


URNAI:fithe	 I C
0 IRA

Editorial Office:
WEST CHESTER UNIV, WEST CHESTER, PA 19383

Tel.: 610 - 436-2901	 Fax: 610 - 436-3150
www home page: http: / / www.okstate.edu./artsci/philosophy/jhd.htm

e-mail: akitroef@haverford.edu	 kmyrsiad@wcupa.edu

J

Publisher
LEANDROS PAPATHANASIOU

Editors
ALEXANDER KITROEFF

Haverford College
KOSTAS MYRSIADES

West Chester University

Associate Editors
LAURIE HART

Haverford College
KYRIAKOS KONTOPOULOS

Temple University

Associate Book Review Editors
GEORGE PILITSIS

Hellenic College
MICHAEL R. RHODES

Oklahoma State University

Editorial Assistant
ANDI MATHERN

National / International
Advisory Board

MARGARET ALEXIOU
Harvard University

Louxas AxEtos
Stochastis Publishers

STEVEN BOWMAN
University of Cincinnati

STAVROS DELIGIORGIS
The University of Iowa

MAIUOS EVIUVIADIS
University of Athens, Greece

ROBERT EAGLES
Princeton University

HAGEN FLEISCHER
University of Athens, Greece

ELENA FRANGAKIS-SYRErr
Queens College, CUNY

ANDRE GEROLYMATOS
Dawson College, Montreal, Canada

YIORGOS D. KALOYERAS
University of Thessaloniki, Greece

ANGELIKI LAIOU
Dumbarton Oaks

DIMITRI MONOS
University of Athens, Greece

KOSTIS MOSKOFF
Foundation for Hellenic Culture,
Alexandria, Egypt

Nicos Mouzsus
London School of Econ., England

ALEXANDER NEHAMAS
Princeton University

PETER PAPPAS
Foundation for Hellenic Culture,
New York

JAMES PETRAS
SUNY at Binghampton

JOHN ANTHONY PETROPULOS
Amherst College

ADAMANTIA POLLIS
New School for Social Research

WILLIAM V. SPANOS
SUNY at Binghampton

STAVROS B. THOMADAKIS
University of Athens, Greece

CONSTANTINOS TSOUCALAS
University of Athens, Greece

SPEROS VRYONIS, JR.
Vryonis Center



EDITORIAL POLICY
The JOURNAL OF THE HELLENIC DIASPORA, a semiannual

review, views the modern Greek experience in a global context in terms
of its Balkan, Mediterranean and diasporic dimensions. The JHD main-
tains a vision of the Greek world as a paradigm for new conceptualiza-
tions of Western identity and society, standing as it does on the margins
of eastern and western Europe and at the boundary of western and
oriental constructs. The JHD takes a transdisciplinary perspective that
examines the modern Greek experience from the point of view of
anthropology, history, literature and literary criticism, philosophy and
the social sciences.

The JHD welcomes widely ranging approaches that embrace a
variety of methodologies and rhetorical perspectives. It accepts articles,
review essays, and notes keyed to the Greek experience from the late
eighteenth century to the present. The JHD carries reviews of books that
deal with modern Greece, the Greek diaspora and the Balkan and
Mediterranean worlds.

MANUSCRIPT INFORMATION
All submissions must be in triplicate, should use parenthetical or

internal citations and a works cited page following the conventions of
the MLA Handbook, 4th ed. Articles, should include a separate sheet
with the author's name that should not appear elsewhere on the ms.
Quotations and citations should appear in their original language. We
cannot be responsible for returning manuscripts if the sender has not
included a stamped self-addressed envelope. The Editors welcome pro-
posals from persons wishing to guest-edit special issues. Authors wish-
ing to submit non-solicited book reviews should contact the editors.
Address all correspondence to the Editors, West Chester University, West
Chester, PA 19383. Phone: 610 - 436-2901; Fax: 610 - 436-3150;
e-mail: kmyrsiad@wcupa.edu or akitroef@haverford.edu

Articles in the JHD are abstracted and/or indexed in Historical Abstracts,
America: History and Life, Sociological Absracts, Psychological Abstracts, Modern
Language Association Absracts, Language Bibliography, International Political
Abstracts, and American Bibliography of Slavic and East European Studies.

SUBSCRIPTIONS AND ADVERTISING
The JHD is published semiannually in March and September. Annual sub-

scription rates: Individual: $20 (domestic); $25 (foreign). Institutional $30
(domestic) ; $35 (foreign). Back issues: single $10, double $15 (each). Adver-
tising rates can be had on request by writing to Pella Publishing Company, Inc.,
337 West 36th Street, New York, NY 10018-6401. Tel.: 212 - 279-9586.
Fax: 212 - 594-3602.

Published by
PELLA PUBLISHING COMPANY, INC.

337 West 36th Street
New York, NY 10018-6401

Copyright © 1996 by Pella Publishing Company, Inc. 	 ISSN 0364-2976

Printed by ATHENS PRINTING COMPANY, New York, NY 10018-6401



TBNAT.:fitheB E L L if 4 I wit

VOL. 22.2 (1996)
	

GENERAL ISSUE

CONTENTS

ESSAYS

ANDRE GEROLYMATOS
Introduction  	 7

JOHN PAPADIMAS
An Overview of the Greek Resistance
as a Prelude to the Dekemvriana 	  11

ANDRE GEROLYMATOS
The Battle for Athens: Strategy and Tactics 	  39

OLE L. SMITH
History Made to Fit ALL Occasions:
The KKE View of the December Events 	  57

JOHN 0. IATRIDES
The Dekemvriana:
Communist Revolution, Rightist Coup, or Blunder? 	  69

NOTES

KOSTAS MYRSIADES
Remembering an Oral Performer,
Yiorgos Har:dimos, Karagiozis Player,
1924-1996 	  89

J. OTTO POHL
The Dispersal of the Crimean
and Black Sea Greeks 	  101

REVIEW ESSAY
LORING M. DANFORTH

The Macedonian Conflict: Ethnic Nationalism
in a Transnational World
(Laurie Hart) 	  113



BOOK REVIEWS

FRANCOIS DE POLIGNAC
Cults, Territory, and the Origins of the Greek City-State
(Vincent Farenga) 	  125

ANDONIS DECAVALLES
Odysseus Elytis: From the Golden to the Silver Poem
(Artemis Leontis) 	  129

LORING M. DANFORTH
The Macedonian Conflict
(Minas Savvas) 	  132

HELLENIC FOUNDATION FOR EUROPEAN AND FOREIGN POLICY
The Southeast European Yearbook, 1994-95
(Van Coufoudakis) 	  135

FRANCINE FRIEDMAN
The Bosnian Muslims: Denial of a Nation
(Arnica Buturovic) 	  136

REVUE DES ETUDES SUD-EST EUROPEENNES
(Alexander Kitroeff) 	  139

SMYRNA'S SHADOW
(moo)

award-winning documentary available
Rare archival footage, interviews with Greek survivors
tell of Asia Minor Catastrophe and aftermath. Only docu-
mentary on this topic. Excellent gift or educational tool.

Individuals: $29.95 shipping/handling.
Institutions: $89.95

1-800-666-9970

Producers: CONSTANTINE LIMPERIS/CARA MERTES
Advisor: MAR JORIE HOUSEPIAN-DOBKIN



ESSAYS
SPECIAL FOCUS SECTION:

THE DECEMBER 1944 UPRISING IN ATHENS

Guest Editors
ANDRE GEROLYMATOS and JOHN 0. IATRIDES



Introduction

The fiftieth anniversary of the December uprising (Dekem-
vriana) represents a threshold in the history of the Greek resist-
ance and the beginning of the study of the Greek civil war. Both
events have reached a point where the passage of time avails
the historian and the remaining participants the luxury of examin-
ing this period with a degree of detachment and dispassionate
retrospection. Perhaps the most telling example of how the
civil strife that plagued Greek society in the 1940s has subsided
is the relatively modest interest shown in the anniversary of
the December uprising. Indeed, time has begun to heal old
wounds, and the harshness and cruelty of this era is quietly
slipping from the survivors to the purview of the historian.

The collection of papers included in this volume was orig-
inally presented at the conference on December 1944: Fifty
Years Later, held in Montreal at the Hellenic Studies Center at
Dawson College. We have organized the publication beginning
with an overview of the Greek resistance by John Papadimas as
a background to liberation and the December uprising. The second
paper, written by Andre Gerolymatos, concentrates on the mili-
tary aspects of the December crisis and evaluates the tactics
and performance of the two sides. The third article, by Ole
Smith, explores and analyzes the role played in the crisis by the
Greek Communist Party (KKE). The final article, by John 0.
Iatrides, provides a retrospective analysis of the possible causes
of the December events.

The authors of these articles do not claim to offer new
and dramatic revelations concerning the events leading up to
the fateful clash on 3 December. Nor do they offer conclusive
evidence on some of the more vexing questions concerning the
crisis, including whether it was the result of decisions of the
KKE and its wartime leader, George Siantos, to seize control
of the Greek state. Rather, the purpose of the authors is to
provide insights and interpretations which highlight this critical
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moment in contemporary Greek history and refocus attention on
the Dekemvriana on the basis of the limited but growing scholarly
work that has been published about this event in recent years.
This modest effort is also intended to benefit those interested
scholars for whom the Greek language represents a serious
obstacle to their basic research, especially in the literature of
the Greek Left. The principal sources of documentary and other
primary materials in the Western world relevant to the study
of Greece in the 1940s have now been explored, and no great
surprises can be expected. On the other hand, it is conceivable
that the opening of the Soviet archives and the release of
more materials from the heretofore inaccessible Greek sources
will enable us in the future to confirm or revise our interpreta-
tions of the December 1944 uprising and of the subsequent civil
war which, in turn, will enhance our understanding of the role
developments in Greece played in the early stages of the Cold
War.

In the meantime, the student of this period must still address
the fundamental question as to whether there is a direct linkage
between the outbreak of fighting within the resistance (the
"First Round"), the December 1944 uprising (the "Second
Round"), and the full-scale civil war of 1946-1949 (the "Third
Round"). If no such linkage can be established, these events
need to be viewed as three distinct tragedies caused by factors
and forces that were themselves the products of local conditions
and unique circumstances beyond the control of the main par-
ticipants. From a variety of perspectives the articles in this
volume seek to shed light on this fundamental question by focus-
ing attention upon the "Second Round."

'Whatever the challenges that continue to confront the his-
torian, over the past 50 years the Greek nation has made great
strides and is moving past the phase of recrimination and of
apportioning blame for bygone deeds and misdeeds. The younger
generations are only mildly curious about the past or show
little interest in Greek history in general. However, the con-
ference in Montreal on December 1944: Fifty Years Later in-
dicated that young Greek-Canadians, and the few who had
experienced the crisis, could discuss it with curiosity and under-
standing that would not have been possible a decade earlier.
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This is particularly significant, because for the most part
the older Greeks of the diaspora cling to the past with the
passion and tenacity of immigrants who still long for the Greece
of the 1950s. For them, the memories of Greece and of the
tragic events such as the Dekemvriana have remained strong
and still retain a degree of bitterness over what happened and
over the fate of victims and survivors. Conferences such as the
one that produced these articles offer all Greeks an opportunity
to look once more into the tragic moments that have shaped
the course of modern Greek history and provide an opportunity
for understanding and reconciliation.

Many who attended the conference could still account for
a relative or friend who fell victim to the Axis occupiers or, more
sadly, was killed by fellow Greeks in the violence between
proponents of the Left and of the Right. Nevertheless, the na-
tion's lament over the victims of the war and civil war is almost
over. Ironically, for those of us who took part in this con-
ference, the last casualty of the December uprising was our
friend and colleague, Ole Smith.

Ole Smith, a Dane, devoted his life to the study of Hel-
lenism, both ancient and modern. His accomplishments as a
teacher and scholar brought honor to him and his intellectually
adopted country. Drained by a fatal disease, Ole Smith neverthe-
less stood before our audience and presented his paper on History
Made to Fit All Occasions: The KKE View of the December
Events and answered questions from the floor. For those of us
who were present, hearing Ole speak on the subject that in-
spired him the most and on which he has enriched the study of
modern Greek history was to become his last precious gift, and
one that we shall cherish. For all who knew and admired Ole,
this small volume will remain a very special publication be-
cause it contains his final contribution to our knowledge of
contemporary Greece. Accordingly, with the unanimous agree-
ment of the organizing committee and of the sponsors of the
conference, this special section is dedicated to Ole L. Smith—a
great scholar, a remarkable intellect, and a Hellene by choice.

On behalf of the organizing committee of the conference,
the Hellenic Congress of Quebec, the Hellenic Canadian Con-
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gress, the Hellenic Community of Montreal, the Hellenic Studies
Center at Dawson College, EPOK, the National Bank of Greece
(Canada) : thank you, Ole Smith.

ANDRE GEROLYMATOS
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An Overview of the Greek Resistance
as a Prelude to the Dekemvriana 

by JOHN PAPADIMAS

"Shoot the bastards!"—that is what an unidentified man in
military uniform is purported to have shouted on a cloudy Sun-
day morning, 3 December 1944, seconds before he knelt down
on one knee and fired his gun into a crowd of unarmed demon-
strators. The "bastards" he was aiming at were a large group
of mostly young men and women who had supported the National
Liberation Front (EAM) during the Axis occupation of Greece.
Ignoring the authorities, the demonstrators had managed to
break through police barricades and were making their way to-
ward Constitution Square in the center of Athens, to protest
against the government's decision to demobilize the resistance. 1

In the confusion created by the unknown assailant's gunshots,
the police panicked and then opened fired on the crowd, killing
a number of demonstrators. The crowd scattered from the area
while the police barricaded themselves in their stations, afraid of
reprisals? News of the bloodshed spread quickly among the other
demonstrators, but British troops managed to disperse them
peacefully. The following day, however, units of the National
Liberation Army (ELAS), the military wing of EAM, began at-
tacking police stations throughout Athens. 3 British Prime Minis-
ter Winston Churchill was convinced that EAM/ELAS was a
communist-dominated organization hiding behind the veneer of
a liberation movement, and he resolved to end EAM/ELAS's
power by ordering the British units stationed in the city to take
control of Athens by force. Churchill cabled General Ronald

JOHN PAPADIMAS is a student of modern Greek history and is the
coordinator of the Hellenic Studies Center at Dawson College in
Montreal.

11



Scobie, the commander of all Allied forces in Greece, instruct-
ing him "... to hold and dominate Athens" and that "it would
be a great thing for you to succeed in this without bloodshed
if possible, but also with bloodshed if necessary.'

The fighting between EAM/ELAS and the British lasted for
more than a month, but the better trained and equipped British
troops, supported by the RAF, defeated the ill-prepared reserve
forces of EAM/ELAS in Athens. By the end of the first week
of January 1945, the British had reestablished the government's
authority over the capital and had forced the guerrillas to either
surrender or flee to their mountain strongholds . 8 For the Greek
state, the political exigencies of the December crisis did not end
with the defeat of EAM/ELAS in January 1945. Instead, the
bitter ideological and political differences that had divided the
resistance and the Greek government became even more acute
and resulted in the brutal Greek civil war of 1946-1949. The
fundamental causes of the December crisis had as much to do
with the political power struggle between the Greek govern-
ment and EAM/ELAS as it did with the origins of the Greek
resistance, which in turn was characterized by the political
situation in Greece even before the Axis occupation.

When Mussolini's armies invaded Greece in October 1940,
the dictatorship of Ioannis Metaxas chose to fight rather than
capitulate to the demands of Fascist Italy, and for once it had
the whole-hearted support of the Greek people.' Accordingly,
the Greek government abandoned its neutrality toward the
Allies, at least as far as it concerned Italy, but continued to
maintain diplomatic relations with Germany? The death of
Metaxas in January 1941, however, brought about a political
power vacuum in Athens, creating the opportunity for King
George II to abolish the dictatorship and establish an all-party
government, a policy also encouraged by the British. 8 Instead,
the Greek monarch chose to preserve the apparatus of the
Metaxas regime and to maintain the political status quo, The
failure of King George II to dismantle the dictatorship and his
decision to replace Metaxas with nonpolitical figures undermined
what little credibility the monarchy had as an institution. Ef-
fectively, the king continued to rely on the army and the security
services as the primary means for ruling the state. As recorded
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by Lincoln MacVeagh, the American ambassador in Athens,

... when the time comes, it is almost certain to be re-
membered that the king's only answer to Greece's
political problems in the past was to install and support
a dictator and that after that dictator's death, he
deferred his appeal to other leaders till it was too late
for anyone to save the situation, and embarked on a
crucial war against Germany with a Government and
a High Command, representing nothing more national
than a rump of a fascist Junta . .. 10

To these factors one can include the British, who ultimately
became the only prop for the monarchy during the occupation
and the period following liberation. By April 1941, when the
German army completed the conquest of mainland Greece and
captured Crete in May, the king and the government of Em-
manouil Tsouderos11 had two options. If they stayed in Greece
the king would have been forced to rule under the Nazis and
undoubtedly labeled a collaborator. On the other hand, if he
and the government fled at a time when the nation needed leader-
ship, it could have been perceived by many Greeks as an act of
cowardice. 12 Ultimately, George II chose to leave with the re-
treating British forces and formed a government-in-exile in
London and Cairo ' At the same time in Athens, however, the
country's traditional political and military leadership remained
passive, at least during the first phase of the occupation, and
continued to be preoccupied with the constitutional issue over
the legitimacy of the monarchy." The one important exception
was the Greek Communist Party (KKE), whose leaders had
been jailed or exiled during the Metaxas regime." Meanwhile,
the Greek politicians and military officials affiliated with the
Metaxas dictatorship who did not join the king in exile either
remained inactive or joined the collaborationist government.'

To George II and his government-in-exile, it seemed ex-
tremely difficult to organize a resistance movevent in occupied
Greece, given the conditions at hand and the strength and ef-
ficiency of the German army. There was the matter of logistics
and organization, as well as the question of supplies and corn-
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munication facilities, all of which were virtually nonexistent after
Greece's capitulation. In addition, consideration had to be given
to reprisals and other repercussions that such a campaign would
have had on the population. Consequently, the king and his
government believed it was more important to maintain a Greek
state-in-exile than develop a plan of resistance against the
occupation forces in Greece. 17 As a result of these factors, many
Greeks who chose to fight the occupation and suffered the hard-
ships and humiliation of Axis aggression were frustrated by
the inability of the traditional political establishment to provide
leadership, or even the semblance of a plan of action, to alleviate
their plight, and they turned to new and nontraditional organiza-
tions that had begun to emerge in the first years of occupation.

This situation, as well as the decision of the king and his
government to flee Greece, created a political vacuum and be-
came a catalyst for a new political dynamic in Greek society."
Justice Emil Sandstrom, head of the Greek Relief Commission,
wrote:

... that hunger, scarcity of all the necessities of life,
inflation, the difficulties arising from a state of oc-
cupation, terror, the life of privation in the mountains,
guerrilla warfare and the collapse of Government au-
thority—in fact, all the sufferings of the Greek popula-
tion—had a strong radicalizing influence on the masses.'

While this new political reality was taking shape, the king and
the Tsouderos government with the support of the British con-
centrated on organizing a Greek military force in the Middle
East."

Like most of the people of Nazi-occupied Europe, the Greeks
were at first too shocked to accept the reality of the occupation,
and equally exhausted and demoralized to coordinate an organ-
ized resistance. An American journalist in Thessaloniki described
the mood of people: "In the silence and perfect obscurity of the
night, one hears the measured tread of the sentry, as if the city
had become an immense penitentiary." 21 To many Greeks the
most confusing aspect of the situation was trying to understand
what Greece's position was in Hitler's "New Order.' Was the
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occupation just another form of foreign intervention with the aim
of "liberating" Greece from "Franco-British imperialism," or was
this a military conquest, similar to that of the Ottoman's, which
lasted four hundred years? Hitler's opinion of the Greeks after
the end of Operation Marita was a mixture of flattery and
condescension: "[W]e are overwhelmed with honest sympathy
for the defeated Greek people. They are the victims of their
king and of a small, self-blinded leadership class. However, they
fought so heroically that not even their enemies can deny them
their respect." 23 It did not take very long for the Greek nation
to realize that the Axis powers simply assumed all the preroga-
tibes of conquerors. It became apparent quickly that the Germans
had little interest in trying to win over the Greeks, and except
for token measures of sympathy the general population had to
deal with a cruel and merciless enemy. The Nazi authorities
plundered the country of everything that could be moved or
carried and expropriated a significant portion of Greece's food-
stuffs, which precipitated a major famine in the winter of 1941-
1942.24

Throughout the late summer and early fall these factors
set the stage for the organization and development of armed
resistance and ultimately initiated a chain of events that trans-
formed patriotic and uncoordinated opposition against the enemy
into a political movement that eventually challenged the very
foundations of the Greek state. An integral part of this process
was the role of the British government and its political, military,
and clandestine agencies that first concentrated on stimulating
resistance in Greece and later in the war diverted their efforts
to counter the very forces they had supported to fight the Axis.
Although organized resistance and guerrilla groups began form-
ing as early as July 1941, by the second year of the occupation
EAM/ELAS25 and EDES25 emerged as the two principal or-
ganizations that quickly dominated the Greek resistance move-
ment. At the same time it became apparent that, as these or-
ganizations expanded their military efforts against the Axis,
their role in the resistance was intertwined with distinct political
objectives for the postwar period. During the early stages of
the resistance, this political element was overlooked by the
British, but by the end of 1943 it became the dominant factor
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in Anglo-Greek relations and shaped the pattern of events lead-
ing to the December 1944 uprising.

Initially, the goals of EDES and EAM/ELAS were similar,
and their policies toward the occupation and the Greek govern-
ment-in-exile, as expressed by their manifestos, reflected their
particular political orientation?' EDES was largely made up of
nationalists, republicans, and right-wing Venizelists, most of
whom were staunchly anticommunist, who had some involve-
ment in prewar revolutionary activities. On the other hand,
EAM/ELAS was made up of the remnants of the communist
and left-wing parties that had survived the Metaxas dictatorship,
but also included liberal and intellectual groups." During the
course of the resistance, however, the political dynamics of these
organizations would fluctuate either out of military necessity
or because of the willingness of their leaders to exploit certain
events for political expediency. Although in the beginning of
the occupation some attempts were made to create one unified
national resistance movement, all these efforts quickly failed."
It soon became evident that the prewar political antagonisms
that had resurfaced after Greece's military defeat were going to
stifle attempts at political reconciliation just when the Greeks
needed unity the most. Compounding this state of affairs were
the contradictory policies of the British government.

At first the British attempted to guide and expand the
Greek resistance in order to assist Allied military efforts against
the Axis. However, later in the war, British officials viewed
the developments in Greece in relation to the geostrategic in-
terests of Great Britain as well as their commitments to the
Greek king and his government. British policy toward Greece
during the Nazi occupation was characterized by two important
elements. First, King George II was recognized as the legitimate
head of the Greek state and, second, the British government
would not accept or impose any changes concerning the Greek
monarchy during the war." The British government, and Prime
Minister Churchill in particular, in keeping with this general
policy endeavored to preserve much of Britain's prewar interests
and influence. Accordingly, for the British government, the
best way to accomplish this was to maintain and support the
alliances and relationships with those whom the Foreign Office
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considered "the legitimate authority," or, in the case of occupied
Europe, the legitimate heads of state prior to the occupation."
However, after the fall of France, Churchill's military advisers
reappraised their overall strategy and recommended that, in
addition to the traditional methods of war, irregular warfare and
guerrilla armies as well as the stimulation of mass uprisings
should also be employed in the overall strategy against Hitler.
As a result, Churchill authorized the creation of the Special
Operations Executive (SOE), which was responsible for coor-
dinating "all action by way of subversion and sabotage against
the enemy overseas.""

The SOE, on the other hand, believed that the only way
to carry out Churchill's orders was to recruit elements in European
society who were proven radicals. In fact, the SOE believed
that only communists, populists, right-wing nationalists, and
unionists were capable of instigating resistance activities."
Churchill generally supported the SOE's policy, but the Foreign
Office did not share Churchill's somewhat romanticized en-
thusiasm for clandestine warfare and was highly skeptical of the
SOE's tactics." The Foreign Office was convinced that radical
and revolutionary forces unleashed as a result of the organiza-
tion of resistance could not be relied on to maintain British in-
terests in the postwar period. Consequently, the Foreign Office
was reluctant to sanction plans that resulted in changes to the
constitutional structure of occupied states in order to stimulate
resistance activity." The Foreign Office stubbornly clung to this
policy, even though British intelligence officers were working
with individuals and groups in occupied Europe who were op-
posed to their prewar governments." This inherent contradiction
in British policy became evident with the first attempts to or-
ganize the embryonic resistance movement in Greece.

When Brigadier General Edmund Myers led the first SOE
mission into occupied Greece he found several resistance or-
ganizations already in place. 37 Initially, Myers' orders were to
destroy the Gorgopotamos viaduct in order to sever Rommel's
supply line that ran from the Balkans to North Africa, before
the decisive battle at El Alamein (23-24 October). On 25 No-
vember 1942, one month after the battle, the SOE team with
support from ELAS and EDES destroyed the railroad bridge."
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Regardless of the setback, the operation at the Gorgopotamos
viaduct was the first major act of sabotage against the Axis and
was treated as such by Allied propaganda.' As a result, Myers
was instructed by SOE headquarters in Cairo to remain in Greece
and set up the first British Military Mission (BMM), with the
purpose of organizing resistance and guerrilla warfare. 4° In
effect, Myers had to unite these andartes41 into a cohesive para-
military force to be coordinated by General Headquarters Middle
East through the SOE in the Greek mountains.' The obstacles
facing Myers and his team were formidable, beginning with the
BMM's supply and communications problems as well as un-
derstanding and dealing with the cultural susceptibilities of the
Greek population." Despite these difficulties, Myers succeeded
in securing the cooperation of both EAM/ELAS and EDES for
the SOE's mission. However, the greater challenge for the SOE
in Greece was how to cooperate with resistance organizations
that were almost as opposed to the Greek monarchy and the
government-in-exile as they were to the Axis. At the same time,
the British Military Mission's problems were further compounded
by the fragmented state of the Greek resistance and the ex-
tremely limited information available to Myers on the organiza-
tions and the personalities who were prepared to fight the Axis."

Consequently, both EAM/ELAS and EDES eclipsed or as-
similated smaller guerrilla bands as they expanded, and by spring
1943 the competition for control of the resistance resulted in
frequent clashes." An important element in these events was that
the policies of EAM/ELAS and EDES were affected by the grow-
ing perception that Germany was going to lose the war." In ad-
dition to the fact that both organizations had initially opposed
the return of the monarchy, the role of the SOE and the success
of EAM/ELAS in establishing a mass base of support, in contrast
to EDES, presented a new dimension to the politics of wartime
Greece. The fundamental issue was no longer the fate of George
II, but rather which organization would be in control of the
country at the moment of liberation. Equally significant was
the development of the resistance groups themselves and the
conditions and character of the guerrilla war that led to the
first armed conflict in 1943.

Unlike EDES,47 EAM/ELAS succeeded in creating a grass-
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roots organization with a rudimentary infrastructure that supplied
its forces and also provided assistance to starving civilians."
Furthermore, the superior ability of the KKE in organization
enabled EAM/ELAS to create a nationalist/populist image of
itself, even though the majority of its followers did not espouse
the ideology of the KKE, which controlled the EAM/ELAS lead-
ership." The Greek Communist Party, and its secretary Georgios
Siantos in particular, had understood from the beginning of the
occupation that the KKE's communist ideology was supported
by only a small minority of the Greek population. Consequently,
after the dissolution of the Comintern in 1943, the KKE an-
nounced that it would attempt to achieve power through the
parliamentary process. 5° Although a minority of the KKE's leaders
did not accept this policy, the involvment of the KKE in the
creation of EAM in early 1942 enabled those in the party who
advocated political legitimacy to control its more militant mem-
bers, who advocated seizing power by force after liberation. 51

The growth of EAM/ELAS, which in early 1943 had
reached approximately 12,000 men to Zervas's 4,000,52 began
to alarm Myers, but the SOE in Cairo continued to believe that
both resistance organizations were crucial to the Allied war effort,
particularly as the Allies prepared to invade Sicily." Churchill
and the Foreign Office, however, were increasingly concerned
about the KKE's influence over EAM/ELAS, partly because
they saw growing support in occupied Greece for the anti-
monarchist forces.' These concerns were accentuated after clashes
between EAM/ELAS and EDES became more frequent, and as
the influence of EAM/ELAS over large parts of occupied Greece
eclipsed all other resistance movements.55 The evolution of
these crises, as well as the mutinies of the Greek armed forces
in the Middle East, established a pattern of mistrust between
EAM/ELAS and the British and Greek government-in-exile and
became the decisive elements that led to the December 1944 crisis.

Part of this cycle was the role, or rather the absence, of
the Greek government-in-exile with regard to British policy
toward resistance.56 Although George II and Tsouderos had
been reluctant to support or initiate mass resistance and guerrilla
warfare in the beginning of the occupation," the SOE was later
equally determined to exclude the Greek government-in-exile
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from its operations and policies in Greece. One factor was the
issue of maintaining secrecy over covert operations, and Greek
government officials in Cairo and London were not trusted by
the SOE to avoid security leaks. This, however, does not explain
the almost total exclusion of the Greek government with re-
gard to the overall policy of the SOE toward Greek resistance
organizations." In effect, as the guerrilla bands expanded, along
with the number of British military missions in various parts of
Greece," the SOE became a buffer between the Greek govern-
ment-in-exile and the resistance." Until more information comes
to light from the British or Greek archives, we can only speculate
as to the motives of the SOE for keeping the Greek government-
in-exile at arm's length from the Greek resistance. As long as
the British were fighting for survival, SOE operations super-
seded political sensitivities, but as the tide of war shifted in
favor of the Allies after the battle of Stalingrad and El Alamein,
postwar considerations assumed a greater priority."

In this respect, the Greek government-in-exile was deter-
mined to reestablish itself in Greece, and to do so required the
organization of loyal armed forces. In addition, King George II
and Prime Minister Tsouderos believed that such a force would
prevent the quisling government in Athens, as well as their
antimonarchist rivals, from claiming to represent the Greek
state. Furthermore, a strong army was necessary to maintain the
position of Greece within the region and enable the govern-
ment to press its claims against the Axis and their allies in the
Balkans at the postwar peace conference." Almost from their
inception, however, the armed forces of the Greek government-
in-exile were divided along ideological lines, with republican-
Venizelist officers representing one faction and royalist officers
the other. Consequently, the political antagonisms that had char-
acterized the two camps before, during, and after the collapse of
the Metaxas regime were carried over to the Greek forces in
the Middle East." The tension between these two factions
reached a crisis in March 1943. The republican officers had in-
sisted on more representation in the military hierarchy and in
the government-in-exile, but Tsouderos and the king were re-
luctant to accept these demands." The republicans, therefore,
assumed that the Greek army in the Middle East was, for all
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intents and purposes, nothing more than a security force to re-
impose the monarchy and the prewar system after liberation."

The king, with the support of the royalist officers who
constituted the majority of the Greek military leadership, stead-
fastly rejected the demands of the republicans, convinced that
the latter were bent on revenge for the years of political and
professional exile they had suffered under the Metaxas regime,
as well as punishing them for the defeat of the Greek army in
1941. 66 Attempts by Tsouderos to moderate the situation and
reform the structure of the military high command to accom-
modate the more moderate republican officers failed, and he
was left with little choice but to rely on the royalists for sup-
port.67 The tension between the two sides finally erupted into
a mutiny on 8 March 1943, after the Tsouderos government had
tried unsuccessfully to discipline some of the more extremist
officers." The mutiny created a problem for the Allied military
command in the Middle East, and the British intervened and
assisted the Greek government-in-exile to restore order within
the ranks of the Greek officer corps.

The crisis in the Middle East convinced the Foreign Office
that if British foreign policy were to succeed in Greece, the
antimonarchist forces had to be contained." Anthony Eden had
accepted this rationale early on and believed that British policy
in Greece during the occupation was to give "unconditional sup-
port to the King and his government, even though this would
limit our contacts with patriotic elements in Greece."" Since
the Foreign Office assumed that EAM/ELAS was under the
domination of the KKE, the only recourse for the British govern-
ment was to increase support for EDES and Zervas." Indeed,
Myers' political adviser D. J. Wallace bluntly stated that "Zervas
is a British creation in a sense that we are responsible for his
continued existence today and for all the consequences that may
follow therefrom."" By March 1943 the British were assured
that Zervas had abandoned his republican views and now sup-
ported the monarchy." As a result, the British were confident
that with one of the major guerrilla bands under the direct
control of the BMM, their policy toward Greece in general and
the Greek resistance in particular had broad popular 'support."
In turn, the Foreign Office, with the full backing of the British
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government, ordered the SOE to cease its support of EAM/ELAS
and to concentrate on Zervas." Although SOE-London inter-
vened and managed to maintain some contact with EAM/ELAS,
the Foreign Office reiterated to the SOE in Cairo that the only
way EAM/ELAS could continue to receive arms and other sup-
plies was for the organization's leadership to make a concerted
effort to wean away the communist influence from within its
ranks and cooperate with the BMM."

By this time, however, EAM/ELAS had come to dominate
large parts of occupied Greece and had a significant base of
support in the cities and towns that exceeded the combined in-
fluence of the other resistance groups. Particularly disconcerting
for Myers and the Foreign Office was the ruthlessness with
which EAM/ELAS disbanded or assimilated other guerrillas, thus
threatening to control the entire resistance movement." At the
same time, the EAM/ELAS leadership increasingly distrusted
the SOE and Myers, accusing him of favoring EDES over EAM/
ELAS by denying them support and war material. John Hondros
writes that EAM/ELAS's complaints "were not unreasonable,"
and that "between January and May 1943, Zervas received
59,774 lbs of supplies to EAM/ELAS's 34,672 lbs.""

An attempt to coordinated the activities of EAM/ELAS,
EDES, and the other guerrilla groups was made by Myers in
late June 1943 in what became known as the National Bands
Agreement, a pact which required all the resistance organiza-
tions to work in concert with the BMM through a joint head-
quarters." However, EAM/ELAS's fears of British intervention,
coupled with the personal and political ambitions of the local
guerrilla leaders, proved to be too strong, and the British plan
collapsed in July 1943. 80 In an effort to avert full-scale civil
war between EAM/ELAS and EDES, Myers arranged for high-
level talks between representatives of the major resistance or-
ganizations and his superiors in Cairo.

Unfortunately, the visit of the andarte delegation to Cairo
was marred from the beginning. Myers wanted to secure and
increase the cooperation of the guerrilla bands, but the delega-
tion was more interested in discussing the political situation of
postwar Greece." The delegates demanded representation in the
Greek government-in-exile and that the king postpone his return
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until a plebiscite could be held on the issue of the monarchy.'
However, George II was convinced that including EAM/ELAS
ministers in the Greek government would undermine the mon-
archist forces and alter the political orientation of the Greek
government-in-exile. On the other hand, Myers and the SOE,
being much more aware of the internal situation in Greece,
believed that the conditions of EAM/ELAS had to be met to
avoid civil war." The king, with the support of the British
government, would not accept a change in the Greek govern-
ment's composition, and the British authorities in Cairo were
informed by London not to compromise with EAM/ELAS. As
a result, the discussions ended without any agreement, and the
delegation was summarily sent back to Greece."

The collapse of the Cairo talks was a serious setback for
relations between the British and EAM/ELAS, and it served as
one of the factors contributing to the outbreak of full-scale civil
war in the fall of 1943.85 After the failure of the Cairo meeting,
clashes between the rival guerrilla bands intensified," and the
repercussions of the andarte delegation also had a negative im-
pact on the commander of the BMM in Greece. The Foreign
Office used the debacle of the Cairo meeting to try and put an
end to the SOE's influence within the Greek resistance and to
establish its authority over all matters concerning Greece. Myers
was replaced by Christopher Woodhouse," and the Foreign
Office declared that the position of the British government to-
ward the Greek monarch and his government-in-exile remained
unchanged." On the other hand, as a result of the Cairo meet-
ing EAM/ELAS became more alienated than ever from the
BMM and convinced that the British government was planning
to restore the king and the Greek government-in-exile by force8®
In turn, the British believed that any further negotiation with
EAM/ELAS was an exercise in futility. Furthermore, even after
Myers's dismissal, tensions between the SOE and the Foreign
Office continued unabated. The Foreign Office was now even
more dubious of the value of resistance and guerrilla warfare
in Greece, and continued to view its policy of support for the
Greek government-in-exile as the best means for securing British
interests. The SOE considered the Foreign Office's support of
the Greek king as an impediment to the expansion of the resist-
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ance movement and an obstacle to the more important goal of
fighting the Axis in Greece." As a result of this situation, in
October 1943 full-scale civil war broke out between EAM/ELAS
and EDES, which expanded to include other bands. A month
later EAM/ELAS, with the exception of EDES, had neutralized
or eliminated most of the other bands and by October 1944
controlled almost the entire Greek countryside. The only threat
left to challenge EAM/ELAS's military supremacy remained the
collaborationist Security Battalions and the pro-monarchist forces
in the Middle East." As the fighting between EAM/ELAS and
EDES intensified, it vindicated Churchill's and the Foreign
Office's conviction that EAM/ELAS was laying the ground-
work for an attempt to seize power after liberation." Although
the SOE remained suspicious of EAM/ELAS, it disagreed with
attempts to terminate all contact with the organization. Other
factors intervened, however, that forced the British government
to continue supporting the left-wing resistance. One considera-
tion was that by the end of summer 1943, the British government
knew that EDES was no match for EAM/ELAS Another was
that the British assumed they could use EAM/ELAS's de-
pendency on war supplies as leverage with the organization's
leadership, particularly with respect to military cooperation."
Finally, after the fall of Italy, the Allies began preparing for
the invasion of Europe and needed all the guerrilla forces in
the Balkans fully operational in order to keep as much of the
German army as possible pinned down during the Normandy
invasion."

Under pressure from the military, the Foreign Office ac-
cepted a compromise plan that would deal with the resistance
and address the issue of the Greek monarchy by creating a
regency council led by Damaskinos, the Greek Orthodox arch-
bishop of Athens and all Greece. The king had to agree not to
return to Greece until a plebiscite was held, and in return the
resistance groups would cease hostilities against one another
and their guerrilla armies would be incorporated into the Greek
army. Churchill reiterated his support to the Greek king, and
although he was steadfastly against granting EAM/ELAS rep-
resentation in any new Greek government, he quietly urged the
Greek monarch to accept the proposal. After consulting Presi-
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dent Roosevelt, however, the king refused to endorse the regency
plan as it was proposed. Instead, he declared that he would
choose the proper timing of his return to Greece after discus-
sions with his government." While the foes of the Greek
monarch saw the king's statement as reaffirmation of the pre-
war political status quo, the moderates in the Greek government-
in-exile interpreted this declaration as a sign that the king was
willing to accept a plebiscite before returning to Greece."

On 29 February 1944, after an arduous series of meetings
and consultations, the representatives of EAM/ELAS and the
other resistance organizations accepted what became known as
the Plaka Agreement. The agreement called for a political com-
mittee under the regency of Archbishop Damaskinos to begin
negotiations for the formation of a coalition government that
would include representatives of EAM/ELAS and the other
guerrilla groups. It also called for an immediate armistice be-
tween the guerrilla bands, limited their role to military opera-
tions, and delineated the territorial divisions among the resistance
organizations in occupied Greece. 97 The Plaka Agreement, how-
ever, succeeded only in establishing a temporary truce between
the resistance organizations. It did not settle any of the out-
standing political differences between them or address the most
fundamental issue dividing the Greek political world—the post-
war balance of power and the issue of the monarchy. Neither
the leadership of EAM/ELAS nor the political leaders repre-
senting the prewar Greek political world could agree on a
formula for sharing power."

After failing to secure for itself a position in the regency
council, EAM/ELAS set up its own provisional government
(PEEA—Politike Epitrope Ethnikes Apeleutherosis)" in the
mountains of northern Greece. The event greatly alarmed the
British government, particularly when elements of the Greek
army in the Middle East endorsed it as the legitimate govern-
ment of free Greece.'" According to Hondros, the PEEA posed
a serious threat to the Greek government-in-exile because "it
presented London and Cairo with a real if not legal rival."'" It
had the support of some of the most prominent intellectuals
in Greece, as well as academics and high-ranking representatives
of the Greek Orthodox Church.'" The creation of the PEEA
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precipitated a crisis in the Greek governmentin-exile as the more
moderate of the Venizelists and officers with ties to EAM/ELAS
urged the Tsouderos government to recognize the PEEA. When
Tsouderos refused to do so, the republican officers mutinied on
31 March 1944.

This time Tsouderos was unable to quell the rebellion, and
he was forced to resign. In the meantime, the mutiny had
reached a crisis, and the British became alarmed at the prospect
of having a rogue element in the Allied forces." On 14 April,
Sophocles Venizelos replaced Tsouderos as prime minister of the
Greek government-in-exile, but he could not convince the mu-
tineers to end their insurrection peacefully. Venizelos then ap-
pointed Panagiotes Voulgares commander-in-chief of the Greek
Navy, who with the support of the British military was finally
able to suppress the rebellion. 1" The crisis almost destroyed the
government-in-exile and with it the authority of the king. Veni-
zelos stepped down after thirteen days in power and, until
the liberal politician George Papandreou became acting prime
minister in late April 1944, it was the force of British arms that
served as the only prop for the Greek government-in-exile. Fur-
thermore, the rebellion also reinforced the Foreign Office's per-
ception that EAM/ELAS, which it blamed for the insurrection,
could not be trusted to negotiate in good faith.

When Papandreou attempted to come to terms with the
politics of resistance at the Lebanon conference, he did so with
the intention of limiting the influence of EAM/ELAS rather
than accepting that it had legitimate political interests.' In the
end, however, the Lebanon conference resolved only to imple-
ment vague resolutions uniting the guerrillas under a national
army and to establish the freedom of all Greeks after liberation.
In principle, Papandreou used the conference to force the in-
clusion of EAM/ELAS representatives in a government of na-
tional unity so that their presence would negate the impact and
influence of the PEEA." EAM/ELAS accepted, rejected, and
then accepted again the terms of the Lebanon agreement, and
five representatives eventually joined the Papandreou govern-
ment." When the government-in-exile moved to Caserta, Italy,
there was another attempt to structure the balance of power in
the new Government of National Unity, and an agreement was
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reached to place the guerrilla bands under the military command
of a British general. 108 However, there was no overall plan to
properly implement the goals of the Lebanon and Caserta agree-
ments, and the outstanding issues that divided the guerrillas
from the very beginning were not resolved and proved to be
beyond the political capabilities of the participants.'" It was these
circumstances that characterized the Greek resistance and ul-
timately initiated the cycle of suspicion and violence that shaped
the course of events, from the arrival of the British Military
Mission in the Greek mountains, to the Cairo debacle, to the
Lebanon conference, and finally to liberation and the tragedy
of the December crisis.
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The Battle for Athens:
Strategy and Tactics

by ANDRE GEROLYMATOS

The Axis occupation of Greece resulted in hundreds of
thousands of deaths and mass destruction which included the
devastation of entire villages.' Equally compelling for the future
of Greek society was the occupation's bitter legacy of political
division and civil strife. Liberation brought about a temporary
period of euphoria but was short-lived due to failure of the
Greek government to address the immediate issues of the or-
ganization of a new army and the demobilization of the guerrilla
forces. Underlying these problems were the future of the monarchy
and the disposition of the collaborators. In addition, the Govern-
ment of National Unity had to cope with a country and a society
in shambles. Hyper-inflation, food shortages, and the almost
total destruction of communications between the cities and the
countryside had paralyzed Greece.

However, the primary concern of both the government and
the resistance organizations was the demobilization of the guer-
rilla bands and the organization of a new army. To the leader-
ship of EAM-ELAS, the largest and most powerful resistance
organization, the road to renewed conflict stemmed from their
fears that the government had no intention of sharing power
with the Left but was bent on reestablishing the prewar political
and social status quo. It was these fears that had brought about
the spectacle of a civil war during the occupation in October
1943 and would lead to a new conflict in December 1944. The
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fighting in October 1943 represented a struggle between the
revolutionary forces of the Left against EDES, which by this
time had become identified with the monarchy and the Greek
government-in-exile. More precisely, the "First Round" (October
1943) was a proxy war between EAM-ELAS and the forces
of the monarchy after Napoleon Zervas had shifted his allegi-
ance to King George II. In this respect, the "Second Round,"
as the December crisis is referred to, was a continuation of the
war between EAM-ELAS and the forces of the Right. Only this
time the battle would take place in the streets and suburbs of
Athens and directly involve the British army.

In the post-liberation period Napoleon Zervas and EDES
accepted the rule of the Government of National Unity and
quickly faded as a factor in the Greek political power struggle.
To a great extent the political and military marginalization of
EDES only became evident during the December crisis. As a
guerrilla band EDES often held its own against the Germans
and later against units of ELAS, but it failed to establish a mass
following with a political infrastructure throughout Greece.'
At the end of the Axis occupation EDES offered limited poten-
tial as a military force, and the government, with the exception
of a small British relief force and the hated police and gen-
darmes, had no military organization to speak of in order to
enforce its decisions and policies. On the contrary, while the
government maintained limited control only over Athens, Thes-
saloniki, and a few large towns, the rest of the country was
effectively controlled by EAM-ELAS.

In the absence of a credible and effective military force, the
Government of National Unity had little recourse but to rely on
political compromise and try to outmaneuver the Left in order to
attempt to govern the country. This was at least until the govern-
ment was able to create a new army and security forces that
would enable it to establish its authority throughout Greece.
Paramount to this policy was the demobilization of the guerrilla
forces of EAM-ELAS that had the capability to challenge and
even topple the new regime. 3

During this period the Left faced a similar dilemma.
EAM-ELAS, hamstrung by the Churchill-Stalin "percentages agree-
ment," accepted to join the Government of National Unity and
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agreed not to oppose the return to Greece of the new govern-
ment along with the British. 4 As a result, both EAM-ELAS and
the Government of National Unity were forced to coexist, at
least in the short term, and to use political pressure to impose
their respective agendas on postwar Greece. The outcome led
to an uneasy truce that was maintained for almost two months
while each side interpreted the actions of the other as provoca-
tions. For its part, the Government of National Unity, along
with the British, were convinced that EAM-ELAS intended to
use force and transform Greece into a communist state even
before the liberation. 5

Accordingly, the Government of National Unity devoted
considerable time and effort to the organization of a new army
and the elimination of the guerrilla forces!' To achieve these aims
quickly, the George Papandreou government was forced to re-
habilitate many officers who had close affiliation with the
monarchy and some who had even served in the notorious secu-
rity battalions. On the other hand, it made every effort to ex-
clude most officers who were members of ELAS, regardless of
their political loyalties before the occupation.' This policy, as
well as the urgency by which the government pressed for the
demobilization of the EAM-ELAS forces, created an atmosphere
of mutual suspicion and hostility. 5 The leadership of EAM-ELAS
had little choice but to avoid the demobilization of its forces,
since without the guerrilla fighters it would lose its political
leverage and be at the mercy of the "new Right."

Prior to the occupation the Greek political spectrum was
dominated by the Venizelist-royalist schism. Although the Veni-
zelist faction was synonymous with various aspects of Greek
liberalism and the royalist with conservatism, their bitter and
often personal rivalry blurred the ideological differences between
them." On the other hand, the Communist Party was small, as
were the other parties of the Left, and thus had little impact
on the political proclivities of Greek society." During the period
of the resistance the terms "Left" and "Right" acquired new
definitions that did not necessarily emanate from defined con-
stituencies of conservatives, liberals, communists, or socialists
within Greek society. It is difficult to determine the political
sentiments of those who followed EAM-ELAS, yet it is evident
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from the extant sources that many who followed EAM-ELAS
did so out of patriotic and nationalistic motives. The same can
be said for many who supported the other resistance organiza-
tions. For example, it was not unusual to find large numbers of
Greek officers fighting in the ranks of ELAS and monarchist
officers joining EDES. In addition, approximately 1,000 Greek
officers became members of the security battalions, many of
them prewar Venizelists who had been purged from the Greek
armed forces.'

After liberation, thousands of resistance fighters, regardless
of their personal political ideology, were labeled as leftists simply
because they had fought with ELAS or worked for EAM. This
included many officers who had royalist or Venizelist creden-
tials. Another consideration is that the constitution of the "new
Right" in the postwar period not only included royalists but also
a large percentage of republicans and Venizelists. For some in
the latter category the specter of communism had superseded
the old Venizelist-royalist schism, while for others the motive
was professional opportunism to secure or acquire positions in
the new armed forces. Consequently, the convergence of these
elements constituted a new Right that represented a dynamic in
the Greek political landscape brought together by the force of cir-
cumstances and the impact of the resistance during the occupa-
tion. Equally significant is that all those who were not adherents
of the Right were characterized as members or sympathizers of
the Left. Yet the followers of what can be termed the Left did
not represent a monolithic entity, nor can it be argued that the
membership of EAM-ELAS was one and the same with the
cadres of the KKE. Under these conditions, and despite the
numerical superiority of EAM-ELAS, the Greek Communist
Party could not be certain if the rank-and-file of these organiza-
tions was prepared to fight in order to establish a communist
regime in Greece. Without the full backing of ELAS-EAM, it
is highly unlikely that the KKE was in a position to launch an
all-out campaign in 1944 to take over the Greek state by force."
In this regard a military analysis of the December 1944 events
provides another prism of the political aims and military actions
of the protagonists. Perhaps the most interesting aspect is that
the main theater of operations throughout the uprising was
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Athens. Arguably, control of the Greek capital represented the
most important asset for the eventual control of the country,
but this in and of itself does not explain the failure of EAM-ELAS
to concentrate its main forces in Athens.

As events unfolded in the late fall of 1944 it had become
evident by the end of November that a crisis was imminent, yet
neither EAM-ELAS nor the Greek government and the British
had made concrete plans to deal with a potential military con-
frontation. Both sides had taken steps that indicated military ag-
gression during November, but other than contributing to the
deteriorating political situation the British and the Greek Govern-
ment of National Unity were ill-prepared to deal with the out-
break of fighting in December. The British had initially prepared
a small force to enter Greece as the Germans began their evacua-
tion. The designated liberation force was limited to two brigades
(2nd Parachute and 23rd Armored) and a few hundred British
and some American commandos. In addition, one Greek brigade,
the Rimini Brigade, and the Sacred Battalion as well as the
Free Greek Air Force were to be made available for transfer to
mainland Greece at a later date. 14 The total number of British
forces that entered Greece upon liberation did not exceed 10,000
officers and men. 15 British hopes for a smooth transition from
occupation to a post-liberation Greece were based in part on
the fact that George Papandreou headed the Government of
National Unity, which included ministers from EAM, an agree-
ment that King George II would remain in exile until a plebiscite
determined the fate of the monarchy, and the fact that EAM-
ELAS had signed the Caserta Agreement, placing all Allied
and guerrilla forces under the operational command of British
General Ronald Scobie. Finally, the Churchill-Stalin "percentages
agreement" essentially guaranteed Soviet neutrality in the event
of an attempted take-over of Greece by EAM-ELAS.

Indeed, the objectives of Operation Mane were to maintain
good relations with EAM-ELAS so that the British would be able
to enter Greece with limited forces as soon as the Germans left.
According to the official British history of the Second World
War, the purpose of Operation Mana "was designed to prevent,
not to counter, a seizure of power by the Communists. .. ." 17

However, by the end of October, as ELAS agitation escalated,
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the British increased their forces to 22,600 troops and five air
squadrons, and began the transfer of two more divisions and
the Greek Rimini Brigade from Italy to Greece." By this time
it was becoming evident to the British that a confrontation with
EAM-ELAS was unavoidable. In early November Winston
Churchill commented that "I fully expect a clash with EAM
and we must not shrink from it, provided the ground is well
chosen.' On 8 November Churchill telegraphed General Mait-
land Wilson, the Commander-in-Chief Middle East, and Sir
Reginald Leeper, the British ambassador to Athens, requesting
urgent reinforcements to be sent to Greece. Leeper was in-
structed that "British troops should certainly be used to support
law and order, even by shooting if necessary."" On 15 Novem-
ber General Wilson reported that the "Communists seemed likely
soon to bring matters to a head," and he instructed Scobie to hold
all troops already in Greece, to concentrate on Athens whose
neighborhoods would be declared a military area, and to order
ELAS to withdraw entirely from the region. In the event of
attack, Scobie was ordered to use British and Greek forces to
crush any opposition. 21

Remarkably, and despite the reinforcements, General Scobie
was ill-prepared for a military confrontation with ELAS. Through-
out October and mid-November British forces were concentrated
in Athens, Patras, and a few other cities. Little effort was made
to maintain secure communications with Piraeus and the airfield
outside Athens. As a result of this deployment, the British forces,
even before the outbreak of hostilities, were virtually besieged.
The rest of Greece with the exception of Epirus, the Drama
area, and a few of the islands were under the control of ELAS
Part of the explanation for the poor strategic order of battle for
the British army in Greece was due to the fact that General
Scobie was not an experienced commander; he had been placed
in charge of the allied forces in Greece more for his abilities
as an administrator. Another factor was that both Scobie and
Papandreou expected that since EAM-ELAS had signed the Ca-
serta Agreement, the guerrilla forces would obey Scobie's orders
and agree to hand over their weapons. The escalation in numbers
and deployment of the British forces in Greece and the transfer
of the Rimini Brigade from mid-October to mid-November did
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not alter the strategic situation. Rather, it simply added more
forces into those already-established pockets of isolation. At the
same time, the transfer of the Greek unit and the increase in
the British contingent further destabilized the precarious political
situation.

ELAS, meanwhile, enjoyed the strategic advantage of con-
trolling most of mainland Greece. By the end of November
the ELAS order of battle was based on approximatealy 49,000
men and officers deployed in 11 divisions 22 and a regiment of
cavalry, as well as a small makeshift navy. In addition, ELAS
maintained a reserve of almost 45,000 men and women, of whom
22,000 to 23,150 were based in Athens. These latter forces were
designated as the 1st ELAS Army Corps. The majority of the
rank-and-file of this unit was of uneven quality, but at least
6,000 were armed with rifles and another 3,000 carried revolvers
and pistols. Many of these troops had attained considerable ex-
perience in urban guerrilla warfare during the last phase of
the occupation. 25 During the critical weeks of November, the
BIAS reserve in Athens received additional reinforcements from
the Peloponnese as well as supplies of weapons and ammunition. 24

Despite the initial advantages held by EAM-ELAS, the leader-
ship failed to exploit the strategic and tactical superiority of its
forces. Even before the outbreak of hostilities, George Siantos,
the acting General Secretary of the KKE and the dominant figure
in EAM-ELAS, gave every indication that he was uncertain of
how to proceed with plans for the upcoming confrontation. His
first actions were to reconstitute the Central Committee of ELAS
(1 December 1944) and at the same time evacuate KKE party
headquarters from Athens to Hashia, in northern Attica. These
changes effectively made Siantos the overall commander of
ELAS, and for the duration of the hostilities he directed all
military operations from the headquarters of the ELAS 1st Army
Corps in Athens.

The general headquarters of ELAS in Lamia was instructed
to direct its efforts against Zervas in Epirus, thus diverting three
valuable divisions from the main theater of battle to a secondary
theater of operations. 25 ELAS forces were also dispatched to
destroy the units of Anton Tsaous, the leader of an ndependent
Right-wing guerrilla band operating north of the Drama
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district in northern Greece. After the fighting had broken
out and Stephanos Saraphes asked permission from Siantos to
attack all British forces scattered throughout Greece, his request
was rejected.26 A little later Saraphes once again asked permis-
sion to disarm the British garrisons but was instructed by the
ELAS Central Committee to inform the British garrisons that all
movement on their part was forbidden. Before any action was
taken on the part of ELAS, however, the British were able to
withdraw all their outposts with little difficulty."

These structural and organizational changes implemented
by Siantos took place between the end of November and the
beginning of December. A close examination of Siantos's activities
indicates that he was determined to control events by himself,
and for that purpose he divided the political leadership of the
KKE and the Central Committe of EAM from ELAS. Further-
more, he separated ELAS proper from the reserve units that
constituted the 1st Army Corps in Athens and the force that
would conduct the main part of the battle. It is evident from
the memoirs of Spiros Kotsakis, the commander of the 1st Army
Corps, that this unit was separate and distinct from ELAS proper.
The commander and all officers were members of the Com-
munist Party and had direct responsibility for the Athens region. 28

There is no documentation to shed any light on why
Siantos took this course of action, leaving only the speculation
that he wanted to be solely in charge of the subsequent political
and military direction of EAM-ELAS and the KKE. If that is
the case, then Siantos was preparing for an urban guerrilla war
and the 1st ELAS Army Corps would be the ideal weapon in
the forthcoming battle. This may explain why Siantos diverted
three ELAS divisions to attack Zervas and the failure to commit
the main ELAS forces in the battle for Athens. It may also shed
some light on the controversial meeting of the ELAS kapetanios
at Lamia 29 Both Vasilis Bartziotas and Yiannis Ioannidis claim
in their versions of the Lamia gathering of kapetanios that
Siantos distrusted Aris Velouchiotis and suspected him of in-
stigating provocations." Accordingly, it is no coincidence that
both Velouchiotis and Saraphes were ordered by Siantos to com-
mand the ELAS forces sent against Zervas in Epirus, and thus
neither were able to take part in the events in Athens. Were
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these actions by Siantos a sign of his mistrust and displeasure
of Velouchiotis as well as of Saraphes, or did they simply reflect
Siantos's strategy ? Certainly Siantos could have relieved both
men of their positions or, at the very least, taken from their
command a significant number of ELAS units that could have
played a decisive role in the battle for Athens.

Colonel Christopher M. Woodhouse writes that the activities
of ELAS indicated that the preparations that took place in late
November were essentially defensive. He underlines his point
by stating that there was considerable confusion at the ELAS
General Headquarters and that no attempts were made to prevent
officers and men of the gendarmerie passing through territory
controlled by ELAS on their way to Athens 31 What he fails to
notice, however, is the buildup of the 1st ELAS Army Corps
and the possibility that Siantos planned to use that unit to seize
control of Athens. If that were the case, it explains why Siantos
paid little attention to the deployment of the rest of ELAS and
his initial reluctance to allow these forces to attack the British.°
Siantos on 2 December still referred to the British as "our
Allies" and as late as 17 December, according to Nikolaos
Zachariades's accusations in 1950, committed the blunder of al-
lowing a British regiment to enter Athens unopposed3 3

These accusations against Siantos are valid if it is assumed
that the Greek communists were planning an all-out military
campaign in order to seize the government. In that case, the
primary target was the British forces. As previously mentioned,
the Government of National Unity, without the British, had
only few forces at its disposal. However, it is evident that Siantos
was also aware that the Papandreou government had limited
freedom of political or military maneuvering and that all major
decisions required the tacit approval of the British authorities
in Athens and London." Even on the issue of demobilization,
which precipitated the crisis, it was Genera Scobie who, prac-
tically ignoring Papandreou and his ministers, issued the order
for all resistance forces to disband." Siantos was under no il-
lusion that the British represented the real power in Athens but
had to exercise their authority through the internationally recog-
nized Greek Government of National Unity." The Secretary of
the KKE also understood, and as events later in the battle con-
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firmed, that it was beyond ELAS's resources to wage war against
the British armed forces but could bring down the Papandreou
government. Under these circumstances it is quite conceivable
that Siantos believed that the 1st ELAS Army Corps was sufficient
to seize Athens within a few days and present the British with
a fait accompli.

On the other hand, such a strategy may explain the tactics
employed by the Greek communists during the battle of Athens.
After the incident on 3 December, the ELAS forces proceeded
to attack police stations on 4 and 5 December and government
buildings on 7 December. Woodhouse characterizes the actions
of ELAS as "slow to escalate." 87 In one aspect this is true, in
the case of confrontation with the British, but it is self-evident
that ELAS moved quickly against the institutions that represented
the Greek government. Scobie on his part was equally reluctant
to move against ELAS, despite a strong directive from Churchill
urging him to maintain order and to neutralize or destroy all
EAM-ELAS bands. More precisely, Churchill informed Scobie to
"... act as if you were in a conquered city where a local rebellion
is in progress."' ELAS continued to concentrate on Greek
government targets, including the Rimini Brigade as well as on
the X (Chi) organization and against the Averoff prison, which
held a number of collaborators awaiting trial. Although there
were sporadic clashes between British patrols and ELAS units
while the RAF began to strafe ELAS forces and positions,39 it
was not until 7 December that Siantos gave permission for ELAS
to at least retaliate against British forces that intervened in the
fighting in Athens.' However, the ELAS Central Committee
maintained its directive prohibiting ELAS forces from initiating
attacks against the British, and only after 11 December was the
ELAS 1st Army Corps given orders to engage the British units—
but only in the capital.

Scobie, on the other hand, during the first few days of the
battle, had permitted ELAS to isolate and confine his forces
and had almost lost control of the situation. At one point he even
considered withdrawing his troops to the port of Phaliron.' In
this respect, Siantos had judged correctly and was coming close
to gaining control of Athens with the British acting as spec-
tators. During the night of 4-5 December, Churchill had ordered
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Scobie to launch a full offensive against ELAS," but the latter
only had eight British battalions of infantry, four Greek bat-
talions, a squadron of tanks, a few armored cars, and one
battery of field artillery. Yet by 6 December the ELAS 1st Army
Corps had reached a strength of almost 12,000 men, and re-
inforcements continued to arrive from outside Athens, giving
ELAS numerical superiority during the first week of hostilities.
Although these ELAS units had few heavy weapons, they had
the advantage of moving undetected through the city, since many
did not wear uniforms, and melted into the surrounding build-
ings when confronted with superior fire power only to reemerge
at another location. These urban guerrilla tactics placed Scobie's
forces at a great disadvantage. One important consideration was
that the British were not deployed to defend Athens against
attack from within," and thus their depots and barracks were
scattered and vulnerable. Another factor was that the British
units were not organized into small mobile units but deployed
in traditional formations suitable for a conventional battle. The
end result was that Scobie would concentrate his forces against
an enemy who declined battle against overwhelming fire power
and quickly changed the axis of attack to another location. Even
these efforts by Scobie were limited and uncoordinated and by and
large ineffectual, forcing the British commander to continue to
withdraw his forces within the core of the city.

In the meantime, ELAS continued its offensive against the
apparatus of the Papandreou government and captured 22 out
of 25 police stations, several government buildings, and gained
control over the road from Athens to Piraeus and the port itself.
Indeed, after a few days of fighting, the British and Greek
government forces were virtually besieged in a small area in
the center of the city."

The military situation, however, turned against ELAS from
13 December. First, ELAS failed to seize Athens quickly. The
few days that were anticipated had turned into weeks. Secondly,
on 12 December, ELAS troops fired on the British, and by 15
December a new British general, John Hawksworth, had arrived
with reinforcements. Although Scobie remained nominally in
command, Hawksworth with forces that totalled nearly 50,000
men turned the tide of battle against ELAS. Despite the arrival
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of Hawksworth with reinforcements and the failure to secure
Athens, ELAS at this point changed tactics and now shifted the
direction of its offensive against the British. On 20 December
ELAS forces overran the RAF headquarters in Kifissia, while
on 21 December Saraphes and Velouchiotis launched their of-
fensive against Zervas in Epirus, and eventually the EDES units
had to be evacuated by the Royal Navy to Corfu.

These victories represented the high point of the success
achieved by the ELAS forces. By 18 December the British had
cleared the main road between Athens and Piraeus and were
steadily pushing ELAS out of Athens, and by 27 December
Hawksworth was in a position to begin a limited offensive.
Siantos had not only miscalculated the ability of the 1st ELAS
Army Corps to seize Athens quickly but had dispersed his forces
throughout the city, and when the British joined the battle he
was unable to regroup and concentrate the ELAS units against
them. Furthermore, by keeping the main body of ELAS out of
battle, Siantos had no available reserves to withstand Hawks-
worth's counterattack. At the same time, the inactivity of the
ELAS units in the rest of Greece, with the exception of the
divisions sent to destroy Zervas, now enabled the reinforced
British to concentrate against the 1st ELAS Army Corps in
Athens.

In early January ELAS was in full retreat, and eight days
later an armistice was signed which took effect on the night
of 14-15 January. Under the terms of the Varkiza Agreement,
ELAS had to disband and surrender its weapons, but the in-
frastructure of the KKE and of EAM-ELAS remained. What
saved ELAS from total destruction was not the benevolence
of the British and the Greek government, but the situation on
the western front. On 16 December the Germans surprised the
Allies with a counteroffensive in the Ardennes, and Hawksworth
was informed that he could not expect any more reinforcements.
From a strictly military perspective, ELAS was defeated. How-
ever, EAM-ELAS was not destroyed as an organization. Even
by 16 December ELAS still controlled three-quarters of Greece
and had managed to withdraw its headquarters safely to Trikala.
The Greek and British forces had won the battle for Athens
but, by failing to pursue their victory to its ultimate conclusion,
simply set the stage for the battle for Greece in 1946.

50	 JOURNAL OF THE HELLENIC DIASPORA



NOTES

'The impact of the occupation was devastating for the Greek state.
Reprisals took the lives of over 70,000 people; approximately 310,000
died from starvation, and 60,000 Greek Jews were killed in the death
camps. The Axis had established 47 detention centers throughout Greece,
in which approximately 500,000 people were incarcerated for various
lengths of time or transferred to concentration camps. In addition, 1,700
villages were destroyed, as well as 709 schools, 501 churches, 142,828
private homes, and 853,584 livestock were expropriated, lost, or killed.
(Boumas, T., Istoria tis Synchronis Elladas (Athens: 1980), Vol. 3,
pp. 423-425; IAEA [Istorikon Archion Eihnikis Antistaseos) (Athens:
1958), seg. 2.90.93.

2One important factor in the failure to establish a mass following
was the reluctance of many of the republican leaders to acknowledge
or support EDES. As a result, Zervas and EDES became identified as
one and the same. In other words, the absence of a political wing and
a corresponding popular base reduced EDES into a guerrilla band that
represented little except loyalty to Zervas. On the origins and organization
of EDES, see Hagen Fleischer, Stemma kai Swastika: I Ellada tis Katochis
kai tis Antistasis (Athens: 1988), pp. 149-155 and Andre Gerolymatos,
Guerrilla Warfare and Espionage in Greece, 1940-1944 (New York:
1992), pp. 210-216.

30n 31 October 1944 the George Papandreou government proclaimed
that the resistance had come to an end, and on 1 November it announced
that all guerrilla forces and resistance organizations as well as the civil
police forces would be disbanded. These organizations, the government
declared, would be replaced by a national guard and new army. The
KKE, writes John 0. Iatrides Revolt in Athens: The Greek Communist
"Second Round," 1944-1945 (Princeton: 1972), p. 156, actually at-
tempted to recruit volunteers for the national guard and army from the
ranks of ELAS and submitted lists of names of those who were acceptable
to the government.

4The so-called "percentages agreement" was concluded during
Churchill's visit to Moscow on 9 October 1944. The official reason for
the visit was to allay American concerns over the creation of permanent
British and Soviet spheres of influence in the Balkans. Churchill, how-
ever, was advocating temporary zones of operations that would apply
only for the duration of the war. Accordingly, it was agreed that the
British would get 90 percent of Greece and the Soviets ten percent; in
Rumania 90 percent was allocated for the Soviets and ten percent for
the British. Yugoslavia and Hungary were shared equally, and 75 per-
cent of Bulgaria came within the Soviet zone, leaving 25 percent for the
other allies. Winston Churchill, The Second World War: Triumph and
Tragedy (London: 1953), Vol. 6, pp. 196-197; Martin Gilbert, The Road
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to Victory: Winston Churchill 1941-1945, Vol. 7 (London: 1986),
pp. 992-1000.

°Andre Gerolymatos, Guerrilla Warfare and Espionage (New York:
1992), p. 334. Churchill, in particular, held the conviction that the
KKE would use EAM-ELAS in order to seize power (Gilbert, The Road
to Victory: Winston Churchill 1941-1945 (London: 1986), p. 882).

°Concurrent with this policy, the British army embarked on a covert
program to provide protection and assist in the gradual rehabilitation
of the various Quisling military and paramilitary personnel into the
Greek army and police forces (Gerolymatos, Guerrilla Warfare and
Espionage, p. 334).

7For a complete account of these policies, see Andre Gerolymatos,
"The Security Battalions and the Civil War," Journal of the Hellenic
Diaspora, Vol. XII, No. 1 (Spring 1985), pp. 17-27; "The Role of Greek
Officer Corps in the Resistance," Journal of the Hellenic Diaspora,
Vol. XI, No. 3 (Fall 1984) , pp. 69-79; also Thanos Veremis and
Andre Gerolymatos, "The Military as a Sociopolitical Force in Greece,
1940-1949," Journal of the Hellenic Diaspora, Vol. 17.1 (1991).

°These perceptions were reinforced by the almost daily marches
and protests by EAM-ELAS. The government indicated little inclination
to try collaborators and continued to reinstate officers and police of-
ficials associated with the puppet regimes during the occupation.

°For lack of a better term, "new Right" serves as a convenient
description of the forces that opposed and feared the KKE, EAM-ELAS,
and the left in general.

100n this aspect of Greek history during the interwar period, see
G. Dafnis, I Ellas Metaxi Dio Polemon 1933-1940, 2 Vols. (Athens:
1955). For a discussion on the Greek party system as well as on voter
patterns, see George Mavrogordatos, Stillborn Republic: Social Coalitions
and Party Strategies in Greece, 1922-1936 (London: 1983).

ilAs George Mavrogordatos, Stillborn Republic (London: 1983),
p. 93, points out, the KKE "despite its widespread influence in the
labor movement and even in some rural areas as well, remained a small
cadre organization throughout the interwar period. Between 1918 and
1932, total membership hovered around the 2,000 mark, and increased
rapidly only after 1932, possibly exceeding 10,000 on the eve of
the dictatorship."

12See note 7.
13According to John Iatrides, Revolt in Athens (Princeton: 1972),

pp. 149-150, the KKE, far from planning a takeover of Greece, had
issued secret instructions to its members to cooperate with the Allies
while at the same time making every effort to win the support of the
middle classes.

140'Ballance, The Greek Civil War, 1944-1949 (New York: 1966),
p. 87.
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°John Ehrman, Grand Strategy, Vol. VI, "October 1944-August
1945" (London: 1956), p. 61.

°Operation Mana was the code name for the Allied forces slated
to enter Greece after the Germans withdrew (Ehrman, Grand Strategy,
p. 61).

17Ehrman, Grand Strategy, p. 61, continues: "... and to hold
the ring until a representative Greek Government had arranged a settle-
ment of the constitutional question. But in the event E.A.M. could not
be restrained, and the result occurred which the British had tried to
avoid."

18Ehrman, Grand Strategy, p. 61.
19Gilbert, The Road to Victory (London: 1986), p. 1056.
201 bid.
21Ehrman, Grand Strategy, p. 61.
22Stephanos Saraphes, ELAS: Greek Resistance Army (London:

1980), p. 402, lists the strength of ELAS as 5,240 officers and 43,000
men.

23Spyros Kotsakis, Eisphora: sto Chroniko tis Katochis kai tis
Ethnikis Antistasis stin Athena (Athens: 1986), p. 236.

24C. M. Woodhouse, The Struggle for Greece 1941-4949 (London:
1976), p. 123.

250ther units were transferred to Thebes. Saraphes, ELAS (London:
1910), pp. 498 and 502.

28/bid., p. 502.
97/bid., p. 504.
28Kotsakis, Eisphora (Athens: 1986), p. 244.
29During this meeting, 17-18 November, Aris Velouchiotis, in par-

ticular, advocated an immediate attempt by ELAS to take over Athens
and install a communist government. The primary concern of the ELAS
commanders was that the government, along with the British, was de-
termined to disband ELAS forces and establish a new army in order to
impose the prewar political and military status quo. As a result, Markos
Vaphiades (according to his version of the events) agreed to go to Athens
and convince the political leadership that ELAS could easily brush aside
the British and Greek government forces and occupy the capital. Despite
his entreaties and suggestion that such an action could be undertaken
without involving the KKE, the recommendation of the ELAS com-
manders was overruled by Georgios Siantos, the acting head of the
Greek Communist Party (for an account of this meeting, see Markos
Vaphiades, Apomnimonevmata, 4 Vols. (Athens: 1984-1992), Vol. 3,
pp. 11-16; Georgios Boutsinis, To Andartiko stin Attiki, 1941-1945
(Athens: 1979), pp. 463-464; Periklis Rodakis, Dekemvrios 1944 (Ath-
ens: 1984), pp. 126-127; also the account of Themis Moschatos, I Sys-
kepsy ton Kapetaneon sti Lamia (Athens: 1985), which is devoted to
rendering a detailed analysis of the meeting at Lamia but is marred
by conspiracy theories concerning both the left and right). Vasilis
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Bartziotas, Ethniki Antistasi kai Dekemvris 1944 (Athens: 1983),
pp. 326-333, denies the significance of the Lamia meeting and, accord-
ing to his account, the kapetanios who assembled between 17-18 Novem-
ber did not all agree with the proposals of Velouchiotis. Bartziotas adds
that Markos Vaphiades went to Athens not to bring any recommenda-
tions from the kapetanios but to denounce Velouchiotis for organizing
the meeting as a provocation. Bartziotas's version is to some degree
supported by Ioannis Ioannides, Anamniseis (Athens: 1979), pp. 326-
328, who although not present at the meeting between Bartziotas and
Vaphiades states that the latter came to Athens to inform the leader-
ship of the KKE on what had taken place at the meeting in Lamia.
Ioannides also defines the assembly of the kapetanios as a provocation.
Thanases Hadzes (I Nikiphora Epanastasi you Chathike, Vol. 4, pp. 138-
142) does not characterize the meeting as a provocation nor as an illegal
gathering. His interpretation of this event is based on the accounts of
Kapetanios Kissivos and Kitsikas as well as on Vaphiades's report in
the archives of the KKE.

"Bartziotas, Ethniki Antistasi kai Dekemvris, p. 331; Ioannides,
Anamniseis, pp. 327-328.

31Woodhouse, The Struggle for Greece (London: 1976), p. 123.
mVasilis Bartziotas, Exinda Chronia Kommounistis (Athens: 1986),

p. 213, considers the absence of a military plan to counter the British
and the notion that the latter would not fight against ELAS as one of
the primary mistakes in the battle for Athens.

"Woodhouse, The Struggle for Greece, p. 125.
34George Papandreou's dependency on the British reached its lowest

point when he offered to resign as prime minister after the outbreak of
hostilities on 4 December, but the British would not allow him to tender
his resignation. Churchill, furthermore, telegraphed the British ambas-
sador to Athens, Leeper, on 5 December 1944, leaving no doubt as
to who was in charge of Greek affairs. In this missive Churchill states
that "I have put the whole question of the defence of Athens and the
maintenance of law and order in the hands of General Scobie, and have
assured him that he will be supported in the use of whatever force is
necessary. Henceforth you and Papandreou will conform to his direc-
tions in all matters affecting public order and security." Churchill,
History of the Second World war (London: 1954), Vol. 6, p. 290.)

330n 1 December General Scobie ordered the demobilization of all
guerrilla forces by 10 December. Scobie undertook this action as the
Commander-in-Chief of all Allied forces in Greece. W. H. McNeill
(The Greek Dilemma: War and Aftermath (New York), pp. 158-
159) comments that Scobie "... was certainly stretching the powers he
had been accorded by the Caserta Agreement when he thus ordered the
disbandment of a part of the forces that had been put under his com-
mand." McNeill adds that it is far from certain whether the Greek
government had in fact ever ordered the disbandment of the guerrilla
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forces. Under Greek law a government decision becomes official when
it is published in the government Gazette, and no such order for the
demobilization of the guerrilla bands had been published.

38The appearance of legitimacy became evident during the Decem-
ber crisis when the United States refused to support the British actions
in Greece or even to carry supplies to Scobie's forces with American
ships and planes. Another consideration is that if the British did not
respect the legitimate government of Greece, they could hardly expect
the Soviets not follow a similar policy in Eastern Europe.

87Woodhouse, The Struggle for Greece, p. 127.
38W. S. Churchill, History of the Second World War, Vol. 6, p. 289.

This part of Churchill's instructions to Scobie found its way to the
Washington Post on 12 December, giving EAM-ELAS a propaganda
coup.

390n 4 December, all ELAS units were ordered to leave Athens
and Piraeus by 6 December; otherwise, they would be treated as enemy
forces (O'Ballance, The Greek Civil War (New York: 1966), pp. 97-98).
In his report on the December crisis, Siantos expresses his disappoint-
ment that the British, who until 6 December had remained neutral, after
this date began to participate in the battle. Included in this report is a
message of Scobie (dated 6 December 1944) from the ELAS Central
Committee, protesting British involvement in what is described as an
internal Greek matter (I Ekthesy Stanton yia to Dekemvriana, ed. Periklis
Rodakis and Babis Gramenos (Athens: 1986), pp. 23-25) .

"Lars Baerentzen and David Close, "The British Deafeat of EAM,
1944-45," The Greek Civil War, 1943-1950, ed. David H. Close (Lon-
don and New York: 1993), p. 87.

°Woodhouse, The Struggle for Greece, p. 130.
42Churchill, History of the Second World War, Vol. 6, pp. 251-253.
48Lars Baerentzen and David Close, "The British Defeat of

EAM, 1944-45," p. 86.
"O'Ballance, The Greek Civil War, pp. 98-99. .
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History Made to Fit ALL Occasions:
The KKE View of the December
Events

by OLE L. SMITH

Editor? note: Immediately following the conference in
Montreal, where he made this presentation, Ole L. Smith was
found to be gravely ill. His death in Copenhagen a few weeks
later brought to an abrupt end the work of a remarkable intel-
lectual whose widely diverse interests ranged from the classics
to the Greek communist movement and from jazz to rebetika
songs. This essay, which may well be the last of his written work
to appear in print, was obviously prepared for oral presentation
within strict time limits. Accordingly, many of its arguments
remain undeveloped and elliptic, and there is no attempt to
provide systematic documentation. This is therefore more a
provocative think-piece than a traditional scholarly article. To
preserve the integrity of the original, the editors have confined
themselves to minor language and stylistic improvements.

The December events remain to this day one of the most
recalcitrant problems in the history of the Greek Communist
Party (KKE). Thus far it has remained almost impossible to
establish a precise factual basis for judging the decisions of the
party leadership before and during the conflict, and within the
party the discussion has for long periods been conducted in
such a way that historians are led to conclude that the KKE is

OLE L Swill was a 'historian and chairman of Greek Language and
Literature at the 'University of Gothenburg in Sweden. He died in
1995.
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hiding away some uncomfortable skeletons in its closet. One is
reminded of the party debate about the civil war. But whereas
we now seem to know enough about the civil war and the com-
munists' involvement in it to be able to formulate certain ten-
tative conclusions, I believe we are on much less secure grounds
as regards the December fighting.

It is possible that we may never learn the truth, for much
depends on the personal motives and reactions of Central Com-
mittee Secretary Georgios Siantos. His role in the crisis is of
such overriding importance that I find it difficult to see how
we can resolve the questions 49 years after his death unless,
of course, relevant documentary material exists in the KKE
archives. To all intents and purposes, the main decisions that
led to the outbreak and escalation of the December crisis were
taken by Siantos and by Siantos alone. He single-handedly re-
stored the long-defunct ELAS central committee to direct the
battle in Athens, thereby bypassing ELAS headquarters. He also
sent ELAS's best armed and most experienced divisions as far
away from Athens as possible, to fight a meaningless battle
against Zervas's EDES in Epirus. At no point during the De-
cember fighting was any responsible organ of the party, such
as the Central Committee or Politburo, convened.

Beyond these difficult-to-explain facts, it is still not pos-
sible to describe with reasonable certainty Siantos's strategy at
any point during the unfolding events. For example, was he
from the outset intent upon a military confrontation with the
British, and was ELAS's initial reluctance to face the British
only a pause to assemble and prepare sufficient communist forces
for battle? Did Siantos really think that ELAS's enemies would
give up after only a few days of fighting? 'Why didn't he take
advantage of Prime Minister Churchill's visit to Athens, which
must have appeared to Siantos as a sign of weakness and a
British attempt to reach a compromise with the Greek Left?
Why did the KKE accept the Varkiza agreement? No con-
vincing answers can be given to these and similar questions. No
relevant documentary evidence of any kind has been found, and
it is difficult to see what such evidence could be, given the
fact that decisions were taken by Siantos without much—if any—
consultation with other party leaders. And Siantos never ex-

58	 JOURNAL OF THE HELLENIC DIASPORA



plained in writing what his motives had been for the decisions
he took on his own.

For these reasons the publication in 1986 of the so-called
Siantos report on the December 1944 events had been awaited
with considerable interest. However, it must be said that it con-
tains nothing of any significance for the problems we face.'
The report is perhaps more interesting for what it does not say.
Practically none of the decisive events are even mentioned, and
there is nothing about the political aspects of the crisis. In-
deed, why this report had been hidden for so many years is
incomprehensible. It tells us almost nothing that we do not
already know, and absolutely nothing about the things we would
like to know. For example, the report has nothing on the taking
of hostages, and nothing about the crisis within EAM precipitated
by the December events. In fact, one wonders for whom this
piece was written. Moreover, it must have been written at a
time when Siantos had no suspicions or fears about his stand-
ing in the party, in short, before Nikolaos Zachariadis's return
to Athens in May 1945. In the report Siantos makes no attempt
to vindicate himself, or to defend his policy, as if he felt there
was no need to defend either. Accordingly, my guess is that the
report must have been written before the Eleventh Plenum (5-10
April, 1945), where we find the first critical voices concerning
the December events.

As if these difficulties were not enough for the historian,
we have the further complication that, mostly because of his
role in the December crisis, Siantos was subsequently denounced
as a traitor by Zachariadis. This was done on evidence so flimsy
and inconclusive that no one outside the hard core of Zachariadis's
followers has ever believed one word of the charges. It is tempt-
ing to suppose that the KKE's silence today has something to
do with these fabricated accusations against Siantos. Even after
Siantos's somewhat unofficial rehabilitation at the Sixth Plenum
(March 1956), the party remained reluctant to speak about
him and, until very recently, the majority of the party's top
leaders supported his ostracism. We also should not forget the
KKE's reluctance to discuss publicly the events of December
1944. The KKE has not been able to explain some very ugly
acts committed during the fighting. I am not referring to the
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mostly fabricated mass executions, which were exploited to the
full by blue-eyed British observers after the events. To be sure,
many people were executed by ELAS, although most of them
were KKE's political adversaries rather than innocent civilians
as claimed by the anticommunist propaganda. All these com-
plications create a formidable barrier preventing us from getting
at the historical truth.

Zachariadis never revised his judgment that Siantos had been
a traitor, and the KKE has never published the documents which
contain the case against him. Instead, what we have—and this
is telling enough—are the almost Kafkaesque proceedings of the
Third Party Congress in 1950, where one after another the KKE
leaders spoke about the ":traitor Siantos" without presenting any
evidence at all. And although the KKE long ago abandoned
the official view that Siantos was a traitor, the uneasiness about
the issue persists. Why did Zachariadis regard Siantos as a
traitor? There is the story about Georgi Dimitrov, the Bulgarian
communist leader, warning the KKE in 1945 that it had a traitor
in its top leadership. There is also the so-called Makridis report,
which according to Zachariadis proved conclusively that Siantos
had been an agent of the enemy. Furthermore, there is Zachari-
dis's notoriously persistent 'tendency of finding traitors behind
KKE failures, as well as his post-civil war position that whereas
the KKE's political line was correct from the moment he took
charge of party affairs on his return from Dachau in May 1945,
the KKE had followed an erroneous course during the Axis oc-
cupation (when he had been removed from the scene as a
prisoner of the Germans). All these arguments, however, do
not amount to a full explanation, nor was Zachariadis totally
irrational or irresponsible in his pronouncements. Nevertheless,
we find him defending his view about Siantos very late in life,
when he had abandoned or revised some of his most outrageous
misjudgments, including the one on Aris Velouchiotis. I shall
discuss Zachariadis's later views a little more extensively, be-
cause they may contain some clues to the reasons for his pro-
scription of Siantos.

In 1962 Achilleas Papaioannou, who had been an officer
in the Democratic Army of Greece in the civil war period, visited
Zachariadis illegally in his exile in the Siberian town of Surgut

60	 JOURNAL OF THE HELLENIC DIASPORA



and had a long conversation with him. He wrote down as best
he could what they discussed, although his published account
of their talks does not purport to be a verbatim record. On the
other hand, even though he is attempting to put Zachariadis in
the best light possible, Papaioannou could not have invented
out of the blue what he wrote. In his account, Zachariadis no
longer speaks of Siantos as a deliberate traitor and agent pro-
vocateur; instead he describes him as having misjudged the
British, thus delivering Greece into their hands? Why the change?
What about the Makridis report proving Siantos "one hundred
percent" to have been an agent of the enemy ? Zachariadis's
followers and some Greek writers have regarded this change
in Zachariadis's views as genuine: he was now able to look back
from a distance of time, isolated in darkest Siberia, and to see
things in a different light. Or was he?

No such change of mind is evident in Petros Antaios's book
about Zachariadis's last years. Antaios had access to Zachariadis's
personal diaries and notes in exile, and from the material he
presents we can see that in 1966, four years after the conversa-
tions described by Papaioannou, Zachariadis wrote in his diary
that "there is only one explanation for the defeat of the Resistance:
treachery. Siantos was the man responsible for this treachery,
with Ioannidis at his side. Partsalidis denies this treachery to
hide his own guilt." 3 Thus nothing seems to have changed in
Zachariadis's mind concerning the case of Siantos.

Moreover, it is obvious that for Zachariadis there is a con-
nection between Siantos's treachery and the position of the other
top party leaders like Partsalidis. The same connection is evident
in Papaioannou's book. Zachariadis is reported as claiming that
at the Sixth Plenum in 1956 Siantos was cleared of suspicion
because the other members of the leadership would then also
be cleared and their actions justified. Was Zachariadis trying
to get at Ioannidis and Partsalidis by having Siantos denounced
as a traitor? This makes some sense in view of the fact that
Partsalidis had been denounced—for different reasons—at the
Third Party Congress in 1950, while shortly thereafter Ioannidis
had been removed from any responsible position in the KKE.

The reason for the difference in Zachariadis's views in 1962
and 1966 could be that in 1962 he tried to appear moderate
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toward the KKE leadership in an attempt to win his release from
exile. However, it must be remembered that just one year earlier
he had repeated his violent condemnations of the resistance
leadership and indeed of the party leaders elected at the Eighth
Congress in 1961. As one can see from this account, the KKE's
views of the December 1944 events are so closely connected to
the party's internal debates that we cannot expect help from
party sources when we try to establish what really happened.
Nor is this my purpose here. What I wish to show is how and
why the official KKE position on the December 1944 events
changed, as a preliminary step in arriving at the historical truth
about those events. Unless we understand and analyze the factors
which distort the KKE sources, we shall not be able to make
effective use of these sources, scarce as they may be, in our
reconstruction of the past.

At the Eleventh Plenum in April 1945, the first meeting
of the Central Committee after the war, the party formulated
for the first time a view of the December crisis. It is remarka-
ble that, in the Plenum's decision, nothing is said about respon-
sibility for the outbreak of hostilities. Some military and political
errors of a leftist character are criticized, but none are specifically
singled out, and the entire section of the decision dealing with
the December events is very vague. The errors committed are
attributed to a wrong assessment of the British government's
intentions and role, to the underestimation of the forces of
"reaction," and to the overestimation "our our own possibilities
and [to) the lack of political flexibility." As a result, the party
leadership had no clear perspective on the development of hos-
tilities and was led to miss opportunities for an agreement more
favorable than the Varkiza accords. Finally, the Plenum declared
the taking of hostages to have been a serious political error.

Not before the Twelfth Plenum in June 1945 is there any
attempt to characterize the December events. Now, in Zachari-
adis's report, it is openly said that there had been a foreign
military intervention and a provocation that had to be resisted.
On the other hand, "the uprising," as it is called, is regarded as
the expression of the popular will to consummate the resistance
movement, and a natural development that was cut short by
foreign intervention. Zachariadis's report mentions Churchill's
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visit to Athens as a missed opportunity, and the taking of the
hostages. Otherwise, Zachariadis mentions "political and mili-
tary errors" only in passing and without details. Moreover, in
the Plenum's official decision, there is nothing about December:
those events are discussed only in the Zachariadis report. This
can only mean that no agreement could be reached on that sub-
ject. There seems to have been no discussion of December at
the Seventh Party Congress in October 1945. On the other hand,
after the civil war, Zachariadis went further than merely criticiz-
ing the party leadership in December 1944 for specific errors.

In the report Zachariadis wrote in preparation for the
Third Party Congress in October 1950, the Politburo is criticized
for having been unprepared in December 1944: the leadership
did not foresee the fighting, did not prepare for it, and failed
to organize and direct the operations. Here for the first time
we have official criticism of Siantos. He is openly called a traitor
because he was responsible for the lack of preparation for the
December hostilities, and because he monopolized the direction
of the operations without consulting the Politburo. Moreover,
the main forces of ELAS did not take part in the fighting in
and around Athens, while the British were permitted to bring
in fresh troops from Italy. Siantos did away with the ELAS
Headquarters and resurrected instead the Central Committee of
ELAS. According to Zachariadis, this amounted to treachery.
Most of these charges are in fact substantial and have come to
dominate the debate, but they are mentioned in party documents
for the first time at the Third Party Congress.

Obviously, the time had come for the final attack on
Zachariadis's adversaries within the KKE leadership, and the
December events were going to be part of the case against them.
In order to make Zachariadis's return to Greece in May 1945
appear to be a fresh start, the party leadership of the resistance
period was now summarily criticized for having followed a
wrong policy. The need for a scapegoat was satisfied by putting
the blame on Siantos, in exactly the same way the blame for
the Varkiza agreement was laid at Partsalidis's door and the
lack of preparation for the civil was attributed to Markos.

At the October 1950 Party Congress, Siantos's role as an
enemy agent and traitor is presented by several speakers as a
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proven fact. loannidis, Siantos's close collaborator during the
resistance period, goes into considerable detail about Siantos's
role in the December crisis and admits that he should have
detected Siantos's traitorous behavior. Although he should have
known better, Ioannidis was obviously afraid that unless he
supported Zachariadis he himself would be thrown out, as in
fact he finally was. Some of the other speakers are more cautious.
For example, Georgios Roussos criticizes Siantos but does not
call him traitor. Koligiannis argues that the party lost the De-
cember battle because it followed a wrong policy, but he says
nothing about Siantos personally, probably because he knew
nothing about Siantos's role during the crisis. Rosios, who also
could not have had firsthand knowledge of Siantos's conduct
during December, claims that Siantos's military mistakes were
not accidents and that the other members of the Politburo were
also responsible for what happened. Zografos refers to "new
information" about Siantos, but one can only wonder what
such information might be other than what Zachariadis, without
offering any evidence, had written about Siantos in his articles.
In short, the case against Siantos at the October 1950 Party
Congress seems to rest upon what Zachariadis claimed was
contained in the Makrides report. This document was not given
to the members of the Central Committee, and no one has ever
been able to say on what evidence it had been based. The Party
Congress decision clearly states that Siantos was guilty of delib-
erate treachery, while the other members of the party leadership
are held responsible for not detecting Siantos's treasonous
behavior.

Significantly, no one in the KKE today is willing to talk
about the Siantos case as it was presented at the Third Party
Congress in October 1950. Bartziotas, who in his autobiography
devotes several pages to the decisions of that Congress, writes
not one word about Siantos despite the fact that, at the Con-
gress, he criticized Partsalidis for saying nothing and urged that
all evidence proving Siantos to have been a traitor be collected.
Thus, the errors committed by the party during the December
events were explained away as the result of treachery and, con-
sequently, further discussion of the issue was precluded.

At this point, we should consider what may have been
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behind the change in the KKE's position concerning the De-
cember events. The only sensible explanation for Siantos's initia-
tives during the crisis is, I believe, that he wanted to retain in
his hands strict control over developments. We know that he
and Ioannidis were against a military confrontation with the
British in Athens; in my view, Siantos's measures to retain con-
trol of ELAS were taken with this objective in mind. However,
as the situation got out of hand, he was forced into a show-
down with the British, and once the fighting was over and
ELAS had been driven from Athens it was impossible for him
to claim that his aim had been only limited military action.
Moreover, in October 1950 Zachariadis knew that Stalin had
been in favor of continuing the fighting outside Athens. Ac-
cordingly, Siantos's capitulation at Varkiva was condemned, and
he was denounced in order to avoid any serious and substantive
discussion of the issues.

During the dramatic developments leading to Zachariadis's
expulsion from the KKE in 1957, the issue of the December
events played no particular role and there is only a brief reference
to them in the Central Committee's report to the Eighth Con-
gress in 1961 delivered by Kostas Koligiannis. The report simply
included among the errors of the resistance period "the lack of
political, ideological, organizational and military preparation by
the leadership for the December battle which the British and
their underlings imposed upon us." This failure is not blamed
upon any particular factor. Whatever happened to Siantos's
status at the Sixth and the Seventh Plenum, by 1961 he is no
longer regarded as the scapegoat, much less as a traitor. Any
reference to particular events surrounding the December crisis
has been omitted, and the blame for the outbreak of fighting
is placed upon the British and their helpers. There is absolutely
no discussion of why the leadership made such extraordinary
errors. In the "Theses for the 40 years of the KKE" adopted
in 1958 (Ninth Plenum), there is no specific reference to errors,
although the December events are mentioned among the serious
mistakes the party committed during the war. What is left is
merely criticism of the lack of preparation to face British
intervention.

Basically, this criticism remains the official view of the
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KKE. In the "Theses for the 50 years of the KKE" adopted in
1968, the December events are characterized as British inter-
vention to stop democratic processes in Greece. The only criticism
of those involved is contained in the statement that "irrespective
of the way in which the fighting was organized and of its re-
sult, it was a continuation of the Titanic antifascist resistance."
It can be assumed that such evasiveness is connected to the still-
delicate issue of Siantos. The party could not conduct a detailed
discussion of the organization and development of the December
hostilities without mentioning specific names of those involved
in the handling of the crisis.

Finally, when we turn to the Short History of the KKE,
published in 1988, we find some interesting changes in the
relevant text:

Apart from the insufficient military forces of ELAS,
the following factors contributed to the outcome of
the battle of December: the leadership of the Party
was taken by surprise by events and reacted spas-
modically. It revived the Central Committee of ELAS
without any staff and organizational structure, which
took charge of the battle of Athens. It brushed aside
the ELAS General Staff, which possessed a staff and
services, and assigned to it a secondary mission in Epirus.
It did not concentrate in time the main forces of ELAS
in Athens, which constituted the main front. Further-
more, the leadership of the movement did not foresee
that the situation would probably be pushed by the
British, and the reaction to armed conflict centered
around the capital. This also caused the failure to
prepare a plan in time. The plan for dealing with the
situation was laid afterwards, when the British and
the reaction had proceeded to armed intervention, and
even then {the plan) was not directed against the
British but against the Greek reactionary forces.4

Needless to say, these points of criticism are precisely the
ones that Zachariadis raised and historians had been debating,
but the KKE's Short History offers not a word of explanation.
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Why did the party leadership—meaning mainly but not only
Siantos—commit all these extraordinary blunders? Assuming,
of course, that the actions in question were really blunders,
rather than the result of Siantos's determination to confine ELAS
strictly to fighting the Greek enemy only.

Obviously, behind this half-hearted attempt to confront the
real problems surrounding the December crisis one can see the
shadow of Siantos. Even today the KKE cannot discuss these
questions because, if it does, sooner or later it will return to
the witch-hunt of earlier decades. Also, I believe there is more
to this issue than merely the question of Siantos's role and that
of one or two other communist resistance leaders. Either the
KKE knows the motives behind Siantos's otherwise strange
behavior during the December events, or at least some individuals
in the party leadership suspect there were reasons for that be-
havior which would not be wise to reveal. By focusing attention
on Siantos, the problem is reduced to the erratic behavior of a
single individual, thus avoiding the need to pass judgment on
the entire party leadership.

One aspect of this issue seems relatively obvious. It will be
noted that from 1945 onward, all party assessments of the De-
cember events refer to a lack of planning and preparation. How-
ever, we now know that plans had in fact been made but were
silently put aside or simply forgotten .5 The reason the party
does not wish to state that such plans existed is not difficult to
explain. It is one of the KKE's cherished fairy tales that at
the time of the country's liberation from the Germans there
were no plans for a military takeover and that the party did
not face squarely the question of political power. As for the
charge that it failed to take into account the British factor, this
was precisely what the KKE leadership wanted to avoid, be-
cause it envisaged not a fight with the British but only with the
local [Greek) reactionary forces.

Let me conclude with this observation. If in December 1944
Siantos's strategy was to keep the British from becoming in-
volved in this crisis, its similarity with Zachariadis's attempt to
develop the party's Democratic Army in 1946-47 without provok-
ing the British is quite striking. This may explain why Zachariadis
stubbornly insisted that Siantos had been a traitor.
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The Dekemvriana: 
Communist Revolution,
Rightist Coup, or Blunder?

by JOHN 0. IATRIDES

Commemorating the 50th anniversary of the Dekemvriana,
the bloody events in and around Athens in December 1944,
triggers widely conflicting sentiments. On the one hand, par-
ticularly for Greeks who suffered through those terrible clays
or have a strong emotional attachment to either side of the
conflict, reviving painful memories is not a welcome prospect.
Rather than reexamining old wounds that have barely healed,
one might wish to simply consign to oblivion the events and
passions which caused Greeks to kill fellow Greeks and focus
instead on the process of reconciliation which the nation has
fostered since the mid-1970s. Indeed, nothing is more human
than the desire to avoid having to relive a horrifying past.

There is, however, a different perspective and an equally
human propensity which compel us to take a retrospective look
at the Dekemvriana. Without in the least wishing to rekindle
old passions and hatreds, we feel the urge to investigate the
nation's past, including its darkest moments, to the fullest ex-
tent allowed by reliable evidence and dispassionate interpreta-
tion. The thirst for knowledge and understanding of the past
is a fundamental characteristic of the enlightened human con-
dition. We want to know what happened and why, even if
what we learn is disturbing and challenges our perception of
events we consider important. Genuine and lasting reconcilia-
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tion is possible only if the bright spotlight of honest investiga-
tion has explored complicated and controversial events and has
produced conclusions supported by the evidence at hand.

Needless to say, history is never totally impartial and
objective. No matter how hard he tries to be objective, the
historian remains the prisoner of his perceptions, values, and
bias, as well as of the sources he has chosen to explore and of
the issues he has selected to study. Nevertheless, whatever our
limitations, we owe it to ourselves and to younger generations
to produce an account of the nation's past that is as complete,
balanced, and objective as we know how. The "final" interpreta-
tion and judgment must be left to the individual who cares to
examine the evidence produced and evaluate the conclusions
presented.

Another reason why the Dekemvriana needs to be revisited
is implied in the term "second round," which is often used to
refer to that upheaval.' It is important to determine whether
there is direct linkage between the events of December 1944
in Athens and the other two so-called "rounds": the first was
the clashes in the fall of 1943 between guerrilla bands belong-
ing to several different resistance organizations, and the third
was the full-scale civil war of 1946-1949. Proof of a strong and
direct link between the three rounds strengthens the view that
all through the 1940s the Greek communists were bent on
seizing power by force. Conversely, if one or more of the three
crises can be shown to have been isolated or spontaneous, such
a finding weakens considerably the claim that the Greek Com-
munist Party moved systematically and methodically toward
armed revolution.

Moreover, if viewed as the direct prelude to the civil war,
the Dekemvriana events assume much greater historical im-
portance than if they are found to have been an isolated crisis.
The civil war of the late 1940s profoundly rearranged the coun-
try's political landscape under the influence of the center-right
parties, turning Greece briefly into a major episode of the Cold
War and a client of dominant external forces. It is hardy an
exaggeration to claim that the civil war and its consequences
defined Greek politics and culture until the collapse of the mili-
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tary dictatorship in 1974. But was the Dekemvriana an early
battle of the civil war?

The literature on the enemy occupation, resistance, libera-
tion and the Dekemvriana events, as well as on the civil war,
is extensive, rich, and diverse. In addition to the many scholarly
works, based largely on the archives of the United Kingdom,
the United States, and of the Greek Communist Party, there
are countless memoirs, personal accounts, and historical nar-
ratives by Greeks of every political persuasion? From Evangelos
Averoff to Nikos Zahariadis, from Markos Vafeiadis to Queen
Frederika, from Dimitris Vlantas to Dimitris Zafeiropoulos, vir-
tually everyone who was involved in those momentous events
has presented his or her side of the story. 3 Does this plethora
of scholarly and personal accounts mean that we know all
the facts surrounding the Dekemvriana? In fact, although al-
most everything of importance has been established with rea-
sonable certainty, several tantalizing questions remain.

One such question has to do with communications between
Moscow and the Greek communist leadership prior to (and
during) December 1944. It is known that Soviet Ambassador
Nikolai V. Novikov, accredited to the Greek government in
exile in Cairo, met with Petros Roussos and possibly other Greek
communists in Egypt. And a ten-member Soviet military mission
under Colonel Grigori Popov arrived by plane in July 1944 at
ELAS headquarters in Thessaly and at least Popov remained in
Greece until the following January. But there is no reliable evid-
ence that these contacts delivered directives from Moscow to
the Greek communist leadership or influenced the course of
events which led to the Dekemvriana. Recently a. veteran of
British wartime intelligence wrote that during 1943-1944 the
British intelligence service (SIS) intercepted "instructions that
were being sent from the Kremlin to partisan groups and
resistance movements under Communist control as to tactics to
be adopted as the day of liberation drew nearer."4 It is not
known whether such "instructions" were also sent to the Greek
communists. Until Soviet (and British intelligence) archives
are opened to researchers, the tentative conclusion supported by
the evidence at hand has to be that, insofar as the Dekemvriana
is concerned, the Greek communists acted on their own, pos-
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sibly with vague encouragement from their Yugoslav comrades.
Another troublesome question pertains to the negotiations

conducted in October-November 1944 between Prime Minister
George Papandreou and the leftist-communist EAM coalition on
the proposed demobilization of the guerrilla bands and the
creation of a national army. Did Papandreou agree to dissolve
the Rimini Brigade (which had been formed in the Middle East
and was considered to be fanatically right-wing), or at least
send it on extended home leave, but then change his mind,
claiming that the British would not allow him to deactivate the
Brigade? Or did the EAM representatives agree to demobilize
ELAS even if the Rimini Brigade was retained, only to change
their minds when the communist leadership vetoed the dis-
arming of ELAS unless the Brigade was also disarmed? There
are countless versions of these negotiations and of the formula
for demobilization but, in my view, the evidence is less than
solid no matter which explanation one finally adopts.

Despite such gaps in our knowledge most of the key facts
are known; where there is wide disagreement is in the matter
of interpretation. Examining the same events different authors
draw dramatically diverging conclusions. Hence the title of this
essay: Was the Dekemvriana a communist revolution intended
to place the country under a Soviet-style one-party dictatorship?
Was it instead a clever trap set by the British-backed Right to
draw the Left into a fight and reimpose a royalist regime? Or
was it a classic tragedy: the unintended and unforeseen result
of mutual suspicion and fear, of a breakdown in communica-
tion, of posturing and inept politics, in short, a horrible blunder
for which all involved bear responsibility?

The crisis of December 1944 can best be understood against
the background of three critically important developments.
First, since the 1920s a profound political division (ethnikos
dihasmos) had sharply polarized the nation, undermined its
democratic institutions, and had made violence and intervention
by the military a regular feature of the governing process. In
the late 1930s and during the war and the occupation the in-
stitution of the monarchy, and especially the person occupying
the Greek throne, had emerged as the symbolic centerpiece of
the dihasmos. King George II came to be viewed as the legatee
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of the prewar system of authoritarian rule, suppression of
basic democratic freedoms, and of the pseudo-fascist ideology
articulated by the dictator, General Ioannis Metaxas. During
the occupation the single crucial cause of the continuing dihasmos
was the failure of the government in exile, and of the British
authorities which sustained it, to reassure the Greek people
that King George would not be allowed to return until and
unless he had been invited to do so after a democratic referen-
dum. The festering uncertainty about this central constitutional
question overshadowed all other national issues, inflamed sus-
picions, and rendered political compromise extremely difficult.

The second development was the impressive wartime re-
sistance movement which began as a spontaneous and patriotic
opposition to the foreign occupiers but split into rival, per-
sonalized, and ideologically driven armed factions whose ambi-
tions extended far beyond the desire to fight foreign enemies.
The occupation and resistance movement gave the Communist
Party (KKE) the opportunity to sponsor and ultimately con-
trol a remarkably popular coalition of republicans and leftists,
the EAM (National Liberation Front) whose military arm, the
ELAS (National Peoples Liberation Army), became the largest
and most effective of the guerrilla forces. By the end of the
occupation EAM/ELAS and its main rival organization, the
EDES (National Republican Greek League), as well at the
Greek military units formed in the Middle East under British
supervision (the Rimini Brigade and the Sacred Company) were
little more than the military tools of political forces. The same
can be said of the city police and rural gendarmerie handed
down from the Metaxas and occupation periods and of the
clandestine organization X, all of which were fanatically anti-
communist and (for the most part) pro-monarchical. It is worth
recalling that EDES, commanded by Colonel Napoleon Zervas,
had been founded as a staunchly republican organization but,
under attack from its rival ELAS, ended up supporting the
King's return.

The third development that serves as a backdrop to the
Dekemvriana was the tremendous expansion of Britain's tradi-
tional influence in Greek affairs to the point where virtually
all important decisions concerning wartime and postliberation
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Greek problems were ultimately made by British authorities.
To be sure, Britain's dominant role was made possible, if not
inevitable, by the inability of Greek political leaders to handle
their country's affairs and keep foreign intervention to levels
consistent with the fundamentals of national sovereignty. The
fact remains, however, that all through the period of the
Dekemvriana British officials decided what was to be done in
Greece. Whether British policies served or damaged the long-
term interests of Greece is a question that need not be answered
here. What is clear, at least in retrospect, is that Britain's
dominant role in Greek affairs during October-December 1944,
combined with the initially very small British forces in Greece,
made a very difficult situation in Athens even more precarious.
British officials issued commands without the ability to enforce
them. To make matters worse, the KKE leaders did not know
that under the "spheres of influence" agreement of October
1944, Marshal Stalin had given Prime Minister Churchill a free
hand in Greece. EAM/ELAS wartime achievements had obviously
inflamed the communists' self-confidence and ambitions. How-
ever, it is very doubtful that they would have chosen to fight
the British in Athens if they knew that Stalin had in effect
abandoned them to their enemies, and if the British had brought
to Greece adequate forces.

A brief chronology of the events surrounding the
Dekemvriana crisis may be useful at this point.

Prime Minister Papandreou returned to liberated Athens
on October 18, 1944, as the German troops were evacuating the
country in the north. He headed a government of national unity,
a broadly based coalition formed in the Middle East in May of
that year, following a stormy conference in Lebanon attended
by representatives of the entire politikos cosmos. Organized
under British supervision, the conference had been made nec-
essary by the collapse of the government-in-exile (headed at
first by Emmanuel Tsouderos and then briefly by Sophocles
Venizelos). The political crisis had sparked mutinees among
the Greek armed forces in the Middle East and there had been
serious fighting between resistance bands in the Greek moun-
tains (the first round). The communists and leftists of EAM,
who had been severely criticized at the Lebanon conference for
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their attacks on their rivals, at first refused to enter the na-
tional government and continued to support their own shadow
government in the mountains: the Political Committee of Na-
tional Liberation (PEEA). Finally in September, just prior to
the country's liberation, the EAM leadership entered the govern-
ment under Papandreou and received six of a total of twenty
ministries (the total was later increased to twenty-four). Also
in September, at a meeting convened by the British authorities
in Caserta, Italy, ELAS and EDES formally placed themselves
under the Papandreou government and accepted the overall com-
mand of a British officer, General Ronald Scobie, who, with a
force of about 10,000 British empire troops, escorted the Papan-
dreou government to Athens. Under a key provision of the
Caserta agreement ELAS troops were to remain outside the
Attica region.

In the first exciting days of liberation and national celebra-
tion the Papandreou government and its British escort were
received with genuine enthusiasm. But as the jubilation subsided
two key issues emerged to bedevil the authorities. First, given
the country's near-total devastation, the modest relief supplies
coming in (and the virtually nonexistent transportation sys-
tem) were inadequate to stimulate recovery and alleviate human
suffering. Indeed, in some respects living conditions became
even worse than they had been under the Germans. The pub-
lic's confidence in the government's ability to solve the country's
basic problems all but evaporated. Secondly, the authority of
the Papandreou government did not extend much beyond the
Athens-Piraeus region. The rest of the country, including the
second largest city, Thessaloniki, remained under the effective
control of EAM/ELAS and its newly created "civil guard (polito-
fylaki). The much smaller forces of EDES controlled most of
Epirus. As a result of this anomalous situation government plans
to restore order and provide the means for reviving the economy
could not be implemented across the country. Accordingly, for
Papandreou and his British advisers the establishment of the
government's administrative and police authority over all of
Greece became the essential starting point for all other measures.
This could be accomplished only if the resistance bands were
disarmed and new national security forces, including a new
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police and army, were formed and stationed across the country.
EAM/ELAS, and presumably the communist leadership be-

hind them, agreed in principle that all resistance bands would
have to be disarmed and demobilized, and so did the much
weaker EDES. The crucial question, however, was when and how
were the guerrilla bands to be dissolved. The leftists feared that
if they were deprived of the military power and political leverage
which ELAS afforded them, giving their political enemies clear
military superiority, the entire leftist-republican movement would
be swept away, deprived of its wartime gains and kicked out
of the political arena. On the other side, Papandreou and the
British were afraid that, exploiting the popular EAM front, the
communists would use ELAS to impose their will upon the
country, as was already happening all across the Balkans. Sus-
picions ran high and soon Athens was buzzing with rumors
of impending military coups, whether from the Left or from
the Right.

The suspicions of leftists were further aroused when, on
November 9, 1944, the only combat-worthy unit of the Greek
army in the Middle East, the Rimini Brigade of about 4,000
men, arrived in Athens, soon followed by the 500-strong Sacred
Company. Both units were known for their strong anti-com-
munist sentiments, and there was little doubt in Athens that
they had been brought from the war front as a counterforce
to ELAS. In retrospect, bringing them to Athens at that precise
moment without the consent of the EAM ministers in the
cabinet was a serious mistake, especially since these troops were
no match for ELAS.

To deflect criticism that he was becoming the pawn of the
Right, Papandreou announced that, by November 27, the exist-
ing police and gendarmerie would be dissolved and replaced
by a new "national guard" (ethnofylaki). This national guard
was to take over from EAM's civil guard, which was to be
dissolved. Clearly, the purpose of this plan was to get rid of
the leftist civil guard and replace it with a new security force
which would be free of the stigma borne by the existing police
and gendarmerie for having served the Metaxas dictatorship and
the German occupation authorities. Once the politically un-
tainted national guard was in place, all guerrilla bands were to
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be disarmed and dissolved, replaced by a new and presumably
politically neutral national army. The details pertaining to this
delicate transition from the guerrilla bands to the new national
army remained to be worked out between Papandreou and the
representatives of EAM in the cabinet.

While these negotiations were under way, the government's
military strength was further augmented by the arrival in Athens
(on November 17) of two British and one Greek squadrons
of fighterplanes. Two days earlier a meeting of senior ELAS
commanders (kapetanioi) in Larissa, including Markos Vafei-
adis and Aris Velouhiotis, discussed the unfolding political
situation and heard at least one kapetanios declare that, rather
than demobilize, ELAS should seize Athens by force. This bold
proposal was rejected by the communist leadership and the
kapetanios was reprimanded for advocating a military solution
to EAM's problems with Papandreou. At the same time, how-
exer, ELAS units in central Greece moved closer to the capital.

On November 22 Papandreou announced that all "volun-
teer" military formations were to be demobilized. He did not
make it clear whether he included the Rimini Brigade and the
Sacred Company among the "volunteer" troops, although some
neutral observers assumed that this was his intention. Four days
later, in a high-handed move that offended the filotimo of many
among the leftists, General Scobie summoned the commanders
of EDES and ELAS, Napoleon Zervas and Stephanos Sarafis,
and demanded that they sign orders dissolving their guerrilla
armies by December 10. Zervas agreed to sign for EDES. How-
ever, Sarafis refused, arguing that such an order could only be
issued by the Greek government. When Papandreou brought
Scobie's order to the cabinet the EAM ministers refused to
approve it.

For a brief moment an ingenious solution to the impasse
appeared to have been found. On November 28 the cabinet
agreed to adopt a demobilization formula proposed by the
EAM ministers. Under this proposal, the new national army
was to have a nucleus of troops consisting of two separate
brigades of equal strength: one brigade would contain the
Rimini Brigade, the Sacred Company, and an EDES unit. The
other brigade was to be made up entirely of ELAS men. The
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remaining ELAS and EDES forces were to be demobilized by
December 10 (as demanded by General Scobie) and the rest
of the national army was to consist of fresh recruits. However,
the next day (November 29), for reasons one can only specu-
late about, the EAM ministers changed their minds, withdrew
their support for the demobilization formula they themselves
had proposed, and demanded once again that the Rimini Brigade
and Sacred Company, as well as all ELAS and EDES forces,
be dissolved and the entire new national army be created from
fresh recruits. Apparently on advice of British officials Papan-
dreou rejected the EAM demands and made it clear that under
no circumstances would the Rimini Brigade be demobilized.

To break the deadlock Papandreou opted for a showdown.
He gave the EAM ministers a firm ultimatum: sign the de-
mobilization decree or resign from the government. As Papan-
dreou had privately predicted, the EAM ministers resigned, plung-
ing the country into grave political crisis: could the government
of "national unity" continue to function without the participa-
tion of the Left? Papandreou thought it could, but he soon
discovered that he was no longer in control.

Determined to stand up to Papandreou and his supporters,
EAM called for the prime minister's resignation and announced
a mass demonstration and protest march on Constitution Square
for Sunday, December 3; a general strike of indefinite dura-
tion was to begin on Monday the 4th. On December 2 the ELAS
general headquarters was reactivated, ELAS reservists were re-
called to their units, and an ELAS force of about 2,000 began
marching from Corinth toward Athens.

At first the authorities granted permission for the proposed
mass demonstration but then rescinded it on the grounds that
the police could not guarantee the public's safety. Ignoring the
government's ban, EAM went ahead with the protest march.
On Sunday the 3rd, at about 11:00 A.M., when the first rows
of marchers reached Constitution Square from Leoforos Syngrou,
the police tried to stop them. When the marchers broke through
police lines and started running across the square toward the
Hotel Grande Bretagne policemen opened fire and scores of
marchers were killed or wounded. Despite many eyewitness ac-
counts and official reports it remains unclear whether there
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was an order to shoot, whether policemen panicked and fired
without authorization, or whether the first shots came from
the marchers themselves. At the square, after minutes of chaos,
order was restored, and the demonstrators dispersed without
further incident when a platoon of British soldiers, marching
single-file, placed itself across the square and between the
crowd and the police.

Elsewhere across the city, however, violence was spread-
ing. ELAS units attacked police stations and known hangouts
of royalists and members of the organization X. For a few
days the British forces in and around Athens remained inactive
and were not attacked. But when British troops were ordered
to defend government buildings and prevent ELAS from seiz-
ing the center of the capital, ELAS did not hesitate to take on
the British as well. The British made effective use of their
light armor and Spitfire aircraft, and substantial troop reinforce-
ments were rushed in from Italy. The worst of the fighting was
largely confined to the Athens-Piraeus area, but there was also
violence in Epirus where ELAS defeated the main body of
EDES, whose remnants were evacuated to the island of Corfu
by British vessels. In the second half of December the rein-
forced British troops began a systematic drive to expel ELAS
from Athens and its suburbs. This was accomplished by the
first week of January, with much loss of life among the com-
batants and the civilian population.

In the first days of the fighting Papandreou offered to
step down but was ordered to remain in office by Churchill,
who had assumed personal direction of British policy in Greece.
Churchill's dictum, which he repeated often and with great
emphasis, was "no peace without victory." There would be no
political solution until ELAS had been crushed and removed
from Athens. On December 24, Christmas Eve, Churchill and
Foreign Minister Anthony Eden arrived in Athens and con-
vened a conference with representatives of pro-goverment fac-
tions and of the insurgents. While there was no immediate
agreement on how to end the crisis, and insults and accusations
flew across the table, there was one major accomplishment:
with Churchill's endorsement Archbishop Damaskinos was ac-
cepted as Regent. Thus, the burning constitutional question

The Dekemvriana	 79



regarding the monarchy's future could be formally shelved.
King George, now living in London, would not return to Greece
until a referendum had given the nation the opportunity to
decide his future. On December 30, after much pressure from
Churchill, the king accepted the arrangement and recognized
Damaskinos as Regent.

Although sporadic fighting continued for some days, ELAS
was retreating, taking along as hostages thousands of prominent
Athenians, many of whom died of exposure or were killed by
their captors. A formal truce was signed on January 10 and
went into effect at 1:00 A.M. on the fifteenth. The Dekemvriana
was over. On February 12 the Varkiza Agreement called for
ELAS to be totally disarmed and demobilized (EDES was al-
ready dissolved), granted partial amnesty for "political crimes"
committed during the December events, and scheduled a plebis-
cite on the monarchy question to be followed by national elec-
tions for a new parliament and government. In the meantime,
since January 4 and at the invitation of the British authorities,
Nikolaos Plastiras, a staunch republican but equally staunch anti-
communist, had replaced Papandreou as prime minister.

With this chronology of events in mind we may now turn
to the question posed by the title of this essay: was the Dekemvri-
ana a failed communist revolution, a right-wing gambit to
destroy the Left by crushing its military arm, or a terrible blun-
der for which both sides are responsible?

In retrospect there can be little doubt that the ELAS troops
that fought in the Dekemvriana events were under the ultimate
control of the communist leadership. EAM may have been a
coalition whose noncommunist factions had some say in decision-
making, and many if not most ELASites were not communists.
But ELAS's command and control were in communist hands.
As for the KKE, by its very nature, ideology, structure, and
outlook it was a revolutionary party. It was committed to the
eventual overthrow of the bourgeois-capitalist order and its re-
placement by a communist system. The KKE considered itself
to be a unit of international communism and a loyal supporter
of the Soviet leaders, the architects of a worldwide communist
revolution. In short, revolution was the ultimate goal of the
KKE, and at the time of liberation in October 1944 it had at its
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disposal a military force which could serve as the army of revolu-
tion. For the first time in its history the KKE found itself in a
position where victory over its domestic foes was possible. And
yet, what happened in Athens in December 1944 was not a
communist revolution.

Whatever its long-term goals, at the end of World War II
and all through the Dekemvriana the KKE (and its partners
in EAM) was content to pursue its immediate objectives through
aggressive political confrontation, not armed revolution. The
communists wanted legitimacy and a major share of political
influence, which they believed they had earned through their
contributions to the resistance movement and which would
afford them the opportunity to help define the country's future.
For the time being they were not contemplating seizing power
by force of arms. Nothing in the KKE's own communications
prior to the Dekemvriana suggests a deliberate decision to launch
an armed revolution or even to take the initiative in EAM's
confrontation with Papandreou. Nor do the disposition and
state of alert of ELAS forces before December 2 suggest prep-
arations for battle in Athens. At the last minute there was an
attempt to energize ELAS units near the capital and prepare them
to respond to the government's measures. These moves, how-
ever, appear to have been defensive in nature rather than the
opening phase of revolutionary war. In short, the Dekemvriana
was not the "second round" in a communist-inspired struggle
to seize control and monopolize power. The KKE would switch
from rough politics to armed revolution more than two years
after the crisis that produced the Dekemvriana events. By then
the party's true Bolshevik, Nikos Zahariadis, who had spent the
war years in a Nazi extermination camp, was once again in charge.

If not a communist revolution, was the Dekemvriana the
result of a clever maneuver to disarm and destroy the Left,
paving the way for the restoration of a right-wing monarchist
regime?

After liberation and all through the difficult months of
October and November 1944 there were some in Greece—it
is impossible to say how many—who would have welcomed a
royalist or right-wing coup. If successful such a coup would
have disarmed ELAS, dissolved EAM, and banished the entire
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leftist movement. Among those who harbored such views some
were true-blue monarchists and staunch conservatives; many
more had become so afraid of the communists hiding behind
EAM/ELAS that they came to regard a right-wing regime as
the lesser evil. In the ranks of those favoring a right-wing coup
were civil servants who had become identified with the Metaxas
dictatorship and the collaborationist governments of the occu-
pation years, including men who had served in the Security
Battalions which had been armed by the Germans for opera-
tions against EAM/ELAS. There were also judges and justice
officials, men of the police and gendarmerie, career army of-
ficers, and those who had belonged to right-wing or anticom-
munist groups and organizations such as X.

But if there were royalists and fanatical anticommunists
in postliberation Greece, they were hardly in a position to seize
control of the country or dictate policy. At the time of libera-
tion virtually all of them were discredited and despised for their
collaboration with Metaxas, the Germans, or both. They had
no significant influence over either the Papandreou government
or the public, and they were no match for the well-organized
and well-armed EAM/ELAS. Indeed, until the end of the
Dekemvriana and the disarming of ELAS most of the country
had been under the control of the leftists, and in those areas
it was the anticommunists who were the targets of persecution.
In the aftermath of the Dekemvriana this situation was to be
reversed. After February 1945, with ELAS disarmed, right-wing
groups came to the surface with a vengeance and began a
systematic persecution of the Left, especially veterans of EAM/
ELAS. This attack on the Left (often called the "white terror- ),
which the government could not or would not stop, served as
the backdrop for the civil war of 1946-1949.

As for Papandreou, while he was greatly alarmed by the
popular strength and boldness of the Left, he was hardly a
man of the Right. Having been a liberal with socialist-republican
leanings, his agenda was that of a moderate centrist who hoped
to win the public away from the Left by presiding over the
country's successful recovery from the devastation of the war
with the help of Britain and the United States. Whatever his
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faults, he had no wish to serve the cause of the monarchy and
of right-wing politics.

Finally, the British were determined to prevent a communist
takeover and to keep Greece in Britain's postwar sphere in
the face of Soviet expansionism. However, they were equally
opposed to a rightist regime. Most of Ambassador Reginald
Leeper's warnings against any contemplated coups were directed
against the Right. Even Churchill, whose support of the Greek
king during the war contributed to political divisions, had no
use for the Greek Right and had a low opinion of King George.
What Churchill wanted for Greece was a stable government
that would not become a tool of Moscow but would remain
responsive to Britain's increasingly threatened strategic interests.

In short, although the tactics of the Right, of Papandreou,
and of the British added to the volatile situation in postlibera-
tion Greece, the Dekemvriana cannot be viewed as the result
of a rightist plot.

We thus come to the third alternative explanation for the
Dekemvriana: a blunder.

The problems which plagued Greece at the end of World
War II were enormous and dangerous, but they were not beyond
solution. Other countries, including Italy and France, faced
similar situations yet managed to keep their internal con-
flicts from exploding into large-scale violent upheavals. In
retrospect, in the Greek setting it was the standoff over the
demobilization issue that became the spark which set off the
political powderkeg in Athens. Although complicated and
severely hindered by suspicions and mistrust, the negotiations
for the demobilization of the various armed units could have
been brought to a successful conclusion. What was required was
greater diplomatic dexterity and less posturing, more patience
and confidenco ,building gestures, and fewer peremptory orders
from imperious-sounding British officials, and no ultimatums
from either side.

By failing to address effectively the problems of economic
recovery and to purge promptly and decisively the civil serv-
ice and security forces of wartime collaborators, the Papan-
dreou government contributed to the creation of an atmosphere
of gloom and anger, allowing suspicions across the political
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divide to increase with each move and countermove. In his
handling of EAM Papandreou was too highhanded and in-
flexible and too confident that no matter what happened, in
the end the British would bail him out. By setting short dead-
lines and issuing public ultimatums and permitting General
Scobie to do the same, by treating his cabinet as school-children
to be disciplined rather than persuaded, he backed the EAM
ministers and the communists into a corner where they could
either capitulate or fight. For a national leader and head of
a fragile coalition government such tactics constituted a fatal
mistake.

As for the Left, it became the victim of its own success
during the years of occupation. It emerged from the war con-
vinced that it represented the wave of the future and that its
critics were little more than the "monarchofascists" of the Meta-
xas and collaborationist governments. The leftist leaders refused
to consider that for many Greeks who were neither fascists
nor royalists EAM looked very much like the Trojan Horse
through which the communists would capture the country. The
Left was oblivious to its own image problems and ignored the
fact that its tactics during the occupation, including the "first
round," had frightened away many who otherwise would have
welcomed radical reforms and even populist solutions to the
country's problems Within the tenuous EAM coalition the
communists emerged from the war without a concrete program
of action, with a leadership that was experienced in clandestine
operations and the agitation of the masses but not in political
compromise with ideological adversaries. Underestimating
Britain's determination to prevent a leftist victory in Greece,
EAM and the communists chose the wrong tactics to challenge
Papandreou and his backers to a game of political chicken. As
a result of such misguided action by all concerned, the Greek
nation blundered into the Dekemvriana.
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Remembering an Oral Performer,
Yiorgos Haridimos, Karagiozis Player,
1924-1996

by KOSTAS MYRSIADES

Yiorgos Haridimos's early morning of puppet-making was
followed by a simple lunch, consisting almost exclusively of greens
cooked in olive oil, and then a nap, which he took in preparation
for his evening performance. At around 4:00 in the afternoon he
boarded a trolley for Athens and his Plaka theatre. There he swept
the stage, cleaned the theatre of debris from the night before,
watered the pebbled floor to cool it, dusted the chairs, and set
out the puppets in the order in which they were to appear in the
evening's performance. His first wife had accompanied him to
the theatre each night to put the house in order and prepare the
tickets. His second wife, by contrast, stayed home with the twins.
Haridimos complained that she did not have a passion for Kara-
giozis, nor did she understand his love for the performance. His
art was, for her, merely a means of securing a livelihood.

After the performance, around 10:00 p.m., Haridimos put his
important puppets (usually his father's) in an old suitcase he
carried with him and took the bus home. Lesser puppets he locked
in a trunk behind the stage at the Plaka theater: several break-
ins had resulted in the theft of these figures. By 11:00 he was
home for a light supper. He spent a little time entering new ideas
into the notebooks he carried in his suitcase and then went to bed
to dream of new tricks for Karagiozis, tricks that awoke him in
the middle of the night to be entered in the notebooks beside
his bed.

KOSTAS MYRSIADES is Professor of Comparative Literature at West
Chester University, West Chester, Pennsylvania and editor of
College Literature.
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I first met Yiorgos Haridimos one evening in 1965 at his
Shadow Theater in the Plaka district of Athens. Having already
spent several months gathering Karagiozis scripts and attending
performances whenever I could find them, I discovered during an
evening stroll past the pillars of the Temple of Olympian Zeus
a well-kept, whitewashed building with Karagiozis figures painted
on it. The sign in front of the door said that performances were
given nightly at 7:30 and that the program changed every two
days. The following evening I arrived for the performance with
my wife Linda. The woman at the window who sold me two
15-drachma tickets eyed us suspiciously. We entered a doorway
covered with a curtain and were met by a middle-aged man, stout
and exceptionally thicknecked. He wore an old gray sweater, al-
though it was already June and hot. He smiled, greeted us as he
took our tickets, and told us to sit in any of the hundred or so
chairs available. The puppet booth itself was no more than a
small stage under a white sheet set in a pebbled outdoor yard
surrounded by a high wall. The stage acted both as a screen and
as a storage space to house the performer's tools and puppets. It
was the only part of the theatre with a ceiling. A little office built
into the right side of the stage served as a ticket booth: a small
window in the wall was used to dispense the tickets.

Just as the performance was to begin—some 25 to 30 people
were seated in the audience—the woman who had sold me our
tickets came rushing -to our seats in the front row, screaming and
pointing at my hand, in which I held a small recorder. "No, no,"
she said in Greek, "it is not allowed." On hearing the commotion,
the stout, jovial man who had earlier greeted us came from be-
hind the stage to see what was happening. The woman was still
shouting, pointing to the recorder, while the man tried to calm
her down. Interceding, he introduced himself as Yiorgos
mos, the Karagiozis performer; the distraught woman was his
wife. I identified myself and Linda as students interested in
studying Karagiozis. The recordrer, I tried to explain, would help
us remember the performance. Haridimos informed us that
cameras and recorders were not allowed in his theater. His wife
referred to a bad experience with an Englishman who a few years
earlier had come to "steal" Karagiozis from them. This was my
first encounter with Haridimos.
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We returned to Plaka in 1969-1970 and 1973-1974 and con-
tinued to attend Haridimos's performances, without cameras or
recorders. We would often talk with him before the performance,
and on a few occasions we were invited behind the stage to watch
him perform. By now his wife recognized us and would smile
whenever we arrived. We were becoming regular customers.
Nevertheless, it was obvious that both still felt uncomfortable
with us, and they volunteered little about the Karagiozis form.
Haridimos preferred to address his remarks to me rather than to
Linda. Although he was polite, he treated women other than his
wife with a centain amount of indifference. His indifference turn-
ed to disregard when the conversation involved the male-dominat-
ed performance itself, putting me in the position of having to
conduct most of the interviews.

It had become apparent that anyone who wanted to study
the Karagiozis performance effectively had to develop an intimate,
long-term relationship with Haridimos. Not only was he widely
acknowledged as the most accomplished surviving player in the
tradition (his theater in Plaka had itself been designated a
historical site) and the heir of one of the great masters in the
history of the performance (Hristos Haridimos of Piraeus) , but
his knowledge of the state of the performance as nine-time
president of the Karagiozis Players Association was invaluable.
But such a relationship did not come without a price. Haridimos
appreciated his standing and had made it clear that he felt he had
no equal in the art of the Karagiozis performance. Questions about
other players were met with impatience and mistrust. He felt
slighted when he was compared with other players, and he let
us know that drawing such comparisons suggested that we did not
recognize the quality of his performances. And in the small world
of Karagiozis performance in Greece, Haridimos Would easily
have discovered it if we had gone off to interview and study
other players. The possibility of wounding his pride meant
we would have to work exclusively with him, knowing that, in any
case, we had access to a Harvard University collection of taped
performances and interviews with 20 other players. Even so, we
had to disassociate ourselves in the player's mind from a variety
of previous collectors, including the "Englishman," Mario Rin-
volucri, whose visits had caused Haridimos and his wife such
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concern. My childhood in a peasant village on the island of Samos
provided the kind of class and national background that would
make the players comfortable, as did the informal conduct of the
interviews and our decision not to collect texts until late in our
relationship (when, in fact, the player himself brought up the
issue and offered to open his performances to taping).

At this point, in 1973, I presuaded Deree, the American col-
lege in Athens where I was then teaching, to invite Haridimos to
stage a classic Karagiozis performance. After some negotiating,
the school allotted a handsome sum for such a performance, more
than Haridimos had ever received or earned for a single perform-
ance. Determined to show himself at his best, he decided to per-
form the complete version of Karagiozis, Alexander the Great,
and the Cursed Snake with live music (four musicians and a
singer). The audience of Greek and American students and
professors received it as the best Karagiozis any of them had seen.
The performance over, we shook hands with both Haridimos and
his wife, who invited us to their home in Piraeus. We had become
friends. Our son and daughter, aged seven and three, were to
accompany us. From that moment on, we were to see Haridimos
and his wife often, both at the Plaka theater and at their home.
He spoke on a variety of topics concerning Karagiozis but offered
only material that we could easily find in articles written about
the form. Moreover, he told us nothing more than he had told
Rinvolucri. Nevertheless, our friendship was sealed by the time
we left Athens in June, and we had agreed to correspond.

The venture at Deree convinced me not only of the relative
hardship of a player's life but of the proprietary nature of Hari-
dirnos's role as a "keeper of the performance." The exchange of
money was a sign of respect not so much for his eminence as for
the art of Karagiozis itself. He was assured at last that we were
not to steal his art but to preserve it. We kept faith with this
understanding on each future visit by sharing with him whatever
rewards our research brought us. On one visit, it was proceeds of
an article Linda had sold to a popular Greek magazine; on a
second, it was part of a grant given by my university; on a third,
it was a share of an honorarium for a book we had published
together.

By the time we saw Haridimos again in 1979, his wife had
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died and he had married a young woman from the neighborhood
who gave him his first children, twin daughters. He was not only
open to the most intimate interviews about the performance, but
he also began to display his arhio, or personal archives, of Kara-
giozika. He unpacked the trunk of puppets he kept under his bed,
brought out his two small notebooks in which he kept his "ideas,"
although he could hardly write, and resurrected important mate-
rials from storage at his brother's house. By now we were seeing
him both socially and professionally every time we were in Athens.
The most intensive and revealing work came in 1987, when,
recorder in hand, I spent two weeks alone with him obtaining 18
hours of interviews on all facets of his work and life.

In 1989 Haridimos retired as a performer, separated from
his young wife, and moved into a one-bedroom apartment in
Piraeus surrounded by what he has always considered his true
family, his Karagiozis puppets. When I arrived in Athens in
August, I called Haridimos from the hotel below the Acropolis
where we usually stayed. Haridimos's self-enforced exile had made
him anxious. Why had we taken two years to return? Was the
recorder in good working order so that what he had to say would
not be lost? Before I left, Haridimos offered me his two note-
books, a source which I had previously examined only in his
presence. "I'll copy them and return them to you tomorrow," I
said. "No hurry," he replied. "Take them with you to America,
and bring them back next time you're in Greece. We're friends,
aren't we ?"

While Haridimos was an active performer, his entire life
centered around Karagiozis. Early in the morning he would spend
his time cutting Karagiozis figures from cardboard and plastic or
drawing posters of various sizes depicting scenes from his favorite
performances, which he would then display in his theater for
tourists. He also placed a number of these puppets in tourist
shops, and from these he made a little money. For himself, he
painted Karagiozis figures on his lamps, dishes, chairs, and walls.
We ourselves had brought him a polished stone paperweight from
the seashore of Samos. When we visited him at his home that
Easter, he presented us with a heavy object wrapped in newspaper.
We waited to return to our apartment before we unwrapped it;
it was our Samian stone, on which he had drawn a scene from
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Linda's favorite Karagiozis heroic performance, Katsandonis, with
the words Kalo Pascha (Happy Easter) below it. A generous, if
poor, man, Haridimos was never aggresive about marketing these
various forms of his art. He was perfectly happy to make them
for friends or hang them in his own apartment, whose walls were
covered with Karagiozis paraphernalia.

On several occasions over the years I had asked Haridimos
to let me buy a puppet or a poster to bring back to the States.
Each time Haridimos gave us gifts of figures he had made for
tourists as gifts, or he would create new ones for us. He never
sold or gave away the large figures he used for his performances,
even when he had three and even four copies of the same puppet.
His method was to make his performance puppets, the largest
almost three-and-a-half feet high, from lambskin and use them for
a number of years. He would then retire them to the trunk under
his bed and create new ones to replace the retired puppets. In some
cases, as with those puppets most often used (Karagiozis, Barba
Yiorgos, Hatziavatis), he would retain several in use at the same
time so not to overlook a particular puppet. Those puppets he
had inherited from his father he would use only on special oc-
casions. He kept these at the bottom of his trunk and was reluctant
to allow anyone to see or photograph them. These were his in-
heritance, as he told me on many occasions, "my real family."
His favorite among these was the tallest puppet in his repertoire,
his father's Barba Yiorgos, the old man from the mountains of
Roumeli. Not only was this puppet, according to Haridimos, one
of the best ever made, but it had been used throughout his father's
career and throughout most of his own. Furthermore, Barba
Yiorgos held a particular place in Haridimos's heart because it
was the puppet that had required of him the greatest concentra-
tion and study, and it was the puppet that more than any other
stood for the Greek spirit, the unbending, stubborn, driving force
of the common Greek peasant, o laos, the people. During my last
interview with him in August 1989, Haridimos pulled his trunk
from under his bed and reverently placed each figure on a white
sheet on the floor. 'While I photographed each figure, Haridimos
spoke about them and reminisced about the performances in which
he had appeared. Finally, at the bottom of the trunk, he came
upon Barba Yiorgos, somewhat bent and chipped from the long
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years of service it had rendered his father and himself. Tears came
to his eyes as he held it up in the light for me to photograph. "This
is my favorite," he said. "It's part of me. This is my true family.
Many have asked me for these puppets. They want to put them
in the museum, but I can't let them go. How can I put a price on
these things ? You've asked me for a performance puppet. Take
Barba Yiorgos. I know you'll take good care of him." I paid an
effusive tribute to the puppet, the player, his father, and the
tradition, knowing that I had just been offered an opportunity he
had never before extended, and to my knowledge never again
extended, to anyone outside the performance community.

I made my last trip in 1993. This time I had a piece of Kara-
giozika I could offer Haridimos, what I hoped would be a fitting
personal comment on the nearly three decades he, I, and Linda
had shared. I brought him copies of the second book on Karagiozis
we had just published: a tranlation of his Baker play accompanied
by a study of his art. My last thought of Haridimos is of having
returned to him the art he was so certain "collectors" were stealing
from him and of honoring a man to whom Greece itself rightly
owes a great debt, a debt to one who, through his art, breathed
life into its people.

The Karagiozis Repertoire of Yiorgos Haridimos,
1924-1996

Transcribed and translated by Kostas Myrsiades from
the performer's unpublished notebook,

Shadow Theater Performances of Yiorgos Haridimos, 1987

KS/MSIA I EE
`0 KapayxL641c 11potrrjtric
`0 Alliarapxoc BALoc
`0 KapccyxL6Cric crtil

dtp.mploc TpEXX8v
Ot Ado Abpbot
Td (1)&vrccc:sticc rid 1-16Xeca
`0 Kapccyladtric an) EEXtytrri
`0 KccpccyKt64zic rtcapdc

(oOTE pXece, oks XccXecEt)

COMEDIES
Karagiozis Prophet
Brigand Velios
Karagiozis in a Mad Land

Two Lords
Phantom of Constantinople
Karagiozis on the Moon
Karagiozis Doctor
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Kcaik ro "Aq)Evnith	 "E& co
"0 F& rocTo0 Mmkpirrra-

rtcbpyou
*0 KapayKugrig Mcrinj
TOc 82 'EArrecXilavx Toi3

KccpayKt6C1
'0 KccpccyKtgric rpccirliccrucec
Ot 'Appcc83vec To0 Kapocragi
TO Ktairkr Tol3 Kccpocyx1.601
'0 Kapcxyxi6Cic 'Emcrrillicav
'0 rectroc Too FlanOva
`0 A6v "HMac KanKO8ac
*0 At68oXoc o'rO frinoux&A.I.
`0 I-6i.roc To0 Kapaym.6(4
`0 KapayitiO0ic NExpoe6cqrnic
`0 KapcxymOtic Kat TO

EopoXOir
Amrociaxicack 'ExXoyic
▪ EuirtropCia	 MccOp%

Maccrxccc
Ot A6o re.cirot (accOpoma-

MIrdcptiTmc-ricbp .you) ,

`0 KocparciOCric crn) ZoOracc
TO Kiayru, Kat of 'Era&

rapirpot
• Pain-rptra Tcra'v Ilaptatcav
TO Nrial Tc3v Kccrapycyhav

("H r8 Noanytnv To0
Mire:ppm)

`H KXoTnj 'toO acpccytou
`0 KocpcxrciOtric o-njv 'AirEpunj
`0 Kccoara6C-rig 'ApxcuoX6yoc
Ot TpEic rpcctivateic
*0 ratrirp6c, To0 Kovno°
*0 KocparcLOOic (1)oópvapricl
Tec Atvtyvorrcc Tijc

BECuparmaac
'0 Kapccr(vgic Bccpx6cprx
'0 elacicpyupoc
'0 Kapocrogric Mayo

BotraccpbtairOc Tor)
KapccynOti

Ot Tfacic rIpoaxuvirext
'0 Kocparcigic Eavo86xoc
'H KoOvicc To0 Kccpccyx1.601
TO 'AirEpuceartKo Kapt:p1

Welcome to the Foreign Master
Wedding of Uncle George

Karagiozis Midwife
Karagiozis's 82 Idols

Karagiozis Secretary
Karagiozis's Engagement
Karagiozis's Fate
Karagiozis Scientist
Pepona's Wedding
Don Bias Pumpkin
Devil in the Bottle
Karagiozis's Wedding
Karagiozis Gravedigger
Karagiozis and Nirvana

Mayoral Elections
Black Mask's Gang

Two Weddings

Karagiozis in the Jungle
The Jar and the Seven

Bridegrooms
Woman Thief of Paris
Island of Knaves (or Uncle's

Shipwreck)

The Serai Burglary
Karagiozis in America
Karagiozis Archeologist
Three Secretaries
Bridegroom in the Box
Karagiozis Baker
The Enigmas of the Vizier's

Daughter
Karagiozis Boatman
Tribal Chief
Karagiozis Magician
Karagiozis's Bombardment

Three Worshippers
Karagiozis Hotel-Keeper
Karagiozis's Swing
American Stud
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'0 Kccpccyxt6C1S
'ExonoiltaupLoNoc

'H Ada Tor) Kcy6Xou
'0 KotpayKigric "Wcyckg
'0 Meyac 'AXe.&avBpoc

Kat TeC 7 eripto:
'0 Aox(ac TCBV Egcbvcav
T6 Ecacrre Etym. Zcacrr6
TO Kccrapagvo (KEA Kat

Mayac. 'AX.e.&avbpoc
'H ravvicnc To0
Etoortuccxlcc bOo rip:yid:Troy
k6Xccatc xai Ilccpabaaoc;1

MIKPEE KrilviCIAI EE
TO IIXouatfrucxtbo
TO Icyckpi. To0 rcabdcpou
Ot Tpeic Ak&ELc To0 Ilcccsa
'0 KapayKigric AtIorpxoc
'H Bpicruk Tor) BEXii rickcc
'0 Kapocylcugric Mouauck
'0 Kapccyxigric nocouptecc
TO OtithirEbo
TO Zio(rip.a
*0 TECrrric
'H KoXorweisk
TO 0150
'0 Kccpaym60ic Tut:1))14

EPrA THE ErIANAETAEEQE
TOY 1821
'0 Kccirtatdcv 'ATS6vric
'0 Ilcaptacpxig rprry6pLoc

6 E°
Tec Tplo: EouXtcat6TcouXec
'0 Kccrtatacy
'Ft 'Airoxecp6:Xtatc TOO

Aiovuatoo
'0 MaCipoc Tfic 'AvccroXfic
'0 rtpo Atioc
'0 KcarE-cdcv Atcycev.dic
Ot Mccupot.uxccXgot Kat

NEpedba %fig MavrIc
'0 Kocrtetckv Ilccvvot6c
'H Etoki) ToD Mapvccpcoliavou

BcccnXtec

Karagiozis Millionaire

Charlie's Aunt
Karagiozis Fisherman
Alexander the Great and

the Seven Beasts
Evzone's Sergeant
Right is Right
The Cursed Snake and

Alexander the Great
Kolitiri's Birth
Two Prince's Swordplay
Hell and Heaven

SMALL COMEDIES
Rich Boy
The Donkey's Saddle
Pasha's Three Words
Karagiozis Mayor
Veligekas's Insult
Karagiozis Musician
Karagiozis Yogurt-Seller
Building Plot
The Wager
The Liar
The Pumpkin
Ouzo
Karagiozis Blind

WORKS ON GREEK
INDEPENDENCE, 1821
Captain Anthony
Patriarch Gregory V

Three Souliotis Boys
Captain Gris
Beheading of Dionysios

Anatolian Black
Old Man Demos
Captain Diamantis
The Mavromichalis Clan and

the Nereid of Mani
Captain Yiannakos
The Marble King's Clothes
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'0 KaTratecv flavoupytecq
'0 KapcctaKeacric
'0 Xptcruccvolickxog

NExpoicecpcail TOO
Kcal/. TI camoX6you

`0 lvicipxoc MTterraapig
'H Atcrrtco Aicacccrec
'0 KCC1TE.T6CV Kap OCCCOTIACCI

KaTterckv *kinaoyiervvig
'0 'Aecxv&catoc Ataxoc

ZoOeXicnc Tot") 'Aeavo:cdou
Ataxou

'0 Toupxobil p.oc
TO Mat tfic rpcdiac
°Ecrlit fi ToupKoitoacc
`0 'Aerec	 Poeitie.X%
"0 °Adpccroc Kcaterdcmc
'0 Kccrrerckv °Acrrpaittlytavvoc
'0 Kcertetecv Bhcokieaci
'0 ExakrcroBilting
Ot Kkgcptac To0. '0Xtip.itoo
e. KoXoKotpavric
'H 'Opcpccvii Tijc Moo

IxXecea 'rota flacsa
'0 rEV Naap as

KaNII/A I EX rICPAN-I'K I N I OA
TO Tipac TOO 0pdryKEaTaly
`0 BpuKacacccc Tfig

KCJVUTCXVTLVOUTIOXECOC
ropEXccc

'H NExpec Zc7)acx
`H Zuck To0 MOVTOC
'0 PoSaFroc AtaceoXoc
'0 'Acrruvoinxec Ncit.

11 (KEXTOv
'0 Ehivccroc Tijc "Eavi
'0 Ate.ceoXoc Koutxrrd:poc

To0 Kcrparcugrr
'0 'Opicoc To0 TIEecylvou
'0 AtedoXoc, ruvatitcc

Kai Ta MitomiXt

0I AHETA I
'0 Alia-capxoc Itrcc8iXrig
OE Ancrtal Tc7)v KaXaGpirrow

Captain Panouryias
Karaiskakis
Christian Slayer
The Skull of Kostandinos

Paleologos
Markos Botsaris
Despo Liakata
Captain Karafotias
Captain Ambeloyianis
Athanasios Diakos
The Skewering of Athanasios

Diakos
Turkish Municipality
Inn of Gravias
Esme the Turkish Girl
Eagle of Roumeli
Captain Invisible
Captain Astrapoyianos
Captain Vlahavas
Skaltsothimos
Brigands of Olympus
Theodoros Kolokotronis
The Orphan Girl from Hios
Pasha's Slavewoman
Yenitsaros

HORROR COMEDIES
Frankenstein's Monster
Ghost of Constantinople

Gorilla
The Living Dead
Lion's Shadow
Robert the Devil
Pinkerton Policeman

Death of Esme
The Devil as Karagiozis's

Best Man
Dead Man's Oath
The Devil, the Woman, and

the Bottle

BRIGANDS
Brigand Davelis
Brigands of Kalavrita
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'0 METOVOTRAVOC
'0 Mai:y(4 'ApxtXricrrtic
'0 TEM] Maxi
*0 A•icrrocpxoc TaccKerVic
'0 Alicrtapxoc Tpot.tripac
'0 Alio-rapxoc M-rrendepic,
Ot Aria-rat KaKapftrig-KaXcc-

Facu\txtic-Itroceatic;i
'0 Ailorcapxoc Bouoveacric

KO INSMIKA EPrA
'H Kccpbtdc tfic Mdcvcrc
'0 Etpatriydc Accc4civric
'H 'AvayvOptcyri prrd: 20 "Etri
TO 'Abtxrip.cc

Maytag
eualcx A6o (lacav
*0 Zyrriervoc Bcccratdcg
'0 BOpcov Kat fl 'AvediroXt.g)

Te.31, 'Aeivi5v
'0 'Excaotal.tuptoOxoc nintriq
Tec Aud 'Opqxxvdc

OI ITEIPATAI
'0 Ma0poc Flaipccrtic
'0 MaxccpccyLaq TTic Bop.66cric

of flapatal
'0 fletperriic Trig "Icrgotaac
'H Koupacrptvcc IlackvKa

APO TH MY00A0r IA
'0 Teapoq To0 'Iv5oO
'0 ApciKoc TOO ttecaoug
'H Mccyailivri NEpano:
'H Extdc TOO Atovroc
erpaccq xat MivOtocupoc

p6aoc Kat °Acrrapco
40 Kcaratav 'Airiecxvroc
TO Enccet To0 Mccxccpctra

I ETOP I KA
"E&oboc To0 MeaoXoyylou

' I ouShe
'0 ncoOpac arip 'Ax.pfritokri
'0 Etpccrrrydc Batackptoc

Remorseful Brigand
Black Chief Brigand
Teli Mehmet
Brigand Tsakitzis
Brigand Tromaras
Brigand Bekiaris
Brigands Kakarapis,

Kalambalikis and Dathelis
Brigand Vousnakis

SOCIAL WORKS
A Mother's Heart
General Lafazanis
Meeting After 20 Years
Poor Mary's Injustice

Two Friends' Sacrifice
Beggar King
Byron and the Flower Girl

of Athens
Millionaire Thief
Two Orphans

PIRATES
Black Pirate
The Maharajah of Bombay

and the Pirates
The Spanish Pirate
Pirate Woman Walks the Plank

FROM MYTHOLOGY
Hindu's Tomb
Forest Dragon
Enchanted Nereid
Lion's Shadow
Theseus and the Minotaur
Drosos and Astero
Captain Immortal
The Maharajah's Sword

HISTORICAL WORKS
Exodus from Messolonghi
Judith
Gouras on the Acropolis
General Velisarios
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EAAHNIKA EIAYAAIA
Mapla fl flEvrcrytth-ctuao:
• rK6Xcpco
• `Qpcdo: Tar IIkpav
`0 Aficrtapxoc Eaccv6c

Kat 1 KpEvo

EPA THE KATOXHE

`0 r6q.ioc too X(TXEp Kat
MouaouXtvc

• TopTaXcatik, tfic ”EXXic
`0 IlpobOrrig Tfic rKEaTeC1E0
`0 BoikBapbtc4t6c Tor

aipaiac
`0 flccaoc MeXecc,
Movovaxicc tl xpt ecxychou

rapticcv6 cDpEtc)
`0 ri pob6Tric Nixo/Loytecvvoc
`0 Kcyccpacgric "Otzipoc

crr6 Xofib6cpt

EPA Ano TON
AAH-17AEA
`0 KorgETav Nucotaapacc
T6 ilt)brilicc Too eavci-rou

(41)c3coc TCaegXas)
• KcerrEtcicv XpOvrici

`AXT) TaExoOpac
• Kup6c Opocct'wn (Kat 6

repo Apericoc;6 EOUXLaTTIC)
• Xop6c To0 ZolOyyou
`0 "Hpc.ac Kccraccvreavric

'Exbtxriatc
Kcercravrcovácav

`0 KaTEETaV EXaxedac

GREEK IDYLLS
Maria Pentayiotisa
Golfo
Beauty of Peran
Brigand Spanos and Krino

WORKS ON THE GERMAN
OCCUPATION
The Marriage of Hitler and

Moussoulini
Torpedoing of Ellis
A Gestapo Informer
The Bombardment of Piraeus

Pavlos Melas
Duel to the Death (with the

German Fritz)
The Informer Nikoloyiannos
Karagiozis Hostage at

Haidari

WORKS BASED ON
ALI PASHA
Captain Nikotsaras
Leap of Death (Fobs

Tzavelas)
Captain Hronis and

Ali Tsekouras
Lady Frosini (and Old Man

Drakos, the Souliotis)
Dance of Zalongos
Hero Katsandonis
Revenge of the Katsandoneans

Captain Vlahavas
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The Dispersal of the Crimean
and Black Sea Greeks

by J. OTTO POHL

The Greeks were the first people to settle the shores of
the Crimea. Greek traders, merchants, farmers, and fishermen
lived and prospered in the coastal cities of the Crimean penin-
sula during the seventh century B.C. until World War II. This
community survived the Tartars, the tsars, and the early Bol-
sheviks. But between 27 June and 4 July 1944 the Soviet govern-
ment, its leader Joseph Stalin, and Lavrenty Beria (head of the
Soviet security police) forcibly dispersed this community across
the Urals, Siberia, Kazakhstan, and Uzbekistan. In less than a
week, the Soviet regime permanently destroyed the centuries-old
Crimean Greek community. The Greeks exiled from the Crimea
lost their rights as Soviet citizens, their ancestral homeland, and
much of their culture as a direct result of the deportation.

In addition to the Crimea, a large population of ethnic
Greeks lived on the Black Sea littoral of Georgia and southern
Russia. Many of these Black Sea Greeks were descendants of
immigrants from the Pontic Greek community on the northern
shore of Turkey. The Black Sea Greeks suffered the same fate
as their brethren from the Crimea.

Until recently, information on the deportation of the Soviet
Greeks remained restricted. The inaccessibility of relevant Soviet
archives greatly hampered the ability of historians to research
the deportation of national minorities under Stalin. In 1989 the
partial opening of the NKVD-MVD (People's Commissariat

J. Orro Poin. is author of the Stalinist Penal System, currently in
Press with McFarland & Co. His article "East by Rail: The Deportation
of the Crimean Armenians" appeared in the Spring 1996 issue
of Ararat.

101



Internal Affairs - Ministry of Internal Affairs) archives paved
the way for serious scholarship on the subject of the fate of
national minorities. Since then, the Russian academic press has
published a large number of articles and books about Stalin's
repression of national minorities.

The foremost scholar in the field of Soviet national deporta-
tions is N. F. Bugai. Currently, Bugai is the head of the Depart-
ment of Matters of Deportations and Repressions of Peoples
in the Russian Federation. Bugai has used his access to the
NKVD-MVD archives to write extensively on the deportation
of national minorities under Stalin. To date he has written,
coauthored, and compiled six books and numerous articles on
the subject. His most important work for researchers is losif
Stalin-Laverentio Berii: UIkh nado deportirovat" dokamenty,
fakty, kommentaril (Moscow, 1992). This book consists of 333
documents, including official government resolutions, orders,
decrees, instructions, reports, telegrams, and letters. Bugai re-
produced these documents verbatim from the Central State
Archives of the October Revolution, the State Archives of the
Russian Federation, and the Russian Center for the Preservation
and Study of Documents of New History. He has provided schol-
ars with limited but valuable access to the formerly closed Soviet
archives.

Another Russian scholar who has contributed to the grow-
ing body of published information on the exile of Soviet na-
tionalities is V. N. Zemskov. Although best known for his work
on corrective labor camps, Zemskov has also written several
important articles on special settlements. The Stalin regime
administered special settlements as areas of restrictive and
punitive exile for deported national minorities during and after
World War II. Zemskov's articles effectively distill a large
amount of archival material into informative tables.

In addition to the release of official documents from the
Soviet archives, the end of censorship in Russia has allowed
the survivors of the deportations to publish accounts of their
experiences. These former exiles have recently written a large
number of essays and personal narratives about life in the special
settlements. Svetlana Alieva's three-volume collection Tak eto
bylo: Natsional'nye repressi v SSSR, 1919-1952 (Moscow, 1993)
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contains several autobiographical pieces by Crimean and Black
Sea Greeks sent to special settlements. These writers provide an
important supplement to the archival data.

In the 1920s and early 1930s the Soviet government pur-
sued a policy of promoting the culture of non-Russian minorities.
This policy of korenstatsiia (nativization) included the crea-
tion and support of non-Russian schools, newspapers, journals,
publishing houses, and theaters. The Soviet Greeks benefited
from the policy of korenstatsiia. In the Crimea and Black Sea
littoral, the Soviet government supported Greek-language schools,
newspapers, and journals. After 1937 Stalin's regime began to
shut down most of these institutions. (Simon, 1991: 58-61)
As the 1930s progressed, the regime continued to display an
increasingly virulent Russian chauvinism. The deportations of
the Crimean and Black Sea Greeks represented the height of
this Russian chauvinism.

During World War II, Nazi Germany occupied the Crimean
peninsula. After the Soviet Red Army recaptured the peninsula,
the Soviet government sought to purge the territory of its na-
tional minorities. Beria and Stalin accused the Crimean Tatars
of actively supporting the German occupation of the USSR, and
of opposing the Red Army and Soviet power. (Bugai, 1992:
document #3 131-132; #8 134; #9 134-138) The Soviet govern-
ment punished the entire Crimean Tatar population for these
alleged crimes. Between 18 and 20 May 1944, the NKVD deported
183,155 Crimean Tatars to Uzbekistan and eastern areas of
the Russian Federation. (Bugai, 1922: #13 138-139; #20 144)

After the deportation of the Crimean Tatars, the Soviet
security organs began preparing to exile the Crimean Greeks,
Armenians, and Bulgarians. These nationalities all had cultural
ties beyond the borders of the Soviet Union. Stalin's paranoia
regarding foreign spies and diversionists contributed greatly to
the decision to deport these nationalities. In the case of the
Greeks, Soviet resentment over the Greek army's intervention in
Odessa and Sevastopol in 1919 intensified this paranoia. (Ascher-
son, 1995: 186-187) One NKVD operation during 1937 and
1938 specifically mentioned Greeks, including those with Soviet
citizenship, as being foreign spies and diversionists. (Alieva,
1991: Vol. 1 253) On 29 May 1944, Beria informed Stalin that
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a large number of anti-Soviet elements remained in the Crimea. Ac-
cording to Beria, among these anti-Soviet elements were 14,300
Greeks, 12,075 Bulgarians, and 9,919 Armenians. His specific ac-
cusations against the Crimean Greeks were relatively mild com-
pared to those made against the Crimean Armenians and Bulgari-
ans. Beria accused the Crimean Armenians of engaging in espionage
and diversionary activities against the Red Army, and the Crimean
Bulgarians of handing over captured Red Army soldiers and par-
tisans to the German military. In the Greek case, Beria claimed
that the "German authorities received assistance from the Greeks
in trade, transportation of goods, etc." (Bugai, 1992: #17 140-
142) This accusation, however, carried the same penalty for the
Crimean Greeks as did the more serious charges against the
Crimean Armenians and Bulgarians. Partisan leaders in the
Crimea reported that the Greek population displayed passivity
in face of the German occupation of the peninsula. They did
not, however, report widespread collaboration between the Ger-
man military and the Crimean Greeks. Despite these reports,
Beria recommended to Stalin that the NKVD deport all Greeks,
Armenians, and Bulgarians from the Crimea. (Bugai, 1995:
199) Stalin endorsed Beria's recommendation.

Stalin personally issued the order to deport the Crimean
Greeks, Armenians, and Bulgarians. In his capacity as chairman
of the GKO (State Defense Committee), Stalin issued resolu-
tion No. 5984 ss on 2 June 1944. This resolution ordered the
deportation of the estimated 39,000 Greeks, Armenians, and
Bulgarians from the Crimea to Gur'evsk Oblast in Kazakhstan
(7,000), and to Sverdolvsk oblast (10,000), Molotov oblast
(10,000), Kemerov oblast (6,000), and the Bashkir Autonomous
Soviet Socialist Republic (6,000) in Russia. (Bugai, 1992: #18
142-143) On 24 June 1944 the GKO passed resolution 61000 ss
ordering the deportation of people in the Crimea with Greek,
Turkish, or Iranian passports to Uzbekistan; the resolution ap-
plied to 3,531 people with Greek passports. (Bugai, 1995: 198)
After the collapse of the tsarist Russian empire, the Greek govern-
ment had issued these documents to as many ethnic Greks as they
could. (Ascherson, 1995: 190)

On 27 June 1944 the NKVD rounded up all the Crimean
Greeks and loaded them onto overcrowded and unhygienic trains
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bound for the East. (Alieva, 1993: Vol. III 205) By 4 July
1944 the NKVD had exiled 15,040 Crimean Greeks (this num-
ber does not include those with foreign passports) to the areas
specified in GKO resolution 5984 ss, to Uzbekistan and the
Mari Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic. (Bugai, 1992: #20
144 & 1995; 198) The Crimean Greeks lost their homes,
livestock, and most of their moveable property during the de-
portation. (Alieva, 1993: Vol. 3 205) The NKVD dispersed
the Crimean Greeks across Siberia, the Urals, Kazakhstan, and
Central Asia.

The NKVD deported a large number of Greeks from Rostov
oblast, Krasnador oblast, Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan at
the same time they deported the Crimean Greeks. The same
agency exiled 8,300 Greeks without Soviet citizenship from
Rostov and Krasnador to the eastern regions of the Soviet
Union. Moreover, 3,565 of those Greeks were sent to the
Krasnoyarsk krai. During this operation, the NKVD confis-
cated 687 rifles, 53 submachine guns, and 60 revolvers. Finally,
the NKVD also deported 16,375 ethnic Greeks from Georgia,
Azerbaijan, and Armenia during this time. (Bugai, 1995: 198)
The Soviet regime exiled much of the Greek diaspora around
the Black Sea to the interior of the USSR.

The Soviet Greeks were deported to special settlements
created by the Soviet government as areas of restrictive and
punitive exile during the collectivization of agriculture in 1929-
1931. Those special settlements consisted of groups of villages
isolated from the outside world by Soviet security organs. The
NKVD and its successor, the MVD (Ministry of Internal Af-
fairs), kept the exiles there under strict surveillance and control.
Some special settlements were enclosed behind barbed wire
(Bacon, 1992: 1084), while security organs also operated guard
posts, check points, and roadblocks in the surrounding areas
so as to limit the movement of the exiles. (Zemskov, 1991b: 4)
A series of additional measures were employed: the NKVD
required a designated representative for every ten households
to report to them every ten days, while individuals had to register
with the authorities once a month. (Nekrich, 1979: 119) Under
the conditions in the special settlement regime, the deported
Greeks lived like prisoners without cells. Finally, the regime
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forbade Greek-language schools and also deprived the exile
Greeks of publications in their native language.

Exiles to special settlements played an important role in
the Soviet economy. Special settlers worked in agriculture, min-
ing, logging, and industrial enterprises. They developed much
of the economy in remote and sparsely populated areas of the
USSR. In some areas of the Soviet Union, special settlers formed
the majority of skilled laborers in certain industries. The regime
concentrated the Crimean Greeks into the oil and paper in-
dustries. In Gur'evsk oblast Kazakhstan they worked for the
People's Commissariat of Oil; in Molotov and Sverdolvsk oblasts
they worked for the People's Commissariat of Paper. (Bugai,
1995: 200) Neither of these industries were traditional occupa-
tions for the Crimean Greeks.

Many Soviet Greeks serving in the Red Army received even
harsher treatment than the civilians deported to special settle-
ments. On 10 January 1942 the GKO passed resolution N1123 ss.
This resolution mobilized Soviet citizens of suspect nationalities,
including Greeks, into work colonies and battalions supervised
by the NKVD. (Zemskov, 1991b: 4) These work battalions
and colonies worked in construction, industry, forestry, and
mining. (Bugai, 1994: 147) Their members often worked at
ITLs (Corrective Labor Camps), even though the NKVD counted
them as a separate contingent from the Gulag (Main Administra-
tion of Camps) prisoners. (Bacon, 1995: 107)The condition
of these mobilized workers, however, did not significantly differ
from the conditions of Gulag prisoners. At the end of World
War II the Soviet regime disbanded these work colonies and
battalions and sent their members to join their ethnic compatriots
in exile.

In addition to these work colonies and battalions, 2,610
Soviet Greeks worked in ITLs as Gulag prisoners on 1 January
1942. On 1 January 1946 the ITLs held 1,240 ethnic Greek
prisoners. By 1 January 1951 there were 1,558 Soviet Greeks
in ITLs and 768 in ITKs (Corrective Labor Colonies). (Zemskov,
1991b table #11 24 & #2 8) The Soviet Greeks in forced
labor institutions suffered substantial deprivations, working long
hours at heavy labor under unsafe conditions and receiving
meager rations.
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Stalin's regime imposed draconian legal restrictions on the
special settlers. On 8 January 1945 the SNK (Council of People's
Commissars) issued resolution 35 on "The Rights of Those Settled
in Special Settlements." This document required special settlers
to study socially useful labor, to abide by Soviet labor laws, to
remain within the bounds of the special settlements, to report
all births, deaths, escapes, and acts of treason to the NKVD,
and to obey its orders. The resolution also empowered the
agency to administer punishments of up to five days in jail
and fines of 100 rubles for the violation of any of these. (Bugai,
1992 #10 231)

On 24 Nov. 1948 the Council of Ministers passed resolution
N436-1726 ss. This resolution established an eight-year sentence
in corrective labor camps for special settlers who refused to carry
out their work assignments. The special settlement regime im-
posed these harsh conditions upon the Greek exiles without
exception. The regime also took strong action to prevent escapes,
and on 26 November 1948 the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet
issued a decree aimed at reducing escapes from special settle-
ments. This decree made the exile of deported nationalities, in-
cluding the Crimean and Black Sea Greeks, permanent. Next
to making any attempt to leave the special settlements without
permission from the MVD punishbale by 20 years of hard labor,
a range of restrictive measures were adopted that included a
five-year imprisonment term for free citizens caught abetting
escapees from the special settlements, requiring settlers to ob-
tain MVD authorization to move away from their settlements,
a cumbersome process of considerable bureaucratic complexity
that reinforced the powers of the authorities. (Alieva, 1993:
Vol. I, pp. 294-297)

In the summer of 1949, the Soviet government took new
repressive measures against the Soviet Greeks by deciding to
deport the remaining Greek population from Georgia, Armenia,
Azerbaijan, and the Black Sea coast to Kazakhstan. On 29 May
1949 the Soviet Council of Ministers passed resolution SM SSR
No. 2214-856 ss authorizing the MVD to undertake this action.
Initially, this resolution specified that this new contingent of
Greek exiles would not be considered special settlers, but as
voluntary settlers. On 2 June 1949, however, the MVD issued
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order No. 00525, which classified all deported Greeks as special
settlers. (Bugai, 1995: 239-40) On 14 and 15 June 1949, Soviet
security organs removed the Greek population from Georgia,
Armenia, Azerbaijan, and the Black Sea coast. The MVD de-
ported 6,121 Greeks from Abkhazia alone. (Bugai, 1995: 239-
240) Figures for other regions covered in the operation are
currently unavailable. In any case, the number of Greeks re-
maining in the Black Sea region of the USSR after the 1949
deportations was very small.

After the Greek civil war, many of the defeated Greek
communists took refuge in the Soviet Union as refugees. On 27
September 1949 the Council of Ministers passed resolution No.
4067-1674 ss on "Political Emigrants from Greece." This resolu-
tion instructed the MVD to settle and find employment for these
refugees. Between 10 and 30 September 1949, 11,157 Greeks
(including 3,241 women and 21 children) arrived in the Georgian
port of Poti from Albania. Upon arriving in the USSR, the
MVD transported these Greeks first to Krasnador and then to
Uzbekistan. They were in 14 settlements near Tashkent that
had formerly been camps for POWs or Soviet prisoners. (Bugai,
1992: #22 171-72) These Greek immigrants worked in a variety
of industrial enterprises and construction projects. The Stalin
regime viewed the Greek immigrants, like the deported Soviet
Greeks, as a labor source to industrialize undeveloped areas
of the USSR.

The Crimean and Black Sea Greeks lived under those restric-
tions in special settlements until after Stalin's death. On 1 Janu-
ary 1953 the MVD counted 14,760 Crimean Greeks as special
settlers. They found 14,486 of these exiles in special settlements;
they had arrested 241, and they were searching for the remain-
ing 33. The largest concentration of these exiles were in Uzbe-
kistan, with 4,097 Crimean Greek special settlers. Other large
populations of Crimean Greek exiles lived in Sverdolvsk oblast
(3,414), Molotov Oblast (2,268), Bashkir Autonomous Soviet
Socialist Republic (1,967), and Kemerov oblast (1,334). The
MVD counted 37,352 Black Sea Greeks as special settlers on
1 January 1953. They found 37,188 of these exiles in special
settlements; they had arrested 163, and they were searching for
only one. The vast majority of the deported Black Sea Greeks,
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37,114 (99.85), resided in Kazakhstan. (Zemskov, 1991c:
154-60)

Exile away from the original places of settlement had a
detrimental effect upon Greek culture in the USSR. Between
1926 and 1959, the number of Soviet Greeks who spoke Greek
as a native language declined from 72.7% to 41.5%. (Simon,
1991: 396) Almost the entire Crimean and Black Sea Greek
populations remained scattered across the Urals, Siberia, Ka-
zakhstan, and Central Asia for nine years.

After Stalin died on 5 March 1953, his successors liberalized
the Soviet political system considerably. Between 1954 and 1960,
the Soviet government dismantled the special settlement regime.
On 5 July 1954 the Council of Ministers released all children
under 16 from special settlements. Exiled Greeks aged 16 and
over remained confined to special settlements for almost two
more years. Not until 27 March 1956 did the Presidium of the
Supreme Soviet issue a decree releasing all Greeks from special
settlements. (Zemskov, 1991d: table #3, 10, 14) After almost 11
years of repression, the Soviet regime finally restored the deported
Greeks to full citizenship.

The Soviet Government, however, did not make restitution
to the exiled Greeks. The deportation permanently deprived the
Crimean and Black Sea Greeks of their geographical cohesive-
ness. Spread among Slavic and Turkic populations, many of the
descendants of the deported Greeks have become linguistically
and culturally assimilated into the larger Russian population.
The Crimean Greek community survived the Goths, the Tatars,
World War I, and the Russian Civil War; it did not survive
Stalin's ethnic cleansing of the Crimean peninsula.
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Review Essay

LORING M. DANFORTH, The Macedonian Conflict: Ethnic Nationalism in
a Transnational World. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1995.
Pp. 273. Illustrations, Maps. $29.95.

The principle of "self-determination" lies at the heart of modern
democracy. There is no democracy without self-determination, if by that
we understand government by the people, of the people, and for the
people. But, in a world of sovereign states, what distinguishes one
"people" from the next such that each can be said to govern itself?
What is this "self" of "self-determination" ? What are the features of
the political subject that the state must reflect in order to constitute
itself as its representative? Will the principle of "nationality," for
example, do? If we are to use it as a principle of self-determination,
what constitutes nationality—common language, descent, residence, ideol-
ogy, domestic custom, culture, civilization, history? Do modern states
offer us a choice between "ethnic" and "civic" nationalism, or do all
"nationalisms" produce "ethnoi" in the end? What, in short, is a
nation, that it should make meaningful and legitimate, a state?

Clearly these are questions of more than academic importance.
Contemporary history—the war in former Yugoslavia, the disintegra-
tion of states in Africa, debates over immigration and multiculturalism
in Western democracies—raises the question of nationalism in catastrophic
terms. There has been a boom in academic literature on nationalism,
with some impressive results in the realm of theory; and yet for the
most part we are still confused and startled by the depth of feeling in
and viciousness of national conflict.

Loring M. Danforth's The Macedonian Conflict: Ethnic Nationalism
in a Transnational World is, in this sense, a much needed contribu-
tion to the ethnography of nationalism. Above all, as a report from
the field, in this case primarily Australia, the book provides insight
into "the construction of national identity as a short-term biographical
process" (p. 197). Danforth's individual case-histories provide in-
contestable evidence of the contestability of national identity, as a
volatile mix of choice, on the one hand, and the constraint of external
factors—family heritage, state policies—on the other, in individual life
histories. Furthermore, Danforth's scrupulous, and exhaustive docu-
mentation of the transnational context, including "Greek" and
"Macedonian" diaspora communities and organizations in the U.S.,
Canada, and Australia, as well as the international arena of human
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rights organizations, European Community councils, and so forth, of-
fers a new model for ethnographic work in the late twentieth century.
Danforth treats all of these arenas and organizations as local in the
ethnographic sense—oriented by the local interests and contexts of actors
(I am reminded of Andrew Lass's observation that the anthropology
of the Czech elite is no less "local" than that of rural villages) ; but as
transnational in the sense that globalization of communications and labor
provides new networks and contexts for national consolidation. "Na-
tional communities," Danforth writes, "are not being replaced by
transnational ones; they are being constructed on a transnational scale"
(p. 80).

Danforth's two previous books are both about religious practice in
Greece, but The Macedonian Conflict is not unrelated to this earlier
work. Firewalking and Religious Healing: The Anastenaria of Greece
and the American Firewalking Movement (Princeton, 1989) also took
as its subject the quest for community, idioms of descent (icons, fam-
ilies, "races"), the consequences of displacement, and nostalgia for a
homeland. In Firewalking and Religious Healing, Danforth juxtaposed
two case studies and interrogated each in the light of the other; he
uses the same strategy in The Macedonian Conflict. There is the same
sensitivity in both books to the testimony of his informants, and the
same sense of the ethnographer's moral responsibilities. In Firewalking
and Religious Healing, Slav-Macedonians stood, literally, at the periphery
of the ritual celebrations of the refugees, exduded by virtue of the
ideology of ratses. In The Macedonian Conflict, these same Macedonians
are both peripheral and central to the book: peripheral because the
center of gravity of Macedonian nationalism is in the diaspora, not
Greece; central because the identification of this "local" population is
the core of the contest between Greeks and Macedonians.

The Macedonian Conflict begins in the cyberspace of ideology and
ends in the mundane realities of backyards and soccer fields. The first
six chapters deal first with various narrative versions of Greek and
Macedonian national identity, then with the structure of the Greek and
Macedonian diasporas and the international arena of human rights,
and finally with the odyssey of the Republic of Macedonia in its quest
for international recognition. The last two chapters focus more closely
on the "national" life-histories of and controversies among Greek and
Macedonian immigrants to Australia.

It is important to read this book with close attention to what it
does and does not say. When Danforth writes, of Grigor Prlichev (b.
1830), "He realized that even though he loved Greek literature, he was
not Greek ..." or of Ted Yannas who in the 1970s realized that he
was not Greek but Macedonian, he is reporting on the subjectivity of
Prlichev and Yannas. This is a mode of ethnographic representation
Danforth chooses to leave unbracketed, presumably as an affirma-
tion of the right of all people to "construct and preserve their own
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distinct cultures and identities" and to insist on their primordial authen-
ticity (p. 25). What Danforth will not do is agree with informants who
wish to authenticate their own cultures while denying the authenticity
of others. He is aware that Macedonian nationalism qua nationalism is
no less exclusionary than Greek nationalism: his effort here is to insist
that both Macedonians and Greeks must equally have the right to identify
themselves as Macedonians, however exclusionary their separate definitions
may be. As he argues, a world of paradoxical nationalisms is preferable
to a world of lethal consistency.

Danforth's book is not about "the Greek or Macedonian nation"—
about who is really Greek or Macedonian—but about "Greek and Mace-
donian nationalisms." (p. 24). It would be still more accurate to say
that it is not about Greek or Macedonian nationalisms (because it is
not a comprehensive review of either) but about a particular con-
junction of the two, in the transnational arena and in the lives of
Slav-Macedonians from northwest Greek Macedonia in expatriation
in Australia. But that study is, of necessity, situated in an overview of
the broader Macedonian question.

In the first chapter Danforth provides a useful general introduc-
tion to the subject of nationalism. Crucial here, of course, is his at-
tempt to clarify his own use of terminology: "nations," he writes,
"are large, politicized, ethnic groups associated with specific territories
over which they seek some degree of autonomy"; sovereignty over ter-
ritory is thus central to the distinction between a nation and an ethnic
group. All "states" are not necessarily nation-states; states, strictly
speaking, are merely "legal and political organizations" of a certain
status, and nation-states are those states in which "ethnicity" is the
criterion of statehood. The task of anthropology—Danforth's task—is
to "dereify the nation" by tracing its construction, by agents, in his-
tory; but also to account for the nation as a social fact, in other words
as a felt reality and a force in social and political life.

Danforth's review of the issues and sources here is not espe-
cially original, but it is not uncontroversial. The boundaries between
terms such as nation, ethnic group, and national minority are notoriously
vagrant. "Ethnicity" in popular political discourse reflects a perceived
need to distinguish between a "civic" and a "cultural" nationality;
ethnicity is a folk theory we hold about the way we can distinguish
between a cultural community and a political community. Danforth re-
views the technical meaning of ethnicity (a "category of ascription
and identification") but pays little attention to the ways in which it
is employed, or to the distinctions in Greek between the standard
ethnikotita ("nationality"; cf. p. 233) and the marked ethnotita ("na-
tionality," or, arguably, "ethnicity," cf. p. 126).

Terminological problems are, of course, the bane of the Mace-
donian question, and every choice carries its price. Danforth opts for
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using the term "Macedonian," by and large, to refer to those people
who possess or assert a "Macedonian national identity"—as opposed to
a Greek or Serbian or Bulgarian national identity. This is a reasonable
decision: anthropologists prefer to call people by the names they apply
to themselves (hence anthropologists may choose "Aromanian" over
"Vlach") . The problem is that on the one hand some Greek nationals
also say they are Macedonian (in either a regional or a "civilizational"
sense), while some Slav-Macedonians will say they are also Greek; in
the context of "Aegean" Macedonia, a hyphenated Slav-Macedonian term
is useful, while it is either oddly redundant or—on the other hand—not
sufficiently "civil" from the point of view of, respectively, "Pirin"
of "Vardar" Macedonia.

The contradiction between a transnational Macedonian nationalism,
which has its roots in the Republic of Macedonia, and the kind of civic
nationalism that the Republic (given its own multiethnic population) is
also obliged to foster under the name of Macedonia, is not impossibly
confusing, since most states operate with double understandings of this
kind. Yet what makes this book a particularly difficult task is its triple
agenda. It traces not only the development of a Macedonian "identity"
attached to the Republic, but also a Macedonian identity more or less
detached from that (former) Yugoslav experience and shaped by life
in Greece (Bulgaria is not a focus here), and a Macedonian trans-
national nationalism which conflates, and of course reciprocally in-
fluences, the two. Danforth, nonetheless, does not overlook the fact
that it is possible to be ethnically "Macedonian"—a member of the
ethnic group of Slav-speakers in northern Greece, for example—but
not Macedonian in the "national" sense. He refers to these people
as "local Macedonians," borrowing from a regional usage of clop or
"locals"). As Danforth says, most ethnic Macedonians in Greece have
a Greek national consciousness: thus they are not necessarily "Mace-
donians" in the technical sense in which he means to use the term.

Chapters Two and Three offer three histories of conflicting claims to
Macedonian identity and history. In its simplest form Macedonian national-
ist discourse insists that a preexisting ethnopolitical entity was devided by
the states of Serbia, Bulgaria, and Greece; conversely, in its simplest form
Greek nationalist discourse insists that [Slav-)Macedonia, both nation
and state, an invention of Tito. Just as extremist Greek parties have
claimed that Albania is nothing more in language and "race" than the
bastard of its neighboring nations, so they claim that Macedonia is a
fiction of the Serb or Bulgarian imagination. Naturally, individual Greeks
hold a variety of points of view, some moderate and liberal, on Mace-
donian identity; but there is no doubt that Greek state policy has been
of the thin edge of the wedge persuasion. Politically, neither can there
be a Republic of Macedonia, nor can there be Macedonians in northern
Greece; just as Albania has preferred the term "Greek-speaking Al-
banians" for the "Greeks" of southern Albania, so will Greece prefer
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"Slavic-speaking Greeks" to the term "Macedonians." And Macedonian
nationalism has symmetrically reactionary, essentialist, forms.

Danforth sets these alternate canons next to one another to speak for
themselves. The most controversial episode in the Greek civil war is ren-
dered in two symmetrical passages. One is this: "In one of the most tragic
episodes of this period, generally referred to in Greek as the pedho-
mazema (literally a "collecting of children"), 28,000 Greek children
were abducted by the communists and settled against their will in the
communist countries of the Eastern Bloc" (p. 42). And the other is
this: In one of the most tragic episodes of this period 28,000 Aegean
Macedonian children, known as 'child refugees' (deca begalci),were
separated from their families and settled in eastern Europe and the Soviet
Union in an attempt to save them from the terror, slaughter, and bomb-
ing inflicted on Aegean Macedonians by the Greek government. (p. 54).

In Chapter Three, Danforth tries his own hand at interpretation.
I suppose this chapter lays claim to being a "real history," but it is
not a "real history of Macedonia." Rather, it is a history of the process
by which "some of the Slavic people of Macedonia, and of Greek
Macedonia in particular, developed a Macedonian identity ..." (p. 56).
In that sense it is still a history of perceptions, ideas as they are invoked
to explain experience.

Anthropological accounts of nation-formation—like the nationalist
narratives they analyze—follow certain conventions. Typically, we
set the scene with the prenational period, characterized by cross-cutting
local allegiances; we trace the conversion of fluid local identities into
single-issue national identities. We invoke particular historians and
particular travelers (Danforth favors Brailsford). We reflect on the
interplay between politics and ethnographic (or more generally, aca-
demic) production. This is more or less Danforth's strategy, and the
narrative applies very successfully to Macedonia, as it does to Greece,
to Finland, to France.

But it is impossible to doubt that the Slav-Macedonians, caught
between three hegemonic states, suffered rather badly from that story
of nation-formation. Whoever they were, they were sufficiently distinct—
at the very least always tarred with the brush of their triple residence—
to be subjected to policies of assimilation everywhere, even in Bul-
garia. Even when Greece in the 1920s agreed to take steps toward
the protection of its "Bulgarian/Macedonian" minority under the super-
vision of the League of Nations, it was hampered in doing so because
Serbia and Bulgaria objected to the fostering of an autonomous con-
sciousness among Macedonians. Not that Greece tried very hard; its
principle intention was, of course, assimilation or "Hellenization." If,
in fact, Hellenization failed in certain districts of Greek Macedonia,
the reasons are not hard to assess.

One reason was the aggressive policy of Hellenization itself. As
Danforth says, nothing fosters movements of national self-determination
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so much as repression. Of crucial importance is exactly how that repres-
sion was constituted in terms of the local agrarian order. Danforth
writes: "The particular failure of assimilationist policy can be at-
tributed to a large degree to the class conflict that existed between
the Slavic-speaking local Macedonians, who were primarily poor farmers
in small, rural villages, and members of the other ethnic groups, who
often had more land and who, as a result, could easily enter the urban
middle class." Was it really quantity of land? More to the point in
village discourse is the question of security of title, which expresses
quite directly the importance of the state and its local agents in the
construction of ethnic experience; this is also a matter of social net-
works and patronage, which is at the same time a heritage and a political
experience to shifting interpretation.

Constant population displacements in the countryside from 1913
through World War I and the "exchange of populations" in northwest
Macedonia make a clear picture of all this difficult to achieve. The
status of land abandoned by the Turks was often ambiguous; some
properties exploited by the locals—bought or appropriated as the case
may have been—were allocated by the Greek government to Anatolian
refugees. There was virtually no intermarriage between these com-
munities—at least in some districts—for a generation. Macedonians and
refugees were not as neatly divided by the civil war as popular history
imagines, but its aftermath—the flight of populations—brought about a
decisive change in the local order and, as elsewhere in Greece, heralded
the end of the agrarian community: during the 1960s the population
loss to economic emigration in some cases exceeded the decimations of
the civil war. The resettlement schemes that in the 1950s brought
Aromanian-speaking pastoralists from Epirus and elsewhere in Mace-
donia to local villages raised questions regarding title and transfer such
as had been raised in the case of the Anatolian refugees. The exclusion
of Slav-Macedonian political exiles from political amnesty was highly
significant in the restructuring of local postwar society. And the exent to
which Slav-Macedonians had limited social and kin networks beyond
the local level in Greece (and a relatively undiversified economic
base), as opposed to both refugees and Vlachs, is critical. Tales of
employment discrimination (especially as regards the civil service) ap-
pear to reflect both systematic exclusion and, at the very least, the
handicap in social networks; and these events are consistently inter-
preted in a framework of ethnicity. Local Macedonians, Danforth
observes, "attribute their position at the bottom of the socioeconomic
hierarchy not to an opposition between classes, but to an opposition
between ethnic groups, especially between local Macedonians and ref-
ugees"; ethnicity is "the modality in which lass is lived." (Likewise,
this is the way that core-periphery relations, acutely felt in Greece
generally, are lived.) Paradoxically, it is the very success of Helleniza-
tion that has confirmed this perception of relative deprivation and
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fueled the growth of a Macedonian "consciousness" (ethnic or national
as the case may be); given universal education, bilingualism, com-
pulsory army service, and a common public culture, what is it, then,
that has disadvantaged the Slav-Macedonian community in Greece?
This experience of marginalization, one has to emphasize again and
again, is ethnographic fact—it is felt, expressed, and affirmed by the
people concerned; but like most ethnographic facts it is locally under-
stood as a reality that individual circumstances often exceed and
contradict. Slav-Macedonians in northwest Greece also object, on oc-
casion, to a certain "racism" in the persistent use of ethnic terminology.

In Chapters Four, Five and Six, Danforth turns to the trans-
national scene more directly. The case of the Macedonian diaspora is
particularly interesting because in the first place there has been until
quite recently no "homeland" at all (and the new Republic of Macedonia
may or may not satisfy that function), and in the second place Slav-Mace-
donians who live in Greece and Bulgaria have not ceased to be "exiles
in their native land" from the point of view of Mocedonian nationalism.

In the "global cultural war" of Greek and Macedonian nationalists
Greeks and Macedonians exploit the name sorts of general vehicles—
and indeed the same particular symbols, villages, and histories—for the
manufacture of transnational national community. In this industry top
position of the Macedonian state is ambiguous. Some Macedonian lobbies
have an irredentist agenda; some a human rights orientation. Whether
or not and to what extent the Republic of Macedonia may speak for
the totality of transnational Macedonians is not clear; in fact, since
rival parties within Republic are connected to rival transnational or-
ganizations, it is not clear that the Republic, or its transnational organs,
can speak for all Macedonians within the Republic itself.

Danforth comments on the important differences between trans-
national Hellenism and transnational—what ?—Macedonianism? There
is no Macedonianism, only Macedonians; the civilizational pretensions
of the word Hellenism have no counterpart in the Macedonian cosmos.
Danforth observes: "... the great prestige accorded the language and
civilization of ancient Greece within Western academic cirdes simply
cannot be matched by anything in the study of Macedonian or South
Slavic culture more generally." The point is not trivial. It is precisely
this "civilizational" claim that allows Greece to claim that "ethnos"
and "civis"—to mix metaphors—are one and the same.

As for the Macedonian human rights movement, the prob-
lem here is the perennial awkwardness of border populations over
whom a neighboring state claims a right of supervision or advocacy.
Greece objected when Albania assumed this prerogative with the
Chains in the '20s, and then tried the same strategy on behalf of the
Greeks in Southern Albania. But the question of "human rights" in
Greece can be analyzed to some extent separately from the issue of
the status of the Republic of Macedonia. Danforth, relying heavily on
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Adamantia Pollis's analyses of the Greek legal code, reviews the Greek
state's constitutional and judiciary history regarding individual and
collective freedom of expression. These are questions that do not
relate exclusively to the current status of Slav-Macedonians (activist
and otherwise) within Greece, and they are of tremendous importance.
If there is a weakness in Danforth's presentation here, it is not in
the data but in the absence of an analysis of human rights discourse
itself. After World War I, the League of Nations dealt in the cur-
rency of "minority rights" conceived as rights to various forms of
collective existence and expression (and it was under that regime
that the rights of the "Muslims" in Thrace were first articulated).
The post-World War II United Nations deals in the currency of "hu-
man rights" conceived as the rights of individuals to individual free-
doms, including "cultural" freedoms. The Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe and other such bodies insist that belonging to
a national minority "is a matter of a person's individual choice ..."
(p. 139); individuals must be free to express their "ethnic cultural,
linguistic or religious identity" and to establish their own cultural
associations. But the obligations of states on these matters are ill-
defined; to what extent are states obliged to support collective rights
such as education in minority languages ? What are the boundaries
between individual freedoms and collective rights? What constitutes
a collectivity? We need to know more about the social and cultural
dimensions of "human rights."

The question of names forms the centerpiece of Danforth's chap-
ter on the emergence of the Macedonian state. Greece's attempt to
patent the word Macedonia for its own use has apparently failed in the
European Community. The question of names goes to the heart of the con-
nection between the lives of states and the lives of persons. Danforth
refers to the power of baptism (p. 161) and more generally the tremen-
dous power of authorities to confer social life on persons and things
through naming. One could add to this that the cultural lingua franca of
the southern Balkans is nowhere more in evidence than here: in their
agreement on the significance of names, in the connection of names
to claims on property, personhood, and inheritance, in the patrilineal
inflection of names, Greeks and Macedonians are in perfect agreement.

The question of names inevitably raises the question of gender,
about which Danforth says little; the relationship among kinship,
marriage, gender, and citizenship is worth some reflection. While some
Slav-Macedonians from Greece who grew up in exile never learned
Greek and were easily absorbed in the Macedonian community abroad,
exile pushed others in the opposite direction. I know of a Pontian woman
who married a local Macedonian and learned to be a Macedonian-speaker
in Australia; and conversely of a local woman who married a Pontian
refugee in exile and became the principal teacher of Greek in the Greek-
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Hungarian community. It would be interesting to know about the dif-
ferent ethnic or national attachments, and mobility through marriage
and migration, of men and women.

Chapters Seven and Eight of The Macedonian Conflict are surely
the key chapters of the book: everything that has come before is a
necessary prelude to this series of portraits, interviews, and tales about
immigrants from northern Greece to Australia. These stories are
the strength, and, for critics, always the weakness, of anthropological
analysis. Fieldwork is anecdotal and observational. If anecdotes are by
nature partial and observation is always via the ephemery of the present,
these can be words of praise: what these personal histories provide is
a record of the human significance of nationalist narrative that cannot
be derived from any other source.

The "conversion narratives" that Danforth reports here are con-
sistently cast as stories about adopted children in relation to "real"
and "artificial" parents. As in all adoption sagas, the true parents are
the parents that suit the child's understanding of himself. All such stories
reject the possibility that real parents are often displeasing.

Danforth's stories are simply but eloquently told. He has chosen
a selection of life-histories that together defy the simplifications of
nationalist ideology. The stories exemplify in homely form the abstract
propositions of political theory. 'What better illustration of the power
of symbols than the cake in the shape of a United Macedonia: "No
one could bear to cut through the center of the cake and divide up
Macedonia, so they just took small pieces from around the edge
leaving Macedonia united and whole ...

The desire that is to be satisfied by a national identity is the
converse of the life of exile: the desire to be united and whole.
So, coming to a Macedonian consciousness must be a "discovery"—not
an invention. Both Greeks and Macedonians tell us that "you can't choose
who you are," because who one really is is a matter of "blood," a "nat-
ural fact." Nationalism constantly strikes a complicated path between
inclusive and exclusive claims and theories of belonging. The truth
is that nationalism articulates various levels of inclusion: we are
all, after all, Berliners, but we are not all permitted to be Germans.
So Danforth's informants do not accept his social constructionist explana-
tions of national identity. 'What essentialist nationalism expresses is the
apparently paradoxical wish for a form of life beyond the inconstan-
cies of politics; a wish for the inviolate security and moral force that
the bonds of kinship are imagined to constitute, but without, of course,
the actual failings of kinship of the human kind.

Why is the polarization between self-confessed Greeks and Mace-
donians in Australia so intense? Certainly we could point to the liberal
environment, free speech, and, as Danforth rightly emphasizes, the
active influence of Australian multiculturalism in fostering a cult of
national identities. But there is another side to the question. In northern
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Greece Slav-Macedonians have lived and live among others in close
quarters and in mutual dependence. A variety of affiliations cuts
across those of "ethnic" identity. Under certain circumstances this
mutual involvement has constituted a state of repression. At other times
a delicate local balance is sustained by euphemistic discourse and rituals
of civility. (Here it is important to remember again that much of
this discourse of identity—of patriliny, of segmentary social universes—
is held in common.) In the new world, immigrants are "liberated"
from these constraints of everyday interaction and mutual local action.
They are no longer a necessary resource to one another.

So in this regard one of Danforth's cases is especially interesting.
The United Villages Family Association is an organization composed
of eight villages from the Florina area "whose members all want to
stay out of politics and keep their villages `united: " If this desire is
no less the romantic product of exile than the desire to consolidate an
ethnic identity, it uses a distinctly different vocabulary. One member
explains: "My first identity ... is my village identity. Let each in-
dividual believe what he wants as an individual but keep the village
neutral" (p. 237). From this informant there is no reference to ethnos
or ethnikotita. He invokes another word: laos. "I don't want to leave
my people (laos); I want to keep them together."

If ethnic or national identity is a "form of political consciousness"
(p. 198) —not a body of cultural traits—then the significance of this
form of political association alongside others—civic nationalism, in-
ternationalism, transnational humanitarianism, etc.—remains perpetually
unresolved. As a passion, nationalism always involves the gap, and
the impulse to dose the gap, between the self and its community: and
in this sense the nationalist passions of Greeks and Macedonians ensure
that they are always, both, equally remote from their homelands.
Surely no one who reads this excellent, conscientious, and lucid book
can fail to take Danforth's main point: that a pluralist solution must
be found to the conflict over Macedonia, and that the case of Macedonia
makes dear and urgent the necessity of a new regime of collective
identities.

LAURIE HART
Department of Anthropology
Haverford College
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FRANCOIS DE POLIGNAC, Cults, Territory, and the Origins of the Greek
City-State. Trans. Janet Lloyd. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1995. 187 pp.

Janet Lloyd's translation of La naissance de la cite grecque (Paris
1984) makes available to English-reading scholars and students one of
the most important studies of the past fifteen years on the relation
between early Greek religion and society. This translation constitutes
a veritable second edition of the original, as Polignac has updated the
archeological studies which provided much of the evidence for his
link between religion and the formation of the city-state; in somewhat
revised argument, he also responds to criticisms and incorporates recent
scholarship on religion and society in Geometric Greece.

Polignac's thesis is a powerful one that owes its intellectual strength
and appeal to two irresistible qualities: (a) the use of a simple spatial
model for the complex social and economic processes behind state forma-
tion; and (b) the use of an interpretive framework capable of syn-
thesizing varied material, some of it new to us and only partially un-
derstood (recently discovered material evidence for religious worship
and burial practices), some of it long-familiar (textual evidence of
archaic myth and ritual), and some now-familiar (operations and cate-
gories of structuralist thinking). The study enjoys these rhetorical ad-
vantages, however, at some cost to its value as a contribution to the field
of early state formation.

Polignac argues that the establishment of cults and sanctuaries in
regions where the city-state appeared followed a near-universal spatial
pattern. Beginning with the "Greco-Aegean" world, the polls emerged
when, more or less simultaneously, a principal urban state cult, located
on or near the acropolis, marked the center of the state's territory, while
another principal state cult, located at or near a critical border with
another polity and therefore "extraurban," marked the territory's limits.
In addition, Polignac claims that these central and peripheral zones were
mediated by the establishment of a third type of state cult, "suburban"
in location, near the margins of the state's populated area (e.g., at the
edge of its town center). This spatial pattern is reinforced when we
consider that only a few Olympian deities were recipients for all three
types of cult: for the urban acropolis cults, Athena and Apollo were
clear favorites; at the extraurban border sanctuaries, Hera, Apollo, and
Artemis predominated (although Poseidon and Zeus are also repre-
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sented); and Apollo, Artemis, and Demeter are conspicuous for the
suburban or periurban cults.

Polignac's spatial model is startling because of its visual, almost
self-evident simplicity and because it challenges the traditional "mono-
centric" and Athenocentric image of the Greek city-state centered around
the acropolis (or adjacent agora) and its cults, especially the cult to
the "poliad" deity. To make it even more startling, Polignac displaces
the primacy of the center and its cults by arguing that the extraurban
and suburban sanctuaries and cults performed the primary state func-
tions of ensuring social integration, fertility, and protection for the
heterogeneous elements of the entire citizen body, whereas the urban
cult of the poliad deity established and protected only the political
authority of the aristocratic elite leadership. The Heraion of the Argolid
offers the clearest example of the multifunctional uses of a nonurban
sanctuary marking and symbolizing a state's control over its territory.
Situated at the edge of the Argive plain, it provided, in the eighth
century B.C., a locus for symbolic competition for regional hegemony
among the surrounding polities of Argos, Mycenae, and Tiryns. Once
Argive supremacy over the region was assured, this sanctuary and its
goddess ensured the state's vital interest in the agrarian fertility of the
plain, the nurturing of young Argives (kourotrophè), and protection
against the military aggression of neighbors.

While no other Greek sanctuary demonstrates quite so much sym-
bolic versatility, Polignac elaborates similar examples, among them
the Spartan Apollo of the Hyacinthia festival at Amyclae, where myth
and historical anecdote help reconstruct the cult's promotion of kouro-
trophic fertility, military aggression against neighbors, and two types
of social integration, one of youngsters into the citizen body through
initiation rites, and the other of conquered communities into the Spartan
state. Particularly interesting from this perspective is Polignac's dis-
cussion of the Thesmophorion of Demeter and its festival, which in
every state enjoyed a suburban location midway between the town (the
locus of male power) and the fields (the locus of a natural and female
power). In the way it integrated women and their fecundity into the
male-dominated state, this cult demonstrates to Polignac that citizenship
was not only political but religious; in the case of women and other
marginalized groups, such a cult thus defines a "latent" form of citizen-
ship not necessarily equated with the exercise of power.

Polignac expands and refines his model of the bipolar city-state
in the colonial world of southern Italy and Sicily. His argument now
draws considerable support from Irad Malkin's demonstration in Religion
and Colonization in Ancient Greece (1987) of how instrumental colonies
were in determining the original features of city-state formation. Apply-
ing an opposition suggested by monumental construction, Polignac
stretches the three types of state sanctuaries to four: the principal urban
sanctuary and the key border sanctuary will both be monumental, while
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a major suburban sanctuary and one located in the wild areas of the
outer territory (the escbatiai) will both be nonmonumental. In colonial
states the centrality of the urban deity's cult is just as compromised as
in old Greece, for Polignac limits its symbolic function to maintaining
a link with the mother city and protecting the aristocratic oikist and
his party during their voyage and foundation of the colony. (This in-
terpretation is at odds with opinions Polignac ignores, such as R. Ross
Holloway's, who in 1991 categorically identified religion in the Sicilian
colonies as the "possession of aristocrats" who used cults in the city
and in the countryside to maintain a "position of reverence and power"
among citizens [The Archaeology of Ancient Sicily, p. 60).)

For Polignac the establishment of monumental border sanctuaries is
simultaneous to urban cults and in fact achieves state formation by re-
solving the dual problem of defining the space of the territory and
proclaiming its possession in response to the sophisticated native Italian
and Sicilian cultures that Greek colonists often displaced or absorbed.
These crucial monumental sanctuaries are well illustrated by those of
Olympian Zeus (Syracuse) and the Heraia of the Lacinian headland
(Croton), the Tavole Palotine (Metapontum), the Foce del Sele
(Posidonia), and the Marinella plateau (Selinus), although in this
translation Polignac acknowledges their absence in Chalcidian colonies,
an embarrassment to his thesis. Polignac also sees the mediatory role of
nonurban cults underscored by the nonmonumental sanctuaries which
integrated neighboring or subject Italic and Sikel populations into the
city-state. The sanctuary at San Biagio (Metapontum) and that of
Demeter Malaphorus (Selinus) typify cults whose chthonic nature and
concern for fertility mingled Greek citizens with natives. Demeter's
popularity is in particular linked to the integration of women and bar-
barians into the culture of the city-state throughout these regions as
well as in colonial areas like the northern Aegean (Thasos).

Polignac most revised for this translation his final chapter on the
relation between hero cult and city-state origins. Here he absorbs im-
portant work appearing in English from 1984 to 1995 on the relation
between burial practices and social structure in the Geometric and early
archaic periods (e.g., Morris, Whitley, Antonaccio, papers in Hagg,
Marinatos, and Nordquist, continuing work by Snodgrass, etc.), as well
as the discovery of the heroic burial and "feasting hall" at Toumba
(Lefkandi). At the center of a reworked symbolic connection between
heroic burial and state ideology, Polignac retains from the original
version his strong, convincing reinterpretation of the authority Claude
Berard read into the burial c. 720 B.C. at the herdon of Eretria's West
Gate. In several clearly and beautifully written passages, he identifies
this burial as the archetypal act at the ideological "core" of Greek state
formation. It takes the form of a contradiction which collectively acknowl-
edges the monarchic authority of the Late Geometric hoidens, whose
military prowess established the city-state in the Greco-Aegean and colonial
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worlds, while denying that authority to any individual in the new social
order (pp. 130-131). But despite the clarity of this insight, Polignac
must admit that we cannot always tell whether these burials result from
a "private," aristocratic, and kin-based statement about individual power
or from the nascent "public" authority of a city-state. Thus he cannot
clearly identify, whether in offerings and burials at Mycenaean tombs
around Argos, in several centuries of continuous tomb cult on Naxos
(Lambrinoudakis 1988), or in Attica's changing burial patterns at
the time of state formation (Whitley 1991), clear-cut intermediary stages
in the private-to-public veneration of ancestors.

As suggested above, the visual simplicity of Polignac's model and
the interpretive syntheses it facilitates make it hard to resist. On closer
inspection, however, the study's limitations begin to show. First, a
practical complaint: it is puzzling to find not a single map or site
plan in a study devoted to topographical and spatial analyses of ter-
ritories, the location of sanctuaries, and their monumental or non-
monumental construction. Apparently, neither the original Parisian editors
at La Decouverte or those at the Universitoy of Chicago Press re-
garded such visual aids as sufficiently important. Seasoned historians
and archeologists may not need help visualizing the location of polities
and sanctuaries around regions like the Argive plain, but many of them
will not know their way around the territory of Metapontum, where,
for example, a nonmonumental cult site at San Biagio assumes archetypal
importance for Polignac. Students and scholars from other disciplines
will likely be altogether lost in the Argolid, Metapontum, and the
study's other territories and sanctuaries.

In wondering why diagrams of this spatial model were not thought
essential, we approach a more fundamental shortcoming. Polignac's struc-
turalist and topographical model of the bipolar city-state is unques-
tionably reductive. The complex economic, social, and cultural processes
which enable polities to pass from prestate to state organization are
"flattened out" in an analysis that aligns the spatial form created by
central, peripheral, and intermediate marks on a territory with sym-
bolic categories identified in myth and ritual. Polignac continually speaks
of territorial unification and social integration as though the Greeks
achieved these through such acts as marking space with stone or burials
any myth-making, and as though we could readily comprehend them by
reading their traces in texts or on the diagrammatic space of a mapped
territory or site.

The absence of maps and site plans thus seems ironic or contra-
dictory. But these visible traces of spatial form have perhaps been
suppressed because they would strike us as hollow signifiers of a state
formation whose empirical causes and processes Polignac ignores. There
is no mention here of comparative work within fields like political
anthropology and sociology, or even of theories in classical archeology
like "peer polity interaction," which understand early state organiza-

128	 JOURNAL OF THE HELLENIC DIASPORA



tion through an interplay between empirical conditions or events and
ideological formations. Instead, the study supplements, as a spatial
illustration, structuralist work by scholars like Vernant and Vidal-
Naquet, whose career-long efforts are evoked in a few strategically
placed footnotes (e.g., n. 3, p. 36). Its contribution therefore lies in
outlining a provocative, seductive, bipolar model for the city-state whose
heuristic value remains open for empirical verifications.

VINCENT FARENGA
University of Southern California

ANDONIS DECAVALLES, Odysseus Elytis: From the Golden to the Silver
Poem. New York: Pella Publishing Company, 1994, 218 pp.

Odysseus Elytis's death on 18 March 1996 generated extensive
commentary on his cultural contribution. Most agreed that what had
passed was greatness as rare as it was larger than life. According to one
obituary, Elytis had shaped the pnevmatikO (spiritual) face of contem-
porary Greece. Jeffrey Carson placed Elytis in a wider framework, call-
ing him "perhaps the last living link to the 'Great Generation' " that
included "Eluard, Jouve, Picasso, Camus, Breton, and many other
members of the French avant garde."

There is another context in which I would like to consider Elytis's
bequest, one smaller and less visible but nonetheless important. It is
the American academy, where Elytis's name (together with that of fellow
Nobelist George Seferis, the long-enduring C. P. Cavafy, and the popular
Nikos Kazantzakis) worked like a charm. His was a signature with
alchemical powers to raise money and convince university administrators
of the need to create modem Greek programs. We can trace an in-
teresting pattern. As Elytis's star rose, these programs grew, quietly but
persistently. The parallel course—the rise of Elytis's international reputa-
tion and the growth of modem Greek literary study in the United
States—is no mere coincidence. Without having been able to appeal
to Elytis and the others, it is doubtful that the founders of Greek studies
in this country would have had the clout to cultivate the field of modern
Greek.

At a closer glance, we observe that the same people who helped
bring Elytis's work into prominence played a pioneering role in de-
veloping modern Greek studies. Andonis Decavalles was one important
pioneer. In 1967 he and five others put down the first money toward
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the creation of the Modern Greek Studies Association. He was executive
coeditor of The CHARIOTEER from 1961-1983. For several decades he
worked tirelessly as an essayist, lecturer, and translator, even as he wrote
his own poetry.

I became acquainted with Decavalles's name through the Autumn
1975 issue of Books Abroad: An International Literary Quarterly, dedi-
cated to Elytis? His "Eros: His Power, Forms and Transformation in
the Poetry of Odysseus Elytis" first appeared in that volume. It traced
both the themes of eros and beauty in Elytis's poetry and the archaic
and classical Greek (especially Platonic), Christian, and modernist ideas
that Elytis's poetry reworks. This essay is one of several that made
Elytis accessible to a larger audience and finally "proved to be most
influential on the Swedish Academy's decision to award the poet the
Nobel Prize for Literature in 1979" (Decavalles, Odysseus Elytis 8).
What Decavalles cannot have known is that it also made individuals
like myself, a college student at the time, aware of the literary renais-
sance in Greece. It awakened me to the possibility that I could study
and teach Greek literature and culture for a lifetime.

Decavalles's collection of essays, Odysseus Elytis: From the Golden
to the Silver Poem, is a document of that era. The book reprints the
essay on Eros as well as three others that appeared in English-language
journals and two that appeared in a Greek version of this book (1988) .
"The Remorses for the Sky and The Light Tree" refers readers to Elytis's
suggestion that The Light Tree and the Fourteenth Beauty (1971) is
his worthiest poetic accomplishment. Here Decavalles studies Elytis's
"mature poetics" associated with an "intimate lyricism," a redigestion
of human sorrows, a transformed understanding of Greekness, and a
move "from Elytis's solar to what we might call his lunar metaphysics"
(65). "Maria Nefeli and EIytis's Changeful Sameness" explains the
"structural pattern" (81) and the philosophical idea of agonistic co-
existence and flux that give sense to this odd work, with its uncharac-
teristically urban setting and prosaic interlocutor. Decavalles also reprints
excerpts from his and Kimon Friar's translation of Maria Nefeli. "Time
Versus Eternity" follows Elytis's "awareness of time, as decay and death,
and of its encounter" in his later poetry (133). Decavalles's search for
Elytis's ancient influences leads him to "Sappho, His Distant Cousin."
Finally, "A Survey: The Growth of a Gospel" spans Elytis's entire
intellectual journey.

Odysseus Elytis recalls a time not long ago when a few Greek
authors were receiving international attention. The aesthetic model was
preeminent in cultural study. Poetry was the focal point. To study
Greek culture was to learn to appreciate a handful of looming giants.
To contribute to that study was to translate literature or to generate awe
for literary greatness through revelation of its elaborate architectural
structures, rich range of metaphors, freshness, apparent spontaneity, and
powerful reworkings of classical influences. Decavalles's "Foreword"
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gives a hint of this critical approach: "In my consideration and inter-
pretation of Elytis's poetic work, the principal and indispensable source
of illumination and a delight to read has been the sumptuous volume
of his prose writing entitled Anihtesz Hartih (Open Book)" (9). De-
cavalles presents Elytis's poetry through Elytis's commentary, as if this
offered a diaphanous record of intent—as if the poet's cultural contribu-
tion were an open (hence closed) book. Decavalles the critic recedes
as Decavalles the receptacle of the poet's vatic powers takes over. So
dependent is the critic in the poet's word, in fact, that there is only
passing reference to Elytis's receptions. Readers are not treated to a
bibliography of critical works.

For those of us who have lived through not only the poststruc-
turalist revolution and its aftermath but also the new critical undermin-
ing of the intentional fallacy, the blind spots in Decavalles's critical
approach appear as gaping holes. But I would like to suggest that there
was and perhaps remains a place for this kind of essayistic writing, just
as there remains a place for Elytis's prophetic voice, sensuous strength,
successful turns of phrase, lyrical daring, and faith in the impossible
even when we profess the impossibility of faith. At a time when people
have little time or patience for difficult poetry and when Greek programs
are experiencing the weakening of their old charms—Elytis, Seferis, and
Kazantzakis (Cavafy's prosaic, skeptical, and scandalously self-renewing
poetry remains the welcome exception)—it is refreshing to be able to
recommend to the nonspecialist a book that aspires to clarify, rather
than confound, by putting poetic language in order. This is not to say
that all books should adopt Decavalles's aspirations. Readers will have
to wait for the yet unwritten book that recovers Elytis's charm for the
disorderly 1990s.

ARTEMIS LEONTIS
Ohio State University

1Carson, "The Man Who Recreated Greece," Odyssey (March/
April 1996) 44. Carson's translations from Elytis's poetic corpus will
soon appear in the Collected Poems of Odysseus Elytis (Johns Hopkins
University Press, forthcoming).

2Essays in that volume were reprinted in 1981 in Odysseus Elytis:
Analogies of Light, edited by lam' Ivask (Norman• University of Okla-
homa Press).

Book Reviews	 131



LOIUNG M. DANFORTH, The Macedonian Conflict. Princeton: Princeton
UP, 1995. 273 pp.

God save us from objectivity! Perhaps because he wishes to appear
unbiased, it seems, Loring Danforth eschews clear-cut opinions on whether
the Slav-Macedonians should use the star of Vergina on their flag,
whether they deserve to use the name "Macedonia" without shame, or
whether they should have claims to Aegean Macedonia. He would re-
spond, of course, that he is an anthropologist and must avoid such
editorializing. It should not be expected, furthermore, that he would be
well disposed to the Greek demands just because he lived in Greece
and learned the Greek language. Nor does it follow that we should
expect him to be more sympathetic and understanding to things Greek
because he is a member of the Modern Greek Studies Association and
is included on the editorial board of The Journal of Modern Greek
Studies.

What we do have in The Macedonian Conflict, however, is not
as evenhanded as Danforth would have us believe. It is, after all, dif-
ficult to be evenhanded in a case involving victim and victimizer, and
in Danforth's volume the Greeks are more victimizers than victims.
Danforth tells us in the Preface that "The most important fieldwork
on which this book is based was carried out in Melbourne, Australia"
(p. xiv). If anyone is curious as to why a book on "Macedonia" would
be researched in Australia, he would be skirting around the "objectivity"
that Danforth aims to achieve: more than 80,000 SIav-Macedonians live
there. Though the author does quote several Greeks who argue that
"Macedonia is Greek," there are a few too many on the other side
who argue that a Greek cannot be a Macedonian and that thousands
of their brethren have been oppressed and forcefully assimilated by the
Greeks to the south of their motherland. The reader should note, for
example, that Chapter VII is devoted to Ted Yannas, a Slav-Macedonian
in Australia who grew up as a Greek and who bitterly discovered that
he is a Macedonian of Slavic origin. Danforth expands ten pages on
Ted but less than two on his brother Jim, who holds that he is a
"Greek-Macedonian ... the real Macedonian."

Danforth informs us that the Slav-Macedonians are casual and
careless in declaring their ethnic identity (p. 86); so the question
arises as to why anyone, especially a serious anthropologist, should rely
so heavily on anecdotal narratives of people who are not sure of their
identity, people who have been embittered by one thing or another
(the Greek civil war, for example), and who, after all is said and
done, can speak from distant Australia any nonsense they wish. Ted
Yannas, for instance, tells Danforth that "I left Greece with a knife
on my back," that he had his family's land confiscated during the Greek
civil war, and that "someone had told him not to waste his money
sending Ted [his son) to high school: Ted would never get a job even
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if he did graduate." Pray tell us, Mr. Yannas/Danforth, who is that
"someone" and why should he be believed? And tell us, too, Mr. Dan-
forth, why should we believe Mr. Yannas?

Ted Yannas, as Peter Savramis, Kostas Gotsis, and many other
Macedonians, Greeks or Slays, relate a score of things, and no doubt
some of them true. But truth becomes a casualty in this confusion of
voices; the integrity of the research becomes victim to this sound and
fury. A few too many portions of the book display a great deal of
disregard for the difference between anecdotal subjectivity and actuality.
This does not mean that Danforth is an incompetent anthropologist; he
does use a good number of more serious sources and informants. Once
again, however, objectivity wears a transparent mask. For every reference
by a Greek in the Bibliography, some 10 or 12 by non-Greeks are cited.
In the next itself, Evangelos Kofos is quoted more than anyone else
in defense of the Greek case. For the FYROM argument, however, the
sources are more numerous.

I do not mean to avoid what may be deemed the central argument
in Danforth's volume: that many Slays from Yugoslav Macedonia, liv-
ing in Greece, have been integrated into Greek culture. He in-
forms us, after all, that both "Greeks and Macedonians are not born,
they are made" (p. 231). In Australia, Jim Yannas chose to remain
Greek; Ted those apostasy. So be it. The Australian Slays who do not
wish to call themselves Greeks but "Macedonians with a Greek pass-
port" (p. 227) should be free to do so. But in Greece, residents are
required to abide by the laws and the identity of the land that nourishes
them. One will find similar assimilationist policies throughout the
Balkans. Without such conformist statutes, a small, vulnerable nation
like Greece, surrounded as it is with warring, nationalistic neighbors,
would be inviting divisiveness and tribalism. If Ted Yannas and his
kind do not like it, they can go to Australia and complain to intel-
lectually opportunistic anthropologists.

Proof, incidentally, that Danforth is no "Grkomani" (he tells us
that this is the pejorative term for "Greek-lover" in Slavomacedonian)
is that (relevant or not) he wishes his readers to know that Muslims in
Thrace are not identified as Turks by the Greek state (pp. 112-114), but
he fails to add that similarly Greeks cannot be deemed Greeks in Tur-
key, or that out of some 400,000 Greeks in Turkey in 1955 only 3,000
remain.

The casuistry of The Macedonian Conflict is further displayed in
Danforth's double-speak regarding the invention of the "Republic of
Macedonia." Though he admits that "At the end of W.W.I. there were
very few historians or ethnographers who claimed that a separate Mace-
donian nation existed," that the people of the region "had no sense
of ethnic identity" (p. 65), and that even their language was "formally
created and recognized in 1944" (p. 45), he does not unequivocally
castigate the Slav contentions about being descendants of ancient Mace-
donia, about claiming Alexander the Great as one of their own, and
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other such falsifications. Instead, especially in the chapter he calls "The
Macedonian Human Rights Movement," Danforth, in keeping with his
"fieldwork" among those exiles, attacks Greece's assimilationist laws and
accuses Greek ideology as one based "on the ideal of national purity
and homogeneity" (p. 112). Though article 25 of the Greek Constitu-
tion forbids the "abusive exercise of rights," Danforth sides with the
small contingency of Macedonian malcontents in assessing both the
laws and practices of the Greeks as abusive. He is critical of the judiciary
in Greece because its role "has always been to defend the interests of
the Greek state" (p. 111). This shocking fact is followed by more
dubious research. To prove that Greece is violating the European Con-
vention for the Protection of Human Rights, he summons the Greek
dictatorships practices and its response to complaints by the Council of
Europe (p. 114). Thereby, we should be thankful that Danforth did
not go on to also accuse Greece of torture and of banning the works
of Sophodes and Theodorakis.

Danforth, it seems, is not so preoccupied with the objections of
Greece to the name, flag, and expansionistic tendencies of its neighbor
to the north; he does not dwell on the irrendentist designs of Tito (who
invented Slav-Macedonia), or of the ultranationalistic VMRO and its
cohorts these days. He s, as suggested, much more concerned with the
abuse of this Slav-Macedonian identity. He writes: "The existence of
a Macedonian human rights movement effectively refutes the Greek
government's claims that there are no Macedonians in Greece, only
"Slavophone Hellenes with a Greek national consciousness" (p. 108).
Perhaps I don't understand, but the exactitude of Danforth's logic
escapes me. Does it not seem to be specious to conclude that the mere
creation of a minority group confirms its precepts? Shall we then also
assert that because these American militias have sprouted across the
United States (over 300 at the last count), that this "effectively refutes"
the widely accepted view that this is a democracy which does not abuse
the civil rights of is citizens? Besides, Greece does not say that there
are no Macedonians in Greece; Greece says there are Macedonians in
Greece—and they are all Greek.

It is all disappointing and lamentable, because Danforth has shown
that he can research and write well. His books on firewalking and the
dirges of Greece were both readable and informative. Here, however,
he has chosen a contentious, controversial, largely political topic, and
since, as he confesses in the Preface, he "worked primarily with mem-
bers of the Macedonian human rights movement" (p. he was
either hoodwinked or converted by the vociferous adherents of that
group. All too frequently there is a tone of neutrality in Danforth's
sayle, but the careful reader will discern a discrepancy between the ob-
jective tone and the specious content of twisted, one-sided observations.

MINAS SAVVAS
San Diego State University
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HELLENIC FOUNDATION FOR EUROPEAN AND FOREIGN POLICY, The
Southeast European Yearbook, 1994-95, Athens: ELIAMEP, 1995.
703 pp.

Since its establishment in 1988, the Hellenic Foundation for Eu-
ropean and Foreign Policy has become an influential think tank on
matters affecting the foreign and security policies of Greece. ELIAMEP's
success can be attributed to the quality of its diverse activities, which
include international and national conferences, lectures, training seminars,
a documentation center, and an extensive publication series in Greek
and English.

The colume under review is the seventh in the Yearbook series of
the Foundation. Companion Yearbook volumes in Greek, with a dif-
ferent content, have also been published since 1992. This wide-ranging
volume is divided in four sections. The first is devoted to international
security issues. The second consists of country and military profiles for
each of the Balkan countries, including Turkey. The third is a
documentation section, and the fourth contains an extensive chronology
of events in Greece and in the Balkans.

The quality of The Southeast European Yearbook has improved
over the years. The challenge confronting any such endeavor is to
maintain the diversity of the contributions without sacrificing the
quality of the publication. Overall, this volume has been successful on
both fronts. The section devoted to international security issues con-
sists of nine articles by various Greek and non-Greek contributors; of
particular interest are the articles by G. Kemp on security and stability
in the Persian Gulf, by S. Karaganov on the evolution of Russian de-
fense policy, and by P. Ioakimides on the adaptation of Greece to EU
regulations.

In view of the focus of the Yearbook on Southeastern Europe, the
second section may be of greater interest to the reader seeking current
information on the Balkans. Each country profile includes a section on
developments in 1994, and data about each country's military forces.
Turkey is also included in this section. This is very useful in view of
that country's increasing involvement in the Balkans. This section also
includes three additional articles that address the political and eco-
nomic transformation in the Balkans, the evolving European security
structure and its impact on the ex-communist states of the Balkans, and
on Russia and the Balkans.

The documentation and chronology of events sections provide
thoughtful, current commentary and up-to-date data about a region that
threatened international stability as a result of the disintegration of the
former Yugoslavia and the collapse of the Soviet bloc. The volume also
promotes and publicizes views of Greek experts on Southeastern Eu-
ropean issues, but does not limit itself to such contributions. This
enhances the appeal of this volume. The Yearbook published by ELIAMEP
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provides a better understanding of a region whose image has been dis-
torted by its troubled past, and by books such as Robert Kaplan's Balkan
Ghosts (St. Martin's: 1992). I hope that the Foundation will continue
improving and publishing in a timely manner this useful volume.

VAN COUFOUDAKIS
Indiana University-Purdue University, Fort Wayne

FRANCINE FRIEDMAN, The Bosnian Muslims: Denial of a Nation.
Boulder and Oxford: Westview Press, 1996. Pp. 288. Maps.
Tables.

Francine Friedman's work occupies an important place in the
recent proliferation of studies on Bosnian history, culture, and politics.
Most of the recently published works on this subject treat Bosnia as
a whole rather than single out any of its constituent national com-
munities. Thus the Bosnian Muslims, who have been the target of
genocidal policies by Serb and Croat nationalists in the recent war,
have received separate attention in only a few scholarly works. In
addition to Friedman's study, two other books come to mind: Tone
Bringa's ethnography entitled Being Muslim the Bosnian Way, which
focuses on rural life in central Bosnia, and Mark Pinson's collection of
articles entitled The Muslims of Bosnia and Herzegovina, which addresses
issues of history and culture from a transdisciplinary and, consequently,
fragmented perspective.

Friedman's study, unlike those two narrower focused works on
the Bosnian Muslims, attempts a systematic and comprehensive his-
torical exposition of the emergence and development of the Bosnian
Muslim community. The issue of ethnonational identity is at the center
of this account. The community's transformation from a religious into
a national entity, and its subsequent denial by Serbian and Croatian
nationalists, are the focal issues in the book. Friedman's goal is to ex-
plain the recent tragedy surrounding Bosnian Muslims in light of the
pivotal yet paradoxical issue of whether a religious group can be
transformed into the status of a nation without discarding religion as
the main label of its identity. The book follows a chronological pat-
tern, beginning with medieval Bosnian history and ending with the
fate of Bosnian Muslims after the collapse of SFR Yugoslavia in 1991.

In short, Friedman covers some thirteen centuries of history,
relying mainly on selected secondary sources, in an attempt to answer
the question she poses in the introduction of the book: why and how
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has the national development of the Bosnian Muslims made them a
target for the other South Slav people (Serbs and Croats in particular) ?
To answer that question, Friedman offers a conceptual framework that,
in her view, assists her in addressing the issues of identity (religious
ethnic, national) and also helps her to maintain a scholarly focus. Al-
though she writes as a political scientist, she chooses to address the
issues she is dealing with by avoiding "the conventional perspective
whereby events are interpreted and decisions are made solely in the
context of dashing governmental interests." Instead," she continues,
"we should also view certain international events as consequences of
the search for ethnic identity" (p. xi). Indeed, the conception of the
"self" is a constant theme in Friedman's book, albeit developed with
the help of the methods of history, rather than those of cultural studies.
Yet, with so much historical footage to be contextualized in such a
limited space, it is understandable that analytical depth is sacrificed at
times in favor of an illustrative width which condenses, rather than
"problematizes" the subject matter.

Moving through a complex maze of historical data and scholarly
arguments, Friedman carefully details the inner and outer tensions in
Bosnian Muslim self-conceptualization. She aptly demonstrates that
the quest for "selfhood" has been shaped not only internally (i.e.,
through the intrinsic discussions regarding to what extent being a
Muslim is linked to religion, culture, and economic and political as-
pirations), but also by external factors, such as Ottoman and Habsburg
imperialism, Serbian and Croat nationalism, Yugoslav federalism, in-
ternational political interests, and so forth. She correctly posits identity
as a relation, demonstrating that the directions in which Bosnian Mus-
lims conduct their search for "selfhood" have been determined by
different historical circumstances and players. Most importantly, Fried-
man dispels the myth about "ancient Balkan hatreds" and "the
threatening Islamic fundamentalism" by detailing the particularities of
each turbulent phase of Bosnian Muslim history.

However, the otherwise impressive character of the book is some-
what marred by several troublesome assumptions and misinterpreta-
tions. The study is grounded in history and historical interpretation.
Friedman is forced to use the readily available historical studies to
support her arguments since she has not engaged in her own historical
research. Furthermore, in order to move through so many centuries, she
is bound to select sources from several areas of historical inquiry.
Friedman considers a number of these sources as authoritative, and she
takes their arguments for granted, supplementing them occasionally with
her own interpretations. In doing so she reproduces some serious historical
errors. This is primarily the case with the section dealing with Ottoman
history, which reveals both her weak knowledge of the crucial period
of the genesis of the Bosnian Muslim community, as well as her
unfamiliarity with the Islamic tradition more generally. Some of the
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misinterpretations in her study are apparently caused by a reliance on
certain marginal sources at the expense of the works by widely respected
authorities on Ottoman history. Consequently, her otherwise erudite
exposition becomes interspersed with problematic statements. For example,
the janissaries are spoken of as a "Bosnian military elite" (p. 35), while
the two significantly distinct identities, "Turkish" and "Ottoman," are
often treated as synonyms. When Friedman defines the raya as
non-Ottoman subjects, the reader is led to assume that the term Ottoman
is used only in reference to the military elite. Yet there are a number of
semantic inconsistencies that contradict this assumption. For example,
Friedman discusses "Bosnian Muslims vs. other Ottoman subjects" (p. 45)
and she equates the Ottoman empire with Turkey (p. 61), although she
speaks of "the ruling Turkish nation" (p. 30). Furthermore, and as
a consequence of relying on certain marginal yet pro-Serbian sources
on Ottoman history (M. Mladenovic, T. Stoianovich), Friedman speaks
of the 1389 battle of Kosovo as a draw (p. 16), and elsewhere she
asserts that Serbo-Croatian, the language standardized in the nineteenth
century, was the diplomatic language of the Ottoman empire (p. 42,
p. 53, n. 58).

In discussing the Islamic basis of the Ottoman state, Friedman
recalls that Islamic law ensures the protection of the Jews and Chris-
tians because they are considered "the People of the Book." How-
ever, she wrongly considers "the Book," which is defined in the Qur'an
as "the Heavenly tablet" from which all prophetic knowledge derives,
as the "Hebrew Bible" (p. 32). This mistake, apparently caused by
the author's unawareness of the Qur'anic definition of the term, is
even more misleading if one considers that of the books that make
up the Hebrew Bible, only the Law, or Torah, is acknowledged by
the Qur'an as a divine creation. Similarly, the statement that the sultan
was considered the head of the Muslim religion (p. 71) runs against
the fundamental maxim of Sunni Islam, which asserts that the temporal
leadership, as embodied in the office of the caliph or the sultan,
protects the Muslim community and the principles on which it is
based, but has no religious or spiritual authority.

On a more conceptual level, Friedman's uncritical usage of the
terms "nation," "nationality," "state," and "ethnicity" is somewhat
confusing. Even though these terms form the backbone of her scholarly
arguments, they are used inconsistently in many sections of the book.
Readers concerned with such conceptual issues will find it difficult
to distinguish the different meanings attached to them. Though "nation"
is explained as "a psychological construct or state of mind of a group
of people who share a sense of solidarity that has little or nothing to
do with citizenship" (p. 2), at the beginning of the book, further on,
the author reminds us that the term can mean something else when
used in reference to Yugoslavia. In the Yugoslav sense of the word,
nation, narod refers to people; the term "nationality," narodnost (p. 3),
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also employed in the book, means peoplehood. This reliance on
Yugoslav and non-Yugoslav usage confuses an already complex situa-
tion because nation and nationalism are in any case among the most
complex and unresolved scholarly concepts. Hence, when Friedman
speaks of medieval Bosnian nationalism (p. 19), Bosnian Muslim
national identification under the Ottomans (p. 46), Ottoman and
Habsburg multinationalism (p. 92), or Muslim nationalism under Tito
(pp. 143-167), it is important to know which of the possible definitions
is applied in each case.

In conclusion, while one should maintain a critical distance from
the weaknesses in the author's analysis, it is necessary to acknowledge
that the scope of the research and data that inform Francine Friedman's
study supersede anything available on Bosnian Muslim history. There-
fore her book is an important contribution to the study of this subject.

AMILA BUTUROVIC
York University

Revue des Etudes Sad-Est Europeennes Vol. XXXII 1994 No 1-2 &
No 3-4. Vol. XXXIII 1995 No 1-2 & No 3-4. Buchurest: Editura
Academiei Romane.

The Romanian "Review of Southeastern European Studies" marches
on, a sign of continuity in a country that has experienced so many polit-
ical and ideological upheavals recently. This is a journal that had man-
aged to retain a measure of intellectual autonomy and credibility during
the unlamented, so-called socialist era that came and ended with Nikolai
Ceausescu's demise. To be sure, there are changes in the type of articles
it carries and their particular interpretive approach. A richer and more
diverse analytical approach is evident, although there is room for many
more changes. As it stands, the journal, published by the Romanian
section of the Institute for Southeastern European Studies (and part of
the Romanian Academy) and edited by Professor Alexandru Dutu,
remains committed to promoting carefully researched and argued schol-
arship. Yet this journal is still burdened with descriptive and em-
pirical articles of special interest. To put it differently, it suffers
from a surfeit of narrow monographs, some of which are excessively
limited in their focus and unadventurous in the questions they raise and
the answers they provide. If the reader happens to be interested in a
particular topic, it is likely that he or she will find the material useful;
otherwise, the narrow monographic nature of most of the contributions
will seem overwhelming.
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The Revue is one of the most important journals carrying articles
that examine Southeastern Europe from a social science and humanistic
viewpoint, and its continued presence and improvement is therefore all
the more significant. It plays the role of a pan-Balkan forum of academic
discussion that contributes to the development of Balkan studies. The
importance of publishing articles written in "Western" languages cannot
be overemphasized. Those languages, primarily French, and English,
less so (although it appears to be catching up), were and remain the
common medium of communication among Balkan scholars. There are,
quite simply, too many languages in the region for specialists to be
comfortable in more than two of those languages, on average; hence
the need of a nonregional lingua franca. By publishing in French, Eng-
lish, and German (and less frequently in a Balkan language), the semi-
annually published Revue provides a common ground on which Bal-
kanists can share their current work. As important is this journal's com-
mitment to hosting studies on the Balkans not only by Romanian scholars
but also by those based in the other countries of the region. Next to
the broadly regional range of contributors one also notices the wide
scope of their contributions: by no means is the subject matter of this
publication limited to the experiences of the Romanian people or the
history of the Romanian lands. Rather, articles address the Balkans as
a whole or countries other than Romania. The same can be said about
the considerable number of book reviews and other items.

The 1994 and 1995 issues, under review here, show evidence of
the traditional strengths and interests of the Revue: the Byzantine era;
Ottoman rule in the Balkans; the role of culture, language, and religion;
the national question and role of the Great Powers. The first of the two
double issues of 1994 (Vol. 12 #1-2) includes articles on the history
of the Orthodox church and of religion on the Balkans ranging from the
Byzantine era to the twentieth century, the relations between Slays and
Romanians—more specifically, the contacts between Croats and Vlachs
and the image of the Slays in Romanian historiography—and on French
contacts with Romania and the Balkans in the interwar period of the
twentieth century. There are also over forty pages with long or short
book reviews and a short obituary on Balkans Leandros Vranoussis, a
Greek historian of the Balkans, which praises his knowledge and "faith-
ful attachment" to Romania.. The second double issue of 1994 (Vol. 12
#3-4) includes articles on three general topics: the Romanian national
question in the second half of the nineteenth century, the history of
the Ottoman empire, and Ottoman life in the Balkans. The book review
sections deals with books on the Balkans published in English, French,
German, Greek, Romanian, and Turkish.

The first double issue of 1995 (Vol. 13 #1-2) includes a large
duster of articles on the rubric of "Images and Stereotypes in School-
books." The range of authors and topics illustrates the breadth of the
Revue. Aside from the Romanian-based contributors, there are also con-
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tributors from Athens, Belgrade, Sofia, and Warsaw, and their essays
cover a large part of the Balkans. Two of those articles address the
subject of Greek schoolbooks. Other topics in this issue are: Romanian
intellectuals and their relationship with German culture; church, state,
and piety in Byzantium, cosmographies and navigations; and language
and history in the Balkans. The second double issue of 1995 (Vol. 13
#3-4) includes articles on political thought and intellectual life in the
Balkans, and on the role of the Great Powers in the region in the
nineteenth and the twentieth centuries, including an article on Byron's
relationship to the Greek political leadership in the 1820s. This issue
indudes a short report from the last conference of the Association for
the Study of Southeastern Europe, held in Thessaloniki in 1994. The
report provides a glimpse into organizational problems at that con-
ference. It may be that this organization, which has long been identified
with "establishment historiography" in the Balkans, needs to look beyond
the logistical problems of organizing conferences and ensure that even
establishment scholarship in the region keeps abreast of the changes the
political sphere is experiencing. This is certain to help more generally
in improving further the quality of work and publications that are as-
sociated with this organization.

ALEXANDER KITROEFF
Haverford College
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