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Congress and Greek American
Relations: The Embargo Example
by CLIFFORD P. HACKETT

Introduction

The 1978 repeal of the limited arms embargo on Turkey was
the most recent occasion for the Greek American community to
focus on a major congressional action. The imposition of that
embargo in late 1974 was the first such occasion. The four-year
legislative-executive contest bracketed by these two events provides a convenient and extended opportunity to review the role
of Congress in Greek American relations.
Indeed, the embargo story, which even today is cited by its
proponents as a benchmark of congressional activism and by
critics as outrageous ethnic lobbying, can itself be understood only
in the larger context of the American role in and toward Greece
during the seven years of the Athens military dictatorship whose
end marked simultaneously the Cyprus crisis and the start of the
embargo.
The embargo was, both in its origins and in its consequences, a
major affirmation by Congress of its intention to make independent
judgments in foreign affairs. This intention does not flow automatically from the institutional role of Congress. Nor, as history
shows, is it uniformly or universally recognized or accepted, even
by Congress itself. Instead, the Turkish embargo, the Trade Reform Act of 1974 with its Jackson-Vanik amendment, and the
decisions by Congress on Vietnam and Angola, all represented
actions in a particular historic context: that of the immediate
aftermath of the. Vietnam debacle, of a weakened presidency after
Watergate, and of an aroused and hypersensitive Congress which
5

6

JOURNAL OF THE HELLENIC DIASPORA

was suspicious of further real or perceived incursions on its legislative jurisdiction. The vacillations on aid to the Nicaraguan
Contras may represent a reversion, after the dimming of that
historic context, to the more conventional behavior of Congress
in the post World War II period of occasional posturing while
generally following presidential directions.
The Embargo and Vietnam

The involvement of Congress with Greece and related issues
from 1967 to 1978 both preceded and extended beyond the most
intensive influences of Vietnam on the country and its legislature.
That is, the Congress was involved in our relations with Greece
even before the full extent of the Vietnam tragedy was widely
known in the United States and that involvement extended well
beyond the point when the impact of Southeast Asia appeared to
be receding from the public consciousness. Yet the events of that
now insignificant corner of Asia (to Americans) interacted with
those ten thousand miles away in the eastern Mediterranean when
the two theaters of events were perceived by Congress.
How can the student of Congress explain this continued attention to Greece which is discernible even today ten years after
the last major legislative fight involving Greece, Turkey or Cyprus
and long after Vietnam faded from the day-to-day consideration
of most Members of Congress? One possibility is that Greece
became a symbol both of congressional vigilance and of ineptness
by the executive branch.
To examine that question, and this tentative answer, it is necessary first to outline the nature and extent of the congressional
involvement with Greece. In April 1967, when a colonels' coup
destroyed the fragile stability of Greece, the Congress was still
fully behind an escalating Vietnam war whose dimensions were
still unknown. Its eventual disillusionment with Vietnam tended
to reinforce the perception of a correct congressional judgment
on Greece which was based on doubts concerning overreliance on
military factors and a corresponding discounting of local political
developments. Slowly a conviction developed that the errors and
misrepresentations which marked Vietnam were not peculiar to
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that region but rather characteristic of a mindset in the executive
branch which was manifested in many areas, including Greece.
In Vietnam, early 1967 was the beginning of the most intense
period of obsession with "winning" that war. With attention
focused on Southeast Asia, important problems elsewhere were
neglected. A declining trade balance, the weakening of our conventional military forces and important political and military
developments in Europe were secondary or tertiary to the war in
Asia. This neglect was evident in both Congress and the higher
levels of the executive branch.
It was curious, therefore, that the exception to this obsession
with Vietnam was the congressional attention to the collapse of
Greek democracy. There were several explanations for this exception but these did not include the Greek-American community
which largely remained complacent toward events in Greece,
with a few courageous exceptions. Outside of Greece itself, concern about the fate of Greek democracy centered on two groups:
a small, number of congressmen and senators, supported by
several small, outside groups and individuals, and a number of
European governments and parliamentarians who attempted to
influence American policy which moved, after initial hesitation,
to maintain close relations with Greece despite the military
dictatorship. There was, from the start, some interaction between
these Members of Congress and their European parliamentary colleagues. It was also no coincidence that the congressmen critical
of policies in Greece had already begun to oppose the war in
Vietnam.
It was the confluence of these anti-junta elements which was
crucial in the history of Congress' involvement with Greece
and which culminated in 1971 with an episode largely overlooked
by both the press and the academic community. This involved the
successful effort of a disparate group of members of the House
Foreign Affairs Committee to suspend all military aid to the Greek
dictatorship. The effort was led by Congressman Wayne Hays
who had, in previous years, opposed such efforts against Greece.
But in 1971 he led the effort, quietly supported by Congressmen
Donald Fraser and Benjamin Rosenthal of the committee and
joined by Don Edwards and a few others when the floor debate
came. Senators Vance Hartke, Edward Kennedy and Claiborne
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Pell, who had been active since 1967 in opposition to the junta,
followed through in the Senate after the surprising House victory.
All were Democrats but this was not a partisan attack on President Nixon's policies since all had also protested against the same
policies when Lyndon Johnson was President in the early junta
years.
The Hays Amendment

Rosenthal's Subcommittee on Europe had effectively prepared
the ground for the Hays amendment by developing a record of
hearings on American policy toward Greece just before the floor
action in August. Hays, although a member of the subcommittee,
never attended its sessions and looked with disdain on the brash,
youthful Rosenthal. The senior congressman had his own plan,
and his own motivation, for dealing forcefully with the colonels
in Athens. When the annual military aid authorization bill came
up, Hays moved quickly.
He was prodded in presenting his amendment by European
colleagues with whom he frequently met in sessions of the North
Atlantic Assembly, NATO's parliamentary body. Hays had
ignored those European pleas for several years but now felt that
the junta's delay in restoring democracy in Greece called for
some pressure which he better, he believed, than his junior and
liberal colleagues on the House committee, knew how to apply
effectively. The Ohio congressman moved first in the full committee to make further military aid to Greece, a NATO ally,
conditional on actions certified by the American President as moving that country back toward democracy. Neither Fraser nor
Rosenthal had any confidence in the Nixon administration's desire
to suspend or limit aid to Greece. But the Hays amendment would
underline the congressional concern where an outright prohibition
of aid would certainly have failed within the committee. The two
younger members, already set apart from their colleagues by
opposition to the Vietnam war, chose to quietly support the Hays
amendment. Discretion became the better part of congressional
valor.
But there was little political action within the Greek-American
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community on the aid issue; its leaders tended to ignore the junta
and support continued aid in the name of anti-communism. It is,
in fact, anachronistic to refer in 1967 or even 1971 to what later
became a nationally organized Greek-American political community. There were only isolated elements of that community
engaged in influencing congressional action at this time. Rosenthal, by almost perverse exception, was one of the few Members
of Congress who heard from these groups. Rosenthal had a small
but active Greek-American Democratic organization in his district, and got regular criticism from its members both for being
critical of the American President and appearing to be anti-Greek.
The elevation of a conservative Greek-American, Spiro Agnew,
to the Nixon vice-presidency in 1968 confirmed and strengthened
this tendency in the national Greek-American community to support the President and the Administration's policy of maintaining
normal relations with the dictatorship. The community later felt
deeply humiliated by Agnew's resignation over corruption charges
but this did not alter its tendency to support such a policy.
A Parenthetical Junta

In seeking support for his amendment, Hays cited the unfulfilled promises of junta leader George Papadopoulos that the
military regime was only a "parenthesis" in the history of Greek
democracy. Hays pointed out that his amendment gave the President authority to waive its provisions if the U.S. national security
demanded aid to Greece. But, he explained, it was necessary to
show the colonels that the American Congress did not have unlimited patience. The amendment passed the Committee and the
House floor sustained it despite a lively fight in which Hays, and
his allies, were aligned with House liberals and opposed by conservative Democrats and other defenders of the administration's
policy of toleration of the colonels. Eventually the Hays amendment was weakened in a House-Senate conference but it was
retained in final legislation.
The following months saw a continuation of the Rosenthal
subcommittee hearings, intended to keep the Greek issue alive
in Congress. Hays felt he had made his point with the European
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parliamentarians (and with the colonels) and withdrew from
further action on the issue after the President used his waiver
authority to continue aid.
But the Europe subcommittee kept active. It next focused
on a plan by the U.S. Navy to base, or homeport, an aircraft
carrier near Athens.' The State Department supported the plan
reluctantly, anticipating criticism from both Congress and the
junta's opposition which, while muted within Greece, was increasingly able to find expression in Europe and in the United
States. For example, when the Rosenthal subcommittee held hearings on the homeporting plan, former Greek parliamentarians
testified that the Navy's convenience would be gained at the
price of giving aid and comfort to the military dictators.
A Small Group of Activists

A small but increasingly active group of Greek-Americans
began to follow the Rosenthal hearings. Some testified for or
against the Administration's policies and the subcommittee's attacks upon it. A Greek journalist, Elias Demetracopoulos, himself
expelled by the junta, was an important force on Capitol Hill and
with the press in assembling anti-junta sentiment. (He was later
vilified by an anonymous State Department memorandum circulated on Capitol Hill after his testimony against the junta before
the Rosenthal subcommittee). But mostly the Greek-American
community was quiescent in these years. A political scientist who
1 This paper is based on first-hand experiences of the author as legislative
assistant to Congressman Rosenthal from 1967-71 and staff director of the House
Subcommittee on Europe, which he chaired, from 1971-75. The relevant written
record of the subcommittee's work on Greece may be found in Greece, Spain and
the Southern NATO Strategy, 1971; Political and Strategic Implications of Homeporting in Greece, 1972; Implementation of Homeporting in Greece, 1973; and
Cyprus, 1974, all hearings of the subcommittee; and The Decision to Homeport
in Greece, 1972 report of the subcommittee, as well as in various staff and study
mission reports.
Several books offer accounts of aspects of these events. Laurence Stern's The
Wrong Horse (New York, Times Books, 1977) traces American influence and
policy mistakes in the 1960s in Greece and covers the 1967 coup and its consequences in some useful and colorful detail before reaching Cyprus and the embargo. Christopher Hitchens' Cyprus (London, Quartet Books, 1984) concentrates
on the tragic consequences of the Turkish invasion and the responsibility of
Secretary Kissinger for the events.
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is both a member of this community and a scholarly observer of it
estimated that at the time of the 1967 coup only about 15% of
the Greek-Americans were critical of the colonels; and the remaining 85% either indifferent or supportive of them. By early
1974, he estimated, the numbers had reversed with only 15% supportive and the rest critical or at least deeply concerned. 2
Homeporting Suspended

By exposing vulnerable aspects of the Administration's complacent policy toward Greece, the Rosenthal subcommittee kept
the issue of the Greek dictatorship before the public and the
Congress. Although no further legislative attempts were made to
restrict Greek aid or to prevent the homeporting project, congressional skepticism was recorded. Eventually that project effectively collapsed as a misconceived and badly timed venture when
the junta, increasingly isolated in Europe, tried to exploit homeporting to get more American aid and, even more important, further recognition from Washington as a valued ally.
By 1973, the junta was on a downward spiral which began
with a naval uprising in the summer and continued with student
and worker demonstrations in the fall. In November a number
of students were killed by government troops attempting to end
a demonstration at the Polytechnic University in Athens. Papadoupoulos fell but was replaced by an even more repressive leader, Dimitrios Ioannidis. He was to last less than a year as the
dictatorship reached its climax.
In the spring of 1974, with homeporting suspended, even our
base rights were jeopardized because the political situation had
become so unpredictable. Most close observers, whether in Athens
or outside, knew that it was only a matter of time before the loannidis government got into serious trouble. The United States,
through its complacency and willingness to deal on a "business
as usual" basis, had become so closely allied with the junta over
its seven-year lifespan that our country lost its ability to influence
its course and had become irrevocably associated, in the eyes of
2Theodore A. Couloumbis, formerly of American University, Wash., DC, and
now teaching in Greece, has studied the Greek-American community over many
years and made this estimate. See also ftn. (9).
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many Greeks, with its capricious political judgments and its brutality. Several more steps had to be taken by the colonels before
the Greek-American community reached the same level of disillusion. By that time, it was too late to seek action by the American
government which tended increasingly toward inertia due both
to the intrinsic instability of the Greek government and because
government in Washington itself was steadily winding down
toward paralysis in the final months of the Watergate scandal.
A Community of Small Businessmen

The Greek-Americans were generally middle class in economic
position, a status often earned as hard-working, small businessmen. Although they participated often as contributors and campaign workers to political activities, they were not, until 1974,
ever possessed of an issue to test their political strength as a
group. Their community was a close-knit one by American ethnic
standards. The Greek Orthodox church was at the community's
center and the family was the basic unit in the church. Preserving
fluency in the Greek language and maintaining ties to the Greek
village of origin were central concerns in this network. The
"melting pot" had not dissolved all its ethnic elements uniformly.
Greeks could become fully and enthusiastically American without
apparently losing any of their attachments to Greece, its history,
language, and culture.
An aspect of the political life of this Greek-American community involved its intense American patriotism. To question the
judgments of the American government was difficult for first- and
second-generation Greek-Americans. The seven years of the Greek
junta found this community inclined to heed Washington's judgments and ignore those of a few congressmen and senators and
the occasional critical voice of the dictatorship's Greek or GreekAmerican opposition. None of the authority figures for the highly
organized Greek-American community—neither the Church, nor
the major ethno-social organization, AHEPA,' nor the American
president—ever expressed any concern over the dictatorship in
8The American Hellenic Educational and Progressive Association (AHEPA),
is the old-line broad membership organization of the Greek-American community.

Congress and Greek American Relations

13

Greece. Occasionally, however, they did attack the junta's critics
such as Rosenthal. For the community, consequently, the most
comfortable and reassuring posture was to go along with the
attitude of the Church, AHEPA and the U.S. government and
hope for the best, even when the news from Greece became increasingly bad.
The anguish of the Turkish invasion, specifically, the second
invasion and occupation of Cyprus by Turkey, marked the end of
these years of division and complacency over the dictatorship and
the start of the most intensive and most controversial aspects of
congressional interplay with the Greek-American community: the
Turkish arms embargo. It is necessary to summarize the embargo's
origins to understand its consequences.
Early on Saturday morning, July 10, 1974, a convoy of Turkish
landing craft with soldiers armed with equipment supplied by the
American military aid program left the Turkish ports of Adana
and Mersin. Their destination was the northern shore of Cyprus,
40 miles away.
The Sisco Mission

Over three hundred miles to the north, in Ankara, the American Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs waited outside
of a meeting of the Turkish National Security Council.
Joseph Sisco, sent by Secretary of State Kissinger to prevent a
Turkish invasion of Cyprus, did not realize, as he waited to see
the Turkish Prime Minister Bulent Ecevit, that his mission had
failed. He hoped to convince the Turks that an invasion would
be a disaster from every viewpoint.
For much of the life of the Papadopoulos regime, Cyprus had
been a dormant issue. Intercommunal talks had taken place
sporadically during that period but without any progress toward
reducing the hostility between Greek and Turkish Cypriots. The
latter resided largely in isolated villages supported by sizeable
annual grants from Turkey. The constitutional government set up
in the 1959 London-Zurich agreements had broken down by 1964.
Its leadership pushed the passage of a 1971 resolution opposing cuts in U.S. military aid to Greece and generally supported the policy of normal relations despite
the dictatorship pursued by all Washington administrations.
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Opposition Energized

Malaise within Greece during the Papadopoulos years was
suddenly replaced, early in 1974, by opposition energized by the
students' deaths at the Polytechnic. The Ioannidis regime, nervous
about this change, sought to unite Greece by a heavy-handed
campaign directed against Archbishop Makarios.
The issue of union of Cyprus and Greece had been kept alive
by Cypriot ultra-nationalists since independence in 1960. Fear of
such union, or enosis, was a major concern of Turkish Cypriots
and of successive Turkish governments. President Makarios of
Cyprus had started his government in 1960 committed to enosis.
Gradually he seemed to have changed his mind. This change enraged the right wing in both Greece and Cyprus. By early summer 1974, Makarios feared that the Ioannides government itself
was determined to overthrow him, presumably because of his
coolness toward enosis. In an open letter to the Greek government
in early July, Archbishop Makarios described several recent attempts on his life, indicated that he believed the junta and its
Cypriot-based agents were responsible, and he asked for an end
both to these provocative acts and to incitements to enosis.
Makarios Escapes

The response from Athens came on Monday morning of July
15 with the bombardment of the presidential palace in Nicosia
by the Greek Cypriot National Guard. Makarios barely had time
to flee. By noon, a new government was proclaimed in Cyprus,
led by Nicos Sampson, a notorious pro-Union terrorist.
By Friday, Sisco was in Ankara talking, hoping, waiting. In
the intervening four days, Turkish Prime Minister Ecevit had
flown to London to demand British action under the 1959 treaty
of guarantee which obligated Britain, Greece and Turkey to
preserve Cypriot independence. Each was also authorized to intervene unilaterally to restore the state of government set up by the
treaty.
Sisco returned to Washington to brief the Secretary and
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congressional committees on his efforts to avoid the fighting on
Cyprus which raged as he testified. He spoke candidly of the
chaos he had found in the Greek government when he visited
Athens enroute to Turkey. The Greek military dictatorship, which
had provoked the Turkish army and gave it the occasion to invade
Cyprus, could not be found, he said. The reason, it soon turned
out, was that the junta was dissolving itself with an appeal that
Constantine Caramanlis form a civilian government. The junta
had, in fact, committed suicide with its coup on Cyprus. Unfortunately this self-destruction had tragic consequences for the
island republic still evident nearly 15 years later.
A Passive Policy

American policy during the seven-year junta had been to observe developments and respond only when necessary to protect
the principal American interest: the continued operation of the
U.S. military and intelligence bases. One senior American military
officer felt that the junta was "the best damned government since
Pericles." Another, perhaps more typical, said that any Greek
government was certain to remain close to the United States."'
The failure of the Sisco mission and the consequent Turkish
invasion could be assessed at several levels. Sisco failed, first of
all, because he left Washington with an empty briefcase; he had
nothing to offer either Ecevit in Turkey or British Prime Minister
Callaghan in London. The United States was not prepared to
undertake or even threaten military action or even support action
if undertaken by others. It was in the midst of the impending
Nixon impeachment, and the time was only one year after the
withdrawal of the last American troops from Vietnam. Since
Britain was unwilling to act alone and Turkey too impatient to
4The "Pericles" quotation is in a page-one article in the Washington Post,
May 9, 1972, by Laurence Stern and Dan Morgan on military aid and the junta.

The view that any Greek government had to be pro-American is cited in a
European sub-committee study mission report "Controlling the Damage" and
based on a visit to Greece in January 1974. The statement was made to this
author by a defense attaché at the American Embassy. In contrast, a 1987 survey
of public opinion found that negative attitudes about the United States were
highest (29%) in Greece of all 12 European Community countries. (1987
Eurobarometer study by EC Commission).
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consider diplomatic alternatives, the lack of American resolve was
partly responsible for the Turkish invasion. This American inability to act continued as the Cyprus crisis grew.
The invasion brought much closer the nightmare which long
haunted NATO strategists when they viewed the southern flank:
armed conflict between two alliance partners, Greece and Turkey.
Yet even this specter could not produce a plan in Washington
which seemed immobilized by its own problems and stunned by
the consequences of seven years of support for the Greek regime
which provoked the crisis.
No Regrets Expressed

Even beyond paralysis and confusion, there were other, less
forgiveable reactions in Washington. There was, for example, no
regret expressed at the reported murder of President Makarios.
The Archbishop-chief executive had long been viewed by the
State Department as a problem, not a resource, in the Mediterranean. Further, there were no warnings to the Greek junta
which clearly instigated the coup and disabled Cypriot democracy
and no demands that these actions be reversed.
On Capitol Hill, eight House Members, most of whom had
actively opposed the Greek junta, sent a telegram to Kissinger
asking that he "take whatever steps are needed, including a request
for an immediate Security Council meeting, to insure that appropriate international action deny success to this illegal military
threat to Cyprus and its government.'
When the Greek dictatorship collapsed as a result of the unsuccessful coup, and its consequences, there was enthusiastic support from the same congressmen, and others who followed their
lead, for the restoration of Greek democracy. This euphoria vanished the next month with the second Turkish military action
which greatly expanded the occupied area, driving masses of Greek
Cypriots into the southern two-thirds of the country where they
became refugees in their own land. The Members of Congress,
and the large elements of the Greek-American community who
5 Press release of July 16, 1974, by Congressman Rosenthal, joined by seven
colleagues.

Congress and Greek American Relations

17

had ignored the Greek junta, were now able to support the restored
democratic government which Prime Minister Caramanlis promised. Greece was now replaced by Cyprus as the key problem.
The Consequences of August

The August moves of the Turkish army came, that country
said, because the Geneva cease fire talks had broken down and
Turkish forces were threatened in their northern beachheads.
Turkey blamed Greek intransigence for the second invasion but
it was clear that Turkey was taking advantage of the fluid situation to gain territory and security for the Turkish Cypriots who
formed about one-sixth of the island's population. However one
assigned blame between Greece and Turkey for the events of
1974, the problems Cyprus has endured since that year have been
principally due to the expanded Turkish occupation and the
refusal of Ankara to withdraw its troops. Without that occupation, the Cypriot republic would undoubtedly have other problems, including proper protection for its Turkish minority. Under
occupation, it became a country divided by the military power of
a neighboring country. Turkey set up, and maintains to today,
a puppet government without legal authority and without recognition by any other country.
The confusion that swept across the Aegean in July-August
1974 with the bitterness between Makarios and Athens, the
Sampson coup in Nicosia, the downfall of the military junta in
Athens and the two Turkish military actions on Cyprus, was reflected within the Greek-American community. Even in late spring 1974,
this community was still deeply divided by the actions of the
Ioannidis regime in Athens. The Greek naval mutiny and the
Athens Polytechnic uprising the previous year drained support
for the junta but the charges and countercharges involving Makarios confused Greek-Americans who had generally assumed that
Cyprus was, with the exception of its small Turkish minority,
always aligned with Greece. The coup against the Archbishop,
his reported death and his flight to London made clear that this
traditional solidarity was shattered.
The subsequent Turkish invasion which both unseated Ioanni-
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dis and made possible Makarios' return to Cyprus added to the
confusion. Had Turkey become history's instrument to punish
Greece? Were. Greek Cypriots the innocent victims of their mainland compatriots? Had support for the junta, whether expressed
or implicit, made Greek-Americans accomplices in this attack on
Cyprus? These painful questions could mercifully be put aside
after the second invasion: the traditional Turkish enemy was
again revealed and the new Greek government and Makarios
must now be supported against Turkish occupation of the northern third of Cyprus.
The First Embargo
In mid-September, the House of Representatives voted 307-90
to ban all military aid to Turkey until the President certified that

"substantial progress toward agreement has been made regarding
military forces in Cyprus." This victory was fought without great
involvement of the Greek-American community which, however,
strongly supported the move and came close to making Congressman Rosenthal, and Senator Thomas Eagleton, who sponsored
the companion legislation in the Senate, into national ethnic
heroes. The vague legislative formula, a compromise between
House and Senate versions, was intended to allow the new American President, Gerald Ford, and his Secretary of State, Henry
Kissinger, an opportunity to obtain a withdrawal of Turkish
forces from the occupied areas and the start of a negotiated
settlement.
The Administration only slowly recognized the seriousness of
this legislative threat. The long-standing provisions in the aid
legislation forbidding aggressive use of American equipment had
no clear history of actual application. Cloudy cases had involved
Israel and other Middle East countries where the original provocation to action was uncertain or where diplomacy, not the provisions of law, were preferred by the President or the State Department to clarify intent.
Most Greek-Americans did not, understandably, have much
interest in these nuances of law or diplomacy. Turkey was the
aggressor and it had to be punished. Greeks everywhere should
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unite behind a Cypriot Greek government which was a victim
of this aggression and forget the years of confusion and growing
dismay during the junta years. For the embargo leaders in Congress, however, who were not Greek-Americans and, initially, not
even known to that community, the distinctions were important.
Why did Congress in 1974 fail to support the Presidential
position, as expressed by Secretary Kissinger, that despite the
apparent illegal use of U.S. arms, assistance to Turkey should
continue? To ask the same question another way, why did Congress not act in 1974 as it did in earlier cases and let the President
bear the burden of deciding to continue aid in doubtful circumstances?
A Critical Distinction

The first part of this answer must be found in the congressional assessment of the Turkish military operation on Cyprus in
August 1974. Critics of Congress often ignore the fact that there
was no significant congressional move to end aid to Turkey after
the July 20 invasion. This was apparently judged to be both an
understandable response to an outrageous Greek action in instigating the coup and also an arguably defensive measure on behalf
of Turkish Cypriots who had reason to fear a regime under Nicos
Sampson. The congressional backlash came only after the second,
and qualitatively different, Turkish move in August. The congressional supporters of the arms embargo have always emphasized
the difference between the July and August Turkish moves; the
Administration and its supporters tended to ignore this distinction.
The August move was planned as negotiators for Greece,
Turkey and Britain, the three guarantor powers under the Zurich
accords which gave independence to Cyprus, sought agreement in
Geneva on a firm cease fire and withdrawal of Turkish troops as
demanded by UN Security Council resolutions. The Turkish
negotiators, heady with the military success of the armed intervention, demanded that the Cypriot and Greek governments
agree to a plan giving Turkish Cypriots 36% of Cyprus in a
separate zone although they formed only 18% of the island population. The Turks refused a request by their Greek counterparts
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for a delay to consult Athens. The second military move commenced while negotiations were still in progress in Geneva. This
assault pushed 200,000 Greek Cypriot refugees before it. The
operation ceased when Turkey controlled, not by coincidence, the
36% of the land they had demanded in Geneva a few days earlier.
American Arms Involved

This Turkish action fit every definition of aggression. The
history of Turkish arms procurement made clear that American
weapons and equipment were used in that action. There was no
military danger to the Turkish troops which was beyond their
capability of self-defense. The new Greek government had considered but rejected publicly any military intervention in Cyprus.
Turkey had secure lines of supply to the mainland. The limited
political goal authorized in the Zurich agreement—to restore
order—was attainable. Yet Turkish domestic political considerations, including an unconsummated hostility toward Greece and
a liberal government which wanted to appear tough and supportive of its army, prevailed.
There were other important reasons, beyond the legal ones,
for the sharp congressional reaction in August. One was the power
vacuum created by our own domestic situation. President Nixon
had resigned in disgrace on August 9 rather than face impeachment. His successor, President Ford, was the first American chief
executive to reach the White House under such circumstances.
Secretary Kissinger was increasingly perceived in the Congress
to be a liability for reasons which went beyond Cyprus .°
Congress the Enemy

The Administration's entire response to the congressional embargo can be summarized in one sentence: Reassure Turkey so it
will not overreact to the embargo while using every possible ploy
6The decline of the prestige of Secretary Kissinger on Capitol Hill is beyond
the scope of this paper. Here it must suffice to say that his problems with Congress
involved detente, including the Jackson-Vanik amendment to the Trade Reform
Act of 1974, and the festering situation in southeast Asia.
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to reverse Congress's action. Congress became the opponent,
whose mass forces were the Greek-American community and
whose allies were the Greek and Cypriot governments. No attempt
was really made to confront the Turks with their illegal use of
American arms, to condition further aid upon withdrawal of their
forces from Cyprus or even to explain that, while the Administration disagreed with Congress on this issue, Congress held the
purse strings and Turkey would have to cooperate in seeking a
compromise. Confronting the Congress was the Kissinger approach and there could be no compromise on this point. This
policy was ultimately taken over by the Carter Administration,
as we shall see.
The Administration tried both to discredit and disable the
congressional embargo cause and to obtain the support of alternative leaders in the Greek-American community on this issue.
In October, the White House invited Archbishop Iakovos of the
Greek Orthodox Church of North America to a meeting where
the combined talents of President Ford and Secretary Kissinger
attempted to persuade the prominent leader of the community
that the embargo, now about to go into effect, would actually hurt
the interests of his communicants. The conservative archbishop,
who had remained mute during the Greek military dictatorship,
was told that Turkish Prime Minister Ecevit had "leftist tendencies" which might bring Turkey closer to the Soviet Union if
American aid was terminated. Iakovos remained unpersuaded.
He said that the President should first do something about Turkish forces on Cyprus."
But nothing was done about those forces which were not, the
Administration believed, the problem. When congressional willfulness could be overcome, Secretary Kissinger believed, he could
then deal with the almost equally willful Turks.'
7This account is based on a confidential memorandum, prepared by a participant in the meeting, which was eventually made public.
8 This conclusion is not based on direct accounts of Kissinger's views but rather
on the explanations of those views given by his congressional liaison staff to
Members and congressional staff. One of the favorite metaphors of this staff was
that the Turks were very much inclined to "cut off their nose to spite their face,"
that is, to inflict damage to themselves rather than yield to outside pressure. Once
that embargo pressure was relaxed, Kissinger could apply diplomatic skills to the
Cyprus problem, his staff explained.
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Expanded Leadership

As the embargo continued, both its congressional proponents
and the Greek-American community became more proficient in
its maintenance. The increase of skill nicely matched the gradual
decline of support from members of Congress propelled by
Greek-American voter sentiment but who now tended to ignore
that sentiment which, except for very few congressional districts,
was a negligible electoral factor. The result was that the overall
strength of the coalition remained remarkably constant from
1974-78. The addition of John Brademas, a deputy majority whip,
and Paul Sarbanes, a freshman but with close ties to the GreekAmerican community, to that leadership gave both internal and
external strength. Both men were acknowledged by supporters
and opponents as being among the brightest members of the
House.
The Greek-American community also became skilled at developing networks to alert members of approaching votes.
AHEPA, which had earlier expressed unhappiness at congressional attempts to restrict aid to the junta, now became active in
communicating its approval for an arms embargo to Turkey
when the next voting cycle came up. The American Hellenic
Institute (AHI), a trade-oriented group founded in 1973, and
AHEPA maintained Washington offices to help coordinate these
networks—sometimes operating in competition with each other.
The local Greek Orthodox churches, without being involved officially in lobbying, served as natural meeting places each Sunday
for those following congressional voting.
The relationship between the Greek-American community and
the congressional leaders of the embargo in the 1974- 78 period
was never understood by the Administration. The foreign policy
experts in the State Department were not familiar with congressional politics which they had been taught, in the bureaucracy, to
disdain. They only knew, and accepted, the Secretary's analysis
that two Greek-American congressmen, Brademas and Sarbanes,
aided by two mavericks, Rosenthal and Eagleton, were playing
ethnic politics with a grave foreign policy issue.° Yet none of
9For

a fuller look at the ethnic question of the Greek-American community
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these four depended on Greek-American votes or contributions;
none was even faintly similar to the stereotypical ethnic politician
and all (except Sarbanes who was elected in 1970) had been
opposed to the Greek junta when such opposition upset at least
a vocal minority of the Greek-American community. (It was also
ironic that the Administration now condemned ethnic considerations; during the junta years, the generally complacent or even
supportive attitude of the Greek-American community toward the
dictatorship was cited regularly by the State Department to offset
or discount congressional critics.)
Applying Pressure

Besides dismissing the embargo leaders and their cause, the
Administration also applied pressure on the Greek government
and its Washington embassy, to split Greece away from these
four congressional leaders and from Greek-Americans. For example, at crucial points in the congressional debates, the State
Department told members of Congress that Greece did not want
the embargo continued. (The Greek Embassy twice issued public
disclaimers against these representations, which, although undoubtedly exaggerated for effect by the Administration, had some
basis in reality). The Israeli Ambassador was also asked to intervene with Congressman Rosenthal, a well-known supporter of
Israel. The envoy apologized to the congressman for his halfhearted intervention which tended, both knew, to confuse two
quite separate issues, Cyprus and the Middle East.
But Congress, not Cyprus, Greece or Turkey, remained the
principal target of the Administration's efforts to end the embargo. Since 1974, Greece had actually been much more interested
in bilateral problems with Turkey than with maintaining the
embargo. Politically, of course, the Caramanlis government had
to support Cyprus publicly. Therefore the Greek government
supported the embargo. Over time, however, it became apparent
within the American political society, see Ethnicity and U.S. Foreign Policy, edited
by Prof. Abdul Aziz Said, (New York, Praeger Publishers, 1977) including an
article by this author on "Ethnic Politics in Congress: The Turkish Embargo
Experience," pp. 16-45 and "The 'Greek Lobby': Illusion or Reality?", Sallie M.
Hicks and Theodore A. Couloumbis. pp. 63-96.
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to many of the individuals directly involved in the effort to maintain the embargo that the Greek government's support was growing noticeably weaker. By the summer of 1978, the Greek government seemed relieved that the congressional-executive battle
was over when the embargo was repealed.
It was not surprising that Turkey did not yield on troop
withdrawals in the face of the embargo since it found itself
firmly allied with the Ford Administration against the Congress.
The Turks insisted they would not be pressured; they found the
American executive branch, also opposed to congressional pressure, was on their side. United against an equally determined
Congress, the Administration and Turkey cooperated on ways to
bypass the embargo through NATO channels to the maximum
extent possible."
A Limited Embargo

When a more limited embargo was voted by the House of
Representatives in early October 1975, the Administration tried
another approach to both Greece and Turkey: the prospect of
simultaneous normalization of relations between each of the two
countries and Washington. The vehicle of normalization would
be a multi-year defense cooperation agreement (DCA). Congress
would have to approve the text which would also authorize sizeable aid sums over the four-year period. The immediate goal of
the agreement with Turkey was the reopening of several bases
which were forced to suspend their operations by that country
in July 1975 because of the embargo. The Ford Administration,
believing that Congress was now under control after the embargo
relaxation, pushed for full normalization with both countries.
Cyprus would be put aside as an insoluble problem.
The Turkish DCA was signed in Washington in March 1976.
President Ford's interim Administration immediately indicated it
would seek early congressional approval of the nearly $1 billion
10A NATO subsidiary, NAMSA, was a channel used by the Defense Department to give Turkey arms and supplies that were restricted by the congressional
embargo. This was discovered during the Carter administration by the embargo
supporters who were told that the practice, started during the previous administration, would cease.
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in military aid it authorized. Of course the embargo would have
to be repealed for the agreement to take effect. As soon as the
Turkish DCA was announced, Greece demanded comparable
treatment, a demand clearly anticipated by Washington as it tried
to play on Greek domestic anxieties regarding the strength of the
principal military rival, Turkey. The Administration believed that
the Greek-American community, positioned between the embargo
on one side and increased military aid for Greece on the other,
would not hesitate to choose something for Greece. It was wrong.
Agreements Ignored

Neither of these DCAs was ever approved by the Congress
which was not prepared to repeal the embargo at this time and
in this crass manner; in fact, the Greek government ultimately
refused to sign the DCA it negotiated. The reasons were not
"technical" as the State Department insisted but, rather, political:
By late 1976 Athens anticipated the election of candidate Jimmy
Carter who had promised a reversal of the Ford-Kissinger "tilt"
toward Turkey. By delaying the signing of its DCA, Greece
would be able to deal with a more sympathetic Carter Administration. (That the reality might become a great disappointment
was, of course, not appreciated in either Greece or the United
States).
Throughout the twists and turns of the embargo legislation,
the Greek-American community followed, and did not lead, the
congressional leaders who were, in large part, separate from that
community. Gradually, cooperation developed between the congressional staffs of the embargo leaders and the national organizations in that community, including AHEPA, AHI, a newlyformed and Washington-centered group, and several ad hoc organizations founded specifically to aid Cyprus. But the substance
of the fight, the language of the embargo texts, and the timing
of the moves in House and Senate were decided by the four
Members of Congress, aided by sympathetic colleagues.
Without doubt these colleagues, and the four principal leaders
themselves, were the object of attention and even adulation
whenever they met Greek-Americans. But their fame, (or notor-
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iety, from their opponents' viewpoints), was ultimately based on
their conviction that the Ford and Carter Administrations had
erred morally, politically and legally in wanting to continue
normal military aid to Turkey despite its invasion and occupation
of one-third of an independent country against which it had no
direct or immediate grievance.'
Continuity With the Carter Administration
The failure of the Carter Administration to act much differently from its predecessor was a cause of embitterment among
congressional embargo leaders, in Greece and Cyprus and in the
Greek-American community. Even when the 1978 repeal of the
last remnant of the embargo was tacitly accepted by the Greek
government in return for legislative language that Greece would
get aid proportionate to Turkey's, the community mustered a final
effort to sustain the embargo. Their defeat added them to a long
list of groups which judged the Carter Administration a disappointment which did not deserve reelection.
The most effective argument which President Carter's White
House and State Department staffs used against the embargo was
that it had been tried, had not worked in persuading Turkey, and
now something new was needed. Yet it was no great surprise to
the Greek-Americans that the repeal of the embargo made no
difference in Turkish behavior on Cyprus, despite vigorous assuruThe unusually high level of intelligent commitment to the embargo caused
by its four principals (Congressmen Brademas, Rosenthal and Sarbanes, and
Senator Eagleton), combined with their complementary skills, gave the legislative
efforts an important part of their force and longevity. The group, called the "gang
of four," for their close and long-standing cooperation on Cyprus, had no prior
or subsequent issues which brought them to the attention of the Greek-American
community or which resulted in close legislative cooperation on any other issues.
Of the four, Rosenthal was the only one with a significant Greek-American political element in his constituency during the junta years and also the only one with
a committee assignment (on the Foreign Affairs Committee) which gave him a
direct responsibility for Cyprus, Greece and Turkey. Brademas was never close to
the Greek-American community before the embargo. Eagleton had Greek-American
contributors but had never been involved in Aegean affairs until 1974. Sarbanes,
elected in 1970, had not been active in foreign affairs at all until 1974 or with
the anti-junta fight which Rosenthal and, to a much lesser extent, Brademas, led
in the 1971-74 period.
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ances by both the Administration and pro-repeal forces to the
contrary. In fact, the Greek-American community itself gradually
refocused its attention from Cyprus and the embargo to the more
fluid situation between Greece and Turkey. Greece in 1981
elected a Socialist government under Andreas Papandreou who
campaigned against both NATO and European Community membership. These radical notions, while never carried out, disenchanted a large segment of the Greek-American community.
Papandreou, knowingly and with skill, manipulated the incipient
anti-American feelings that were a residue of the junta and embargo periods. These sentiments seem likely to endure in Greece
long after Papandreou disappears.
The DCAs and the reaffirmation by the Carter Administration
of the defense-oriented policy toward Greece and Turkey were
further indications of the resiliency of the idea that the basic
American relationship with certain countries (besides the Aegean,
one could include those in Iberia and several elsewhere in the
world) was based on the value of those countries as military
real estate. What changed now within Greece was the growth of
a political force which recognized this American policy characteristic and rebelled against it. The Congress, and the Greek government, only had to look at the tenacity with which the Ford, Carter
and Reagan Administrations pursued the normalization of military aid for Turkey despite that country's actions on Cyprus as
proof of this policy. It is not coincidental that fidelity to the same
policy was earlier pursued with the Greek colonels for seven
years. The policy basis in both countries was the network of military bases which was more important than any political developments or consequences within the countries involved.
Greek-Americans were also not surprised that the Reagan
administration took no interest in Cyprus, althought it supported
the low-key efforts of the United Nations to mediate an agreement between the Greek and Turkish Cypriot communities. Greece
and Turkey were difficult but Cyprus was impossible, the new
Administration seemed to believe. Its sympathies, in any case,
were even more inclined than its predecessor's toward maintaining
a military relation with Turkey, not jeopardizing it by raising the
question of Cyprus. Most observers agreed, however, that any
Cyprus solution needed more direct involvement by Greece and
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Turkey as well as firm pressure from the leading western European powers and the United States. No one, in Europe or Washington, was able or willing in the years of the Reagan Administration to seek such a coalition to end the division and military
occupation on Cyprus.
A Small and Remote Problem

The new governments which came to power in Greece and
Turkey during the Reagan years concentrated on domestic problems except for occasional and usually successful attempts by
Papandreou to provoke outrage in Europe or Washington. Cyprus,
it was clear, was too small and too remote from most interests
of most countries to command attention. It seemed to be gradually
relegated to that small list of apparently insoluble problems, behind Berlin, a Palestinian homeland, and the American trade
and budget deficits, all of which were obviously more important
to "those whose opinions mattered."
Cyprus had become a minor consequence of a policy toward
Greece which had its roots in the post World War II role of the
United States around the world. That role gradually became dependent upon a series of military bases, many of which were located in weak democracies or pliant dictatorships. In either case,
American aid funds were the device of choice to obtain and insure
continuance of base rights. The performance of the host government in human or political rights was generally ignored. When
the policy collided with political revolution as in Libya or Iran,
we sought new bases elsewhere. When the political turmoil was
more gradual, as in Greece or the Philippines, the United States
learned to live with dictators and juntas. When these finally fell
also, we shrugged and sought accommodation with the new governments. Only in rare cases, like Cyprus, did the U.S. policy
leave an intractable problem.
Greek-Americans who could remember the end of World War
II, the Greek Civil War and the Truman Doctrine to save Greece
from communism had firmer roots to withstand the strains of the
junta and embargo years. But younger members of the community, as their counterparts in Greece, were less forgiving of the
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American role in the metro pole since 1967. Even with the fading
of the immediate anguish over a Cyprus invaded with neither
Greece nor the United States able to protect it, this younger
generation tends to see Greece as an example of a country wronged
by a world-wide American policy rather than, as their parents
might once have, as a model of friendship between a small, proud
democracy and a powerful, concerned ally. The generational gap
causes a special pain within Greek and Greek-American families
on this issue.
A Special Kind of Arrogance

Part of the problem was the tendency for American protectiveness of Greece from the Truman days to grow first, into complacency, and then, into a kind of institutionalized arrogance. We
acted as if we knew what was best for. Greece even when the
Greeks did not perceive it clearly or quickly enough. We took a
world view in which Greece had to accept its small place. There
were several dozen countries like Greece, all of which had to find
their proper place in our global pattern. Most were either militarized governments, like Portugal, the Philippines, and Spain,
or unstable democracies like Turkey where the army played a
watchdog role over parliamentarians, ready to intervene if things
went too far. American policy also seemed to find it easier to
proceed with its plans when the democratic institutions in these
countries did not "get in the way."
There was enough blame for these shortsighted attitudes to
distribute among the many participants in American policy toward
Greece in the years since the end of World War II. In the dozen
years since the junta collapsed, there has unfortunately been little
stock-taking of these policies. The result, in both Greece and
several other countries where military bases are the principal
American policy consideration, is visible today not only in that
country but also in places like Spain where bases have had to be
restricted or the Philippines where they are a political liability for
the struggling democratic government.
In fact, Turkey, which benefitted from an American "tilt" .in
the arms embargo fight, today is subject to the same kind of anti-
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Americanism which, in 1967 or even 1974, in Greece was so
unthinkable to Washington policy makers. The United States
may find that the Turkish bases, which became so valuable in the
eyes of Pentagon planners after the loss of the Shah in Iran, will
itself become hostage to that policy when it must later face
popular resentment in Turkey for our indifference to its governments' human rights and political record.'
Marginal Influences

The Congress, and its domestic constituencies, have had only
marginal influences on these policies. The legislative branch lacks
the tools, and usually the will, to sustain a foreign policy position
against the foreign or defense policy assumptions of the executive
branch. (It is not even clear that a President himself can change
such assumptions.) Exceptions occur only in rare cases like the
Turkish arms embargo, when the right ingredients came together
and provoked Congress into action, supported by a politically active
constituency, against a weakened President and a bankrupt policy.
The rare combination here involved the Greek-American community itself playing an active role in a debate on foreign policy.
For those who supported this congressional cooperation with an
agitated community and for those who opposed this kind of action, whether on the grounds of tainting foreign policy with
something as mundane as ethnicity or on the basis of encouraging
an illicit congressional involvement in a presidential field, the
lessons from the Turkish embargo are not clear. Rather, we are
left with a number of questions:
• Did the executive branch learn anything about the dangers
of institutional arrogance?
• Did the Greek-American community learn that there are
12With both Greece and Turkey, NATO membership imposed a special obligation both on them and on the United States which does not seem to have been
honored. The NATO charter (Preamble and Article II) obligates its members to
defend each other, for among other purposes, "to safeguard the freedom" of their
peoples by, among other steps, "strengthening their free institutions" and acting
according to such principles in their international relations. NATO is not simply
a defense pact but an alliance of democracies obligated to support democratic government as well as to fight to protect each other.
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limits, as well as benefits, in how far an aroused ethnic community can go?
• Did the Congress understand that its efforts to maintain a
role in foreign policy require diligence and patience as well as
spotting the defects of the president's policies?
Unfortunately, the innocent party—Cyprus—still pays even
when this unusual combination of forces temporarily redirects
or even halts the misguided policies. If the test of foreign policy
is an accurate and consistent projection of our country's best
values abroad, the American experience in the eastern Mediterranean from 1967-1978 is a failed test.

"Too Weighty a Weapon":
Britain and the Greek Security
Battalions, 1943-1944
by JOHN LOUIS HONDROS

A British Political Intelligence Paper (Middle East) of 18
June 1944 begins, "In this Paper the word 'quisling' is applied
to those who have collaborated with the Germans but it does
not necessarily imply pro-German sentiments. The term 'Quisling
forces' is used for all those bodies who accepted arms from
the Germans for use in the field against other Greeks."' This
peculiar consideration of Greek collaborationists stemmed from
the Foreign Office's committment to the restoration of King
George II and his government-in-exile. Prime Minister Churchill
and the top officials of the Foreign Office were convinced that
this restoration offered the only means of establishing a stable
and friendly Greek government in Athens which would help
secure Britain's postwar geopolitical interests in the Eastern
Mediterranean?
By 1943 the Greek Communist Party's (KKE) The National
Liberation Front (EAM) and its National Popular Liberation
Army (ELAS) presented a formidable obstacle to the success of
British policy. As Colonel T. Thornton, the Deputy Director of
Military Intelligence succinctly noted on 18 May 1943: "Our
aim in Greece is to prepare an efficient force ready to co-operate
with us in the re-occupation of the country and the installment of
a stable government. E.A.M. cannot be relied on to give us such
co-operation." 3 This spector of an EAM/ELAS hegemony stirred
1 Public Record Office (PRO) War Office (WO) 208/713, Political Intelligence
Paper No. 55, Greek Security Battalions, 18 June 1944.
2Prokopis Papastratis, British Policy Toward Greece During the Second World
War (London, 1984), pp. 217-218; John C. Loulis, The Greek Communist Party
(London, 1982), p. 75.
3PRO, WO 208/698A, Reports on the Greek Resistance February-May 1943,
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a negative response not only from Britain but from the Greek
government-in-exile and, of course, from the collaborationist government of John Rallis.
Rallis and the German military authorities created the Security
Battalions in fall and winter of 1943-1944. These Battalions consisted of three main types. In Macedonia, the German military
formed Greek irregulars into a force of nine formations of more
than 6,000. In Central Greece, Attica, Athens, and the Peloponnese, the Germans organized 5,724 regular army officers and
men into nine Evzone Battalions, and 3,370 regular army and
gendarmerie forces were formed into four Gendarmerie Battalions.' The EAM/ELAS attack on Napoleon Zervas's EDES
in October 1943 confirmed the worst Foreign Office suspicions
that EAM/ELAS intended to seize power at the liberation and
establish a dictatorship. Zervas formed the core of Col. Thornton's
proposed co-operative force. Although EAM/ELAS did not destroy Zervas's forces, the conflict weakened EDES, making it completely dependent on British support. By the spring and early
summer of 1944, the Security Battalions presented themselves
as the only well armed, organized force inside Greece capable
of blocking an EAM/ELAS bid for power.
As early as the fall of 1943, Prime Minister Churchill and
Foreign Secretary Eden understood that Allied strategy in the
Mediterranean would permit only a small force for the liberation
of Greece, but in spite of the EAM/ELAS threat, he believed it
would be sufficient to achieve his ends. Churchill informed the
Chief of the Imperial General Staff on 21 May 1944 that the
force "would merely be a political garrison in aide of the local
police force," maintaining order until the Greek government
could be installed. 5 Churchill did not explain what "local police
force" he had in mind. Presumably, it was Greek. Hence "quisling" did not necessarily mean "pro-German." Or, as the American classicist turned intelligence officer, Moses Hadad, wrote to
Thornton minutes (prepared for the Director of Military Intelligence), 18 May
1943.
'National Archives, Washington, D.C. (NA), Microcopy T-311, Records of
German Army Field Commands: Army Group E (HGrE), Documents 650303/3,
Roll 179, Frame 000589, Order of Battle, 15 July 1944.
5 From the PRO, CAB 101/128, War Cabinet Historical Section, J. Dawson,
Greece (typescript), p. 99.
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his superior, William L. Langer, historian and head of the Office
of Strategic Services (OSS) Research and Analysis Branch, the
Security Battalions had become "too weighty a weapon" to be
disposed of simply because they were creations of the Germans.'
Under these circumstances, Britain was prepared to hold the door
open to the Security Battalions, as long as EAM/ELAS could not
be neutralized politically. This door remained open until the
Caserta Agreement of 26 September. Then, it closed.
The groundwork for the potential use of the Battalionists
was laid by decisions made at Teheran in November of 1943.
President Roosevelt, Prime Minister Churchill, and Marshal Stalin
agreed to create the United Nations Commission on War Crimes
which would charge the Axis for crimes of reprisals and justice
not sanctioned by legal or moral codes. Omitted from the Commission's competency were atrocities committed by traitors or
quislings of Allied nations against their own country. This problem became the subject of negotiations between Britain and the
United States.' The two powers agreed on three categories of
quislings: 1) Allied nationals in German uniform, 2) Allied
nationals in military or paramilitary quisling formations, and 3)
Allied nationals who actively collaborated but did not take up
arms against the Allies.
The United States wanted to treat categories 1 and 2 as prisoners of war (POWs) who would be screened for war crimes and
then turned over to their national government for trial. On 18
July 1944, the British Chiefs of Staff (COS) agreed, but with a
sharper political sense requested that "after thorough investigation those found suitable" for incorporation into their national
forces or formation into labor units be transferred to their own
governments. The U.S. acquiesced.' The documents do not make
it clear if the British COS had the crisis with EAM/ELAS in
mind, but this decision would have sanctioned and facilitated the
6NA 226 OSS/L42473, Letter of Hadas to Langer, 21 July 1944. The letter
is attached to a report, "The Role of the Security Battalions in the Present Crisis,"
21 July 1944.
7PRO, WO 204/2190, U.N. War Crimes Commission Progress Report, 19
September 1944.
8 PRO, CAB 88/27, Combined Chiefs of Staff Committee Memoranda, 576/1,
Disposal of Members of Pro-Axis Paramilitary Collaboration Organizations, 18
July 1944.
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incorporation of elements of the Security Battalions into a reorganized national army
Shortly after the Security Battalions became active against
EAM/ELAS at the end of 1943, several demands for their denunciation came out of Greece. The leader of the KKE and
EAM/ELAS, George Siantos, asked Themistokles Sophoulis, the
head of the Liberal Party inside Greece, Prime Minister Emmanouil
Tsouderos of the Greek Government-in-Exile, and the Foreign
Office for an official denunciation of the Battalions. Sophoulis
refused to use his influence to hinder recruitment of the Battalions, and British and Greek authorities temporized. Jean Hamilton of Britain's Political Warfare Executive (PWE), following
the advice of Col. C. M. Woodhouse, the chief of the Allied
Military Mission (AMM) in Greece, requested a strong condemnation, because he feared that the failure to do so would
be interpreted as tacit approval and encouragement of the military quislings.° All that was forthcoming from Cairo on 6 January
1944 was the King's weak declaration that the Battalionists would
lose their Greek citizenship if they did not stop their activities.
By early March 1944, in spite of the growing expansion of
anti-resistance activity, which included reprisal executions, there
had still been no official condemnation of the Battalions. On 11
March, Lord Moyne, the British Minister Resident in Cairo, reported to Eden that the problem of an official denunciation had
been discussed by the S.O.C., which agreed that a special statement was "inadvisable but that incidental references included in
a more general pronouncement on Greek affairs would be useful." 10 One month later Sir R. Bruce Lockhart reported to Eden
of the "pressing need" for an authoritative condemnation of the
Battalions, but the request was blocked by the Minister of Information and close associate of Prime Minister Churchill, Brenden
Bracken." When referring to the Battalions, British propaganda
to Greece continued to use mild words and phrases like "shame°PRO, FO 371/43706, Jean Hamilton to Reginald Leeper (Ambassador to the
Greek government-in-exile) 7 January 1944; and Weekly Directive for B.B.C.
Greek Service 7 January 1944.
10PRO, FO 371/43706 R390/74/G19, Minister of State (Cairo) to FO, 11
March 1944.
11 PRO, FO 371/43706 R6665/73/19, Lockhart to Eden, 14 April 1944; and
Minutes by P. N. Loxely, 18 April 1944.
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ful," "ought to quit," and "enemy of the Greek people." At the
time of the Lebanon conference in May, the BBC stopped all
criticism of the Security Battalions."
The explanation for this policy lay in developments inside
Greece. The civil war between ELAS and Zervas ended on 28
February 1944. Although Zervas's forces had survived, EDES
was weak and limited to Epirus. More alarming were the fears
among British and Greek officials in Cairo that EAM/ELAS
would follow the example of Tito and establish a rival independent government inside Greece. Between January and March
Tsouderos tried desperately to strengthen his government by politically isolating EAM/ELAS. While ensuring that no EAM/ELAS
representatives would be allowed to join the government, he
sought to form a counter political bloc inside Greece around
Archbishop Damaskinos. But he failed." On 10 March, EAM/
ELAS announced the formation of the Political Committee For
National Liberation (PEER), which wrecked Tsouderos's policy
and provoked the April mutiny in the Greek Armed Forces of
the Middle East. These events forced Tsouderos to resign, but
not before he issued a call for direct negotiations in Lebanon
with representatives of all political parties, including EAM/ELAS.
After Siantos repudiated his own representatives and rejected
the Lebanon agreement, Churchill, Eden, and Leeper once again,
as they had in March and November 1943, considered breaking
with and denouncing EAM/ELAS. But Col. Woodhouse advised
against a break. When he arrived in Cairo in June he pointed out
that if a break were agreed upon, Britain would need the Security
Battalions. Until the decision was made, he recommended that
Britain keep the door open to the Security Battalions.'
Woodhouse's advice rested on a view of the Battalions shared
by his second in command, Col. C. E. "Tom" Barnes, who in
April 1944 submitted the following judgment to his superiors in
Cairo: "I feel certain that they will be wholeheartedly on the
side of any Allied Invasion Force. Hence, although they are ad12 PRO, WO 204/6482, Greek News Bulletins, 1944-1945, 7 April 1944; and
FO 371/43668 R9811/9/19, Leeper to FO, 21 June 1944.
13Papastratis, British Policy, pp. 160-162; and John L. Hondros, Occupation
and Resistance: The Greek Agony, 1941-1944 (New York, 1983), pp. 205-206,
209-211.
14PRO, FO 371/43688 R9811/9/19, Leeper to FO, 21 June 1944.
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mittedly doing the work of the Germans, I think we should avoid
publically denouncing them in such terms that the way to later
reconciliation is irrevocably closed. There are good and bad
among these Rallis battalions." Barnes was not as charitable
toward members of EAM/ELAS whom he held in utter contempt
as "sadistic cutthroats." 15 These reports from Woodhouse and
Barnes on the positive aspects of the Battalions were reinforced
by British military contacts with Security Battalion commanders,
Col. Vaseli Dertilis and Col. Apostolos Papageorgiou, who offered to cooperate during the liberation. The PRO documents
accessible on this subject are too few and too thin to provide an
understanding of this relationship. 16
The dilemmas confronting Anglo-Greek policy makers on the
Battalions were clearly set out in the Political Intelligence Paper
18 June 1944:
1. Britain could encourage the state of equilibrium between
EAM/ELAS and the Security Battalions, which the report concluded would result in the continuation of the "bitter feud."
2. Britain could give full support to EAM/ELAS and denounce the battalions. The report concluded this policy would
probably result in a short-lived Left dictatorship.
3. Britain could "countenance, though tacitly, the Security
Battalions and denounce EAM/ELAS as a terroristic minority"
which was unwilling to cooperate with the Allies. This option,
the report surmised, would win support inside Greece, but it
would "alienate large sections of the international community"
a reference to the Soviet Union.
4. Britain could denounce the Security Battalions and the
extremists" of EAM/ELAS, "whose actions enabled the Battalions to be formed." This policy, according to the report, offered
the "best prospects" of drawing off the moderates from both sides
into a national army?
Although there had been several variations on a theme, the
severing of the Communist "head" of EAM/ELAS from its patri15PRO, FO 371/43688 R9898/9/19, Col. C. E. Barnes, "Observations in
"

Greece, July 1943 to April 1944."
16 PRO, WO 204/887, M.I.3 Colonel to Political Intelligence Committee GHQ
ME, 1 June 1944. The Germans arrested Dertilis on 15 May 1944, however.
17PRO, WO 208/713.
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otic "body" had been the aim of British policy since February
1943. 18 The fourth recommendation was consistent with this
policy? During June and July Woodhouse convinced Leeper,
Papandreou, but most importantly, Churchill, not to break with
EAM/ELAS. Then Siantos announced on 15 August that EAM/
ELAS representatives would join the Papandreou government.
This decision obliged the Greek premier publically to denounce
the Security Battalions, which he did over the BBC on 6 September
1944. Even so, until the details of EAM/ELAS cooperation during the liberation could be arranged, the policy toward the Battalions remained ambivalent.
As the strategic situation in the Balkans turned against Germany in August 1944, Churchill and General H. Maitland Wilson, the Supreme Allied Commander Mediterranean (SACMED),
met in Caserta on 22 August to consider "Operation MANNA,"
the landing of British forces in Greece. Since Wilson could raise
only a force of 10,000, he insisted that MANNA would only
commence after the Germans had withdrawn and could offer "no
organized resistance." 2° Not only did the planners have no intention of engaging the enemy, but at least one raised objections to
encouraging the German forces to surrender in mass numbers, as
there were neither adequate facilities nor troops to handle 200,000
POWs." The purpose of MANNA was political, the prevention
of an ELAS coup and the rapid installation of the Papandreou
government in Athens.
A prime concern among the British military authorities was
to prevent German arms from falling into the hands of ELAS. 22
18 In minutes prepared on 17 May 1943 for the Deputy Director of Military
Intelligence, Captain D. Barrett wrote: "For the last three months the mission has
been trying to form National Bands (non-political) which would absorb units of
E.L.A.S. and so detach them from E.A.M." See PRO WO 208/698A.
19 See Hondros, Occupation and Resistance, Chapters Four, Five and Seven.
29PRO, DEFE 2/354, Operation MANNA, G. L. Eberle, Brigadier General,
Chief of Staff SACMED, 29 August 1944.
21 PRO, WO 204/222, MANNA Cables, MIDEAST to AFHQ (Allied Forces
Headquarters, Caserta). The British decided to encourage the German forces to
surrender in situ. See Lars Baerentzen, "Anglo-German Surrender Negotiations
during the German Retreat from Greece in 1944," Scandinavian Studies in Modern Greek, No. 4 (1980), 23-62.
82Lars Baerentzen, "Ile Liberation of the Peloponnese, September 1944," in
John 0. Iatrides (ed.), Greece in the 1940s: A Nation in Crisis (New Hanover,
NH, 1981), p. 132. Baerentzen convincingly argues that this was the major goal
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On 29 August 1944 Allied Forces Headquarters in Italy issued
guidelines on the local conditions of surrender. The term "enemy"
was taken to "cover all men in GREECE who are officially in
arms against the United Nations, and this includes for example
the GREEK RALLES Security Battalions." The order stipulated
that the surrendered enemy arms should not fall into "nonauthorized hands" (EAM/ELAS), but the order made no mention of incorporating Battalionists into any reorganized Greek
forces. Rather, it proposed to form an armed force out of "reliable
ex-guerrilla elements." 23 The order on surrendered arms was a
response to ELAS military commander Stephanos Saraphes's demand of 3 September that the Germans surrender to ELAS."
To prevent this, the Psychological Warfare Board (PWB) in
Cairo recommended that London authorize a "black propaganda
campaign," which would inform the Germans that surrendering
to ELAS would be worse than giving up to Tito. It is unclear if
this recommendation was accepted, but it remains an example of
the depth of British concern and weakness. 25
On the day Saraphes called on the Germans to surrender to
ELAS, Lt. General Ronald Scobie, who had been named commander of Land Forces Greece (Force 140), issued orders to his
Greek subordinate in Athens, Lt. Gen. Panagiotes Speliotopoulos,
to order the Battalionists to desert to their homes or to surrender
to him. Those who surrendered were to be disarmed and interned
as POWs." In his 6 September denunciation of the Battalions,
Papandreou called upon the Battalionists to mend their ways by
joining the Allies, but offered no precise instructions. The BBC
followed with a strong statement that left no doubt that Britain
of British policy. Furthermore, he believes that British military authorities expected the Security Battalions to survive the German withdrawal intact, maintaining the status quo between the Battalions and EAM/ELAS. When ELAS began to
overwhelm the Security Battalions after 9 September, British policy changed to
prevent their annihilation. The following three pages, which are based on materials
which have become accessible since the publication of Baerentzen's article, slightly
modify and expand his interpretation.
23PRO, DEFE 2/354, AFHQ 29 August 1944.
24PRO, WO 204/222, MIDEAST to FREEDOM (AFHQ), 9 September 1944.
25 PRO, WO 204/222, PWB (Cairo) to PWB (London), 10 September 1944;
and DEFE-2/354, AFHQ 29 August 1944.
-"PRO, WO 204/8836, Intelligence Reports: Attica, Scobie to Speliotopoulos,
3 September 1944.
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condemned the Security Battalions." The door was apparently
closing.
Scobie's order to Speliotopoulos of 3 September was either
not intended for the Security Battalions in the Peloponnese or it
was ignored, as they neither went home nor surrendered. Then
came the fierce battles between ELAS and the Battalions in the
Peloponnese as the Germans began their withdrawal. The scale
of destruction near Pyrgos prompted a BLO to demand "for the
sake of humanity" the authority to intervene. 28 But Force 133
responded by forbidding any British Liaison Officer to "commit
himself with or deal with Security Battalions." 28 Then Wilson
requested on 12 September that Papandreou put Zervas and ELAS
under the command of Scobie and that he once again condemn
the Battalions. 80 It appeared as if the door was closing tightly
on the Battalionists. On the following day, Wilson ordered Scobie
to consider "All forces, regular or irregular, and of whatever
nationality, who offer armed resistance . . . as forming part of
the enemy and to be treated as prisoners of war. Greek nationals
so captured will be retained at the disposal of the Greek government."" Three days later, 16 September, Scobie and Papandreou
agreed on the terms of implementing Wilson's order:
1) Security Battalions in Athens and Attica were to proceed
under the previous orders which Scobie had given to Speliotopoulos. (Athens and Attica contained the majority of the Evzone
Battalions, which were headquartered in Athens and Amphissa.
The other Evzone units were headquartered in Patras.)
2) Security Battalions in territory evacuated by the Germans
were to be confined to their barrack areas until they could be disarmed and guarded by British troops or BLOs supported by local
ELAS.
3) In territory occupied by the Germans, the Battalionists
27PR0, FO 371/43708 R13212/73/19, Weekly Directive for the B.B.C. Greek

Service, 8th-15th September 1944. On 22 September 1944, the B.B.C. gave prominence to atrocities committed by the Security Battalions. See ibid. 22nd-29th September 1944.
28 Baerentzen, "Liberation of Peloponnese," p. 136.
29 PRO, WO 204/222, MIDEAST to FREEDOM, 11 September 1944.
80.1bid., Wilson to Air Ministry (Churchill), 12 September 1944.
31 PR0, WO 204/8805, Operation Manna, 1944 October-November, 13 September 1944.
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were to be given, secretly, chances to desert with their arms to
ELAS, either in units or as individuals, for action against the
Germans."
Yet this order did not clarify the issue. A document dated
19 September states that treatment of the Security Battalions "will
be indicated by a special statement issued by the Greek government."' I have not been able to locate this document. As late as
27 September, elements of Scobie's command remained confused
on policy toward the Battalions. On that day, the Balkan Air
Force requested guidance on the following questions:
1) Were British troops to accept surrender of Security Battalions who surrendered with German troops?
2) Were British troops to accept surrender of Security Battalions surrendering independently of German troops ?
3) What were the terms of the orders which Scobie proposed
to issue to Security Battalions if they surrendered to British and
Guerrilla forces?
4) How were they to be treated if they were captured after
having refused these terms?"
The answer to this request was the Caserta agreement, signed
by Papandreou, Zervas, Scobie, and Saraphes on 26 September.
The agreement placed ELAS and EDES under the command of
Scobie and Speliotopoulos, who was recognized as the Allied
commander of Athens and Attica. The agreement identified the
Security Battalions "as instruments of the enemy," and added
that unless they surrendered, as advised by Scobie, they were to
"be treated as enemy formations." After Caserta, Scobie ordered
his officers to act as "arbiters" and to protect, as far as possible,
the Battalionists from EAM/ELAS retribution. The Battalions
were to be disarmed and interned as prisoners of war until the
Greek government could decide what to do with them. 35
If the British authorities had finally closed the door on the
33PR0, WO 204/1512, Greek Security Battalions, 16 September 1944, signed
by Lt. General Robin Springhall; WO 204/8805, Force 140 to Force 133.
83 PRO, WO 204/5474, MANNA Reports, PWB (AFHQ) to Air Ministry, 19
September 1944.
84PRO, WO 204/222, Balkan Air Force to Force 140 (Scobie), 17 September
1944.
35PRO, WO 204/1986, Force 140 to BAF, 29 September 1944.
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Battalions after Caserta, Greek officers in the Greek Middle East
Forces (GMEF) continued to hold it wide open with a large welcome sign over the doorway. Lt. Gen. Konstantine Venderes, the
Greek Chief of Staff, who had reorganized the Greek Middle
East Forces after the April 1944 mutiny, deplored the denunciation of the Battalions. Col. C. B. Stewart, a British officer of the
Allied Forces Headquarters Liaison Section who was attached to
the Greek forces, reported that Venderes and other officers have
"a number of friends" in the Security Battalions. 38 Venderes had
been a signatory to the 1943 "October agreement" arranged by
BLO Captain Don Stott." Other signers of the anti-EAM/ELAS
document, like Col. Haralambos Papathanasopoulos and Col.
Konstantine Kourkolakas, had since joined the Security Battalions. 38
Venderes was convinced that EAM/ELAS would never cooperate after the liberation, and he wanted the organization destroyed. But even if he had believed that it would have been cooperative, he would not have been prepared to accept any part
of EAM/ELAS. 3° In a report dated 5 June 1944, for British
officers, on the future of the Greek army, Venderes expressed a
view shared by his "nationally minded" fellow officers. He declared that EAM/ELAS was a — cancer on the body of Greek
politics," which ought to be "uprooted today."" Even though
he considered that EAM/ELAS remained a dangerous organization, Venderes believed that EAM/ELAS was vulnerable to quick
dissolution through a sharp military blow, because he was convinced that only 15% of the organization were Communists. The
remainder of the membership he divided equally between the
"nationally minded" and the "confused." And he tried hard to
impress upon his British counterparts the certainty that he had
36PR0, WO 204/5523, AFHQ Liaison Section: Greek Army 1944 September1945 February, Stewart to Leeper, 13 October 1944.
37 For a clear analysis of this bizarre episode see Hagen Fleischer, "The Don
Stott Affair: Overtures for a local peace in Greece," in Marion Sarafis (ed.),
Greece: From Resistance to Civil War (London, 1980), pp. 91-107.
88PR0, FO 371/43676 R1046/9/19, Political Intelligence Summary No. 2,
9 June 1944.
89 PRO, WO 204/5523.
40PRO, WO 201/1778, Unification of Greek Military Forces, Greek General
Staff Proposal, 5 June 1944.
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officers in Athens which were "ready for action." His
fellow Greek officers agreed.
The commander of the Greek Mediterranean Base and Training Center (GMB & TC), Col. Moundrichas, who was described
by Major S. Kingsley as "fanatical in his political views," referred to the Battalionists as "good fellows and had only joined
the Germans to save Greece from E.A.M." On the eve of the
departure of Greek forces for Greece in October 1944, Moundrichas asked his British superiors for a million rounds of ammunition as preparation for the inevitable clash with EAM. Words
gave way to action when officers from the GMB & TC sacked
communist offices in Taranto. 43
Furthermore, the British officers of AFHQ Liaison Section
were aware of direct contacts between the Greek forces and the
Security Battalions. In his October report, Major Kingsley identified Lt. Brussos, an ex-Battalionist, as the contact. Further,
another British report concluded that most of the Greek officers
of the GMB&TC and the Greek Mountain Brigade (Rimini)
were "in sympathy with the extremists.' Alarmed by these
attitudes, which had circulated openly since Lebanon, and convinced that the Brigade was bent on the destruction of EAM/
ELAS, Major General J. A. Baillon observed as early as 19 July
1944 that the return of the Brigade to Greece, when conditions
of "widespread civil war between E.L.A.S., Zervas, and the Security Battalions" would probably exist, would only "add to the
conflagration." General Sir Bernard Paget had hoped to avoid
this provocation by deploying the Brigade in Italy. He had expected that this deployment would release British troops for duty
in Greece in place of the Greek unit. Even after the Brigade
arrived in Athens on 9 November, Brigadier R.H.B. Arkwright,
the commander of the 23rd Armoured Brigade, recommended
that it be disbanded. In the explosive atmosphere of the de41PR0, WO 201/1775, Memorandum of a Meeting of General Paget and
2,000

General Venderes, 1 June 1944.
42PR0, WO 204/5589, Greek Mountain Brigade and GMB & TC Monthly
Report for December 1944. Major Kingsley was attached to the AFHQ Liaison
Section.
43PRO, WO 204/1329, Political Activities of the Greek Mountain Brigade
GMB & TC, 4 October 1944.
44PRO, WO 204/5589, Report for 14-31 October 1944; and 204/1329.
45 PR0, WO 201/1778.
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mobilization crisis, he believed that a gesture of British evenhandedness was necessary to defuse the situation. He noted that
much had been said about disarming ELAS "but little said about
enforcing the disarming of the numerous thugs of other parties
who are often the cause of the fracases which periodically
occur."" But Papandreou had no other forces. Churchill insisted
that the Mountain Brigade be dispatched as soon as possible,
and he emphatically rejected any suggestion to disband it.'
As for the Security Battalionists in Greece, they continued to
view themselves as patriotic forces. 'While Papandreou denounced
the Battalions on 6 September, the commander of the Evzones,
Col. Plytzanopoulos reassured his men that Papandreou did not
mean it. On 19 September 1944, an OSS source reported that
Plytzanopoulos had told his officers that Papandreou was expected to denounce the Security Battalions because, as head of
the Greek government-in-exile, he had an obligation to do so."
On 8 October, Battalionist Col. Haralambos Papathanasopoulos
issued an identical statement to his troops in Euboea. 49 Plytzanopoulos emphasized to his audience that he had documents from
the Greek government, which he was willing to share with the
assembled men, that proved that the Papandreou government
had different views and wishes regarding the Battalions. The two
probable sources of this information were officers like Lt. Brussos
and Speliotopoulos. OSS, which did not share the British enthusiasm for Speliotopoulos, reported that Plytzanopoulos had
met with Speliotopoulos before addressing his officers."
Current access to British and American wartime documents
is not sufficient to follow in detail the relationship between the
Battalionists and the Greek officers in Italy and the Middle East.
What is unquestioned is that both groups shared a common view
of EAM/ELAS and demanded its annihilation. Officers like Venderes felt betrayed by Papandreou's denunciation of the Security
46PR0, WO 204/3822, Arkwright to HQ 3 Corps, 23 November 1944. Ark-

wright proposed to resolve the demobilization impasse by 1) disarming all civilians
of the non-EAM/ELAS organizations, 2) issuing a British guarantee that a fair
share of the commissions in the new armed forces would go to ELAS officers, and
3) disbanding the Mountain Brigade.
47PRO, WO 204/3815, 27 November 1944.
48NA 226 OSS/L4639, 19 September 1944.
48Yiannis K Douatzes, Oi Tagmatasphalites (Athens, 1983), pp. 262-263.
88NA 226 OSS/L46238, 2 October 1944.
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Battalions and even became a threat to the Greek Prime Minister.
Venderes had the Mountain Brigade by-pass the civilian government of Papandreou and signal directly to him. In early November Papandreou had to dispatch a personal representative, Col.
Laios, to Italy to assess the loyalty of these troops. Although
Papandreou was reassured, he remained doubtful of Venderes.
On 19 November, Papandreou asked for and received British approval to remove Venderes and send him to General Dwight D.
Eisenhower's headquarters as Military Attaché. Papandreou's
justification for the request to Scobie that Venderes was "politically undesirable" to members of his cabinet was a pretense."
During November the OSS reported "that highly placed
Greek officials" alleged that Venderes and Speliotopoulos were
preparing a force made up of former Security Battalionists and
Greek Special Police." Confirmation of this report came immediately after the 3 December clash in Syntagma Square. Col.
Spahis of the Greek Staff issued orders for organizing a battalion
of irregulars from ex-Battalionists to support the Mountain Brigade. Brigadier Austin protested and the order was stopped by
Col. Laios at Papandreou's desk. 53 If Britain had been part of a
plan to use the Security Battalions against EAM/ELAS, certainly
the British brigadier responsible for the Greek armed forces would
have been privy to it and would have facilitated rather than
obstructed it.
Venderes and his fellow officers were working with officers,
inside and out, of the Security Battalions to build a common
front of "nationally-minded" officers and men against EAM/
ELAS. But British officers of the AFHQ Liaison Section had no
part in the plans. If the British secret services had a contingency
plan to use Battalionists, they neglected to inform British officers,
like Brigadier Austin, who would have been responsible for implementing the plan.
Certainly before Caserta, Britain had considered using the
Battalionists, but Siantos's decision to join the Papandreou government and to sign the Caserta Agreement nullified this need.
51PR0, WO 106/3228„ Wilson to C.I.G.S. (Chief of the Imperial General
Staff), 19 November 1944.
52NA 226 OSS/L49839, 23 November 1944.
52PRO, WO 204/8822, Austin to Cmdr., 6 December 1944.
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But until Caserta, the rather mixed signals sent to British officers
in the field suggest that the door remained open to the Battalionists until the final moment before liberation. After Caserta, British
policy on the Battalionists became clear and consistent: the Security Battalions were to be disarmed and interned. Although the
Greek army staff had plans to make use of the Battalions, there
were no immediate British proposals to include the Battalionists
in a reorganized army. Longer range plans for building the Greek
armed forces could well have proposed to use properly vetted
Battalionists and would have been sanctioned by the 1944 agreement with the United States. The policy of disarmament and
internment as prisoners came as a shock to many Battalionists,
who had believed Rallis propaganda that the Allies approved of
the work of the Security Battalions. No doubt this view was reinforced by the refusal from January to August of Britain to issue
an official denunciation. But from January 1944 until Caserta,
as an OSS report concluded, the failure to condemn the Security
Battalions "had the effect of increasing the already deep distrust
felt by the Left" toward Britain."
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The British and the Greek Naval
Incident at Chatham, 1944
by DAVID SYRETT

Greece during the 1940s had been called a "Nation in
Crisis." 1 But "crisis" is hardly a strong enough word to express
what the Greek people were subjected to in the 1930s and until
the end of the Greek Civil War in 1949. During the 1930s Greece,
as did most other nations, suffered the hardships and economic
dislocations brought about by the Great Depression. In 1936
General John Metaxas established a Fascist dictatorship. Metaxas,
taking a page from Hitler's book, proclaimed that the role of his
regime was the establishment of a Third Hellenic Civilization. The
King of Greece, George II, who preferred dictatorships to parliamentary government, openly supported and aided the Metaxas
Fascist government during the years 1936-1940 In 1940, the
Italians attempted unsuccessfully to invade Greece from Albania.
And, in 1941, the Greeks and their British allies suffered total
military defeat at the hands of the armed forces of Germany. 3
What followed was a brutal military occupation by Axis military
forces combined with savage guerilla warfare compounded by
fighting between the various resistance groups. 4 These waves of
violence were topped off by a bitter civil war lasting from 1947
to 1949. Hardship to the point of starvation, torture, and violent
death were the day-to-day lot for many of the people of Greece.
The Axis military occupation changed the political landscape
of Greece. Most of the old-line politicians of the 1920s and 1930s
were either sitting out the war in Athens or had fled to Egypt
ljohn 0. Iatrides, ed., Greece in the 1940's: A Nation in Crisis (Hanover,
N.H., 1981).
2 For a good short overview of Greek politics see Richard Clogg, A Short
History of Modern Greece (London, 1979).
2 Charles Cruickshank, Greece, 1940-1941 (London, 1976).
4John Louis Hondros, Occupation and Resistance: The Greek Agony, 1941-44
(New York, 1983).
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or Britain with King George II . 8 In occupied Greece there were
only three political loci of power—the Axis occupation authorities,
the British military mission (which had money and supplies) (3 and
the resistance.' Everything else had been swept away either by
the Metaxas dictatorship, the Axis armed forces, or by the Greek
resistance movement. The old-line politicians sitting out the war
had become, one could say, almost irrelevant. George II was not
liked by the vast majority of Greeks because of his open support
of the Metaxas Fascist dictatorship ; 8 most Greeks did not want
the monarchy to be restored in Greece at the end of the war. 8
The strongest and biggest resistance movement in Greece was
The National Liberation Front [EANI) 1 ° and its military arm,
The National Popular Liberation Army. By the beginning of
1944 EAM was supported by a majority of Greeks and controlled
large areas of the Greek countryside. EAM was for the most part
controlled by Greek Communists, but the organization was not
totally Communist in make-up for there were large numbers of
non-Communists in this resistance movement which was truly
national in scope." Further, EAM was against the return of King
George II to Greece at the end of the war and was on record for
wanting a certain kind of popular democratic government running
Greece after the war."
The rank-and-file and a few commissioned officers of the
Greek armed forces in exile—due to the fact that a large number
of them had escaped from Greece—tended to support some of
the positions embraced by EAM, such as not wanting George II
to return to Greece at the end of the war." The King of Greece
and his government-in-exile, which was for the most part made
,

5 latrides, ed., Greece in the 1940's . . ., John A. Petropoulos, "The Traditional
Political Parties of Greece during the Axis Occupation," pp. 27-36.
6 E. C. W. Myers, Greek Entanglement (Gloucester, 1985) and C. M. Woodhouse, Apple of Discord (London, 1948).
7 Stefanos Sarafis, ELAS: Greek Resistance Army, ed. M. Sarafis, (London, 1980).
sjohn 0. Iatrides, Revolt in Athens (Princeton, N.J., 1972), pp. 14-15.
9lbid., pp. 31-33.
"Lars Baerentzen, British Reports from Greece, 1943-1944 (Copenhagen,
1982), pp. 1-46.
p. 50.
Sarafis, ELAS, pp. 125-126, 186-196.
18 0ne British navy officer observed that "The Royal Family are not popular
in the Navy generally." Public Record Office, FO/371/43743, f. 25. Hereafter this
archive will be cited as PRO.
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up of right and extreme right wing politicians, enjoyed little, if
any, support in occupied Greece but probably enjoyed some support from the Greeks outside of Greece. 14 King George II was
only prevented from suffering the same fate as King Peter of
Yugoslavia by the active support of the British government.
Prime Minister Winston S. Churchill's policy toward Greece
was to restore George II to the throne of Greece at the head of
an anti-Communist government. 15 Without British support George
II and his government-in-exile were almost completely powerless. The King did not even control the Greek armed forces in
exile, as they were maintained and commanded by the British."
At the beginning of 1944, Churchill's policy of restoring an antiCommunist government in Athens headed by George II was on
a collision course with the political wishes of the people of
Greece and EAM, the major resistance organization in Greece.
The Mutiny in the Middle East

What was not seen by the British government at the beginning
of 1944 was that the only way a government headed by George
II could be installed in Athens after the Axis forces had left
Greece was by British military support and a certain amount of
political trickery which is just what happened at the end of 1944. 11
In fact, the British continued their policy toward Greece even
after a massive demonstration of non-support for George II and
his government by the Greek armed forces in exile. At the beginning of April 1944 the Greek army and naval units in Egypt
mutinied, demanding that George II's government be reorganized
to include members of the "Political Committee of National
Liberation" which had been established by EAM to oversee the
administration of those areas in Greece which had been cleared
of Axis forces." This mutiny, which was a direct challenge to
14For example, PRO, ADM/1/17126, First Lord, Note for Interview with the
King of Greece, 1 March 1944.
15Winston S. Churchill, The Second World War (Boston, 1951), vol. V, pp.
533-552.
lePRO, ADM/116/5088, f. 124.
inatrides, Revolt in Athens.
18Dominique Eudes, The Kapetanios: Partisans and Civil War in Greece, 19431949 (New York, 1972), pp. 121-127.
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British policy toward Greece and George II's government-in-exile,
set off a series of mutinies or challenges to authority among other
units of the Greek navy not stationed in Egypt. For example, the
petty officers and seamen of HHMS Lemnos, an LST in the
Italian port of Brindisi, sent a petition to their commanding officer as well as to the chief political representatives of Britain, the
United States, and the Soviet Union in Italy, stating that the government of George II "is not representing the interest of our
people who are so much oppressed under the present tragic
circumstances" and declaring that they "will not assist in moving
this ship to another port until the formation of a National Coalition Government.' 19
The mutiny of the Royal Hellenic Navy in the spring of 1944
should not have come as a surprise to the British authorities. On
March 4, 1944, the senior British naval officer serving with the
Greeks submitted a long and detailed report to Mr. R. K. Leeper,
the British ambassador to George II's government, on the state
of the Greek navy. According to this report, the Greek commander-in-thief of the navy and the Under Secretary of Marine
had been removed from office by a group of senior captains. Then
the Minister of Marine had attempted to gain control of the
officer corps of the navy and of the Ministry of Marine. While
this conflict was taking place there was a conflict within the officer
corps of the Greek navy over seniority and promotion. In 1943
those officers, mostly Venizelists who had been dismissed from
the service in 1933 and 1935 for political reasons, were reinstated with their original rank and seniority as if they had never
left the service, which "caused a lot of ill-feeling amongst the
other officers who suddenly found about 30 Captains and Commanders placed on the Navy List over their heads." This report
further stated that "the Royal Family are not popular in the
Navy" and George II "seemed to have no personal contact with
the officers, being most aloof and unbending, giving the impression of anything but a democratic monarch." On the other hand,
Crown Prince Paul liked boat rides, but was "told bluntly that
he was a nuisance and could not go to sea in the future" by
Greek naval officers. This report's political section ended with a
statement that the Grek navy is "unpolitical" at present even
19PR0, FO/371/43743, if. 67, 69, 71 72.
'

-

The British and the Greek Naval Incident at Chatham

53

though many officers and ratings are "anti-monarchists" and at
the end of the war there was a very good possibility that the navy
would attempt to overthrow George IL Leeper (who was always
positive, but not very clear-sighted about Greek affairs), overlooking the political problems in the royal Hellenic Navy, in a
covering note to this report, stated that the Greek navy was in
good shape and should receive more public attention in Great
Britain." However, it should have been clear to anyone reading
this report by the senior British naval officer serving with the
Greek navy that this service was beset with serious political and
morale problems.
The mutiny of the Royal Hellenic Navy did not pose a military threat to the British. The total force consisted of about nine
thousand officers and men 21 whose ships, with the exception of
some small craft, three LSTs, several submarines, corvettes, and
Hunt class destroyers, were, for the most part, old and unfit for
combat operations, and were laid up in various ports in the Middle
East."
However, the mutiny of the Royal Hellenic Navy was a direct
political threat to the integrity of the government-in-exile of
George II as well as to Churchill's Greek policy of establishing
a non-Communist government in Athens headed by George II
after the Axis forces had withdrawn from Greece. Churchill
wanted to use force to put down the mutiny of the crews of the
Greek warships in Egypt." By contrast, the First Sea Lord Admiral
Sir Andrew Cunningham did not want to use force to put down
the mutiny, unless absolutely necessary, for he saw that the
problem was more political than military in nature. He thought,
in fact, that the Greek mutineers would "come to heel when a
proper Greek Government is formed." 24 Cunningham, a former
commander-in-chief of the Mediterranean fleet who, when Churchill wanted to use force, had successfully negotiated the demilitarization of the French fleet at Alexandria after the fall of
20pR0, F0/371/43743,1/. 24-29.
21 PRO, FO/371/43743, f. 24; ADM/1/17126, Alexander to Churchill, 10
April 1944 and enclosed "Greek Fleet State."
22pR0, F0/371/43743, ff. 3032.
23PRO, ADM/1/17126, Churchill to Cunningham and Alexander, 9 April
1944.
24British Library, Add. MSS., 52577, ff. 5, 9-11.
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France in 1940, 25 was overruled. In the end, the Greek naval
mutiny in Egypt was crushed by force of arms."
The events at Chatham

However, whereas the British could get away with fighting a
minor battle with Greek naval mutineers in Alexandria, the use
of brute force in a British port could have grave political consequences. The British authorities controlled everything in Egypt
and could with ease enforce such things as censorship of news
leaving the country as well as control the movement of goods and
people. But British seamen or troops fighting the men of the
Royal Hellenic Navy in a British port would be much more
politically dangerous to the British Government. Even though
the British Isles in the spring of 1944, on the eve of D-day, were
subjected to the tightest security measures in the history of the
country, there would be almost no way for the government to
hide the clash in Britain between British forces and Greek
mutineers. A clash between British and Greek forces in a suburb
of London would cause great political embarrassment. Further,
there were in Britain at the time a number of individuals sympathetic to the EAM cause and certain trade union or political
groups who would feel bound to support a mutiny of Greek
seamen against the government-in-exile of George II and Churchill's Greek policy. During April 1944 there were four ships of
the Royal Hellenic Navy in British ports: three corvettes—HHMS
[His Hellenic Majesty's Ship] Kriezis, Tompazis, and Saktouris,
at Portsmouth and one destroyer HHMS Salamis at Scapa Flow
working up before proceeding to Gibraltar." The greatest source
of political embarrassment to the British government would not
come from the Greek corvettes at Portsmouth because this port
is some miles from London and the crews of these vessels were
small. HHMS Salamis was in a major anchorage of the British
navy located in the wilds of northern Scotland.
The greatest embarrassment to the British government would
26 A.

B. Cunningham, A Sailor's Odyssey (London, 1951), pp. 243-256.

26 S. W. Roskill, The War at Sea (London, 1960) vol. III, part I, pp. 328-329.
27 PRO, ADM/1/17126, Churchill to Alexander, 10 April 1944 and enclosed

"Greek Fleet State."
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come from the four hundred twenty-eight Greek officers and men
stationed in the Royal Naval Barracks at Chatham who were
waiting to commission into the Royal Hellenic Navy two British
Hunt class destroyers which were to be named HHMS Aegean
and HHMS Admiral Hastings. 28 Chatham is on the Thames River
and a short train or bus ride from central London; any fighting at
Chatham between Greeks and British would be quickly known
about in. London. Also the Greek navy officers and other ranks at
Chatham could not be kept separated from those Greeks and
Britons in London who did not support George H and Churchill's
Greek policy. Further, even without fighting, the British authorities could not take harsh punitive action against the Greeks at
Chatham, such as placing the Greeks under lock and key, without
it becoming known in London. There was always the possibility
that any move against the Greeks at Chatham by the British government could produce a major political crisis on the eve of the
invasion of Europe which could reach into the very center of
British politics—the House of Commons.
On 28 April 1944, the First Lord of the Admiralty, A. V.
Alexander, a member of the Labour Party, informed Churchill that
six Greek officers and some three hundred ratings stationed at
the Royal Naval Barracks, Chatham, had signed a petition which
was submitted to the Greek ambassador in London "stating that
a Greek Government should be formed on the basis of E.A.M." A
large number of men who had signed this petition would form
part of the crew of HHMS Aegean which was shortly to be commissioned into the Greek navy. Also there was "trouble brewing
in the T ompazis," one of the Greek corvettes at Portsmouth. The
First Lord of the Admiralty then stated that, in the light of the
mutinies of the crews of Greek warships in the Mediterranean,
which had just been put down, he did not think it was a good idea
to turn HHMS Aegean over to the Greeks because "we shall be
bound to have a discontented crew who will give us poor value,
if any at all, in operations." The First Lord of the Admiralty
wanted to inform the Greek naval authorities that the British
government could not permit the commissioning of HHMS
Aegean into the Greek navy and that the ship should be taken
28PRO, ADM/1/17126, R.C.T. Roe to Commodore, Royal Naval Barracks,
Chatham, 8 May 1944 and enclosed "Royal Hellenic Navy."
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over by a British crew and retain her original name HMS Avon
Vale."

In making the decision whether or not to give HMS Avon
Vale to the Greek navy there were two major considerations. On
the one hand, what effect the refusal to hand over the destroyer
to the Royal Hellenic Navy would have on the Greeks. On the
other hand, if the ship were turned over to the Greeks and
manned by what might prove to be a disloyal crew then the Allies
would lose the use of a destroyer. HMS Avon Vale was a Hunt
class destroyer which was completed in 1941. This ship had a
top speed of 27 knots, and was to be manned by a crew of 159
men. Her armament consisted of six 4" dual purpose guns, one
quad, 2 pdr. porn porn," two 20mm. Oerlikon Mk Ha guns
and carried sixty depth charges. Moreover, she was crammed full
of electronic equipment such as radar and sonar. 3 ° In the midst of
the largest war in history it would have been a grave error of
judgment, one could argue, to turn a powerful escort, such as
HMS Avon Vale, over to a crew when there was the possibility
that they would not carry out legally constituted orders.
Within a few hours of receiving Alexander's letter about HMS
Avon Vale Churchill ordered that the ship be commissioned with
a British crew, that no further ships be turned over to the Greeks,
that steps be taken to gain control, if necessary, of HHMS
Tompazis, and that Greek seamen "must not be allowed to spread
their mutinous ideas about our naval ports." He ended by suggesting that the Greek naval officers and men at Chatham be sent,
under open arrest guarded by Royal Marines, to Egypt in a slow
boat by way of the Cape of Good Hope. 31
Why did the six Greek officers and some three hundred ratings
in the Royal Naval Barracks at Chatham send a pro-EAM petition
to the Greek ambassador in the Court of St. James who was on
record as being opposed to EAM and all it stood for? What is
even more surprising is the fact that the Greeks at Chatham must
have known that the mutinies of the Greek armed forces in Egypt
had been put down by force of arms by the British and Greek
loyalist forces. Further, as early as 24 April the Greek Unity
29PR0, ADM/1/17126, Alexander to Churchill, 28 April 1944.
"

nPeter Elliott, Allied Escort Ships of World War II (Annapolis, Md., 1977),
pp. 148462.
81 PRO, ADM/1/17126, Churchill to Alexander, 28 April 1944.
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Committee which was based in London had issued a "Press
Report" protesting the actions taken by the British authorities
against the Greek mutineers in Egypt. 32 Also, on the very day
that Churchill stopped the transfer of HMS Avon Vale to the
Greek navy, Mr. John Parker, MP (Labour for Romford) asked
Churchill in the House of Commons a number of questions about
the mutiny of the Greek armed forces in Egypt. 33 Thus, the fate
of the Greek mutineers in Egypt could not have been unknown
to the Greeks in the Royal Naval Barracks at Chatham. In the
absence of documents it is very difficult for the historian to determine the motives for people's actions. However, in the case of
the Greeks at Chatham in 1944 there are some clues. At least
some of the men who signed the pro-EAM petition did so out of
political conviction. That is, they thought that EAM represented
the people of Greece and that the government-in-exile of George
II did not. Further the vast majority of Greek seamen at Chatham
were young men who just did not know what would be the consequences of signing a pro-EAM petition while being members of
the Royal Hellenic Navy. Or, to put it another way, a number of
Greek sailors at Chatham in the spring of 1944 might not have
perceived the consequences of taking a politically ideological
stand, however minimal their demands might have appeared to
them and might well have been.
The British authorities concluded that the pro-EAM petition
from the Greek seamen at Chatham was the result of left-wing
or Communist subversion. The Admiralty, as did the Foreign
Office, thought that "the so-called Greek Committe at Cardiff"
which was an offshoot of the Communist controlled Federation
of Greek Maritime Unions was the root cause of the trouble
among the Greek naval personnel at Chatham." Commander
R.T.C. Roe, the training commander of the Greeks at Chatham,
thought that "whatever trouble has been caused amongst the
32University of London, Kings' College, Department of Byzantine and Modern
Greece Studies, Archives of the League for Democracy in Greece, file of the Greek
Unity Committee, 1943-1944, Press Report, 24 April 1944; Diana Ppm and Marion
Sarafis, "The League for Democracy in Greece and its Archives," Journal of the
Hellenic Diaspora (Summer, 1984), vol. XI, pp. 73-84.
33PRO, ADM/116/5088, Extracts from the Proceedings of the House of
Commons, 27 April 1944.
34PRO, ADM/1/17126, Alexander to Churchill, 28 April 1944; FO/317/43743,
f. 37.
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officers and ratings at Chatham was primarily due to propaganda
from outside, especially that put out by the Greek Unity Committee of 304, Grand Building, Trafalgar Square, W.C.2." 83
There is no question that the Greek Unity Committee was supported by the Federation of Greek Maritime Unions because
this was printed on the Greek Unity Committee's stationery."
Furthermore, the Federation of Greek Maritime Unions was openly Communist and pro-EAM. The U.S. Office of Strategic Services
in Egypt thought that it was merchant seamen, members of the
Federation of Greek Maritime Unions serving in the Greek navy,
who played a large part in the politicizing of the crews of Greek
warships. The British authorities in Egypt must have agreed with
the Americans because during the course of the Greek mutinies
in Egypt they arrested Nikos Karayannis who was the secretary
of the Federation of Greek Maritime Unions in Alexandria."
There is a clear link to EAM through the Federation of Greek
Maritime Unions, the Greek Committee at Cardiff, and the Greek
Unity Committee in London to the Greek naval officers and ratings
at Chatham. But it is very difficult to establish, in the absence of
further evidence just how great a role, if any, these organizations
had in inducing the Greeks at Chatham to sign the pro-EAM
petition.
On April 29, the Admiralty ordered that the Greek working
parties on board HMS Avon Vale at Chatham be removed and
that the ship be taken over by a British crew. At the same time
orders were issued for British forces to take control of HHMS
Tompazis, HHMS Kriezis, and HHMS Salamis if there was a
"sign of disaffection" among the crews of these Greek warships." However, these three ships were not taken under British
control because there was no "sign of disaffection" among their
crews. At Chatham the Greek seamen were removed from HMS
Avon Vale "without incident," but the British naval authorities
did not know what to do with the Greek officers and men at
85 PRO, ADM/1/17126, Roe to Commodore, Royal Naval Barracks, Chatham,
8 May 1944.
38Archive of the League for Democracy in Greece, file on Greek Unity Committee, Press Report, 16 March 1944.
37Alexander Kitroeff, "The Greek Seamen's Movement, 1940-1944," Journal
of the Hellenic Diaspora (Fall-Winter, 1980), vol. VII, pp. 73-96.
38PRO, ADM/1/17126, Admiralty to C-in-C Portsmouth, 29 April 1944.

The British and the Greek Naval Incident at Chatham

59

Chatham, because they could not be sent "out to the Mediterranean at the moment because of the security arrangements for
0 VERLORD." 89 The Foreign Office, however, went on record, as
not being in favor of any sweeping measures being undertaken
against Greek seamen in British ports as suggested by Churchill
in his order to Alexander on 28 April, which called for shipping
all Greek seamen at Chatham off to the Middle East under
arrest."
Apparently, the British authorities did not want to suppress
the fact that a number of Greek naval officers and men had been
removed from HMS Avon Vale for signing a petition calling for
a government of National Unity, which was within the objectives
of EAM, for an account of the incident was published in the
Communist Daily Worker." But there was very little follow-up
in the rest of the London press on the event at Chatham. In fact,
the Daily Worker was the only London newspaper to print the
whole story about the Greeks at Chatham. However, this was not
the case with other events concerning Greek affairs. For example,
a number of London newspapers on 3 May carried stories protesting the censorship of news about the mutinies of the Greek armed
forces in the Middle East by British authorities."
The consequences of the events

On 8 May Commander R. C. T. Roe, the training commander
of the Greeks, wrote a very thorough report on the state of the
Greeks at Chatham. In this report Roe states that the "trouble"
at Chatham among the Greeks was "primarily due to propaganda
from outside, especially that put out by the Greek Unity Committee" and that this organization should be suppressed. The
ringleaders among the Greeks, headed by Sub Lieutenant A.
Meletopoulos, were Lieutenants M. Hatzilias, Z. Kotsianis, A.
Foundouclis, A. Tsouros and D. Theodorou, who were supported
39 PRO, FO/371/43743, f. 48. Overlord was the code word for the Allied invasion of northwest Europe.
40 PRO, FO/371/43743, If. 43, 46.
41D dijy Worker (London), 2 May 1944.
42Daily Worker, 3 May 1944; Daily Telegraph and Morning Post, 3 May 1944;
The Times (London), 3 May 1944.
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by about 20 percent of the other ranks. According to Roe, the
rest of the Greeks at Chatham understood why the British took
over HMS Avon Vale and looked upon the whole affair with
"deep sadness and regret." He went on to state that "the whole
atmosphere amongst the [Greek) officers is one of sadness that
their countrymen should have been the cause of the Admiralty's
decision" to remove HMS Avon Vale from the Greek navy. Roe
then goes on to state that if "the subversive element" among the
Greeks at Chatham were removed the rest, under good leadership,
would be fit for service." The next day, the officer in command
of the Royal Naval Barracks at Chatham sent Roe's report to
the Commander-in-Chief, The Nore, with a covering note saying
that he was "in agreement with Commander Roe's remarks" and
that he was "convinced that if freed of the subversive element, a
loyal efficient Ships Company could be formed from the remaining officers and men."" But this was not going to happen for a
number of reasons which had nothing to do with naval discipline.
On the morning of 9 May the Daily Herald and the Daily
Worker hit the streets of London with the story:
Mr. John Parker (Lab. Romford) will ask why British
forces were used to disarm Greek ships in a British port
after 95 percent of their officers and men had signed a
memorandum urging the creation of a comprehensive
National Greek Government of Resistance."
How did the Daily Worker and the Daily Herald learn on 8 May
or early in the morning of 9 May that John Parker, MP was
going to ask a question in the House of Commons about the
Greeks at Chatham? Forty-two years later when Parker was
interviewed about his role in the incident at Chatham he said, in
effect, that he had nothing to do with the Daily Worker and had
hardly ever read it. And when asked how he learned of events at
"PRO, ADM/1/17126, Roe to Commodore Royal Naval Barracks, Chatham,
8 May 1944.
"PRO, ADM/1/17126, A. B. Cunningham Graham to C-in-C, The Nore, 9
May 1944.
"Daily Worker, 9 May 1944. The Daily Herald's story of the same date is
almost word for word the same as The Daily Worker's one.
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Chatham, Parker was hard pressed to find an answer." There can
be only two answers. Either Parker himself told the Daily Herald
and the Daily Worker that he was going to ask the question or a
third party did it, with his permission, for no newspaper would
print such a statement, as did the Daily Herald and the Daily
Worker, without hard evidence to support such a story. In any
event, the move was poor Parliamentary tactics for it forewarned
the government that Parker was going to ask a question in the
House of Commons about the Greeks at Chatham.
On 9 May, during a meeting of the House of Commons,
Parker asked Churchill, almost word for word, exactly the same
question that had appeared in the Daily Herald and the Daily
Worker that morning.
Mr. Parker asked the Prime Minister why British forces
were used to disarm Greek ships in a British port after
95 per cent of their officers and men had signed a memorandum urging the creation of a comprehensive National
Greek Government of Resistance.
Churchill answered Parker by saying that because "of recent disturbances in the Mediterranean and of the unrest among the
officers and men detailed to take over the ship, the Admiralty
was unable to allow her to be commissioned with a Greek crew.
The Greek parties on board were, accordingly, withdrawn, and
it is quite incorrect to speak of a Greek ship having been disarmed
in a British port." Parker next asked "Can the right hon. Gentleman inform the House why we continue to intervene in Greek
affairs and support people who have no backing in Greece itself ?"
Before Churchill could answer Parker's question, William Gallacher (Communist, Western Fife) intervened with the statement
that "It is not the case that these seamen cannot be fully trusted to
defend Greece if they get the opportunity. What they object to
is defending King George." Churchill quickly dismissed Gallacher's statement as "improper and reckless." Parker then gave
notice that because of "the unsatisfactory nature of the reply" he
46 Interview with John Parker, 26 Aug. 1986. The tape of this interview is in
the possession of the author.
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would raise the question "on the motion for adjournment at the
first opportunity." 47
On 3 May the Daily Herald carried a story about the forthcoming investigation by the Greek authorities into the "recent
troubles among the Greek armed forces in the Middle East." This
inquiry according to the Daily Herald would be "conducted
according to Greek law and by Greek officials" and that the
British would be informed about the "scope and its rule of
procedure" Thus, it was not a surprise when on 15 May at the
Royal Naval Barracks at Chatham the Greek Naval Mission in
Britain court-martialled four officers. Sub Lieutenant A. Meletopoulos was found guilty of "Lese Majeste" for having written on
a picture in the officers' club at Chatham, of George II reviewing
Greek naval personnel on March 25th (Greek Independence
Day), the words "Traitor and Mercenaries." Meletopoulos was
placed in HM Prison Wormwood Scrubs. Three other sub Lieutenants were found not guilty, but just after D-day, at the request
of the Greek naval attaché, the three officers were shipped off to
Egypt where they were most likely placed in an internment camp
by the Greek authorities." According to the Daily Worker, which
was the only London newspaper to cover the court-martials at
Chatham, the trials were held in public and a number of British
navy observers were present."
At the end of May there was an exchange of letters, notes,
minutes, and phone calls between the Prime Minister's office, the
Admiralty, and the Foreign Office on the subject of whether or
not the Greeks at Chatham should be given another destroyer.
Apparently Churchill brought up the subject on 24 May at an
Admiralty staff meeting. The First Sea Lord Admiral Sir Andrew
Cunningham thought that it was too soon and that there should "be
a reasonable interval before we made any decision about handing
over the destroyer to the Greeks." Further, Cunningham pointed
out that the crews of HHMS Pindos and an LST at Taranto had
to be removed from their ships for a mutiny had erupted a few
41Parliamentary

Debates (Hansard), Fifth Series (London, 1944), vol. 399,

cols. 1707-1709.
Herald, 3 May 1944.
"PRO, ADM/1/17126, A. B. Cunningham Graham to C-in-C, The Nore, 13
June 1944.
50Daily Worker, 16 May 1944.
48Daily
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days ago and this matter had not yet been resolved. Anthony
Eden, the Foreign Secretary, thought if a destroyer were given
to the Greeks it would show British "confidence" in the Greek
government-in-exile. But the decision should be made by the
Lords of the Admiralty "since they will know whether the Greek
seamen in this country can now be trusted to form a reliable
crew." Another element in the British government's calculations
was the fact that the Greek navy in Egypt would have to be reorganized in the wake of the mutinies and that, after the "dissidents" had been removed, the Greeks might have more ships
than men to man them. Thus, there was the possibility that the
Greek naval personnel at Chatham would be sent to Egypt to
man Greek warships in that country. In any event, the whole question of using the Greeks at Chatham to man a destroyer was put
aside for the time being."
The next problem confronting the British government because
of the Chatham incident was John Parker's question to the government in the House of Commons on the motion for adjournment. Parker intended to use this opportunity not just to question
the government's handling of the Chatham affair but also to
bring up the whole subject of Anglo-Greek relations b 2 In previous
debates on foreign policy Parker had shown that he had a detailed
knowledge of Anglo-Greek problems." The government, on the
other hand, wanted to limit the debate to the narrow technicality
of why HMS Avon Vale was not turned over to the Greek navy
and did not wish the debate in the House of Commons to become
one in which all aspects of Anglo-Greek relations were discussed
in detail. It became the government's plan not to have the Foreign Secretary answer Parker's question but rather the First
Lord of the Admiralty, who could push aside questions of foreign
policy, claiming a lack of knowledge of the subject, and deal only
with the question of why HMS Avon Vale was not given to the
Greek navy."
After the motion had been made on 14 June to adjourn the
House of Commons for Whitsun Recess, Parker rose to his feet
and put a number of detailed questions to the government on the
51PR0, FO/371/43743, ff. 60, 65-66, 73.
52Parker Interview.

ssCf., Parliamentary Debates, vol. 399, cols. 1026-1027.
"PRO, FO/371/43743, f. 79.
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subject of Greek affairs. Parker wanted to know what happened
to the Greek ships which had mutinied and whether amnesty
would be granted to the Greeks who had taken part in the mutinies. And why did the British government continually interfere in
purely Greek affairs by backing King George II—that "camarilla
in Cairo"—and his supporters ? Why did not the British government give more support to EAM which had the backing of a
majority of Greeks? After all, the British government backed
resistance movements in Yugoslavia, Italy, and France whose
politics it did not agree with. According to Parker, Churchill
"appears to have a passion for kings, and he seems to think that
it is possible, at this late date, to carry out the late nineteenth
century idea of planting the British idea of a constitutional
monarchy in the Balkans whether the people in those countries
want it or not." It was according to Parker a great mistake not
to grant amnesty to those Greeks involved in various protests
against the government-in-exile of King George II because without an amnesty it would be impossible for the Greeks to set up a
truly national government which had the support of the majority
of the Greek people. The British government, Parker thought,
should stop backing "one small group round the king" and help
the Greeks to form a real government of national unity. And if
this was not done, warned Parker, the British would "be building
up great trouble for themselves in the future.""
Parker's questions were answered by the First Lord of the
Admiralty, A. V. Alexander, who began by stating that it was
"unfortunate that the matter has been raised in this way." The
First Lord then made a statement outlining all the actions that
the Greeks had taken to fight the Axis powers. Next, Alexander
said that, in view of recent mutinies among the Greek armed
forces in Egypt and elsewhere, the British government could not
turn over HMS Avon Vale to the Royal Hellenic Navy and run
the risk of having her crew mutiny on the eve of D-day. The
First Lord ended his speech by saying that, if the Lebanon agreements were successful and produced a broad based Greek government" and the Greek navy returned to duty and there was an end
of the mutinies, then the Admiralty was prepared to give the
55 Parliamentary
56Ibid.,
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Greeks another ship in place of HMS Avon Vale. When Alexander finished his speech the House of Commons adjourned for
the Whitsun Recess. 57
The next day Parker's Parliamentary question and Alexander's
answer got at best a mixed reception in the London press. The
Daily Worker's story on Parker's question was almost wholly
devoted to the subject of amnesty for the members of the Greek
armed forces who took part "in the demonstrations in favor of
a Greek National Government." 58 The Daily Telegraph and
Morning Post also stressed Parker's interest in amnesty for the
members of the Greek armed forces who had "demonstrated in
favor of a Greek National Government."" The Daily Herald
also played up the question of amnesty for those Greek soldiers
and seamen who were in favor of a "Greek National Government
of National Unity."" Both The Daily Worker and the Daily
Telegraph and Morning Post also carried accounts of Alexander's
answer to Parker's question of why the British government did
not turn over HMS Avon Vale to the Royal Hellenic Navy. 61
However, The News Chronicle," The Times," The Manchester
Guardian, The Manchester Guardian Weekly," The Daily Express," Evening Standard," Evening News, 67 Daily Sketch, 68
Daily Mirror," The Observer," The Sunday Times, 71 The News
of the World, 72 The Morning Advertiser," The Star," and Soviet
vol. 400, cols. 2095-2104.
58Daily Worker, 15 June 1944.
59Daily Telegraph and Morning Post,
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War News 75 said nothing about the exchange between Parker
and Alexander on Anglo-Greek relations.
Was the reason why fifteen major British newspapers did not
carry accounts of the Parker-Alexander debate in the House of
Commons the result of some kind of "conspiracy of silence" or
a mere oversight? The two London newspapers which carried
the fullest accounts of the debate in the House of Commons on
14 June are the Communist Daily Worker and the ultra-right
wing Daily Telegraph and Morning Post. Perhaps a better explanation than a "conspiracy of silence" or an oversight is, for
want of a better term, editorial judgment on the part of the editors. June of 1944 was a month filled with front-page news. The
Allied capture of Rome and advance northward, D-day and the
fighting in Normandy, the stepped-up pace of the Allied air war
against Germany, and Roosevelt's preparations to run for a fourth
term are just some of the events of that June. To the man-on-thestreet that month, Greek affairs, no matter how important, were
completely overshadowed by D-day.
While various British officials debated the question of why
HMS Avon Vale was not turned over to the Greek navy, 449
Greek navy officers and other ranks remained in the Naval Barracks at Chatham waiting to be assigned to active duty. On 13
June the commander of the Royal Naval Barracks at Chatham
reported to his superiors that the Greeks at Chatham had maintained "a reasonable standard of discipline . . . personal cleanliness is good," but the sick list was high because of VD. All the
Greeks at Chatham were anxious about their relatives in Greece,
wondered when Greece would be liberated, and "Constantly enquire whether a decision has been taken regarding the allocation
of further ships, expressing the view that if they do secure a
vessel or vessels, the time spent here will not be wasted." The
report went on to state that there were a few trouble makers but
if these men, mostly petty officers, were removed the rest of the
Greek officers and men "depreciate the unrest that has taken
place and are extremely anxious to prove their sincerity in this
respect." The report went on to state that these Greek officers and
75 Soviet War News, 15 June 1944. The Daily Mail is not included in this list
because it was not available to researchers when I was working in the British
Library's newspaper collection.
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other ranks "will be efficient, subject to a period of pre-commissioning training." The big problem for the Greeks was boredom
and not having enough to do. In addition to their divisional duties,
the Greeks at Chatham were given make-work tasks such as dose
order drill, PT, "route marching," and anti-gas training. The
commander of the Royal Naval Barracks at Chatham hoped that
the British Government would make a quick decision on the fate
of the Greeks at Chatham and, if the Admiralty did decide to turn
over a Hunt class destroyer to the Greek navy, it "can be sure
that the officers and men will do their very best in the common
cause and give no further cause for complaint."" As it turned
out, these Greek sailors were not going to be given a chance to
prove themselves in the war against Germany by the British
government and Greek government-in-exile.
John Parker, MP in July brought up the question of the Greek
navy officers and men at Chatham in the House of Commons and
forced the British government and Greek government-in-exile to
take action on the matter. Parker asked the First Lord of the
Admiralty why some ninety Greek navy officers and men who
had been involved in the incident at Chatham last April were
being sent to "internment camps in the Middle East ?" And would
these Greeks be permitted to take part in the Greek resistance
movement in Greece? Alexander evaded the meaning of Parker's
question by replying that these Greeks consisted "in addition to
reliefs and sick personnel, of a number of men who, on the
grounds of discipline, the Greek Commander-in-Chief considers
should not remain at Chatham. The men are being transported
. . . to the Greek Naval Headquarters in the Middle East where
their cases will be examined." Further, the First Lord of the
Admiralty could not answer the part of Parker's question about
their being permitted to join the Greek resistance forces. However, Parker would not let the matter end here for he then asked
that "in view of the fact that about 87 percent of the Greek
Forces in the Middle East are interned by our Forces surely it is
time that something be done to set up a Greek Government under
which they can really fight their enemies ?" Alexander replied by
saying that any questions about the Greek government should be
76PR0, ADM/1/17126, A.B. Cunningham Graham to C-in-C, The Nore, 13
June 1944.
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put to the Foreign Office and suggested that all Greeks should
support George Papandreou's National Unity Government which
had as the head of state King George II." Alexander's suggestion
that Parker should ask the Foreign Office questions about the
Greek government was not going to amount to much for the
Foreign Office's copy of Parker's questions is stamped: "F.O.
ARE NOT ASKED TO ADVISE."" The matter was in Churchill's hands.
Parker's Parliamentary questions pushed the British government into action concerning the Greeks at Chatham. The Admiralty asked the British Commander-in-Chief in the Mediterranean to report on "the general manning position and morale in
the Greek Navy," and this officer reported back that the Chatham
Greeks would be useful to act as "port parties and for other
duties which will arise upon the liberation of Greece." The
Foreign Office agreed with this assessment and it became British
government policy to send the Greek naval officers and other
ranks at Chatham to the Middle East. It is not clear exactly what
happened to those Greeks upon their arrival in the Middle East.
They may well have joined the other Greek seamen, who were
already in internment camps in the Middle East.
Conclusions
The incident at Chatham in April of 1944 can be seen as
a forecast of British intervention in Greece at the end of
1944 and the beginning of the Greek Civil War. Churchill
was determined to have a post-war anti-Communist government in Athens headed by George II. Moreover, his reaction to any opposition was a refusal to believe anything that
did not fit his concept of Greek affairs. His first reaction to the
incident at Chatham, that is, to send the Greeks at Chatham to
Egypt under arrest, guarded by Royal Marines, was typical of his
actions toward Greece throughout the war. Anthony Eden, the
British Foreign Secretary, agreed with Churchill's Greek policy,
but did not want to have anything to do with the Greeks at
77Parliamentary

Debates, vol. 402, cols. 176-177.
7spR0, FO/371/43734, f. 69.
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Chatham because he feared that it might result in full and open
debate in Parliament involving the whole question of AngloGreek relations. Alexander, the First Lord of the Admiralty, was
given the thankless task of defending the government's action in
Parliament, which he did on the basis of narrow technical grounds.
The First Sea Lord Admiral, Sir Andrew Cunningham, who
thought the government was taking the wrong course on the
mutinies among the Greek armed forces, was not involved in the
decision-making process. Those Royal Navy officers, such as the
Commander of the Royal Naval Barracks at Chatham and Commander R.C.T. Roe, the officer responsible for training the Greeks
at Chatham, saw their reports, which were for the most part
positive about the Greeks, disappear in the higher reaches of the
Royal Navy's chain of command without notice being taken of
them.
British newspapers, with two exceptions, were not interested
in the Chatham affair. John Parker was the only member of
Parliament who showed an interest in Greeks at Chatham, had
an understanding of the problems of Anglo-Greek relations and
a knowledge of what was going on inside occupied Greece. He
was the only member of Parliament who, in the summer of 1944,
spoke out on Greek affairs. Parker, however, was without parliamentary support and, as the only member of Parliament who
asked meaningful questions about Chatham in particular, and
Greek affairs in general, he was a lone voice of reason.
As for the Greeks at Chatham, most of them had joined the
Royal Hellenic Navy to fight the enemy and not to become involved in the Byzantine politics of Anglo-Greek relations.
But, in the end, when all is said and done, all roads lead back
to Churchill. The British Prime Minister had a vision of what
type of post-war government the Greeks should have, and no
matter what the cost in Greek and British lives that entailed, he
was going to follow this course to the bitter end—even if the
Greeks themselves did not want a government headed by George
II. It was the fate of the Greeks at Chatham to be caught up in
Churchill's Greek policy.

Documents: Cyprus, 1950-1954;
The Prelude to the Crisis,
Part I: 1950
This is the first of a five-part series of United States official
documents that refer to events in Cyprus between 1950 and 1955.
The documents were located in the National Archives by Diane
Shugart with the help of Elias Vlanton. The collection is edited
and introduced by Alexander Kitroeff. The events described in
these documents, occurring between the 1950 plebiscite in Cyprus
that decided upon union with Greece and the beginning of the
guerilla struggle against British colonial rule in 1955, can be considered as the prelude to the Cyprus crisis. This particular period
has received relatively less attention by scholars who have, naturally, focused upon the years following the outbreak of the guerilla
struggle against the British in 1955. In contrast, the 1950-1954
period is one during which the Cypriot nationalist movement
attempted to further its goal of union with Greece, Enosis, via
peaceful means, primarily by taking its case to the United Nations.
The documents cited in this series consist of a selection of
reports that belong to the State Department papers in the National Archives in Washington, D.C. Each segment of this series
includes reports filed for each year beginning in 1950 and ending
in 1954. These documents contain the views of U.S. officials as
they debate their country's policy toward events in Cyprus and
as they assess the attitudes of the other interested parties, not
only in Cyprus itself but also in London, Athens, and, later on,
in Ankara.
Documents provide substantive historical evidence but should
also be treated cautiously by researchers. The views expressed
should not be taken at face value. An introduction to each segment seeks to provide an outline of the historical and the international context within which those views were articulated. But
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it is only through further research and analysis that any reliable
and critical assessment of this material will be made.
Alongside the "context" that the introduction to each segment
is designed to provide, we have provided a brief commentary on
the issues the documents deal with and their significance. These
comments are more speculative than conclusive, and in fact raise
more questions than they seek to answer. But that, after all, is
the objective of publishing this documentary collection—to stimulate further research and analysis of the origins of the Cyprus
crisis and the role played by the major actors.
The format we have employed in presenting these documents
is the following: each segment begins with an introduction outlining the major events that took place each year which had a
direct or an indirect influence on developments in Cyprus. This
is followed by our commentary as well as a "who's who" list of
the names mentioned in the ensuing documents which are listed
chronologically.
INTRODUCTION TO PART I, 1950: THE COMMUNIST FACTOR
i) The Events
The year began with the plebiscite held in Cyprus by the
Ethnarchy, a nationalist committee formed by the island's Greek
Orthodox Archdiocese. The results show that ninety-six percent
of those who participated favored Enosis, Cyprus' union with
Greece. The result was also tantamount to an overriding rejection
of an earlier British proposal of limited autonomy for Cyprus,
a move designed to deflate the nationalist movement. The success
of the plebiscite reflects a unity of purpose between the mainly
conservative nationalist movement and the communists who reversed their position and came out in favor of Enosis in November 1949.
The Cypriot communists played a central role in the development of the nationalist movement. As the documents below indicate the communists initiated what became the major short term
aim of the nationalist movement until 1954, an appeal to the
United Nations to support the end of British colonial rule on
the island and grant Cyprus union with Greece.
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Viewed from London and Washington, the near unanimous
support for Enosis on Cyprus must have appeared as yet another
link in the, by now familiar, chain of events indicative of the
increasing strength of anticolonialist and socialist forces throughout the world. On the anticolonial front, India had gained independence from Britain in 1947, and the following year the
British were forced out of Palestine and the state of Israel was
established. Also in 1948, a state of emergency was declared on
the British colony of Malaya. Agitation against British rule was
also underway in Indonesia, particularly in the Sarawak province
of Borneo. Anticolonial struggles waged by socialist movements
were also scoring victories. In 1948, in Korea, Kim Ii Sung proclaimed a People's Democratic Republic with himself as president
and in 1949 Mao Zedong proclaimed the Chinese People's Republic after gaining control over the whole of mainland China.
In 1950, in French-occupied Vietnam, Ho Chi Minh claimed to
be the leader of the only representative government and military
leader Ngo Nguyen Giap launched the first attacks on French
forces. The same year saw the beginning of large-scale U.S.
intervention in Korea.
The balance of forces within the Cypriot nationalist movement was upset drastically in the second half of 1950. On June
28, 1950, Archbishop Makarios II died. Elections for his successor
were held on October 18th, and were won by the Bishop of
Kition (born Michael Muskos), who became Archbishop Makarios
III. Makarios, who was to become president of independent
Cyprus a decade later, followed a policy of isolating the communists and reducing their political influence. Nonetheless he
took up the cause of taking the Cyprus issue to the United Nations.
In Greece meanwhile, 1950 was the year of the first postcivil war elections. No party won a majority in the Vouli (the Greek
parliament) and a coalition government supported by three centrist parties was formed under Liberal party leader Sophocles
Venizelos, who also took on the post of minister of foreign affairs. In common with its conservative predecessor, the Greek
government was unwilling to back up Cypriot nationalist claims
for independence publicly. Both conservatives and centrists at
the time were only too willinng to ingratiate themselves with
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Britain and the United States by downplaying the Cypriot cause.
There was, nonetheless, a powerful current of support for Enosis
among the Greek people and part of the political leadership.
ii) The Documents

Most of these 1950 documents relate to events that took place
during the period the Cypriot communists still enjoyed a prominent role, until October 1950. Concern with the communist
danger was, therefore, the prism which refracted and outlined
early British and U.S. policy toward the Cypriot nationalist
movement. This factor, above all others, was responsible for the
United States' reticence in adopting a more critical attitude
toward Britain's intransigent policy toward Cypriot nationalist
claims throughout that year.
U.S. officials were particularly concerned with the presence of
an active communist element in the Cypriot nationalist movement.
Yannis P. Roubatis, in his book Tangled Webs The U.S. in Greece
1947-1967 quotes William J. Porter, the U.S. consul in Cyprus,
as saying that "The Communists here [are] a much greater
threat to [United States] interests than is the Enosis movement."
(p. 136) Roubatis goes on to say that the State Department had
engaged in operations designed to undermine AKEL in the
municipal elections of 1949 over British objections, and towards
that purpose had employed George Smainis, an American citizen
of Cypriot origin.
British officials were also concerned with AKEL, and as these
documents show, they considered the well organized communists
a more serious threat than the Ethnarchy. The U.S. Embassy in
London reported to Washington that Miss M. L. Fisher, the
British Colonial Office desk officer handling Cyprus, considered
that the Ethnarchy was "weakened by the 'opera bouffe' character
of many of its leaders." In the same dispatch (no. 373, January
23, 1950) that this remark is reported to Washington, U.S. Embassy Attaché Margaret Joy Tibbets notes that Fisher appeared
too complacent about successfully countering Cypriot nationalist
efforts to take their case to the United Nations. The overall impression one gets from these documents is that the British underestimated the potency of the Cypriot nationalist movement. Their
insistence, therefore, on the communist factor in their discussions
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with U.S. officials may have been a ploy designed to shore up
American support for Britain's intransigent position toward
Cypriot demands.
The attitudes of U.S. officials toward the nationalist outbreak
in Cyprus were not identical according to these documents. The
summary of the discussions during a policy meeting at the State
Department in May, 1950 cited below reveals differences between
the views of William J. Porter of the U.S. Consulate in Nicosia
and those of Leonard J. Cromie of the State Department's Near
East Affairs office. 'While Porter believed that the U.S. should
support Britain's intransigence, Cromie, who had served earlier
as second secretary in the U.S. Embassy in Athens, was more
skeptical of the merits of Britain's attitude. Taking the longer
view, as officials away from the front line of action are wont to
do, Cromie was concerned with the long-term implications of
the nationalist struggle. He compared Porter's solution to "trying
to sit with our British allies on a boiling pot and asking the
Greeks not to add fuel to the flames. The Greeks," he said "may
heed our plea, but the communists certainly will not and an
eventual explosion therefore seems very probable." (Department
of State, Memorandum of Conversation, May 2, 1950.)
As to whether British rule in Cyprus "is defensible," as one
participant in the same meeting put it, even Porter the British
sympathizer had no delusions. He reported that the British had
done next to nothing to develop the island's defensive capabilities
and "up until 15 years ago" the British had done nothing but
extract revenue from the island.
The differences among U.S. policy makers, their understanding of the colonialist nature of British rule in Cyprus, and their
fear of communism in the wake of events in China and Korea
were overshadowed by their concern that the Cyprus issue would be
taken up by the United Nations. In a time of growing East-West
confrontation, the U.S. was concerned that the Cyprus issue may
unite the socialist and third world countries in the United Nations
under the banner of anticolonialism. This concern runs like a
red thread through all U.S. assessments of the situation in Cyprus
in 1950.
Interestingly enough, U.S. assessments of the validity of
Cypriot claims being discussed at the United Nations indicate
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that the Cypriot side was justified in its strategy. Needless to say,
those assessments that appear below were not made public at the
time.
The present collection of documents, which refers to events
in 1950, reflects the early divisions among Greek politicians in
Athens, spawned by the outbreak of nationalist activity on Cyprus.
The Greek government emerges as being incapable of reconciling
its near-client status with the western powers and what was a
broadly held belief in Greece that Cyprus should be united with
its motherland. Greek conservatism in particular suffers acutely,
as it's pulled in one direction by its traditional support for irredentist claims and its new role as the representative of Greece's
western orientation.
iii) Name Index
LEONARD J, CROMIE: Near East Office, U.S. State Department.
ALEXANDER DIOMEDES: Prime minister of Greece until the 1950
elections.
M. L. FISHER: Cyprus Desk, British Colonial Office.
PANAYOTIS KANELLOPOULOS: Deputy prime minister since March
20th, 1950, a centrist and a supporter of Enosis.
MAKARIOS III: Formerly Bishop of Kition, Archbishop of Cyprus
from October 1950.
WILLIAM J. PORTER: U.S. Consul in Nicosia, Cyprus.
IOANNIS SOFIANOPOULOS: Greek socialist parliamentary deputy,
supporter of Enosis.
THEODOROS TOURKOVASSILIS: Greek parliamentary deputy, a
leader of the ultra-right and passionate nationalist.
SOPHOCLES VENIZELOS: Greek prime minister and minister for
foreign affairs from March 30th, 1950 onwards.
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FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Priority: AIR POUCH
Security: CONFIDENTIAL
To: Department of State
From: NICOSIA 10 JANUARY 25, 1950
Ref:
Subject: POLITICAL DEVELOPMENTS IN CYPRUS
FOLLOWING THE "PLEBISCITE".
Since British pressure in Athens caused the Diomedes Government
in December 1949 to deprecate current activity in favor of the union
of Cyprus with Greece, thereby imposing a certain degree of reticence
on Greek Government transmitters when interpreting events in this British
Colony, we have watched the slow emergence of AKEL, the Communist
Party of Cyprus, toward a dominant role in the current drive for "Enosis."
In this trend, AKEL has been greatly aided by the consistent and vehement
support which it has received from the Cominform transmitters, whose
loud and distorted comment on local events and personalities can now, I
regret to report, be heard in most Cypriot coffee shops or "tavernas"
between the hours of five and nine p.m.
The Orthodox Church of Cyprus, and particularly the Ethnarchy Council which seized upon the idea of a "plebiscite" to take the initiative away
from the Communists, is well aware of this development; and, lacking
support from Athens, seem somewhat slow in devising a means of counteracting it. But before going further into the present position, let us consider, in chronological order, the main events in the political wrangling
of the past two months:
1. On November 24, 1949, AKEL announced its intention to
collect signatures from Cypriots favoring "Enosis" for submission to the U.N.
2. On Dec. 5 the Ethnarchy, after having sent an envoy to Athens,
decided to hold a "plebiscite" thus regaining the initiative.
3. On Dec. 10, AKEL announced with considerable fanfare that
it was dropping its own signature campaign and joining the
"plebiscite" effort of the Ethnarchy so as to display the unity
of the people on this subject.
4. On December 14 and 15, three Greek Government statements
emphasized the "irresponsible" nature of current agitation by
Greeks in favor of "Enosis."
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5. While propaganda from Greek stations on this subject at once
diminished, powerful Communist stations in Eastern Europe
jumped into the breach, denouncing the Diomedes Government
for its "betrayal" of the Cypriots, and claiming that AKEL had
forced the Ethnarchy into action.
6. On December 28, the Cyprus Government announced the deportation of Pantelis Bistis, Managing Director of the Nationalist Party newspaper "Ethnos," for inciting the public to violence
in inflammatory editorials.
7. By January 15, the date set for the plebiscite, an unprecedented
amount of time was being given to the Cyprus question by the
transmitters of Bucharest, Sofia, Tirana, Budapest and Moscow.
Greek Government stations limited themselves to straight news
reporting.
8. On January 21, the Cyprus Government announced the expulsion of another Nationalist leader, Socrates Loizides, Secretary
General of the right-wing Farmers' Union.
It is not too difficult to see, in the light of these facts, why AKEL is
regaining prestige in the rural districts. Indications to that effect have
been in evidence since early January and many farmer-politicians and even
priests have reportedly been impressed with the "patriotism" and "independence" which the Communists are showing in the matter as compared
to the Greek Government. But it must not be thought that AKEL is content to coast along with the rush of radio propaganda. Ever sensitive to
the swinging of the political weathercock, and conscious of the awkwardness of the Ethnarchy's position and of its present indecision, the Party
chose Jan. 22, 1950 for the publication of an open letter expressly designed
to needle that august body and to keep AKEL's drive for "Enosis" before
the public eye. After emphasizing the patriotic motives of the Communists
in supporting the Ethnarchy's program, and urging the prelates to seek
proof "in the villages" of the Party's devotion to the cause, the letter proceeded to set forth the following points with regard to the procedure to
be followed in future:
(a) The results of the "plebiscite" should be transmitted to the
U.N. without delay under cover of a document signed by all
parties;
(b) A committee representing all parties should proceed to Greece
and should request the Government there to demand Cyprus
from England and to bring the question on up in the General
Assembly;
(c) A committee similarly composed should proceed to all the
capitals of Europe and to the United States to enlighten public
opinion and officials on the Cyprus question;
(d) Demonstrations should be organized in the towns and villages
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with speakers from all parties, and the 25th of March is
proposed as a day for a Pancyprian demonstration in Nicosia;
(e) The Ethnarchy should take the initiative for a meeting of all
parties for the purpose of establishing a common program.
While the Bishops were pondering this approach, and perhaps ruminating over the loss of Bistis and Loizides, many of the Greek newspapers
were taking time out to belabor the Turks, who were reportedly holding
anti-Enosis demonstrations in Ankara, Istanbul and elsewhere. In their
attacks, local Greek editors were ably assisted by Radio Bucharest which,
in its spasm of January 19, announced that the Turks and British reminded
them of the old Greek saying that "two asses were quarreling over somebody else's barn." After a good deal more nonsense in the form of an
imaginary conversation between a Turkish ass and a British ass, Radio
Bucharest arrived at the conclusion that "there is no room for foreign
asses in Cyprus."
I do not deduce from all their clacking that the Communists are ready
to step out in front and attempt to take over the Enosis drive on their
own. I think they find their present tactic of prodding the Ethnarchy
very rewarding, for, in addition to attracting public attention, they have
witnessed the ejection of high-ranking nationalists and are awaiting with
equal pleasure the trial of two more by the Government on the charge of
incitement to murder. This legal process involves Polycarpis Ioannides
and G. Stavrinides, editor and printer respectively of "Ephimeris," the
acknowledged mouthpiece of the Greek Orthodox Church. These two are
held responsible for the publication on January 7, 1950, of an artide
which informed the Cypriots that "political assassination is not murder"
and which generally incited the locals to revolt. While ordinarily inclined
to take this sort of thing casually, the Cyprus Government could hardly
afford to do so at this time, in view of recent events in Sarawak and the
Gold Coast.
With all this in mind, and cognizant of the Ethnarchy's intention to
meet in Nicosia on January 24, I asked a Greek friend if he would invite
the young Bishop of Kitium to his home after the meeting. This he did,
and I dropped in with the intention of learning, if possible, which course
the Ethnarchy intends to pursue in future. The British certainly do not
know, and it developed that the Ethnarchy itself had decided nothing
other than an intention to communicate the well-known results of the
plebiscite to the British Government with a demand that it comply with
the "unanimous will of the Cypriot people."
The Bishop, who is about thirty-five years of age and who can absorb
Cyprus one-star brandy in fearsome quantities, did give me a hint of what
the Ethnarchy envisages as a final settlement of the Cyprus question.
This came about when he remarked that the British showed little sense
in stating that the "Enosis" question was dosed and not a matter for consideration. He added that they should indicate a desire for compromise,
and at this point I commented that on the Greek side the slogan was
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"Enosis and Only Enosis," while rejecting a constitution and all other
solutions either complete or partial. His Grace then said the matter could
be settled if the British would agree to maintain military bases and
protect the Island, while permitting the administration and people to become Greek. I asked if that was a point of view acceptable to the
Ethnarchy, and he replied that it had been informally discussed, but not
adopted as an official position due to the desire to avoid an outcry from
the Communists.
We were alone during this conversation, and I knew better than to try
to match him drink for drink, especially with only that one-star concoction
available. His Grace told me that when he went to college in Boston his
fellow students called him "Mac." I almost did myself by the time we
finished, and I must confess I am not feeling too vigorous this morning.
W. J. Porter
Copies to: London, Athens, Ankara.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Memorandum of Conversation

Date: May 2, 1950
SECRET
Subject: Policy Meeting on Affairs Concerning Cyprus and the
Problem of Enosis (Union of Cyprus with Greece).
Participants: William J. Porter, Consul, American Consulate, Nicosia,
Cyprus. Walter Harris, Consular-Attache Designate, American Consulate, Nicosia, Cyprus.
Lampton Berry, SP.
G. Huntington Damon, NEA/P.
F. Garner Ranney, BNA.
John D. Jernegan, GTI.
William M. Rountree, GTI.
C. Robert Moore, GTI.
Lucille Snyder, GTI.
Leonard J. Cromie, GTI.
Ben F. Dixon, GTI.
R. L. Hoffacker, GTL
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Copies to: NEA — Mr. McGhee
SP — Mr. Berry
UNA — Mr. Hickerson, Mr. Myers Embassy, Ankara)
London)
IAD for CIA
DNA
Athens)
Consulate, Nicosia
Action Required:
To exchange views with British Embassy people here regarding possible future enosis agitation.
Action Assigned to: GTI
Summary:
The presence in Washington of Mr. William J. Porter, Consul at
Nicosia, was taken advantage of in the form of a general policy meeting
on affairs concerning Cyprus. It was brought out that enosis agitation in
and out of Cyprus may well continue and lead to developments, including
even violence, which would pose embarrassing and urgent problems for
US policy. It was agreed that Mr. Cromie, in consultation with UNA and
BNA, would work out the basis for informal, exploratory discussions with
the British with the idea of ascertaining the probable British attitude in
the event of such developments in order to permit clearer formulation
of our own policy and, if possible, its coordination with that of the British.
An immediate problem may, for example, arise if the subject of enosis
is brought before the Fifth General Assembly or otherwise introduced
into the United Nations forum.
After restating the United States position on enosis (Policy Statement,
Greece, March 15, 1950, pages 10-11) and the British position on the
same issue ("The issue is dosed."), Mr. Cromie raised the question: Are
we wise to continue our hands-off policy, which seems to provide advantages for the Cypriot communists while the Greek Government is muzzled
and the Ethnarchy is left high and dry? He compared our position to that
of trying to sit with our British allies on a boiling pot and asking the
Greeks not to add fuel to the flames. The Greeks may heed our plea, but
the communists certainly will not and an eventual explosion therefore
seems very probable. Mr. Cromie thought, therefore, that the Department
might at least explore alternative positions, such as supporting a condominium arrangement for Cyprus, urging the British to set some fixed
date at which they would discuss the issue, or supporting union of Cyprus
with Greece with certain military and other administrative rights reserved
for the British. The Cypriot nationalists might be reasonably satisfied
simply with King Paul's picture on the stamps and the Greek flag as the
masthead. It was possible, too, that a moderate dose of actual Greek
administration would quickly discourage further enosis agitation.
Mr. Porter's reaction was that withdrawal of Cyprus at this time from
the Empire would produce a precedent, which would undoubtedly generate a chain reaction as other British Crown Colonies demanded various
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forms of independence. At the same time, Mr. Porter asserted that he
was not here to echo the British point-of-view but that he merely desired
that all angles should be considered. He went on to say that the British
could not morally justify their control of the island, despite their fairly
"benign autocracy," and that the British interest in Cyprus was basically
strategic. He agreed with the view expressed sometime ago by Mr. Jernegan
to Mr. Dervis, Mayor of Nicosia, that although the United States is generally in favor of self-determination, we cannot intervene in favor of
every native clamoring for independence. Mr. Porter's idea, therefore, was
that we shouldn't change our approach to enosis now but should continue
to press the British to settle the issue amicably.
Stating that we are not doing even that much now, Mr. Jernegan and
Mr. Cromie said that our present position on enosis was prepared merely
for confidential, internal information and guidance in the Department.
Questioned by Mr. Jernegan whether the British have done anything
to develop the strategic potentialities of the island, Mr. Porter said that
they had not done much in that line outside of establishing there the air
headquarters for the Levant and stationing there about 3,000 troops. Few,
if any, coast guard or shore installations have been developed for strategic
purposes. Since ships entering Famagusta harbor cannot be more than
2,500 tons, Cyprus cannot be considered to possess port facilities for a
large naval force. The British strategic argument seems to be based on
the conception that "a bird in the hand is worth two in the bush."
Mr. Porter conceded that violence might be initiated by the communists or by a small group connected with the Church. In that case,
while no uprising could actually take over the island, neither would it be
possible for the small British garrison to maintain order. Mr. Cromie
pointed out that Mr. Dervis said he does not contemplate recourse to
violence.
With regard to possible submission of the enosis issue to the United
Nations, Mr. Cromie repeated Mr. Dervis' understanding that the Czechs
had promised the Cypriot communists to bring the matter up at Lake
Success and that the Cypriot Nationalists would seek to have a friendly
Arab state do so. If this occurred and if a benign resolution favoring
Cypriot self-determination or an investigation of the Cyprus situation
were proposed to the Security Council or the General Assembly, the idea
would surely find much favor among small states. Russia would pose as
the champion of small peoples seeking realization of their national aims.
It would be most difficult for Britain or the United States to veto, oppose,
or even abstain from voting on a mild resolution along these lines.
Mr. Ranney expressed the view that it would be difficult to bring
up this subject under the provisions of the Charter. Mr. Ranney also
stressed the similarity between the enosis problem and Irish partition and
thought we should exercise extreme caution in becoming involved in these
issues. Should we modify our present stand towards one more favorable
to enosis, we might find ourselves at odds not only with the British but
with everyone else concerned.
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It was generally conceded that these were important considerations.
Nevertheless, we might be forced to take some more positive position.
The Charter had proved no obstacle to the introduction of other more
contentious problems into the United Nations by the Soviets. Moreover,
the Indonesian issue provided some legitimate precedent for discussion of
colonial matters within the United Nations.
The well-known Turkish position on Cyprus was outlined by Mr.
Moore. He agreed, however, that there was a possibility that Turkish
opposition to enosis might be mollified if the Turks were assured that
the security of the island and the welfare of the Turkish minority would
not be threatened. Mr. Cromie suggested that the Turks might be satisfied
if, after enosis, they were allowed to participate in defense arrangements
for Cyprus and in the administration of Turkish minority interests.
Mr. Porter, in answer to Mr. Damon, said that he knew of no concern
elsewhere among Near Eastern Governments concerning enosis, but he
thought that several Governments in the area would probably prefer to
see the British remain in Cyprus.
Mr. Porter reported that the communists are carrying the ball on
enosis at the present time. Everyday one or more Cominform transmitters
can be heard in Cyprus disbursing the party line on enosis while the
Athens radio remains muzzled. Mr. Cromie expressed doubt that the
present Greek Government can be depended upon to continue non-agitation of the issue because political pressure may become so great as to force
Plastiras, or any Greek Government for that matter, into public endorsement of the cause. Another complicating factor may soon be introduced
when the Cypriots, following the Cretan pattern, send parliamentary
delegates to Athens. Repercussions in at least London could be anticipated
at that time. Moreover, the Department must be prepared to receive future
enosis-inspired delegations, for Premier Stalin will certainly greet AKELorganized delegations in Moscow.
Mr. Porter advanced the opinion, in answer to a query by Mr. Dixon,
that there seemed little chance of countering communism in Cyprus
through economic devices since the Cypriots are not really badly off
economically.
Mr. Ranney felt that the condominium idea would not take well with
the British, who seem to have developed a complex against such arrangements. If enosis is raised in the forthcoming Acheson-Bevin-Bidault talks
in London, Mr. Porter predicts that the British will probably answer,
"Our offer for a consultative or legislative assembly and eventual selfgovernment, still stands," thereby in no way relieving the present "absolute deadlock."
The following other questions were put to Mr. Porter:
Q—Can Cyprus absorb more population?
A—Probably, with improved production.
Q—Did George Smainis have any effect on the 1949 municipal elections
on Cyprus?
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A—Not to Mr. Porter's knowledge.
Q—How defensible is British administration of Cyprus?
A—Up until. 15 years ago, the British did little but extract revenue from
the island. Since then, however, the British can point with pride to
many advancements, such as the malarial control program. However,
possession of Cyprus is still a paying business proposition for the
British.
It was agreed that Mr. Cromie, in consultation with 1UNA and BNA,
would work out the basis for informal, exploratory discussions with the
British with the idea of ascertaining the probable British attitude in the
event developments make the issue acute, in order to permit clearer formulation of our own policy and, if possible, its coordination with that of
the British. An immediate problem may, for example, arise if the subject
of enosis is brought before the Fifth General Assembly or otherwise introduced into the United Nations forum.

FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Priority: AIR POUCH
Security: CONFIDENTIAL
To: Department of State
From: AMEMBASSY, LONDON No. 2434 MAY 18, 1950.
Ref: EMBASSY'S DESPATCH No. 373 JANUARY 26, 1950
Subject: COLONIAL OFFICE VIEWS ON RECENT
DEVELOPMENTS IN CYPRUS.
There are summarized below the informal remarks of the Colonial
Office desk officer who handles Cyprus, Miss M.L. Fisher, on recent
developments in that island.
1. Ethnarchy delegation to Greece: Miss Fisher characterized the
current delegation from the Ethnarchy to Athens as irritating and inconvenient from the British point of view. She added that the British did not
expect the delegation to receive any encouragement from the Greeks since
the British have been "stiffening up" the Greeks in preparation for the
delegation's coming and have also received intimations that the Greeks
themselves are not pleased at being "put on the spot" on this question.
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2. Enosis movements: More serious than the Ethnarchy's efforts,
from the British point of view, said Miss Fisher, are the Communist
activities in Cyprus since the Communists, although few in number, are
(1) better trained, (2) better instructed, (3) naturally more capable,
and (4) more determined. The Ethnarchy agitation for Enosis is not
taken lightly but its strength, according to Miss Fisher, is weakened by
the "opera bouffe" character of many of its leaders and its techniques.
The Communists in addition are able to capitalize on the fact that there
is no real non-Communist left in Cyprus. Thus, every Cypriot with a
grievance against a local money lender, etc., is a potential recruit for the
Communists and although the actual number of trained Communists is
small, they are in a position to make a good deal of trouble. The
Ethnarchy's adherence to Enosis is, in Miss Fisher's view, based on (1)
emotion, (2) sentiment, (3) annoyance with the British and (4) a desire
not to let the Communists steal the credit for leading the Enosis movement. Under the circumstances, the Communists and the Ethnarchy both
must continue agitation for Enosis or lose face.
Undoubtedly, according to Miss Fisher, at Communist instigation the
Enosis issue will be brought into the UN, probably by one of the satellites.
Miss Fisher did not appear very worried about this prospect since she
feels that any such move, launched by a satellite, would be suspect from
the beginning. (The Embassy feels that Miss Fisher, who has never
had first hand experience with the UN, may be too optimistic on this
point for she seemed rather surprised when reminded that there was a
large group of UN states which were both strongly anti-Communist and
anti-Colonial).
3. Cypriots in London: Miss Fisher described the Cypriots in London
as belonging to two groups, (1) the a-political restaurant-keeper types,
who are prosperous, sentimental about Cyprus, and not anxious to return,
and (2) the very active and intelligent Communists who are busy passing
instructions to their lieutenants in the colony. This group which is small
is most efficient and its leader, joaniddes, Miss Fisher described as being
particularly intelligent.
4. Constitutional developments in Cyprus are at a standstill and no
progress is being made on developing the machinery of self-government.
She said that the Governor, who is considered by the Colonial Office as
being of the "old order," believes that political development should fall
into two phases, phase I, the period of development and consolidation,
phase II, the period of political advance. Since the Governor considers
that Cyprus is still in phase I and since the Cypriots were dissatisfied with
the last British suggestions for constitutional advance there is little immediate prospect of developments along constitutional lines.
Miss Fisher concluded by stating that Cyprus is in relatively good
shape economically at the moment although the Communists had been able
to capitalize on past British slowness in developing schools, housing, etc.
Unfortunately, the confused political sentiments of the populace provided
an ideal opportunity for the Communists to make trouble and there was
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little relationship between the administration of the island and its political life. Although, as is rather usual with Colonial Office officers, she
tended to label the anti-British elements in the island as "irritating," it
was the Embassy's impression that she does not underestimate the seriousness of the local politicians' activities to weaken British control of the
island.
Margaret Joy Tibbetts
Attaché
Copies to Nicosia and Athens.

INCOMING TELEGRAM

ACTION COPY

DEPARTMENT OF STATE
TELEGRAPH BRANCH
CONFIDENTIAL

From: Athens
To: Secretary of State

NEA
MESSAGE CENTER
Control: 11158
Rec'd May 24, 1950
3:20 p.m.

NO: 1204, May 24, 2 p.m.
Cyprus question subject lengthy discussion last night's Parliamentary
session, and, according press, King will receive visiting Cypriot delegation
this morning at 11 o'clock. All parliamentary orators from Grigoriades on
the left to Tourkovassilis on the right urged active government steps for
annexation Cyprus. Extreme leftist Christakos offered resolution proposing
official reception Cypriot delegation by Greek Government and Greek initiative in bringing question before UN. Sofianopoulos characteristically
advocated solution by concert great powers, implying, although not expressly stating, USSR participation in question. Leaders for other parties
suggested Greek-British negotiations for "return" of Cyprus. No resolution was passed by Chamber, and debate concluded by Prime Minister
Plastiras with statement expressing hope that question would be solved

Documents: Cyprus, 1950-1954

87

within framework Greek-British friendship and liberal traditions of Great
Britain.
Press continues play up the subject, but like Parliamentary oratory on
entirely emotional and so-called national basis. Embassy has yet to see
any reference in public discussion as to what Greek Government would
do if it inherited reportedly strong, numerous, and well-organized Communist Party in Cyprus, nor has there been any discussion whatsoever of
economic points involved. As to defense aspects, all non-leftist groups in
Greece declare willingness Britain retain whatever bases and military
installations it wishes on Island. Ex-Minister Protopapadakis, fiery nationalist, has, for example, recently expressed this view to Embassy officer
and has added that Greeks will be perfectly willing accept arrangement
for Cyprus similar to Anglo-Egyptian Sudan condominium.
Throughout history Greek nation, fundamental, if not primary, element Greek nationalism has been Irredentist. British action in according
independence India and Burma, not to mention Ceylon, seems to Greeks
intolerable reflection on level of "civilization" of Greece and its orphan,
Cyprus. Agitation is further inflamed by fact that many of leading
journalists are Cypriots such as Hourmouzis of KATHIMERINI, Kyrou
of ESTIA, and Akritas (real name Archos), editor of newly established
daily ELLENIKA CHRONIKA. Professional patriots such as Tourkovassilis and Kanellopoulos, of course, permit no occasion to pass for
beating nationalist drum, while Cyprus annexation popular with proCommunists fundamentally as a means of embarrassing Britain and as of
reducing Western power in Eastern Mediterranean. Present government
extremely sensitive to charges of being insufficiently nationalist and must,
therefore, from opportunism, if not from conviction, swell Enosis chorus
without giving any more thought than the irresponsible press and orators
to practical problems involved.
Nevertheless, Cyprus question is and will remain burning issue as
long as British maintain present purely negative attitude. Locally, of course,
Embassy doing everything appropriate to play down Cyprus question and
prevent it from becoming leading international issue.
MINOR
RWP :MMG
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CONFIDENTIAL.
OFFICE MEMORANDUM • UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Date: June 2, 1950
To: H — Mr. McFall
From: NEA — Mr. Hare
Subject: Union of Cyprus with Greece
There are attached for your consideration and signature letters to
Senator McCarran and Congressman Baring, who have written to Ambassador Austin supporting the proposal of one of their constituents that
the United States Delegation to the United Nations submit to that organization "for discussion and action" the question of the union of Cyprus
with Greece.
In view of the delicate issues involved, it is not considered desirable
to circulate in writing outside the Department the reasons for the Department's negative attitude toward this proposal. It is possible, however, that
the well-organized Greek-American groups in the United States may succeed in arousing considerable favorable Congressional interest in this
matter. If so, it would be desirable to point out orally and confidentially
to interested members of Congress that the Department's opinion is
based primarily on the broad legal and political considerations outlined
below rather than on any judgment with respect to the relative merits of
the arguments for and against union of Cyprus with Greece.
(1) Cyprus is a British Crown Colony and the possible transfer of
sovereignty over Cyprus to Greece is not an issue which directly involves
the United States or significant American interests. While the United
States generally supports the principle for the self-determination of peoples,
it is not considered necessary or practical for the United States to take a
position with respect to every territorial issue and every nationalist aspiration throughout the world. The issue of the union of Cyprus with Greece
is only one of many similar issues in world politics, and any action taken
with respect to this particular issue would necessarily have repercussions
elsewhere.
(2) On this particular issue, moreover, there are wide divergencies of
opinion both within Cyprus and among the governments directly interested in the question. Whatever the predominant opinion of the Greek
population of Cyprus (and it has never been exactly measured), the proposal for union of Cyprus with Greece appears to be strongly opposed
by the not inconsiderable non-Greek minorities on the island. The last
Cypriot census of November 1946 showed a total population of about
450,000 persons, divided as follows:
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Greek — 361,199, or 80.2%
Turkish — 80,548, or 17.9%
Armenians, Maronites, etc. — 8,367 or 1.9%
As for the governments directly involved, the Government of Greece,
for reasons which it considers valid, is sympathetic towards the movement
for union of Cyprus with Greece, although it has not raised the matter
officially with the British Government or in the United Nations forum.
On the other hand the British and Turkish Governments, for reasons
which they consider equally valid, are not sympathetic to the movement.
Turkish interest in Cyprus arises from the presence of a substantial Turkish minority in the island, from the proximity of the island to the Turkish
coast, and from the fact that the island was Turkish territory prior to
1878. It would be impractical and impolitic for the United States to attempt to sit in universal judgment in all controversies involving differences of opinion or limited conflicts of interest between powers with which
the United States maintains dose and friendly relations and which otherwise maintain close and friendly relations with one another.
(3) A complicating factor in this situation is the very recent but
ardent sponsorship of the movement for union of Cyprus with Greece
by international communism and the communist group within Cyprus. In
the light of the general international situation and the strongly anticommunist attitude of the present Greek Government, the hypocritical
nature and political objectives of this communist campaign are obvious.
The communists are dearly seeking only to drive a wedge between Greece,
Turkey and Great Britain and to embarrass the Western powers generally.
Their ultimate objective is certainly not the union of Cyprus with an independent Greece, but rather its total subjection, direct or indirect, to the
Soviet Union.
4) From the strictly statutory viewpoint, the United Nations Charter
contains no provision whereby a non-governmental group or body may
formally introduce an issue of this nature for consideration within the
United Nations forum. Also, there is no provision of the Charter whereby
the General Assembly or any other organ of the United Nations could
oblige Great Britain, against its will, to cede Cyprus to Greece.
(5) Nevertheless the Cypriot nationalists and their sympathizers might
be able to bring their case before the UN through some Member State
and there, following the Indonesian pattern, to arouse such sympathy for
their cause that the British would in effect be moved to modify their
present position in this matter. However, the collateral result of such a
development would be to expose the divisions between the interested
Western Powers, to embarrass or even embitter relations between them,
and to enhance the prestige of the USSR as the "defender" of the nationalist aspirations of small peoples. Such a weakening of the Western position would not be in the long-range interests of the people of Cyprus,
or of Greece, or of the United States.
(6) The USSR would thus be the chief beneficiary of UN discussion
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of the Cyprus issue in the absence of some preliminary and voluntary
rapprochement between the views of those who oppose the union of
Cyprus with Greece and those who favor it. This suggests that a more
constructive course of action would lie in the exploration of the possibilities and bases of such a rapprochement.
In addition to the foregoing, there are other unresolved questions
which bear more directly on the substance of this issue and which, in the
Department's opinion, render the adoption of a firm position by the
United States premature. Among these are whether a substantial majority
of the Cypriot population does in fact desire union with Greece, whether
the material welfare and security of Cyprus might not be adversely affected by a transfer of sovereignty, and whether the management and
economic burden of administering Cyprus might not be excessive for
Greece in its present circumstances which already require the extension of
considerable American support.

Attachments:
I. Letter to Mr. Ra lli
2. Letter to Mr. Thevos
3. Letter to Senator McCarran
4. Letter to Congressman Baring
5. Memo from US UN—B. H. Brown, with attachments
-

cc: UNA, UNP, EUR, BNA, USUN, Embassy, Athens, Embassy, Ankara,
Consulate, Nicosia, Embassy, London
NEA :GTI:LJCromie:jaw BNA EUR UNP UND
6/5/50

CONFIDENTIAL
OFFICE MEMORANDUM • UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Date: July 7, 1950
To: GTI — Mr. Anschuetz
From: UNP — Mr. Meyers
Subject: Cyprus Question: Article 2 (7) Of The United Nations
Charter As A Possible Bar to General Assembly Consideration Of The Issue

1. In response to your request for information to be inserted as part
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of the GTI memorandum to persuade the United Kingdom to budge
from its adamant position on the Cyprus question, I suggest that the following paragraphs might well be made a part of this memorandum to
show the weakness of Article 2 (7) as a UK defense:
"The Charter injunction against the United Nations' intervention in matters 'which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any state', set forth in Article 2 (7), has in only two
instances played a role in preventing UN action. These two instances were: (i) In the Security Council in the Czechoslovakian
Question, through the use of the 'double veto' the USSR prevented
establishment of a sub-committee to hear witnesses and obtain
further information on the Communist coup d' eta!; using Article
2 (7) as one of several reasons for its actions; (ii) In 1949,
during consideration of the Third Greek Case, the First Committee
of the General Assembly voted down various resolutions dealing
with death sentences passed by Greek military courts on the ground
that they would have interfered with the Greek Government's
actions in regard to its internal administration. In neither of the
two cases cited above did the raising of Article 2 (7) prevent
discussion of the issues.
"In all other instances, both in the Security Council and the General
Assembly, a careful check of documents and records reveals that the
raising of the issue of domestic jurisdiction did not stop either broad
discussion of the issues or resolutions expressing the attitude and recommendations of various UN Organs. Article 2 (7) was raised as an unsuccessful defense in the following cases:
Security Council

The Spanish Question: in 1949;
The Indonesian Case: throughout the hearings;
The Hyderabad Question: on 19 May 1949.
General Assembly

Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms in Bulgaria and
Hungary: April 1949;
Indians in South Africa: in 1946, 1947, and 1949;
The South West African Question: in connection with the
right of Reverend Michael Scott to present certain views in the
Fourth General Assembly, Fourth Committee, in the autumn
of 1949;
The Soviet Wives Question: in the Sixth Committee in April,
1949;
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Dependent Territories Problems: from the beginning of the
First General Assembly to the present various administering
powers raised the point of interference by the General Assembly or its committees in domestic jurisdiction, with consistent
lack of success.
"The cases most analogous to the Cyprus Question are the Indonesian
and the Dependent Territories issues.
"In the Indonesian case, the Netherlands representative, throughout
the initial handling of the dispute, maintained the position that the case
was one of domestic jurisdiction and that the Security Council was not
competent to consider the issue. He again raised Article 2 (7) in December 1948, but to no avail. France, Belgium, and the United Kingdom, on
occasion, reserved their positions, but the majority of the Council members
considered that the Council had jurisdiction. The solution of the Indonesian dispute was the creation of the Republic of the United States of
Indonesia (RUSI) within the Netherlands Union, a major change from
the Dutch East Indies' previous colonial status.
"Throughout the various discussions on Dependent Territories Problems, the administering powers have declared that Article 2 (7) was a
defense to various proposals advanced in committee and in plenary sessions. Such objectives have largely been unsuccessful. The establishment
of the Special Committee for Information Transmitted under Article 73
(e) was opposed at various times by the United Kingdom, Belgium, and
France on the ground that the information to be transmitted was not
subject to examination, criticism or recommendations; that any other
interpretation was a violation of Artide 2 (7). Nonetheless, the Committee was established and was given powers to examine the information
and make recommendations deemed desirable relating to functional fields
generally but not with respect to individual territories. The Committee
was continued in 1948 for a year and was extended for a three-year period
in 1949. The administering powers opposed the extension of the committee and opposed its power to make substantive recommendations, both objections being based on the proposition that these resolutions infringed on
the domestic jurisdiction of the administering members. These objections
were overruled in the Special Committee, in the Fourth Committee
(Trusteeship), and in the General Assembly. It should also be pointed
out that in 1949, four of the six resolutions adopted by the Special Committee dealt with substantive matters; that these resolutions were adopted,
with slight amendment, by the Fourth Committee and the General Assembly. These resolutions dealt with such subjects as matters relating to
equal education in non-self-governing territories; the language of instruction to be used in non-self-governing territories, inviting the use of the
indigenous languages; eradication of illiteracy in such territories, requesting an annual account of the measures taken; and economic, social, and
educational conditions in non-self-governing territories, requesting cooperation with specialized international bodies. In addition, considerable
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controversy was raised concerning what constitutes a non-self-governing
territory and who should decide on what territories administering members are obligated to give information under Article 73 (e). The position
taken by most of the administering powers that they had the right to
decide on these issues was overruled by a resolution that it was within
the responsibility of the General Assembly to express its opinion.
"The examples related above indicate clearly that the claim of a state
administering a non-self-governing territory that various matters in regard
to such territory are within its domestic jurisdiction will generally be decided adversely to the administering state both by the Security Council
and the General Assembly. In the Security Council, the United Kingdom
would have the right to use its veto to prevent substantive action but not
consideration by the Council. However, the instant case would not be
brought to the attention of the Security Council but of the General Assembly, where the veto does not apply. It is true that General Assembly
recommendations would not legally bind the United Kingdom. Nevertheless, General Assembly discussion cannot be prevented, and may create an
atmosphere of disapproval so strong as to compel the United Kingdom to
take some action on Cyprus in order to meet the international disapproval
expressed through General Assembly discussions or resolutions."
2. I will, within the next day or so, send you another memorandum
which will set forth in some detail the instances in which Article 2 (7)
has been raised in the Security Council, the General Assembly, and committees of the General Assembly. This memorandum will show the arguments raised and the voting pattern.
UNA :UNP :HMeyers :ama
cc: Mr. Wainhouse, UNP

DEPARTMENT OF STATE
SECRET
CLASSIFICATION

AMEMBASSY,
CAIRO.
65

5 P.M.
CONTROL
6789
JUL 24 195

Possibility Enosis question being raised at forthcoming GA through
efforts either Cyprus Ethnarchy or AKEL groups discussed recently in
conversations here between Dept and Colonial Office officials. UK officials
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were informed Dept does not desire question be raised and assured willingness US coordinate tactics with UK in event Enosis issue does arise.
UK officials indicated some apprehension that Egypts might agree to
sponsor Enosis issue for inclusion on GA agenda. It was agreed probably
unwise for UK make representations to Egypt or any other nation likely
accept sponsorship Cyprus question inasmuch as this would indicate
vulnerability UK on this issue.
Arrange exchange pertinent info re developments Enosis question
with Brit Emb. Endeavor ascertain informally Egypt attitude this matter.
Shld it appear Egypt Govt preparing sponsor or support Enosis issue
you might in ur discretion indicate we feel undesirable raise this question
in view current internatl situation and complexity other issues likely to
arise.
(Cleared with
Mr. Stabler)
NEA :GTI :NLAnschuetz : cbr
7/21/50

FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Priority: AIR POUCH
Security: CONFIDENTIAL
To: Department of State
From: AMEMBASSY, LONDON DESPATCH NO. 1269,
September 14, 1950
Ref: EMBASSY'S DESPATCH NO. 350, July 19, 1950
Subject: COLONIAL OFFICE COMMENTS ON SECRET
DEVELOPMENTS AFFECTING CYPRUS
There are summarized below the comments of Miss M. L. Fisher,
Colonial Office officer responsible for Cyprus affairs, on recent developments
affecting that island.
1. Refusal of the Secretary of State for the Colonies to see the
Ethnarchy Delegation on Enosis. Miss Fisher said that it had been decided
in the Colonial Office to treat the Ethnarchy Delegation on Enosis in
exactly the same manner as the Communist delegation had been treatedi.e. to refuse to give them an opportunity formally to present their case
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to the Secretary of State for the Colonies. Since the British Government
takes the line that the agitation for Enosis is unofficial and informal, it
was considered that .to grant these delegations an audience could be interpreted as giving some degree of status to their claims. In addition, it
was considered bad tactics to appear to favor one group above the other.
Miss Fisher added that the Ethnarchy Delegation had not appeared to
be surprised at the Secretary's refusal to see them.
2. Activities of the Ethnarchy Delegation in London. Local Cypriot
sources have told the Colonial Office that the Ethnarchy Delegation was
well received by the Cypriot and Greek communities in London and had
considerable success in keeping the local communities' interest in the question of Enosis alive. (The Communist Delegation, according to these
same sources, made very little impression on these same groups except
for the Communist minority). Miss Fisher said that in the Colonial Office
view the main accomplishment of the Ethnarchy Delegation to date—and
hence the greatest danger to the British position—has been the success of
the Ethnarchy in renewing interest in the question wherever they have
been. She said that the Ethnarchy group had left a "re-vitalized" Cyprus
Committee behind them in both Athens and London which will result
in continued agitation for Enosis, renewed funds etc. In this sense the
Ethnarchy Delegation's accomplishments had been important. The British
have been hoping that the expense of keeping the two delegations going
would lessen the enthusiasm of the Enosis supporters in Cyprus, most of
whom contributed to the funds for both delegations. If the Ethnarchy
Delegation continues to be successful in its contacts with Greeks and
Cypriots outside Cyprus, many of whom are relatively prosperous, there
would appear less chance of funds for continued agitation drying up.
3. Possibilities of the Cyprus Issue being brought up in the UN.
Miss Fisher had no information as to the plans of the Ethnarchy Delegation for raising Enosis with the United Nations beyond the statement
of the Bishop of Kyrenia in the enclosed newspaper item from the
Manchester Guardian. The British fervently hope that Cyprus does not
get discussed by the UN since the British case is a difficult one to present
effectively. Miss Fisher said that no attempt to explain away, qualify, or
discredit the plebiscite of last January could disguise the fact that a clear
majority of the people in Cyprus want union with Greece. Nor is it
politically effective to attempt to answer charges merely by presenting
statistics about the improved standards of health etc. which the British
have brought to the island. From the emotional and political standpoint
the British case is not good and under the circumstances the chief aim of
the British is to prevent discussion of the issue. The Communist delegation on Cyprus was particularly well received in Prague, according to Miss
Fisher's information, but the British still have had no definite indication
that Czeschoslovakia or any other nation will attempt to put Cyprus on
the GA's agenda.
4. Famagusta Incident involving the United States Fleet. Miss Fisher
had had only brief reports of the recent incident as a result of which the
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U.S. Fleet had terminated its visit to Famagusta. She said that the Colonial
Office had received the impression that the local Communists were making
considerable capital out of their "success" in driving the fleet away and
that the Colonial Office feared a strengthening of the Communists' prestige as a result.
Margaret Joy Tibbetts
Attaché
Endosure:
Copies of Manchester Guardian article
"Cypriot Delegates to go to U.S."
Copies to:
AraEmbassy, Athens
AmConsulate, Nicosia
MJTibbetts:je

OUTGOING AIRGRAM
DEPARTMENT OF STATE
SECRET
CLASSIFICATION

July 26, 1950
2:55 P.M.
TO

AMERICAN DIPLOMATIC OFFICERS.

The Department is concerned at the possibility that the question of
Enosis (the union of Cyprus with Greece) may be raised in the forthcoming General Assembly. At this time it cannot be determined whether
the Ethnarchy Group (Greek Orthodox Church) or AKEL (the Communist political party), or both will take action to induce some General
Assembly delegation to raise the question in the Assembly.
The Department prefers that this issue not be raised at this time.
However, if the matter is put on the agenda, the Department considers
that Article 2 (7)- which prohibits intervention in matters which are
essentially within the jurisdiction of any State—could not be a bar to
discussion and, in view of our general policy in the past, we would have
to agree to discuss the matter.
Please report promptly by cable any information indicating that the
Enosis question will be raised at the forthcoming meeting of the General
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Assembly and any indication that the Government to which you are
accredited might support such action.
The Arab States, India, Guatemala or possibly even Argentina are
considered most likely States to be approached to raise this question.
ACHESON
NEA : GTI :NLAnschuetz :edh

FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Priority: AIR POUCH
Security: SECRET
To: Department of State
From: AMCONSULATE NICOSIA 24 AUGUST 30, 1950
Ref: MOSCOW's TEL. NO. 415 to DEPT; (Rptd. USUN 44,
ATHENS g)
Subject: CYPRUS POLITICS; COMMENT ON THE
REFERENCE TELEGRAM.
The very interesting telegram cited above, containing as it did a
valuable estimate of Soviet reaction to the effort to place the "Enosis"
issue before the General Assembly, was very helpful to us; as was
also the information it conveyed with regard to the utterances of Cypriot
Communists Papaioannou and Adamantos while in Bucharest.
With regard to that section of the telegram which mentioned the
desirability of encouraging the British to grant a greater degree of selfgovernment to this Island, I have certain comment to make.
The issue here is not to induce the British to accept such a principle,
for they have long since done so. Under the proposed Constitution submitted by the Cyprus Government to the now-defunct Cyprus Consultative Assembly in May, 1948, a very large measure of self-government was to have been accorded. It seems to me that emphasis should
be placed instead on the need for Cypriot acceptance of that degree
of self-government. The Department will recall from my despatch
no. 16 of August 13, 1948, which reported the dissolution of the Assembly by the Governor, that the constitutional proposals had foundered
on Cypriot refusal to accept the two checks imposed therein on the
contemplated legislature, i.e., the Governor's right to veto or create
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legislation in emergencies, and the prohibition of any discussion of the
status of Cyprus within the Empire. This latter provision was most
irksome to both the Church and the Communists, for it would obviously make dear old "Enosis" quite taboo.
Failure of the Cypriots to make progress in their present efforts
toward "Enosis" might make them more receptive to consideration of
the extent of self-government which is now a "standing offer" of the
British. If that should prove to be the case, and we shall have a good
idea of the position after the Assembly adjourns, I believe our effort
in the matter, if effort is deemed desirable by the Department, might
more constructively be aimed at inducing Cypriot cooperation in what
the British themselves have described as an "advance along the road to
political development."
William J. Porter
American Consul
350/
WJPorter
Copies to: London, Moscow, Athens and Ankara.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE
ASSISTANT SECRETARY

October 6, 1950.
CONFIDENTIAL
To: UNP — Mr. Wainhouse
From: UNA — Mr. Hickerson
Subject: Cyprus Question
The deadline for putting items on the agenda of the GA, I believe,
passed on October 5th and the Cyprus question was not raised. I gather
from the telegrams that the proponents of this matter were rebuffed
by the Soviet Union, the satellites and others. One of the telegrams said
that the Soviet Union did not wish to see the people of Cyprus turned
over to the domination of the monarchistic Fascist government of
Greece. Another telegram said that Egypt did not want to sponsor this
since they feared the British would not want to take their troops out
of the Suez Canal area if they had to leave Cyprus. It seems to me that
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we do not need to issue formal instructions to the Delegation on this
matter at this time. I spoke to David Popper on the telephone about
this and asked him to telephone us if anybody proposes this item, in
order that we could issue formal instructions, if necessary, to the
Delegation.
My own feeling is that if the Soviet Union or a satellite raised this
we should oppose putting this on the agenda as an urgent and important
item.
John D. Hickerson
Attachment: Memo, 10/2, from Mr. Wainhouse to Mr. Hickerson, on
"Cyprus Question: US Position Towards Voting in General
Committee".
UNA: JDH : em

OFFICE MEMORANDUM • UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
CONFIDENTIAL
Date: October 2, 1950
To: UNA — Mr. Hickerson
From: UNP — Mr. Wainhouse D.W.W.
Subject: Cyprus Question: US Position Towards Voting in General
Committee
1. A considerable number of Cyprus islanders have been agitating
for "Enosis," or Union with Greece. The Island has never been under
Greek jurisdiction and, since 1878, has been a British Crown Colony.
The British, in 1948, offered a considerable measure of self-government
subject to the conditions that (i) the position of Cyprus within the
Empire could not be discussed and (ii) the Governor could legislate in
an emergency. The Cypriots refused to accept this offer, and both the
Communist and the Greek Orthodox groups have pressed for union
with Greece. The Orthodox Church delegation is in New York now
lobbying to induce some state to place the matter on the GA Agenda.
There are rumors that the Cypriot communists have persuaded the
Czechs to raise the issue. So far, no delegation has indicated intent to
place the question before the General Assembly.
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2. It is suspected that the Greek delegation is playing "both
sides of the street" on the question whether the item should be subbitted to the GA.
3. The position paper on this subject instructs our delegation to
work to discourage placing the question on the Agenda. The argument
is that the "Enosis" issue can be placed on the Agenda now only under
Rule 15, as of an important and urgent character; that it is neither urgent
nor important in comparison with other matters which should be considered by the GA. However, the Delegation was instructed, that the
decision to vote for or against inclusion as an agenda item should be
taken, in consultation with the Department, in view of considerations
prevailing at that time.
4. The concerned offices in the Department are split on this subject
as follows:
(a) NEA and EUR want the delegation instructed now to vote
against General Committee recommendation to the GA to place the
question on the Agenda. The argument is that the issue is not urgent
or important; the Delegation has been instructed to work actively to
discourage placing the item on the agenda; it is inconsistent to refuse
to vote against its inclusion; our efforts to persuade other delegations
against raising this issue will be weakened by our inability to say that
we will vote against it in the General Committee.
(b) UND argues that whether this question is "important" to
the US is not determined in a vacuum, but depends in part upon the
attitude indicated by various countries, particularly the non-administering
powers in this case. If a strong sentiment for placing the question on
the agenda develops among such powers, we can do no more than
abstain; we can not vote negatively when the issue is tinged with
"colonialism". Therefore, we should wait and see whether the issue
will be raised; how it is raised; and by which state. If the Soviet bloc
proffer the question, the US can probably vote negatively.
(c) UNP agrees with UND that the voting question should not
be decided at the present time, and for the same reasons. We would
be inclined, even if the Communists raise the issue, to abstain from
voting in view of the general US position that any international question can be discussed in the appropriate UN forum. Recognizing that
the British regard their continuing control of Cyprus strategically
important, we believe that the complex political issues attendant upon
a negative vote in this situation, with particular respect to the future,
should not be decided on the basis of pure logic separated from the
way in which the question arises.
5. At a meeting of representatives of GTI, BNA, EUR, UND
and UNP today, it was agreed that your views would be obtained.
Consequently, we solicit your comments. UND and UNP recommend
that no additional instructions on voting be issued the Delegation,
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until it is clear how the question will be raised. There should be
ample time, if and when the SYG refers the item to the General
Committee, to make such decision.
UND
c/w Mr. Cargo
UNA :UNP :HMeyers : dr
cc: UND — Mr. Cargo

ACTION COPY

INCOMING TELEGRAM
DEPARTMENT OF STATE
TELEGRAPH BRANCH
SECRET

Control: 4322
Rec'd: December 9, 1950
7:15 a.m.
From: Athens
To: Secretary of State
NO: 1847, December 8, 6 p.m.
SENT WASHINGTON 1847, REPEATED INFO LONDON 30,
NICOSIA UNNUMBERED.
Cyprus delegation just returned from US and Britain called on
Venizelos yesterday and thereafter issued statement to effect that "Prime
Minister considers that in spite of present international conditions
solution of Cyprus question should not be further delayed."
I mentioned matter to Venizelos today, pointing out that, while
Greek political interest in Cyprus clearly understood, its military importance in British planning for defense east Mediterranean made
change in status unwise under present critical international conditions.
Venizelos emphasized statement issued by delegation and not by
himself, but did not disavow its content. He pointed out heavy pressure
to which Greek Government subjected re Cyprus and expressed opinion
Greece will bring question before 1951 UNGA unless satisfactory
settlement reached. He recognized strategic importance Cyprus, but
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indicated Greece would, if island under its sovereignty, accord UK
all necessary facilities for base.
Embassy does not believe issue will be pressed at this juncture, but
has impression Greeks may become increasingly pressing during coming
months. We will take further opportunities to point out disadvantages
change in status quo under present circumstances.
PEURIFOY
MJF:KC

Book Reviews
State and Class in Turkey: A Study in Capitalist Development by CAGLAR
KEYDER. London: Verso, 1987.

Caglar Keyder's weighty study of modern Turkey is part of the now
not-so-new school of political economy emanating from Immanuel Wallerstein at the State University of New York at Binghamton. This school of
thought, commonly referred to as either "dependency theory" or "world
systems theory," seeks to understand national history and national development as part of a world-wide process of capitalist integration. The
corollary to this is that nation-states cannot be profitably studied on their
own, but should be seen within the framework of one world system. The
theorist is then confronted with a key question: where does country X
fit in? As it stands to date dependency theory has divided the world
into three zones: the capitalist core, the semiperiphery and the periphery.
Roughly speaking, this tripartite division seems to parallel the more
standard separation of the world into wealthy, not so wealthy and obviously poor countries. Turkey, and Greece for that matter, would fall into
the semiperiphery. Keyder's chapter headings faithfully reflect this model:
pre-nineteenth century Ottoman history is entitled "Before Capitalist Incorporation" (Chapter One) and the growing contacts between the Ottomans and the West are viewed as "The Process of Peripheralisation"
(Chapter Two).
Whereas development economists at the World Bank or the United
Nations might argue that, given the right policies, everyone can join the
capitalist core, dependency theory takes a decidedly more pessimistic view
of things. As the terms imply, the semiperiphery and the periphery are,
by definition, dependent on the capitalist core. The developed capitalist
states of Western Europe and North America have established hegemony,
that is to say, they have successfully remade the world to suit their own
interests, and the non-core states must play a subordinate role in the world
division of labor in order for the system to survive.
This is dependency theory in all its simplicity. Its more subtle practitioners have, of course, been considerably more sophisticated in their
approach than I have indicated here. Particularly in Latin America,
theorists have been careful to stress the complex interplay between external
and internal factors. Cardoso and Faletto, in one of the first works on
dependency, wrote:
We conceive the relationship between external and internal forces
103
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as forming a complex whole whose structural links are not based
on mere external forms of exploitation and coercion but are rooted
in coincidences of interests between local dominant classes and
international ones, and, on the other side, are challenged by local
dominated groups and dasses. (1,p.xvi)

It, therefore, stands to reason that dependency will not look the same
everywhere. Caglar Keyder's book is an attempt to tell us what it looks
like in Turkey.
Keyder is quick to tell us in the introduction that he is more interested
in testing theory than he is in either the Ottoman Empire or Turkey.
. . . most of the theoretical questions relating to peripheral development can be raised fruitfully within the context of Turkish
history. I have undertaken this book partly in order to analyse this
history within the framework of the literature on peripheral development and also as an attempt to discuss the theoretical concerns that I mentioned above in the historical context I know best.
(pp. 1-2)
As Middle Eastern historiography continues to trail other areas of the
world in theoretical sophistication, this is a brave and welcome attempt to
remedy the situation. However, it does have certain consequences for the
book as a whole, the most notable of which is a consistent vagueness on
and, indeed, disinterest in historical detail. Given his concern with capitalist integration, it stands to reason that the earlier chapters are the more
standard and uninteresting. His analysis quickens with the spread of the
world market.
Keyder identifies two historical developments that were crucial in
determining the specific form under which Turkey joined the world
system. First, large-scale land ownership never developed in the agrarian
structure. Rather, the peasantry managed to retain and then legally consolidate its presence on the land in the nineteenth century. As much as
75% of the land was held in small, peasant plots. (Keyder's book confines itself to Anatolia; other parts of the Ottoman Empire underwent
radically different processes.)
Second, the well-known population exchanges in the aftermath of
World War I meant that the new Turkish state was able to rid itself of
its native, but ethnically distinct, bourgeoisie in one fell swoop. Lacking
both a landed aristocracy and a strong bourgeoisie, Turkey was then able
to head off in the direction of bureaucratic reformism, rather than "a
capitalist state under bourgeois domination." In time, a Turkish bourgeoisie
struggled into existence and Keyder understands Turkish politics largely
as the struggle for domination between this new group and the state
bureaucracy. At times, however, the struggle among different factions of
the bureaucracy is paramount. This is particularly true of the 1920s. His
periodization of Turkish history follows the boom and bust cycles of
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world capitalism, in keeping with the world-systems model. To give just
a few examples, "the great depression of the nineteenth century (18731896) ushered in ideological conservatism and the parallel eclipse of
the Westernising party in the Empire." Similarly, "because of the dismantling of the world order in the inter-war period, the bureaucracy
could opt for a politically directed national economy, following the experience of Italy and Germany." (p. 3)
Keyder's model is undoubtedly one of ". • . considerable analytic elegance" as the book jacket review writes. And the emphasis on Turkey's
position in the world opens the door to comparative work in the future,
which is also valuable. His approach tends to play fast and loose with the
facts, however, and the analysis of Turkish politics seems to be driven
by a concern for theoretical coherence, rather than historical accuracy.
The author's lack of concern for historical accuracy is most evident
in the early chapters on the Ottoman Empire. He lumps all state functionaries together—from ". . . the lowest tax-collecting functionary and
the vizier, on one hand, and the kadi and the janissary, on the other
hand . . ."—because ". . . they were found on the same side of the surplus
extracting relationship . . ." by which he means that they weren't producers of wealth. Given this similar structural position he then goes on
to assert that all these groups shared ". . . a common ideological perspective and a political attitude." (p. 26) Even a casual student of the Ottoman Empire knows that this is simply not true. The ulema and the
janissaries were often at loggerheads, just as the ulema themselves were
internally divided. On a number of occasions viziers tried mightily to take
over vakif land (religious endowments) controlled by the ulema, and the
ulema resisted them just as strenuously. Keyder's silence on this subject
implies that these were just so many intra-elite battles of little consequence, but, in fact, these conflicts represented serious disputes over
the organization of the Empire and the bureaucracy and of the distribution of wealth. The eventual triumph of the "centralizing faction" was
neither unchallenged nor foreordained. His dismissal of these divisions
is even more striking because he pays dose attention to intra-elite struggles
in the Republican period.
The Ottoman bureaucracy's adhesion to European models and principles in the eighteenth century cannot be understood solely as an attempt
to save its own skin as Keyder states (p. 28). This ignores the very real
military threat that Ottoman statesmen were laboring under at this time.
It is highly unlikely that, "They welcomed the institutionalisation of economic integration into Western capitalism as a victory over the retrograde
tenets of old Ottoman statecraft." (p. 28) The capitulations (the primary
instrument of integration before the 19th century) were closely linked to
military concerns. Berkes writes the following on the Ottoman-French
capitulations of 1569: "Since the Ottomans were in that year making
preparations to attack Cyprus (under Venetian occupation) they were
anxious for good relations with France." 1 Well into the nineteenth cen1Niyazi

Berkes, The Development of Secularism in Turkey.
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tury strength was understood as military strength and the implications of
"economic integration" were not widely understood. To assume otherwise
is anachronistic. In a similar fashion Keyder finds the origin of the Young
Turks in an "economic mentality" brought about by the spread of the
marketplace while ignoring their major complaint which was tyranny.
(p. 41)
Dependency theory developed in part as a response to Eurocentric
theories of the world. It is curious then that Keyder's book, as an example
of dependency writing, is weakened by its reliance on a very Europeanstyle bourgeoisie in the Republican period to explain many of the divisions of modern, Turkish politics. Throughout the book we are told that
the bourgeoisie is struggling to dominate, control or subordinate the
state in order to be free to make money. The bureaucracy and the bourgeoisie, it seems, are structurally destined for conflict.
This conflict didn't get underway immediately. During the 1920s
the bourgeoisie did not constitute an autonomous political force and its
relationship with the new state was "symbiotic." (p. 82) Keyder seems
to think this typ e of behavior needs explaining and he attributes it to the
numerical weakness of the bourgeoisie and the cultural heritage of
.. subservience which characterised Ottoman merchants in relation to
the Palace." (1). 83) To my mind, given the ill-defined borders between
public and private sector in so many Third World countries, it is rather
an independent bourgeoisie that needs explaining. Keyder's writing, unfortunately, is extremely schematic which makes it difficult to know who
it is exactly that constitutes the Turkish bourgeoisie. A state-created and
supported bourgeoisie would be another way of explaining the close relationship between the state and this "class," but Keyder's assumption of
conflict does not allow for this alternative.
In keeping with the world-systems approach, it was the crash of 1929
that ushered in a new period of bourgeoisie/bureaucracy cooperation
which would last until the end of World War II. This was the period
of etatism par excellence and Keyder gives many examples of state/
bourgeois collaboration. He even goes so far as to say that ". . . it also
becomes difficult to distinguish between the top ranks of the political
dass and the industrial bourgeoisie." (p. 105) He mentions that 74.2%
of all firms established between 1931 and 1940 were founded by bureaucrats. (p. 106) This makes it difficult to understand why he persistently
reverts to the "conflict" between the bourgeoisie and the state to explain
shifts in politics. Suddenly, in the 1950 elections we find the bourgeoisie
championing the free market against statist intervention as a result of
their "disenchantment" with bureaucratic control over the economy. Keyder
writes that by 1950 the bourgeoisie had attained "sufficient strength" to
challenge the bureaucracy, which implies that this was their intent all
along. This seems rather teleological. In my opinion, other interpretations
of the changes in Turkey following World War II would be more coherent. The impact of mass politics with the advent of the multi-party
system, for instance, which George Mavrogordatos has analyzed so skill-
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fully in Stillborn Republic, his study of interwar Greece, or the "Americanization" of Turkey which could have encouraged lip-service to liberal
economics as a way of ensuring access to massive American funds. Keyder
discusses these issues, of course, along with many others, but the conflict
between state and bourgeoisie remains paramount. Thus the political
economy post-1950 is understood in the following way:
The bureaucracy's inability to forge a new alliance not only
signalled its defeat in electoral politics, but also assured its subordination to the bourgeoisie during the subsequent phase of
Turkish political economy. The bureaucracy lost its status as a
social class with its own project and became a group of state
managers whose level of autonomy depended on the nature of the
accumulation process and intra-bourgeois balances. Despite the rich
historical heritage of a state tradition, political power after 1950
remained in the hands of the bourgeoisie. (p. 127)
Again, the facts that Keyder provides us with seem to argue more for
a symbiotic relationship which he acknowledged for the 1920s rather than
the subordination of the state class to the bourgeoisie. As quickly as 1954
there was ". . a growing suspicion of the liberal model . . ." (although,
typically, he doesn't say by whom) and a return to some statist measures
of control. The 1960 coup is interpreted as big capital's desire to move
to the stage of capital accumulation, regulated by the state, "a task which
the Democratic Party administration, severely politicised in its last years,
was not capable of fulfilling." (p. 143) The new phase was to last for
the next two decades. It is difficult to see just how the state was subordinate in the new political economy. One of the two pillars of the new order
was ". . . the political allocation of scarce economic resources—especially
foreign exchange and credit . . ." (p. 147) The establishment of a State
Planning Office meant that ". . . a situation was created which privileged
political allocation processes and, consequently, bargaining at the very
top administrative level rather than in the market." (p. 148) I suppose
the argument could be made that since the bourgeoisie, with the coup of
1960, imposed this regime, the regime must be understood as serving
bourgeois interest. Still, that doesn't negate the fact that big capital
continued to rely on the state for capital accumulation, rather than on the
free market. This makes their supposed embrace of liberal doctrine back
in 1950 even less convincing. Once again, the conflict of interest between
the state and the bourgeoisie just doesn't seem to be there. Keyder himself
writes,
. . . the project of the manufacturing bourgeoisie, as it was underwritten by Turkey's international patrons, conformed well with
the short and medium term interests of the working class and a
certain stratum of the bureaucracy. (my emphasis) (p. 144)
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Keyder's discussion of Republican Turkey includes an extensive and
valuable analysis of the class structure of Turkey and the changes it went
through due to shifts in the political economy. It seems to me that his
study could have been more coherent if he had included the struggle
between the bureaucratic/bourgeois bloc and the excluded dasses, espedaily after 1950, rather than insisting on the primacy of a bourgeois/
bureaucratic conflict throughout the entire period. Along these lines, his
discussion of the ideological difference between ". . . a petty bourgeois
market ideology of seventeenth century vintage, and a bourgeois ideology
more appropriate to the period of industrial development in the post-war
world" (p. 143) is extremely interesting and should be pursued. Keyder,
however, ruled out this model from the very beginning.
The narrative also focuses on the relations among dominant classes
and factions, and their attempts to attain, maintain and employ
state power. The peasantry and the working class enter the picture
only indirectly and in subordinate fashion. This is because neither
of the two producing classes was sufficiently strong or organised
directly to influence the outcome of the political struggle: it was
either the bureaucracy or groups within the bourgeoisie who,
through their conflict, defined the parameters of state policies,
administrative forms and the political regime. (p. 4)
Like much of the writing of the dependency school, the writing suffers
from an excess of jargon. American democracy, for instance, is defined
as "the ideological export commodity of the world hegemonic power"
(p. 141) and every dass seems to have a "hegemonic project."
I should conclude by reaffirming the strength of the dependency
school of political economy. By insisting on the primacy of the world as
a system, it lends itself very well to comparative analysis. Therefore this
book will interest anyone working on the political economy of modern
Greece, although Keyder prefers to compare Turkey to Latin America.
In my opinion, the shared historical past of the two countries could make
comparative analysis especially rich and interesting. After all, Greece is
the country that received the "missing bourgeoisie" of Keyder's analysis!
—Molly Greene

**
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LABS BAERENTZEN, JOHN 0. IATRIDES, OLE SMITH (eds.). Studies in
the History of the Greek Civil War, 1945-1949. Modern Greek and
Balkan Studies, Supplementary Volume 2. Copenhagen: Museum
Tusculanum Press, 1987. Pp. 324.
The fifteen studies published in this volume were originally read at
the "Conference on the Greek Civil War, 1945-1949" which was held in
Copenhagen under the sponsorship of the University of Copenhagen's
Department of Modern Greek and Balkan Studies in 1984. The publication
makes a valuable contribution to the growing literature on the history of
the Greek Civil War by presenting well researched papers which either
introduce new topics or present new perspectives on more familiar issues.
Keith Legg contributes the opening paper and argues that Greece's postwar political instability stemmed from the continuation of patterns established in the interwar period which were compounded by the civil war
and a generational shift of political leadership from an older, more experienced cohort to younger, less experienced individuals. The contributions of
Christos Hadziiossif, Stanley Aschenbrenner, Procopis Papastratis, Ole
Smith, and Heinz Richter partially support Legg's thesis. Hadziiossif, a
historian, examines the 1945 economic policies of Kiriakos Varvaressos
and concludes that Varvaressos' mild modernization reforms were too
radical for the Greek bankers and industrialists who forced his removal
from office. Aschenbrenner, an anthropologist, presents a fascinating account of cleavage, polarization, violence, and incomplete reconciliation of
a Peloponnesian village during the period from 1921 to 1960. He describes
how between 1921 and 1940 two village factions evolved from division
along the lines of kinship, politics, and economic cooperation. The Axis
occupation intensified these prewar divisions and provoked violent conflict,
which left lasting scars on the villagers. Aschenbrenner's work suggests
that although local issues and personalities remain primary in explaining
the division of the community, political ideology was not absent. Indeed,
his analysis indirectly challenges William H. McNeil's thesis that "food
deficient" villages were the major source of rebel recruits for the resistance
and the civil war periods. Procopis Papastratis compares the failure of
postwar Greek governments to purge the Greek civil service of wartime
collaborators to the sharp contrast of the rough treatment given to axis
collaborators in Belgium, Netherlands, Norway, Denmark, and France.
Ole Smith and Heinz Richter cross pens over the Greek Communist
Party decision to launch the civil war, and indirectly support Legg's thesis.
Smith's contribution defends Zachariades's policy from 1945 to 1947 and
argues that the KKE's policy wanted to avoid violence and that the arming of guerrillas was a defensive measure forced on the KKE by the
Greek Right, backed by Britain and the United States. Richter agrees
that the Party did not want civil war, but he is more convincing in his
withering critique of Zachariades as a person whose Leninist-Stalinist
ideological blinders led him to misunderstand completely the political
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realities of postwar Greece. These radically different interpretations are
reminders of the divisions which have afflicted the KKE in the past and
continue to do so.
Lars Baerentzen moves the volume on to new territory with the first
serious scholarly examination of the "Paidomazoma." He points out that
during the civil war the KKE and the Greek government removed noncombatant populations from the war zones for strategic purposes and that
the Greek government was the first to remove children. Hagen Fleischer
presents a convincing argument that the noncommunist left organized under
the SK-ELD umbrella by Alexandros Svolos, Ilias Tsirimokos, and Dimitri
Stratis was a genuinely autonomous political force which may not have
succeeded in its goal of establishing itself as a "third force" in Greek
politics but nonetheless did have influence on political developments between 1945 and 1949.
Angeliki E. Laiou presents a lengthy and painstaking archival study of
Greek rural population movements during the civil war. The conflict
displaced 600,000 persons whose appalling misery created severe problems
for the towns which received them. Since resources for repatriation to
their home villages after the conflict ended proved totally inadequate,
she offers the tentative hypothesis that this mass of displaced persons
made up a significant portion of the Greek emigration movement of the
1950's.
Nigel Clive gives a brief insider's view of British policy from 1944
to 1947, and Robert Frazier offers an insight on how Ernest Bevin used
the threat of withdrawing British troops from Greece to impress Secretary
of State George Marshall with the seriousness of Britain's postwar economic
difficulties. In a long and useful paper John 0. Iatrides carefully delineates
the American, British, Greek, and KKE perceptions of Soviet policy
between 1944 and 1949. He demonstrates clearly that the American belief
that Greece was being subverted by international communism under the
direction of Moscow was based not on direct evidence of Soviet actions
in Greece but on Washington's globalism—the tendency to interpret local
developments in terms of a geopolitical strategy premised on Soviet expansionism. Indeed, Iatrides shows that American diplomatic and intelligence sources inside Greece found little evidence in 1945 and 1946 to
support the centrality of Moscow as claimed by the Greek government
and Washington. Ambassador Lincoln MacVeagh was not persuaded of
this assumption until late 1946 when he visited President Truman in
Washington. On the other hand, the Greek communists expected support
and aid from Stalin which proved to be wishful thinking. The two excellent pieces by the late Elizabeth Barker explain why the KKE's expectations were illusory.
In one article Barker examines Yugoslav policy toward Greece and in
the second she examines the Yugoslays and the Greek civil war. She
argues against simplistic explanations of Tito's policies and concludes that
the failure of the Greek communists can be blamed neither on Tito's
"treachery" nor Stalin's decision to end the conflict but on ". . . a corn-
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bination of a large number of factors, ranging from the internal problems
of the various communist parties, exacerbated by Moscow's interventions,
to the grand strategy of the great power in the cold war." Joze Pirjevec
analyzes the Tito-Stalin split in the concluding contribution. These papers
by Iatrides, Barker, and Pirjevec provide the best analysis available in
English of Stalin's and Tito's role in Greece during the civil war era
—John L. Hondros

**
YORGOS A. KOURVETARIS and BETTY A. DOBRATZ. A Profile of Modern

Greece: In Search of Identity. New York: Oxford University Press,

1987. Pgs. 226.
The authors state in the preface to their volume A Profile of Modern
Greece: In Search of Identity that their aim is to come to grips with the
ssue of Greek identity, to answer the question "What does it mean to be
Greek ?" Unfortunately, their effort fails. Rather than probing the nature
of Greek national and/or cultural identity and analyzing the factors that
molded it, the study is a superficial, disjointed survey of aspects of Greek
geography, history, economy, foreign relations, and culture. It is of little
value to those knowledgeable about Greece and of little value to general
readers interested in gaining greater familiarity and understanding of
Greece.
For Greek scholars the contents of this study are not only well known
but are derived from a limited number of secondary sources. The absence
of original research would be more than acceptable if the study presented
a meaningful theoretical framework, some new insights regarding Greek
identity or an original interpretation of Greek reality, none of which it
accomplishes. The authors' theoretical weakness is strikingly apparent in
their avoidance of analysis or even interpretation of many critical aspects
of modern Greece such as, for example, the nature of the Greek economy
and its position in the world system and of the role of traditional cultural
patterns and religion in the modern state. Rather, they rely on quotations
from numerous Greek scholars with different theoretical perspectives, often
in a fashion unconnected to their narrative. Inevitably, this results in the
absence of theoretical coherence. Moreover, the reader senses that the
authors studiously wish to avoid making judgments or taking stands on
issues of critical significance for understanding Greek identity and Greek
politics. Some issues are avoided, such as the role of AMAG in structuring
the post World War II Greek state and its institutions and the phenomenon
of Greek military rule from 1967-1974, while, on other matters, the
authors evade responsibility by relying on positions taken by eminent
scholars.
Lacking an overall framework, this volume consists of unconnected
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bits of descriptive material and factual information whose relevance is
not apparent to the general reader. Moreover, even as a survey, the study
is marred by factual errors and by insufficient information on major matters. Any single misstatement could be considered minor and be overlooked. But there are too many. For example: the authors ignore the fact
that among the religious minorities are Jehovah's Witnesses and Evangelists whose religious freedom, moreover, is violated; the number of Ionian
Islands is seven not eight; Greeks were not subject to military service in
the Ottoman Empire; after the 1821 revolution, land previously owned
by Muslims was not distributed to the Greek peasantry but was retained
by the state as national lands for many decades; "certificates of civil
loyalty" were required for employment not until 1962 but until 1975;
clerical marriage is allowed only before ordination; the Supreme Court
does not consist of 11 members but a variable number of about 60. Moreover, omissions of critical events or developments, or perhaps more accurately, partial accounts which ignore crucial factors, or the presentation of
partial truths, distorts the reality of Greece's history.
Although the authors claim that their central theme is Greece's search
for identity, it is only the first chapter that, in part, directly addresses
this highly provocative issue. At the outset, the authors recognize that
historically Greek nationhood consisted of two strands—classical Greece
and Byzantium—but as the volume proceeds this issue of identity is
dropped. The reader is left with the feeling that identity is somehow a
product of history, politics, international relations, economics, and culture.
This seems self-evident and could be stated about the identity of any
people. Nowhere do the authors deal with the substance of Greek identity. In fact, their brief discussion is muddled and at times contradictory.
No awareness is evidenced of the absence in the Greek language of distinct
words for ethnicity and nationality which has resulted in serious problems
for non-ethnic "Greeks" nor of the centrality of Greek Orthodoxy to
Greek nationality which has resulted in problems for religious minorities.
Moreover, the organic conception of Greek society whereby state, nation
and people are integral parts of a greater whole is totally ignored. Yet, this
conception, in a variety of forms from Metaxas' "Third Greek Civilization," to the "ethnikofrones" of the post World War II era to the Greece
of Christian Greeks of Papadopoulos' military rule, are crucial for any
understanding of Greek identity. Furthermore, the inclusion of diaspora
Greeks as an integral part of the "Greekness" of Greeks in Greece is an
absurdity.
In conclusion, it must be stated that no light is shed on the fundamental dynamcs of Greek society and politics. After finishing this volume,
the reader is left confused, with no sense of the social change that has
taken place, despite the authors' claim in the first sentence of their preface
that they will deal with continuity and change in Greece. In fact, this
reader is at a loss to understand why this book was written, what its
purpose is and to which audience it is directed.
—Adamantia Pais
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VASILIS PAPAGEORGIOU, Euripides' Medea and Cosmetics. Stockholm:
Almqvist and Wiskell International, 1986. Pp. 112, Paperbound.
It is not unusual in European universities to have doctoral dissertations
printed as part of the process of earning one's degree. Such seems to be
the case with the present work which, if it had been rewritten as a book,
might have had some value to the general reader. As it is, it comes
through as a series of concise observations or comments about specific
words and topics in Euripides' Medea. The title itself could be deceiving.
The use of the word "cosmetics" is not the usual one that one would
expect in common English usage but one that is very peculiar to this
author whose native language is not English and whose Swedish mentors
apparently saw no difficulty with such a bizarre use of the word. Papageorgiou defines "cosmetics" (derived, of course, from the Greek "Kosmos") as "the arrangement of our bodies, languages and actions in space
and time" (p. 7). The book is full of artificial English expressions that
are totally unidiomatic. In fact, the book as a whole lacks the expected
cosmos as there are no chapters, no preface, no introduction, and no
conclusion, in the usual sense, but what we must honestly describe as a
series of notes strongly influenced by deconstructionist theory. For a
"book," it lacks organizational coherence.
What the author suggests in his abstract entices the reader to believe
that we are going to get a full-fledged analysis of the Medea:
Here I trace the imperceptible passage from one world to another:
from the world of the Greek logos and light, the world of Jason,
into the world of Medea, a space where light cannot reach and
where darkness is not overwhelming. This space is beyond the
game of polarities logos-silence, death-life, beginning-end, Greekbarbarian, man-god. Medea is taken merely to be the force that
paralyses the Greek logos as the order of signs and as the function
of differences. The passage, which is strictly aesthetic (that is, we
encounter and are carried away from one world into another only
by movements, by the mode of the text and its signification however equivocal, by the how and not the what), defines the tragic.
Any conflicts that do not affect the aesthetics of the passage are
called oxymoric.
It is the author's contention that Euripides and his language cannot
transcend themselves and are destined to use mythology to express the
transcendent, but "while we speak of cosmos as world, as metaphysics and
ontology, this cosmos is nothing but an aesthetic phenomenon, it is cosmos
as order, fashion, and ornament; as cosmetics" (p. 7). The author describes what he does as "a series of entries which encapsulate the nodes
between the worlds of Jason and Medea at different moments in the play
with different rhetorical figures. One entry leads into another without
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necessarily following the flow of the play or any preconceived pattern"
(ibid.). Fair enough, except that we end up with a seemingly disjointed
presentation.
The "nodes" Papageorgiou has given us include: epic, cosmos, Dionysiac, Euro-, Scaevus, passage, silence, Ate, wisdom, Hecate, No more,
mechanics, Jason, wound, zero, Zeus, Eros, one word, one could argue,
alogon, Phoebe, oaths, Athens, middle, cosmetics, sun, hybris, there, and
"the new." The end notes exhibit a solid familiarity with contemporary
dassical scholarship on Euripides.
Euripides' Medea and Cosmetics contains some perceptive observations
that deserve to be taken seriously and developed. There is no doubt that
the author has worked closely with the original Greek Euripidean text and
has bravely tried to offer us new insights into a Medea who "turns the
ornament into world, into world-game, into an infinite passage" (p. 32)
and "appears heroic and larger than life" (p. 40), whose "epiphany
astounds exactly because it transcends the polarity mortal-divine that is
one of the limits of the cosmographic" (p. 99). Euripides' Medea and
Cosmetics should be examined by comparatists and classicists; general
readers will need considerable patience and preparation to probe the
murky prose of this publicaton.
—John E. Rexine

***
The Karagiozis Heroic Performance in Greek Shadow Theater. Transla-

tion by KOSTAS MYRSIADES. Text by LINDA S. MYRSIADES. Hanover and
London: University Press of New England, 1988. Pp. x 248.
Hardbound. $30.00,
Back in 1964, in his excellent book on Aristophanes and the Comic
Hero, the late Cedric H. Whitman had included an appendix on "Karaghiozes and Aristophanic Comedy" in which he noted that Karaghiozes
belongs to the comic Greek tradition of poneria and that "The heroic one,
which comes to embrace the idea of both individual authenticity and
communal survival, occurs at times of deep national concern and consciousness" and that, "A nation moiled in its final struggle and a nation
re-creating itself from ruins may well both experience much the same
communal awareness, personal need, and general defiance which is incarnate in Karaghiozes and Aristophanes' protagonists" (pp. 292-293).
Even thought Whitman is not concerned with historic origins as such, he
cites N.S. Christides who stresses that, "The triumph of Karaghiozes over
his enemies indicates the unsubduable force, thanks to which alone Hellenism was not buried under slavery" (ixid.) as an encapsulation of the
Greek ability to assimilate and transform.
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The husband-and-wife team, Kostas and Linda Myrsiades, have joined
forces to provide for the first time in English texts of two performances
from the Karagiozis puppet theater (Kostas Manos's Katsandonis and
Markos Ksanthos's Alexander—the two most important heroic performances of the Greek Karagiozis tradition). The book is organized in four
parts which can be used or read separately or together. The first is the
history of the Karagiozis performance from its Turkish origins in the
sixteenth century through its nineteenth century assimilation into Greek
culture (p. 1-43); the second consists of critically annotated translations
of the two performance texts (pp. 63-175 with endnotes on pp. 193240); the third indudes an analysis of each text and an examination of
its sources and structure, plus a comparison of variants of the texts performed by different Karagiozis players (pp. 45-63 and pp. 137-148) ;
and an appendix that offers material on the characters in performance,
production aspects (the stage, puppet figures, scenery, properties, sound
and light effects), and the print texts (with the history of the published
texts and their relationship to oral performance). The two texts translated
were drawn from a body of 160 texts and represent two different forms
and the two most important heroic performances of the Karagiozis tradition. The translations attempt "to render the puns, allusions, idioms, and
regional dialects with sensitivity to the values of the source culture and
its folklore as well as to the performance qualities of the source texts"
(p. viii).
The authors of The Karagiozis Heroic Performance in Greek Shadow
Theater hope that their work will appeal to scholarly and popular audiences and that it will be useful to students of oral literature, theater and
drama, folklore, comparative literature, Greek studies, Turkish studies,
and Balkan studies. Certainly, their book will reinforce the now readily
accepted argument that the Karagiozis theater is an integral part of Greek
folk tradition. Despite its Turkish origins, which may go back to the
fourteenth century, the shadow theater has certain roots in Classical and
Byzantine mime and gradually lost its religious aspect ("Man is but a
shadow in the face of God"). Phallophoric Turkish KaragOz theater
spread to Egypt, Syria, Persia, Tunisia, and Algeria in its distinctly Turkish form and by 1695 was certainly in the Balkans. By 1809 we have the
first reference to a KaragOz performance on Greek territory. In the Balkans Karagoz shared themes, characters, and jokes with Orta. Oyunu
(live mime comedy) and Meddah (story-telling). The free form buffoonery of the Ottoman mimes was transferred to KaragOz, and performance may even have been held in such places as the pashas' palaces in
Tripolitsa in the Peloponnese and Tepellene in Epirus. In Turkish lands
the Karagoz performance took place on special occasions like the Ramadan
evenings and royal circumcisions when and where political and social
satire were tolerated. By 1827-1894 Karagiozis was subjected to supervision and even prohibitions because of its inherent vulgarity and unethical
character. Karagiozis became popular with the working class and was
imitated by the literate dass in its comedy; was sufficiently powerful to
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infiltrate legitimate theater and become competitive with live theater;
and was considered so excessive that the dassical Aristophanes was
brought in to put it in proper perspective. The Greek figure of Karagiozis
did not wear the phallus, as did the Turkish; at least, by the time of
Greece's Iberation there is no evidence for it (not merely the church but
negative criticism of the Karagiozis performance in Greece by foreign
travelers to Turkey probably contributed to this). Foreign critics also did
not like the Turkish open attack on authority.
National sentiment played a crucial role in the development of the
Greek Karagiozis. L. Myrsiades pertinently points out that the "Karagiozis
players' desire to counter attacks on the Asiatic morality of their performances led them to link with the Hellenic perspective by adopting themes,
characters, and the whole texts from live theater."
It is shown that Karagiozis theater was independent of the Greek
theater but remained tied to modern Greek history and ideology and
expressive of common Greek values. Linda Mysiades is sympathetic to
Yiannis Kiurtsakis who sees Karagiozis as representing the coexistence of
the continuity and discontinuity of the laic experience and ideology and
as combining in himself both hero and anti-hero, joining past and present
experience, the individual and the group, history and individual in the
self. As for another source of Hellenic influence in Karagiozis' ideological borrowings, L. Myrsiades finds them in "the mythical quality
of the performance's giant-sized heroes; its reluctance to acknowledge the
ambiguous attributes of the klephts both as a social institution and in their
relations with the Greek people; and the sense of national spirit sponsored
by the performance's history text" (p. 38).
Finally, we learn that the Karagioz theater, which embodies the
Carnival spirit, was, at length, changed as a consequence of: criticism by
the upper classes and by moralizers of the Church and State who found
Eastern aspects of the performance unacceptable; the folk renaissance of
the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries; and the regenerated
historical sense (1899-1912) that paralleled the development of the
performance, and capitalized on the growing sense of nationalism. The
writer Angelos Terzakis and literary critic Leon Kukulas even daimed
that Karagiozis was the only genuine form of popular theater in Greece
when the country got its independence from Turkey.
L. Myrsiades discusses Katsandonis as the most highly developed and
most popular of the Karagiozis history performances (with an ideological view of history without historical actuality) and The Seven Beasts
and Karagiozis (The Alexander Text) as unique, showing traces of
ancient myths and vintage festivals wedded to Christian values. In the
Alexander text L. Myrsiades, in support of her analyses, points to Walter
Puchner, who has identified three different strains: the vulgar Anatolian
performance, the Epirote school, and the works of Mimaros, representing
respectively a performance type, a school of players, and a master performer. The Alexander text can be shown to be rooted more in the
Byzantine past than in the Classical past.
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Despite some curious infelicities in the text (failure to distinguish
between Dionysus and Dionysios, in media res instead of in medias res,
certain questionable punctuation), The Karagiozis Heroic Performance
in Greek Shadow Theater is a rich source in English of that theater, giving
the reader and scholar two annotated texts to work with, a very substantial bibliography (in the notes) to refer to a reasonable assessment of
the two performance texts, and a general survey of the history of the
Karagiozis theater that shows close familiarity with that history but also
a critical analysis of that same history that takes into account the relevant
scholarly work. In the best sense of the word, this book is a seminal book
that deserves close reading, wide circulation and intensive study.
—John E. Rexine

***
Education and Greek Americans: Process and Prospects. Edited by SPYROS
D. ORFANOS, HARRY J. PSOMIADES, and JOHN SPIRIDAKIS. New
York: Pella Publishing Company, Inc., 1987. Pp. 216. Paperbound
$12.00. Hardcover $25.00.
Education and Greek Americans was published for the Center for
Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies at Queens College of the City University of New York and is the fifth in a series of monographs whose
purpose "is to promote and disseminate scholarly works on the history,
institutions, and the culture of the Greek people." The book contains
eleven chapters or essays, ten of which constitute the two main parts
of the book: "Social and Public Policy Issues" and "Educational and
Psychological Issues." The articles range from the analytical to statistical,
from the informative to mundane. The fourteen contributors include
linguists, philologists, psychologists, a political scientist, and health, family,
and bilingualism educators. The presence of so many behavioral and
social scientists with their love for questionnaires, surveys, and data
samples dominates the form and style of many of the presentations;
practically all of the hard data, however, is based on metropolitan New
York experience. The "education" referred to is limited to elementary and
secondary school levels; higher education is not dealt with. Perhaps
another volume will be dedicated to this vital area.
The editors of Education and Greek Americans felt that there were
at least three reasons for bringing out this volume: (1) during the last
five years education has been subjected to rigorous review; (2) educational issues confronting the Greek American community have not been
addressed in a systematic or scientific way; and (3) Greek American
studies need to move from general analytical studies to investigations of
particular institutions to provide greater understanding. Certainly, "A
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closer look at the specific interactions of students, parents, schools, and
policies will be an addition to our present understanding of the forces
operating in and around the Greek American community" (p. 13).
The editors are quick to admit that the topic of their book is not
exhausted in this volume. In fact, one is struck by the eagerness of the
contributors to share their research, which also reveals the meagerness
of their data and the narrowness of their focus. They reinforce their own
conclusion that "while research informs action, it tends not to be the
major influencing factor on those participating in the educational process
or the making of decisions" (p. 14).
Harry C. Triandis opens Part I with his essay on "Education for
Greek Americans for a Pluralist Society" (19-34) in which he offers
social psychological and cross-cultural frameworks for understanding
values and educational prospects and for balancing them. In "The Greek
American Subcommunity: Intergroup Conflict" (35-71), Chrysie C. Constantakos presents survey data on intergroup conflict, followed by John
Spiridakis who reviews the sociopolitical aspects of bilingual education
positively in "Greek Bilingual Education: Policies and Possibilities" (7390). Harry J. Psomiades in "Greece and Greek America: The Future of
the Greek American Community" (91-102) concerns himself with the
relationships of elites within the Greek American community and between
those elites and the Greek state in terms of education. He concludes that
future pride and respect for traditions will be as visible as past pride.
Part 2 opens with "Parental Influence on Greek American Children"
(105-117) by James R. Campbell, Charlene Connoly, and Lawrence
Svrcek, who address the question of parental influence, in terms: of math
and reading achievement among elementary school children; of male as
against female influence; of parents of emigrant children as against
parents of first-generation or native-born Americans; of one-parent families
as against two-parent families. In "The Interaction of Two Alphabets
during Reading" (119-133), Mary Teresa Ryan and Evelyn P. Altenberg
show that Greek-English bilingual subjects unconsciously use their knowledge of both alphabets to convert graphemes to both English and Greek
phonemes in their English proofreading task, while Terry Tchaconas in
"Cognitive Style and the Reading Process in Greek-English Bilinguals"
(135-149) concludes that there seems to be one reading process and
recommends teaching reading skills and strategies in the children's stronger
language at the time they enter school (Greek), transferring those skills
and strategies to the second language at a later date, rather than introducing reading instruction in two reading languages. Simultaneously, Aristotle
Michopoulos's "A Language Dominance Test for Greek American Children" (151-161) draws from psychometric data on language dominance
development, showing that data from the test instrument were consistent
with existing theories about the relationship between the language ability
of subjects of different socioeconomic backgrounds. Mary P. Lefkarites's
"Sex Education and Greek Americans" (167-184) describes a workshop
on sex education and offers a model for family life development but

119

Book Reviews

emphasizes as well that "the aim of a sex education program in the school
setting is to empower parents. The program is a catalyst for that empowerment. A quality sex education program is consistent with Greek
American values in this respect" while at the same time providing "new
roles for Greek American youth that are centered in equality of the
genders" (p. 184). Spyros D. Orfanos and Sam J. Tsemberis in "A
Needs Assessment of Greek American Schools in New York City" (185201) identify many of the problems facing the Greek day schools in
New York City and offer some practical solutions and policy guidelines
for future action.
Though there is no general bibliography, almost each chapter, including the introductory one, has a list of references at its end. There is
a good author index but an even more valuable subject index at the end
of the volume for those who would need to double check topics covered,
and, as already indicated, there is an ample supply of statistical data for
those inclined in a quantitative direction.
Education and Greek Americans, despite its self-imposed limitations,
is an important step in the direction of "trying to understand the particular
case of education and the Greek experience in the United States and in
illuminating "the unique processes and prospects of a particular ethnic
group," but it also serves to increase "our understanding of the ways in
which ethnicity in general interacts with education."
Harry Psomiades, the Director of the Center for Byzantine and Modem
Greek Studies at Queens College, and all the contributors to this volume
are to be commended for a noble effort in a noble cause.
—John E. Rexine

***
ROBERT EISNER, The Road to Daulis: Psychoanalysis, Psychology, and

Classical Mythology. Syracuse, New York: Syracuse University Press,

1987. Pp. xi + 301. Cloth. $32.50.
Classical myth, rooted in the ancient Greek past, continues to provide
the contemporary investigator wth a challenging opportunity to explore
the inner recesses of the human mind. Eighty years ago the Viennese
physician Sigmund Freud created psychoanalysis, using classical myths to
bolster his psychoanalytic principles and offering these myths as additional
evidence in support of his views. In The Psychopathology of Everyday
Life, Freud proclaimed that much of the mythological view of the world
"is nothing but psychology projected into the external world." Eisner
goes on to elaborate that "Myth, in its most general sense, is merely
memory distorted by narration; mythology, a form of communal solipsism" (p. 25). Eisner cites Clyde Kluckhohn's observation that "All psycho-
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analytic interpretation relies on the allegorical proposition that the language of the text is symbolic: myth, in this case, is essentially a social
fantasy reflective of repressed impulses," even though psychoanalysts have
managed to muddle the notion of text and a proper interpretation of the
original meaning of the myth. For the French anthropologist Claude
Levi-Strauss, whose structuralist approach to myth has been described as
algebraic, myth is defined "as consisting of all its versions; to put it
otherwise, a myth remains the same as long as it is felt as such" (p. 47),
while the Swiss Carl Jung, Freud's student and successor, sees myth as
"the primordial language natural to . . . psychic processes, and no intellectual formulation comes anywhere near the richness and expressiveness
of mythical imagery. Such processes deal with primordial images, and
these are best and most succinctly reproduced by figurative speech" (p.
181). Perhaps the most comprehensive and most general definition used
by Eisner is presumably his own statement that "Myth constitutes a communal language, available, illuminating, comforting, exhalting (sic)"
(p. 247).
The Road to Daulis is an extremely fascinating book, despite the
heavy demands it occasionally makes on the reader. It is presumably the
first full-length study of the uses and abuses of classical mythology in
psychoanalysis and psychology. There is detailed discussion of Oedipus,
the Sphinx, Electra, Daimon, Dionysus, Apollo, the Great Mothers, Eros
and Psyche, and heroes (including Herades, Jason, Theseus, and Odysseus). The author, who holds a Ph.D. from Stanford University where
he was a Woodrow Wilson Fellow, teaches Classics at San Diego State
University and has published in a number of classical journals. He does
not have a special position that he is advocating nor does he employ a
particular theoretical approach, but he has a very keen critical eye and
is informed by very wide reading in the psychoanalytical literature, the
classical originals, and contemporary classical scholarship. The Road to
Daulis (Daulis is in Phocis and important for Oedipus' direction at the
crossroads between Delphi and Thebes) can appeal to every class of
literate reader because it is concerned with fundamental human problems.
Eisner is concerned with the question of the therapeutic value and philosophic significance of myths for post-Freudian man (and these myths are
fundamentally Greek myths). His aim is to "examine the use by psychoanalysis of some classical figures, the validity of the correspondence alleged
between the myths and the elements of psychology, Land} the presuppositions and methods used to arrive at those correspondences," but he
clearly has not tried to explain every aspect of myth that occurs in the
psychoanalytic literature, and he disavows the taking of any dogmatic
position.
The Road to Daulis is rich in information, rich in observations about
that information, and even richer in provoking probing questions about
the Greek myths themselves and why they persist in being so important
to us right down to the present. Freud's adoption of the Oedipus story
and his misreading and misinterpretation of it Ieft significant problems
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for his successors, and, though Freud is not in favor today, the problems
he was attempting to deal with remain: father-son, mother-son, fatherdaughter, mother-daughter relations. The fascinating and still much probed
question of Greek social behavior (especially sexual behavior and its
political implications); how that behavior expressed itself in Greek social
institutions; how the fears, frustrations, and even neuroses of Greek males
are represented through Greek myths (Eisner points out, like others, how
many of the Greek mythological monsters are female and psychologists
and others have been quick to seize upon this to demonstrate an inherent
fear of females by Greek males); how patriarchy has its roots in psychosocial relations with the resulting subordination of the female in Greek
society; how even the hero acts out his heroic deeds to satisfy a return
to mother's approval.
Jean-Pierre Vernant in Myth and Society in Ancient Greece summarized much of the significance of Greek myth by saying that "Myth in its
original form provided answers without even formulating the problems.
When tragedy takes over the mythical traditions, it used them to pose
problems to which there are no answers" (p. 194).
What it fundamentally comes down to, very simplistically put, is the
relation of men to women and women to men, and this has everything to
do with the notions of family, work, society, life. What Freud and other
psychoanalysts saw in Greek myths was that they had captured something
fundamental about human relations and their expression. Thomas Mann,
in his essay on Freud, perhaps put it best when he said: "Life, then—at
any rate significant life—was in ancient times the reconstitution of the
myth in flesh and blood; it referred to and appealed to the myth; only
through it, through reference to the past, could it approve itself as genuine
and significant. The myth is a legitimation of life; only through it and
in it does life find self-awareness, sanction, consecration." The Road to
Daulis shows us the way to a clearer understanding of their mythical
expression and psychological and psychoanalytic application.
—John E. Rexine

Greek Connections: Essays on Culture and Diplomacy. Edited by JOHN

Foreword by John Brademas. The Stephen J.,
Brademas, Sr., and Beatrice Brademas Lectures 1976-1978. Notre
Dame, Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press, 1987. Frontispiece:
Pp. xvi 128. Paperback. $9.95.

T. A. KOUMOULIDES.

Greek Connections commemorates a decade of lectures given under
the Brademas Lecture Program at Ball State University in Muncie, Indiana,
under the direction of John Koumoulides, professor of history at that
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institution. It also is a tribute to the late Stephen J. Brademas, Sr. and to
Beatrice Brademas, the parents of former Congressman and now New
York University President John Brademas. The editor of this very handsomely and quite carefully edited collection notes:
The authors who contributed to Greek Connections add a scholarly perspective to our knowledge of Greece and powerfully illustrate the impact of Greece beyond its geographic frontiers. Greek
civilization and Greek institutions, Classical and Byzantine—
ideological, political, architectural, artistic, literary—have long been
the admiration and inspiration of other cultures and societies across
the continents. These essays persuasively demonstrate our extraordinary debt to the world of Hellas and to the Hellenes (p. xii).
Greek Connections contains only eight of the lectures in the series.
Other lectures have been published in seven previous volumes variously
titled. They are all truly remarkable evidence of Professor Koumoulides's
ability to bring together some of the most outstanding experts in the
world concerned with Greek studies in all periods. The current volume
is no exception, and its authors range over the whole expanse of the
Greek experience from antiquity to the present.
Fergus G. B. Miller of Oxford begins the series with his contribution
on "Polybius between Greece and Rome" (pp. 1-18) and shows how this
Greek historian who was taken captive by the Romans retains the perspective of Greek history as a continuum; that he was reserved in his
attitude toward Rome; and that his History is the product of his earlier
experience as a key figure in the self-governing Achaean League of Cities
which occupied a large portion of the Peloponnese. Glen Bowersock of
the Institute of Advanced Study at Princeton introduces us to a remarkable
woman from antiquity in "The Hellenism of Zenobia" (pp. 19-27),
whose political power at Palmyra became a threat to the Romans although,
finally, she failed to dominate the lands from Syria to Egypt. She was
perceived to be a Roman to the Romans and an Arab to the Arabs"
because of "the miraculous refracting power of Hellenism" (p. 26).
The Director of Harvard's Dumbarton Oaks in Washington, D.C., Robert
T. Thomson, surveys the impact of "Greek Literature in Armenia" (pp.
28-43), stressing the translation of Patristic works, of the works of Greek
philosophers and rhetoricians, and of the Jewish works by Josephus and
Philo, and of works in Syriac. It was essentially Christian works that
impacted on Armenian literature and these works were primarily ecdesiastical; the nonecdesiastical texts were from late antiquity and not the
dassics of ancient Greece. Armenian literature itself begins after 400 A.D.
in a Christian context.
Oxford historian Sir Dimitri Obolensky provides a short but comprehensive survey of the work of "The Byzantine Missions of Saints Cyril
and Methodius" (pp. 44-57) in an objective historical study that shows
the interplay between Greek, Roman, and Slavic historical forces, while
—
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Oxford's Lord Asa Briggs in his contribution, "The Image of Greece in
Modern English Literature" (pp. 58 - 74), concentrates pretty much on
Lord Byron's involvement with the Greek Revolution and his poetry,
and Byron's representation of ancient and modern Greece. Briggs incidentally refers to others, especially the authors of travel books (James
Stuart and Nicholas Revett, for example). Indiana University historian
Barbara Jelavich in "Tsarist Russia and Greek Independence" (pp. 75101) offers us a painfully familiar review of dashed Greek hopes as they
were reflected in the unsuccessful efforts of the Philiki Etairia and Ipsilanti's abortive efforts and even more painfully in Capodistrias' fruitless
attempts to influence Tsar Alexander to intervene militarily in the protection of the Greek Orthodox population of the Ottoman Empire, underlining Alexander's determination not to go on a crusade in the interests
of Orthodox Christianity without the agreement of the British and
Austrians. Author Nancy Crawshaw finds fault with all sides in "Cyprus:
A Failure in Western Diplomacy" (pp. 102 - 116) and recounts how a
number of lost opportunities have now assured that this intractable political problem will tragically remain insoluble.
Dr. John Brademas appropriately concludes the collection with a
somewhat politically colored piece on "Education—the International Dimension" (pp. 117-128) that begins with an overview of American failures and successes at foreign language and international studies programs
and concludes with a superficial and rather pedestrian survey of modem
Greek studies programs in American colleges and universities.
Greek Connections is, overall, a potpourri of many things. The reader
can learn a few things about the ancient world (but not much); a little
more about the Byzantine world; and a variety of things about the genesis of the modern Greek world—its limited successes and its more patent
failures. In this connection, Greek Connections does not conceal but rather
reveals the historical method carefully at work, laying before the reader
the events and the lessons of the past.
—JohnE.Rexine

Anthropology Through the Looking-Glass: Critical Ethnography in the
Margins of Europe by MICHAEL HERZFELD. New York: Cambridge
University Press. 266+xii pp. 1987.

A few years ago, the author of the present volume, Michael Herzfeld,
wrote a very enlightening book on Crete entitled The Poetics of Manhood.
Ethnographically rich, straightforward and focused, it was a sensitive
treatise on Greek island sensibilities, especially notions of sex, honor,
and masculinity. In that book, and through his many journal articles,
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Herzfeld proved himself one of the more able ethnographers of the
islands, with a very developed sense of detail. Although his writing
style was often turgid, his splendid data made up for any stylistic
deficiencies.
In the present book, Herzfeld continues his researches into Greek
cultural symbolism, but here his subject is seen through critical, reflexive
eyes. The point of the present book is that the notion of Greekness has
been "used" and distorted ethnocentrically by what he calls the Western
"Great Powers." Who these Great Powers are is never absolutely made
clear (one suspects Britain, France, and the United States, although
Turkey may be involved); nor are the reasons adduced for this international conspiracy of obfuscation, ethnocentrism, and anti-Greek bias.
Nevertheless, Herzfeld may be on to something, and the book makes
some very interesting and attention-grabbing assertions (always backed
up by long lists of references).
Deeply immersed in semiotic and critical-reflexive modalities,
Herzfeld's work is concerned with demystifying the "other." The hermeneutical, symbolic, and epistemological ramifications of thoughtless
stereotyping are brought to the attention of the reader in dear and unrelenting terms. Cultures are symbolic systems, or "texts," derived from
Urtexten (there is a liberal use of foreign terms). These Urtexten are
ripe for semiotic exegesis and deconstruction. All of this is illuminated
through reference to the philosophy of Giambattista Vico, whose celebrated
book New Science, published in 1724, provides an analytic framework
of "poetic wisdom" (sapienza poetica).
Vico's philosophy introduced and its relevance made self-evident,
Herzfeld returns to the basic theme: "Western" anthropologists have
distorted the Greek reality by "claims of Greek otherness" (p. 54).
Ethnographic analytical concepts such as honor and shame, themselves
Eurocentric impositions of "orientalism" (p. 35) , represent "discursive
tools of oppression" (p. 37). Greece has been regarded as an Eastern
(barbaric) outpost in Western consciousness; the Greek personality has
been made "grovelling" (pp. 66-67). In addition, anthropology has
"exoticized" Greece (pp. 189-90), while also ignoring the country
(except for Byron, but this is not discussed).
Herzfeld has an interesting perception of cultural anthropology and
its historical mission. Many other anthropologists would argue that until
about 1960, the discipline was narrowly conceived as the study of
preliterate peoples, not modern nation-states. Thus Greece was no more
neglected than, say, Britain or France. Yet, for Herzfeld this hypothetical neglect specifically of Greece fits a clear pattern of symbolic
oppression (p. 66). There is much merit in all this. Herzfeld argues
convincingly that cultural anthropologists should have been diligently
studying Greece rather than tribal societies. But why? From a hermeneutic
and reflexive, not to mention semiotic, point of view, Herzfeld's argument is both brilliant and fatally flawed.
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This book is highly recommended for its remarkable insights, its
stimulating resuscitation of the celebrated Giambattista Vico (unfortunately without James Joyce's playfulness), its exemplary clarity and
concision. Many anthropologists will scoff at the basic argument and
will seriously question Herzfeld's reading of their profession's accomplishments. Yet such controversy is the very stuff of science. Historians
and sociologists will also find themselves much piqued by this
contentious book.
— David D. Gilmore

