little significance for future generations, the authors who wrote on a particular hero or dramatic event of the
war, composed the best and greatest poems, which were immediately hailed as
such and were enthusiastically recited and discussed on numerous occasions.
The legendary siege of Missolonghi has been turned into moving verse
twice. The heroic deaths of Father Samuel, Markos Botsaris, and George
Karaiskakis inspired Fitz-Greene Halleck, John Latrobe, S. L. Fairfield and
others, known and unknown. The tragic fate of Chios was lamented by Bryant,
Hill, Signourney, John Pierpont, and the English poetess Felicia D. Hemans,
among others. The victorious naval battle at Navarino was dramatized by the
young scholar Park Benjamin and at least one journalist; and the approaching
dawn of freedom was welcomed by a large chorus of minor voices.
Since Halleck's "Marco Bozzaris" is the best-known poem in this group,
one may quote Latrobe's less known lyric on the same hero in its entirety:
57

Thus marched Bozzaris on his bold career,
Hope nerved his arm and vengeance steeled his spear;
High in the air he waved his banner proud,
The Hero's glory, soon the Hero's shroud.
Like a rocked hurrying through the gloom of night
To burst in splendor at its farthest flight,
So flew Bozzaris to o'er the rocky steep
And gained the Turk reposed in careless sleep.
Raised the loud war-cry, charged the startled foe
And, victory gained, received the fatal blow
Then to his tattered flag still closer clung
And died with Greece and Freedom on his tongue.' 9
The unknown poet's piece on the death of George Karaiskakis ends with
the oath his palikars swore to die fighting for freedom:
They knelt on the earth, and raised their eyes streaming,
Till they shone in the moon beam, so placid and fair,
And with cheeks warmly flushed, and lurid eyes gleaming,
Each patriot re-echoed the awful, "We swear." 2 °

***
But national and political freedom could not alone solve the problems of
modem Greece, nor could they affect profoundly the dejected and degraded
condition of the Greeks. The new Greeks ought to be able to rise to the intellectual and spiritual heights that their glorious ancestors had achieved. The
fourth category of poems consists, then, of lyrical and didactic poems advocating the educational and social emancipation of the men and women of Greece.
Specific are the targets against which Mrs. Sigourney and the Rev. Joseph
Clinch hurl their poetic thunderbolts: illiteracy, superstition, and feminine
servility. But the religious faith of the Greeks and the wisdom of their forefathers will restore the New Hellas to a place of prominence among the free
nations of the world. The missionary zeal often dramatized in these poems at
times almost echoes the optimistic spirit that dominates Shelley's Hellas. The
final result, however, has all the weaknesses and merits of propaganda literature:
forcefulness and rudeness, directness and prosaicness, as well as honesty and
conviction.
Clinch's conclusion in his "Athens" is characteristic of the way most
American philhellenes felt about illiteracy and superstition in Greece. A national
rebirth for Hellas can be complete only if it is a spiritual and intellectual one as
well:
Thou hast been long degraded, but thy night
At length beholds a dawn, and o'er the plains
Where late raged Anarchy, mild Order reigns,
And Law and Justice shed their equal light: —
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And in a New World, which had received no name
Till many a century since the day of fame,
Sends her enlightened heralds to unbind
The veil of Ignorance which wraps thy heart,
Thou once proud fount of Knowledge and of Art,
And to relight within thy darkened mind
The lamp of holy truth, that thou again
May'st hold thy station in the ranks of men. 2 1
The last group of this collection consists of a number of brief lyrical appeals on behalf of the Greeks and editorial and other commentaries in verse
form. Poems in praise of ardent philhellenes — Byron, Brooks, Halleck — have
been grouped here along with the poetic improvisations by soldiers, newspapermen, and other literati such as George Jarvis, Henry Ware, L. S. Ward, H. W.
Parker, Anne C. Lynch, the already mentioned Hill and Percival, and various
others. Undoubtedly, the least important group of verse in artistic terms, this
category offers the reader the opportunity to realize how deeply and how widely
spread philhellenism was at that time among the ranks of the American intelligentsia and people from almost all walks of life.
***
Before concluding this survey we should probably anticipate one or two
questions. What about the identity of Ali, Arion, Augusta, Clarence, Carlos,
Cornelia, Eustace, Ianthus, Iris, Jean, Laurence, Leonidas, Selim, Syaib, and
other noms-de-plume? Also, who is hiding behind initials such as N.W.C.,
F.A., G.A.M., H., J.A.D., J.M.D., n-C, T., 0., W.L.? Who might be those who
published their verse anonymously? Unfortunately, to answer these questions
would be too difficult, if not impossible. Information about minor poets,
poetasters, and versifiers in the early period of the American Republic is extremely scant, much more so than in England or other European countries. One
perhaps might venture to say that "Carlos" is Carlos Wilcox, and "Ianthus" is
Emma C. Embury, known as "Ianthe." Both were minor and pale satellites of
that ever brilliant and bright poetic star, Lord Byron. And perhaps the established author Prosper Montgomery Wetmore is the poet who signed his initials
in reverse, "W.M.P."
Now, if one were to ask why so many amateurish works by minor or experimental poets were gathered in this anthology, our answer would have to
echo Douglas Bush's wise observation that minor authors often reflect the
Zeitgeist more successfully and more faithfully than great artists." Indeed,
this is the purpose of Greek Revolution and the American Muse: To preserve
for posterity something from the spirit of early, idealistic, and romantic America
— not to satisfy the aesthetic standards or the intellectual cravings and esoteric
tendencies of our own turbulent and confused era.
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TOWARD A CULTURE OF FREEDOM: MEMORIAL FOR
POLYTECHNIC STUDENTS, NOVEMBER 17, 1974
Chicago, Illinois
by Nikos Petropoulos

On November 17, 1974, as the Greek people went to the polls for the
first time after a decade of disfranchisement, the United Hellenic Democratic
Organizations of Chicago l organized religious and civil (political) memorial
services for the students who a year ago gave their lives for the restoration of
democracy in Greece. The sponsoring organizations included several local
groups which had taken part in the resistance against the dictatorship: the Illinois Committee for Freedom and Democracy in Greece, the Panhellenic Liberation Movement, and the Chicago Organization for Democracy in Greece. The
church memorial was held at St. George's Orthodox Church during the morning
and in the presence of a capacity congregation. However, it is noteworthy that
in only one of at least a dozen churches in the Chicago metropolitan area was
the religious memorial conducted; and if it were not for the initiative of the
resistance organizations, even this would not have materialized. Nonetheless,
credit should be given to those church officials who even at that late date decided to make a commitment, albeit symbolic, for freedom. The present review,
however, will concentrate on the political memorial.
During the preparation phases of the political memorial certain issues
were raised. There was discussion as to whether representation in the memorial should be based on participation in the resistance against the junta or on the
political identities which developed after the fall of the junta. Several resistance organizations took on specific party identities after the fall of the dictatorship. The issue was resolved in favor of the resistance identity of the local
groups since the participants were residents of the United States and the new
political formations were not relevant to the American scene. Moreover, all the
local resistance groups had their party counterparts within Greece and could
have taken political sides; it was felt that party representation would have undermined the broader significance of the memorial.
The second issue had to do with the labeling of the memorial. Some felt
it should be designated as a literary memorial while others maintained it should
be called a political memorial. The rationale for the former was that it would
attract more people. The others felt the political designation would do more
honor to the students who died in the process of making political commitments
and would correspond more to the actual content of the memorial program. Although the majority of the committee approved of the political content of the
service, the event itself was advertised as a "memorial program featuring memorial speeches, poetry reading and appropriate music."
The memorial program consisted of political speeches, re-enactment of
songs sung or broadcast by the Polytechnic students under siege on November
17, 1973, and the recitation of poems written by Polytechnic student activists.
My synoptic review of the memorial will follow a more analytical presentation
rather than the exact sequence of program events? I will make a presentation of
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the speeches, the musical arrangements and the poetry reading and then attempt an evaluation of the success and meaning of the memorial program.
The program featured five memorial speakers, Mr. Angelo Dallas, a civil
engineer and master of ceremonies; Ms. Ismini Mastellou, a student from the University of Minnesota; the writer, professor of sociology at Indiana University
in Indianapolis; Mr. Tom Sotiropoulos, a small manufacturer from Chicago;
Mr. Ayis Antoniou, a student at the University of Chicago, and Mr. George
Stathopoulos, an attorney in Greece and a factory worker in Chicago. An attempt was made to secure an adequate representation of students since the
memorial was mainly dedicated to their. dead peers.
Several of the speakers touched upon the development of the student
movement in Greece during the junta years. Both Mr. Antoniou and the writer
said that the student protests began soon after the imposition of the junta.
Mr. Antoniou saw the students as a vanguard in the Greek peoples' movement
against the junta; the student protest movement was especially evident in the
funerals of George Papandreou and George Seferis which took place in the
earlier years of the dictatorship. Mr. Dallas, on the other hand, perceived a resurgence of the student movement during the winter of 1973, with its climax in
the November 1973 student revolt.' While the mass student movement reached
its acme during November of 1973, the student underground was indeed active
since the commencement of the dictatorship. Mr. Sotiropoulos read a statement, broadcast by the Polytechnic student underground radio, which described the students' self-perception of development: "The students from all
the schools during the movement became conscious that our problems in relation to education and the operation of the educational system cannot be
solved without changes in the political situation ... "
The causes of the Polytechnic revolt were another focus for the speakers.
While freedom and democracy were acknowledged as a general cause of the revolt, the speakers identified several specific forces in operation. Mr. Dallas
stressed both the academic and political demands of the students. Mr. Stathopoulos gave more priority to political forces. He said the basic causes are similar
to those that brought about the 1967 coup; the impending victory by George
Papandreou with the attendant prospective changes in foreign and domestic
policy, e.g. non-alignment for Greece and Cyprus, better redistribution of national income, and curbing the power of the monarchy. Mr. Stathopoulos discounted the "danger of communism" as a cause of the coup. Thus, the 1973
student-worker revolt and its suppression were a re-enactment of the 1967
tragedy.
Other factors, perhaps more sociological than political, were acknowledged
as important. This writer pointed to the Polytechnic students' technical skills
necessary in the set-up of the underground radio, the student's social responsibilities, the junta's pursuit of international respectability, concessions made to
the student movement and the international decline of America's prestige. Almost all the speakers mentioned the mass support the students and the workers
received from the Greek public. Mr. Stathopoulos added that the extensive support was manifested in the discovery of 100,000 drachmas along with one million drachmas worth of foodstuffs in the Polytechnic Institute.
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Three of the speakers answered the junta's charges that the students were
anarchists, vandals and barbarians. They pointed to the exemplary behavior of
the unarmed students. Conversely, some pointed to the barbarity of the junta.
Mr. Dallas reminded the audience of Papadopoulos' threat to "lead a military
charge against . . . the organizers and smash their heads with my own pistol."
(The dictator was referring to the organizers of the Winter-Spring 1973 demonstrations — Editor's Note.) According to Mr. Dallas, the dictator's threat materialized six months later when the junta's tanks invaded the Polytechnic to
suppress the student revolt. Mr. Dallas also quoted the local Consul General's
reaction. In a news release and personal broadcast, the Consul General praised
the junta for "dealing a decisive blow to those that dare disrupt the peace and
order . . . " Another speaker was more emphatic on the identity of the barbarians. Mr. Sotiropoulos said the barbarians are those who "strangulate freedom, enslave thought and the spirit, murdered Mandilaras and others, sold your
land to the foreign-monopoly corporations, and who, unfortunately, wore Greek
uniforms."
The students' perseverance despite the diversions and the persecutions was
another recurrent theme. They were not diverted from the movement by the
junta's granting them of "special" status, by the soccer craze, the consumption
mentality, television, the drug subculture or by the "learning" process itself.
They were not deterred by the junta's fascist methods, the numerous arrests, the
court-martial parodies, the anti-democratic disciplinary boards, the military commissars on campus, the vigilante Ekofites, the omnipresent police network, the
physical and the psychological torture, the "hell island" concentration camps and
the American tanks. The students had a great history of facing great odds. They
were armed only with their faith in freedom and democracy. In the November
revolt, they confronted the brutal junta with their bare chests, and several of
them met their deaths.
The students' sacrifices invited comparisons with the Greek past. Mr.
Sotiropoulos compared them to Christ's march to Golgotha, culminating in the
crucifixion, and concluded that that is the only way to salvation and the only
road to resistance. This writer quoted a message from the student underground
which said that "the students' love of freedom was greater than their fear of
death"; and added that this was "a modern version of kalitera miss horas clefthen zoi pant saranta chronic sklavia kai filaki." The freedom saying originated
during the Greeks' fight for independence from the Ottomans. Mr. Stathopoulos
also recalled the heroic struggles of the Greeks under the Ottomans by comparing
the Polytechnic students to the Ierolohites and to the "free besieged" at Mesolonghi. In both cases, the Greeks were massacred by the Turks. But the speaker
noted one difference: The Polytechnic students under siege were not armed.
All the speakers acknowledged the dead students' and workers' contributions to freedom and democracy. This was the primary focus of Ms. Mastellou's
more class-conscious speech. She said that the student and worker revolt raised
mass consciousness, transformed the anti-junta movement into an anti-American,
anti-imperialist, and anti-capitalist movement, transformed passive into active
resistance, exposed the underlying fascist methods of the junta and its foreign
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patrons, blocked the legalization of the junta and destroyed the reformists' illusions of a peaceful transition to socialism. Two of the speakers, Mr. Stathopoulos and Mr. Antoniou, described the Polytechnic revolt as an "historical
mark" or as a "crossroad in Greek history." This writer felt the students' sacrifices brought about an "opening" on the road to democracy and freedom.
The students' sacrifices called for inspiration, vindication, personal vows,
symbolic forms of acknowledgement and a commitment to continue the struggle
begun by the dead. Mr. Sotiropoulos said that the sacrifices of the students will
be written indelibly in the great pages of Greek history, will become our talisman on the road to democracy, and will serve as guides for the future generations. He reassured the dead that their blood will deliver the final blow to the
hollow foundations of the junta and that their "stentorian voices, emanating
from the depths of Greek history, will crack the junta's nightmarish structure
and will send the medieval vampires of the 'we decide and we command' (a
quote by Papadopoulos — Editor's Note) back to their graves."
This writer suggested several symbolic ways to acknowledge our debt to
the dead, such as the declaration of November 17 as a national holiday equal in
importance to the 25th of March (marks Greek independence from the Ottomans) and the construction of statues that would reflect the Greek students'
triple identity as young, worker, intellectuals. The triple image also constituted
a central aspect of the 1945 Grenoble declaration by students. In addition, the
writer felt it was a good way to acknowledge the workers' contribution to the
Polytechnic revolt. He suggested that these tasks be undertaken before the more
conservative Greek-Americans in our midst erect statues of Caramanlis as the
savior of Greece.
Most of the speakers felt that a commitment to the continuation of the
struggle begun by the students was the best way to honor them. Ms. Mastellou
called for the expulsion of the American bases from Greece since the "tanks
that killed our children were American." Mr. Stathopoulos could not reconcile
in his mind the Polytechnic crimes and the Cyprus tragedy with the persistence of these "open accounts": General Gizikis was head of a government conducting that day's elections in Greece; the junta triumvirate was vacationing in
the resort island of Kea; the first strongman, Papadopoulos, was refusing to
make a deposition at the Polytechnic trial; and the second strongman, loannides, went armed to make a deposition at the trial. The speaker felt the accounts should be closed not out of revenge but because justice demanded it so
that future dictators are discouraged. Mr. Antoniou said exemplary punishment
was implicit in the common slogan, GIVE THE JUNTA TO THE PEOPLE. He
said, THE DEAD OF THE POLYTECHNIC COMMAND IT. Mr. Antoniou
maintained that that is the only way the Greek people can secure their democratic
rights. While most of the speakers stressed the need to attack fascism of any
form anywhere, two of the speakers localized the struggle. Mr. Stathopoulos
attacked the Chicago Greek Consultate (a junta remnant) for attempting to
claim sponsorship of the memorial services. He urged all those present to attack the remnants of the dictatorship, and the latecomer democrats, wherever
they encounter them. The present writer, besides urging the removal of junta
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left-overs in the U. S., 4 recommended the continuation of the struggle against
U. S. imperialism which constituted also part of the local struggle against poverty,
racism and crime. The writer said that a sustained struggle was especially significant in view of America's 200th anniversary of its independence.
The two other major parts of the memorial program were revolutionary
music and the recitation of revolutionary poetry. The music was provided by Mr.
Vasilis Gaitanos — a member of Mikis Theodorakis' orchestra — and his chorus
of about 15 members. The songs included principally those sung or played by
the Polytechnic students while under siege. They consisted of selections by
Markopoulos and Theodorakis — known resistance fighters. Among the songs
sung or played were "Hymn to Freedom" (Greek National Anthem), "Seabound Homeland," (Almiri Patrida), "And You Tormented People" (Kai Si Lae
Vasanismene), "When Will the Skies Be Clear" (Pote Tha Kani Ksasteria), "Here
the Birds Become Silent" (Edo Siopenoun to Poulia), "Neighborhood of Angels"
(Gitonia ton Aggelon), "Don't Mourn the Greek People" (Tim Romiosini Min ti
Kies), and "Seashore" (To Perigiali). (Seabound Homeland" and "Here the
Birds Become Silent" were sung solo by Messrs. Tryphon Veladakis and Vasilis
Gaitanos respectively; Mr. Philip Paleologos sang the "announcement" (aggelia)
to several songs. Instrumental music was provided by "Stathis," the pianist;
Takis Androutsos, the guitarist; and Stavros Haskalis, the flutist. The music was
most appropriate to the memorial, and the flute music was most fitting to the
solemnity of the occasion.
The Greek National Anthem was included among the songs sung by the
Chorus and was not sung as a National Anthem but as a "Hymn to Freedom"
which is its original title. The "Hymn to Freedom" was also sung by the Polytechnic students. Singing it as a "Hymn to Freedom" made it less incumbent
upon the progressive audience to sing the American National Anthem (a more
common practice in conservative Greek-American gatherings) especially when
the tanks which killed the Polytechnic students were American. However, the
left's general aversion to super-patriotism and the audience's possible lack of
familiarity with the American National Anthem may have also been important
factors.
Like music, poetry is interwoven in the lives of the Greek people. It was,
therefore, most fitting to incorporate it in the memorial. Two selections were
read, both of them written by Polytechnic student activists, one of them
anonymous. One of the poems ("With Riga's Bugle") was recited by Ms. Ismini
Mastellou and the other ("This Is the Polytechnic") by Mr. Takis Theotokatos, a
student of philosophy at Roosevelt University in Chicago. The poems were replete with references to historical places and persons throughout the ancient
(e.g. Salamis), the byzantine (e.g. Digenis), the Ottoman (e.g. Pheraios) periods.
Mr. Theotokatos did a magnificent job of portraying the anger, the despair and
the hopes of the Greek students after the suppression of the Polytechnic revolt. 5
The last formal part of the program was the reading of the names of the
dead students, which also included the name of a Turkish student. Forty-four
names were read altogether. One person read the names and another person
responded with the Greek word for "absent," as the audience stood up. This

65

part of the ceremony was accompanied by Mr. Haskalis' soothing flute music.
At the conclusion, the audience kept a moment of silence. The memorial
program was concluded by the instrumental rendition of Perigiali followed by its
choral version and audience participation.
The memorial audience consisted of about 200 predominantly Greek immigrants. This turnout is perhaps not a large number in a city of at least
150,000 Greeks. The writer had the impression that most of those present were
the same ones who participated in the anti-junta demonstrations. However,
people of all political persuasions were invited. The program was announced
over several Greek radio stations and was even advertised by some conservative
Greek newspapers.
One broadcaster, said to be the Consul's friend, distorted the announcement and claimed that the program was sponsored by the Greek Consulate. It
is hard to say whether this misadvertisement represented atonement, image readjustment after the fall of the junta, or an attempt to sabotage the program.
It may also have arisen as a result of extending an invitation to the Consul to
attend the religious (not the political) services in order to provoke a confrontation of conscience. Incidentally, the Consul sat in the front pew in the Church
but did not come to the political memorial. Perhaps he would have been too
conspicuous in the latter. There was an attempt to correct the misadvertisement but it was too late. Some felt that instead of deterring democrats, the
misadvertisement would have encouraged more fascists to attend. The latter
would have been a happening with therapeutic implications, but this writer
doubts whether too many of the latter came to the memorial.
There was another major event that same evening which may have competed with the memorial program — a benefit dance for the Cyprus victims at
the Hilton. Mr. Gaitanos said to me that he approached one of the radio announcers about advertising the political memorial program but was refused on
the grounds that the memorial would interfere with the evening affair. However, there was no time overlap and several of those attending the memorial
were planning to go to the benefit dance. Mr. Gaitanos and his Chorus had been
requested to sing at the Cyprus benefit dance; but when those responsible for
the arrangement of the dance found out that the Chorus took part in the memorial, they reversed their decision. We must remember that the Cyprus protest
and support activities also drew in the more conservative elements of the GreekAmerican communities who had not always been receptive to the principally
leftist anti-junta veterans likely to be attracted to the memorial program.
In any event, the audience of 200 was very enthusiastic, applauding after
each program event. The poetry recitation by Theotakatos, the singing of Kai
Si Lae Vasanismene, and the speech by Mr. Stathopoulos had a special impact
upon them. They also actively participated in several collective singings. The
organizers and the audience must be given credit for showing their commitment to the very end. In a way, they also laid the foundations for a new culture
of freedom, as celebrations and memorials become gateways for the future generations.
I would like to reiterate my point here about the necessity of making the
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17th of November a national holiday equal in significance to the 25th of March.
Several of the other speakers also compared the Polytechnic revolt to significant
revolutionary events in Greece's history. In some ways, the Polytechnic revolt
has wider significance than the revolution against the Ottomans. The revolution
against the Ottomans was principally a nationalist undertaking. The Polytechnic
revolt was both a nationalist undertaking (against 150 years of Western and
American Imperialism) and a socio-cultural revolution. A large segment of the
student activists were anti-capitalist and anti-monarchist. The latter two, of
course, are interwoven with national independence; and the recent abolition of
the monarchy will do much to curtail the degree of foreign intervention in Greek
affairs. There is no doubt that the student movement, and the student sacrifices,
contributed greatly to the abolition of the monarchy. Therefore, it is only fitting that a holiday should be set aside in their honor. That holiday would also
have humanistic significance since the Greek student movement was an integral
part of the world-wide student movement for social, political and economic
justice.
Notes and Acknowledgements
1. The following persons contributed to the committee work for the memorial program:
A. Yanibas, L. Fardelos, B. Portocalis, M. Kydonakis, N. Anagnostopoulos, G. Anagnostpoulos, G. Anagnopoulos, and Litsa Dallas.
2. A ninety-minute casette tape (all in Greek except the speeches by Mr. Dallas and by the
writer) of the memorial program is available upon request from the Hellenic American
Society for a fee of $10.00. Revenue beyond the cost of reproduction shall go for the
subsidization of the Journal. I would like to thank Tryphon Beladakis and Taso
Rogakos for making available the tapes to the Society.
3. In order to take the audience back to November 1973, Mr. Dallas payed back an excerpt from the students' underground radio: "This is the Polytechnic . . . We are not
against the state. We are against the junta. We want a state in which people can elect
their own representatives freely."
4. We read in Greek papers that the new Greek government is interested in projecting a
good image of Greece abroad. A good start would be to replace those ambassadors who
collaborated with the junta with those who took part in the resistance against the junta.
If the "New Democracy" has a shortage of resistors, perhaps it can borrow some from
the more progressive parties.
5. An English version of the long poem read by Mr. Theotokatos was published in the
Journal of the Hellenic American Society, Vol. I, No. 3, 1974 (Predecessor of the present Journal).
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WORKERS' SELF-MANAGEMENT
A PROPOSAL FOR IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN GREECE
by Stephen M. Sachs

Now that there has been a return to civil government in Greece it is appropriate to consider alternative programs for the improvement of the quality of
Greek life. As demonstrated by the recent elections, the left in Greece is not
currently strong enough to work directly for a socialist democracy in the immediate future. What is necessary now is to push for immediate improvements that
are possible in the not too distant future and which will serve as stepping
stones to long run goals once they are achieved. One proposal of this nature
that is of particular interest is to introduce worker self-management to the
Greek economy. Effective work-place democracy will of itself improve the
quality of life, while the active participation of workers in decisions affecting
their everyday affairs will tend to mobilize them toward working for progressive change in Greek society in general. Moreover, while the establishment of
self-managed enterprise of itself will not transform society, the creation of
work-place democracy, if it is genuine, will establish what must be an important
element in any true socialist democracy in the future.
Development of workers' self-management is particularly appropriate as
a policy of the left in Greece because it has broad potential appeal to workers
and even to many managers and capitalists who see partial self-management as a
way of regulating employee dissatisfaction. The long-run problem will, therefore, become one of insuring that the development of self-management is complete and is not limited to a few pseudo-participatory measures aimed only at
small increases in job satisfaction. To prevent cooptation will require the development of a strong pro-worker power labor movement in Greece, with the
unions themselves participatorily organized and oriented (see Goldbloom,
1973). This is the first prerequisite, but even if such unions are successful in
their demands for work-place democracy the program for self-management will
fail unless there is a clear understanding of the goals and requirements of successful self-management.
Although it will require further praxis to fully spell these out, the worldwAle experience with workers' participation is now sufficient to provide some
general principles relevant to any program of work-place democracy in Greece.
Properly established and carried out, work-place democracy will produce a number of important benefits (See Sachs, 1974, for an extensive discussion of the
benefits and goal structure of self-management and a more detailed analysis of
other issues relating to this article).
First, the sharing by workers in the management and profits of an enterprise generally leads to an improvement in the quality of working life and a reduction of alienation among workers (Whitehorn, 1974).
Second, properly operated, work-place democracy tends to lead to increased output and/or efficiency (Brower, 1974).
Third, the inclusion of workers, who also share profits, in management
provides a mechanism for equitably balancing all the interests within the organi68

zation and producing fair decisions. This also leads to a smoother process of industrial relations through the operation of appropriate mechanisms for justly
resolving conflicts.
Fourth, self-management tends to lead to more public spirited and community-oriented enterprises than is the case in traditional stockholder-owned
and hierarchically-managed firms. Workers who, with their families and friends,
live in the community where the enterprise operates are more likely to be concerned with the relationship of the enterprise to the community than will be
most managers and stockholders who do not live in the community. Even when
they do live in the vicinity of the enterprise, managers and stockholders are
likely to be more socially and economically separated from general community
problems than are workers.
The fourth benefit can be exemplified by the problem of pollution. -In a
traditional capitalist enterprise owners and managers are likely to live at a sufficient distance from their plant not to be directly affected by the noxious fumes
it pours upon the surrounding community, and those managers who prefer to
live nearby can escape because they have the resources to move upwind. In
such a situation it is rarely in the interest of owners and management to do
very much about pollution. But if the workers manage the enterprise, it is
usually at least partially in their interest to deal with the problem since many
of them and their families live close enough to the factory to bear the brunt of
its output of smog.
Fifth, as has been indicated by the Yugoslav experience, self-management
is a potent educational medium which, if supported by appropriate training and
service, can provide an excellent core for an effective program of economic and
community development. The establishment of community development programs utilizing relatively small cooperative enterprises of up to 400 workers as
part of well-coordinated plans for community improvement is a promising innovation for social advancement (Sachs, 1975, and Kotler, 1969).
In order to achieve the benefits of work-place democracy it is essential
that it be properly established and carried out. There are four major points
involved in the implementation of work-place democracy.
First, self-management involves the interaction of two opposed principles:
independence and interdependence. It involves an individual's ability to control
his own work situation which means, on the one hand, to do his own job
without interference and, on the other hand, to have a say about everyone
else's work since it affects him. This requires that delegation be balanced with
joint decision-making The problem is complex and would involve such issues
as the type of work and technology involved; the culture, psychology, and
capability of the worker; the importance of coordinating the particular task or
set of tasks with the work of others; the value of independence in execution to
the individual in the particular case, etc. Every instance is different, but, in
general, important decisions, particularly those involving policy, should be
decided jointly by all those concerned; and tasks that require coordination
should be jointly organized by those involved; however, tasks that can be carried out independently and minor instrumental decisions should be delegated.
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In general, if delegation is developed as far as is consistent with all the relevant
factors in each instance, it will tend to increase the quality of joint decisionmaking since independent participants have more to bring to joint decisionmaking than dependent participants.
For example, in an automobile factory a decision concerning the length of
working hours, and hence production of engines, must be undertaken by the
work-force as a whole since the output of engines directly affects the entire
process of manufacturing cars, but the question of how each skilled worker assembling engines at his own work bench will proceed in construction can be decided by each craftsman individually. If, however, the assemblers are new to
their jobs, and are untrained, they will not have the necessary knowledge to
change their work procedures on their own initiative until they have gained sufficient experience.
This leads directly to the second major point about self-management: Delegation does not preclude review and joint decision-making does not pre-empt
supervision. In fact, a study of a number of similarly organized self-managed
factories shows that economic efficiency was highest in those concerns in which
there was both the highest level of actual worker participation in decision-making
and the greatest quantity of, and the greatest variety of, supervision (Jerosek,
1972: 113-122). While legislation should be joint, execution usually requires
direction. Policy ought to be made jointly but the carrying out of that policy
should either be delegated to individuals, subject to review of their work, or be
directed and overseen by supervisors responsible to those they are supervising
and to whom they can feed back their observations and judgments. Where
feasible, self-supervision through such innovations as autonomous work teams
is a desirable replacement for traditional hierarchical supervision provided that
inter-team coordination is maintained.
Third, self-management involving either delegation or joint decision is
applicable at every level of the enterprise from the individual task in the basic
work group or unit through any intermediate organizational levels to the general
management of the enterprise since all levels of the work process are relevant to
the job of the individual worker. Beginning at the lowest level, each unit should
be delegated maximum authority to govern its own affairs, but those issues
which affect others directly outside the unit should be decided jointly at the
next level up to the top of the organization. So far as possible, basic units
should remain small enough for everyone to meet and discuss issues freely together, and the best quality of self-management will usually be achieved if enterprises remain small enough (300-400 employees) to maintain face to face
relationships. Each basic unit of work should have its own meeting or elected
council ("legislature"), and should elect representatives to the board of directors of the enterprise. To maintain representativeness, officers and representatives should serve relatively short terms of one, or, at the most, two years and
should be subject to recall.
Parallel to the legislative structure should be an administrative staff
headed by the general manager and including an administrator for each unit.
The general manager and unit administrators would be ex-officio members of
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the board of directors and appropriate unit councils and would be ineligible
to be elected officers of those bodies. Administrative staff meetings would be
held by directors as necessary to coordinate administration, review operations,
and prepare proposals for the councils and the board of directors. Similarly,
non-administrative personnel would have union organization and meetings to
review procedures, discuss issues, and represent employees whose interests or
grievances were not adequately being met by the self-managing bodies. The
union would have a crucial role in educating workers about self-management,
particularly in encouraging appropriate styles and participation by employees
and in acting as an advocate to insure proper self-management and responsibility
by administrators, officers and representatives. Without such education and
active review, there is a constant danger that despite democratic structure, administrators and specialists will in fact dominate the decision-making process.
This is an especially great problem with personnel whose cultural background
and prior work and other experience is hierarchical and authoritarian rather
than equalitarian and democratic, as has been indicated by the Yugoslav experience (Sachs, 1972-73).
Since work-place democracy in Greece would be a new kind of experience
for all concerned, self-management would have to be developed over time. At
the inception of an enterprise, the first set of administrators would be appointed
for a term of several years by those transforming or establishing the enterprise.
Thereafter, the administrators would be elected by the workers, who would also
have the power to fire.
At first, the administrators, perhaps with the assistance of the agency
transforming or establishing the enterprise, would hire the other staff, but later
this would be done by an elected hiring committee. When the initial group of
workers was assembled and was ready to commence work, a series of general
and unit meetings would be held for orientation to self-management and preparation for electing representative bodies and officers after a short period. At
first, the representative bodies would be advisory, but beginning at the earliest
possible date, they would be given authority in area after area, as they gained
competence and experience, until all legislative authority was in the hands of
the unit meetings or councils and board of directors with all important decisions
subject to approval by the personnel of the entire enterprise. Similarly, committees to handle important matters requiring adjudication, such as disciplinary
problems, hiring and promotions, would be provided for and adequate safeguards and procedures established, including review procedures (Adizes, 1971:
Ch. 6).
Over time, then, the formal structure would be developed so that it would
allow for total self-management. This is a necessity for the attainment of successful participation, but an appropriate formal structure is not sufficient by
itself to provide successful worker-management.
Fourth, participation can only be successful to the extent that it is meaningful to the participants. First of all, they must believe that their participation
is both effective and worthwhile. Workers must have real authority to decide
important issues with the knowledge that those decisions will be carried out
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They must have the belief that administrators respect their views if the operation
is to be a smooth one. This requires administrators to encourage participation
and to cooperate fully in collective discussion and decision-making. This does
not mean that administrators should not be leaders — they must be if selfmanagement is to succeed — for the administrators, if they are capable, have
competence, experience, and knowledge that few if any of the other participants
will have in a developing situation such as that of Greece. Moreover, administrative personnel, too, are workers and human beings with personal needs for
job satisfaction. They hold jobs that require delegation of authority and require
taking initiative. But they should not attempt to monopolize that initiative.
When taking leadership and making proposals, they should present alternatives
and estimates and not merely espouse completed plans giving others little choice
except to rubber stamp a fait accompli (Adizes, 1972; Sachs 1972-73).
Administrators and technical personnel must also make available all necessary information for meaningful discussion and knowledgeable decision-making.
This means that, with the exception of properly confidential material, the files
and books of the enterprise should be open to employee inspection and that
there must be a frequently published, worker-edited bulletin containing all relevant information and reports along with discussion of important issues. In addition, open meetings and discussions should be held to provide additional
data and background information and to provide opportunity for workers to
learn what the issues are really about and just how the plant actually operates.
To make participation maximally effective, an educational program should be
provided so that workers can come to understand not only what the facts are,
but what they mean. In addition, administrators and others presenting information need to be careful to present it in a form in which it can be easily understood (Sachs, 1972-73). Properly trained administrators may proceed appropriately on their own accord. But especially in a society such as that of Greece, in
which the traditional culture emphasizes the hierarchical distribution of authority, it is essential that the workers, and above all the union, be constantly alert
to correct undemocratic practices on the part of administrators, technical experts, and representatives. In carrying out such oversight, workers ought not to
consider administrators as class enemies, or necessary evils (as has too often been
done to ill effect in Yugoslavia), but should treat them as fellow workers who,
like all workers, need to be educated and enculturated to democratic conditions
of work. Such education should include job rotation so far as practical (see
Sachs, 1974) and anyone unable to carry out a job properly that demands special responsibility should be removed from it if he is intractable, at least until he
develops an appropriate attitude.
If care is taken to establish and develop self-management properly, drawing upon the lessons of the now extensive experience with work-place democracy in Yugoslavia, Western Europe, North America, Israel, India, Algeria,
Chile, Peru, and other developing areas, the establishment of a program of
work-place democracy in Greece should become a major step for the betterment of Greek life through improving the quality of working life and reducing
alienation, while increasing economic output and efficiency and providing an
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educational vehicle for economic and social development that will increase the
public spiritedness and community-mindedness of work organizations. Moreover, the institution of self-management can be of immense benefit for the
advancement of socialism and democracy in Greece since the participation of
workers in decisions affecting them on a daily basis tends to increase their interest and effectiveness in dealing with community affairs.
The immediate question then is what programs and stragegies should be
undertaken to begin to develop work-place democracy. Several interdependent
courses appear to be appropriate to this end.
First, work for the development of stronger, democratically organized
unions, bargaining and otherwise working for workers' control. The workers'
unrest that developed during the latter phases of the junta should provide a
fertile ground for such activity (Goldbloom, 1973).
Second, educate citizens and campaign for legislation requiring and enhancing workers' participation in existing companies.
Third, educate and campaign for economic development involving the
establishment of new cooperative enterprises.
Such programs will only come to fruition with time, struggle, and
praxis, and with coordination with, and consciousness of, other social programs
and goals to which they are related. But it is the hope of this writer that the
cross-national movement for work-place democracy will ultimately play an important role in the development of just societies, with decentralized self-managed socialism in Greece and elsewhere.
,
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D. George Kousoulas is Professor of Government at Howard University
and author of books, pamphlets, and articles dealing with contemporary Greece,
the Greek communist party, the politics and government of the country, and
other general works. He has also been a political advisor to the Papadopoulos
government and has consistently explained and rationalized the existence of dictatorship in Greece in Congressional hearings, television debates, and newspaper
articles.
His book, contrary to his claim, is not in my opinion an attempt to present
"a fairly impartial . . . history of modern Greece." Rather it is a competent
apologia of the authoritarian forces of that country. In the 300 readable pages
of his book, Mr. Kousoulas seeks to point up the major trends in the tortuous
history of the Greek people. He discerns cyclical trends between periods of absolutism on one hand and periods of political bickering and instability on the
other.
Kousoulas' philosophy of good government is to strike the golden balance between "effective government" on one hand and "democratic freedoms"
on the other. With the exception of gifted and effective leaders such as King
George I, Charilaos Trikoupis, Eleftherios Venizelos, Ioannis Metaxas, and Constantinos Karamanlis, the author finds the "normal" political condition in
Greece as one of corruption, demagoguery, petty and unrealistic chauvinism,
and small-time opportunism.
Above the confusion and din of these political controversies the Greek
military is portrayed as a "sensitive receiver of public sentiment in Greece,"
and dictatorial periods are seen as interludes of stability in a country that has
not learned to govern itself according to British or American models (implicitly
assumed to be the prototypes of modern and civilized behavior).
Kousoulas seems to have an aversion for multiparty (proportional representation) type polities and assumes that two party systems and dictatorships
provide the "strong government" necessary for economic development and
long-range planning. He does not offer, however, any convincing evidence correlating economic growth and social satisfaction with one kind of polity or
another.
As is often the case with apologias for authoritarianism the responsibility
for the coups is placed on the victims rather than on the perpetrators of the
coups. Kousoulas does not seem to realize that most democratic systems are
quite fragile and vulnerable when faced by a determined group of Putschists
which takes control of the nerve centers of power.
*Prof. Couloumbis' book review originally appeared in Perspective (Vol. 3, No. 7) September
1974 and is reprinted here with the permission of its editor, Cornelius Vahle.
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If there is a coup, our author reasons, then democracy must have failed or
been self-destroyed. This is an unfortunate distortion, especially in the case of
the 1967 coup, which clearly came to prevent the otqcome of elections and
generally to stifle a trend toward participatory democracy both within the parties and among the masses.
Both the Metaxas (1936-41) and the Papadopoulos (1967-73) dictatorships
are treated with kid gloves, and they are portrayed as popular and populist
regimes — notwithstanding the overwhelming amount of evidence that points to
the contrary.
The problems of historical interpretation in this volume are many. Let me
end with just a few examples:
The Papadopoulos constitution of 1968 is paraded as "modern and
democratic" despite contrary findings of legal experts of the Council of Europe;
Papadopoulos is credited with wise and socially redistributive economic policies
contrary to a record that has favored the privileged (domestic and foreign) at
the relative expense of workers and farmers; the "communist danger" is greatly
exagerated and advanced as the main justification for the authoritarian deviation
of 1967; a uniquely unpopular Papadopoulos regime is portrayed as a welcome
respite for "many" crisis-weary Greeks; human rights violations including torture
are virtually ignored; the 1967 coup is presented as a spontaneous take-over by
some concerned colonels, when in fact Papadoupoulos and company had been
conspiring at least since 1957 for the take-over; the U. S. involvement in (and
decisive support for) the dictatorships is carefully underplayed; and — finally —
the vital subject of Greek-Army conspiratorial politics from 1943 to the present
is not discussed or explained.
A book which views the parties to the 1946-49 Greek Civil War as
"Greeks" vs. "Communists" cannot be considered fair or impartial by any standards. The greatest utility, therefore, of Professor Kousoulas' historical survey is
for the student who seeks to identify the attitudes and perceptions of Greek
conservatives of the authoritarian orientation.
I would end by suggesting a slight amendment to the otherwise admirably
suited subtitle of this book: "Profile of a Nation . As viewed from the Far
Right."
— Theodore A. Couloumbis,
The American University
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A PROTEST LETTER TO GREEK NEWSPAPERS

The following letter was sent to the newspapers, To Vima and Ta Nea, in Athens, Greece:
Dear Editor:
Finally, after almost nine years (I am counting from July of 1965) of concealed and open dictatorships, supression and censorship, Greece has gotten its
first parliamentary government and freedom of the press has been restored.
All of us, those who live out of Greece, all of us who aspire to the democratic
principles, are pleased with this change and hope that this unique chance will
not be lost. We know that the problems are many and that some of them need
immediate solution. We also know that at this time, perhaps more than ever before, the future of Greece depends on the actions of the present government
and the legislation of the present parliament. If they realize the importance of
the present time and their responsibilities, the foundations of a true democracy
will be built on solid ground and the country will take the correct course.
A good start will be made with a general cleansing of all the anti-democratic
and dictatorial elements, wherever they may be. The cleanup must be done as
soon as possible because it has been delayed long enough — at least some of the
Greeks of Chicago believe that to be the case.
From July until now we have not seen any changes in the diplomatic representatives of Greece in Chicago, even though letters have been written and the
actions of the consulate during the last seven years have been exposed. I, too,
join the chorus of voices and express my disappointment for the up-to-now inaction, and I write to you because I believe that through your paper something
could be done about it. With this letter, I aim to enlighten your readers on the
one hand and, if possible, bring about the changes which we have been awaiting
in vain for so long.
When on the 21st of April, 1967 the junta succeeded with the power of its
guns to take over the government, some of us — Greek immigrants, students,
native American philhellenes — decided to act in order to expedite as much as
we could, a quick return to democratic normalcy and order. We began our actions the very same day. Without wasting any time, on the 22nd of April,
1967, we formed our organization "Illinois Committee for Democracy and
Freedom in Greece:' Our goals were the following: (a) To enlighten the American public as to what is really going on in Greece; (b) to support morally and
economically the families of the political prisoners; and (c) to help the resistance
movements in their struggle to free Greece from the neo-fascist regime.
I will not spend much time explaining what we exactly did and whether or
not we accomplished our goals. This is not appropriate at the present moment.
I will only tell you that for some time we published in English a monthly magazine, Greece Today; that we organized political gatherings to which we invited
political personalities and well-known artists; and that members of our committee made various appearances on TV and took part in debates against supporters'
and representatives' of the junta.
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In all of our efforts, we found ourselves against many (unfortunately the majority) Greek immigrants, and most important, against the official organ of the
junta in our city, the Greek Consulate. Unfortunately, the representatives of
Greece in our city became tools of the junta from the very beginning. Their
job was to follow, make files, threaten and terrorize. They showed admirable
zeal in their newly assumed role. Their greatest target were the students whom
their agents had infiltrated, followed constantly, and threatened with non-renewal of their passports. The Greek Consulate also subsidized the Greek language newspapers and most of the Greek radio programs. In a few words, these
people worked with zest to suppress all the anti-junta and democratic Greeks,
students and immigrants, and to create the impression that the government of
Papadopoulos "saved" Greeks from the "corrupt" politicians and the "imminent
communist danger."
They continued this work even after the fall of Papadopoulos in November of
1973. They continued always with the same zest in carrying out the orders of
their masters. They were always eager to praise the "nation-saving task" of the
"national government" and to brand all those who spoke for democracy as
anarchists and enemies of Greece. After the fall of the junta, their eagerness
was shakened only momentarily; but they regained their audacity right away
and took advantage of the new reality. With the help of their friends, they
appealed for unity, again under their leadership, and began talking for democracy and proclaiming themselves champions of freedom. However, we know
that the form of government they actually favor is not DEMOKPATIA [democracy] but DEMIOKRATIA [regime of the executioners' like that of Papadopoulos and his colleagues and of those who succeeded them.
I am writing all this to express the legitimate complaints of all the democratic
Greek immigrants and students. Here, we have not seen any change whatsoever.
Those who spied, reported, threatened and terrorized the people continue to
hold their positions as representatives of Greece. And all of us who did our
share to see Greece free again wonder what kind of change is this. What kind of
democracy is this which for so many months is represented by the pro junta
neo-fascists? How is it possible the Consul General of the junta to be the Consul General of the democratic government that followed? We are waiting patiently so many months for a change that doesn't seem to be coming. I don't
think we are asking too much when our only demand is change in the personnel
of the Greek Consulate of Chicago, when our only demand is new faces, democratic men and women with principles, like the Ambassadors of Cyprus, Demetriou and Rossidis, who refused to accept orders from the Cypriot junta. There
must be people like them in Greece, too!
— George D. Anagnostopoulos
Chicago, January 8, 1975
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