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TOWARD THE CULTURAL REVOLUTION

(Editorial Notes on This and Other Issues)

The current issue features three articles pertinent to Greeks. In the
first article, A.A. Fatouros places the U.S. aid-embargo to Turkey in the
context of jurisdiction (executive vs. legislative powers) rather than in the
context of ideological differences between the two camps. If, as the writer
claims, the final concessions to the executive branch by Congress had been
predictable, could we conclude that the executive branch is on the road to
recovery? And if that is the case, is the Congressional ratification of the
recent agreement between Kissinger and Turkey a foregone conclusion?
There is of course such a possibility. To avert it, the opponents of the aid and
the "Greek lobby" may have to adopt new strategies and tactics.

In the second article, James Patterson makes us relive some of our
predecessors' experiences in this country through a series of immigrant
life-histories. The nordic racism is still in the memories of some older men.
But more to the point, the stories show how the "American Dream" was
never realized by them and how they manage their wounded integrity by
living on other kinds of dreams—dreams that serve as a staple diet for other
poor Americans as well. One could easily brush these men off as "lumpen
proletariat" but, to a large degree, they represent the alter ego of many an
immigrant, Greek or otherwise, forced to leave his native community and to
seek his material goals in a competitive, cut-throat society.

The third article, by Mel Schuster, takes us to the 1975 Salonica film
festival. We see a contradiction between Mr. Schuster's need to attribute
individual tasks to a group of young Greek film directors and the group's own
communal-production orientation. Indeed, the young directors are more
politicized than the author and they do have a message. The new message is
an end to economic and cultural imperialism from abroad. Perhaps we could
expect nothing less after the seven-year repression and the continuing
governmental control over the broadcast media. Finally, without a strong
counter-message, the message of the media will continue to be the message of
the status quo.

The program reports in this issue take us to Chicago, San Francisco,
and Toronto. The writer considers the poor turnout at a recent Chicago
radical conference as an index of activism in the U.S. and raises some
questions as to its apparent decline. The San Francisco report by Nikos
Rozakos shows how grassroots international organizations can use the arts to
combat fascism. Finally, the report from Toronto by Van Coufoudakis
compares the efficacy of established "regional" and "international" bodies
when one of the member countries (e.g. Greece) lives under a dictatorship.

Three short pieces bear direct relevance to history. Harold Karabel
criticizes Cavarnos, a previous contributor to JHD, for his "great men" bias
to history. Van Coufoudakis takes the Greek Foreign Minister (Bitsios) to
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task for omitting certain potentially embarrassing historical facts from his
recently published book on Cyprus. George Vournas places the recent CIA
revelations in a historical perspective and asks this country to take another
look at the "cold war thesis."

The last entry is a poem by Olga Broumas. This poem goes beyond
sociology, history and politics and dramatizes the sur-reality of the Turkish
invasion of Cyprus for women—a sur-reality that our "realist" security
bureaucrats who man the military-industrial complex, and who gave us "Plan
Prometheus," "Operation Attila," "Operation Phoenix," "Operation Chaos,"
"Cointelpro" and a myriad of other plots and plans against "third world"
peoples, must somehow be made to understand.

Nikos Petropoulos

TALKING ABOUT CIA AND GREECE

Nine years ago, on April 21, 1967 when colonel Papadopoulos took
power in Greece, very few people here or in Greece were aware that that was
a very well organized plan of the CIA. In Greece, more specifically, a few
people saw that behind "George Papadopoulos and Co" was the American
foreign policy which for one more time abolished democracy in a small
country because the American interests were about to be damaged.

After the writing and publication of so many articles and books all over
the world concerning the role of the CIA, even the simplest people know
today that behind any military coup, any war, any political assasination, is
the powerful Central Intelligence Agency, which doesn't even try any longer
to keep it as a secret: William Colby upon leaving his job as the director of
the CIA, admitted in a television interview the following: "We have only
planned two political assasinations. We do overthrow governments which go
against the U.S. interests. We do use our secret agents as correspondents for
big newspapers."

To name a few of the "high" class agents of the CIA working abroad, we
should mention the Shah of Iran, King Houssein of Jordan and (now in prison)
George Papadopoulos— the first and the only CIA agent to become head of a
country.

Of course, for such operations and such agents, the CIA needs a lot of
money. Last year the CIA spent ten billion dollars and William Colby said
that for this year they plan to spend twice as much. Where does all this
money go, one might ask. But who pays the right-wing Christians in Lebanon,
or the mercenaries in Angola, or people like Sampson in Cyprus or all these
ultra right-wing organizations which are trying to restore the king (and the
junta) in Greece?
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All this money doesn't go to waste. In the last 20 years, 34 countries all
over the world have lost their freedom in the name of USA imperialism with
CIA military coups. One coup every 7 months. Obviously, this money does a
good job.

Today the CIA is working very hard in Greece to get back things it has
lost. First they want to close the Cyprus issue according to their plans which
are to form two separate nations on Cyprus. Second they want Greece to
return fully to NATO. Third they want to stop any thoughts of the Greek
government concerning closing down of the American bases in Greece. And
they want the Greek government to declare officially that Anti-americanism
does not exist in Greece(! ).

What Karamanlis is going to do about all these things is quite a secret.
Karamanlis is not sayng much lately. It is not clear how much power he has.
Within his "New Democracy" party there are all kinds of political elements
from monarchists and junta collaborators to enlightened centralists. The
dilemma Karamanlis faces for one more time, is to say a big "NO" to the USA
—which is the echo of the national conscience of the Greek people—or to sing
the worn-out song of the traditional reactionary Greek Right and get along
with the new USA blackmail.

But the Greek people, who cannot forget that the seven dark years of
the recent dictatorship as well as the Turkish invasion in Cyprus were a CIA
game, have already decided to say no to the USA, the CIA, the Pentagon and
their substitutes: the junta collaborators and the monarchists.

Dino Siotis

A CALL FOR PAPERS

The Journal of the Hellenic Diaspora invites critical articles on the
social, economic and political status of Greek emigrants and descend-
ants in the U. S., Canada, Australia, Western Europe, Eastern Europe
and elsewhere and on their participation in contemporary progressive
movements --civil rights, minority, women's, labor, and third-world
movements. JHD is also receptive to literary articles, case studies, inter-
views, poetry and reviews -- film, book, and program -- relevant to the
above topics. Manuscripts should be in English, typewritten, double-
spaced and submitted in duplicate. An author who cannot get a
translator for his Greek article might send us the' original Greek
article anyway. If it is judged acceptable, we shall make arrangements
for its translation. Upon receipt, articles are circulated to the contri-
buting editors. If they are accepted and they need revision, they will be
returned to the author for final approval. Send manuscripts to the
Hellenic American Society. Box 22334, Indianapolis, Indiana 16222.
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THE TURKISH AID BAN: REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT

by A. A. Fatouros

Turkey's invasion of Cyprus in the summer of 1974 has had continuing
repercussions: on the island itself, where forty percent of the territory is still
under Turkish occupation and the two communities have had to absorb over
two hundred thousand refugees; and in Greece, where the military junta's
inability to cope with the fruits of its own crimes led to its downfall and to a
return to parliamentary government -- which now faces war threats from its
eastern neighbor. Its side-effects were felt even in the United States, where it
became the occasion for a remarkable confrontation between the President
and Congress.

It is to this last event, itself still unfolding, that the present article is
devoted. It starts with a brief discussion of the historical facts and of the
issues in the United States law that provided the formal basis for the con-
frontation, then moves to a review of related events in and out of Congress
and of the arguments used by the two sides. The essay concludes with a dis-
cussion, and an interpretation, of the whole incident, including an assessment
of the role of the so-called "Greek lobby" in the United States.

The Turkish Attack on Cyprus

The facts of the invasion are well known and need little further rehear-
sal. The opportunity for Turkish action in Cyprus was provided by a coup
d'etat organized by the military junta then in power in Athens, through the
mainland Greek officers in charge of the Cypriot National Guard. Although
Archbishop Makarios, the President of Cyprus, managed to escape, thus
foiling one of the military's principal aims, the putschists took over the
government and appointed as their president Nicos Sampson, an extremist of
the right, noted for his hatred against both Makarios and the Turks and for
his fanatical passion for enosis (union with Greece) at any price. The Turkish
reaction was as swift as it was predictable: on the early morning of July 20,
1974, five days after the coup, Turkish armed forces landed on the island.
The shock of the invasion did what active and passive popular resistance had
failed to do. Sampson in Cyprus and the military junta in Athens collapsed
and were replaced by parliamentary leaders. A shaky ceasefire was eventually
arranged on Cyprus and equally shaky negotiations began in Geneva, under
British auspices, between Greece and Turkey and the Greek and Turkish
Cypriot communities. On August 14, Turkey renewed military action, ending
up in control of forty percent of the island's territory, including its most
productive areas. Since then, the island has been divided: the Northeast is in
the hands of the Turkish army, with a few thousand Greek Cypriots remain-
ing in a few enclaves. The Southern part of the island is under Greek Cypriot
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control; all Turkish Cypriots have moved away and one hundred and eighty
thousand refugees (out of a total Greek Cypriot population of less than
520,000) have found refuge there.

The question of the degree of involvement of the United States Govern-
ment in the coup and the ensuing invasion is at best open; at worst, complic-
ity of various kinds and degrees has been changed. 1 Some possible positions
and interpretations have been conveniently classed by Professor Theodore
Couloumbis into five "Theories."2 They range from the State Department's
official "innocent bystander" view ("we did our best, but . . ."); to the
"Terrible blunder" theory of Kissinger's critics in Congress and most of the
press; to a "Realpolitik" version, stressing Kissinger's "divide and conquer"
role; to the theory pointing at the continuity in American policy concerning
Cyprus, as manifested in particular in the 1964 Acheson plan for partition of
the island and its successors; to a final conspiracy theory, which attributes
everything to well-laid American plans. There are indeed further categories or
subcategories possible, especially when realistic attention is paid both to the
likely or known plans and intentions of the United States and its various
agencies and to "perverse," that is to say, partly independent, action by its
client governments. 3 Even if only the tip of the iceberg were, taken intc
consideration, i.e., the official statements and actions of the United States
Secretary of State and his associates, repeated and otherwise puzzling failures
and continued mishandling of the situation can easily be documented. 4 This
problem is not the topic of my paper; I shall not therefore attempt to settle
the issue here.

The Legal Context of the Aid Ban

A multitude of legal issues surround the current problems of Cyprus. 5
Of these, only one will be briefly examined here, because of its relevance
to the topic at hand, namely, the legal basis for the suspension of United
States military aid to Turkey. 6

Since 1962, the United States Foreign Assistance Act includes a pro-
vision which, in its present form [22 U.S. Code, section 2314(d)] , runs as
follows:

Any country which hereafter uses defense articles or de-
ense services furnished such country under [this Act, or other
ralated Acts] in substantial violation of the provisions [ of certain
sections of the Act, specifying the purpuses of aid] or any agree-
ments entered into pursuant to such Acts shall be immediately
ineligible for further assistance.

The principal purpose specified by the various legislative provisions and
by the bilateral agreements in force between the United States and Turkey
are internal security, self-defense, and action in conformity with UN recom-
mendations or -decisions. The Turkish invasion of Cyprus cannot fit under any
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of these headings and the United States Government, as will be seen, has virt-
ually admitted this.

Seen in broader context, the clause in question is a clear illustration of
the hegemonic relationship between the United States and its allies or clients.
The latter are provided, under rather favorable terms (partly in the form of
grants, partly in the form of sales credit and for cash), military equipment.
But they can use it only for certain purposes, never spelled out with any pre-
cision. Thus, in addition to uses which are clearly allowed (such as "internal
security"), there are many doubtful ones. No method or institution is pro-
vided for determining the facts, when they are disputed, or for applying the
law to undisputed facts. The very vagueness of the legal concepts involved
leaves a considerable margin for compromise between the recipient and the
United States, which frequently reales the point of total disregard of the
provisions and purposes in question.7 Yet the United States remains, by
default, the sole judge. It is in a position to invoke at any moment the,
provisions in question and stop aid. The threat to do so is thus a major bar-
gaining instrument for the United States (as it is, of course, for other
hegem onial. powers.)

The record of application of sec. 2314(d) in the past is spotty and
inadequately documented. On a number of occasions, the United States has -
interrupted aid to recipient countries (e.g., to Pakistan and India, when they
were at war with one another). On the other occasions, not all of which are
known, the threat of an aid cutoff was expressly used. It was, for instance,
used by President Johnson in his letter of June 5, 1964 to the Turkish Prime
Minister, in connection with a threatened invasion of Cyprus by Turkey. The
President reminded the Premier of the requirement in the bilateral agree-
ment between the two countries that United States consent must be obtained
for any use of military equipment "for purposes other than those for which
such assistance was furnished." And he went on to state:

I must tell you in all candor that the United States cannot
agree to the use of any United States supplied equipment for a
Turkish intervention in Cyprus, under present circumstances.8
The threat was certainly effective that time; although resented by

Turkey, it did not lead to any serious change in its position vis-a-vis NATO,
the United States, or the Soviet Union. No such threats were made in 1974,
although it was widely known that an invasion was being prepared.9 The
possibility of an aid cutoff was raised only in connection with a possible war
between Greece and Turkey. As Secretary Kissinger put it, in an "informal
news conference," on July 22, 1974, when a brief cease-fire had been
arranged on the island:

Q: Mr. Secretary, did you threaten to cut off military aid to both
Greece and Turkey in order to get them to accept the cease-fire?
Secretary Kissinger: I made clear on Saturday in San Clemente
[at a July 20 news briefing] that no war would be fought be-
tween NATO allies with an orren American supply line. So this
put a limit to the escalation that could be conducted. As to the
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other steps that were taken, there were no specific threats made.
It was very clear that we would consider a continuation of a
military confrontation between NATO allies as a very grave
matter. 10

As to a Turkish invasion, however, no cutoff was mentioned:
Q: Mr. Secretary, before the Turkish invasion did the United
States warn the Turkish Government that it would lose aid
if it moved, military aid?
Secretary Kissinger: No, but we made very clear that we were very
strongly opposed to military action. 11

Much later, Under Secretary of State Joseph J. Sisco gave a somewhat
different version which can be squared with that of his principal with great
difficulty -- only by emphasizing its qualifications and evasions rather than its
apparent affirmations. On being reminded of the 1964 Johnson letter and
asked whether he delivered "substantially the same message" to Turkey in
1974, the Under Secretary responded:

I don't want to use any analogies but it was very, very clear
on the basis of what I said in Ankara that one of the possible
results of military intervention was the cutoff of aid. I don't want
to mince mords about it. 12

After the second Turkish attack on August 14, 1974, Secretary Kissinger
insisted once again that such threats were not used. He explained at length:

The United States did not threaten the cut-off of military aid to
Turkey, for these reasons: First, it was considered that such an
action would be ineffective and would not prevent the threaten-
ing eventuality; secondly, as was pointed out in this statement,
we are giving economic and military aid as a reflection of our
common interest in the defense of the eastern Mediterranean.
Once such a decision is taken, it will have the most drastic con-
sequences and not just over a period of time covering a few days
but over an extended period of time. For all these reasons, it was
judged that the United States would be both ineffective and
counter productive to threaten the cutoff of aid. Short of this,
however, we made the most repeated and urgent representations
to Turkey in order to prevent the military action that happened.
We have criticized the action, and we believe also that the inflex-
ibility of all parties in Geneva contributed to it. 13

At the same press conference, on August 19, 1974, the issue of the applicabi-
ility of sec. 2314(d) was brought up by a journalist. Kissinger responded that
he would "have to get a legal opinion on that subject" and that he had not
done it yet. 14 That "legal opinion" had a sad fate. A team of lawyers under
the former legal adviser of the Department of State, Carlyle E. Maw, was
indeed charged with a legal study. However, they reached the conclusion that
there was no way to avoid the application of sec. 2314(d), that is to say, aid
to Turkey had to be cut off. Secretary Kissinger rejected the advice and never
released the legal opinion. 15 By December, 1974, the Department of State
was stating that "it was impossible publicly to express a legal conclusion on
the issue of Turkey's eligibility for further assistance and sales." 16

In the meantime, the issue was raised in Congress. At the very
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beginning, after the July 20 invasion, several resolutions condemning Turkish
action were introduced, but they did not refer to sec. 2314(d). Crnly at the
end of August was the legal question raised, in Congress and in the press. The
Administration temporized but soon came to admit, although never publicly
or expressly, that continuing aid to Turkey was, under United States Law,
illegal. On September 19, 1974, in a closed meeting with the Democratic
caucus of the Senate, conveniently leaked to the press, Secretary Kissinger
admitted that the "preponderant view" of the State Department lawyers was
in agreement with Senator Eagleton's opinion that continuing aid was in
violation of the law. This memorable exchange then followed:

Senator Eagle ton: If my opinion is the dominant and right one,
do you have any choice but to enforce it, or to seek its change
by legislative process?
Secretary Kissinger: We are exploring our options and will consult
with the appropriate Congressional leaders.
Senator Eagle ton: Do you have any alternative but to obey the
law?
Secretary Kissinger: If your legal opinion is correct, it will have
very adverse foreign relations consequences for an important
ally.1 7

The Congressional Debate

Accordingly, by the early fall of 1974, the terms of reference of the
political debate were set. They changed little over the next year. Two main
periods of Congressional activity may be distinguished, the first untilthe
suspension of aid on February 5, 1975, the second from that time until the
decision for the partial lifting of the ban, on October 2, 1975. There were
some interesting, although not fundamental, differences in the argumentation
on the two sides during each of these two periods.

By early October 1974, both houses of Concress had passed an
amendment tied to a continuing appropriation resolution which provided for
suspension of all military aid, sales and deliveries to Turkey until the Presid-
ent of the United States certified that Turkey was in compliance with U.S.
foreign aid legislation and that "substantial progress" was being made toward
agreement concerning military forces on Cyprus. Proponents of this provision
had to light off a last-minute effort of Congressional leaders substantially to
weaken the amendment. They were then faced, on October 14, 1974, with a
veto by the President, which they were unable to override. A second version
of the amendment was again vetoed three days later. Finally a compromise
was reached and the President signed an amendment requiring a halt of aid
but allowing the President, virtually at his sole discretion, to suspend the aid
cutoff until December 5, 1974. The date was later moved to February 5,
1975, in new amendments attached to another continuing appropriations
resolution and to the annual foreign assistance act.

When the cutoff date came, the Administration complied with the aid
ban, although it sought to minimize its impact by providing increased aid as
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the cutoff date approached and by promoting the provision of military
equipment to Turkey by Western European NATO countries. It also embark-
ed on a new Congressional effort, spearheaded by the Senate foreign affairs
leadership of both parties, to pass a bill removing the specified cutoff date
from the related provisions, thus giving the President the power further to
suspend the aid ban. The bill was reported out to the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee on March 26, 1975, and passed the Senate by a vote of
41 to 40 on May 19, 1975. It reached the House floor in late July, after
considerable amendment in the House International Relations Committee.
In its final form, it only allowed delivery to Turkey of equipment it had
already paid for; further sales or aid would be permitted only by the next
annual foreign assistance act. Despite these amendments, the bill was defeated
in the House, on July 24, 1975, by a vote of 223 to 206.

Administration efforts to reverse the House decision started immediate-
ly afterwards. They intensified as Turkey proceeded to close some United
States bases in its territory and to place the rest under formal Turkish
control. On July 31, the Senate approved, again by a single vote's majority
(47 to 46), a new bill, identical to the one rejected by the House. The
intention was to force a vote in the House before adjournment for the
summer but the opposition by some representatives foiled these plans. Debate
on the bill started again in the fall. Finally, on October 2, 1975, the Admin-
istration's bill was approved by the House, by a vote of 237 to 176.

When the Foreign Assistance Act for fiscal 1976 came up for discus-
sion, a few months later, controversy was much less heated. Administration
proposals provided for grant aid and cash and credit sales of military equip-
ment to both Greece and Turkey ($50 million in military grants and $110
million in military sales for the former and $75 million in grants and $130
million in sales for the latter). At the time of writing, the bill had passed both
House and Senate but had not yet become law. Grant aid of $50 million to
each country and military sales of $110 million for Greece and $125 million
for Turkey was approved. However, sales to Turkey are limited in time and
are subject to a number of conditions regarding Cyprus: observance of the
cease-fire, no increase of Turkish military forces or civilian population on the
island, and no transfer of U.S. supplied equipment to Cyprus. The President
must determine that those conditions have been met on a case-by-case basis
for each sale and communicate his findings to Congress.

The Arguments on the Two Sides

For our study of the argumentation of the defenders and opponents of
an aid ban we rely on congressional documents and on press reports. It is
appropriate to note here that the position of the mass media on the issue at
hand followed a peculiar path. At the earliest phase of the debate, in late
summer and early fall of 1974, the more influential newspapers and several
of their columnists took strong positions against the illegality of continuing
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aid to Turkey and, expressly or by implication, in favor of an embargo. Their
stand became increasingly milder in the ensuing months and, by the start of
1975, a radical reversal had occured. Directly or indirectly, in their over-
whelming majority, the mass media adopted a position identical, for practical
purposes, with that of the Administration. Every time a vote in Congress on
this issue approached, a cloud of editorials and comments advocating the
lifting of the embargo and attacking the alleged influence of the "Greek
lobby" would appear. So that Congressional proponents of an aid ban found
that their stand -- which remained unchanged -- was, if the press were taken
seriously, highly popular in mid-1974 and most unpopular a few months
later. Such a radical change of position over a short time gives the impression
that the Administration's efforts at manipulation of the mass media were, in
this instance, successful.

The argumentation on each side of the issue remained rather simple and
straightforward during the first phase of the debate. Opponents of the aid
embargo generally avoided touching on the legal issue, i.e., on the illegality of
continuing aid to Turkey. They used instead policy arguments: the likely
negative consequences of an aid ban, the need for flexibility in dealing with
both Turkey and Greece, the dangers from Congressional interference with
the conduct of foreign affairs by the President. The President's veto messages
in October 1974 are typical: they eschew any mention of the legal issues and
stress instead that an aid cutoff would lessen the influence of the United
States, diminish its ability to persuade the parties to negotiate and jeopardize
NATO interests. On the rare occasion that Congressional opponents of the aid
ban referred to the legal question, it was to point out rather casually that the
facts, or the law, were not all that clear, or to suggest vaguely that the aid
cutoff provision should be applied to Greece as well as Turkey.

Proponents of the aid ban, on their part, focussed almost exlusively on
the legal issue. They stressed the illegality of further aid and the need to
respect law. Occasionally, they referred to the plight of the refugees on
Cyprus and the need for the United States action. In their emphasis on illegal-
ity, they generally referred solely to United States law; they did not try to
build a case for the illegality of Turkish action under international law, or
under the UN Charter. Their emphasis was exclusively domestic.

Once the aid ban went into effect, and especially after the bill against it
passed the Senate, the President and his Secretary of State undertook an
all-out campaign to change the position of the members of the House of Rep-
resentatives. More than a hundred Congressmen were invited to the White
House in successive mass breakfasts to hear the President and Secretary
Kissinger develop the reasons for continuing aid to Turkey. Their argument-
ation followed two basic directions: It stressed the great importance of
Turkish bases for the United States defense posture and it pointed at an
increase in. Turkish intransigence on the Cyprus issue as long as the aid ban
was enforced.

Strategic information concerning the bases was selectively leaked to the
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newspapers to support the view that, United States bases in Turkey being
designed to collect information from the Soviet Union through electronic
means, they were precious and irreplaceable. It was even argued that the
bases in Turkey were necessary to insure the application of the disarmament
and arms control agreements with the Soviet Union.

The rigid Turkish position on Cyprus, on the other hand, was presented
as an affirmation of national independence and of unwillingness to submit to
foreign pressures. There was no suggestion that the Turkish attitude reflected
an agressive or expansive position. The President and his Secretary of State
stressed, in rather untypical manner, the need to respect the independence of
American allies and to avoid intervention in their political affairs. Moving to
more realistic argument, they attributed Turkish reluctance to negotiate on
Cyprus to the country's political instability. All this, according to them,
showed that the aid ban had totally failed as a method of exercising pressure
on Turkey and that only the continuation of aid would give to the Turkish
government the ability to make concessions concerning Cyprus, without
appearing to submit to external pressures. Continuation of aid was therefore
to the advantage of all interested parties.

At this point, the executive argumentation began to move in an inter-
esting direction -- although always indirectly and not for "attribution." Its
audience was assured that the common benefits which flow from the contin-
uation of aid to Turkey were well understood by the Greek government; this
was the reason why the latter was not opposing the suspension of the aid ban.
These assurances were not new; similar arguments were made much earlier.18
But in the spring and early summer of 1975 these assertions built up in inten-
sity, were repeated to anybody who wanted to listen, and reached the public
through the columns of friendly commentators. The Greek government, and
in particular the Washington embassy, kept for a long time its usual "correct
attitude," and refused to comment in public on the problem of tht. aid ban.
Yet, a few days before the July 24 vote in the House of Representatives, the
issue reached such proportions that the Greek Ambassador to Washington
felt obliged to issue a brief statement:

It has come to my attention that doubts have been created
in the minds of members of the House of Representatives con-
cerning the position of the Greek government on the resumption
of arms shipments to Turkey by the United States. It is clear that
it is not up to me to interfere in the relations between the legisla-
tive and the executive branch of this country. It is equally clear,
however, that nobody save the responsible representatives of the
Greek government is empowered to express its positions. I should
like to state in this connection that the position or the Greek
government is known and that it cannot have changed, since the
factual circumstances which determined it have not changed.19

Although somewhat oblique, the statement was unmistakeable in its
intent. It did not receive much publicity in the American press, but seems to
have had some impact.20
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Closely related to the official assertions concerning the position of the
Greek government was the insistence on the role of the so-called "Greek
lobby." We shall return to this topic, but it should be noted now that, in a
sense, the publicity given by the Greek-American community and its leaders
to their campaign for the interruption of aid to Turkey served well Secretary
Kissinger's plan. His supporters did not stop stressing the dangers facing
American national policy because of the activities of ethnic lobbies. The hints
as to the understanding of the United States position by the Greek govern-
ment were often coupled with disapproval of "chauvinist" pressuns , by the
"Greek lobby."

The legal arguments in support of the aid ban were difficult to refute,
so the opponents of the aid ban continued to try to evade them. They now
referred to the legal argumentation occasionally used by Turkey, concerning
application of the 1960 Treaty of Guarantee, without, however, wholly
adopting it or approving the Turkish position. They only noted that the
Turkish invasion did have some legal basis. During this second. phase of the
debate, there was no attempt to deny that the continuation of aid was in
violation of United States legislation. During debate in Congress, several of
the aid ban's opponents began by admitting the illegality of aid and then
proceeded to make whatever other arguments they could. Another set of legal
arguments had to do with Greece and its alleged violations of the conditions
for the supply of American aid. They mentioned the introduction of person-
nel and equipment in Cyprus from 1963 to 1967, as well as the removal of
supplies from the naval base in Crete during the summer of 1974 -- informa-
tion on which had been very conveniently leaked to the press. The lack of
detail and clarity in these allegations is interesting, if only because it shows
that the officials responsible were still more interested in keeping secret
United States involvement or toleration of client governments' activities
than in winning this particular argument.

The proponents of the aid ban responded in the main by stressing once
again the illegality of the continuation of aid. They pointed out that, if
pressure through the aid ban had not been effective, this was due to Secretary
Kissinger's negative stance, to his opposition and undermining of the Con-
gressional decisions, which encouraged the Turkish government in its intran-
sigence. On the legal arguments, they responded by distinguishing between
the landing of Turkish forces on July 20, 1974, and their attack on
August 14, 1974. They argued that, as to the first, it could be argued that
there was some legal basis, in view of the provocation by the Athens military
government. But there were no such excuses for the second action, which had
no legal basis and was in clear violation of U.S. law. Finally, proponents of
the aid ban stressed the importance for Congress and the United States of
resisting Turkish "blackmail" through threats of the closing down of bases.

Some False Approaches

To place the debate concerning Turkish aid ban in its proper political
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and constitutional framework it is useful to begin negatively with a brief
account of what this debate was not.

The debate did not express any radical differences of opinion between
the President and Congress (or a majority of its members) concerning the
fundamental directions of the United States foreign policy. There are, of
course, several differences, and they are sometimes of importance, but they
are of many kinds and point to several directions. Progressive or reactionary
positions are not divided symmetrically between the executive and the
legislative branch. The views and arguments of the Representatives, Senators,
and other politicians who supported the aid ban show clearly that their
basic positions and biases coincide in substance with the positions and ideol-
ogy of United States foreign policy as it has been established since the end of
the Second World War. In their argumentation, there is no opposition, or even
doubt, concerning NATO and its functions, concerning the leading role of the
United States in the "free world," the need for military aid to friendly
countries, the fundamental anti-Communist direction of American foreign
policy. Some of them disagree with some of these positions. Others disagree
with the specific handling of the Cyprus issue during the summer of 1974, or
more generally with Secretary Kissinger's policies. Many have been stressing
that Greece is a better ally than Turkey or that its bases are more useful than
the Turkish ones. To support this position, they invoked the opinions of
various retired officers, such as General Van Fleet and Admiral Zumwalt. --
persons whose name symbolize the continuity as well as the problem of
American policy in Greece during the last thirty years. The views of the aid
ban proponents are clearly within the bounds of established policy and ideol-
ogy, they do not subvert them, they do not even tend to change them to any
serious degree.

The aid ban debate does not reflect, therefore, a disagreement between
those who support a foreign policy which favors and utilizes direct and in-
direct intervention in foreign countries and those who condemn such
intervention. Disagreement on this issue begins to acquire considerable
importance in current American political life; but it plays no serious role
here. No choice between an interventionist and a noninterventionist position
arises: both the continuation and the interruption of aid to Turkey constitute
methods for interference in the affairs of Turkey, Greece, and Cyprus (al-
though Secretary. Kissinger tried to show that only the cutoff of aid constitu-
ted intervention.)

It is characteristic of the lack of any profound ideological differ-
entiation on this topic that the continuation of aid to Turkey was supported
by several Representatives and Senators who in earlier years had struggled
strongly and effectively against the dictatorship in Greece. On the other hand,
although the leadership of the aid ban campaign was in the hands of
Representatives Rosenthal and Brademas and Senator Eagleton -- there were
in their camp several others who had in the past tolerated, supported, or
eulogized the Greek military junta.
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The Role of the "Greek Lobby"

Another interpretation of the Turkish aid ban episode treats it prim-
arily as a manifestation of "ethnic politics." The so-called "Greek lobby" is
credited (or charged) with a successful campaign of political pressure on
vote-conscious Congressmen. As has been said, there are three million Ameri-
can citizens of Greek origin in the United States and only a few thousand
of Turkish descent. The actual role of the Greek-American community in the
whole affair is difficult to assess with any precision; yet it cannot be ignored.
Pressure from the Greek-American community, united and mobilized for the
first time in recent decades, undoubtedly played an important role. But it is
easy to exaggerate its importance and its effectiveness. In the absence of
thorough empirical studies, 21 some fragmentary personal observations seem
in order.

Certain distinctions must be made among Greek-Americans (and Greeks
resident in the United States) who participated in the campaign for an arms
embargo to Turkey. Several groups or categories may be distinguished. In
discussing them, all too briefly, particular attention will be paid to each
group's position toward the military dictatorship which ruled Greece from
1967 to 1974. Such consideration of the groups' political orientations does
not merely reflect my own concerns and biases. In view of the definite
connections between the junta's Cypriot coup d'etat and the Turkish inva-
sion, an individual's or a group's attitude toward the junta had definite effects
on its behavior concerning the aid embargo.

A first, small but important, category includes politicians of Greek
descent, members of Congress as well as other professionals of politics
(former government officials, administrative assistants of legislators, etc.).
These are in the main highly assimilated individuals, distantly, if at all,

, attached to their parents' original homeland. Yet, while other factors (e.g.,
desire for increased political visibility, creation of an "ethnic" political
base, opposition to Henry Kissinger's foreign policy) may have played roles
of varying importance in each case, ethnic origin was undoubtedly an
important factor in the decision of some of them to lead the efforts for an
arms embargo. It is interesting to note that the relationship of some of these
politicians with the other categories of Greek-Americans discussed below was
not always close, and sometimes not even friendly. Especially those among
them who had taken a strong stand against the Greek dictatorship had often
found themselves attacked by the leaders of Greek-American organizations.
Finally, it should be noted that many Greek-American politicians, especially
those who hold, or have held, important non-elective offices -- the political
"technocrates" if you will - did not participate in the campaign against
Turkish aid.
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The second main group consists of the Greek Orthodox Church of
America and its leaders. A separate long study would be needed for a proper
analysis. The power of the church is much greater among earlier immigrants,
and generally among older people, than among more recent immigrants and
young people. In fact, during one of his frequent visits to Greece during the
dictatorship, the Archbishop complained that Greece was sending to the
United States in recent years too many "communists" (meaning presumably
people who did not easily fit into the traditional parish patterns of the
North American church). The church's institutional role and activity during
the seven-year reign of the military junta was generally favorable to it. Not
only had the church leadership no difficulty in accepting the military
government as the legitimate successor to earlier Greek governments, but it
multiplied its contacts with it and its trips to Greece, it allowed the utiliza-
tion of the churches as centers for the distribution of propaganda materials,
and kept at a distance all groups opposing the dictatorship. Only in 1973,
after the replacement of King Constantine by Colonel Papadopoulos as
formal head of state, did the Archbishopric begin to express certain doubts;
even these, however, did not reach the point of protest against the junta's
repression or tortures in Greece or of any increased tolerance of local mani-
festations in support of Greek resistance.

In the efforts concerning the Cyprus issue the role of the church was
predictably conservative. At the start, the effort was made to limit any grass-
roots participation to charitable activities ("clothes for the refugees"), leaving
any active political role to the (church) leaders. This attempt did not work,
but the church kept trying to limit and "keep within proper bounds" any
public manifestations or political action. Open condemnation of the past
American policies, or any emphasis on the role of the junta was avoided. The
symbol of Greek Cypriot resistance to outside pressures from friends and
foes, Archbishop Makarios, was rarely mentioned: At a memorial service for
the Cypriot dead in the fall of 1974, Archbishop Iakovos achieved the diffi-
cult feat of speaking for half an hour on Cyprus without mentioning once his
brother prelate's name. Finally, the church leadership grasped this opportun-
ity to reassert its role as leader and representative of the Greek-American
community, as regards both United States political structure and the new
Greek Government.

The third category includes traditional Greek-American organizations
and associations (some of which are of general membership, while others are
based on the place of origin of the immigrants). It is hard to determine the
actual importance of these organizations in the life of the Greek communities
today. Their constituencies are largely the same as those of the church: earlier
immigrants and older people; their leaders are often those who have had some
financial success. How representative that leadership is, in terms of the entire
Greek-American community, is open to question. During the dictatorship in
Greece, the majority of the officials of these asssociations, whether because
of traditional anti-Communism or for other reasons, supported and defended
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the junta, stigmatizing as anti-Greek the efforts of those who tried to oppose
it. It is highly probable that the great majority of the associations' members
had a much more temperate, or perhaps indifferent, stand.

In the campaign concerning Turkish aid, the Greek-American associa-
tions' action was somewhat stronger than that of the church. A significant
facet of their effort was that, for the first time, large numbers of younger
persons, whether recent immigrants or young people of Greek descent, took
initiatives and played an important role in the campaign.

The last category includes a rather formless aggregation of individuals
and small groups whom we could call, more for convenience's than for pre-
cision's sake, the professional elite of the Greek-American community. It
consists of academics, students, professionals of various kinds. Generaliza-
tions are extremely difficult here. During the dictatorship, this group (along
with recent immigrant laborers and skilled workers) provided many of those
who actively opposed the junta -- although some of its supporters were also
found among them, along with a large proportion of those who neither assist-
ed the dictatorship nor worked against it. The contacts and channels which
had been established by many antidictatorship groups with American politic-
ians were particularly useful in promoting the campaign on Cyprus and the
arms embargo. It is no accident that most Congressional leaders of the aid ban
struggle had also been active in the efforts against the dictatorship.

During the period when the aid ban issue was most active, several ad
hoc groups, committees and organizations sprang up. The two most impor-
tant (and longest lasting) among them were the United Hellenic American
Congress and the American Hellenic Institute.22 The former is closely assoc-
iated with the church and has directed its efforts at grass-roots mobilization
of the Greek-American community. The latter has more of an elite orienta-
tion, its major effectiveness being its ability to coordinate and assist the
activities of members of Congress engaged in the aid ban campaign. Both
groups are essentially conservative (in terms of foreign policy and Greek
politics) and tend to focus their attacks on Turkey (rather than the Greek
junta or United States policies).

It is evident that, at most levels of the Greek-American community,
leadership in the campaign for the aid ban was in the hands of relatively
conservative elements. While progressive individuals and groups participated
actively in the campaign, they were not, in the main, in leadership roles --
they were not the ones President Ford and Secretary Kissinger talked with, or
whose comments were reported in the mass media. Indeed, by and large the
leadership on the "Greek lobby" side was more conservative than the
Congressional protagonists in the struggle, whether of Greek origin or not.
In Congress, it was people like Senator Eagleton and Representatives
Brademas, Rosenthal and Sarbanes that took the lead. These are liberals,
of varying degrees of orthodoxy; more conservative politicians were also
found among those voting for the aid ban, but not in leadership roles.

The conservative orientation of the Greek-Americans openly leading
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the aid ban campaign may have been helpful in promoting their cause, in view
of the general lack of any desire radically to contest established foreign policy
tenets among Congressional proponents of the aid ban. Nevertheless, it may
also have had some negative impact. Their concern with avoiding broader
attack on United States policies toward Greece and Cyprus or any "undue"
emphasis on the.role and responsibility of the Greek junta, although frequent-
ly justified on tactical grounds, may have ultimately lessened the strength of
the community's efforts. The lack of any expression of alarm or opposition
by the Greek lobby prinicipals to the coup d'etat that overthrew Makarios
and invited the Turkish invasion, the participation, and indeed prominence, in
the lobbying efforts of persons who had assisted and defended the Greek
junta raised difficult problems of consistency and gave easy arguments to the
aid embargo's opponents, who waxed sarcastic on the belated appearance of a
democratic and legalist conscience among many representatives of the
"Greek lobby." 23

In the absence of thorough empirical studies, 24 it is hard to determine,
with any claim to reasonable validity, how effective were the activities of the
individuals and groups, collectively called -- by their opponents -- the "Greek
lobby," to what extent they determined or seriously influenced the position
of the majority of the members of Congress between the summer of 1974 and
the fall of 1975. That some political pressure was exerted, and felt, is clear
Beyond this no one can go, at present. One should note, however, that the
votes on the aid ban issue are distributed, in the main, in predictable manner
across the political spectrum. . Despite some notable exceptions, most Demo-
crats, Liberals, and Administration critics voted for the aid ban; most Repub-
licans, conservatives and proponents of Administration policies voted against
it. And it is useful to remember that, during the dictatorship in Greece, some
of these leaders of Greek-American associations and groups had sought, with
strong support from the Administration, to influence legislators in a manner
favorable to the Greek junta. Their efforts failed; Congress' stand was much
less favorable to the junta than the executive's.

It follows from all this that the decisive importance of the activities of
the "Greek Lobby" in the Congressional struggle for the cutoff of aid to
Turkey is by no means certain. It is important to remembei once again that it
was the opponents of the aid ban who, directly or indirectly, gave special
attention and publicity to the role of the "Greek lobby," in part taking
advantage of the publicity given to its campaign and to the self-promotional
efforts of many of its "leaders." In its confidential briefings, the Department
of State stressed that this new lobby was most effective; the position (and
vote) of a majority of Congressmen was attributed to an effort to capture
Greek-American votes -- in contrast, of course, to the objective position of
the executive branch which kept in mind only the national interest. Similar
points were made by Congressional opponents of the aid ban. Even the
Turkish Prime Minister has repeatedly referred to the role of the "Greek
lobby" and has attributed to it and to the machinations of the Greek govern-
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ment Turkey's difficulties with the United States Congress.

The Aid Ban Issue As A Constitutional Conflict

The fundamental conflict between the President and an important
number of members of Congress over the arms embargo concerns the degree
and the manner of participation of Congress in making and applying decisions
concerning the country's foreign policy. The President and his Secretary of
State insist that Congress has an advisory role in this area, never a decision-
making one. The evolution of American constitutional structures and policies
in the past forty years tends to support this view. Ever since the time of the
New Deal, the initiative as well as the final decisions in matters of foreign
policy have been increasingly in the hands of the President (and, of course,
his Secretaries of State and Defense). Only in the areas of commercial and
economic relations has Congress retained a role which is to some extent
autonomous and which is usually manifested not by taking initiatives but by
refusing to accept Presidential proposals, until some compromise is reached.
With respect to most other topics, Congress has found it sufficient in the past
forty years to authorize the President to act within broad discretionary
bounds or to approve his actions ex post facto. Secretary Kissinger goes
perhaps even further when he insists that Congress not only must not make
any of the decisions in matters of foreign policy but must also support -- i.e.,
must not criticize or undermine -- all Presidential decisions.

Most of the members of Congress who disagreed with the President on
the continuation of aid to Turkey are trying to stop and to reverse this evolu-
tion of constitutional policy. They argue that Congress is competent to
decide along with the President on the principles which govern the country's
general foreign policy. They stress that the executive cannot subvert or
violate such principles, once they are established, any time it would be con-

, venient to do so. They insist that it is not enough for the President to inform
Congress of his final decisions on foreign policy but that he must keep Con-
gress informed and must consult with its members during the actual process
of decision-making and implementing. It is this fundamental constitutional
issue that is at the center of the dispute concerning aid to Turkey, as it is in
other recent disputes between the President and Congress.

For those immediately involved, the central issue in the aid ban dispute
is not the substantive one, the Cyprus problem and United States relations
with Greece and Turkey, but the question of competence, the jurisdictional
issue: who decides concerning the foreign affairs of the United States -- more
precisely, since the central role of the executive is not disputed, to what
extent- is Congress to participate actively in the development of foreign
policy?

Substantive issues did affect, of course, in various ways and to varying
degrees. the position of many of those involved. Each of the substantive
arguments (i.e., indignation at Turnish aggression, resistance to Turkish
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blackmail over the bases, concern for the legality of United States action,
and, on the other side, belief in the need for the bases in Turkey, or in the
need for flexibility in the executive's response) probably reflects issues that
had some influence on some people. Additional, more or less extraneous,
considerations were also of some importance. Turkey's reneging on promises
concerning opium cultivation were clearly of determining significance in
some instances. Then, several people in both parties were, by late 1974,
strongly opposed to the policies and perhaps especially the political style
of Secretary Henry Kissinger. The reason for this opposition are many and
sometimes contradiCtory; some consider him far too soft and not aggressive
enough, others too conservative and ruthless. 25 The arms embargo gave
some people an opportunity to do something to express their opposition.

It is also important that the aid ban issue came to Congress in a par-
ticular legal posture, since American politics are particularly susceptible to

legal arguments. Americans often give legal formulations to their problems, so
as to resolve them on the basis of legal reasoning (broadly defined) rather
than as political or economic problems. The manner in which Kissinger
handled the entire issue, by essentially admitting an open violation of legal
rules and principles, was ultimately favorable to the position of the Congress
majority on the issues of jurisdiction and allocation of power.

Precisely because the issue is not primarily one of substance but is re-
lated to basic problems of constitutional structure, one should not have
expected that a clearcut and final solution would have been given. It was
possible to predict from the start that Congress would eventually give in.
To begin with, Congress faces basic structural problems which limit radically
both its capability and its will to oppose the President in matters of foreign
policy. In the issue at hand, its main purpose had been achieved the moment
the issue came to the fore. Congressional claims concerning allocation of
jurisdiction had now been posed; once this was done, the substantive problem
was to a great number of members of Congress of limited interest. On this
topic, as on so many others, Congress is not united and has no single position.
Many of its members wholeheartedly accept the view that foreign affairs is
the exclusive responsibility of the President. Others find the utilization of aid
as a means to exert pressure improper and ineffective. The lack of any radical
disagreement concerning the basic principles of American foreign policy was
also of significance. The debate concerned only means, not ends. Such con-
siderations as the danger of "loss" of Turkish bases or the degree of immed-
iate effectiveness of the aid ban acquired in this context particular impor-
tance.

Some Concluding Observations

The Turkish aid ban episode was essentially a United States domestic
issue, reflecting the current phase in the secular struggle for predominance
between Congress and the President. That it happened at this time, and with
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respect to this particular issue, was due no doubt to a constellation of special
circumstances. The currect lack of a well-settled consensus on foreign policy
issues set the stage for a conflict of this type, although, as already noted,
there was little fundamental disagreement on principles and basic directions
in this particular case.

As with most historical events, many of the more fundamental issues
raised were not given any clear or definite answer. The effectiveness of
manipulation of aid as a means of pressure was not really tested, in view of
Secretary Kissinger's actions in undermining any such effects. The question of
the legitimacy of such manipulation, obscured by the legal posture of the
issues in this instance, remains a difficult one.

For politically progressive Greek-Americans and Greeks, the role of the
"Greek lobby," and the Greek-American community in general, raised an-
other set of problems. Was the effort to stop aid to Turkey, in which most
progressive Greek-Americans participated, worthwhile? Or was it predestined
to failure, or indeed, given the conservative orientation of "Greek lobby"
leaders and the lack of fundamental disagreement on policy among Con-
gressional opponents, did the effort have the unintended effect of increasing
the legitimacy of orthodox policy positions? To state the issue at its most
extreme, was the whole aid ban campaign a farce, calculated to disorient and
neutralize possible Greek efforts of disengagement from United States in-
fluence and planned and directed in its every detail by "dark forces" in
United States (and Greek) politics?

One's answer can only reflect personal perception and convictions. To
the extent that the "farce" argument is based on a perception of United
States politics as monolithic and subtly but fully manipulated, to the extent
it assumes that "dark forces" are in total control and possess the capacity
entirely to cover their traces, it may be counterargued that everyday exper-
ience as well as more systematic study do not bear out such a view. The
complexities of real-life political interactions refute the dogmatic purity of
the positions described. One is forced to choose among a limited number of
positions and activities available at a particular time. Sitting it out and
criticizing the "inevitable" outcome is no substitute for becoming involved
and attempting, however hopelessly, to affect events. That those who
opposed the arms embargo, starting with Secretary of State Henry Kissinger,
felt seriously threatened by it seems today undeniable. Moreover, in
struggling against it, the Administration and its supporters had to give up
their impartial, benevolent, outsider's stance and to make clearer their
involvement and the considerations on which they base their choice. If it had
achieved only this "demystification," in such concrete and clear context, the
aid ban campaign whould have been justified.

Afterword

The agreement on the status of the United States bases in Turkey, sign-
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ed on March 26, 1976, by Secretary Kissinger and Turkish Foreign Minister
Caglayangil, is part of Kissinger's counter attack in his war with Congress
over control of foreign policy. Blithely disregarding the aid ban agitation of
the last year and a half, the Secretary of State undertook to provide to
Turkey in the next four years one billion dollars (one fifth of it in outright
grants). He chose thus to reaffirm his government's unambiguous support for
Turkey. amnlv rewarding her for the invasion of Cyprus, for her intransigence
since 1974, and for her blackmail over the bases. This clear assertion of sup-
port comes at a time when negotiations over Cyprus are deadlocked, because
of Turkey's refusal to consider any settlement not totally on her own terms,
and when Turkey's provocation statements concerning her claims over the
Aegean have created a tense, warlike atmosphere between Turkey and Greece.

The Secretary's gesture cannot therefore be seen merely as an expres-
sion of concern with "security," military might and foreign bases. It has
several important dimensions. With respect to the Soviet Union, it is a reasser-
tion of the predominance of a Cold War approach to military and political
objectives. As regards Greece, it is a well-calculated move designed to humil-
iate and weaken the administration of Premier Karamanlis, with which he is
currently negotiating on the fate of United States and NATO bases there and
whose efforts towards a more independent stance raise for the Secretary the
specter of a Greece which is no longer under the total control of the United
States, while remaining within the "Western" camp. Karamanlis' enemies, on
the right as well as the left, can now point at the ineffectuality of his moder-
ate approach and his failure to temper in any way the continuing encourage-
ment by the United States of Turkey's intransigence. Kissinger's move is also
a challenge to Congress, daring it to vote down the aid proposals -- now
expressly tied to the status of the United States bases. The Congressional
"foreign policy leaders" are already reported to have assured him that his
ploy has good chances of success. It remains to be seen whether Congress
will once again acquiesce, thus regaining the docile and humble status it
had, on foreign policy matters, until a few years ago.

Notes

1. Among several longer articles in English, I have found the following help-
ful: L. Stern, "Bitter Lessons: How We Failed in Cyprus," Foreign Policy
No. 19 (summer 1975), 34; V. Coufoudakis, "United States Foreign Policy
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T. Couloumbis and S. Hicks eds., U.S. Foreign Policy Towards Greece and
Cyprus. The Clash of Principle and Pragmatism 106 (Washington, D.C.,
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2. Theodore A. Couloumbis, "Five 'Theories' Regarding Kissinger's Policy
Toward the Cyprus Crisis," International Studies Notes 2 (Spring 1975)12.
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3. Cf., e.g., Christopher Hitchens, "Detente and Destabilization: Report from
Cyprus," New Left Review (London), No. 94 (November 1975) 61, at 69:
"Andreas Papandreou and Vassos Lyssarides have both analysed the period
as one in which the Americans used Greek and Cypriot dupes to stage a
coup in Nicosia and provoke a Turkish landing. This analysis is unduly
elaborate and fails to explain why it is that the Americans would risk war
between Greece and Turkey as well as ditch the junta which they had
nurtured for so long in Athens. The idea was much more simply to annex
Cyprus and then divide it with Turkey -- it failed because they under-
estimated the strength of Turkish feeling and overestimated the compet-
ence of their Greek nominees. Once the attempt to kill Makarios had fail-
ed, the Turks had no choice but to defy even their strongest ally and
patron."

4. The "leaked" findings of the House Select Committee on Intelligence are
conclusive on this point. While the report stressed U. S. intelligence
"failure" during the Cyprus crisis, it also notes at one point:"This episode,
the exclusive CIA access to Ioannides, Tasca's indications that he may not
have seen all important messages to and from the CIA Station, Ioannides'
suggestions of U.S. acquiesence, and Washington's well-known coolness to
Makarios, have led to public speculation that either U.S. officials were
inattentive to the reports of the developing crisis or simply allowed it to
happen, by not strongly, directly, and unequivocally warning Ioannides
against it." A footnote quotes in this connection an "Internal Department
of State memorandum" observing: "It is reasonable to ask whether this
U. S. action was perceived in Athens as a reflection of the depth of
Washington's concern about Ioannides' scheme to oust Makarios. Clearly
General Ioannides had much ground to believe that in light of the direct
contact he enjoyed with the CIA station, he would have received a
stronger, more categoric warning if the U.S. were genuinely exercised
about protecting Markarios, 'whom he regarded as a communist
sympathizer." All quotations are from the text of the report as printed in
the Village Voice, Feb. 16, 1976, 69 ff., at 80, 81.

5. See, P. G. Polyviou, Cyprus. The Tragedy and the Challenge (London,
1974); M. Evriviades, "The Legal Dimension of the Cyprus Conflict,"
Texas International Law Journal, v. 10 (1975), 227; Ann V. W. Thomas
and A. J. Thomas, Jr., "The Cyprus Crisis 1974-75: Political-Juridical
Aspects," Southwestern Law Journal, v. 29 (1975), 513; A. A. Fatouros,
"How to Resolve Problems by Refusing to Acknowledge They Exist:
Some Legal Parameters of Recent U. S. Policy Toward Greece and
Cyprus," in Couloumbis and Hicks, supra ñ. 1, 20, at 27-29. For extensive
discussion of pre-1970 international legal problems, see, Linda Miller
Cyprus. The Law and Politics of Civil Strife (1967); T. Ehrlich, Cyprus
1958-1967 (New York and London, 1974).

6. For a more detailed discussion of this question, see, Fatouros, supra n. 5,
at 29 ff.

7. For instance, as congressional opponents of the Turkish aid ban did not
fail eventually to note, successive Greek Governments had sent "secretly"
military personnel and United States supplied equipment to Cyprus, but
no action was taken by the United States. (It appears moreover that
Turkey was not interested in raising this issue, because it was itself engaged
in similar activities.) Other cases of selective "blindness" of this sort are
legion.
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troller-General of the United States, in Cong. Record, v. 121 (daily ed.,
May 19, 1975) at 58630 ff.

9. See, for instance, the House Intelligence Committee report, supra note 4,
as well as the studies cited in notes 1, 3, and 5.

10. See, Department of State Bulletin (DSB), v.71 (1974), 257, at 258. And
see also, N.Y. Times, July 22, 1974, 13:6 (Gwertzman); and Sept. 9,
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12. Suspension of Prohibitions Against Military Assistance to Turkey. Hearing
before the House Committee on International Relations, July 10, 1975
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16. Cong. Record, v 120 (daily ed., Dec. 3, 1974) at S20395-96.

17. N. Y. Times, Sept. 20, 1974, 4:3.

18. The most important incident involved a meeting in the fall of 1974
between President Ford and Secretary Kissinger and Archbishop Iakovos.
The Greek Church leader was told that the Greek Government (at that
time, Premier Karamanlis and Foreign Minister Mavros) "understood" and
acquiesced to United States policies on the Cyprus issue and in particular
to the continuation of aid to Turkey. The alleged contents of a related
memorandum by the Archbishop were later published and became the
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19. Translation from the Greek text, in Kathimerini, July 22, 1 75.

20. After the July 24 vote in the House,. the United States Department of
State complained to the Greek Ambassador that his statement constituted
"interference" in United States domestic politics.

21. A valuable beginning in this direction is an unpublished paper presented
at the annual meeting of the International Studies Association in February
1976, by Sallie M. Hicks and Theodore Couloumbis, under the title, "The
Impact of Greek-Americans Upon United States Foreign Policy: Illusion or
Reality?" Their succinct description of the "formal" (lobbying groups,
see infra note 22), "semi-formal" (associations, press and radio) and
"informal" (church) networks of the Greek-American community are
particularly useful. And see also note 24, infra.

22. Hicks and Couloumbis, supra note 21, provide valuable summary descrip-
tions of these two groups on which my discussion is in part based. The
exact role of other such ad hoc groupings in mobilizing the Greek-Amen-
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can community has not yet been adequately studied.

23. Representative Wayne Hays (D-Ohio) particularly distinguished himself in
this respect. See, e.g., Cong. Record, V. 121, H7086 (daily ed., July 18,
1975) and H7422 (July 24, 1975); Hearing cited supra note 12 at p 135.

24. But cf. Hicks and Couloumbis, supra note 21, who attempt a statistical
study of the connection between the presence of large Greek-American
communities in a constituency and the votes of Senators and Represent-
atives on the aid ban issue. Their, preliminary findings are negative, in the
sense that no significant correlation can be established. Even if a correla-
tion could be found, of course, a casual link would not be necessarily
proveh, in view of the several other factors present.

25. Secretary Kissinger's Middle East policies are a prime area of contention.
Opposition to them probably induced some members of Congress to vote
for the arms embargo. Yet it is difficult to accept the argument that the
"Israel lobby" in the United States was mobilized in support of the aid
ban. In recent years, the Israeli Government has forcefully opposed Presi-
dent Makarios because of policies which Israel perceived as pro-Arab, and
which have been undoubtedly open to non-aligned countries and rather
reserved toward NATO. It is rather unlikely therefore that Israel would
have suddenly decided to support the position of the Greek Cypriots
against a NATO power, Turkey, and contrary to the wishes of the United
States executive. Several intermediate or qualified interpretations are of
course possible.

TWO NEW BOOKS FROM GREEK AMERICAN AUTHORS

CHRIS KANOLIS, Antartes. A historical Novel based on the
Greek Resistance and Greek Civil War during the 1940s. Publish-
ed by Vantage Press, 1975. (516 W. 34th Street, New York, New
York 10011). Price $7.95. (30% to 40% discount for schools and
organizations).

GEORGE ANASTAPLO, Human Being and Citizen: Essays on
Virtue, Freedom, and the Common Good. Contains a series of
essays on such contemporary concerns as neurobiological resear-
ch, pollution, obscenity, the meaning of death, American race
relations, presidential impeachment, the fate of Israel, and the
Greek dictatorship. Published by the Swallow Press, (1139 South
Wabash Avenue, Chicago, Ill. 60605). Price: $10.00.
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GREEK MEN IN A COFFEE HOUSE IN DENVER:
FIVE LIFE HISTORIES

by G. James Patterson

In 1968 and 1969 I did anthropological field work among unassimilated
Greeks in Denver, Colorado, which resulted in a Ph.D. dissertation at the
University of Colorado (1969). Since then there has been a resurgence of
interest in "white ethnics" in the United States, and publication of these
stories, which are taken from my thesis, seems timely. All but one of the men
who tell their stories here are old men who came from Greece to the United
States in the first decades of this century. They all worked hard to achieve
the American Dream, and most failed in their quest. Few were economically
successful, few learned to speak good English, few have been active in church
affairs in later years and few belong to the larger Greek community in
Denver, which centers around the middle class church and community center
which is miles away from the area in which they reside.

Since the time of the study, the last remaining Greek coffee house,
which is the one in which these interviews were conducted, has been razed, as
have all the other Greek or Greek-owned establishments in the area: the
grocery store, barber shop and chile house. In their place, as part of a
federally-funded model cities program, are new high-rise office buildings or
parking lots. Some of the men have since died. The kafeneion, the center of
their daily lives, is gone. The others are dispersed to the peripheries of the
area, which was the original Greek Town in Denver, or have gone elsewhere.
Their stories, using pseudonyms for the names of people, follow.

Nick Mandanakis

The first story is that of a post World War II immigrant, who is also my
chief informant and closest friend among all the men. He owns the K and G
Chile House and the kafeneion.

"I come from Crete, from a sniall village near Chania, and I have been
in America 12 years. I first had odd jobs in Pueblo and Colorado Springs, and
then went for a while to work on Fisherman's Wharf in San Francisco, but I
didn't like the climate there and had made friends in Denver so I came here.

"When I left Crete I was officially engaged, but I had to make some
money here before I could marry her and anyway I wasn't sure about her and
since I didn't write much or show I was going to marry her she began to get a
little hurt and angry. Then the daughter of a friend from my village came to
the United States to visit her uncle and the two of them came to Denver,
partly to see me, and because I took this girl around Denver in my car when
word of this got back to the village my fiancee claimed I had hurt her
philotimo so badly that we'd have to break our engagement. Actually, I



didn't care; I didn't think I wanted to marry her anyway. The family also
accused me of flirting, and I told them if they didn't think they could trust
me to forget it. Maybe I'll go back to Crete next summer and look for a wife.

"I used to go to church some, I can more easily than any of these old
men, since I have a car. But now I'm too busy with my restaurant. The
church is out for money too much. Father Karris came to see me at the K and
G, but wouldn't let me buy him a metrio at the kafeneion. He wouldn't go
inside. He sat in the K and G and said to come to church, and I told him if
he'd come to my restaurant more I'd give him free hamburger.

"My waitress there, she's Greek American from Grand Junction and she
doesn't know any Greek! I miss Greek food and that Greek Gardens is lousy.
I used to have a Greek cook who'd cook Greek sometimes and we'd have all
the old men in and give them Greek food at cheap prices, but now that he's
left we never serve Greek food. All this talking about Greek food and the old
country makes me miss it more. And then to think about how these Greek
Americans screw up things, look at that goddam bunch of idiots who run the
church, how they always want your money but they screwed up their proper-
ty buying when they bought the land for the community center, and they
fight among themselves, it isn't that bad in Greece.

"I came here from Piraeus on a ship, and we came up the river into
Montreal and the ice and cold were something I'd never seen or felt before.
I didn't like Montreal, too cold, and when I got to Denver I first came to this
kafeneion here, it was the only one even then, and an old man pointed to the
other old men and said 'They say in Greece people are poor and aren't
healthy, but I ask you, are these men in the kafeneion rich and healthy? No!
They're dressed like hell and have red ears and noses from the cold and aren't
happy! People aren't rich in Greece, but life is easier, even if they don't have
TV and hot water and other things like that. Many of these old men would
return to live if they could but they're ashamed because they don't have
enough money.

"Urban renewal is going to tear down this whole area, from Twentieth
to Speer and from Champa to Market. I think I have about six months to go
before I must leave the building. I'll get $40,000 for the two places which is
damn good but I got them over a barrel because I have a lease which they
must buy up. Actually I'm glad, because I can't keep help in the other place
and because the fucking area is getting so bad it's not safe. I don't know if I'll
go back to Greece or build another place, if I do I could make it nice, for
Americans, and serve ice cream and let women come in, but I'm worried
about the old men, who can't go elsewhere so easily. They cuss and gamble
and play cards and wouldn't fit well into a new place which allowed Ameri-,_
cans and women anyway, and I don't know what to do . about them. I have
a place lined up on East Colfax but it's too far for the men to get there.
Maybe I'll have a partition for them, and they can sit behind it away from the
nicer people.

28



"My village is about 25 miles south of Chania, and I have two brothers
there, both are farmers raising oranges, olives, and making wine. They want
me to come back and maybe I will but I don't think I could live like them
now. If I opened a kafene ion there, I wouldn't have to work at all. I just
heard from my family, from a girl cousin who just came from my village to
Montreal. She called me on the phone, it was the first time I spoke to anyone
from my family for 10 years. No, I almost never write to anyone, and some-
times I get in trouble for not paying bills on time, I forget to or I lose them.

"I don't mind the present government in Greece, in fact I like a strong
military and police. I lived in Crete in World War II and there were some
guerillas and some of them were Communists. They got us all in trouble
because the Germans would shoot us for things they did. The colonels now
have brought order to Greece. You know Greeks can't rule themselves.

"Last week at New Year's Eve, you knoCv those bottles of Whiskey I
had, well I had more than that, but I kept two in my car for later, and I guess
someone saw me put them there, even though I put them under the seat and
locked the car, someone broke the window and stole them. I wanted one for
me and my girl later and I was pissed off cause they weren't there. I don't
date Greek girls, they're too nice and won't go out with you unless you marry
them. I have this girl friend whose father is the pawnbroker across the street,
I don't care that she's a Jew, her father is nice and she is beautiful and wants
to marry me and says she'll follow me anywhere and would live on Crete if I
went back, but I tell her how could she, since she doesn't speak Greek? The
only trouble is she's nineteen, and that's kind of young for me. She likes td
go around with me in my car, it does give you a feeling of being like a king in
that car, and I couldn't ever have been like that in Greece. I bought a new
stereofor it and I play bouzouki music on it. Last night I took her to dinner at
the Brown Palace, where I used to work, and spent $28 I like to spend when
I go out. I just lost $150 goddam dollars to that prick over there, Yannis, on
the Super Bowl game, and I wanted to spend most of it fixing the fucking hot
water heater in the K and G. I'd like to let it go, but I have to have hot water
until this building is torn down. I should stop betting on sports I don't like,
and stick to the dogs. We'll have to go to the dog track when spring Comes.

"Like I said about these old men, some of these old jack offs come in
here at ten in the morning and don't leave until we close in 'the evening and
don't buy a goddam thing, and I don't care, but if they .ever want the paper
or cards or water they order me around, and I have to tell them I'm running
a paying restaurant too and am not their goddam servant. I've got this place
to move to, and what the hell am I going to do about them: I worry about
the old farts, they can hardly walk some of them, and they could never get
out to my place on East Colfax. Of course, if they tear down this whole area
they'll have to go somewhere else to live, since they live in the hotels around
here. Maybe they could move to East Colfax with me. I give them keys to
come in late at night if the place is closed and they can't sleep or something,
they'd just be standing around the streets otherwise. I can't get the place
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clean because it's such an old building, and is dirty, but the men wouldn't like
a new place anyway, for this is close to what it's like in the old country. If
these old bastards would die then I could go back to Greece and not worry
about them. Some of them think they're still in Greece. That old man there
is from Tripolis and has been in this place every day all day since I opened it
and is so old he sleeps on his chair most of the day and I don't think he
knows he's in America, not his village. He'd probably be better off if he'd
never come here. I don't know about me, I could never take my car back, the
fucking Queen's tax on gas makes it almost a dollar a gallon, and those new
Firestone 500's I just bought would wear out in a week on the lousy Cretan
roads. I'd look funny there, with my big car, wearing vrachas [trousers worn
by traditional males on Crete] and with a big mustache, like an old-time
Cretan man.

"I still don't know. When I first came here I worked in a motorcycle
repair shop, and I didn't know any English at all. It was owned by a man
whose father is Greek, and though he didn't speak Greek, he was nice to me,
but he always had to use sign language to show me what he wanted, and after
three weeks I told my uncle here to call him up and tell him I wasn't coming
back, for I was too embarrassed. I told my uncle I wanted to go right back to
Greece, but he said stay a little longer, so I got a job as a dishwasher, then a
bus boy, then a bartender's helper at the San Marcos Room in the Brown
Palace Hotel. I worked hard and I couldn't understand why some Americans
working there wouldn't learn. I watched and picked up things, and once when
I stayed late to help the bartender even though my job was finished for the
day I heard some other Americans talking about me. TheY thought I couldn't
understand them, and they said I ran around the place like I owned it. But I
figured I could learn more by helping out like that, and I did, and those guys
are still bartender's helpers, or some asshole thing like that, and I have my
own restaurant and kafeneion. In seven years of work there I almost never
took off on a Sunday, and once when I had a chance to get a girl on a Sun-
day, I told them I wasn't working, and they said to stay, we need you. This is
why Greeks are successful, they'll work when someone else is sick and they
work hard, still, I don't know where all this work gets you, if you can't enjoy
your money. I wouldn't want to live down there where you do [in southeast
Denver], I don't,speak enough English, and I wouldn't fit there, and I swear
too much. I don't like the people at the church, or that stupid Father Karris,
and this is an OK country, but they're all lousy and I'm ready to go to Crete
and sit under the olive trees and watch the sea and relax."

George Papageorge

George Papageorge is about eighty years old and is one of the kafeneion
regulars. He drinks heavily, usually from a pint bottle during frequent trips to
the toilet, and in that sense his behavior is unusual. His life history, neverthe-
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less, parallels that of many of the other early immigrants.
"I came to the United States from a small village on the Peloponnesos

where the first uprising against the Turks began in 1821. Soon after I arrived
here I changed my name, it used to be Nikios Papageorgios, but Americans
couldn't pronounce it and thought it was funny so I Americanized it. I had an
uncle in New York who helped pay my way to Kansas City where he got me a
job as a coal stoker and railroad worker. The railroad job took me to Alliance,
Nebraska where Yannis over there worked also at that time; it was 1910. At
that time I was so skinny they called me 'toothpick', though I'm fat now. I
only weighed 110 pounds from the hard work and heat. After a couple of
years I went to Casper, Wyoming where I learned to be a boilermaker. I saved
money from that job and as I got older I began to develop a patent medicine
which cured all kinds of illnesses such as stomach trouble, rheumatism, colds,
sore throats, bronchitis, high fever and sterility. I could make your wife
pregnant today if you and she are normal and she took this medicine and
then went home and you slept with her. It's almost never the man's fault, but
women who can't get pregnant can if they take my compound. The
trouble is I don't make it any more, some bastards turned me in and the
Wyoming Department of Health made my medicine illegal. I know more than
doctors about this, but they wouldn't listen.. I made a lot of money off this
medicine while I sold it, which was for a number of years.

"In Wyoming, when I was 49 years old, I married an American woman,
a non-Greek, who was 16. The marriage lasted 12 years and we had two
daughters, they're both grown up and married now. They're pretty, as you
can see by their pictures. One lives in Bostqn and one in Los Angeles, and I
know they love me but they ought to live closer,because se, fax away I seldom
see them. They came to see me last summer but what could they do here?
They couldn't stay with me in the old Abbott Hotel so they had td pay for a
hotel room and we couldn't do much and they had their own husbands and
children to take care of so after about a week I let them leave, but I hated to
have them so far away. I had two good jobs in Wyoming, my boilermaker's
work and the medicine business, but it's easier to make money than to hold
on to it. I spent my money fast, and I drink and smoke too much.

"In the old days there were about fourteen kafenela around here in
Denver and a number of Greek restaurants and many more Greek people. I
don't know what happened to them, I guess some died and some went back
to Greece and their children don't care about us old timers any more. I was
living in Wyoming and working for the railroad so I had a free railroad pass
and I'd come down on a weekend and have dinner and go back the next day.
It was worth it to get good Greek food.

"I went back to Greece in 1959 to my village and I liked it. I don't
know why I didn't stay except that I had no people left there. The food was
good and cheap, you could get good ouzo for three drachmas, and I enjoyed
treating everybody to coffee in the kafeneion where my father used to go and
to ouzo kr the taverna. The trouble is, all my family in Greece is dead [bursts
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into tears] .
"Life in America has been hard, and I thought my hard work was over

but found out I'm still having troubles. Last month I took out my 65 year-old
gold watch on 19th and Curtis to look at the time and a hippy boy stole it
right from my hand and ran, and I couldn't catch him, and I went to the
police but of course they can't get it back. I told the pawnshop across the
street to look for it for me.

"You look like you're OK to me but don't be so sure about having kids.
It's nice to have them as babies but they're no good when they grow up. They
don't take care of you. I don't know what will happen to me, I drink too
much, and it's hard to get up to Harry Hoffman's to get liquor, and I never go
to Flask Liquors because they cheat you. They sell wine and liquor to the
winos, and I may drink but I'm a Greek and I'll never be like them. I don't
know what will happen to me, with no one to take care of me, and some of
these men don't like me because I drink. I wish I could go back and die in
Greece."

Yannis Mandanas

Eighty year old Yannis Mandanag (Mandanakis) is one of the early
Cretan immigrants to the Western United States.

"I was born in 1889 in Kalivas, near Chania, Crete. It was poor there
and my parents couldn't feed us all well enough so my father told me to go to
America and get rich. A Greek man from Utah came to my village, signed me
up to work for him, and paid my way. I arrived on a Greek ship in New York
and took the train to Salt Lake City and then to Price, Utah. I didn't speak a
word of English. This was in 1909. I worked in several of the mines around
Price,. and one had coal as high as this room. Lefty [Lampakis] over there
worked it with me. I sometimes got in fights with other Americans and even
other Greeks, but not with Cretans. There were a lot of Cretans there at the
time working in the mines. We had our own life there, with kafeneia and a
Greek restaurant The Americans didn't like us much and _later there was
some trouble with the sheriff because he said we were Catholic. He didn't
know any better and put us together with the Italians in his own mind. I
didn't give a damn.

"In Utah we lived in what they called mining camps, and there we
heard about the Turks attacking Greece, and a ,group , of us joined up to fight
them and we went there in 1912. We took the train to New York and a ship
to Piraeus. I was taken with others from Utah to Chios on a ship and we
fought a big battle with the Navy of Turkey there. We beat them in that
battle, but a bomb from their ship exploded on our deck and drove a big
piece of wood into my arm on the inside of the elbow here [rolls up sleeve
and shows me] .

"Let me tell you more about that war. The great man Eleutherios
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Venizelos, the great Cretan, though he later lived near Sparta and was like
the great Leonidas, who lived before the Christ, in the old days ... anyway.
Venizelos got together the kings of Montenegro, Bulgaria and Albania and
told them that if they'd all cooperate with the Greeks they could drive the
Turks out. He had been meeting with Russia, England and France in big shot
meetings in Paris and couldn't get anywhere with them. He was too smart for
them. So Venizelos went to the neighbor kings and said to join with him and
fight with him and they did. Then later, the Bulgars were sitting around the
cafes in Thessaloniki, smiling and drinking, for they had got control of a city
which had always belonged to Greece. Venizelos, the clever son of a bitch, he
told them, the Bulgars- , who weren't too smart, that the Turks had surround-
ed a village in the south of Bulgaria and they had better go and drive them
out, so they went there, and there were no Turks and they said to each other,
that double crossing bastard Venizelos, he's smarter than we are, and while
they were away the Greek Navy came into the Thessaloniki harbor and they
got their city back.* [These military movements were illustrated by moving
cords around on the table.]

"I've saved some money during my life. Now I live above the Sunset
Barber Shop, though I hear they're going to tear all of this down and I don't
know where I'll live. I have a nephew from my village who went to Athens to
live and married a girl from my village. He owns a carpenter shop in Athens.
I never got married (though I had plenty of women and still like young girls,
to look at) and don't have much to do with my money so I sent my nephew
$3,000 which I had saved, and told him to use it for the marriage. They sent
me a thank you letter [shows it to me] and now they're happy and married
in Athens. I also got this other letter from the girl's mother in Kalivas
thanking me.

"I was back in Greece in 1912 and 1913 and I've never been back since.
I'd like to return but I know I can't. I've made money here and had some nice
women. I always miss Crete and I love it but I didn't go when I should have,
right after I retired, and I can't complain. As long as I have my room and
some food and a place to come like this [the kafeneion ] -- I can't complain.
I'm not a complainer. I gave my nephew, the $3,000 because I'm an old man,
and I'll die soon, and what could I do with the money?"

Markos Stratakos

Seventy-nine year old Markos Stratakos is the last remaining early
immigrant to Denver from Kefallinia, in the Ionian Sea. Unlike the other
two Kefallinians, he never became active in the church, never learned to
speak much English, and was always outside the life of the larger community.
He seldom leaves Greek Town now, and spends most of his waking hours in
the kafeneion.

'1"Mandanas's history is obviously somewhat mythical.
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"I came from Kefallinia in the Ionian Sea. The islands around it are
Zakynthos, Ithaki, and Levkas. Onsis.w.is' island of Skorpios is around there
too. Swimming is good there, and we have many dolphins. I left in 1907,
when I was seventeen, and took a ship to Patras, then one to Piraeus, then
one to New York. My father was a farmer and had lots of land but was poor.
Some uncles in America had sent over $300 for me to come, but my mother
and father didn't want me to leave them and they hid the money. I always
wanted to do different things and move around so I stole the money one day
and left without telling them. I came straight to Denver from New York, it
was a lot different then.

"When I first got to Denver I found a Greek woman who had come to
marry someone else but it didn't work out so I married her. She later di-
vorced me, but I had three children by her first. I did a lot of jobs at that
time, like pushing a cart selling popcorn, and working in a candy store, and
working in a shoeshine parlor, all around Market, 'Arapaho and Curtis Street,
and all for Greeks. When I got divorced from this woman I went to New
York, in 1913, and married a Jew woman. She was my best wife, and I
brought her here to Denver and we were married for some years, and then she
died. I gave her two children. In 1912 I saved enough money to buy a grocery
store at 1855 Larimer Street. I sold Greek and American foods. Since I wasn't
getting along with my wife at the time, I had a cot in the back of the store
and often slept there. I had a Mexican girl come in and ask for work, I was 22
and she was 15, and I gave it to her. Then she asked me if she could sleep in
the back, and I said yes. I gave her three children. My Greek wife found out I
was sleeping with the Mexican girl and divorced me. Later, after the Jew
woman died, I married the Mexican girl so the kids could have my name, then
divorced her. She died a few years ago and my three children are still living
around Denver and have my name. One of my Jew sons lives in Dubuque,
Iowa and still writes to me sometimes.My Mexican kids are big boys now, one
works for the railroad, in the office. I know what you mean about writing [I
told him I had just finished writing my Ph.D. comprehensive exams], my son
writes all day, too, in an office.

"America is a better place to live than Greece, though Kefallinia is
beautiful. I went back there a year after World War I but there was no money
there so I came back here. I had some children to help a little anyway. I
worked all my life after that on the railroad. I did OK here though I don't
have too much money now. I get a small pension from these injuries from
World War I, and I get $50 a month in Social Security money. I live in a
small room on Curtis Street which is enough for me; I pay $34 a month for it.

"I like to go to church on days like this, but I couldn't get there last
night. I asked my son to come for me today [Easter] and he said he would
but he never came so I couldn't go today either. I'm glad you got to see
Easter in Greece, it's not like here, it's nicer. I would like to go more to the
church but I have no way and my son is a Catholic and doesn't care about
taking me to a Greek church, though he is a good boy. Also, he often works
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on Sunday for the railroad. No thanks, you can't give me a ride anywhere
because I have nowhere to go. I'll just stay right here."

Theodoros Pappas

Theodoros Pappas came to the United States when he was eleven years
old. While all of my informants experienced some discrimination, Pappas felt
it more intensely and remembers it more clearly because he exPerienced it so
young. He is seventy years old. Though retired for some years, he is paid by
Nick Mandanakis two or three dollars a day to keep the kafeneion clean, to
occasionally make and serve coffee, and to run errands around the area.

"I came from Levidi, north of Tripolis. I had an uncle in Charleston,
West Virginia who brought me over. I was on the boat from Piraeus for thirty
days. When we got to New York I was on Ellis Island for three days. I was
eleven years old, and it was in the year 1910. On Ellis Island I saw some
Negroes for the first time in my life, and at first I was scared of them, for I
had never seen any before. I got into New York, and I had a piece of paper
saying where I was to go, but no one could read it and I asked some people
for help, but of course I couldn't speak any English, so they took me to the
police station. At the station they got a Greek fellow to come and talk for
me, and then when he told them where I was going and that I had enough
money to get there they took me to the railroad station and put me on a
train for Charleston.

"At Charleston I got off and my uncle got me and kept me only for a
couple of days, and then he told me he was going to Wyoming to find a new
job and get a better life. So he arranged for me to work for a shoeshine man,
a Greek, for $125 a year, plus board and room. I was hurt and scared that
my uncle would do that to me, and he wouldn't take me with him, and I still
didn't know any English. The shoeshine parlor was a kind of thing they had
for some time then, and there were other Greek boys like me, but I was the
youngest. The owner of the place used to get on each train when it stopped
in Charleston and go through the cars yelling in Greek if any Greek boys
wanted work and sometimes he got some. They kept us all in a big house
where the man lived and didn't treat us too well and didn't want us to learn
English. Also, after my uncle left and the owner saw I didn't have any
relatives or friends to take care of me he cut my pay and I was in a kind of
slavery to him, I couldn't do much about it.

"Then one day an American man came in and I shined his shoes and he
asked the owner why isn't this boy in School. The man said because I need
him to work for me, though at first he pretended it wasn't his fault. I could
understand them though I still couldn't speak English. The American man
said he was going to do something about it and a few days later a Greek big
shot from Charleston who was running for some political office came in and
told the owner of the shoeshine parlor I'd have to go to school, and they
arranged for me to go to school at night, like the Opportunity School here,
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and there I learned some good things, including some arithmetic and other
things, but especially I learned English, which I had to know to get anywhere.

"After that I quit that job and did many things. I worked in the coal
mines in West Virginia for about a year, and then I went to Akron, East
Liverpool and Toledo, Ohio, Detroit, Michigan and some other places. Mostly
I worked in zakaroplastia in those towns, for I had learned how to make
candy. I came to Denver when I was fifty. I worked in candy stores here. I
never got married.

"You can't believe how bad things were at first for Greeks. Americans
before World War H didn't know there were other countries, it was only later
when they fought them that ally heard of places like FranCe and Germany.
At that time, when I first was in Charleston, American boys would beat me
up in a gang and call me names, and I didn't know what they meant but I
knew it was because I was a foreigner and couldn't speak English. Later I
learned all the bad names Americans would call foreigners from different
countries. I tried to fight them sometimes but I was skinny and usually lost.
It was a bad time for me, not having any family, having a boss who never gave
me time off and not knowing the language at first. And I was growing up, just
becoming a young man, and I had a lot to learn. Then, if a Greek went near
an American girl, he would be in trouble. This happened, an American girl in
Charleston liked a young Greek fellow, and a group of American men warned
him to stay away from her house, and she met him in their yard one night
and they beat him up bad, and knocked out his teeth. They used to burn
crosses on Greek lawns, the Ku Klux Klan hated us. Now Nick Mandanakis
can go with his American girl friend in his Cadillac to the Greek Gardens and
hold his head high and be a king, but then Greeks were treated like dogs.

"I like working for Nick but the kafeneion isn't what it used to be.
Now they only have sweets on Independence Day and special days, before
they used to have baklava and things like that all the time. One of the
kafeneia had a liquor license and you could get ouzo, mastika, raki, and
things like that. Also these new men coming in the last few years don't have
any manners, listen how they're yelling and cussing over there. Those four
there just came from the slums of Piraeus, and I don't care if a person is
poor, I once was, but they act like criminals. I'm not telling you this except
that I know you've lived in Greece and would understand. Greeks are seldom
in trouble and aren't delinquents, but some of these fellows look like they
are. Nick and I were saying the other day how it is nice you and your wife
can speak Greek, and aren't snobbish like some Americans. Some Americans
still don't like Greek fellows. Nick took me for a ride in his car the other day,
and I want to tell you, I felt like a king, in that Cadillac, and I could feel as
good as anyone.

"Other things were better here before too. We used to get some shows
in the kafeneia, and I saw Jim Londos wrestle at the auditorium. A few years
ago the church sponsored the showing of the Zorba movie at the Ogden
Theater, and before the film we had champagne and food in a room upstairs,
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it cost $15, and I went. No one liked the movie, and many people including
the priest walked out. I stayed and saw the whole thing, but I didn't think it
was fair to Greece.

"When they tear down this kafeneion and the hotel where I'm living I
think I'll go to Chicago and stay with my relatives. They are talking of going
to Greece for a trip, and they might be able to talk me into going with them.
My town outside Tripolis is not a big city, and I can look at it for five or six
months, and stay if I like it, or return if I don't. I haven't been in Greece
since I was eleven, and I know it has changed. I learned to get along with
Americans and of course I am a citizen now but I'm a Greek and I would like
to die in Greece even if I don't have any relatives there. I like it here OK but
my life has been hard and it would be nice to go and live there the rest of my
life."

GREEK-AMERICAN CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL SOCIETY
Spring 1976 Activities

1. April 10: Greek folk dances perform at the University of Minnesota
Ballroom [Cosponsor: University of Minnesota Greek Student
Association].
2. May 1: Presentation of Canto Generale and Neruda's poetry at the
Society's Center [Cosponsors: local Chilean & Latino groups].
3. May 15: Karaghiozi [shadow-theatre] performance and fund-raising
party at the Society's Center.
4. May 23: Panel discussion on pollution and energy problems in Greece
and the U.S. at the lecture hall of St. Mary's Greek Orthodox Church.

For More Information Write To:
G.A.C. & E.S.

111 E. Franklin Street
Ramar Building, Room 210

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55404
(Phone: 1-612-874-9100)
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A STRUGGLE WELL WORTH IT

by Mel Schuster

The 16th annual domestic film festival in Thessaloniki, Greece, unreel-
ed in September 1975. As an invited guest, enthusiasm dissolved into polite-
ness as I sat through endless miles of anti-capitalism, anti-dictatorship, anti-
American, anti-government, anti-authority -- anti-anti footage.

An extremely high percentage of the films being shown were products
of young film makers, the bulk of whose adult lives had been repressed by the
junta regime which established itself in 1967. These artists were experiencing
and exploring a new-born political voice which, it seemed to me, should have
resulted in at least an occasional exhilaration, even if protest was still valid.
Memory can distort, but post-impressions recall a 7-day marathon of inter-
views with the man on the street; one long unimaginative closeup of a casual
passer-by commenting into a microphone stuck hapazardly into his face.

Being blissfully non-political, I endured these interview-films with
compassion for motives, and enduring patience, while secretly (at the sight of
another microphone), salivating for escape into the nearest ouzo bottle and
the sensual lull of the timeless Greek out-of-doors. To have pursued such
course of action would have been a pleasure dearly purchased, for I would
have missed a dazzling, passionate documentary created with committed
fervor by six young (25-35) film makers. As there were no subtitles, and my
Greek linguistic accomplishments are non-existent, the verbal aids were
meaningless to me; the ideological message was targeted to the less well-edu-
cated (e.g.) factory workers, delivered with a simplicity which allowed even
me to perceive its content even though my interest in and knowledge of
politics is only slightly superior to my knowledge of the Greek language.

Struggle boded ill; ho-hum, another interview-film exploiting the film
maker's current favorite, social injustice. But from its crude opening shots,
executed with mobile subjectivity, it plummeted on its biased but believed
course which took it through glittering on-the-spot footage of the triumphant
overthrow of the junta government, and on into the more calculated and cool
investigation of the existing social strife, and, of course, a dogmatic proposal
of the panacea for those ills. Propaganda crystalizes ills and cures with such
pious assuredness that its message frequently is declared cure-all for all ills at
all times at all places. Struggle shares a bit of this naivete', but is so earnest,
and so imaginatively created that it is effortless to overlook the very thing it
hopes to convey.

No small credit for the film's success goes to the thoroughly evolved use
of sound: mass chaos might unfold in silence or accompanied by one of the
film score's intriguing songs which, I was told later, displayed lyrics as impor-
tant as musical content; speeches might be delivered on film or paraphrased
by a soundtrack commentator; expected and unexpected sound effects occur-
red with expected and unexpected visual parallels. Post analysis remembers
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the totality of the sound track as Brechtian: engagement by disengagement.
Imagination is the last thing in which the film maker seemed to be

interested, however. A stumble-English-and-translatted-Greek interview with
five of them threatened to deteriorate into a beginner's course in eco-political
philosophy; the tape recorder captured disarmingly-accented rhetoric aimed
at informing the ignorant and de-victimizing the unknown, or at least altering
the source of exploitation. They were reluctant to discuss the film aside from
its message; they were reluctant to discuss themselves unless interwoven with
political message. They refused to pose for photographs, as though this graven
image might somehow result in personal glory at the expense of their collec-
tive god.

Though answers to questions were carefully examined to make sure
they were not offering awkward rebuttals to their own position, individualism
occasionally found an unguarded emergence. Not only in this exchange, but
also in other meetings with Greek directors, expressed curiosity concerning
their artistic psyche somewhat confounded them and only subsequently did
I learn they are not used to probings into their personal beings as related to
their art. In fact, during a later provocative evening with director Thodoros
Maranghos and his films, he frequently asked our interpreter, "Why is he
asking these questions?" My understanding is that a work is viewed with
somewhat more isolated vision, as if somehow it came into existence powered
by its own disconnected self-creation.

In spite of the insistence of all five of the six film makers that no per-
sonal authorship could be attributed to any given element of the film, it
seems fairly certain Thodoros Maranghos is the directorial apex of the group.
Prior to this group commitment, he directed four shorts and one feature*,
and has a collection of festival prizes for his efforts. With a career that seemed
to be unquestionably on the upswing, his immersion into a film-maker pool
is intriguing. As his group commitment grew, so did his hair and beard until
identity now seems to center on a pair of eyes peering out of a voluptuous
mass of hair. At any rate, the disappearance of Thodoros Maranghos has not
robbed Struggle of Maranghos' abilities.

Two more major contributors to the film-as-film were Fivos
Economidis, who wrote all and performed some of the excellent songs; and
George Thanasoulas who elected to withdraw his own short film from
competition when the dictates of the festival committee allowed him to be
credited with only one film. He chose the group-feature, and sequences from
his short were edited into the feature.

The other participants seemed to be involved less from film-making
motives and more from a point of view of using the medium as a podium for
their message. A later non-related conversation with director Maria Komninou
further identified the medium as a hot one. TV has eroded the movie
audience, but is not yet a major force, and the masses are not readers. Fur-

*" Get on your Mark," reviewed in International Film Guide 1975.
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thermore, for various reasons, the Greek people like to go out in the evenings,
so film is an excellent medium for disseminating information. Popular song is
perhaps the rival platform for "getting it across."

One "director" admitted that the medium was of definite secondary
interest, implying that any medium would do so long as it served the pur-
poses of the messages. The remaining three accredited directors apparently
made their major contributions by safe-guarding ideology. If my conclusions
are inaccurate, it should be reiterated that the determined reluctance to
define individual participation serves as springboard to those inaccuracies;
though they were adamant in their position that the individual was impor-
tant only insofar as the value of his contribution to the group.

There were other good films in the festival. There was a lot of tedium in
those microphone-films. But as is often the case, there was a tremendous
amount of pleasure and reward in Struggle. The film took second prize in the
"best film" category.

The Interview'

MS: Just tell me a little about yourself first. Is this your first film? How
did you get interested in film? What is your background, etc.
FE: I think everyone has an artistic feeling inside. When you can find the
circumstances that are ready for us, we can express it. Otherwise ... for ex-
ample, I believe a talent, a very large talent, may be with a peasant, but be-
cause he has not the circumstances to express his talent, he has to work and
nothing else. But had he the possibility, the capacity, to be something else....
So as I believe many people have, I had something inside me. I had some-
thing, we can say, curiosity, an interest for the people. My parents were
always social. They had the social spirit. That they gave to me. In this group
I found the possibility to explain my feelings. We must think of the future.
What can we do? What do we have inside? What flower can we express? To
give? I think this is the connection with the people, because I believe that
what I have now is not mine. It's of the Greek people that we took from our
life, from our own environment. For example, we see someone who cries who
is poor, he gives us stimulation. I believe that everyone in my place would
have this character today, if he had the same circumstances.

* The meeting with the directors of Struggle (Dimitris Yannikoppulos, Dias
Zafiropoulos, George Thanasoulas, Thorodos Maranghos, Fivos Economidist
Uostas Yananikolaou) was arranged in a burst of enthusiasm for the film,
with little advance thought devoted to structuring con.tent_of the interview.
It was thus more a social gathering which consumed considerably more time
than the written version might indicate. The language barrier slowed
communication, which would have been nearly impossible without the
translating duties generously performed by film critic Mirella Georgiadou,
who asks some questions during the session.
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MG:	 What was your particular job in the film?
FE:	 Me? I did the music, the words and music.

MS:	 Are you interested in working primarily as a composer or do you
want to continue in film?
FE:	 I think that many times they go together. They are not separated. A
song many times is a film. Pictures. Everyone can imagine something.

MS:	 Would you like to compose aside from film?
FE:	 Yes. I have already made many songs, but I didn't want to publish
them under the dictatorship in Greece. I have waited until now.

MS:	 What is your economic background?
FE:	 When I was rather small, my family was very poor. We lived in a
village I remember when my father was unemployed. But then he found a job
in 1959 and our life changed. My father was a journalist.

MS:	 Now you feel that everyone has a desire for art -- a desire to create.
And you say circumstances prevent them from having the opportunity to
express themselves. But you say you had curiosity. You went and searched
for the way. Do you think that everyone does not have the same option that
you did?
FE:	 (Hesitates ...)

MS:	 You see, it seems to me your curiosity to find an outlet led you to
find a way to do it. Do you not think this is possible for each individual to
do?
FE:	 No, that's not true that everyone has the same possibilities. I think
that because of this period we live in it is difficult to express themselves be-
cause it is demanding to live economically. They work, and after work, they
are tired. They sleep. So the first solution that we need is economical, and
after, we can express ourselves. At this time it is difficult. I don't think every-
one has the same possibilities.

MS:	 Do you not believe that if the incentive is strong enough in any
given individual, that he will find a way, no matter what? That he will
overcome the odds?
FE:	 Yes. Sometimes it is possible, but not always. Many times a life goes

independently from our will. For example, suppose someone wants to be an
actor, and tomorrow comes a war with Turkey, and they kill him. And so this
talent is lost for Greece and all the world and for himself also.

MG:	 How old are you?
FE:	 I am 27.
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MG:	 What is your background in music?
FE:	 Not Much. I learned a little harmony from friends.

MS:	 You have not studied formally?
FE:	 I studied economics in Paris. At the moment I'm not interested in
making classical music. I want to explain in the language simple to reach the
people.

MG:	 (Speaking about Maranghos, who spoke no English) He is 31. He has
already a very rich score in Greek films. He made 4 films -- two animated car-
toons, a third short which was banned during the military regime. The fourth
is a feature he made in his own village which is the story of a tailor who once
won a local race and dreams of going to Athens to make something of him-
self. But he doesn't succeed and this is his story of the village and the city --
working in the factory. Nothing comes of his dreams.
TM:	 This was a pretext to show the problems of the provinces and the
people who are obliged to come to the city.

MS:	 To what do you lay the blame that the villager has so little oppor-
tunity in the city?
TM:	 It's the system. The capitalist system is to blame.

MS:	 I would like to know your job within the film?
TM:	 Eieryone collaborated in this film. We faced the problems that arose
together.

MG:	 But I think he was the director. I don't really know the others. This
is has Zafiropoulos. This is his first film. Do you plan to be a director?
IZ:	 We plan to continue work together. Perhaps it is not possible for all
of us to continue as a group -- perhaps someone else is going to come, but as
a unit we are going to stay.

MS:	 What plans do you have for this film? Do you think it will be
distributed to theaters?
TM:	 It's the first time they have had to face problems of distribution.
IZ:	 There are two levels of distribution. There is the commercial cinema.
The second level is distribution to organizations.

MS:	 Do universities have cinema clubs?
IZ:	 Yes, sometimes. They are not well organized. But we can project it
in factories and places where people work, because we want to have a certain
feedback to the film. We are going to project the film to get a critique and
then maybe we will change the film. It has not arrived in its final form. It will
be perfect. (Laughter) Well, it will be better. It will be perfected when we get
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approval of the people.
MG:	 I don't want you to change this one. Do another one, but don't
change this one.
IZ:	 But there are things that we cannot imagine. Whether we like it or
not, we are intellectuals, and this is a film for the masses. So we must make
it simpler if necessary.

MS:	 The earlier part of the film, was that newsreel, or did you have
cameras at the time and make it yourself?
IZ:	 Most of it -- 90% -- is ours. 90% of the first part is ours. All of the
second part is ours.

MS:	 Do you have any desire that this film be seen outside of Greece?
Would you like to have international distribution?
IZ:	 Yes, we would like.

MS:	 Did each of you have specific jobs, or did you all do everything? Did
you have conferences about what you were going to include and then each
person was assigned certain jobs? Oh, how did it all happen? With six people
working I don't know how it all meshed together.
IZ:	 There were two of us who had the idea to start this job without
having in mind exactly what we wanted to do. We just had a general idea. The
rest of us are friends. We are interested in film ... not very much, but we have
a certain political practice and that was how we met each other, in places of
political practice.

MS:	 So your first contact was political rather than film?
IZ:	 Yes, first political.
CP:	 We all met at a political meeting.
IZ:	 We saw the film as a way of giving solidarity to people, to help them
in their struggle.

MS:	 Would you categorize this film as a propaganda film?
FE:	 It is the eye of truth of reality.

MS:	 From your point of view.
FE:	 There is always a point of view.
IZ:	 Sometimes we try to cover it with a certain positiveness.

MS:	 I wondered if you were deliberately trying to propagandize, or if
you were telling it as you saw it.
FE:	 It has been impossible to see Greece, the peasants, the workers. All
those people have never seen their faces, their hopes, their speaking. In the
film, we have seen a very beautiful actress, but this was not Greece. It was
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something else, but it was not Greece. There have been some other films that
were technically very good but we couldn't say they really represented
Greece.

MS:	 At least not the aspects of Greece that you want to show. I mean,
anything that comes out of your country has got to be part of you in some
way or another. The reason I asked the propaganda question was because
since I do not speak your language, I could only see it as a film. I couldn't
deal with the literal content with real knowledge or sophistication. There
is one section in the film -- I will say bad guys and good guys and you'll
know what I mean - where the bad guy is gesturing with his finger. This is a
very authoritative gesture meaning "You've been a bad boy" or "You do
what I tell you."
Voices: Yes, yes.

MS:	 The camera pulls in for a closeup accenting the gesture. Later one of
the good guys is speaking and he's making the same gesture, but the camera
stays discreetly at a distance. I wonder if you did that kind of thing purpose-
ly, and if so, it seems to me it becomes deliberately biased; and suggests, then,
propaganda.

(Much discussion in Greek)
MG:	 They didn't think that what he did was something to underline be-
cause in their own conscience he was the good guy. He was trying to help
them. Trying to show them the way.

MS:	 But he was making the same gesture.
IZ:	 I think that is only a detail. Our political position for us is an ob-
jectivity. So if we want to give the truth, we have to underline what we be-
lieve. Of course, everything in the film is really subjective. Even the section of
the point you just brought up. We can't really talk about the objective. But
there is the objective-subjective if you will.

MS:	 Well, I thought you guys might be interested in the fact that I, as an
outsider without language aid, frequently could not tell who was the good
guy and who was the bad guy, because they all acted exactly alike. Since I
didn't have the words, I could only judge by the action, and they behaved the
same way. The one who speaks the best English, in your own words, please
synopsize the film.
IZ:	 We start with the coup. You see the side of the dictators. Then we
come to the resistance of the people. Some trucks distribute pamphlets, then
the School of Law, where there was the first mass conflict in Greece in 1973,
then the funeral of Papandreou, a progressive political leader, then the events
of the Polytechnical School resistance; the second coup and its subsequent
period of transition, some scenes celebrating the new political government,
then the first strike in an American factory.
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MS:	 This American factory is owned by private industry, is that correct?
The American government has nothing to do with it?
IZ:	 American and Greek capitalists. Yes, a private industry. National
Can Company. Then comes the elections, the meeting of the different parties.
That is the first half of the film. The second tuff, the principal part of the
film, the strikes and struggles of the people. First is the strike in a shipyard,
then ITT in Greece.

MS:	 What are the desires of the strikers? Money? Less Hours? Better
Conditions?
IZ:	 These strikes are economic demands, also demands for the right to
make unions, free elections of union officers without government inter-
ference.

MS:	 If they become too active in their efforts to organize, the companies
would fire them, is that correct?
IZ:	 Yes. Then we come to showing the conditions of work, demonstra-
tions by farmers, a strike in a hospital where the directors were pro-junta and
the workers wanted them replaced.

MS:	 Were there unions prior to the junta?
IZ:	 There were, but not strong and not well organized. The end of the
film is an attack on the current government and the demonstation by the
construction workers.

MS:	 Do you have ideas for another film?
(Speaker Unidentified): Not definite, but we want to.

MS:	 I'm still trying to figure out who did what. Did you all at some time
handle the camera, work on the editing....
SU:	 Most of us did everything, but not all. For instance, the camera was
mostly Thodoros and Costas. Most of us helped with the sound and montage.
We did everything together. George had made a short about the Polytechnic
conflict, but the festival committee rejected it on the grounds that if he took
credit for the feature film, his short could not also be shown. So, some of the
sequences from his short film were integrated into the feature. It was an
important part of the film. We all feel if his short had been shown in the
festival it would certainly have won first prize.

MS:	 Are any of you interested in making film as film, or will it always
be a medium for your message?
SU:	 A medium for the message -- always!
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CONFERENCE FOR A RELEVANT SOCIAL SCIENCE

The Fifth Annual Conference for a Relevant Social Science was held in
Chicago on March 5-7, 1976 at the Midland Hotel. About 100 people, mostly
from the Midwest, attended the conference. The attendance was a slight im-
provement over that of the two previous years when the conference was held
in Indiana cities. But it was way below that of the second annual conference
that was also held at the Chicago Midland Hotel and attracted nearly 500
people. At the end of the report, I will attempt some answers to the problems
of attendance. The format of the program included registration, an informal
discussion on community activities, panel discussions, presentation of films,
and book exhibits.

Upon registration, the participants received a packet of mainly radical
materials containing the Guardian, a Marxist-Leninist news-weekly published
in New York; theChurchman, a liberation-theology magazine that also featur-
ed an article on Cyprus relief work by the International Red Cross; literature
from the Peoples' Bicentennial Commission, an organization propagating the
founding fathers' revolutionary ideas; an excerpt from Evergreen, advOcating
"revolutionary nationalism" as not incompatible with Marxism and even
recommending it for the U.S.; two book catalogues, one on Books in China
1976 and the other from the American Institute of Marxist Studies; and,
finally, a catalogue of library collections on microfilm, put out by Research
Publications, which, among other things, contained a collection on "The
History of Women" worth $24,000.

The informal discussion on community activities took place Friday
evening. Several groups and individuals reported on relevant movements in
their respective localities. This writer introduced JHD, mentioning its role
of challenging the image of "white ethnic" racism and conservatism. There
were also reports from Indianapolis on prisoner-support activity and union-
ism; from Detroit on racism; from a group at Sangammon State College
(Springfield, Ill.) on their attempts to introduce a "socialist studies" major
in the curriculum; and from groups in Chicago on recent developments in
the Fred Hampton case,' on a respectable showing by a socialist candidate in
local elections, and on a new community group -- the Intercommunal Survival
Committee -- which, among other things, publishes a magazine called Keep
Strong. The magazine covers local, national, and international issues relevant
to minority groups and Third World people, e.g., tenants rights, health care,
United Farm Workers, and African liberation movements. 2

About 21 panels were planned on a variety of topics, but not all of
them materialized; and, in a few cases, some panels merged in order to
compensate for the poor attendance. There were 4-5 panels held at any one
time, and each had an attendance of between 10 and 30 people. The fact that
the majority of the participants spoke extemporaneously expedited the
informal discussions.

I will report briefly on a few of the panels in order to give the reader an
idea of the conference content. Since I did not attend all the panels on which
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I am reporting and since not all of the panelists' names were listed on the
program, I will refrain from using the paneliSts' names.3

I. Stages in the Process of Liberation: Vietnam, Portugal, Greece. A
group of professors from the Indiana University system presented this panel.
In choosing the title of this panel, the title. "post-fascist societies," was con-
sidered but rejected because a complete change had not taken place in all of
the countries; thus, the countries were arranged in order of decreasing libera-
tion. During the presentation, the speaker on Portugal had some second
thoughts about the progress of the Portugese "revolution" and raised some
questions about the conditions which will lead to a more complete liberation
following decolonization.

The speaker on Greece noted the schizoid nature of the liberation
process, e.g., recognition of the Communist Party, on the one hand, and
prosecution of resistance people such as John Katris for his attacks on junta
collaborators in his book, The Birth of Neo-fascism in Greece, on the other
hand.4

Since the speaker on Indochina could not make it, I, as the coordinator
of the panel, attempted to supplement the discussion and pointed out the
differential strategies used by Vietnam and Cambodia in consolidating the
revolution and the basis of Cambodia's mass migrations to the countryside on
the revolutionaries' conception of Pnompenh as a parasitical, bourgeois city.

2.Lesbianism and Homosexuality. A woman from the Chicago Lesbian
Group of the Chicago Women's Liberation Movement criticized the still

prevalent "psychiatric" and "deviance" conceptions of lesbianism and homo-
sexuality among individual social scientists, despite the fact that the Ameri-
can Psychiatric Association no longer considers homosexuality a diagnostic
category. The speaker said that we should look at lesbianism as an alternative
life-style and from a generally politico-economic perspective. A discussion
was provoked on the merits of viewing all recent movements, including the
women's movement, from a Marxist perspective.

3. The Criminal Injustice System. There were several panels on this
topic, but the ones this writer has information on are "Radical Politics and
Jury Studies" and "Rape: the Criminalization of Women." In the first panel,
a group of professors from the political and history departments of colleges in
Georgia reported on how to use social science data and methods in the service
of due-process for disadvantage groups. For example, simulation studies of
juries suggest that the higher socioeconomic-status jurors are very influential
in the decision process. The social science activist would ascertain, through
various unobtrusive methods, such as observation of prospective jurors and
interviews of neighbors, the prospective juror's social status and attitudes
(relevant to the case) and then pass on this information to the attorney.
These advocate methods were reportedly tried in the celebrated Jo Ann Little
case and were probably a factor in her acquitta1.5

The panel on rape was made up of a professor from Northeastern
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Illinois University and several women from local Chicago action groups: The
Ecumenical Women's Center and Rape Crisis, Inc. Two of the panelists
reported that they had been victimized by rapists and gave a first-hand
account of the psychological consequences of rape. A skit was also put on to
dramatize police differences in the handling of robberies and rapes. In the
case of rape, the victim is usually viewed as the attacker. The panel also made
recommendations to doctors in regard to the handling of rape-victims, and to
action groups in regard to the handling of unprosecuted rapists. One recom-
mendation, in the case of the latter, was for an organized group of women
(including the victim) to confront the rapist at his workplace.

4. Educating for the Social Sciences. Two students from the Medical
College of Pennsylvannia (in Philadelphia) presented a paper "Academic
Eclecticism in a Specialized Society," in which they described the Psychiatry
Department's doctoral program in social science. The program includes
courses in sociology, psychology, anthropology, and research methods. It was
described as being an innovative departure from the psychiatric tradition and
as having pragmatic consequences -- in terms of employment -- especially
during the economic recession when specialists are losing their jobs. As the
panelists partially acknowledged, the program still gives more weight to
psychology and biology and does injustice to socio-political issues. Justifiably
so, a member from the audience brought up the question of praxis:
whether or not this program might produce more technocrats without a
social conscience.

5. Workplace Democracy. A professor from Ohio University (Athens,
Ohio) presented a video-tape of worker control in the U.S., Sweden and
Yugoslavia. The video-tape was planned and presented by American
socialist students. One section of it showed women workers in a Columbus,
Ohio slipper factory, taking part in minor decisions (such as determining
speed-ups and task-rotation) but not in major policy-decisions (such as
determining the nature of the product). This contrasted with the situation in
the European countries where the workers took part in major decisions. A
discussion ensued on the possibility that worker control in the U.S. might
become a new form of cooptation by management.

6.Radical Historiography. The panel, "Time Off the Cross: Recent
Historiography of Black Slavery in the U.S.," was presented by historians
from Northern Illinois and Northwestern Universities. A major portion of the
panel was devoted to a critique of Fogel and Engerman's book, Time on the
Cross, an econometric study of slavery which allegedly showed that the work-
ing conditions of slaves were as bad as those of white workers and that the
slaves were efficient nonetheless. The discussion generalized to the selection
of liberating textbooks for history classes, especially books which approach
American race relations from a politico-economic perspective.

7 insurgent Research Strategies. This panel was presented by professors
from the sociology department of Indiana State University and the
Afro-American Studies department of the University of Wisconsin. One
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panelist said that present social science methods, i.e., interviews, question-
naires, etc., assume a reciprocity likely to be honored by lower economic
groups but not by the higher categories. As a consequence, the present
methods may be unfair to the disprivileged groups. The speaker said that we
should use our "sociological imagination" and discover methods that would
render the upper classes more amenable to study. Two methods suggested
were the corporate crisis approach (used by Harvey Monotch after the
California oil spill) and the study of establishment critics (e.g. Ralph Nader)
and defectors (e.g. Daniel Ellsberg and Philip Agee).

The second panelist spoke on the limitations of planned change in
India. He said that the Indian government had made an attempt to diffuse
the fruits of the "green revolution" to the Indian peasants through the use
of opinion leaders as mediators. Social-psychological studies -- especially in
the U. S. -- had shown opinion leaders to be decisive factors in the communi-
cation network. However, the diffusion process took close to a decade and
the program failed because the so-called opinion leaders were of a higher
economic class than the peasants -- the target of change.

The Afro-American Studies panelist, who is chairperson of the Inter-
national Committee Against Racism and also ran for governor of Indiana
under the banner of the Peoples' (Spock's) Party during 1972, spoke on
"Popular Culture and the Politics of Racism." He observed that our media are
still infused with racism, on a symbolic level; and among his targets for critic-
ism, he also included the black super-sex and super-violence (sexploitation)
films. The speaker suggested local action be taken whenever such racist films
are shown. He recommended the distribution of critical pamphlets outside
the theatre. When this activity is prohibited, the local groups should consider
such provo techniques - within the theatre -- as standing up and shouting,
"This is Shit." The management, wanting to avoid a confrontation, would
back down and would not interfere with the more non-violent approach.

Another integral part of CRSS has been the projection of radical films.
This year the film presentation was organized by Chuck Kleinhans, editor of
Jump Cut (a review of contemporary cinema -- developing a radical film
criticism).6 Many of the films shown at the conference are distributed by
the Tricontinental Film Center which puts out an updated catalogue of Third
World liberation films -- concentrating on Latin America but also from other
continents.7 The specific films shown included "Trick Bag," portraying how
young Chicagoans in working-class neighborhoods deal with racism; "Work,"
depicting industrial alienation in the Detroit assembly lines; "Methadone: an
American Way of Dealing," pointing to the use of methadone detoxification
as a new "therapeutic" technique for controlling the disadvantaged; "Now We
Live in Clifton," dramatizing the displacement of working-class people by
"urban renewal" programs; "Double Day," showing the double labor of
Latin-American working women both at home and on the job; "The Way the
Eagle . . . (Expletive Deleted)," viewing poverty and unemployment as func-
tional pm-requisites for capitalism; and "The History Book."
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"The History Book" is a series of nine animated films outlining the
course of Western Civilization from the age of feudalism to the modern era of
nationalist and socialist revolutions. The films, produced in Denmark for
elementary-school children, depart from the traditional "names and dates"
approach to history which views historical events from the perspective of
kings and queens, heads of state and other government leaders and instead
gives a "rat's eye" view of history (the narrator is actually a rat) -- meaning
from the perspective of ordinary, working peopre. The films have a potential
for reducing divisive conflicts in the working classes of various races and

raising class-consciousness.
The book exhibits were well-organized and placed in a separate room

with pre-designated areas for various groups. Some of the participants includ-
ed the Journal, the Detroit News and Letters, the Peoples' Bicentennial
Commission, the Young Socialist Alliance, the University of Chicago, and the
Socialist Labor Party. One of the SLP promoters was a second-generation
Greek American whom I met in the 1973 conference. Through him, I learned
that SLP had Greek immigrant affiliates in several Northern Cities (Chicago,
Detroit, Cincinnati, and New York) between 1915 and 1935. These groups
published a newspaper called Organosis and also translated many of Karl
Marx's and Daniel de Leon's original works into Greek. 8

I would now like to return to the problem of attendance and suggest
some solutions. Questions arose because of the dramatic fall in attendance
in comparison to the 1973 conference in Chicago. Several interpretations
were put forward during our open discussion on community activities and in
private conversations with some of the, organizers. Included among them were
the burned-out syndrome and/or cooptation of activists by the establishment;
concentration on community action; removal of causes (e.g., the draft and
the Vietnam War) activating the students; the incorporation of radical cau-
cuses into the established professional association conventions [e.g. the Union
of Radical Political Economists (URPE) in economics, The Union of Radical
American Social Scientists (URASS) in sociology, and the Caucus for a New
Political Science in political science]; and the so-called "new vocationalism" -
perhaps aggravated by the recent economic recession -- that may be affecting
job-conscious students and faculty. To these might be added the possible per-
ception on the part of seasonal activists that with the ending of the Vietnam
War, the Watergate revelations, the CIA revelations, and the removal of
Nixon, the movement has accomplished its goals, has lost its raison d'etre,
and can now sit back and watch the revolution take its course. One can
perhaps go on and speculate endlessly, but at this time these are only specula-
tions. Finally, I would warn the reader that. CRSS is only but one index of
activism in the U.S., and not necessarily a microcosm of all relevant activities.

Despite the discouraging quantitative indicators, none of the organizers
was ready to call it quits. The qualitative benefits accruing from such confer-
ences (such as immunity from cooptation by established associations, the
multi-media approach, the transcendence of "professionalism," the mainten-
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ance of communication between scholars and local action groups, and the
pedagogical and organizational contributions to movement people) are too
valuable to forego. This, however, does not mean that all radical caucuses
connected with the established conventions are useless and should disband
and affiliate themselves with CRSS. It is possible, however, that the various
radical groups could co-operate on two fronts: expansion of autonomous
inter-regional conferences and continued or increased participation in the
established conventions.9

Footnotes

1. Fred Hampton and Mark Clark, members of the Black Panther Party, were
killed on December 4th, 1969 during a morning raid on their apartment by
local police. There is now evidence that the raid was ordered by the FBI as
part of its Counterintelligence program (COINTELPRO) against civil rights
and anti-war activists. (See Keep Strong, Vol. 1, No. 8, March 1976).

2. Keep Strong, 1056 W. Lawrence Ave., Chicago, Ill. 60640

3. I would like to extend my appreciation to the following persons for con-
tributing to this report: Victor Wallis, Gaynell Winzenreid, Gary Crist, Mel
Hoefling, Chuck Norman, Fatima Khaled and Bill Pelz.

4. To this might be added the recent prosecution and conviction of journalist,
Nikos Psaroudakis and prosecutor, George Xenakis for questioning the
propriety of allowing federal judges (who had labeled the 1967 coup a
"revolution") to decide the fate of the coup-makers.

5. A young black woman from North Carolina who was prosecuted for killing
a white jailer who tried to rape her. She was acquitted on the grounds of
self-defense. The case drew unprecedented support from 100s of civil
rights and women's groups throughout the nation.

6. One recent issue of Jump Cut contained a review of the new Greek Cinema
("Thiasos, ""The Engagement of Anna," and "The Days of 36") by Peter
Pappas. For information about Jump Cut write to P.O. Box 865, Berkeley,
California 94701.

7. Tricontinental Film Center, 1034 Lake Street, Oak Park, HI. 60301.

8. The writer has in his possession several of these Greek pamphlets and could
loan them to people interested in conducting research on the "industrial
democracy" movement among early Greek immigrants.

9. Next year's CRSS Conference will probably be held in Detroit and will be
hosted by URASS.

Nikos Petropoulos
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INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND
THE GREEK DICTATORSHIP, 1967-1974*

Participants on this panel were Professor Virginia Leary (Faculty of
Law and Jurispudence, SUNY, Buffalo), Professor Jeffrey Agrest (Political
Science, Fairleigh-Dickinson), Professor A. Fatouros (Law School, Indiana
University, Bloomington), and Professor Van Coufoudakis (Political Science,
Indiana University, Ft. Wayne). The discussant was Prof. Dimitri Kitsikis
(Department of History, University of Ottawa). The panel was to have been
chaired by Professor Jean Siotis (Geneva), but he was unable to attend the
meeting. Van Coufoudakis acted as chairperson by default.

The purpose of the panel was to examine the response of various inter-
national and regional organizations to the suppression of human rights in
Greece in the aftermath of the 1967 military takover. It must be remembered
that this coup, which 'established the first military dictatorship of Western
Europe since the end of World War II, had a profound effect on Western
European public opinion. Under the pressure of public oppinion many West-
ern European Governments raised questions about the compatibility of the
situation in Greece to the international obligations Greece had undertaken
by its membership in,such organizations as the Council of Europe and the
European Economic Community.Because of the limited time available for dis-
cussion, the panel could not include papers on such organizations as the ILO,
the NATO Assembly, etc. Instead it concentrated on the responses of two
regional organizations (the European Economic Community and the Council
of Europe), and two international organizations (the United Nations, and the
IBRD) to the military takover in Greece.

Jeffrey Argest presented a paper on the "United Nations and the Greek
Dictatorship, 1967-1974." In it Prof. Agrest showed that despite the evidence
on tortures etc. in Greece, the United Nations was anything but moved by the
situation. Professor Agrest attributed this to the presence of similar, if not
worse, practices in other member states of the organization, and the lack of
any serious concern over the situation in Greece by the superpowers and
other influentials of the United Nations. Thus the United Nations remained
largely indifferent to the problem of Greece.

Professor Fatouros presented a paper under the title "Greece and the
World Bank: A Case Study in Insensitivity." In it he described the normal
relationship prevailing between the IBRD and Greece. Following the signing
of agreements settling the country's external debts by 1967, the Bank con-
cluded a number of financial agreements with Greece. Most of these agree-
ments came after 1968, once normal diplomatic relations had been restored
and the stability of the regime was assured. In addition, by maintaining its

*This is a report on a panel, by the same title, which was presented at the
XVII Annual Meeting of the International Studies Association held in
Toronto, February 25-29,1976.
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business as usual attitude, the IBRD emphasized its "non-political" character.
Professor Fatouros concluded that the World Bank loans did not involve a
favorable treatment of Greece by the Bank, but rather either a"remarkably
lenient attitude towards the regime's problems, or a disastrous lack of eco-
nomic and political intelligence." Moreover in the area of loans to education,
IBRD's policy seems to have contributed to the closer control of the univer-
sities by the junta. All in all, IBRD's policies and attitudes amounted to a
mere case of "insensitivity" to the situation in Greece during the dictatorship.

Whereas international organizations remained largely unaffected by the
situation in Greece, this was not the case with the regional organizations such
as the Council of Europe and the European Economic Community. In both
cases the suppression of human rights and democratic institutions in Greece
came into direct conflict with Greece's international obligations. Viewed then
within this Western European political environment, the responses of these
two organizations were strikingly different from those of the U.N. and the
IBRD.

Professor Leary's paper was on the "Greek Dictatorship, Human Rights
and the Council of Europe." Greece, facing expulsion from the Council,
decided to withdraw from the organization and to denounce the Convention
on December 12, 1969. Professor Leary examined the purpose of the Council
of Europe and the European Covenant of Human Rights and the organs estab-
lished to protect and promote the purposes of the organization. She also out-
lined the actions taken on the Greek situation over the 21/2 years preceding
Greece's expulsion/withdrawal from the Council. Even though the Greek
junta fell for other reasons than the actions of the Council of Europe, Pro-
fessor Leary concluded that the proceedings within the Council against
Greece were a step forward in the international protection of human rights,
while also increasing the reputation of the Council of Europe. Had the Organ-
ization failed to act in this tragic case it would have made a mockery of the
organization and the Convention. Professor Leary in her conclusion also
showed how the effectiveness of such international sanctions was undermined
by the business as usual attitudes and policies of other influential states
toward the Greek dictatorship.

Professor Coufoudakis' paper was on the subject of the "E.E.C. and the
'freezing' of the Greek Association, 1967-1974." The author examined the
reasons for the association of Greece to the E.E.C. and showed how these
reasons affected the policies of both Greece and the E.E.C. once the "freeze"
came into effect in 1967. The E.E.C. attempted to use its economic power as
an instrument of pressure not only to support the observance of human rights
in Greece but also to alter the political system of the country. The policies of
the E.E.C. toward Greece were significant in other respects. The Association
of Greece to the E.E.C. required not only the development of an assocation
policy but also of policies designed to cope with deviations from the stand-
ards of the Community. The record of the evolving E.E.C. policies in this
area is best outlined in the interaction between the European Parliament on

54



the one hand and the Commission and the Council on the other. Coufoudakis
rejected the claims of the junta that the "freeze" was the result of second
thoughts on the part of the Community over what amounted to a generally
favorable-to-Greece association agreement. He also showed how the promises
that the Community made to Greece for the full realization of the terms of
the association, once Greece had rejoined the democratic world, limited the
options of the Community when in 1975 Greece applied for full membership
to the E.E.C. Professor Coufoudakis emphasized that had the Community
failed to act in the case of Greece under the junta, it would have been detri-
mental not only to the protection of human rights, but also to the Commun-
ity itself. The author, like Professor Leary, also showed how the policies that
states pursued outside the E.E.C. toward Greece again undermined somewhat
the effectiveness of the Community's sanctions against Greece.

The actions of both the Community and the Council for the protection
and the promotion of human rights in Greece were significant attempts at
policy making by international organizations in a primitive stage of develop-
ment. Even though the Greek junta did not fall by the actions or the inac-
tions of international organizations, the policies of the regional organizations
were significant in that they strengthened the passive resistance of the Greek
public against the junta, and contributed to the international isolation of its
military regime.

Van Coufoudakis

The Series
CONTEMPORARY GREEK ISSUES

Announces Its First Publication in Greek

MELETES PANO STON ELLINIKO KAPITALISMO
[ Studies on Greek Capitalism By Marios Nikolinakos]

Topics: Feudalism, Capitalism, Industrialization
and Fascism in Greece

NEA SYNORA, E.P.E., THEATROU 5-7 ATHENS, GREECE
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GREEK-AMERICAN BICENTENNIAL DEMANDS.*

We, the undersigned Greek-American citizens and residents of the U.S. and
Greek-American organizations located in the U.S., subscribe to the following list of
demands in order to add substance and meaning to the 200th Anniversary of the
American Revolution against British colonialism:

1. We demand an end to the undue influence of multinational corporations, the
Central Intelligence Agency, and the Pentagon upon our foreign and domestic
affairs.

2. We demand an end to the preaching of democracy at home and the practice of
fascism abroad through the support of unpopular dictatorships, whether they are
located in our own mothercountryor other countries such as Chile, Brazil, Rhodesia,
South Africa, South Korea, Spain, and Iran.

3. We demand that U.S. government end its colonial policies in Puerto Rico and
grant Puerto Rico its independence.

4. We demand an end to the excessive military expenditures which endanger life
on this planet, perpetuate povery and disease around the world, and only add to the
accumulated wealth of the military-industrial complex.

5. We demand an end to the double-standard of justice in our society that accords
executive privileges to the powerful, tax loopholes to the affluent, and imprisonment
and tax burdens to the poor.

6. We demand social and economic justice for American blacks, native
Americans, Chicanos, Puerto Ricans, poor white, and other minorities whose blood,
sweat and labor have built this country.

7. We demand that local, state and federal authorities put their weight and might,
without hesitation, in the support of the civil rights of minorities who are being
threatened by organized vigilante groups throughout the U.S.

8. We demand an end to repressive solutions to crime, such as more police
surveillance and capital punishment which do not even control crime, and a
structural reorganization in our economic and political system that would prevent
crime.

9. We demand an end to industrial pollution likely to endanger the lives of lower
class workers and residents and to increase the profits of the rich.

10. We demand a system of national health, education, medical assistance, and
hospital care — under community control — that would stress preventive medicine
and furnish free health care to all American citizens with special attention to the
poor.

11. We demand that the state legislature speedily ratify the Equal Rights
Amendment to guarantee social and economic equality between men and women in
the United States.

12. We demand an end to media and legal discrimination against, and
government harrassment of, minority political parties which represent the workers
and disprivileged groups of our society.
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Nikos Petropoulos
JHD Coordinating Editor*
Indianapolis, Indiana

Dino Siotis
The Wire Press*
San Francisco, Ca.

Greek and Cypriot Student Assn.
UC—Berkeley
1121 Grizzly Peak Rd.
Berkeley, CA. 94708

Society of Greek Arts
P.O. Box 1321
San Francisco, CA. 94101

Corinna.Papachrysanthou-Wiehen
McLean, Virginia

N. Yacoumelos
Lowell, Massachussets

Ev Kalambokidis
Minneapolis, Minneapolis

Greek American Solidarity
Box 794
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55440

George C. Vournas
Washington, D.C.

Anastasia Vournas
New York, New York

Dan Georgakas
New York, New York

Chris Kanolis
Munster, Indiana

Terpsichoreans
969 Meadowbrook Drive
Hungtington Valley, PA. 19006

New Greece Magazine
4440 Cassil Street
Columbus, Ohio 43220

Takis Papaleonardou, Editor
New Greece Magazine
Columbus, Ohio

West Coast Action Committee for Cyprus
P.O. Box 14217
San Francisco, CA. 94114

* List of demands was circulated to organizations and individuals affiliated with
organizations. In the case of individuals(*), organizational affiliation is given for
identification purposes only. Organizations wishing to endorse the list of demands
(for future publication) should contact N. Petropoulos, Box 22334, Indianapolis,
-Indiana 46222. •
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SOLIDARITY WITH CYPRUS AND CHILE*

A demonstration of how the arts can contribute to the downfall of
fascism took place on Thursday, February 26, 1976 at the La Pena collective
in Berkeley. Four Bay Area groups (The Society of Greek Arts, United Greek
Students at SFSU, Greek and Cypriot Students Association at UCB, and the
West Coast Action Committee for Cyprus) cosponsored "A Greek Evening in
in Solidarity with Cyprus and Chile."

La Pena is a cultural/political center—restaurant, bar, and
auditorium—which combines a friendly atmosphere and youthful energy with
a serious intent. Each evening is given over to a different event, such as
concerts, films, poetry readings, and talks. La Pena is jointly run and staffed
by unpaid volunteers, and all proceeds are sent to resistance groups in Latin
America.

The February 26 event was coordinated and narrated by Dino Siotis of
the Wire Press. It had a political emphasis and was professionally done from
start to finish. Throughout the evening there was such a burst of young
energy that one does not know what to admire first. Our congratulations to
all the sponsors, organizers and participants.

The first part of the well-balanced program featured the music of Mikis
Theodorakis, both live and recorded, The "Music for Cyprus" group, made up
of students from local universities, sang and played (with a bouzouki, two
guitars, and a flute) songs from Theodorakis's "Songs of the Struggle." They
brought to life the Athenian political atmosphere and made one wish the
evening would never end.

A speech, "Musician of the People" (Theodorakis), by the progressive
phil-hellene, Vito Orlando, came next. Orlando reviewed the militant
composer's life and the impact of his music on contemporary Greek life. The
speech was followed by the playing of two selections from the great
composer's settings of Pablo Neruda's poems from "Canto Generale," which
was recorded August 1975 at the Karaiskaki Athen's Soccer Stadium.

An informative talk on the Chilean situation, its causes and current
developments, was delivered by a representative from NIGH
(Non-intervention in Chile). The folk songs from Latin American countries
were performed by David.

The second half of the program began with the film, "Operation Attila,"
a dispassionate but damning indictment of the events of August 1974. The
film, donated for the evening by the Cyprus Consul—Mr. Simonides, showed
how the actions of the foreign-backed Greek junta brought
tragedy—suffering and destruction—to our beautiful island of Cyprus.

Following the film, George Ferentinos gave a fine historical analysis of
"the Cyprus Tragedy." The evening was closed with a moving rendition of
Cypriot poetry by Thanasis Maskaleris and Suzanne Antonaros.

Nikos Rozakos
(trans. by George Ferentinos)

* This program review also contains information provided to the editor by Dino Siotis.
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DIMITRI S. BITSIOS, CYPRUS: THE VULNERABLE REPUBLIC
(THESSALONIKI: INSTITUTE FOR BALKAN STUDIES, 1975)

This is a recent addition to the growing literature on the Cyprus Ques-
tion. Mr. Bitsios' book was originally published in Greek in 1973 under the
title Crucial Hours and its English translation appeared early in 1975. The
author, the current Greek Foreign Minister, has been actively involved in the
handling of the Cyprus dispute since the early 1950's. In this book then he
outlines the Cyprus Question in the period of 1951-1965. There is also a post-
script that includes his address, of October 31, 1974, to the General Assemb-
ly of the United Nations on the Turkish invasion of Cyprus.

Given the author's qualifications and the publisher's claims about the
book, I read it with great anticipation. Unfortunately the book fails to live up
to one's expectations, and, in general, it is far less incisive than other recent
works on the Cyprus Question such as those of S,G. Xydis, P. Terlexis, and
Ch. Christides. It is rather curious that this author with all his experience in
the Cyprus dispute treats his subject so superficially.One wonders if any more
critical' and thorough examination of Greek, American and Turkish diploma-
cy of this period would embarrass his Greek associates, who today, as well as
in the 1950's, handle the Cyprus Question. Even where some hints of implied
criticism of Greek diplomacy are found, the discussion is not carried to its
logical conclusion. Instead, the reader is treated to sympathetic accounts of
the then Foreign Minister Averoff (currently the Minister of Defense) and
Prime Minister Karamanlis.

Mr. Bitsios barely treats the crucial 1955 London Tripartite Confer-
ence, which formally introduced Turkey as a party of equal interest in the
Cyprus Question. The author's amazing comment on this conference is that
his purpose is not to enter in its details. Why? What is Mr. Britsios afraid to
reveal that is not already known? Moreover, the reader is told that the U.S.
concern over the Cyprus Question was motivated by strategic considerations.
But what of the effect of these strategic considerations on the aims and
methods of overt and convert U.S. diplomacy which, since the early 1950's,
aimed at the partition of Cyprus between Greece and Turkey? Further, in
discussing the critical period of 1964-1974, except for a brief reference to the
Acheson Plan, there is no sign of any acknowledgement of the secret negotia-
tions between Greece, Turkey and the United States that aimed to bring an
end to the sovereignty of Cyprus. Why is this the case? Who is Mr. Bitsios
afraid to embarrass? The only ones that I can think of are his conservative
colleagues who cooperated with the "apostates" in the 1960's, and the junta
whose actions almost brought an end to the sovereignty of Cyprus under the
blessings and the support of the United States.

Mr. Bitsios does indirectly confirm some already known facts, such as
the early tension in the relations of Athens and Makarios over the diplomacy
of the Cyprus Question. He also refers to the lesser known fact that at the
1964 London Conference on Cyprus the British proposed a scheme for the
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geographical separation of the two Cypriot communities. But the reader is
left with the task of interpreting the significance of these facts.

Given that the English edition of the book was published after the fall
of the junta and the end of censorship in Greece, it is strange that Bitsios
decided to stop his examination of the Cyprus Question with the events of
1965. Actually, his superficial treatment of the Cyprus Question is weakened
even further by the fact that the critical period of 1966-1974 is left out
completely. Why is this the case? Certainly, the author is aware of the secret
diplomacy of this period. His failure to discuss it is a likely indication of his
unwillingness to admit the extent of the Greek, the U.S. and Turkish covert
cooperation in the undermining of the Republic of Cyprus. Perhaps those
interested in the Cyprus Question should read this book for no other reason
than to realize the ideological perspective of some of the people that still
guide the foreign policy of Greece in the post-junta period.

Van Coufoudak'is

FROM THE CYPRUS SOLIDARITY COMMITTEE

Excellent Bilingual (Greek and English) Newsletter with news,
commentary, interviews, literary texts, and photography on
politico-economic developments relevant to the Cyprus crisis.

A booklet, Tragedy of Cyprus, placing the Cyprus crisis in its
broader historical and international politico-economic context.
Also includes UN resolutions and solidarity statements from
progressive groups in Turkey.

And Solidarity posters, calendars, and packs of 10 general-
purpose cards.

Annual Materials Cost = $10.00
Proceeds go towards costs of Educational Efforts

Write to: Cyprus Solidarity Committee
P.O. Box 1830

Boston, Mass. 02105
	ao+
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BEYOND GOOD INTENTIONS*

The liberal belief that "errors" in America's foreign policy are attribut-
able to the misguided ideas and blunderings of a few individuals -- be they in
the Congress, the White House, or the Pentagon -- is reassuring to many
people. Indeed, in the aftermath of Vietnam, Chile, and the Greek junta just
such an explanation for the ills of this nation's foreign policy has become
fashionable. According to this interpretation of world affairs, immoral poli-
tics are something done by "bad" men and women and can be remedied by
the installment of a few decent, good-hearted people. Implicit in this critique
is the notion that American foreign policy has been primarily humanitarian
and beneficial to people around the world -- or at least it was at some time in
the moral paradise of a golden past. Oddly enough, such an understanding of
American foreign policy is accepted by conservative critics as well: the recent
denunciations of Henry Kissinger and Ford accuse this administration of
being "soft" on global communism, willing to abandon American interests
around the world -- as oppossed to that golden age of virulent anti-commun-
ism a few decades ago.

John Cavarnos subscribes to the first version of this popular mis-expla-
nation of American foreign policy. His is not an easy critique to respond to:
not because it is full of documentation, insightful theoretical statements, or
even cleverly written, but rather because the article is too sweeping and
vague. Cavarnos documents one instance of a misguided, immoral policy
(Cyprus), refers in a paragraph or two to other actions -- presumably well
intended but gone awry (Vietnam and China) -- and generally relies on words
whose meanings escape me, like "spirit of the times" and "boundless energy
and vitality." Cavarnos teaches ancient history; his conceptualizations may
have made sense at Salamis and Plataea but they do little more now than
obscure the question of foreign policy in a world whose primary international
dynamic has been the attempt -- unsuccessful of late -- by the United States
to impose its economic order on a global scale.

American policy has shown itself to be marvelously flexible in terms of
tactics. Policy makers, from Truman to Ford, have employed CIA-sponsored
coups (Guatemala and Chile), economic leverage (foreign aid, the Marshall
Plan), and, when necessary, direct, large-scale military operations (Vietnam).
The private sector, apparently feeling its interests were not being well-enough
represented by such a galaxy of plots, interventions, and credit schemes has
chipped in on its own, with nominally "illegal" operations: massive bribes,
perhaps even a hired gun here and there. One would think that the extensive
evidence uncovered by even relatively friendly in-house sources such as the
Church committee would be enough to make it impossible to regard such tac-

* This is a rejoinder to an article by John Cavarnos "Positive and Constructive
American Foreign Policy," which appeared in JIM, Vol. II, No. 4, October
1975.
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tics as aberrations any longer; but apparently not. And, after all, so the cur-
rent counter-argument goes, the "other side" does it. One need not deny the
dangers posed by the Soviet Union in its practices as bureaucratic imperialism
and as a model of alleged "socialist development." When and if the Soviets
begin to rival this nation as a world power, opposition to the Russian bureau-
crats will be as intense and sustained as it is now to American capital. The
Soviet Union, I think, has been of more significance as the straw figure in a
highly specious argument invented by American planners in Truman's admin-
istration. The endless characterization of Soviet aggressiveness, of the hungry
Eastern Bear about to devour something called Western civilization (always
equated, have you noticed, with "true civilization" or just plain old "civiliza-
tion") -- abounding at the time of the Truman Doctrine, the Marshall Plan,
and the intervention in the Greek Civil War -- served to justify a genuinely
aggressive, imperial American policy. Washington planners were not lying
when they characterized the Soviet Union as totalitarian or godless (this im-
pressed Truman very much), but rather such a characterization was nearly
always irrelevant to their immediate aims and objectives. It is a historical
tragedy of the first order to see this orchestrated fear of "communist aggres-
sion" recycled as a criticism of detente.

But to get back to Cavarnos: I believe that there is a constancy in
post-World War Two foreign policy which is not explained by reference to
different administrations,. various personalities, and immoral ideas in some
men's heads. In a combination of both ideology and narrow self-interest,
American planners have sought to advance the interests of an expansive
American economy around the world. Usually this can be accomplished by
what Cavarnos and many others understand as humanitarian plans: the re,
construction of capitalism in Western Europe, the guarantee of "stability" in
the third world, and even the establishment of schools and centralized tech-
nology. All this appears to me as slightly less malevolent than an open, shoot-
ing war or an assassination plot. Even the most successful feature of American
foreign policy -- the exporting of technology to the non-industrial nations -
is no exception. I believe, with E. F. Schumacher, that this is de facto
neo-colonialism and can be nothing else. At best, the large-scale, capital-inten-
sive technologies so seductive to the third-world elites have little or nothing
to do with the real need of the country's people. At worst, one ends up with
white elephants like the Aswan Dam (the Soviets subscribe to the same
theory of development, after all) or the Volta River Power Project in Ghana,
which supplies a local aluminum plant with cheap electricity -- the catch here
being that the project was built with American money financed at high inter-
est rates, the plant is owned by Kaiser Aluminum, the Ghanaians occupy the
lowest job classifications, and the aluminum is imported for processing and
then sent off to Germany. The notorious dual economies are another result of
the wholesale importation of western technology.

It might be alright to focus on the Congress and the White House for
the drama of foreign policy: the declaration of war or the funding of a 
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Marshall Plan. But for the day-to-day specifics and the more crucial questions
of control, we need to look at corporations, the interplay of corporate
officers and State Department personnel, and the mysterious, quasi-inde-
pendent committees surrounding the Secretary of State. This, Cavamos ap-
parently cannot do. His interpetations of policy making, of the relations be-
tween American democracy and the economy, when not based upon Xeno-
phon, remind me of the platitudes I read years ago in my high school text. In
that class we read a supplement telling how American industry was creating
thousands of jobs for recently proletarianized Taiwanese. That supplement
was printed by RCA.The text, by the way, was authored by Milton Friedman,
assisted by some of his cohorts up at the University of Chicago. Incidentally,
Friedman's gone on to bigger and more rewarding tasks since then. The last I
heard, he was trying to figure out what, if anything, was amiss in the
free-market monetary program he had drafted for the Chilean junta.

Prof. Cavarnos is no simple apologist for American policy, to be sure;
one almost wishes that the reformation of American foreign policy could be
accomplished by good intentions and moral invective against elected repre-
sentatives. Unfortunately the task is much, much harder.

Harold Karahel
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COOL LOOK AT THE COLD-WAR THESIS*

Congratulations for reprinting Oriana Fallacf s interview of William
Colby in your Sunday "Comment" section (March 7) and thereby giving it the
wider circulation it deserves.

Mr. Colby openly admits to the fiery Italian (the counterpart of our
Mary McGrory) that this agency intervened in Italy and other nations in
gathering clandestine intelligence and otherwise interfering in the affairs of
nations, and particularly Italy—presumably an independent nation—"in order
to protect" the United States.

Obviously Mr. Colby, in his anxiety to prove his point, repeats the old
canard that everything flows from "Stalin's reckless course in seeking to
extend Communist power."

An entire generation has grown up accepting the official view that
Stalin was the source of all evil, and Mr. Colby cites it as a fact, saying
"Stalin had become a threat in Greece." Does the record support this view?
The record appears to show that Stalin, instead of threatening Greece,
carried out a constant warfare against Tito, whom he accused of supporting
and supplying the Greek revolutionaries.

Tito's biographer, Vladimir Dedijer, attributes the Tito-Stalin breach to
the Greek revolution and Stalin's suspicion that Tito supported it:

"Stalin then turned to the uprising in Greece. 'The uprising in Greece
has to fold up.' (He used the word svernut, which means literally to roll up.)
`Do you believe'—he turned to Kardelj—'in the success of the uprising in
Greece?'

"Kardelj replied, 'If foreign intervention does not grow and if serious
political and military errors are not made.'

"Stalin went on, without paying attention to Kardelj's opinion: 'If, if!
No, they have no prospect for success at all. What do you think, that Great
Britain and the United States—the United States, the most powerful state in
the world—will permit you to break their line of communication in the
Mediterranean Sea? Nonsense. And we have no navy. The uprising in Greece
must be stopped, as quickly as possible.'

The question is, isn't it possible for a democracy to adhere to the truth
at all times, or must a democracy always invent a devil in order to marshal
public opinion?

Take Vietnam, for instance. For more than 10 years, official policies and
views were in conflict with facts for which the U.S. government, in order to
conceal them, committed various and sundry crimes in the international field
and against its own citizens.

At long last came the day of reckoning. The nation now realizes that
Vietnam was the apogee of an imprudent policy—it was China that it sought

* This letter to the editor is reprinted from The Washington Star (Monday, March 15,
1976).
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to contain—and slowly but surely the facts became known to the public.
China today, instead of a menace, is looked upon as a possible

counterweight to the Soviet Union. Obviously in this instance, U.S. policy
was wrong.

Isn't it time that we examine the original cold-war thesis upon which
our policies overseas have been based? Suppose that a true and impartial
inquiry finds that Stalin did not present, as accused, a mortal danger to us.
What then? Would not that indicate that we have gone far afield in our
search for security, and instead of making America safer, we have
endangered it?

George C. Vournas
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the knife & the bread

for the women of Cyprus, '74

in the morning
the room is sharp with mirrors
the light is helpless

i skirt
your livewire laughter
i embrace the wall, fat curtains bellying
in on the wind: cooler weather

i tell you violence
perseveres, the light being cruel
itself
to the bevelled edges
i look, i cannot forget
though i flap my mind like a buathless tongue

i am sick with knives, knives
slashing breasts away, handheld
knives cutting wounds to be raped
by cocks, thieL blunt knives
sheathing blood, knives
paring cheeks away
knives
in the belly

apples won't comfort me
this isn't love

- this dance i pant from not safe
or ancient, its steps
marred with the fall of women
falling
from cliffs, walls, anything
to escape this war
without national

boundary, this fear
beyond tribes
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you, over there, dark
as a church, insular
can ignore the light
in the cruel mirrors

you laugh/ a knife
in your
belly would
slice only guts

when the enemy comes
the men run to the mountains

they are rebels
they sing to their knives
wash out their hair & prepare themselves
for a manly death

young women hide in the cellars

old women wait

when the enemy comes
they make the old woman dance
make them sing/ underground
an infant begins to wail
in her single knowledge

the old sing louder
dance faster, fit these new words
to their frenzied song: daughter, oh

throttle her
or slaughter her
or gag her on your breast

you have seen their breasts
rolling in mounds, little pyramids
in the soldiers' wake      

Melt— .



i slice the bread
in the kitchen, i hold the knife

steady against the grain
that feeds us
all
indiscriminate
as an act of god

i hold the knife
& i slice the bread/ the west
light low on the blade
liquid exhausted
the food

chaste on the table & powerless
to contain us, how long
can i keep the knife

in its place
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