This picture of a little girl admiring her new
parr of shoes, while still holding on to her old
pair, was taken soon after the Second World
War and 15 well known to Greeks. It has been
thought to symbolise the attracuon of the
new, combined with reluctance to be finally
parted from the old.
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INTRODUCTION

The thematic, rather than chronological, structure of this book 1s based

on the premuse that certain constant factors exist which help to eluaidate
the attitudes, policies and institutions of present-day Greece. The
most fundamental among them in our view is the sense of contimuty /
that the Greek language mspires in its users. Few languages have shown
such resilience and durability. Greek-speakers today can understand the
second-century BC translation of the Old Testament of the Bible in
the ‘Koine’, or the language of the New Testament written by the
Evangelists 1 the first century ap.!

The very designation of the unitary nation state that emerged at /
the end of the war of independence as ‘Hellas’ displays the identity
that a Christian Orthodox community owning a linguistic tradition
spanning millenma chose for itself. Whereas Serbs and Bulgarians
named their nineteenth-century nation states after their medieval /
kingdormns, ‘Hellas’ had never been used before to signify a single political
entity; it was rather the common culture of people Living in the many
disparate city states of antiquity—who also, according to Herodotus,
were ‘of the same stock and of the same speech, and shared common
shrines of the gods and rituals and similar customs. ../

The spreading of Christianity i the East owed much to the /
Greek language, and the Great Church in Constantinople adopted
it as an mstrument of religious education. Yet the terms ‘Hellas’ %

and ‘Hellenic’ were associated with their pagan origin and were
soon replaced by the official designation of the christanised
conquerors of the Hellenised East, the Romans. Thus Greeks bcauS
came Romans and the Ottomnans, who later conquered the eastern

]
;

M. 2. Kopidakis {ed.), Istorsa tis ellinikis glossas (History of the Greek language),
Athens: ELIA, 1999, See also George Thomson, b aithales dhendro (The evergreen
tree), Athens: Kedros, 1999, pp. 280-94.
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2 Introduction

Rooman Empure, used the term ‘Rum’ to define the Orthodox millet.?
Through the good services of a merchant diaspora of secular
luminaries, ‘Fellas” was adopted as the name of the nation state of the

/ Hellenes. The ‘High Culture”® of the Hellenic language, which was

rartured by the Orthodox tradition, became the trademark of Hellerssm.
The choice did not antagonse the Greek-speaking church because
the pagan connotation of the term ‘Hellenic’ was at last purged by
four centuries under a regime that used the discourse of the Muslims.*

Among the indiosyncracies of the Orthodox East, as compared to
the West after the Reformation, one of the most persistent and n-
fluential was the perception of cyclical and therefore irmmutable time.
The Orthodox mystics perceived time as a sequence of seasons and,
as such, a reaffirmation of God’s unchanging will. Concommtant with
this notion of tume was the absence of the concept of individualism,
which was perceived as a manifestation of an egoism that militated
against the communal spirit of the Church.® The exclusion of indi-
vidualism from the Orthodox communities protected the parish from
undesirable innovations, but it also precluded reform and develop-
ment in the timeless realm of religious authority.

Such cocooned communities resisted the transition from medieval
mertia to the mobility of the post-R eformation era in Europe. Hence

*The Latn ‘Graeci’ {(as opposed to the indigenous ‘Hellenes”) was a designation

.adopted by the Romans, who first came in contact with people of that name 1n

Epirus. The Lanns chose to ¢all the inhabitants of the entire Hellenic world by that
name. The Laun Western empire persisted 1 calling the subjects of the Eastern
emprire ‘Graeci’, especially after the schism of the churches in the efeventh century.
The termn ‘Byzanane’, replacing Roman, was mmvented by Hicronymus Wolf between
1576 and 1580, and has caused much confusion to Western scholarship. Samuel
Huntington mmustook the Byzantine empire for an Asiatic regime and distingimshed
it from the West as bemg supposedly not endowed with the rule of law. Of course
Roman law reigned in the East for close ro 1,000 vears, even when it had been
totally eclipsed in the West of the Dark Ages by the rule of local warlords. See 5.
Huntington, ‘The West Unique, not Umversal’, Foreign Affairs (Nov.-Dec. 1996),
Pp- 2846

3Gellner uses ‘High Culture’ to define the central educanon adopted by the
emergmg states 11 Europe. He errs m our view when describing the ‘thurd zone' in
the East as a territory without 'well-defined and well-sustained High Cultures’.
Ernest Gellner, Encounters with Nationalism, Qxford: Blackwell, 1995, p. 30.

Paschalis Kitromilides, Enlightenment, Nationalismi, Orthodoxy: Studies in the
Chriltrire and Political Thought of Southeastern Europe, Aldershov:Varsorum, 1994,

SA creanve mterpretation of medieval Orthodox theology and its impact on
society is attempted by Stelios Ramphos in hus Mia kalokairtes eftychia trizei (A
summer happiness is threatened), Athens: Armos, 1999, pp. 62--104.
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the existence of the individual separate from the group—whether 1n /
the church or in the family, which reproduces the church ideal—
was inconceivable throughout the centuries of Ottoman captivity. It
was ‘group ndividualism’ (if such an apparently contradictory term
can be allowed), rather than private individualism, that established
the norm in Greek and Balkan communities.® However, this absence
of emphasis on the self does not confirm, in the case of the Eastern
church, the view that communitarian societies are more intolerant
than their Western counterparts. Although the notion of individual
human nights did not exist when the church was founded, mtolerance
has, on the whole, been foreign to the Greek Orthodox establishment,
which never insututed anything remotely resembling the ‘Holy
Inqusition’.”

If the inertia of the kind deseribed above became the established
mindset of the peasant society during the centuries of Ottoman rule,
what was the spark that igruted the war of independence and the sub-
sequent establishment of a nation-state endowed with institutions
owing their origin to the French Revolution?

The destruction of the medieval Christnian aristocracy by the
Ottoman Tarks and the expropriation of their lands provided the (
opportunity to the ‘Conguering Orthodox Balkan Merchant'® to
establish hus undisputed imprmt on cultural and political developments.
The routes of trade facilitated the traffic of ideas, while the French
Enlightenment that stormed nto the Balkans found little resistance
from a weak ‘ancien régime’. The church imtially provided the finest
exponents of the new creed but then shied away when the Jacobins
decapitated the religious leadershup in France. The execution m 1821
of a large number of metropolitans and of the Patriarch himself by
the Ottoman Porte resolved the dilemma for the surviving prelates,
who threw 1n their ot with the revolutionaries.

Although the nation-state was the product of an historical
compronuse between traditional church values and the importation

(":‘917‘0&5, ‘Political Implications of the Modern Greek Concept of Self”, British
Jourral of Sodology, no. 16, 1965, pp. 30-45.

“Adamantia Pollis, ‘Eastern Orthodoxy and Human Rights’, Human Rights
Quarterly, vol. 15, no. 2 (May 1993), pp. 33-56. According to the author, Eastern
Orthodoxy 1s antagomistic to the notion of human nights. She states that 1n the
teachings of the church 'there is no mndividualization of the person’ and no menton
of natural faw.

8Tratan Stosanovich, *The Conquerning Balkan Orthedox Merchant', Jowrnal of
Economic History, XX (1960}, pp. 243-313.
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of Western modernity, the spirit of the ‘conquering merchant’
prevailed. W.H. McNeill explains the orderly movement of internal
mugrants from the countryside to the urban centres ‘resulting from
the market orientation of peasant life and the tight-knit orgamization
of Greek nuclear family units”.® Familiarity with the workings of
the market and the firm structure of the family remain the rwo
stable elements in Greek society that have merged mn a creative, if at
times tense coexistence. ‘It 15 perhaps this binary phenomenon of
market forces, spurring people to movement while anchored on the
familial bedrock of traditional values, that may explain the idiosyncrasies
of Greece’'V

A fiundamental question thar we should raise at the outset 15 the
exact location of the demarcation line between ancient and modern.
How should the student of Greek history approach the notion of
modermty? What are the landmarks that signalled the arrival of modern
times in the lands inhabited by Greeks or even by those who partook
of Greek education? Linguistic continuity in time could be established
as a criterion that demarcated ancient fom modern history. Sorne scholars
believe!! that the triumph of Hellenistic Greek, or the Alexandrian
Koine, which persisted in one form or another till the 1978 educational
reform, was indeed the beginning of the transition from ancient to
modern times.

ya In the nmeteenth century, before the notion of the Eastern Roman
O

r (Byzantine) empire was firmly equated with the Greek Middle
Ages, ‘modern’ Greece was associated with the era following the Roman
conquest of the Greek lands; m other words, it was distinguished
from ancient Greece, which ‘officially’ came to an end in 146 Bc,
when Corinth fell to the Romans. Anastasios Polyzoidis, the brilliant
lawvyer who defended Theodoros Kolokotronis, a hero of the Greek
Revolution, in 1834 against charges of treason, wrote a two-volume
history for use in Greek schools titled Neohellenika and subtitled
‘Main events and the condition of Greek letters in Greece from the
fall of Corinth to the Romans till our recent national struggle for
mdependence (146 Bc—aD 1821)". The work, in tune with the writings

William Flardy McMeill, The Metamorphosis of Greeee since World War II, Oxford:
Basil Blackwell, 1978, p. 248.

OThanos Verems, The Military in Greek Polities_from Independence to Democracy,
London: Hurst, 1997, p. 188.

1iew held by George Thomson: ‘I elliniki glossa archaia kai nea’ (The Greek
language ancient and modern) in 1o githales dhendro, p. 282,
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of West European writers, added to the same author’s two-volume
corpus tiled Hellenika, also written for use in schools, which covered
from ancient Greece up to the Roman conquest.!?

The disanction between ancient Greece and R oman-conquered
Greece was the same as that between the independent modern Greek
state and not only Frankish and Ottoman Greece but also the Eastern
R.oman or (Byzantine) empire. What more natural for an illustrious
representative of the mature phase of the Greek Enlightenment than
to use political independence as a factor distinguishing one period
from anocther 1n a nation’s story? And what more natural for such
a representative than to follow Gibbon 1n considering the Eastern
R.oman empire as even more iumical to Greek freedom than the
Western Roman empire?!? *

Using political independence as a determuning factor, but serving /
a radically different agenda, the foremost Greek historian of the
nineteenth century, Konstantinos Paparrigopoulos, placed the stirrings {
of ‘Modern Hellenism’ in the fourth of the Lann Crusades, which \
humbled Byzantium in 1204 and ended the 'political independence’ /
of the Greeks. Ever since the arrogant Latins and the ‘infidel” Ottomans S
destroyed the Eastern Roman empire, the Greeks, according to S
Paparrigopoulos, never stopped fighting for independence from both.
The modern Greek nation-state became the agent for winmng back
the political independence and unity which had been lost in the
thirteenth century, and once they gamed their freedom from foreign
tutelage the Greeks began developing linguistic, cultural, 1deological
and socia] features—such as a popular lanpuage, epic poetry, conununal
self-government and a profound suspicion of the Latin West.'*

Subsequent historians of Greece did not diverge appreciably from
Paparrigopoulos’s prescription of the nation’s history: 1204 or 1453
have invariably been accepted as the Jandmarks separating ‘'modern
Greece’ from its medieval predecessor. The loss of independence 1n

12 Anastasios Polyzoides, Ta Neohellenika ... Athens, 1874, 2 vols, and Hellenika
..., Athens 1870, 2 vols.

13 Anastasios Polyzoides, Geniki historia apo archaeotaton chronon mechri ton kath’
imas {General History flfom ancient times till our time}, ed. by G.P. Kremos, Athens,
1889, vol. [, p. 12.

14K onstantinos Paparrigopoulos, Histona tou hellenikou ethnous (Fistory of the
Hellerie nation), vol. V, Athens 1874, p. 5, and the same author’s Prolegomena (Prologue)
to the Z2nd edn of vel. V, ed. by Konstanonos Dimaras, Athens 1970, pp. 845, 901,
155, See also the same Prologune m the 6th edn of the same work, ed. by Pavlos
Karolides, Athens 1930.



6 Introduction

either of those years and the development of the features mentioned
above have as a rule been advanced as criteria for pushing the beginning
of modern Greek times further back than modern times in Western
Europe.

It 1s beyond the scope of this work to present a thorough analysis
of periodisation in Greek history. However, the growing knowledge
ut the last three or four decades of the twentieth century of both
late Byzantium and the early centuries of Ottomnan rule in the Greek
lands has made the student of modern Greece sceptical about the
validity of many of the arguments proposed in support of stretching
modern times 1 the Greek lands back to the fifteenth century, let
alone to the thirteenth century. A rigorous scrutiny of these arguments
gives the unpression that they often rest on shaky evidence. For mstance,
although few would now disagree that the last Byzantine dynasties
were Greek in every way, it is questionable whether 1t could be
convincingly argued that their Greekness was modern, in the sense
in which modernity 1s defined below. The reigming dynasties and thewr
admunistrative, military and fiscal systems were no more modern than
the corresponding regimes and their adnmmstrative machinery n the
West at the same period. Furthermore, the humiliation suffered at the
hands of the Western Crusaders provides, n 1tself, no proof that it was
a sufficient cause for a nascent modern sense of identity to arise among
the Greeks.

P In what sense was Palaeologian high art or Gemustos Plethon’

philosophical thinking modern enough to mark a departure from
the Middle Ages ? Were the various chronicles and the epic poetry of
the same era the precursors of subsequent folk ballads, or the surviving
elements of a mnuch older genre ? Was the unquestionable opposition
to the Latin West a decisive factor in the development of a modern
conscrousness, or was it an element that contributed to the process
of caving in to Islam? There have been no convincing answers to
these and other such questions.

Similar assumptions can be found m the argument that the loss
" of Greek political independence 1n either 1204 or 1453 marked the

end of medieval times and mnitiated the forces that prepared the way
for modern Greek independence. Few would now argue that the
) factors that made political independence possible 1 the mineteenth
century were the same (or even sumnilar to) those existing in Greek
?kmds in the thirteenth or fifteenth centuries. The fading memory ofa
medieval empire would not have sustained a revolutionary movement
aganst the declining Otomans had there not been a Greek comumercial
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class and a westernised intelligentsia active 1 it. The movement for
national independence and modernity cannot be stretched back to
political developments unconnected with the French Revolution. ‘What
really ‘modernised’ Greece and set it on a course that transformed
it from an elusive concept into a concrete entity was not only the
irrepressible longing of the Greek people for freedom (which romantic
fustorians and poets have read into all kinds of events since the fall of
Constantinople}, but also—and mainly-—the achievement of a group
of Greek liberals and radicals dispersed throughout Europe and the
Ottoman empire, who were convinced that revolution to overthrow
déspotic rule was as necessary and as imminent as 1t had been m
France in the years leading up to 1789.

It is in the context of this movement for independence and of its
outcome that modern Greece took shape. Before that context had
comte 1nto existence, the term “Greece' meant different things to different
people; indeed, even those within the revolutionary movement were
ot in agreement over the place of Greece in time and space. Was it
only the cluster of ancient city-states, or did 1t include the outer stretches
of the Greek north? Was it the Greece of classical times or that of the
R.oman [lyricum? Whas it the Eastern Roman empire which the Franks
and the Ottoman Turks had destroyed, or was it the empire erected by
the Turks on its ruins? And who were the Greeks? Did they mclude,
in addition to those whose mother-tongue was Greek, all the non-
Greek-speaking Orthodox Christians named ‘Rum’ or ‘Romans’. 1.e.
Greeks, by the temporal and spiritual authoriues under which they
lived?

Subsequent attempts, especially by Romantic historians such as
Paparrigopoulos, to answer these questions further confused the critera
for locating Greece and the Greeks in ume and space by equating
‘Hellenism ' subsequent to the fall of the Greek city-states to Philip Ii
of Macedon, to the ‘Hellenic nation’ before the battle of Chaeronia
(338 BC). Isocrates’s cultural approach to the question was used 1n
support of the theory of the Greek nation’s continuaty and unity in
time and space-—at first to silenice questions about its survival and later
to assert the Greek nation-state’s ‘historical rights'. Before this daring
identification of the Greek nation with Hellenusm and of Hellas with
the Hellenic Oecumene, most educated Greeks viewed thewr country
in the same way as West Europeans with classical training.

For the needs of this introduction and the unravelling of the threads
woven mto the modern Greek fabric, it 15 enoungh to say that by
‘modern Greece’ we mean the Greek nation-state which emerged

RSy
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3 Introduction

Adamantios Koraes (1748-1833)

The leading figure of the Greek Enlightenment. Born in Smyrna, the
son of a rich merchant from the island of Chios, {oraes spent time 1n
Amsterdam attempting to pursue the family trade. In 17826 he stud-
1ed medicme at the University of Montpellier and also became a prormu-
nent classical scholar. He lived 1 Paris between 1788 and 1833 and
thus witnessed the grear changes that occurred during that period at
close guarters. He disliked radicalism and became the exponent of a
‘middle way’ in democratic liberal politics.
Koraes believed that the Greeks would never attain true freedom
. from the backwardness of Ottornan bondage unless they became versed
in the scholarly works of their ancient henitage. The ‘Hellemie Library’
of ancient Greek authors was his own contribution to the Greek War
of Independence, and his development of a formal language for schol-
ars and the state was his lashng testament,

from the movement for national independence. This Greece, related
{ to the Hellas of antiquity by language and to the Eastern Roman

) empire by religion, s 2 modern construction, no less than, say, Belgium.
It 15 also unique because of the lands 1n whach it was established. Its
antecedents-or, rather, certain constructs fashioned by historians
working under the influence of romantic nationalisin-have been
rmusleading. More often than not, modern Greece has disappointed
those in the West who have chosen to make it the subject of their
scholarly studies, or their home.'* Admurers of classical Greece have
been apt to look at its modern sequel with a disapproving eye, not
only for the poor state of its classical studies and the neglect of its
ancient monuments, but also for such generally acceptable practices
as replacing non-Greek placenames with Greek ones. Equally, students
of Byzantium, when not under the influence of Gibbon’s invective
against the empire, are bound to ridicule modern Greek efforts to
‘Hellenise’ 1t. Finally, orientalists have never really forgiven the Greeks
for turming their face away from the Ottoman orient and for seriously
trying to discard Eastern aspects of their social organisation. It seems
that modern Greece has seldom been accepted for what its founding
fathers aimed to make it, or approved for s achievement according

'f to the original blueprint. Perhaps thus is because the modern Greeks

/ themselves have not really accepted that they are a modern nation

BMichel Grodent, La Gréce n'existe pas, Brussels: Talus d’approche, 2000,
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constructed like all others, or appreciated what they have achueved as
a modern nation.

Its modernity thus defined, Greece 15 explored n this book with
the intention of revisiting and perhaps revising a convennonal wisdom
forged by travellers, observers and hustorians. Some Western perceptions
of today’s Greece are mere repetinions of nineteenth-century concepts
and notions established as axsoms. The more didactic Western works
on Southeastern Europe 1n general, are exercises in complacency and
offer little insight mto the indigenous phenomena.!® The lure of the
obscure and the picturesque, which the natives often magnify i order
to live up to the expectations of their guests, 15 yet another factor, and
a distorting one, in the study of any traditional society.

This new exploration of Greece’s modern past comprises a series
of flashbacks organised in thematic categories such as Politics, Insti-
tations, the Economy, Society, Ideclogy, Foreign Policy, Geography
and Culture. The chapters and subchapters in each category follow
no strict chronological order, but are focused on questions through
which 1t is intended to shed light on vital aspect of the Greek phe-
nomenon. The book also does not pretend to offer a dispassionate
analysis. The authors make no effort to conceal their own predilec-
tion for the liberal principles that inspired the founding fathers of
the Greek state, both the natives and the foreigners. These founding
principles are juxtaposed with indigenous norms and practices and
the outcome of the clash between opposite forces 1s assessed m each
case.

Discussion of the themes stated above touches upon some aspects
of Greek history and leaves out others, perhaps no less important.
The book was not meant to be an exhaustive treatment of the subject;
rather, it 15 2 commentary on issues raised about Greece in the last
decade of the twentieth century and at the same time a rejoinder to
debating positions based on prenmuses often obfuscated by nationalism
and caricatures fashioned by complacent onlookers. Challenging
established notions and certan stereotypes that disfigure Greece 15
meant to provoke the reader enough to look anew at the country and
1ts people. The reward of such a fresh look might be what the authors
have discovered 1 their own joint venture: that the subject of their
study i1s m many ways more in keeping with modernity than is
customarily believed.

167aria Todorova, Inagining the Balkans, Oxford University Press, 1997.



Part I. POLITICS AND STATECRAFT

1
A REGIME TO SUIT THE NATION

The formation of a revolutionary government m 1821 soon after
the first hostile actions against the Ottoman military and civil
authorities presumed close co-operation between men who had
already exercised some form of authority in the name of the Ottomans.
These were called upon to establish a new authority that would be
accepted by the Sultan’s rebellious subjects and satisfy the COuntry’s
politicised élites. The long and painful process of government-building
was subject to influences and currents not always expressed in the
official pronouncements and actions of the revolutionary government.
That the new authority was founded on existing nucler of power
was unavoidable in view of the real or presumed power of both the
local and the non-resident élites who spoke 1n the name of the rebels.
The immediate objective of this government was to bring the war
to a successful end and thus achieve liberation from foreign rule.
Rather more pressing was the need to fill the power vacuum left by
the abolished authorities and establish a measure of order. As might
be expected, the first calls for a government to be put in place were
in fact appeals for the establishment of law and order; early references
to the ‘government’ of the land meant the authority entrusted with
routine administration and especially the protection of vulnerable
peasants from armed marauders.

The First National Assembly that met in late 1821 did not abolish
the regional bodies that had come into bemng soon after the outbreak
of the war; indeed, these local assemblies continued to exercise real
authority, both because they represented interests easier to accommodate
in a regzonal context than 1n a national one, and because they were

11
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closer to the local power-brokers. They were formed by the same
men of local influence who controlled the National Assembly and
saw theiwr position strengthened after 1ts convocation.

The War of Independence (1821-8)

War broke out 10 March 1821 almost simultaneously in the Danubian
principalities of R.omania under Alexander Y psilantis, an officer in the
Rassian army, and in the Peloponnese i southern Greece. The Danubian
outbreak had the significance of a generl Balkan uprising against Ottoman
oppression according to the vision of Rlugas Velestnlis. The rising in
the Peloponnese was in keeping with Greek national aspirations and
the revival of Hellemusm m 1ts birchplace.

| ‘Whereas the campaigning in Romarua failed dismally and Ypsilants
spent the rest of hus life in an Austrian prison, the war in the Peloponnese
and 1ts neighbouring islands with a strong commercial tradition was
crowned with success, In the battle of Dervenakia in 1822 the commander
of the Greek forces, Theodoros Kolokotronis, destroyed an Ottoman
army of 30,000 men.

An inportant factor in the Greek victories of the first two years of
the War of Independence was the role of the fleet in the Aegean
commanded by Admiral Andreas Miaoulis, of the iland of Hydra, who
managed to prevent reinforcements reaching the Ottoman garrisons
of the Peloponnese by sea. The rough terramn of the hinterland gave the
Greek wrregulars, using therr guerrilla tactics, a clear advantage. However,
once the first Greek governments were established and constitutions
drawn up, mspired by the model of the French Revolution, a civil war
broke out between different localines and factions. Thus the warlords of
central Greece joined forces with the islanders against the notables of
the Peloponnese.

Civil strife among the Greeks allowed the Ottomans to mnwvite the
Egypran forces under Tbrahum Pasha to quell the rebellion. The naval

battle of Navarmo 1 October 1827 between 2 joint English, Russian |-

and French squadron and an Ottoman-Egyptian force ended with the
destructon of the latter. In the spring of the following year Russia declared
war on the Porte and marched 1ts forces against Constantinople. The
treaty of Adnianople (1829) obliged the Sultan to recogmise the autonomy
of Greece which, thanks to Brtish-Russian antagonism, was tansformed
mnto mdependence with the London Protocol of 3 February 1830. Within
the limited borders of the new state lived only 800,000 Greeks out of an
estmated total of 4 million under Ottoman rule. The first President of
the mdependent Greek state was Count loanms Kapodistrias, who had
formerly been Foreign Minister to the Russian Tsar.
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Power and legitimacy, the two major determinanss for the acceptance
of the rulers by the ruled, were never assumed or exercised by any one
party or institution. The Filikt Etairta (lit. *association of friends’) was
represented as the supreme ‘authority’, and 1ts nanonwide prestige,
strengthened by the links the association’s agents had forged with
powerful and influential men, made it a potential source of power and
legitimacy. In contrast to the local power-brokers, who had exercised
therr authority in the name of the foreign ruler, the association had
not been tarnished by any collaboration with the enemy. However,
what the local élites, captains and notables lacked in credibility they
more than compensated for in real power. The diaspora Greeks, a
third source of authority and legitmacy, appeared to exert an influence
far greater than their numbers or actual power would have suggesed.

Followng the massacre of Turksh officials in the Morea, msecurity
of life and property forced local notables to form the imitial nucle:
of a revolutionary authority: ‘Danger alone was guide, leader and
rescuer. Saving the people was [our] sole concern, wrote a Moreot
notable.’ Insecurity and the need to establish a ‘regular system’ for the
necessary contacts with the enemy produced, according to a similar
source,? the first nuclei of the new government, the ‘Ephors’ of the
first, more or less ephemeral camps. Such was the one set up by the
armed company of Karytaena under its chief Kanellos Deliyanms
and its captain Theodoros Kolokotronss. In this, as in most such
cases, established local authority, as well as concern for the safety of
one’s ‘own’ men, strengthened any pre-existing bonds. Kontakus, the
local magnate of Fagios Petros and a member of the Etairia, lost
no time after the outbreak of hostilities in appointing his own men
to command the armed band of his district and in taking over its
regular provistoning. At Chrysovitsi the entire genos of Karytaena-—-
in this case Deliyannis, his brothers and other lesser notables of the
area——'voluntarily’ appointed Kolokotronis as ‘commander-in-chzef
and head’ of the district’s armed men. Deliyannis considered 1t his
prerogative and duty to send military ‘diplomas’ to members of his
family and other relatives, ‘according to each one’s influence and
esteem among our countrymen’. ‘None of us chiefs of the districts’,
he recalled later, ‘was prepared to place himself under a chief who

! Anagnosts Kontakss, Apemnsmencumata (Memouns), ed. by E.G. Protopsaits,
Athens, 1957, p. 33.

2 Ambrostos Frantzis, Epitomi tis historias tis anagenitheists Hellados (Short history
of regenerated Greece}, Athens, 1975 (reissue of Athens 1839 edn), vol. I, p. 424,
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lacked an armed following of his own. ... None of us could impose
himself on the rest. Everyone was therefore independent of everyone
else, since everyone had his own armed men, who had joined the stuggle
from the beginning. The ctuef provided them with ammunition, shoes
and rations, gave grain for the upkeep of their families and money
to those in need.® Before abandoning his hiding-place in Mani and
placing humself under his old patron Deliyanms, Kolokotronis sought
the assistance of another Moreot notable, Papatsonis, who gave them
not only gold but one of his own stallions as well.
‘Ephors’, ‘syncletoi’ (senates), ‘cancellariae’ {chancelleries) and
‘dieuthynteria’ (directorates) were all extensions of existing structures
of local power and authority, now given fashionable new names. They
were represented and accepted as the legitimate political organs of the
rebels until the tirne when they would be placed under the Kaltetzae
Senate imtially and the Peloponnesian Senate afterwards, as well as the
Arelos Pagos and the Senate of western continental Greece in eastern
and west-central Greece respectively. However they were not superseded
by any of these upper regional assemblies of notables, and continued
to function not only as provisioning agencies but as constituent bodies,
always watchful of the special interests they were called on to protect
and promote. The seven senators of the Peloponnesian ‘System’ (Senate)
were empowered to manage affairs for the benefit of both private
mdividuals and the common good; to deal with disputes and all issues
concermng orcder and public harmony; to conduct "our sacred struggle
in the way God Almighty directs them and for this purpose consider
useful; and to assume all powers, without anyone disobeying their
commands or expressing a contrary opinion’.* This happened in
spite-——or because—of'the nature of the Senate: 1t was the ‘Assembly
of the entire demos [people] of the Peloponnesian districts’. The seven-
member Senate was essentially a directorate of the Peloponnesian
notables and prelates, who had convened with the ‘written consent
of their districts’, ‘Such confidence and such absolute submission to
authority show clearly’, according to a contemporary observer, ‘the
kind of devotion the people felt they owed to higher authority’> A

“Kanellos Deliyannis, Apomutronevmata (Memorrs), Athens 1957: vol. I, p. 141;
vol. I, p. 16; vol. 111, p. 265.

3 Archeta tis Ellinikis Paligenesstas (Archives of Hellenue Regeneration), vol. I, p.
441; Deliyanms, Memoirs, vol. I, p. 223; Palaton Patron Germanos, Apomnimonevinata
peri tis Epanastaseos tis Flellados, 1820-1823 {Memaoirs of the Revolution of Greece,
1820-1823}, Athens 1837, pp. 423,

5Philimon, Greek Revolution, vol. 111, 294.
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more careful and less credulous observer would have been able to see
that the surrender of all authority to the Senate was not only the
result of man’s habitual subrnission to those holding the rems of power,
but the expected outcome of the power and influence the senators
exercised in their capacity as local notables.

These local and regional ‘systems’ were neither democratic nor
representative in the modern sense, as opponents of the centralised
state would like foreign observers to believe. They were representative
only 1 the sense that they stood for well-defined and entrenched
local interests, ensuring a balance of power that was not democratic.
The emerging centralised state broke them to the extent that those
whose interests they represented were gradually divested of the
traditional authonity they had exercised before. In this sense the new
state proved irresistible but, as will be seen later, even as this centralised
state was taking over the authority exercised by the 'demaogerontes’,
ephors, senators and the like, it was bemng taken over itself by the very
forces against which it was fighting. Convinced oligarchs, jealous of
the authority, influence and prerogatives they traditionally exercised
as local archons and power-brokers, the men of the Greek ancen
régime were essentially co-opted into the new state system and. most
wonically, triumphed over 1t after 1843, when representative and
democratic institutions had been established.

In the senate the local notables were ‘representauve’ in the same
sense as they had been in the years of Ottoman rule, 1.e. as middlemen
operating between the rulers and their subjects. The thirty-seven
notables, so invested, were both lay and ecclesiastical, and no less
‘legitimate’ than the representatives of the same districts to the suc-
cessive national assemblies; in most cases they were the same people.
To Demetrios Ypsilantiss question ‘whether the convened patriots in
Zarakova had been freely elected by the people and whether they
carried their papers of representation’ Palaion Patron Germanos
replied that ‘such objection is meaningless, as the archons have no
difficulty acquiring such papers whenever they wish’¢

Those members of the ‘Association of Friends’ who were banking
on Ypsilantis becoming the true representative of the ‘Supreme
Authority’, as well as the Moreot captains, questioned the legitimacy
of the Kaltetzae ‘system’ and did all they could to move the centre of
gravity away from this stronghold to a new mstitutron, less ‘aristocratic’
and more ‘democratic’, as they maintained. This was the first serious

SPyeliyannis, op, at., vol. I, p. 225; Frantass, ap. dt., vol. IV, pp. 90 .
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conflict between two groups of men representing different interests,
but each putung forward exclusive claims to legitimacy. At Vervena
first and at Zarakova later the two parties defended their positions
with a ferocity that surprised foreign observers, and despite efforts to
make them overcome therr differences and some rminor concessions
each mnade to the other, they remained rnigid and unreconciled. The
dispute concerned mainly the powers of the two branches of the new
government : the legislative and the executive. While Ypsilantis and
the captains favoured a strong executive and a weak legislature, the
local notables preferred the opposite for obvious reasons and accused
their opponents of wanting to establish a new tyranny while they paid
lip-service to democracy.’

The proposed ways of electing representatives Jay at the heart of
the dispute. Hypsilantis and his followers, as well as the captams, favoured
the election of five ephors ‘from the more prestigious and prudent
people” of each district, convened for that purpose in the district’s
principal town. The ephors in their turn would elect from among
them the “ablest’ to represent the district in the assernbly. The other
four would remain in the district to look after recruitment of the
district’s armed units and the logistics of those units. The representatives
of the districts would be ‘confirmed’ by the ‘Plemipotennary’, 1.e.
Ypsilantis, who would be president both of the assemnbly and of the
council of mimsters. As president of the assembly, the ‘Plempotentiary’
wotld also control the judiciary, smce the assembly was also the aghest
court {Kriterion) of the land.?

The notables would have ‘the people of each district” elect their
‘ablest’ members and provide them with the necessary credentials.
They 1n turn would elect the ‘general ephors’, six n each district, who
would look after local affairs and elect from among their number the
"ablest’ to represent the district to the assembly. These representatives,

one from each of the twenty-four districts of the Morea, headed by -

the archon of Man, Petros Mavromichalis, would meet ‘His Highness
Prince Ypsilanns’ and ‘decide in common, by a vote, to manage political
and military affairs in such a way that neither the Senate acts without
the Prince’s approval, nor the Prince without the Senate’s approval.
The local notables were prepared to let Ypsilants assume the presidency
of the assembly and even have a double vote, but were determuned

"Philimon, Greek Revolution, vol. IV, p. 196,
8bid., vol. IV, pp. 82-93, 192-8.

A regime to suit the nation 17

that all senators should have one vote each and that decisions would
be taken by majority vote.”

By lirnating the electorate of the ephors to the more ‘prestigious’
men of the distriets, Ypsilantis and the captains aimed to curb the
mfluence of the notables—who, in turn, naturally wished to preserve
their political strength intact by mnsisting on the democraac principle of
universal suffrage, because they knew that they would have no difficulty
in securing their people’s ‘consent’ The "democrats’ thus proposed
‘arsstocratic’ procedures and principles. Ypsilantis’s assembly was
essentially a royal chamber, while that of the local notables was closer
to a pariiament. Ypsilantis aimed first to concentrate as tnuch power
as possible i his own hands 1n order to be able to proceed with the
war unhindered by squabbles among the notables, and secondly to
curb the power and influence of the latter, whom he and lus supporters
identified with the foreign ruler they were fighting to overthrow. The
notables naturally wished to preserve their power and influence, and
were prepared to accept Ypsilantis only as first among equals. Absent
from this confrontation was a third approach to the orgamsation of
the national government—that of men who had brought ‘European’
ideas to the embattled land, but whose influence was not yet felt.
This set included Phanariots such as Alexandros Mavrocordatos and
Theodoros Negris; the Heptanesian iberal Ioannis Theotokis; learned
men such as Konstantinos Polychroniadis, Gregorios Konstantas,
Anthimos Gazis and Ioanms Kolettis; and Philhellenes like Vicente
Gallina, who no doubt hoped that in the struggle berween the local
notables and prelates on one side and Ypsilantis and the captains on
the other, there would be no winner. Two more political groups, the
archons of the islands and the captains of continental Greece, were
also absent. The confrontation was essentially a Moreot one, which
appeared to subside 1n the context of the First National Assembly.
However, it created political foundations for the first parties to be formed.
It also introduced into the political debate terms like ‘democrats’ and
‘oligarchs’ that did not always fit the methods and objectives of those
to whom they were applied.

MNevertheless, before clashing over the organisation and control
of revolutionary authority, both sides appeared to agree on the need
for co-operation. Before forcing the hands of the local notables by

SMid., vol. IV, pp. 82-3; Germanos, op. at., pp. 50—2; Frantzss, op. at., vol. I, pp. 427—
8, and vol. 11, p. 253; Deliyanms, op. at., vob. [, pp. 239-40; Photakos, Aponmimonevinata
pen tis Hellenikis Epanastaseos (Memoirs of the Greek Revolution), Athens, 1858, p. 83.
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precipitating events in the Morea, agents of the Association of Friends
such as Gregorios Dikaios recognised the notables as the country's
natural leaders and expected them to play a leading role in the revolution.
This was at least the impression created by the appointment of three
ecclesiastical and eight lay notables by the “Authority’ (Ypsilants) as
‘General Commussioners’, i.e. ephors responsible for all matters,
especially finance. Writing to these men at the tune, Dikaios said that
the "Authority’ counted on them to set up the new government. He
even suggested that they should recommend a role for themselves
mn the new regime, securing for the ‘System of the Notables’ more
authority over the ‘common pecople’ than had been granted to them
under the old regime. “The nation’, he warned, ‘though now in a
position to arrange matters differently and decide everything by decree,
does not wish to commuit such an injustice to you.'19

The notables showed great respect for Ypsilantis when he first
came to the Morea before news of the collapse of the revolution in
the Principalities reached southern Greece, and was received as the
‘hegemon’. On the Island of Hydra, where he first landed, no one
thought of asking him *what were his social or military credentials,
or whether he had any instructions and responsibilities’. According
to a reliable observer, everyone hailed him as ‘ethnarch’ (leader of the
nation)’,'! Everyone’s attention was directed to a huge metal trunk,
which had to be carried by several men and which everyone took
for the Prince’s treasure box: “What a fortune!’, they were heard to say,
reckoning that the trunk contained a ‘Russian grant’ to the rebels.!?
The inhabitants of the Moreot town of Stemnitsa called him their
‘authentis’ (ruler) while the men besieging Tripolitsa addressed him as
‘keyrios pantocrator’ (Jord almighty).1?

Thas imitial recognition of Ypsilantis as the nation’s leader quickly
receded and turned into suspicion and hostility as soon as people’s
hopes for Russian assistance were dashed and the unfortunate end to
his brather’s project in the Principalities became known 1n southern
Greece. Suspicion and hostility increased when the ‘Association’
provoked the hostility of monarchical Europe, which identified 1t with
the ltalian Carbonari, and the exasperation of all Greeks in Western
Europe and in Greece proper who counted on West European support

19Philimon, Greek Revolution, vol. [V, pp, 412-14.
"5id., vol. IV, pp. 414-15.
121bid., vol. IV, pp. 459—62.

15 1:;IJ‘JJ'(J’., vol. HI, p. 397, vol. IV, pp. 92~3 and Sodety of Friends, pp. 33844, 346,
1-3.
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for the Revolution. More Greeks turned their back on Ypsilantis when
it became apparent that ‘Association’ members such as Anagnostaras
and Anagnostopoulos, who inspired no confidence in the local notables,
were able to mfluence the Prince’s decisions. Any value the prince
had in the eyes of the notables disappeared when the latter realised
that the legitimacy he and the Association offered was much more
questionable and fragile than that which they themselves represented.
Besides, many of thern no doubt thought then that even if Hypsilanus
had indeed sacrificed a secure career in the Russian army, they were
staking no less themselves and certamly much more than most
members of the Association who had no fortunes to lose.

The Senate and the notables continued to exercise real authornty,
especially after the capture of Tripolitsa in September which strength-
ened their hand. Their position was further strengthened in October
with the addition of two Hydriot notables to the Senate. The Na-
tional Assembly that was convened in late 1821 turned the Senate
mto an administrative branch of the central government, though with-
out undermining its position in the Morea: indeed, that position
became unassailable when its quarrel with Kolokotronis was termi-
nated as notables and captains established ‘a brotherly bond of all
those who matter in the country”.!* The Senate refused to move out
of Tripolitsa, as 1t explained 1n a letter to the Minister of the Interior,
because, among other reasons that kept 1t 1n the city, ‘the disrespectfiil
attitude of the people required the presence of the government.’ 1%

Those who put pressure on the Senate to move out of its power-
base were the ministers of the central government, who were des-
perately trying to give their offices some real authority and see that
their orders were carried out. Above all, they strove to collect revenue,
which proved extremely difficult. In March 1822 the Senate refused
to relinquish national revenues to the central government, maintaimng
that they were requred for its own needs. According to a contem-
porary source, the Senate did not send revenues to the natuonal
government, because the notables had little confidence 1n the ‘new-
comers’ who were without experience in managing affairs of state.
Yet for all their mnexperience the newcomers were bent on puttung
the recalcitrant Peloponnesian Senate out of service, and eventually
succeeded in doing so: in 1823 the Second National Assembly finally
abolished it along with the other two regional assemblies, the Areios

Y drefera, vol, |, pp. 460-1. See also Photakos, op. at., pp. 169, 175-6.
51bid., p. 449,
16Frantzs, op. at., p. 266.
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Pagos and the Senate of western mainland Greece. These had been
the work of two men, Alexandros Mavrocordatos and Theodoros
Negris. The establishment of revolutionary authority proved a most
difficult undertaking in mainland Greece, where the captains were
the paramount social force and the people were most exposed to
Ottoman attacks from the north. Absent from the region were the
established, or potential, nuclel of power and the polifical relation-
ships that would have allowed the notables 1n the Morea and the
1slands to set up a government that both pursued the war of inde-
pendence and was acceptable to the people. Moreover, proxamiry
to the enemy’s power bases vitiated all efforts to bring the captains
and their armed followers under central control. It was not until
November 1821 that Mavrocordatos, having won the tacit support
of the local captains, finally managed to gather at Missolonghi a
number of notables of western mainland Greece to elect the region’s
Senate. What Mavrocordatos had in mind was a regional admunis-
trative arm of the central government. The senators, who were picked
by the captains to watch over their interests, became easy prey to an
astute politician like Mavrocordatos who played one captamn off agamst
the other and was thus able to win some respect for the central gov-
ernment. Gradually he and his associates, particularly INikolaos Lounons
and Georgios Praidis, succeeded in adding to the imitial number of
representatives, thus securing the balances necessary to implement
central government measures.!”

However, under a veneer oflaw and order old conflicts and passions
still raged. All that could be hoped by Praidis, Mavrocordatos’s locum
tenens, and Louriotis, the Senate’s secretary, was to avoid open awvil
strife. They often behaved as if they considered themselves to be the
chosen carrters of Western civilisation among savages, When ‘the people,
too, expressed the wish to take part in the election’ and proposed ‘a
man uncouth, inexperienced and msolent’, according to Praidis, he
openly questioned the wisdom of the choiwce by the captans and
notables, and arranged a repeat performance at Aitolikon for their
benefit, in which the notables and those of the second class were
mvited to elect a senator. Predictably the one who had been elected
by the archons of the region was re-elected.’®

The neighbouring district of Vaitos presented Praidis with a dif-

Y Bfavrocordates Archive, vol. I, pp. 1245, 1279, 210~12 and vol. I, pp. 43, 66
¥ 1bid., vol. 1L, pp. 246,28, 30.
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ferent problem: there were two candidates for one seat in the Senate,
each backed by one of the two most powerful military bosses of the
region, Georgios Varnakiotis of Kseromeron and Andreas Iskos of
Valtos. Praidis decided that there should be two representatives for
the Valtos district, but Mavrocordatos mtervened and imposed a single
representative, the one backed by Iskos. “Everywhere discord, disor-
der and insubordination’, was the complaint in April 1822 of Praidis
and two associated senators, loannis Trikoupis and Mitsos Frangouls,
the latter being the candidate of the local notables for Aitolikon.!?

One of the main obstacles preventing the exercise of central
government 1n the region was the system of armatoliks, which was
abolished in February 1822 at a special meeting of captains, notables
and senators, not without certain concessions by the government.
Those present at this solemn but secret meeting accepted the following
text: ‘Having considered the ignorance of the people in these parts,
the depravity of the armed men, and the dangers facing the homeland
if no stable government is established, we deem 1t proper and decide
that the aforementioned genternen [Georgios Varnakious and Andreas
Iskos] and members of their families should be able, whenever they
wish, to give up the military profession and assume civil offices 1n
the Senate or anywhere else, according to their abilines)?® Varnakiotis
was in fact named a member of the Senate without hus giving up the
military profession-—this was done to prevent such a powerful captain
from openly going over to the Ottomans. ‘These people’, wrote
Varnakiotis about himself and four other captams of the region, *had a
domain of their own, armed bands, and able and honest men, and
now that the armatoliks have been abolished, they resent being turned
into soldiers with a [monthly] salary of twenty piastres.’?!

In eastern mainland Greece there were even more suitors than
in the western part. Ypsilantis had sent one of hus deputies to place
the region under his authority, but it was one of Mavrocordatos’s
men, Theodoros Negris, who managed to secure himself a place in
the local political machine. Areros Pagos, which was established by
the Salona Assembly in November 1821, was the work of Negrs,
who provided it with the most advanced and all-embracing consti~
tution in use at the time in Greece. The constitution provided for a

®lbid., vol. 1, pp. 190~1.
20Ihid., pp. 1267,
2 Ibid., pp. 248-9.
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parliamentary system, which made a clear disuncuon between the
three branches of government. Besides Negris, two other important
learned men became associated with Areios Pagos: Gregorios Konstantas
and loanms Eirenaios. However, this body too did not function or
fare much better than the other two, despite its advanced constitu-
tron. The people’s inexperience of self-government and the local
interests opposing its operation do not by themselves explain the
serious difficulties that Arejos Pagos faced in securing authority for
the central government. The Senate, it seems, was undernuned by the
munsters in the government as much as by local opponents.??

One such formudable opponent was Odysseus Androutsos who,
like Varnakiotis in the west, felt that he was losing a ‘dominion’ to
newcomers. The capture and occupation of the Acropolis of Athens
favoured his designs for a dominant position in eastern mainland
Greece. He had hus lieutenant Joanmis Gouras, who fater worked against
tum, hold the famous stronghold, while the notables of the region
elected him commander-m-ctuef of all 1ts armies and presented him
with a fine sword. In a “free election’ Androutsos, this archon of Athens
who was behaving like the pasha he had overthrown, had his friends
‘elected’ to the city council.*

Such arbitrary conduct was not only tolerated and condoned: it
was widely practised and considered almost as a necessary and unavoidable
evil. Progressives no less than conservatives resorted to such conduct
whenever they despaired of the people ever growing out of their
servile habits. With few exceptions, references to the basic features
of'a suutable regime for the country were deeply pessimistic. It would
be better if ‘subversive’ and ‘demagogic’ theories associated with the
French Revolution and particularly with its radical phase were never
allowed to reach the people, let alone mfluence statecraft. Most wished
to keep such ‘subversive’ ideas out for one additional reason: to avoid
giving the impression to monarchical Europe that the Greeks were
under the mnfluence of Jacobin radicals. However, most observers were
convinced that there was no danger of radicalism taking root in Greece.
‘But I too am a royalist’, Koraes wrote 1n 1821, ‘and I was very glad
when the present royal family of the Bourbons returned. [ too fought—

#Dionystos Sourmelis, Historiz tor Athinon (History of Athens), Athens 1853,
Pp- 16, 33-35; Mavrokordatos Archive, vol. 1, p. 241; Archeia, vol. I, pp. 486, 4889, 492;
Eplwmeris ton Athinen, Nov.-Dec. 1824, where information on the subject, and 10
Jan. 1825, obatuary of Negris by Gregorios Konstantas.
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with all my strength and out of conviction—dangerous theortes which
threaten orderly society. [...] ‘Fortunately’, he went on, ‘the cause of
the Greeks 1s not the same as that of the French Revolution?* The
First National Assemnbly felt the need to declare, at the end of its
deliberations in January 1822, that the war of the Greeks had nothing
to do with ‘demagogic and subversive principles’.?® Five years later
the Third National Assembly issued a sirnilar decfaration: “This people
did not take up arms to base its existence on demagogic foundations,
which monarchical Europe considered unacceptable’®® In 1830, soon
after the July Revolution in France and as liberty was dawning in
Greece, Komes wrote of the mounting opposition to Kapodistrias :
‘Our modern Greeks who are eager to mow down the countrys
weeds must do that in the company of Franco-Greek mowers, so that
the clearing is done without subversion, in the peaceful and bloodless
manner that 1s expected of Christians’?” .

The Greek rebels were not Carbonari, and they were careful that
their pronouncements and deeds should not be open to such an
interpretation. ‘The kings will call us Carbonan, disorderly and mutinous.
Kolokotronis is said to have told the rabble at the Vervena camp, when
Ypsilants’s men incited the soldiers to move against the local notables
in the summer of 1821.?% Emmanouil Xanthos, a founding member
of the *Association’, was attacked by another member, the merchant
Ioannis Melas, for mingling with ‘demagogues’ trying to ‘turn Greece
upside down', and maintamed that the ‘Association’ could not possibly
be associated with the ‘party of the Carbonari’ ?® Writing from Venice
in 1823 about rumours that certain persons in Greece were conspiring
to entrust the government of the country to Jerome Bonaparte,
Dionysios Romas recommended ‘eradicating from Greece too the
weed of ruin. irreverence and disorder, which ammns at overthrowing
thrones, holy altars and all legitimate authority in the world’.?® As
might have been expected, royal candidates for the throne of Greece,
who were opposed to the Bonapartes, were considered a kind of
security against Carbonarism. *As soon as you establish a monarchical
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regime and select a monarch’, a supporter of the candidacy of the
Duc de Nemours wrote 1n 1826 from Orléans, ‘the slander campaign
of your enermues, who are presennting you to the Holy Alliance as
Jacobins and Carbonari, will come to an end.™!

The supporters of ‘prudent’ liberty gave the necessary assurances
to all those who were afraid that the prolonged ‘democratic’ form of
the regime in Greece night become a permanent system. ‘The novel
systemn of liberty’, the author of ‘Patristic Instruction’ had written
before the Greek Revolution, 'is nothing but confusion and subversion
of all good governance, a road leading to disaster, the latest snare the
devil is using to mislead the Orthodox Christians.*? For different reasons
but using sumnilar terms, various lay leaders were aiso now condemnning
the ‘novel” system. ‘Our constitution is temporary’, Mavrocordatos
assured one of Metternich’s emissaries m 1824.%* Suggestions to abolish
the 'democratic system’ were made from many quarters, as will be seen
elsewhere. Even terms like *Areios Pagos’, according to Polychroniades,
were considered unsuitable because they might present the Greeks
to the mighty of Europe as ‘friends of untempered democracy’.>
Speliades, in the aftermath of the destruction caused by civil strife and
the invading army of Ibrahim, expressed m 1825 the thought that
‘the entire nation realises the need to abolish the democratic system,
with which 1t cannot be governed and which will lead it to certain
ruin’*® The National Assembly even considered convening a special
assembly for the purpose of deciding, along with the Executive, to
abolish the ‘democratic systemn’ and invite a European prince to ascend
the throne.

In this climate obvious suspects like “Association’ agents and unlikely
ones such as the captains were all thought to be scheming Jacobins
and Carbonari. ‘Rascally tricks and Masonic dealings’ were all that the
former stood for, according to the magnate of Hagios Petros, Yannoulis
Kouremenos.3® The local notables saw that all their old fears and
suspicions about the intentions of the ‘Association’ were now shared

3 bid., vol. I, pp. 117.
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Constantinople, 1798, retssued by Koraes with his response Adelphiki Didaskalia
{Brotherly mstruction), Rome, 1798, p. 20.

B pavrocordatos Archive, vol. IV, p. 610,

34 1bid., vol. 1, pp. 1307, vol. IV, p. 661.

38Speliades, op. dt., vol. 11, p. 349.

3K ontakis, op. at., p. 29.

A regime to suit the nation 25

by other sections of the population, so they vented their resentment
against the newcomers, whom they had never held in great esteem
anyway. If they associated with these ‘scheming rascals’, they did so
only 1n order to convince simple folk that the newcomers represented
a great power. Deliyannis says that he had once told Dikaios: "We
expect nothing from you—you who do not even own a single tree
from which you can be hung. We do not expect you to lead us, who
have large families, wealth, extensive lands and all God’s blessings, and
hesitate to expose the country, our families and relatives to danger.*’
Soteris Charalampis, another Moreot magnate, had told his peers at the
Vostitsa Assembly shortly before the outbreak of the Revolution, and
in an effort to boost the unwillingness of notables to follow Dikaios’s
advice and break relations with the Ottomans: “Well, let us assume
that we kill the Turks; whom shall we then hand power to, whom
shall we recognise as our head? As soon as the raya take arms they will
no longer obey and respect us, and we shall fall into the hands of that
man Nikitas, Gregorios’s brother, who just a while ago could not
hold the fork in his hand and eat”*® Gregorios Dikaios and his brother
Nikitas, Kolokotronis and his relatives, the Petinezas clan of Kalavryta,
the Koumaniotes of Patras and all the other former klephts, all
‘adventurers’ and ‘cut-throats’, people without ‘hope’ or land to stand
on, ‘roving’ and ‘rootless’ like Kolias Plapoutas and his sons—all these
had nothing to lose and everything to gain from a revolution.*
They and the raya were not to be trusted with authority, because
they lacked the qualifications of the ‘active’ citizen. “The people’,
thought Deliyannis, ‘never really contemplated freedom, nor do they
know what patriotism is ... only the more distinguished and intelligent,
who have property, riches and other advantages, exercise influence
and move the commion people, and can become leaders of men” And
who had contributed more to the struggle—the so-called Klephts,
who have been away in exile for many years? those who carry their
homes with them, the ones who came to Greece from abroad and
who lack a homeland, the adventurers and the desperate? or the notables
and prelates of the Peloponnese, and then the Spetsiots, the Psarians
and the Hydriots?*® Ypsilantis and perhaps most of his associates
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thought no better of the common people. He believed that to arm
the peasants was unwise if one wanted to avoid the confusion and
damage caused by men inexperienced in the use of arms.*! The
‘mob’, the ‘undisciplined muass’, those who thronged to Tripotama of
Elis 1n 1825 to prostrate themselves before the demagogue priest
from Ithaca, Father Papoulakss, who exhorted them to discard their
arms as well as the costly clothes and jewellery taken from the Turics; %
the ‘Barbatsia’, the peasants who ran away when faced with danger; %
the illiterate, landless and uncouth peasants who looked to Russia not
for enlightenment or liberty, according to Koraes, but to intervene
with the Sultan and secure for them the right to build churches and
the possibility to visit the church of Hagia Sophia in Constantinopie
one day;* the ‘simple folk', whom the sudden eclipse of Turkish
authority caused to gape at each other in disbelief that they had *won
the arms and the glory of their former masters;*> the adventurers and
opportumnsts, the riff-raff (skylologion) surrounding Kapodistrias*—
all these, according to conservatives, needed a ‘tempered’ liberty and
a ‘prudent’ constitution.

Only the nation’s ‘natural’ leaders—the politically ‘mature’, the
existing notables—could establish and maintain such a regime, with
the assistance of the enlightened brothers who drew their wisdom
not from the prophecies of Agathangelos but from the press of the
day.*’ The local notables in the Peloponnese and the captains in
mainland Greece had no doube dragged their feet before deciding
to take the road of rebellion; but when they finally took that road and
broke with the Ottoman masters, they were unwilling to share power
and responsibility with any other group. In contrast to the Greeks
who had arrived from abroad, the notables and the captains were obliged
to stay in the country to shield the people from the wrath of the
Ottomans in case the Revolution collapsed or was suppressed. Unlike
those who had come from abroad, the local leaders couid not afford
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to see the Revolution led astray by irresponsible elements. ‘Have you
gone mad’, Iskos asked those who mcited the peasants to take arms
agamnst the Ottomans, ‘going about mnciting everyone to come out? [s
that the way to win freedom?™*® ‘War was the preserve of those trained
to fight; so was governing and statecraft. The people knew this better
than eager newcomers; the armed men of Karytaena waited for the
‘Gerontopoula’ (the sons of the ‘Geron’, the old man, i.e. Deliyannis)
formally to start the Revolution, despite Plapoutas’ exhortations not
to wait for them.*

Koraes, who never ran out of wisdom drawn from the Bible when
raising various issues about government with his friends in Greece,
knew that its application to human commonwealths on earth had to
be tempered by common sense: “When | praise the equality that
religion commands, do not think for a moment that I mean equality
for all, but only equality before the law, because the former would
lead to anarchy. Commonwealths founded on the rule of law consist
of both rulers and ruled, of those who provide the finances for meeting
the needs of the polity and those who manage these finances>?
‘Prudent’ or ‘tempered’ liberty, ‘liberty lirmited by law’, ‘the freedom of
each citizen to do what the laws do not prohibit, 1.e. to do not what
hie wants but what he wanted when he first united with the other
citizens in 2 commonwealth’, the lirruted freedom that each citizen
‘accepted’ on joining the commonwealth, and similar terms drawn
form the social contract theories of Hobbes, Locke and Rousseau,
as well as liberty in the sense ‘of living according to the laws of God
and men’, as religion commanded—one often comes across these
expressions in the writings of the men who felt compelled to record
their opinion about a regime fit for the modern Greeks. ‘Freedom',
wrote the Hellenika Chronika in 1825, ‘is not what the ignorant and
the illiterate believe, i.e. to do whatever one wishes or desires, but
what one must, 1.e. what is in agreement with the law and the common
interest.” The Greeks needed such equality as was ‘possible and useful’,
they needed ‘freedom” that was ‘regulated, prudent and tempered’ 3!

Other references at this time to ways and means of governance
pointed in the same direction. Polychroniades recommended i 1822
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‘the old system of the notables and prelates’, as a model for the new
constitution of the country. The notables and prelates 'would form
the hlghest chamber and, assisted by commuttees of eminent men,
would admunister all polincal, legal and religious affarrs. This 15 the
system our brothers are accustomed to, and it 1s one that can develop
nto a representative system, when the notables are elected by the
nation (genos). For the tune being, concentrate on getting to know
the old notables and see that, in your search for modern and perfect
systems, you do not end up with nothing at all’>? Mavrocordatos
recormmended as much to Negris, when the latter set his mumnd on
devising an electoral law as part of the new constitunion 1n 1822. Such
recommendations, which came from almost all sides, no doubt reflected
ideas shared by most of those mvolved 1n setting up a government
for the new Greek state. In the light of this opinion and contrary to
what subsequent writers might lead one to believe, recommendations
for a system less dependent on local élites came from convinced
adherents of the modern centralised state such as Kapodistrias, who
had no illusions about the prospects of a representative system in a
country in which the local notables, captains and prelates wielded so
much power. However, his efforts carne to nothing because of strong
opposition from the notables, and because the right to vote was reserved
to autochthonous Greeks who possessed land. The newspaper Apollor,

which reflected the opmion of Hydriot notables, wrote in 1831 that

‘although all citizens wished to be active, not everyone could be an

active citizen’, in the sense that only some possessed the necessary

qualifications for that status.>® Ten years of revolution and a lively

debate had obviously not been enough for most people to acquire

these qualifications, both material and intellectual. Very few, according

to another observer of this period, had reached ‘political maturiry’.5*

In 1832 a ‘most instructive and useful” tract was published. It drew
heavily on contemporary conservative opimon stressing the need
for societies to depend for their governance on those possessing the
necessary qualifications and followed Napoleon’s dictum: ‘Everything

for the people, nothing by the people’.®

Property, especially land-—both as an malienable right and as a
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necessary qualification for public office—~occupies a central place 1n
both public pronouncements and private correspondence of the period.
This emphasis can perhaps be explamned as the natural reaction of a
subject people whose property assets had always been insecure and at
the mercy of arbitrary government. Imported views on property
ownership and its relation to public office were welcome arguments
m support of the effort to make property ownership as important and
as secure a qualification for holding office as possible. On the other
hand, 1t would be wrong to interpret this emphasis on property ownership
as a nascent or resurgent capitalist mentality and drive, which mn fact
had never been absent from the Greek lands since early modern tumes,
when Greek merchants claimed a share of Levantine commerce. What
was novel was the frequent emphasis on property ownership m the
context of the debate on the appropriate regime for the modern
Greek state. Naturally, if property ownership was used by already
propertied groups to strengthen their entrenched positon further, it
was also used as a means of undermimng the power of these groups by
increasing the number of those owning property. Kapodistrias’s efforts
to facilitate the settlement of as many captamns of mamiand Greece,
Thessaly, Epirus and Macedomnia as possible by offering them land should
be interpreted as a measure intended not only to tame an unruly and
dangerous element but also to extend land ownership 1n Greece.

Thus there was a high degree of consensus among those involved
m forging a national government for the fledgling modern Greek
state: that 1t should be a government founded on the social groups
that already exercised influence and some authority, dressed up with
as many Western principles and imstitutions as the ruling groups and
the condition of the people allowed. Such a government, as Polychro-
miades put it, was ‘in agreement with our morals and habaits, familiar
to both the rulers and the ruled, and [had] the mer1t of not being
offensive to the foreign enemies of innovations.>® It was a ‘Moreot
systemn’, akin to the ‘democratic government’ the local notables had
secured from the Turks before the Revolution.?

However, this consensus was the outcome of a ten-year debate,
which often turned into open cwvil strife. At first many observers
were unable to disingush a clear political programme amid the pro-
nouncements and actions of the rebels. A foreign observer wrote in
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November 1821 that they expressed ‘no stable opmnion about the
principles of the regime they want to establish’ 5% Koraes too was
unable to discern a clear direction, and did not hude his fear that the
Revolution nught have ‘started prematurely in a naton that lacks
the necessary education to realise 1ts true interests’.>® With the ex—
ception of a handful of Greeks and foreigners, who were projecting
their own progressive visions on a people whose traditions and expe-
riences could provide no solid basis for their realisation, most Greeks
no doubt expected that the war would lead to the establishment of
a kingdom. The popular legends, the teachings of the church and the
Greeks' knowledge of the outside world, as well as other factors in
Greece shaping people'’s preferences about the kind of regime under
which they wished to live, favoured a monarchy. Even the republican
R higas perhaps echoed these influences when he wrote: ‘And there
should be one lord for the homeland’®® The ‘Society’, too, 1t seems
had such a lord i nund “so that the nation would avoid the strife and
demagoguery associated with such political changes. Homer's koer-
anos (lord), "absolute but virtuous, just and a friend of the nation's
freedom and real happiness’, seems to have been the model for a
ruler——certainly until 2 national assembly was convened, but after-
wards as well.®! The Turks of Kyparissia once wondered—and their
opponents appeared to agree~—how the raya would be able to wage

war wathout “krralides” (lords, kings);%2 and the Turks besieged 1n Mon-

emvasia asked in June 1821 that they might surrender the castle to

the lord of the Greeks’ because they did not trust the Maniots.53 The

‘lord” on this occasion was Demetrios Ypsilantis, who had just arrived

in the Peloponnese to represent his brother Alexandros as the ‘authen-

tis [ruler] of the land’, as Dikaios and Anagnostaras addressed him.5*

"The ‘Legal Ordinance [Nomiki Diataxis] of eastern mainland Greece',

38 Engrapita tow Archeiou tow Vatikanon peri tis Hellenikis Eparnastasteos {(Papers from
the Vancan Archive on the Greek Revelution), ed. by Georglos Zoras, vol. I, Athens,
1979, pp. 158-9, 186-7.

59K oraes, Correspondence, vol. IV, p- 320.

726;Paternaf Instructton, p. 22; Rhigas Velestinlis Thourios, 1n Vranousis, vol. i,
. .

'Philimon, Society of Friends, p. 221,

S2Frantzis, op. at., vol, I, pp. 380-1.

83Germanos, op. at,, p. 51. See also Frantzs, op. at., vol. I, p. 424.

“Kontakss, op. ait., p. 32; Deliyannis, op. at., vol. I, p. 243; Frantzms, op. at., vol. 11,
p. 253; Philimon, Sociery of Friends, pp. 416—7.

A regime to suit the nation 31

the work of Negris, referred to the 'coming king, whom Greece must
request from Christian Europe’ %

The need to pursue the war without bickering and with a satis-
factory use of the nation’s human and material resources macde the
absence of a commonly accepted leader more keenly fele. As if the
lack of careful preparation of the R evolution were not enough. there
was also, wrote Petros Kontaks, lord of Hagios Petros, need for ‘a
leader to take over and direct an undertaking of such magmtude,
importance and difficulty’, In 1822 Kolokotroms appeared to prefer
a ‘governo militare’, and the editor of the Hellentka Chronika wrote two
years later of the need for a government with ‘lordly’ (authentiki)
authority. Another newspaper, the liberal Ephemeris ton Athenon of
Georgios Psylas, wrote in 1825 of the need for a *dictator” or a “dic~
tatorial committee’ to save the country, and around the same time
Georgios Kountouriotis, President of the Executive, was said to have
been ‘considering becoming dictator of Greece'. In 1826, finally,
Kolokotronis and Andreas Metaxas were thinkang of asking Kapodistrias
to come to the country as a ‘dictator’.%®

Reeferences like these to the need for a king or a dictator abound
in the relevant sources, and although mostly the result of despaur, they
betrayed a growing conviction that the country wanted a strong man,
preferably a crowned one, to assume all powers. Kapodistrias’s name
began appearing in newspapers with a frequency that leaves little doubt
that public opinion was showing a preference for a ruler of this type.
Kapodistrias was the ‘anotatos archor’ (‘highest ruler’) expected by the
‘patriots’ of Greece, “the one chosen by Heaven' who would arrive
‘dressed in all his glory and shiming bright from the divine grace’; the
‘expected Messiah’. No doubt, Kolokotronis had him 1n mind when
he said that the country needed ‘a president, a kind of monarch™—
an office from which, of course, he did not exclude himself nor, it
seems, did Kountouriotis or Karaiskakis.®”
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Writing to Kapodistrias in 1825 after four years of searching for
a leader, Ioanmis Theotokss, one of the more ocutspoken liberals of
the revolutionary pertod, said: ‘No politician has yet appeared who
1s qualified and experienced enough to put humself above all the rest
and 1n a sense become the centre of power, to gamn the respect and
confidence of all good patriots and the more mature citizens who,
lacking a centre of power, are useless on these own’®® Smyrna’s Le
Spectateur Oriental lamented in 1826 Greece’s inability, after all its
suffering and sacrifices, to produce a strong man such as revolutions
normally produce.®® George Washington and Simon Bolivar came
automatically to mund. Referring to the latter and his contribution
to liberty, another newspaper wrote 1n 1827: ‘How the Greeks wish
they could have had such a leader! But jealous fate allowed no sach
man to arise. Wretched Greece! You had great resolve, your first steps
to freedom were amazing, and your desperate struggle astonished
the world; but you have lacked the soul of the revolution, the man of
gemus who would lead your steps the right way, safeguard your glory
and shore up your freedom !’ The convenient explanaton for the
absence of s man of genius was the centuries-old one—the fear of
‘tyranny’.

The concentration of authority, preferably in one man, was
favoured by circumstances ‘to bring the blessings of law and order
1o the wretched country’. The rule of ‘one man only’, of ‘one head’,
of ‘one able and virtuous man’ to replace all the ‘incompetent’,
‘dishonest’ and *bickermg’ men exerted an increasing attraction. ‘One
man n the executive, i the place of the present five, and this man to
be named king’, was what one of Koraes’s friends wrote to him 1 a
letter published in the Ephemeris ton Athenon in 1825 “Thas principle’,
he said, ‘is 1n accord with the constitutional institutions of most civilised
nations, and will bring deliverance to our brothers who have just
come out of tyranny.”! The following year Germanos, Kolokotronis,
Andreas Zaims and Anagnostis Deliyannis proposed the appomtment
of a commuttee of distinguished men to ‘search for a2 monarch’ in
case the candidacy of the Duc de Nemours fell flat. In 1824 a special
commuttee of the Chamber appointed to recommend a policy to
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the revolutionary government of Greece, 1n view of the expected
conference of the great European powers wrote: “We know from the
credentials of the deputies, and from news coming from all over Greece,
of the disposition and will of the Greek nation to change its temporary
government mto a constitutional monarchy, and to elect a worthy
man from a European royal family and accept him as a constitutional
monarch’ 72

Other reasons put forward besides those already mentioned were
connected with particular mterests or served other objectives. Two
such argunments were, first, that a king from Europe would secure for
Greece recognition, legitimacy, and political and financial support,
and secondly, that his presence would serve as a guarantee against the
schemes of the 'archons’. Another argument used by those who saw
government perforrmng the role of a guardian for a nation of ‘political
minors’ was the need for a king to reign over a ‘tumultuous’ nation.
Variations of these arguments were advanced throughout the war and
not only or even primarily by conservative circles.

The consent and approval of monarchical Restoration Europe
was considered a vital element of the legitimacy the revolutionary
govermment was striving to secure for the fledgling state; and monarchy,
preferably constitutional but if necessary absoluate, was expected to
secure for the Greek state that necessary recognitton and approval.
The European powers, according to Metropolitan Ignatios, considered
the ‘system’ of the Greeks a *Carbonar: movement’ and did everything
to musrepresent it, and why not ‘since Ypsilantis declared from the
very beginning that 1t was such’? The country needed a government
‘acceptable, not only to the nation but to the foreign powers as well,
since they considered all new systerns a threat to the peace of their
peoples’ 7* The liberal Theotokis shared the views of the wise prelate:
the Buropean powers had to be convinced that the Greek revolution
posed no threat to peace, and be requested to approve the king that
Greece would recewve from Europe, because their approval was
necessary for securing Greek liberty.”* According to Riomas, ‘a royal
prince, related to powerful families and descended from great heroes,
can, when elected to the throne of a famous people, attract not only
financial support from certain merchants but the political backing
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of most European governments”’> The prince in question was the
Duc de Nemours, whose family, according to Mavrocordatos, was
well connected in both Europe and America and more than any other
prince was expected to satisfy the liberals of Europe.’® He was also
expected to secure ‘military’ back-up 1n the form of a frigate, which
hus father had promised to send to Greece as well as the ‘necessary
assistanice’, 1.e. ‘a few million francs’ 77 A declaration of the Third National
Assembly of April 1825 said that the Greeks hoped their actions and
desperate requests had proved to the kings of Christendom that
they had taken up arms ‘not to build their existence on demagogic
foundations, which monarchical Furope considered unacceptable’ 78
In 1825, according to Speliades, ‘the entire nation recogrused the need
to abolish the demnocratic system, with which it could not be governed
and which would lead it to certamn ruin.”?

These references to the 1ssue of governance, all from a period
that ended with Kapodistrias’s arrival in Greece, were followed by
sumilar ones, this time, however, corning mainly from the forces opposed
to tus rule. The paper Apollon 1n Hydra, the major mouthpiece of
the opposition, published a series of fiercely provocative articles agamst
him and his government, calling for the need to expedite the election
of a king for Greece by 1ts European *protectors®—who, at last heeding
the wishes of all Greeks. should decide ‘to deliver them from the
oppressive scourge of arbitrary government’. The paper wrote: ‘Happy
the King of Greece’ who was going to reign over a ‘most malleable
people like the Greeks’ 5!

Following the murder of Kapodistrias and the ensuing civil strife,
the Fifth National Assembly, the obedient instrument of the government,
addressed a “supplication’ to the protecting powers to elect a king
for Greece. The president of the assembly said in a proclamation of
February 1832 that “the future of Greece would defimitely be secured
by the election of the hegemon’ 32 The town eiders of Karytaena, in
a memorandum the same year, implored hum to deliver themn from the
prevailing chaos and help a country that had nowhere else to turn to
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for support but to his ‘royal and fatherly providence’ ®> Identical
supplications from many other distrzcts of the Peloponnese were
published 1n the papers of the same period. The inhabitants of the
1sland of Poros wrote over a long list of signatures: “The community
of Poros requests the hegemon or his locum tenens to make haste and
arrive, because 1t is convinced that the security and happiness of this
land depend on his arrival /84

The argument for a king to act as a guardian to a nation of political
‘minors’ was put forward by more than one side. Koraes, Mavrocordatos
and most Moreot notables were convinced that the Revolution had
started prematurely, and never tired of using this argument; so too
were many of those like Dikaios who bad been responsible for
hostilities breaking out in 1821. All seemned to agree on the political
‘immaturity’ of the Greeks: for all of them a government in the role
of a guardian to munors was the logical conclusion. ‘A nation of men
with a lust for power, turnultuous and at present definitely corrupt’,
as Dikaios wrote to the Moreot notables in December 1820, needed
an appropriate ‘system’;®® which seemingly he and the other ‘Association’
agents had never really explained to those who had been asked to
support the break with the foreign ruler. ‘Liberty 1 a barbaric nation
is the greatest scourge, another ‘Association’ agent, Epamemondas
Mavromrmatis, a friend of Mavrocordatos and scion of a disanguished
family of Acarnania, wrote to Georgios Praides.®® Mavrocordatos
and Zaimis—the learned Phanariot and the powerful Moreot
notable—agreed between themselves before parting company that
the Greeks ‘were not yet ready to rule themselves' .3’ In an effort to
explain the indifference of monarchical Europe to the nation’s sufferings
the editor of the Hellenika Chronika wondered in 1824: ‘Have we
shown by our conduct that we are ready for self-rule?’®® “A nation
accustomed to be ruled for so many centuries by the will of one man
15 difficule to govern in any other way, a ‘man of democratic convictions’
wrote later to the newspaper Geniki Ephermeris tis Hellados.®® *On passing
quickly from tyranny to a radically different political system we
discovered that we lack the necessary theoretical and practical knowledge
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to adjust ourselves to this system’, the editor of Ethniki Ephemteris wrote
n 1832.7% The editor of another paper, Ephemeris ton Athenon, put 1t
more bluntly: “We need thrashing to perform our duties’!

‘There were endiess variations on this theme. Some felt that rep-
resentative msttutions should wait until the nation was ‘purged of its
servile habats’. Till then it should content itself with an “appropriate’
and ‘suitable’—i.e. monarchical-regime. The regime 1n force was
‘incompatible’ with the nation’s education and habits. *Our brothers’,
wrote Polychromaades, one of Mavrocordatos’ ablest associates, ‘know
nothing about justice, and their 1deas about authority and govern-
ment are mustaken. Bemg ‘unenlightened’ and ‘uneducated’, the Greeks
needed a political system suatable for their level of culture.®?

In 1826 Geniki Ephemeris published a lengthy artucle summarising
most of the arguments and terms used at the time agamnst the repre-
sentative mstitutions which some circles supported. The paper’s attack
was directed against those who proposed for Greece an ‘uncrowned
constitutional regune’, a republic. The editor wrote: ‘In their effort to
apply foreign theories to Greece, they are making our government
look like the multicoloured dress of Harlequin” However, each people
must have ‘its own government, which should be 1n accord with 1ts
habits, 1ts sparit, its religion, and smtable for the climate of the country’
However, some “admirers, and justly so, of the harmomious laws of
enlightened nations, seek to apply them mn Greece, forgetting that the
good law-giver must allow as much political freedom as the people
for whom he makes the laws can make good use of. But when he
allows more of that freedom than is advisable, the surplus becomes an
agent of corruption in much the same way as a man who drinks more
than he can hold passes from vitality to torpor because of the strength
of the liquor.’*?

In 1832, after more than ten years of discussing the basic ‘features’
of the ‘national character’ and in view of the imminent election of a
monarch for Greece by the protecting powers, opinions such as ‘Few
in Greece have reached political maturity’ and ‘Happy the nation in
whose constitution-building, government and administration only
political adults take part’ were becoming axiomatic and none dared to
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question them. The indigenous élites-~the local magnates, the
ecclessastical hierarchy and the captamms—were only too glad that other
groups were at last accepting what they themselves had shouldered
all along.

Evidence of exactly how the argument for a king as a guardian
of the people aganst the scheming indigenous élites was formulated
1s scarce, but its main thrusts are clear. The non-privileged Greeks of
the time, even those without education, could easily understand this
argument 1n favour of a king. No doubt they listened with interest,
but not for long, to Ypsilantis’s promise that has brother, the “authentis’,
was about to come to deliver them from both the Ottomans and
the ‘kodjabashis’ (Turkash for local notables).?* The archons oppressed
the peoples, and a higher authority was needed to check ths, as the
Ephemeris ton Athenon wrote in 1824. The same paper wrote around
this time: “The Captain torments [our man] and his lieutenant taxes
him, the Eparch thrashes him, the Gendarme puts himn 1 gaol, the
Demogeron condemns him, and the poor wretch does not know
where to turn for help. People did not suffer such confusion and
oppression even under the Turks?®

Apollon provided the theorentical foundation for the king as protector
of the people from the “mighry’: ‘If Greece becomes a monarchy, as
we hear it will—and should-and as its interests dictate, it will never
be obliged to crown the heads of a few and dress them 1n the Roman
toga, nor will it offer incense to a few delicate noses, while the great
toiling mass 1s trampled underfoot. Besides, monarchy and aristocracy
are not as inseparable as some of our politicians would like us to
believe % The ‘aristocracy’ of Apollon did not only mclude the old
indigenous &lites—the primates, the prelates and the captains; it also
included those who were acquiring power and influence after the
collapse of Ottoman rule, upstarts like Dikaios who once sad,
concerning the prospect of Greece acquuring 2 king: ‘And what will
1 be in Greece if a king comes here?¥’

Irrespective of its hereditary or elected head, the regime had to
be representative; this at least seems to have been the objective of a
number of those participating in the debate in times of reduced
tension. Thus, although the first constitution did not specify whether

9% Geniki Ephemeris, 17 Feb. 1825.
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the head of state would be a king or an elected president, it spelt out in
Article 11 that the members of the Chamber (Vouleutikor) were ‘elected
representatives of the various districts of Greece.*® The government
would be a ‘representative system’ (systema parastatikon) or a ‘pariiamentary
polity’ (komnovouleutiki politera) i which, according to Koraes, authoriry
was ‘open to all worthy men but tempered and confirmed by the
votes of the citizens’;*? it would be a ‘representative authority’ (parastatiki
exaustay which, according to the editor of Epherneris fon Atheron, would
be not ‘despotic’ but ‘parliamentary’.1%°

This representative government, which was of course 2 Western
import to the country, was defined and explained mostly by comparing
1t to forms of government with which the Greeks were familiar, such
as despotism and antique forms but whuch their mtelligentsia were
assumed to be familiar, such as classical Athenian democracy. In this
part of the political debate Koraes was an authoritatve guide; or so
he and his friends 1n Greece thought. The “public assembly’ ( pandenios
ckklesia) of classical Athens was vulnerable and ran the danger of
beimng ‘subjugated’ by demagogues. Anyway, 1t was no longer possible
m modern societies with large populations for all ciizens to participate
in an assembly; they could only elect their representacives. A citizen
‘is sufficiently free when he and his property assets are secure, and
when he has the right to vote for his representatives and the right to
make public, orally or in writing, his opinion about public affairs.” I
detest democracy’, wrote Komaes, “as Plato, Aristotle and all the ancient
philosophers did. The more prudent Americans detest it too” Democracy
was the ‘regime of fools’, while oligarchy was the “regime of the wicked’.
He hoped that the Greeks would follow the ‘nuddle road’, the one
that both the “oligarchs’ and the ‘demagogues’ hated. “The public’s
authority', he recommended, ‘should be hmited to elections. After
electing their admunistrators, deputies and judges, people should return
to their work, the farmer to farming, the craftsman to his craft, the
trader to his trade, and should no longer interfere 1n public affairs’19!

These recommendations reflected, more than the wisdom drawn
from reading the ancient philosophers, the debates and practices
commected with the French Revolution, British constitutional reforms
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and the ‘Anglo-American polity’ across the Atlantic. The latter especially
exercised a strong attraction n revolutionary Greece. For most admurers
of representative government, the American republic represented the
best creatton of man’s accumulated wisdon:: it was a conservauve,
‘prudent’ regumne, which appeared to favour the untundered development
of one of the most progressive socteties in modern times. The wish for
Greece to imitate the “wise’ laws of the ‘Umited Districts’ (Eparchiae)—
whieh checked all tendencies to excess, balanced all powers. and secured
independence from other countries, internal freedom and prosperity—
was often expressed, perhaps because the American constitution was
such a distant dream. Anastasios Polyzoides considered both the British
and the American models of government the best that new states
could ever wish to see established for their peoples. The Greeks of
the time were also attracted to the Swiss and Dutch constitutions and,
after the July Reevolution in France, to the French constitution.!%?
The *‘Anglo-American’ constitution, however, was by far the most
attractive: it provided for an elected president and allowed all citizens
{(according to Koraes) to ‘ennoble their own persons’, but ruled out
a *hereditary nobility". These features, as well as the absence of a state
church, distinguished the American republic from the British model,
and made the former *more accomplished’. Indeed Greece’s temporary
constitution resembled the American ‘as its dim and very imperfect
umage’, for the reason that the war effort did not allow the development
of a ‘more perfect’ constitution.!®® However, others were sceptical about
the prospect of Greece developmng a regime substantially resembling
the American. ‘It would be a stroke of good fortune’, wrote the
editor of Geniki Ephemeris, “were Greece to be ruled not temporarily
but permanently under such a constitution. But to adopt America’s
constitution in Greece we shouid first have to transform the Greeks
mto Anglo-Armericans.!% For the opponents of a monarchy the
American model of government provided a useful point of reference,
but with few exceptions they were not convinced republicans. Koraes,
again, was expressing mainstream republican opinion in Greece: the
situation in the country was such that, even ifan ‘angel’ were to come
down from heaven to reign, it was quite likely that, because of the
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servile habits bred 1n them by Ottoman rule, the Greeks would turn
him into a ‘devil’. The monarchy was undesirable for another reason
too: a small and poor nation like the Greek was in no position to
support such an expensive regime: ‘I am not agamnst this regime as
such’, he admutted; ‘I can see that many European nations which
have kings are happy states, either because they are lucky enough to
be ruled by kings who look after their people’s interests, or because
they managed to introduce democratic principles and practices into
thetr monarchies’1% Since the early phase of recommendations to
the Greeks—the ‘republican’ phase, when he had God speak through
Sarnuel to the Greeks against opting for a king!%—Z¥Koraes had lost
most of his initial enthusiasm for a ‘democratic’ government. One of
his main arguments against a monarchy, in addition to the danger of
the monarch being affected by indigenous corruption, was the fact
that the Greeks had no royal house of their own and would thus
have to invite a foreigner to be their king. 1%’

Another republican, the editor of Fellenika Chronika, felt that the
Greeks had not fought and paid such a terrible price only to pro-
vide for an extravagant regime like the monarchy. But he was ready
to admit: ‘Only a few, who we hope are the best patriots, want the
blessings of democratic government.!% The convinced republican
Ioannis Theotokis was willing to accept a king for the reasons al-
ready cited, but feared the negative effects of a West European one
on the nation’s religion. For this reason and so as not to offend the
amour propre of the people, he proposed to accept a Greek ‘archon’,
namely Kapodistrias.'?®

The republic was projected rather half-heartedly and unconvincingly.
Those few who opted to support it did so not so much out of
conviction but because they thought that the people were also not
ready for a monarchy—which appeared to be the preferred option
of all other political systems. However, what seemed to be generally
agreed was that Greece’s regune would have to be constitutional. The
king wanted by most Greeks must be a constitutional one. "All the
Greeks’, according to Apollos in 1831, ‘know and admut that both
the nation’s wishes and the political needs of the country call for a
monarchy in Greece, but it will have to be a constitutional monarchy.
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Indeed, everyone 1s looking forward to the time that the country 15
delivered from the temporary government and acquires a monarchy. 11
According to the editor of the Ethniks Ephemerts, ‘Everyone in Greece
1s of the same rmnd and has just one wish, to see the fate of the
country, after so much suffering, built on the solid foundation of a
constitutional monarchy.!1!

Of course, the Greek newspapers of the time shaped more than
they reflected public opinion in the country, or what could be described
as such. They gave a mouthpiece to small political groups attached to
the circles which exercised power or which aimed to acquure it; and
the views they expressed were these of the editors and perhaps a very
small readership. The masses—peasants, shepherds and seafarers—
could not and certainly did not follow these debates. ‘Nation’, ‘people’.
‘representative governinent’ and ‘republic’ were abstract concepts most
Greeks had never heard of. Everyone had heard of kings in some
connection, but very few would risk their lives for one. Hence, to
invoke popular consent for a regime suited to the ‘nation’ or the ‘peopie’
was somewhat presumptuous.

Koraes, whose views were sought by most of those concerned about
Greece's regime, followed events m the country as best he could under
the circumstances and offered his opinion freely. He too mnvoked the
‘nation’s consent’, involving every ‘citizen’, as a prerequisite for
whatever regime the nation’s representatives decided to establish.
So when Ypsilantis invited him to return to Greece, he replied:
‘Only the nation can invate a foreign architect to construct its regune,
if it decides that such an architect 15 necessary. And if it does so, 1t
should mvite him on terms which 1t will consider best for its own
welfare’112

The 'consent’ of the nation—as elusive a notion as there ever
has been in Greece—was increasingly used by the opposition to
Kapodistrias, but it was invoked especially in relation to the election
of a foreign prince after Kapodistrias’s murder. So too was another
principle, borrowed this time from the experiences of the ‘Anglo-
Americans’: that no taxes should be collected, except with the consent
of the nation’s elected assembly’, or spent “without the nation bemng

presented with a precise bill of spending”. '3
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‘Agreements’, ‘accords’ and other such terms were gaining ground
m the debate about a proper and acceptable regime for the fledgling
nation-state. However the range of evidence for this aspect of the search
for the regume’s nature 1s limited, no doubt because only very few of
those who contributed to the debate were familiar with the theories of
Hobbes, Locke, Roousseau and Montesquieu—whach further weakens
the argument that the demand for ‘agreements’ and ‘accords’ rested
on firm ground.

Another difficulty in assessing the weight of many arguments and
claims put forward durmg this period in Greece has to do with the
actual meaning and content of terms like genos (stock), ethros (nation)
and laos (people), which were often used interchangeably. The terms
‘people’ and ‘popular sovereignty’, for instance, present no problem
in the writings of men like Koraes who wrote that the *people’, as ‘the
only legitimate sovereign’, bestows legiimacy on the prince 1t chooses,
who thus becomes a ‘legitimate king’ and a ‘servant of the law".!!*
However, difficulties are encountered 1t discerning the precise mean-
ing of terms such as ‘authority’ (exeusia) and ‘sovereignty’ (kyriarchua);
1 a translated excerpt from a speech by the President of the United
States, which appeared in the Greek press in 1824, the term ‘author-
ity is used instead of ‘sovereignty’,''® and in a law proposed by a
newspaper editor ‘the will of the people in a union’ was thought to
be the ‘highest law' (hypertatos nomos). 118 Similar difficulties arise
with terms like the ‘rights of man’ 1n an organised commonwealth,
which are often called the ‘rights of humanity’ {authropotes), or the
‘rights of the nation’ and the “sacred national rights’, for whach the
Greeks had taken up arms.!t” Especially in the first two years of the
Reevolution, ‘natural’ or *human’ rights were not always distinguished
from ‘political’ rights.*'® Thus the press, according to Apollon, was in
duty bound to remind the ruled of their ‘original rights’ {archetypa),
which did not mean their ‘human rights’ }'¥ Similarly, m the corre-
spondence of commuruty councils one comes across terms and phrases
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like the ‘“inalienable and original rights of the citizens’,'*® which meant
‘political rights’. In both cases, the context was Kapodistrias’s in-
fringement of political rights.

A commeon feature of this and other such evidence concerning the
‘human’ or ‘natural’ rights on which the new mdependent and con-
stitutional commonwealth would have to rest was their connection
waith the rights of man in a natural condition. This was not the same
as the rights deriving form the organised state, Hobbes’s common-
wealth, i.e. the rights associated with the French R.evolution rather
than with English radicalism. These precedents, which influenced
constitutional developments during the years of the War of Indepen-
dence, marked a major departure from the generally prudent approach
to statecraft.!?!

1204 pollon, 11 Mar. 1831.
121 pid., 15 July 1831.



2
GOVERNMENT AND PEOPLE

The ancient Greeks mvented democracy, but their linguistic descendants
mn modern tines had to import representative government, a modern
version of a democratic polity, from the West. Contrary to what the
average Greek believes, this has not been an indigenous product,
and its roots do not go back to ancient times: the intervemng ages and
empires swept away all traces of the ancient democracy. Representative
government emerged first in Western Europe as a result of successive
confrontations between the upper or middle classes and the monarchy.
In the Greek lands no such confrontations occurred to produce similar
results, because there were no agents to force the hand of the loeal
monarchy, as happened i Western monarchies. Communal self-
government, which i one form or another survived from Byzanane
timmes or developed in the centuries of Frankish and Ottoman rule,
was not compatible with the type of centralised government the
founding fathers laboured to establish 1 insurgent Greece. Communal
councils were not truly representative m the Western sense; they had
grown not in opposition to the central government but rather as part
of the latter’s tax-assessrnent and collection apparatus. The interests
they essentially represented were not those of the tax-paying subjects
of the Sultan, but the central government’s and their own nterests.
By the uame of the War of Independence these councils had fallen
under the control of such powerful local élites as the notables and
captains, who used them to augment their own power.

Thus chapter deals with developments since independence, with an
emphasis on constitution-making and the principle of representation.
As we have already seen, representative government, irrespective of

44

Government and people 45

whether the head of state was a hereditary monarch or an elected
president, was the prirary objective of constitution-making m insurgent
Greece. However, not all who supported representation as the principal
underpinning of government had sumilar motivations. Because of
the general backwardness of the people, men of education assumed
that their talents would naturally be in demand under a democratic
system. Enlightened Phanariots such as Alexandros Mavrocordatos
and the historian Spyridon Trikoupis were no doubt motivated by
both consideranons—by a sincere beliefin democratic institutions no
less than by the prospect of a political career in the new independent
state. On the other hand, indigenous élites who had profited from
wielding power 1 the name of the Sultan, and been drawn 1nto the
R evolution because they calculated that they could not afford to be
left out of the new order, saw in representative government a way to
entrench and reinforce their power. Their numbers m both the regional
and the national assemblies of insurgent Greece were proof of their
wish to control the revolutionary government. In a deeply fragmented
country, the local notables and the captams were only nomumnally
representatives of the ‘nation’; what they actually represented were
‘their’ districts and ‘their’ people-their sole source of power.

These local notables in insurgent Greece found themselves m a
position similar o that which the West European landed aristocracy
had won from, or guarded against, the monarchy, but without a
monarch. When they spoke in the name of ‘their’ people they did so
mn the sense of people attached to them by bonds other than those
associated with free citizens and their chosen representatives. The
representation of local notables rested on peasants tied to them by
economic interests, while that of captains rested on mercenary armed
irregulars. In this sense indigenous élites used representation in ways
they already knew, and found themselves in a position they had never
experienced in the past.

However, conflicting interests and the consequent rise of the first
recognisable political factions brought the revolutionary government
to a standstill. These factions were coalitions of notables and captans,
which took shape when funds from the revolutionary loans raised
1in Western Europe became available. Representation 1n this sense
became more politicised, but thus was only superficial becanse, under
a veneer of claims to represent the interests of the nation, the interests of
regional élites supreme. It was no coincidence that the first round of
reigned vicious civil strife broke out when loan funds came on stream
or were expected to do so.
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Constitutional histories of modern Greece have normally treated
the governments and assemblies of the revolutionary period as a
promusing start cut short by the arrival of Count Kapodistrias. Ac-
cording to this view, revolutionary governments and assemblies, though
not the outcome of free elections, were representative and demo-
cratic. The liberal constitutions voted by the revelutionary national
assemblies have provided the principal arguments for this assessment
of government in msurgent Greece, but although these constitutions
were voted and in part enacted, they were vitiated by the kind of
representation of the interests of notables and captains referred to
above. What Kapodistrias put an end to was not representative gov-
ernment derving from the national constitution, but conflicting sets
of regional bosses ruling in the name of the nation but not necessarily
1n 1ts interests.!

The consttutions of insurgent Greece were no more than ambitious
exercises by Western-educated liberals and radicals 1n a country deeply
fragmented by regional power-brokers and lacking a tradition of
representative self-government. Kapodistrias’s deciston to shape an
enlightened and paternalistic system of govermument for the country
was ot as unexpected as his opponents maintamed. After the devastation
of the country by the Egypuan army of Ibrahim Pasha in 1825 and
the revolutionary government’s inability to pursue the war effectively
and provide a measure of security for the population, most Greeks
appeared prepared to welcome a strong man to unpose his will on the
warnng groups of notables and captains. Breaking that power and
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Ioannis Kapodistrias (1776-1831)

Kapodistrias came to Greece in 1828 at the mvitation of the nsurgent
country’s last national assembly, to become 1ts first President with
extraordinary powers. The previous year the combined fleets of England,
France and Russia had sunk the Turco-Egyptian fleet in Navarino bay
and opened the way for Greece’s independence. Kapodistrias was thought
to be the only Greek of the tirne capable of providing the war-torn country
with a government equal to the huge task awainng it, and was welcomed
as a saviour. He was assassinated three years later, in September 1831,
by two members of a Mamot clan which knew no other way of showing
opposition to the President’s policies and measures.

Kapodistrias died before completing his task. He had given up the
life of someone who had attamed a very high position through his
tafents and 1ntegrity, to serve a people who desperately needed a leader
of his credentials. His enlightened conservative outlook estranged liberals
and radicals, while hus drive to divest focal barons -of their power and
confer on the central governument the necessary authority to rule the
country, antagomsed powerful, entrenched interests. His paternalistic
attitude towards the people and his tendency to withdraw from socety
and seek the solitude of hus study did not make him popular among
those whom he had offered to serve.

His involvernent i the constitutional organusation of the briefly
autonornous loman state m the last vears of the eighteenth century was
perhaps no more than a youthful exercise. In his mature years Kapodistrias
believed that consttutional liberties, without a measure of prosperity
and enlightenment m a peasant society recently freed from despouc
rule, did not serve the people so much as those who spoke 1n their
name. All that the Greeks who had been entrusted to his care needed,
he believed, was honest governument, reconstruction of the country’s
ruined mnfrastructure, a decent school system appropriate to a peasant
society, and a defensible national frontier. The Hellas he wanted to fashion
on the southeastern fringe of Europe was a2 European Hellas: well
governed, peaceful, prosperous and enlightened. He had no illusions of
a great future awaiting the fledgling nation-state, nor did he share the
romantic belief in its special mission or it 2 manifest desuny. As a man
of the Enlightenment, he believed that educaton, the rule of law and
honest adrainistration shape a people’s future infinately more effecavely
than these figrments of romantic umagination.

The great European powers, which had made Kapodistriass
assumption of power in wnsurgent Greece possible, did not even do
what little they could have done to make his task less onerous and
unrewarding than it mherently was, His former link with impenal Russia
proved no blessing: 1t always caused English and French representatives
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to suspect um of conspining wath the Tsar. Kapodistriass ‘Russian
connection’ hampered his freedom of action in pursuit of reforms,
and attracted some of the less progressive lay and ecclesiastical
elements constituting the Russian ‘party’; at the same tme 1t kept
away from him polinicians representing the so-called Frenech and
English ‘parties’.

TFhe most readable and judicious apprasal of Kapodisrias is C. M. Woodhouse's biogmaphy
Capedisina: The Founder of Greek Independence, London, 1973. For a useful bibliography
of the development of views on Kapodistrias see Chrisuna Koulour: and Christos Loukos,
Ta prosopa tex Kapodistra. O protos Kyverntiis tis Helladas kai I seohelleniki ideologia (183 1~
1996) (Kapodistrias's faces. Greaces first President and modern Greek ideology, 1831—
1996), Athens, 1996,

mfluence and concentrating authority in the central government that
were two of Kapodistrias’s primary objectives. Of equal importance
to the system of government he aimed to create for Greece was the
establishment of a regular civil servace, free from control by the regional
notables and captains. Divesting regional élites of the mfluence they
had acquired under the declining power of the Ottomans and as leaders
of the Revolution was not easy, and establishing regular services was
even more difficult because of their presence.

Kapodistrias had a task similar to that which faced West European
monarchs mn early modern tumes: concentrating power by breaking
the dominion of regional barons. However, in contrast to European
monarchs, he had no class opposed to the interests of the powerful
barons on which he could depend. Westernised liberals and radicals,
when they did not oppose his rule, could not be counted on as a
countervailing force against the barons—who, as might be expected,
dressed their opposition to Kapodistriass concentration of authority
in the central government’s hands as a fight for constitutional rule.
Kapodistrias could only appeal to the people directly, but he had no
means of reaching them. Besides, he did not believe in such methods
of winning support for his rule; he was strongly convinced that 1t
served the people better than any other form of government then
available, and wished it to be 1n the name of the nation and on behalf
of the people, as a protection against their petty tyrants, until they
had enough political maturity to consent to being governed by their
freely elected representatives.

By the ume he was assassinated m 1831 by a clan of Maniot cap-
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tains, Kapodistrias was an isolated leader, disowned by most of those
who were 1n a position to reach the people. Even foreign repre-
sentanives, with the exception of the Russians, were not disturbed by
his death, perhaps because he was less open to foreign intrigue than
those who opposed him had been. Hard-working, profoundly de-
voted to the reconstruction and regeneration of a devastated Greece,
and deeply convinced that his paternalistic rule was what the mod-
ern Greeks needed to heal the wounds of war against the Turks and
vicious civil strife, Kapodistrias was cut down by assassins who knew
that he was a far greater threat to their interests than the Turks had
ever been.

Kapeodistrias’s successor, the youthfill Bavarian prince who became
King Otto of Greece, had a much better chance of succeeding where
his predecessor had failed; he had brought with lum, in addition to
competent advisers from Bavaria, a Bavarian army, guaranteed great
European power support, and a foreign loan. Moreover, he could
not have been associated with any of the three protecting powers.
One more round of civil strife in Greece followmg the assassination
of Kapodistrias had made the feuding factions willing to accept
high-handed treatinent without serious opposition. Local insurrections
of disgrnumtled Maniot clans in 1834 and ofirregulars dismassed from
paid service to make room for a regular army the following year did
not sericusly threaten the new regime.

The Bavarian regency ruled Greece 1n Otto’s name until he came
of age, and used the 1mital and most critical period to establish regular
and competent services. However, 1t refused even to consider granting
a constitution. Like Kapodistrias, 1ts members were convinced that
Otto’s regime was as good and efficient as any that the Greek people
could have hoped for—a government for, if not of, the people. As for
a governuiment by the people, this was ruled out altogether. R epresentation
was also ruled out for the reason given by Kapodistrias: to prevent a
return of the local notables and captamns to the scene. It was considered
that this would be calamitous for the future of the reforms the regency
pushed through. To circumscribe their influence in the countryside
still further, the Bavarians made what was deseribed as ‘communal
self~-government’ an mtegral part of the admimstration. Communal
councils, elected from government-nominated candidates, essentially
constituted the lower ranks of an admunistration fashioned after the
French admunistrative system of provinces, districts and clusters of
villages: the demes.
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Exclusion from government office and 1ts spoils caused discontent
among the notables and captains since it dangerously weakened their
control over their clienteles. Mounting opposition from this quarter
took the form of calls for a constitutional charter, and disappointed
liberals were quick to join the opposition to Otto's absolutism thus
providing the necessary arguments in favour of a constitution. The
convergence of groups so disparate and with such different interests
and objectives was made possible by the operation of three loose
political coalitions. each identifying with one of the three protecting
great powers: France, England and Russia. Discontent among
philorthodox circles over the church question and disaffection among
the unemployed rregulars, especially those from Thessaly, Epirus and
Macedomia, contributed to the opposition to Otto and the Bavarians.

However, according to all reliable accounts, Otto and the monarchical
institution he represented remained popular in spite of opposition
from all these circles: they secured a semblance of national unity in a
country still fragmented and not yet recovered from the destruction
of property and the divisions of the ten years of war and attendant
civil strife. A conspiracy of representatives from the three parties, which
was able to enlist the backing of the Athens garrison, succeeded in
issuing a pronuncamento on Septemnber 1843 that obliged Otto to
convene a constitutional assembiy—this came as no surprise to anyone
except the King. The representatives of Greece’s protecting powers,
though not privy to the conspiracy and far from believing that a
liberal constitution was a pressing need for the country, did nothing
to prevent the King’s humiliation, perhaps because there was little
they could legitimately do. A compromise between Otto and the
conspirators, which was made possible by the fear of bloody awil
strife and the knowledge that the governments of France and England
favoured such a compromuse, allowed the King to preserve his royal
prerogatives under a monarchical constitution.?

The Constitution of 1844 provided for a bicameral parliament
andmm: it also brought back on the scene
the forces that both Kapodistrias and Otto had done everything to

%. A. Petropulos, Politics and Statecraft 11 the Kingdom of Greece, 1833—1843,
Princeton, 1968; G. P. Nakos, To politetaken kathestos tis Hellados epi Othonos mechri
ton Syntagmatos tou 1844 (The government of Greece under Otto until the 1844
Constutution), Thessaloniky, 1972; T. IN. Pipinelis, I monarchia en Felladi, 18331843
(The monarchy 1n Greece, 18331843}, Athens, 1932.
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keep at a distance. Even before the Constitution was promulgated
in March 1844 and while the assembly debated its provisions, the
local notables and the captains of the revolutionary war—some fifteen
vears older now and mostly comfortably settled, yet anxious to move
back and run the show again—gave the country a taste of what was to
come: unstable and changing alignments and alliances of politicians
around a set of leaders of the same generation, which provided the
country with governments whose main preoccupation was survival
in office. A master of thus art was Toannis Kolettis, the recognised
patron of the Roumeliot pallikars (former warlords) and leader of
the ‘French party’. Kolletis cutmanoeuvred his political opponents,
particularly Mavrocordatos and Andreas Metaxas, leaders respectively
of the English and Russian parties, who were no match for him in
winmng electoral contests. Kolettis kept hunself in power by promising
them portfolios as well as encouraging a potentially dangerous element,
the brigands of central Greece, to exercise 1ts talents across the frontier
with the Ottoman domains m the Greek frredenta’, thus exporting
lawlessness and presenting their predatory forays as the work of
liberators. Above all, Kolettis managed to survive by following a ‘centrist’
policy, a course calculated not to offend powerful vested interests by
pushing through radical changes. The price of this governmental
stability was social and economic stagnation.

Kolettis’s government of pallikars was followed, after his death in
1847, by short-lived governments held to ransom by the pallikars,
The wave of revolutionary events m rmost West and Central European
countries i 1848 barely touched Greece, which witnessed instead a
surge of banditry under ageing and not so ageing warlords. Opposition
newspapers i the capitab—and subsequent writers looking for parallels
to contemporary events in Western Europe—tried in vamn to discern
radical influences in this surge of brigandage. Greece 1n the 1840s
and subsequent decades simply did not have a working class or a
class of peasant serfs to provide the manpower for a radical revolution,
or a middle class independent of the state to lead one. The country
produced scores of brigands, who robbed wath impunity in the name
of the unredeemed brethren to the north, whom ostensibly they
planned to liberate.

Widespread illiteracy, primitive comumunications, violence by
brigands or gendarmes and victimisation made popular representa-
tion problematic: universal suffrage in a situation of backwardness
and insecurity made peasants unwilling accomplices in a political gamne,
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which the Constitution had imtiated and which had strengthened
the position of the local bosses 1n themr effort to seize the government
and the public purse. It was therefore far from being a blessing.

The parliamentary records of this period present a dismal picture
of parliamentary life. In particular, debates in the chamber did not rise
above a low level of exchanges between the deputies. Discussions of
the electoral results in fiercely contested seats betray the means used
by the candidates to defeat their opponents—ranging from outright
slander to the use of brigands to keep voters away from the polls or
tamper with the votes in the ballot boxes. The incorporation of the
seven lonzan Islands in 1863, m addition to other welcome changes 1t
brougihit in 1ts wake, upgraded Parliament somewhat; ‘Septinsular’
deputies infused into the debates a more refined style of discourse
than what had previously been customary for the Moreot and Rumeliot
deputies.

Perhaps more striking was the predominance of debates on ex-
ternal events and foreign policy over ones dealing with dormestic
matters and therefore of more immediate 1mportance to the people.
Deputies competed in displaymg their concern for the future of the
nation. The everyday grievances of the peasantry seldom found their
way to Parliament, while events connected with the Eastern Ques-
tion were given promunence, sometimes out of all proportion to their
significance for the country.

Deputies were representatives not only of their districts but of the
entire nation, and the latter included the part lying outside the state
boundaries no less than that to which they owed their election. Ever
since elections for the national assemblies of the War of Independence,
the *Greeks abroad’ had rased the question of their representation and
exercised a domunant influence over the minds of parliamentarians.
How could deputies to Greece’s Parliament possibly represent the
interests of the Greeks who were still subjects of the Ottoman sultan
(and in the twentieth century would become citizens of foreign
countries)? A broad definmtion of Greek citizenship, combining both
jus soli and jus sanguinis, has permitted Greek deputies ever since to
maintain that they could do so. And if the principle of no taxation
without representation has been one of the principal underpinnings
of the demand for representative government, representation without
taxarion infringed upon the principles of democracy by making
deputies represent tax-paying citizens of another country.

yd Conversely, this approach to citizenship, which allowed the inclusion
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within the Greek body politic of subjects or citizens of foreign countries
claiming Greek 'descent’, permutted the exclusion from this body |
politic of all those who, though residents of Greece, did not meet the
requirement of ‘national consciousness’. This allowed the state to deny
such people-for reasons of national security- the rights of cinzenship,
mcluding the right of representation. Gypsies or nomadic shepherds
were easily dented the right of representation, and Communists who
were considered a danger to public security were denied the right to
vote.

Even more numical to the growth of truly representative gov-
ernment than economic and social backwardness was the painfully
slow development of stable political parties. Up till the rise to power
of Harilaos Trikoupis in the 1870s and the King'’s acceptance of the
principle that the leader of the majority party in Parliament should
be given the mandate to form a govermment, the formation of political
groupings around a leader who could only govern if it so pleased the
King was really at the monarch’s discretion too. Political leaders till
then vied with each other for the monarch’s favours rather than to
build reasonably stable parties aiming to win power through as broad
a consensus as possible.

The sudden and meteoric rise to power of Eleftherios Vemzelos m
the second decade of the rwentieth century marked a new departure
n representative government. In addition to supervising Greece’s
expansion in Epirus and Macedonia and the incorporation of Crete
and the Eastern Aegean 1slands—ifor which he 15 mostly rernembered
and admired—Vemzelos was responsible for a series of constitutional
and admunistrative reforms and for creating the first truly modern
political party in Greece. In the space of less than five years, the Cretan
statesman totally restructured political life. Following the 1909 Goudi
pronunciamento and with the backing of army officers who blamed
the political parties for the nation’s failures, Venizelos was able in 1911
to carry through a new constitution that was to become a powerful
mstrument 1n the hands of a parliamentary majority, as well as a set
of important and long overdue administrative changes. More important,
perhaps, he created a new party, the Liberal Party, and recruited under
its banner a group of ambitious leaders willing to implement his
vision of reformung the governance of the country. The emergence
and the practices of Vemzelos’s Liberal Party, in addition to providing
the country with a stable government at a most critical phase of its
history, worked as a catalyst in another direction as well: 1t forced its

é
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political opponents to coalesce mto a conservative alignment, out of
which emerged the future royalist party when Vemzelos clashed with
King Constantine over Greece’s stance in the First World War.

This clash—the so called National Schism (Dichasmos)—revealed
how fragile representative institutions had always been in Greece: a
disagreement over foreign policy and a division at the top, without
any deeper social roots, destabilised the whole structure and turned
elected governments mto quasi-dictatorships. If respect for the rights of
the minority 1s the ultimate measure of a democratic regime, then the
governments of this tumultous period of the First World War were
not governments of all the Greeks. Parliamentary majorities, even
when democratically elected, became parliamentary dictatorships,
pushing nunorities down the slippery slope into unconstitutional
activittes. Such developments almost made the unstable majorities
and shifting allegiances of the nineteenth century appear less dangerous
to good parliamentary practice and the rights of political minorities.

Arrogant majority rule has been one of the main arguments ever
since 1 favour of an electoral system other than the majority system.,
which favours the growth of two large parties alternating in office.
Small parties have consistently and vocally argued that simple propor-
tional representation, in addition to securing a voice in Parliament
for all political currents and shades of opinion, would prevent govern-
ments from ruling essentially as parliamentary dictatorshups. According
to this view, consensual governments resting on alliances of parties
formed inside Parliament are preferable to single-party ones.

Vemizelos’s parliamentary record is a case in point. He ended hus
second and perhaps most dramatic period in office by accepting defeat
m 1920, at the height of his achievements for Greece which were
contested by his opponents, However, he bowed before the people's
sorereign decision to entrust the government to hus opponents, showing
by this act that he valued that form of government itself more than
the achievements he had secured through it. However, fifteen years
fater when out of office he chose to encourage a conspiracy of army
officers who tried to overthrow a democratically-elected representative
government run by hss political opponents. What 15 ironic about thas
failure to sustain faith in representative institutions to the bitter end
15 that he had encouraged unconstitutional activities not to overthrow
but to protect representative institutions.

The great statesman’s final act sealed the fate of the Republic,
which hus former Liberal associates had seriously undermined during
his absence abroad; so much so that the anti-Vemzelists, who were
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essentially former royalists, became its only true champions as it
disintegrated. The restored monarchy in 1935 was not given a chance
to re~1dentify 1tself with representative government: King George 11
followed the advice of his prime minister Ioannis Metaxas, who was
no friend to parliamentary institutions. Moreover, events in Europe
and in the eastern Mediterranean, as interpreted by the governments
of both Greece and Britain, left little room or time for the Greek
parliamentarians to clean up their act and stop their anties. It 15 not
perhaps without significance that a new Parliament in 1936 handed
over power, by its own free will, to Greece’s future dictator, Metaxas,
a sworn enemy of liberal democracy.

Authoritarian rule in the country was not new; the element of
novelty consisted 1n the institutional form which 1ts ambitious leader
tried to give it. However what must have disturbed dedicated parhia-
mentarians more than the fascist facade of the Metaxas dictatorship
was the ease with which political parties were pushed aside the
moment they practically abdicated their role of runming the country.
After 1936 and for the next ten years, they were in limbo. Dictator-
ship, war agamnst the Axis, foreign occupation and the first stages of
civil strife made parties and representative government a distant
memory. In the years of Axas occupation in particular, and 1n the light
of what was presented as an unpressive increase m the Left’s influence
in the country, a return of the pre-war parties seemed unlikely. How-
ever therr leaders—or at least most of thern—had survaved to claim
their mstitutional role when the Communusts made their bid for power
in 1944. This resuscitated the old parties. Contemporary observers
marvelled at the resilience with which the men of the ‘Politikos Kostios'
(politicians 1n general), though deprived of the means to keep their
clienteles dependent on them and without access to means of com-
munication with the public, managed their comeback.?

It now seerns surprising that they fought the Communst insurgency
after 1946 with Parliament 1n session the whole time. The same old
parties that had abdicated power and been so easily swept aside 1n
1936 by a former army officer turned politician managed now to
serve and protect the representative institutions against an avowed
enemy far more dangerous to them than the Greek fascists of the
1930s. The politicians of pre~war timnes recewved a new lease of life

*See Reeginald Leeper, When Greek Meets Greek, London, 1950, pp. 2114 Leeper
was Brinsh ambassador to the Greek government-in-exile during the Asas
occupation and the first stages of the Civil 'War when 1t returned to Greece.
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from the new consensus that emerged 1n the comumeon effort to fight
and defeat the Commuust insurgency with the very means provided
by representative government.
The post-war reconstruction stramned representative mstitutions
m other ways. Cold War anti~-Commummsm, the Arnerican involvernent,
a powerful army and the Cyprus question troubled politcal life but did
not derail 1t. A strong conservanve figure in the person of Constantine
Karamanlis kept right-wing forces on a reformist course and rebuilt
the country’s shattered economy. Karamanlis’s dynarue lead forced
the remnants of the defeated Left and the old Venizelist parties that
opposed his National Radical Umnion to form respectvely the United
Democratic Left and the Centre Umon. The Communist Party, outlawed
m the final stage of the civil war, withdrew its party machine from
Greece, finding refuge in the Communist countries of the Warsaw Pact.
It was a flawed democracy, but the best that 2 wounded Greece
could produce: a government of most of the people and for nearly
all the people. Friction with Britain over the future of Cyprus lirited
the scope of Karamanlis’s foreign policy. A negotiated settlement of
the issue in 195960 brought some relief to his government but little
satisfaction to a public whom his predecessors had led to believe in
Enosts, 1.e. union of Cyprus with Greece, as an undertaking that was not
impossible. On the home front the Centre Union led a strong protest
movement both inside and outside Parliament against the ‘fraud and
violence’ by means of which the right-wing establishment and a
politicised army rigged the elections of October 1961. The Left’s
unexpectedly strong showing in the previous elections (1958} no
doubt tempted right-wing agents of the ruling party to justify strong-
arm methods in the name of national security. However, 1t 1s very
doubtful that Karamanlis himself was privy to the use of such methods.
The ‘relentless struggle’ of the agemng leader of the Centre, George
Papandreou, led to a radicalisation of slogans and forms of action
against conservative rule. He and his radicalised Centre Union youth
section took to the sireets, thus causing violent clashes with the police
amid daily rumour of conspiracies. A quarrel with the King n 1963
over a state visit to Britain precipitated Karamanlis’s resignation and
seermming withdrawal from polinical life. This brought to an end the
first part of this statesman’s hitherto successful political career.
Karamanlis’s departure from the political scene mm 1963 was not
only the result of his clash with the monarchy. Papandreou’s rhetoric,
the sinister attack by right-hing thugs 1in league with police officers
on a popular deputy of the Left in Thessaloniki i May 1963, resulting
in his death, and the vociferous writings of the Centre Union press

Government and people 57

created an atmosphere of crisis in which the conservative leader was
unable to keep hus party rogether, short of taking extraordinary measures
or availing hirmnself of the services of right-wing military conspirators.
He chose to withdraw from the scene, perhaps loath to witness the
unmaking of the political stability which he had so painstakingly created
during the previous eight years.

The year 1963 marked the 1,000th anmversary of the Mount Athos
monastic community, the 100th anmversary of Greece’s royal dynasty—
and the end of post~aivil-war stability. A crowd-pulling and experienced
political leader like George Papandreou and an immature and badly-
counselled monarch in the person of the youthful Constantine H allowed
themselves to be led into posinons from whach they and their advisers
felt that they could not withdraw. The outcome of this confrontation in
1965 was political instability, charges and counter-charges of conspirmg
against the state, and the eventual suspension of the Constitution and
representative institutions by right-wing army conspirators.

Democracy was undermined and eventually suspended due to the
ruthless determination of the conservatives to remain in office and
the Centre’s equally ruthless determination to gain power at any cost.
Both camps spoke in the name of the Constitution and representative
institutions, and both displayed a lack of moderation and sober judge-
ment with few parallels in the country’s turbulent political history,
with the possible exception of the confrontation of 1935—6.

The fall of the military dictatorship m 1974 brought back from
deportation or self~exile abroad most of the old hands in politics
and some new ones; it also brought a change of regime and 2 new
constitution, as well as the legalisation of the Communist Party—all
three the work of Karamanlis, who returned from self-imposed exile
more liberal than he had been in the past. The fall of the dictators
also brought back a new leader, Andreas Papandreou, who created a
new party out of the old Centre Union, markedly more radical than
1ts predecessor. The two men dominated the post-dictatorship scene
and set their seal on representative institutions, Karamanlis until 1980
and Papandreou thereafter. The Constitution of 1975, as amended
in 1985, produced representative institutions which have survived
the two men who shaped them, as Greek society gradually grew to
accept the principles that gave them birth.

Politics and the public domain

Writing in 1875 on the parties of lus time and their role in the country’s
life, Emmanuel Roides left the following definition of a Greek political
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party: ‘A group of people able to read and to mus-spell, sound of limb
but hating all work, who will serve under any leader and seek to make
hum prime minister by any means, so that he may grant them the
wherewithal to live without having to dig” A year later the same keen
observer of Greek politics drew on his knowledge of medieval history
to comment on the dispensing of favours by the political parties:
‘Our politicians are very similar to the Byzantine emperors, who
allied themselves with the Franks, the Turks or the Bulgars to secure
their throne and as a result were obliged, both themselves and their
subjects, to become their tributaries. Like them, our politicians, 1n
order to create or strengthen a party, recruited mercenaries off the
streets, and rewarded them with appomtments to redundant public
positons. In time these mercenaries became so numerous and impudent
that they constitute in Greece today a most fearsome power, before
which king, government, parliament and indeed the entire nation
fall trembling to their knees’*

"The author of Pope Joan was not alone in presenting Greek politics
in such a negative light. Most accounts before and after R.oides by
both Greei and foreign observers have agreed on at least one aspect:
that people join political parties in Greece in the hope of securing a
post in the administration, which would otherwise be inaccessible
to them. A news item, lost in the roar of Turkish aircraft flying over
the Aegean, confirms Roides’s assessment of Greek political parties:
more that 15,000 hopefuls were listed as members of both the major
parties.

This aspect of Greek politics, which falls into the category of the
spoils system characteristic of all parliamentary regimes, has been
explamned by the imperfect operation of the country’s public appointinent
system and by the state having been, i the absence of attractive and
secure employment 1n the private sector, the major employer since
Independence. However, this explanation leaves unexplained the
lure of state employment even when this 15 precarious and far from
lucrative, and why this practice persists even after the state has ceased
being the principal employer.

It appears that the continuing attraction of state employment 15
to be explained by the modern Greek’s deeply-felt insecurity; though
rarely touched upon by social scientists, this never fails to stare the

‘Emmanuel] Ro'fdgs, Apanta (Works), ed. by Alkis Anpefou, Atherns, 1978, vol. I,
p. 138, from the satnical paper Asmodacos, 8 June 1975, and p- 198 from the same
paper, 11 July 1876.
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student of modern Greek history in the face, Difficult as this admittedly
1s to prove with what 1s considered acceptable historical evidence, the
relentless drive of most modern Greeks to bond with the state must
certainly betray their sense of insecurity with regard to life, property
and honour, and their equally strong feeling of living in a world where
resources are scarce.

Both these features—insecurity no less than awareness of a world
of scarce resources, which developed through the centuries of arbitrary
rule and institutionalised dispossession of the weak by the mighty—
motivated the drive to seek public office not only for its material
rewards but, even more, for the sense 1t conveys of entering the circle
of the powerful few and leaving behind the world of the impotent
and vulnerable. In this light, politics for the modern Greeks after
Independence represented a convement way into the public domain,
a world of privilege and power. It was a way open to all; and although
it did not always secure the coveted position among the select few, no
one would have accepted that it ‘was not a precondition for attmining
that position.

Thus politics was the means of entry to the public domain; however,
limited space made it no more than a temporary haven for those who
enjoyed the favour of the ruling party. Such favours were much in
demand, and privileges were often withdrawn to satisfy other claymants.
More important, these privileged positions passed with each change
of government to a new set of office-seekers, as new political patrons
were obliged to look after the interests of their clients.

Until the advent of parliamentarians and reformers with a vision
like Harilaos Trikoupis and Eleftherios Venizelos, who mstituted
security of tenure in the civil service to free it from the ravages wrought
by government changes, public office did not provide the security which
might have made it attractive as a career. The privileged indivaduals
who occupied public positions did all they could to feather their own
nests. Eventually they would be ousted to make room for a new set
of clients, who acted in the same fashion. Only the most adaptable
survived long enough to give the state service something in return
for what they gained from it.

The public sector—first penetrated, then exploited for a while,
and finally abandoned—has never been for the average Greek an area
which could seriously claim his loyalty and with which he could
identify. Corporate loyalty outside the family has been as rare as a
sense of security outside the same social unit. Modern Greeks entered
the civil service as marauding invaders in enemy territory: to plunder,
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pillage and bring the spoils back to the haven of the family. The
accumulated humilianons and disappoimntments of the political hireling,
finally rewarded by his patron with a cherished position in the civil
service, turned thus humble client into a petty tyrant who held hostage
those who could not avoid obtaming his signature and rubber stamps
on officia] documents. Thus he controlled the desunies of his ephemeral
subjects, until the time when he would return to the fold of the farnily,
and again become the loyal brother and son or the loving father.
Politics mn this sense helped to create and develop a public sector
reminiscent of the attitudes and practices inherited from the pre-In-
dependence past but not adaptable to the cultivation of corporate
loyalties outside the family, from whach a civil society could have
grown. As in other areas, the past shaped and ruled the present under
a veneer of impersonal and orderly regularity. Behind a fagade of
order, justice and conunuity lurked the arbitrary but predictable
decisions of the political client acting the part of a cavil servant. The
civil service thus acquired a life of its own, independent from and
essentially inimical to the society it had been established to serve.
Eventually, when security of tenure was secured, it grew and expanded,
not only beyond society’s needs but beyond soctety’s capacity to sup-
port it. In other words, the civil service acquired not only a life of
its own but a purpose of its own: to look after the interests of its
members, even when they did not perform as expected.
Authoritarian regmmes or governments ruling with emergency
powers have occasionally threatened to remove public office tenure
in order to get rid of unnecessary employees. Some actually did remove
it, but as a rule such purges drove away not the expendable public
servants as such, but the politically undesirable opponents of these
governments or merely those unwilling to cheer the new leaders.
Parliamentary governments brought back mnto the public service all
the purged officials along with a new intake of political conscripts.
Like authoritarian rule, mflation has been a scourge for civil servants,
but apparently not harsh enough to drive them out of the service.
The runaway inflatton and famine of the occupation years in the
early 1940s tried their endurance, but no more than that of other
city-dwellers who ergoyed none of the small benefits acerng to state
employment. Many died in the famine of 1941—2 and many more
suffered privations and humiliatons m the years that followed. Although
the crvil service was badly shaken by the war and civil strife, 1t survaved
to see 1ts ranks swell again 1n the years of reconstruction and recovery.
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Successive governments, parliamentary as well as absolutist, have
enacted a huge corpus of laws regularing various aspects of the civil
service, such as selection and appointment procedures, promotion,
tenure and remuneration. Each minisiry, as well as administering one
sector of public life, has had to deal with the problems of the staff
under 1ts jurisdiction, a task that has taxed the abilities of many talented
rmnisters. Governments have been held to ransom by the country’s
public employees, and even the most powerful head of government
has had to take account of the needs and whims of this “workforce’
and its leaders.

European Union memberstup obliged successive Greek governments
to face, among other problems, the bloated civil service in the light
of the progressively unmanageable deficit in the public sector. It has
thus finally been realised by politicians and the public that, short of
a drastic reduction in the size of the civil service and notwithstanding
respectable achievements 1n all other sectors, the country faces the
real danger not only of falling behmd uts European partners in many
ways, but of being brought to a standstill by the very body that was
established to oversee and regulate its creative forces.

Political leadership

In Greece politcal parties—as organsations playing a vital role in creating
the consensus necessary to govern in a liberal democracy and as
conduits for the wishes of the people—have seldom outlived therr
founders. Large mssues, both mnternal and external, have contributed to
the founding of parties and influenced their programmes and practices,
but the personality and talents of their founders have always been
decisive in their success or failure. From the first loose collections of
personal groupings during the War of Independence to the political
entities created and shaped by statesmen such as Harilaos Trikoupis,
Eleftherios Vemzelos and Constantine Karamanlis, political parties
in modern Greece have mainly been products of their founders whose
names they bore with pride .*> The Communist Party 1s the exception.

Like all leginmate political formations, Greek parties have aspired
to govern the country by mobilising support and electing deputies

*The best study of the subject s Gunnar Henng’s, Die politischen Parteien in
Griechenland, 1821—-1936, Mumch, 1992, 2 vols. See also Gregorios Daphius, Ta helleniika
politika kommata (The Greek political parnies), Athens: Galaxias, 1961, the work of a
keen observer of Greek politics.
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to Parliament. The drive for political mobilisation has allowed them
to penetrate regions and social strata of the country which had never
before been mvolved m procedures associated with the election of
cwvil authorzties. In this sense they have played a highly important role
m incorporating into the Greek polity large, formerly inactive sections
of the population, such as the peasants.

Parties thus contributed to the transformation of an mnert citizenry
mnto a modern nation. Like school attendance or service in the national
army, though on a smaller scale, involvemnent in party politics contribured
to involving modern Greeks citizens speaking a variety of dialects
and comung from a variety of regions in the interests and objectives of
the nation-state as such. Eager to increase their political support and
expand their bases, parties took their message to the smallest villages
and the most maccessible shepherd communities, where previously
the representatives of the state in the person of the gendarme or the
tax~collector had been rare and unwelcome visitors. By contrast,
politicians offered peasants and shepherds for a fleeting moment the
prospect of a less precarious life—indeed, a life of plenty and fulfilment.
The recipients of these promises knew that only 2 handful among
them could be accommodated in the world opened up by the politicians,
but nonetheless hoped that they too might be among the elect few.
‘The fact that some did manage to obtain satisfaction was proof to all
and sundry that the systern could work. Such interaction was not just
about mundane benefits like jobs or loans; for a few days before elections
p_eople who lived on the margins of Greek society were made to feel
like important players in the life of the nation: parliamentary candidates
and local party bosses addressed them by name and took pains to
explain important national 1ssues.

Greek political parties have been conservative, liberal or radical
on some 1ssues, and studying them from this angle can be a usefid
exercise in political theory and practice. However, a different approach
15 also needed; the parues should also be seen as companes set up to
meet a crisis, or sometimes to cause a crisis with a view to capturing
power and running the country in the way a company would do—
ainung primarily to maxainuse shareholder value, but for the benefit, if
possible, of the general public as well.

Seen in thus light, the party leader in Greece has often functioned
like the chairman ofa board of directors—which has almost invariably

been selected by the leader, just as general staffs are selected by
commanders-in-chief and mimsters were appointed in the past by
absofute monarchs. Party machineries and membership have been
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extensions of their leaders—their ambition, vision, moral position

and fantasies. loannis Kolettis, the first elected prime rmnster of Greece,

was such a leader: he set up a party from among his war associates and

friends as an instrument for the realisation of his ambitions, and ran the

country for three years until his death in 1847. In addition he exhibited

at least two features common to most Greek party leaders in office: first,

the pursuit of a course mntended to antagonise as few interests as possible

50 as to stay in power as long as possible, and secondly, the diversion of
public attenuon away from the real 1ssues, or their presentation in

ways expected to win public support. Highlighting the situation of the

unredeemed Greeks and the prospects for their liberation was such a
device. Governments had frequent recourse to 1t and never failed to get
the desired results. The practice proved rresistible to most governments:

the Turks or the Bulgars were often ‘mobilised’ by Greek governments
under pressure to divert public attention away from intractable domestic
Issues.

The March 1844 electoral law provided for the election of depu~
ties by absolute majority and universal male suffrage m two rounds
in eight days, but it did not provide that elections would be held
within the same eight days or in two rounds throughout the coun-
try. ‘This allowed Kolettis and the ‘Constitutionalists’ to outmanoeuvre
Mavrocordatos who, 1n spite of being in office, was no match for the
Epirot politician in the art of manipulating public opimuon, n both
the capital and the provinces. The first parliamentary elections in Greece
lasted for most of the spring and summer of 1844 and gave Kolettis
a comfortable majorty.

Kolettis's ‘Constitutionalist’ or ‘French’ party and the other two
loose collections of followers of leading personalities (dubbed the
‘English’ and the ‘Russian’ parties), which had come into being in
the years of the War of Independence, survived till the Crimean War
(1853—6), when another set of politicians entered the field. A new
electoral law in November 1864, following the promulgation of a
new constitution that same year, did not appreciably change the
character and modus operandi of the political parties. The small electoral
districts of the previous law were maintained, but plurality was
introduced in place of the absolute majority required under the oid
law for the election of deputies. The new law reduced the election
period from the previously fixed eight days to four and introduced
an mnovation expected to facilitate voting by those unable to read:
instead of a ballot, voters cast a small lead ball into one of the ballot
boxes allocated to each of the district candidates standing for election.
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Alexandros Koumoundouros (1815—1883)

Born in the Mani peninsula in the Peloponnese, Koumoundouros was
elected to Parliament for the first time 1n 1851 and became Minister of
Finance in 1856. He first became Prune Minister 1n 1865, and held that
position ten tumes. He was a polincal opponent of Harilaos Trikoupss
and was credited with the extension of Greece’s territory in 1881 to
include Thessaly and parts of Epirus. He was also responsible for
distributing land to landless peasants and ttle deeds to long-standing
squatters on state-owned land.

Harilaos Trikoupis (1832-96)

Harilaos Trikoupis was the most important Greek reformer of the
19th century. His contribution was multifaceted: he was responsible for
ensurmng that the royal head of state would reframn from granting a mandate
to governmments that lacked the confidence of parliament; he introduced
legislation securing the tenure of cvil servants; he created a modern
political party based on liberal democratic principles as well as on party
discipline; and he improved the traming and standing of the armed forces.
Most unportant of all, he created the necessary mnfrastructure for the
take-off of the Greek economy. However, his efforts were obstructed by
unfavourable international circumstances, and his foreipn loans were
mstrumental in bankrupting the state. Although he did not live to witness
the frnts of lus long-term growth strategy, subsequent generatnons of
politicians reaped where the had sown.

Born in Nauplion, the son of Spyridon Trikoupis (historian and
prime munister), he studied law i Athens and Panis and entered the
diplomanc service i 1856, While serving 1n London he was elected
representative of the city’s Greek community 1n the Hellemc Parliament.
As a parliamentarian he made good use of his diplomatic skill during
the negotiations which resultd in the accession of the lonian 1slands to
Greece in 1864, In 1866, after resigning from the diplomatic service
and bemng elected representative of Missolonghi, his family’s home town,
he became foreign mimster 1o a government headed by his future
political opponent, Alexandros Koumoundouros and signed a treaty
with Serbia. During the 1874 constitutional crisis his famous article
“Who 1s to blame ?', criticising royal interventions in patdiamentary politics,
earned him a brief prison sentence, but his posiion was vindicated.
He was foreign rmumster agamn m the 1877 grand coalinon under
Constantine Kanaris, and in 1880, after the fall of 2 Koumoundouros
government, he became prime rumister. His defeat in 1885 by hus
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chief political opponent, the populist Theodore Deliyanms, reflected
public discontent with lus austenity programme. The see-saw of victory
and defeat between Trikoup:s and Delivanms continued during the
decade 1886-96, but with the default of 1893 the popularity of
Trikoupis waned until his abject electoral defeat in 1895. He died a
year later in a Paris hotel while Greece was hosting the first modern
Olympic Garnes.

Trikoupiss times mark a transiion berween two eras of modern
history. As steamn was replaced by electricity, so the more developed
Western economues entered a protracted recession, with a concomitant
dearth of domestic demand for capital. In their quest for customers,
many Western banks turned to the states of the developing periphery
of Europe and Trikoupis was quick to avail lnmself of the credit available
to stimulate his country’s economy. His substantial investment in the
construction of railway networks was mimed at integrating disparate
apgricultural regions into a unified expanding market. His venture
however yielded fewer econormc results than anticipated, in the short
term at least. Domestic markets were stll in their infancy and could not
be spurred by technology to reach a state of development that would
have required decades of constant growth and social change. Although
this and other public works laid down the infrastructure of a transport
systemn that proved invaluable for the economy’s future take—off, railways
were seen in Trikoupis’s ume as a premature and costly undertaking
that benefited speculators, financiers and international middlemen. Such
people became a familiar spectacle 1n Athens and the object of
wituperative attacks by Deliyannis. The latter championed a form of
splendid isolation from international financial mfluences, believing in
the virtues of an agrarian economy that aspired to self-sufficiency rather
than economic growth. Deliyannis’s major flaw was his predilection
for irredentist adventures that proved inconsistent with his utopia of
mdependence from foreign creditors and great power influence. Fis
policies 1n fact caused more foreign mtervention in Greek affairs than
Trikoup:s® own policy for growth,

At about the same time, Russia’s return to Balkan affairs after a
long period of absence following its Crimean misadventure revived
the slumbering Eastern Question. The Russo-Turkish war that ended
in 1878 with the San Stefano treaty encouraged the irredennst debate
in the Balkans. The Greek electorate was faced with the dilemma of
choosing between Trikoupis giving priority to domestic development
and Deliyannis’s agenda of territonal aggrandisement. Trikoupis had
visited Serbia, Bulgaria and Romania in 1891 in an abortive attempt
to forge a Balkan alliance, but was soon disappomted and thereafter
pursued a policy of abstaining from confrontations with Turkey. Dunng
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the Cretan uprising of 1889 he wentso far as to discourage the insurgents
and was for that reason defeated in the elechions.

The Greco-Turkish war of 1897 was largely created by the political
camnp that considered irredentist pricrittes more pressing than devefopment
and growth. Its disastrous outcome vindicated Trikoupiss moderation.
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Ballot boxes were divided into two compartments, one painted black
and the other whate; this allowed voters to vote either for (white) or
agamnst (black) any one of the candidates by casting the ball into the
appropriate compartment. (Ever since, to say that someone was
‘blackened’ m an election has meant that he lost.) Demetrios Voulgaris,
Epamemondas Deligiorgis, Alexandros Koumoundouros and Harilacs
Trikoupss domunated politics at the head of parties consisting of ther
personal followers which, with the sole exception of Trikoupis's party,
did not survive their founders’ dermmise. Neither the fead ballot-ball
nor Trikoupis’s successful struggle 1n the mid-1870s to oblige the
King to give the mandate to the party with a parliamentary majority
(dedilomeni) was enough to move political parties into a new stage.
The majority system, mstead of favourmg the growth of two
farge parties as mstruments for shaping a broad consensus outside
Parhament, turned the effort to win parliamentary seats imto vicious
battles between local bosses, who 1 turn had a firm hold over the
leaders under whose name and party they were elected. Electoral
contests were so many local battles to capture and hold parliamentary
seats. By the end of Greece's involvement 1ni the First World War ths
systern was perfected by haghly ingentous ministers for internal affarrs.
The anti-monarchical regime that emerged from the 1922 army revolt
against King Constantine passed a law 1n September 1923 whereby
the ‘narrow’ electoral districts were kept in *Old Greece', while ‘broad’
(large) districts were established in ‘New [northern] Greece’, and
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Muslims and Jews voted separately. This aimed to deprive the opposition
parties of seats which they would have won under a more equitable
system. A new law mn September 1926 marked a radical departure from
previous electoral practices by introducing proportional representation
throughout the country. Fowever, the old systems were not abandoned
but were occasionally brought back for reasons aiready explained, as
in the general election of 1928 which secured a landslide victory for
Eleftherios Venizelos, and that of 1935 which favoured his opponents.
What all major parties have so far steadfastly refused to adopt as part
of their objectives has been the incorporation of the electoral law into
the country’s constitutional charter to protect 1t from manipulation
by ruling party majorities to help channel politics in predictable
directions. The argument that flexibility in setting the rules for the
next electoral engagement can prevent political deadlocks 1s another
way of saying that a parliamentary majority is justified 1n mampulating
these rules in order to prevent the minority from unseating it.
Although society was mostly agrarian and fragmented by familial
loyalties and patronage, institutions representing urban liberal principles
were strengthened throughout the second half of the nineteenth
century. The constitution of 1864, extending universal male suffrage.
was the most advanced in Europe. Furthermore, it would be fair to
say that not all politicians submitted to the rules of the political game:
some deserved the distinction of being considered reformers.®
Given that Greek political parties were not class-based (at least not
until the appearance of the Communists) but rather groupings of
notables, they tend to fall i two categories according to their leader’s
performance. There were those who tried to emulate Western
parliamentary models, and others who placed their faith 1n national
mngenuity to solve the idiosyncratic problems of the country. Alexandros
Mavrocordatos, Trikoupss and Venizelos belongn the former category,
while Kolettis, Voulgaris and Theodoros Deliyannis in the latter. Be
that as it may, the most significant indigenous challenge to political
patronage came not from the moderniser Trikoupis but, wonically,
from the populist traditionalist Deliyannis, who believed in an insular,
agrarian Greece, self-sufficient in foodstuffs. Through his populism
Deliyannis recruited rnass support and undermined the one-to-one

5For a conase znalysis of party politues 1n the nineteenth century see Gregoros
Daphnis, ‘I politiki katastas: tis horas, 1865~1881" (The political condition of the
country, 1865-1881) in Istoria tou ellinileou ethnous (Mistory of the Hellenuc world},
vol. 13, Athens: Ekdotike Athinon, 1977, pp. 237-53, 277-08.
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clientelistic relationships that had existed before. Similarly, Andreas
Papandreou’s populism in the 1980s undermined traditional clientelistic
networks. His personal appeal to a public disfranchised by the Civil
War, as well as to the newcomers from rural Greece who lacked
connections 1 the urban centres, established a populist route of mass
recriutment that circuamvented the patron-client networks of his political
opponents.” One would be tempted to classify Constantine Karamanlis
with the modermnisers, and Andreas Papandreou with the traditionalists,
yet after the Civil War the innovative content of westernisation was
replaced by a conservative backlash. Westermsation between the 19505
and the 1970s was assocrated with the rigid official creed of the victors
in the fratricidal struggle of the 1940s. The conservatives were certainly
the unquestiomng champions of all that was Western.

Karamanlis was no doubt a conservative committed to the
economuc reconstruction of a war-ravaged Greece. In his successive
incarnations of the 1970s he took it upon himself to bring the country
mto Europe, although this required its deep and total transformation.
Andreas Papandreou, who emerged as a radical challenger of the
conservative order in the 1960s, promoted a Third World creed and
a populist discourse when he took power which addressed his public’s
emotions rather than its rational faculties.

Revolution and defeat: the Civil War, 19439

Wars are tragic events and civil wars doubly so. Because they involve
mortal combat between opposing sets of the same people, they hurt
more and their wounds take longer to heal than 1s the case with wars
against foreign peoples. The English Civil War of the seventeenth
century was fought to reaffirm parliamentary control over monarchical
rule by divine right, the American Civil War to secure the Union
against secession, and the Spamish Civil War to defend a republican
regime against the forces of the andaen régime. The Greek Civil War of
the 1940s was not fought over great social issues by different classes
or over irreconcilable political differences; indeed, the country was
allowed to slip into uncontrolled violence unieashed by right-wing
and left-wing extremists whom the leaders of the government camp
and the KKE were often unable or unwilling to rein in until too late.
The KKE fought and lost a war with ill-defined objectives; the

7On ths subject see Nicos P. Mouzelis’s *Theorencal implicanons: Clientelism
and Populism as Modes of Political Incorporation’ in his Politics of the Semi-Periphery,
London: Macmillan, 1986, pp. 73-94.

Government and people 69

government fought and won the war for which 1t possessed, in addition
to clearly defined objectives, a mandate from the great majority of the
eople.

F Writings on the Civil War have reflected the political battles of
the post-war period and the mternecine war within the Left for
supremacy m charting the right course for the KKE. The former
clash, between apologists for the *victors’ and the ‘defeated’, involves
a passionate and politically-charged debate over who was responsible
for the outbreak of Civil War. The latter clash, between opposing
sets of the "defeated’ and their apologists, mnvolves a no less passionate
and ideologically-charged debate over who was responsible for losing
the war. In this sense—and until what really happened 1s elucidated—
these wars of words over the Civil War will go on, because they serve
ends other than those of Clio.®

Events and developments connected with the Civil War can be
divided 1nto four main periods. The first ran from the autumn of

8C. M. Woodhouse’s The Struggle for Grezce, 19411549, London, 1576 (repr.
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1943, when the left-wing resistance orgamisation EAM (Ethniko
Apeleftherotiko Metopo or National Liberation Front} and its military
arm ELAS (Ellinikos Laikos Apeleftherotikos Stratos or Greek People’s
Liberation Army}, sponsored and controlled by the KKE, made a
spirited bid either to co-opt or to suppress all other organisations
active in the resistance against the Axis occupying forces. A truce
was arranged 1in January 1944 with a view to pursuing more active
resistance against the Axis with British support and guidance. The
second ran from the 1944 truce until the Varkiza accord of February
1945, which officially ended the battle for the control of Athens
between ELAS and the government forces, supported by British units
sent from Italy. The thard ran from the Varkiza accord till the resumption
of large-scale hostilities ini the autumn of 1946 between the Comumunist
rebels and government forces, and the fourth from the resumption of
fighting 1 1946 till the final suppression of the rebels in August 1949,

Earlier interpretations of the Civil War focused on the last of these
periods and regarded the preceding developments as distinct ‘rounds’
in the war. The main reason for this approach was its connection
with the Cold War, officially launched in 1946 as a relentless drive by
the US-led West to stem the tide of Soviet-sponsored expansion of
Communist regimes in Eastern Europe and the Near East. However,
it is now 1ncreasingly evident that domestic factors played a much
more mnportant part m the outbreak the Civil War’ if not also for
its outcome. Such factors were the intense struggle between the
parties for position and power; the destruction of life and property
caused by the Axus occupation and the ensuing suffering; the intense
passions and deep rifts the occupation had caused; and the question
of the future of Macedonia, which at the time was more than an
academic exercise mn semantics.

The first bout of clashes between Commurst-sponsored resistance
to the Axus forces and other organisations resisting those forces had
all the characterstics of the subsequent conflict. Three of those
organisations which ELAS attacked were EDES (Ellinikos Dimokratikos
kai Ethnikoes Syndesmos or Greek Democratic and National League);
EXKA (Ethinki kai Koinouiki Apeleutherosi or National and Social
Liberation); and PAQ (Panellinios Apeleutherotiki Organosis or Panhellenic
Liberation Organisation). EDES was a league of republican army
officers and politcians under Napoleon Zervas, an officer who had
been active m the interwar military coups. The organsation survived
the ELAS attack but limuted 1ts area of operation to Epirus, which
became an ant-ELAS stronghold with British assistance. Zervas gradually

Goverrunent and people 71

agreed to embrace the cause of the monarchy in the person of King
George II, who had the full support of the British government.
EKXKA was a small organisation of army officers and politicians under
the republican officer Demetrios Psaros, whose death at the hands
of ELAS in 1944 led to EKKA's dissolution. PAO started as an
organisation of army officers from Greek Macedonia, whose main
concern was Bulgana'’s designs i the region. A number of its bands
which took the field in the central Macedonian highlands were also
attacked by ELAS in the autumn of 1943 and dissolved. Some of'its
officers sought refuge in the Greek army units operating in the Middle
East under Allied command, others joined ELAS, and still others
supported various right-wing bands or militias in northern Greece
operating with the tacit support of the German occupying forces.

The purpose of these attacks as explained by KKE and ELAS was
to eliminate elements opposed to placing all resistance organisations
under a single command, as well as organisations and mdividuals
collaborating with the Axis occupying forces. Placing all resistance
organisations under a single command essentially meant incorporating
them into the commeon structure of ELAS, which was by far the
largest organisation 1n terms of numbers, and under the control of
Communist political commissars. Moreover, the leaders of these
organisations, particularly army officers, were unwilling to place
themselves under the command of Communist warlords. Many of
these officers had fought with distinction against the Axis invaders
and were not prepared to take orders from those who had seen little
or no action i 19401 (most Commurusts has been imprisoned before
and during the war). As for the charge of collaboration with the
occupying forces, it was a useful pretext for ELAS to get rid of all
those who refused to serve with it; collaboration was impossible to
disprove before guerrilla tribunals ranned and controlled by the KKE.
It 15 now established beyond reasonable doubt that many of the
charges of collaboration against opponents of KKE and ELAS were
fabricated by commussars and guerrilla tribunals answering to those
authorities.

Civil strife during this ininal period took the form of ELAS
attacks against EDES bands in Epirus and PAQO bands in central
Macedonia. In addition to knocking out the resistance organisations
and individuals refusing to fall into line, the ELAS drive aimed at
removing obstacles to a possible link up with Communist-controlled
resistance 1n neighbouring Yugoslavia and Albania. Similar drives by
Enver Hoxha in Albania against the nanionalist ‘Balli Kombetar’ and
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by Tito against the Serb nationalist movement of Draga Mihailovich,
though not concerted due to the lack of effective contacts between
the two Comimunist parties, and the lack of confidence in each other’s
designs, reflected the dominant Communist objective in the region:
to prepare the way for seizing power.

The British Haison officers attached to the varicus resistanice
organisations were unable to save non-left resistance groups even
where they tried to do so. Only EDES was saved after a truce arranged
by the Britsh liaison officers in January, separating its domain m Epirus
from that of ELAS to the east and south. However, this proved a
fragile arrangement; EDES was knocked out a year later when ELAS
was making its bid to seize Athens.

British policy with regard to Greek resistance to the Axis occupying
forces aimed at increasing pressure on these forces to make their
occupation as costly as possible; that at least 1s what the Middle East
general headquarters suggested British liaison officers attached to
the Greek resistance organisations were supposed to further ths end,
and make sure at the same time that the Communist-sponsored
resistance, namely ELAS, did not secure undisputed control of the
country and thus impose a regime that would be difficult to dislodge
after the war. The British Foreign Office in particular was concerned
over the fate of King George II, Britain’s man in Greece and a loyal
ally. The issue that worried the British was the KKE’s opposition to
hus return to Greece before a plebiscite on the question of the monarchy
was held. Political precedent left little doubt that the outcome of such
a plebiscite depended on the aims of those holding power at the time.
if the KKE had been aliowed to win, through ELAS, a position of
dominance in the country before liberation, the question of the regume
in Greece wotild have been decided according to Communist party
policy. The British government considered the King’s return a guarantee
that normal political life would be restored and that British interests
in Greece would be safeguarded.

The KKE was one of the principal actors 1n the events described
here, having had at its disposal a network more extensive and effective
than any other political party in occupied Greece. Persecution of
Communists during the Metaxas dictatorship and the consequent need
to operate underground proved a great asset during the occupation.
Unlike all the other political parties incapacitated by foreign occupation,
the KKE was able to operate because of its skill m establishing and
operating an extensive underground network. This enabled the KKE
to win control of the first armed bands that took to the mountains;
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these consisted of Communsts and leftists in general who had fled
the cities to avoid arrest by the occupying authorities. These first
bands grew in strength as young peasants were driven to the mountams
by the harsh Axis rule, which included brutal reprisals, and eventually
by the KKE, whose policy was to build a strong military arm. The
EAM’s patriotic slogans proved irresistible, as did the legitimacy
derived from recognition of ELAS by GHQ Middle East as a section
of the military machine fighting agamnst the Axis. Eventually ELAS
developed into a powerful mnstrument 1n the hands of the KKE
and had a twofold aim: resistance to the Axis occupying forces and
concentration of its own power 1n order to secure an unassailable
position at the liberation. However, to mamtain and develop the
effectiveness of this army, the KKE needed military and other supplies
including financial assistance, legitimacy and acceptance by a large
section of the population until it was 1n a position to impose 1ts will.
A1l three requirements were integrally connected with Britain’s needs
and objectives in the region. The British provided, or promised to
provide, military and financial assistance for specific operations against
the Axis forces; and they regulated its flow in such a way as to steer
the KKE and ELAS in the desired direction. The British were also
mstrumental in providing the required recopnition of ELAS operatons
as part of the Allied effort. Finally, they were 1n a position, through
BBC broadcasts to occupied Greece, to mfluence public opinion over
ELAS.

Thus the KKE, though increasingly powerful, was not a com-
pletely free agent, but 1ts freedom increased to the extent that its
dependence on British military and political objectives decreased.
“T'his became glaringly evident in 1944, when ELAS launched a large-
scale conscription campaign and pressed into its ranks, along with
reluctant peasants, former collaborators such as the Slav Macedonian
militias who had fought under the Italians and the Germans in northen
Greece. With their Axis sponsors evidently about to withdraw from
the country, these militias promised to serve their new masters.

By the summer of 1944 divided counsels in the KKE leadership
and the pursuit of the twofold aim mentioned earlier had created a
deceprive lull both in occupied Greece and in Cairo, where the
Greek government-in-exile had moved from London. Following a
Commumist-nspired mutny in the Greek army and navy units in
the Middle Fast under British command, the KKE and the left-
wing parties under its influence agreed to participate m a conference
of politicians purporting to represent Greece’s parties. The outcome
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of the conference of May 1944 was a ‘National Government’ resting
on a ‘National Contract’ and headed by the Venizelist politician
George Papandreou. The KKE and the smnall left~wing parties waiting
upon it agreed to enter the ‘National Government’ with reservations
and claims for munisterial portfolios which no Greek prime munister
at that time would have been prepared to satisfy. Liberals were ready
to interpret the KIKE’s ambivalence as the product of divided counsels
in the Communist leadership, while conservatives interpreted it as
signalling 1ts lack of confidence in democratic government. Indeed,
everythmg the KKE did in this period tended to justify conservative
reservattons and fears. ELAS hunted down its opponents in Greece
who refused to fall into line, while certain collaborators were tacitly
absolved of their s and allowed to join the resistance. This was the
case of the Slav Macedonian milita mentioned earlier. Past grievances
of locals agamst the authorities, quarrels with the Asia Minor and
Pontus refugees over land ownership, and surviving Bulgarophilia
had allowed Bulgarian, Italian and German officers to win over a
number of Slav Macedonians and turn them against the rest of the
Greeks. Access to foodstuffs and animal feed, as well as sheer opportunism,
sent some 15,000 Slav Macedonians of west and central Greek
Macedoma across to the other side of the barricade.?

Over one-third of those who were compromised m this way 1n
the eyes of their neighbours received arms from their Axis patrons
and formed village garrisons to prevent ELAS from obtaimung supplies
and mtelligence. These Slav Macedonian militiarnen, who came to be
known as Konutadji (men of the Komitato or Commuittee), first
appeared in the district of Kastoria in March 1943, and their Italian
and German patrons—DBulgaria’s occupation zone was limited to
Western Thrace and eastern Greek Macedonia—used them as auxdliares
to guard bridges and road checkpoints and carry firewood for their
needs. These militamen did all the things that peasants do to each
other under authorities who do not consider the well being of those
they rule their primary concern.

The autumn and winter campaign against EDES and PAQ left the
Komitadji unscathed, which raised questions about the real motives
behind the ELAS attacks against its opponents. [t soon became clear
that of the Slav Macedoman marauders operating under Axis protec-

?The subject s discussed in John S. Koliopoulos, Plundered Loyalties: Axis Ocapation
and Civil War in Greek West Macedoma, 19411949, London, 1999, pp. 57 ff.
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tion were receiving this preferential treatment because other Slav
Macedorans, perhaps as many as had gone over to the Axis, had crossed
the northern border to Yugoslavia and were now doing everything
they could to attract the *musguided’ to the ‘right’ side of the struggle.

The situation was much more complicated than ELAS and the
KKE were willing to admit at the time. The Slav Macedonians of the
region were becoming increasingly responsive to calls from Yugoslav
Macedonia to join in a struggle to establish a ‘free Macedonia’. To win
the Slavs of Yugoslav Macedonia away from Bulgarian influence and
attract them to the resistance movement against the Axis, the Yugoslav
resistance leader, a Croat by the name of Josip Broz, or Tito, offered
them the status of separate nationhood 1n a future Communist and
federal Yugoslavia. As expected, the first to heed the call for separate
Macedonian nationhood were the Slav Macedonians who had been
compromused by collaboration and, with an Allied victory over the
Axis likely, were now eager to joimn the wimnning side. The formerly
Bulgarophile Slav Macedonians went through a tumely mutation and
were transformed into fanatical Macedonians. The medium for this
was the Communust-sponsored resistance to the Axis in Greece and
Yugoslavia. However, the KKE leadership of the time pretended not
to see that ELAS was fliring with secession: Macedonian nationhood
in a federal Yugoslavia meant that eventually Greek Macedona would
fave to be ceded too—KKE leaders disavowed this, or chose to say as
litde as possible. A fundamental objective of the founders of Macedonian
nationhood in the summer of 1944 when ELAS opened its door to
the ‘misguided’ Slav Macedonians of Greece, was the ‘liberation’ of
Greek Macedonia—and Bulgarian Macedoma—and their union with
the fledgling People’s Reepublic of Macedomia.

Conscription of these Slav Macedonians was presented as a drive
to ‘disarm’ all those whom the Axis had armed against ELAS. The
only plausible explanation must be sought in their value as mercenaries
in the KKKE's drive to build as massive a revolutionary army as possible
in preparation for their seizure of power. Slav Macedonians tamnted
by collaboration and compromused 1n the eyes of other Greeks were
no doubt expected to be obedient revolutionaries. They had acquired
additional value to the KKE with their promuse to act as a link to the
Yugoslav Partisans, who were expected to assist the KKE in 1ts drive
to seize pOWEL.

Whatever the motives behind the ‘disarrmng’ of the Sjav Macedonan
Axas collaborators might have been, by the tme the Axis occupying
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forces withdrew from Greece in October 1944 there were no such
collaborators to bring to justice: all had vanished into the ranks of
ELAS or across the frontier. As will be seen later, they were tried for
collaboration with the Axis occupying forces in the last years of the
Civil War by military tribunals and in absentia, since they were now
rebels against the government of the country. The ELAS patrons of
the ‘misled’ Slav Macedonians of Greece were in for a surprise, as the
last German troops were abandoming the country: some 1,000 of
them, all now fervent Macedomans, abandoned their ELAS units and
crossed over to their Yugoslav Macedonian “metropolis’. The ELAS leaders
professed their shock and revealed the pro-Axus past of the fugitives,
but by this time, in the autimn of 1944, they had other concerns and
could not give this incident therr full attention.

The Greek government, escorted by a British military force, had
Just arrived. It carried with 1t an agreement signed in September, at
Caserta in southern ltaly, by representatives of the Greek government
and all resistance organisations, providing for a British commander
to head all armed umits 1in liberated Greece and for their eventual
disarmament and the formation of the new Greek national army.
Most people hoped that another round of civil strife would be averted,
but everything conspired against a peaceful liberation of the country.

The experience of harsh Axis rule and a Communist-sponsored
resistance as much concerned over post-liberation political developments
as over fighting the occupying forces—in conjunction with Britain’s
interests and objectives, explained earlier in this chapter—produced
an explosive situation in newly-liberated Greece. There had been two
govermments recognised outside the country: the émigré government,
headed by the King and recognised by the Allies, and that in Greece
which recerved 1ts mandate from the Axis occupiers. There was also
a ‘shadow’ government, its authority exercised by the EAM and 1ts
network of appointed committees, which claimed to rule in the name
of the Greek people. At the liberation ELAS moved out of its highland
strongholds and tock control of the entire country, except for Athens,
which became the seat of the émipré Greek government—without
the King, but with a Brish military contingent at 1ts disposal. Those
who had been associated in one way or another with the Axis occupying
forces and their hirelinps were exther arrested and imprisoned or showed
their faces 1n public as little as possible in the hope that their activities
during the occupation would be forgotten. The dramatic events
that followed made their case an issue of no~one’ primary concern.

There were now two loosely defined camps, a left-wing one headed
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by the KKE and represented by the EAM, and a pro-government
one. The latter drew on the forces that had opposed EAM rule and
suffered for this opposition, as well as on the forces that had arrived in
Athens from the battlefields of Italy and the Middie East. Conservatives
in general identified with the government camp, while liberals, even
when not sympathetic to the EAM, were ready to see it as a promusing
political force and willing to allow it an increased role 1n government.
The EAM had been projected during the Axas occupation as a staunch
and uncompromised defender of freedom and democracy, a broad
political front that had sprung from the people to wage a relentless
struggle against tyranny, whether foreign or indigenous. This was at
least how many people living in atzes and unused to EAM rule viewed
this organisation. Although the government had fought for the same
objectives, 1t was burdened wath a king who was inextricably associated
with the arbitrary rule of the Metaxas dictatorship he had helped to
create. The government was also thoroughly discredited by the EAM
for having abandoned the country to the foreign invaders and sought
refuge in distant lands. In the immediate aftermath of the liberation,
centre or moderate public opinion in Greece was not unsympathetic
to the EAM, and also not entirely sympathetic to the government.

The extension of EAM rule over most of the country from October
1944 until some time after the suppression of the December rebellion
mn Athens, but above all the rebellion itself, drastically changed political
sympathies and affiliations. Moderate opinion was swept away, and
there was no longer a centre to count upon as a viable political force;
old and new liberals went over to the government camp. The contest
after December 1944 was not between Raght and Left, as 1s sometimes
suggested; 1t was a desperate and senseless fight by the Communist
Left against all other political forces.

The Communist uprising in Athens in December 1944 was neither
desperate nor senseless; nor did it result from the deadly shots fired
at the EAM-sponsored demonstration at Syntagma Square on
December. Gregoris Farakos, at one time secretary-general of the
KKE who was expelled from the party in the late 1980s, refuted the
widely-held view that the 3 December uprising was tniggered by these
particular killings. Farakos presented credible evidence that the party’s
decision to rise predated the incident.'?

OGregons Farakos, Ares Velowhiotes, to Hameno Archeio. Agnosta Keimena {Areas
Velouhiotes, the lost archive: unknown documents), Athens: Ellinika Grammata, 1997).
See also Dekemvris tou 1944 (December 1944), Athens: Filistor, 1996, pp. 79-95.
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The KKE leadership, not as divided as was once believed, pushed
ELAS on to a risky but calculated venture. It possessed overwhelming
superiority over its opponents, but did not make proper use of the
forces at 1ts disposal. ELAS did not lack erther able commanders or
seasoned troops, but 1t had not developed systematic plans for serzing
and holding the capital, and appeared not to know what to do with
power. Even while fighting raged in Athens, battle-hardened units
of the north were sent to suppress EDES in Epirus. This was used in
support of the argument that the Athens rising was no more than a
show of muscle to force the government to accept EAM as an equal
partner.

Supported by the KKE leadership. ELAS entered the battle for
Athens with the intention of overthrowing the government. It did
not expect the resistance put up by the British to keep Athens in
government hands. British troops were hurriedly dispatched to fight
for Athens, not from secondary fronts but from Italy, where they
were engaged 1n a serious carnpaign agamnst the Germans. Moreover.
KKE leaders could not possibly have known of the Moscow agreement
the previous October between Churchill and Stalin, which accorded
Britam a predominant position in Greece in exchange for a stmilar
Soviet position in the other Balkan and East European countries.
Nor could they possibly have been expected to change course on
the basis of the meagre advice that reached them from Stalin and
other Conunurust leaders. This advice, even when it was forthcomung,
was cryptc and not sufficiently discouraging. Finally, all Communist-
sponsored resistance movements in the region were doing what ELAS
was trying to do: seize power. The assault that ELAS launched in
December 1944 with the object of seizing power was not extraordinary,
but the stiff Bratish resistance to 1t was extraordinary and unexpected.

The KKE was not provoked into an all-or-nothing war for con-
trol of Athens. In 1944 1t did not have its back to the wall: 1t had
reached the height of its trajectory and its influence, and the seizure
of power was fiot 1ts only option. By opting for a violent seizure of
power, because 1t lacked confidence in democracy, 1t followed the
course of the other Communist parties of Eastern and South-Eastern
Europe, and not that of the Communust parties of France and Italy. In

this sense the December 1944 rebellion was the last and most violent
stage of the drive by the KIE in the autumn of 1943 to knock out its
political opponents.

The KXE was not dragged down the slippery slope of violent

actions by its resistance heroes, as it was to be in 19456, Its organs
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were in full control of both the EAM and ELAS and of the party
membership. The Politburo exercised undisputed control over policy
and strategy as they were articulated in the Central Committee
meetings. Social revolution was the ultimate objective, and the
Communist-sponsored and ~controlled resistance movement was the
means of attaimng that end. The KKE had built its forrmdable machune,
ELAS, precisely to that end, and not simply to stage a show of force
to scare its political enemies into a partnership for democracy. The
party was united, deservedly proud of its achievements during the
Axas occupation, and scornful of its political enemues. Greek Commurists
felt morally and politically superior to their opponents. This was not
an unwarranted attitude, but it proved calamitous for both the party
and the country.

The KKE plunged with all its strength into open rebellion in
December 1944, and was defeated because 1t had no well-formed
plan for usurping power. However, no other Communist party of the
region had such a blueprint either. Internal and external factors, as
well as management of military power, decided the contest both in
Greece and in neighbourmg countries with similar resistance movements.

The forces the British and the Greek government threw into the
fight proved superior to ELAS: they were better led and supplied,
but they also had a better plan of action and a clear objective. ELAS,
though superior to its opponents in overall numbers, was dispersed
throughout mainland Greece and lacked the means required for their
quick concentration n the capital. Finally, ELAS troops, even seasoned
ones, had been trained for guerrilla terrorist attacks on Axis-armed
villages, brief clashes with the occupying forces and sabotage, not
for regular warfare. An early victory in March 1943, when several
bands of armed peasants ambushed and overwhelmed an Italian
battalion at Siatista, West Macedonia, was a rare occurrence. More
than a vear later, in July 1944, an entire ELAS division (the once
proud 9 Division) m the same region, did not stand to give battle
against German units that swept across north-western Greece like
wildfire, and dissolved in the space ofless than ten days. The re-assembled
regunents of thus division were subsequently engaged 1n local operatons,
such as the assault on EDES m Epwrus and the senseless attack in
November 1944 on the Axis-armed Pontian refugees of Kozani, West
Macedonia, in which several hundred of the Pontians were killed.

ELAS was good for overwhelming such opponents but not for
standing against regular troops who had seen serious military action.
The guerrilla army did not lack good commanders. Several hundred
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regular officers, mostly cashiered Vemzelists whom the Metaxas
dictatorship had demied the honour of fighting in the 1940-1 war
agaimst the Italians and the Germans, were given commands in the
ELAS umits. However, they squandered their skills and expertise in
endless punitive attacks agamst the KKE’ political opponents, following
decisions taken by ELAS’s political commissars. Such were the attacks
on the Kozani Pontlans, on the German-armed ‘Security Battalions’
in the Peloponnese in June 1944, and on local armed men throughout
northern Greece.

The Varkiza accord of February 1945, in addition to officially
terrmunating hostilities, provided for the dissolution and disarming
of ELAS. The rebels surrendered arms, but only 1n part, and they did
not all go home to assist 1n rebuilding the ruined country. It seems
that most of the weapons, certainly the automatic and more sophis-
ticated ones, were hidden away for future use. Not long after the
Varkiza accord several thousand former ELAS guerrillas were sent
across the border to special camps 1n Bulgaria, Yugoslavia and Alba-
nia. Eventually, more than 5,000 of the former resistance fighters and
recent rebels concentrated in the special camp of Bulkes, Voivodina.
This town, which had been abandoned by its long-term German
inhabitants who followed in the wake of the retreating German troops,
was placed by the Yugoslav Communists at the disposal of the KKE
for quartering and traimning a rebel reserve for future use.

Caches of hdden ELAS arms began to be discovered by the Greek
authorities, in most cases aided by those who had been instrumental
in hiding them. Soon, also, news of the rebel camps outside Greece
started reaching the authorities and the public. The right-wing press
used both 1ssues to warn of an immiment resumption of attacks from
the ELAS bands, which had not laid down their arms and had taken
to the mountains once agamn. One such band of ELAS diehards was
headed by Aris Velouchiotis, captain of the three-man leadership of
ELAS and one of those who had persuaded a reluctant KKE
leadership in 1942 to support the development of armed resistance
int the Greek highlands. Aris and his men were hunted down in June
1945 by the local ‘National Guard’ 1n central Greece, having been
disowned and condemned by the KKE leadership for refusing to
abide by the Varkiza accord and surrender their arms.

It was not easy then, nor is it now, to explain KKXE policy in the
aftermath of Varkiza. The interim Communist Secretary-General,
George Siantos, was eased out of his post in May by Nikos Zachariadis,
the youthfu! leader who had returned as a hero from Dachau, where
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he had been kept throughout the war. KKE pronouncements were
mixed: there were frequent warnings that uniess the authorities reined
in right-wing bands terrorising EAM supporters and left-wing
sympathisers in general, ELAS would be brought back to life. There
were also frequent assurances that the KKE was sincerely working for
the restoration of normal political life. The recourse to violence was
also condemned, but ‘self-defence’ was allowed; right-wing terrorisimn
m the countryside was condemned, while left-wing bands operating
i the mountams were simply referred to as “armed bands’.

There is little doubt now that KKE leaders wished to avoid a
new round of civil strife before the party was ready for it. The KKE
and ELAS had suffered a humilianng defeat and, even more important,
the party had forfeited all sympathy beyond its members and was
politically 1solated. Moreover, ELAS had fought alone without any
assistanice from the Comrrunist resistance movements beyond Greece’s
northern border. Moderate counsels prevailed over those who, like
Aris Velouchiots, pushed the party in the direction of meeting right-
wing violence with left-wing violence.

Moderate counsels also prevailed in the government camp, despite
strong pressure from right-wing elements for total war against the
Communists. Charges against left-wing crirminals who had comrurnted
atrocities during the December fighting, such as the abduction and
execution of various Athenians, were not as extensive as right-wing
public opinion expected. On the other hand, those who had held
high office under the Axis occupying forces, as well as black marketeers,
faced stiff charges mn the special tribunal established to try crimes of
that kind, and stiff sentences were handed out.

It is now becoming mncreasingly clear that the leaderships of both
camps, the government no less than the KKE leadership, actually
wished to end the confrontation begun by ELAS in 1943. Both, perhaps
for different reasons, needed peace. Admittedly the government had
prevailed over the rebels, but 1t had only done so with heavy British
support. Normal political life was difficult enough to restore, and the
KKE could not be persuaded that the government was really working
for such a restoration while a strong foreign military contingent
operated in the country. Moreover the Gendarmerie, the INational
Guard and two army units {one division and one company) were
either unreliable or inadequate.

The Gendarmerie had been newly restructured, and 1t had not
really been purged of elements compromised by collaboration with
the Axis occupying forces; could not be counted upon to fight agamst
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organused military units. Even more unreliable was the Natonal Guard,
which had been formed during the December fighting by enlisting
any able-bodied man who hated the Communists. The INatonal Guard
at first, and the Gendarmerie later, tolerated the arming of night-
wing men and their unauthorised use as auxiliaries even if they did
not openly encourage 1t. The number of those comung out as staunch
supporters of the government increased dramatically after the sup-
pression of the December rebellion. The times favoured night-wing
opportunists.

Violence in the countryside increased soon after the Varkiza accord
because it had been left unchecked. Repression or persecution of
Commurnuists and other left-wing sympathisers by the authorities of
the Metaxas dictatorship and the succeeding occupation regime, and
of right-wing sympathusers by the EAM and ELAS m the areas under
their control during the occupation, did not favour reconciliation.
Too many had been iyjured m some way and thought the time
opportune to seck satisfaction for their grievances. Old and new feuds
raged, fanning passions and violence, which conditions in the
countryside also favoured. Destroyed bridges and roads seriously
lindered the movement of vehicles, thus further reducing the land’s
low yield. The fact that animals had been killed or taken away from
their rightful owners made matters worse. Beasts of burden and draught
arumals had been commandeered by the Axis occupying forces or by
the resistance bands, and many of them had died. After the liberation
arumal theft soared, further undermining husbandry; so did the
slaughtering of ammals in winter for lack of feed or to save their
starving owners.

The chronic undernourishiment of the upland peasantry appeared
to worsen after liberation instead of improving. Food was scarcer and
more expensive i villages than in towns. The shupments of food and
clothing distributed by ML (Military Liaison), UNRRA (United
Nations Relief and Rehabilitaton Agency) and the International
R ed Cross, could meet only a fraction of the requirements of all who,
even by the low living standards of Greece at that tune, were considered
in need (i.e. the vast majority of the population). Distribution by local
communittees of such food, as well as of equally scarce and costly clothing,
was bound to produce recrimmations and charges of misappropriation.
What mattered was not whether the charges were well founded or
not, but their volume and frequency. Competition for scarce food and
clothing and abuses mn therr distribution further aroused passions and
led to violence.
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News of the appearance of armed men outside the villages increased
insecurity in the countryside and calls to arm against them. These
were the uncomprormusing or insecure former ELAS guerrillas—the
‘persecuted’ ELAS fighters, according to official KKE and EAM
pronouncements—who on the one hand provided the authorities
with the arguments they needed to build the repressive machinery
against the Left and, on the other, took the KKE and EAM leadership
hostage on the slippery road to civil war. The number of these ‘persecuted’
former ELAS guerrillas must have been small at first, because after
Varkiza most of them had crossed the northern border for sanctuary
in the camps already mentioned. The authorities on the Greek side
of the border appeared satisfied with the exodus of Communists
and Slav Macedomans of all political hues, expecting that their departure
would facilitate the establishment of law and order by denying their
right-wing opponents the opportumty to settle old accounts.

The Greek authorities could not possibly have known that this
departure of ‘undesirable’ men across the border was part of an operation
planned and executed by the KKE leadership to build up a reserve
for a future conflict at a safe distance. Nor could they have imagined
that these very men would return a year later as dangerous avengers.
In 1945 it appeared as if former ELAS commanders and their men
were fleeing persecution by their opponents—or justice—across the
frontier or in the hills.

The long tradition of banditry and the employment of self-styled
defenders of law and order to suppress those on the wrong side of the
law was given new life by the inability of the authorties to have loyal
and effective regular armed forces at their disposal. Had such forces
been available, they would have been able to get rid of the self-styled
‘vigilantes' and of the equally self-styled ‘people’s fighters’ and folk
tieroes. This tradition of lawlessness was sustained equally by the
reluctance of the KKE leadership to rein in all these rogue fighters
and prevent them from providing the right-wing condottieri with all
the justification they needed to pursue their activities and make their
services indispensable to the authorities. This reluctance of the KKE
leadership to prevent the ELAS resistance heroes from creating the
impresston that the ‘people’s struggle’ was not dead is difficult to explain,
especially i view of the need to rebuild the shattered party. This
notion of a ‘continuing struggle’ was. of course, useful to the KKE as
iong as those who kept 1t alive could be effectively controlled and
were not allowed to become more popular than the fragile truce
allowed: 1t had its uses as a counterweight agamnst right-wing terror
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and as a bargmiming c¢hip n the KKE’s effort to persuade the government
to treat the Left more seriously that it was doing. Moreover, news of
the activities of left-wing bands 1 operation and of the punishment
of right-wing terrorists was no doubt expected to shore up declining
morale among the KKE and EAM grassroots and sympathisers.

The KKE appeared not to have renounced the aim of seizing power
by force; at least this was the impression of those in the government
camp who were convinced that the KKE’s pledges that the party
was prepared to co-operate with its opponents in the establishinent
oflaw and order should not the trusted. The caches of ELAS weapons,
which included mountain artillery and mortars and which were
being discovered with disturbing frequency, could not really be
explained away as being intended for use by the ‘persecuted’ ELAS
fighters in self-defence agamnst nght-wing armed bands. Similarly,
the policy of pacification was not really served by news about the
growing nnumbers of ‘persecuted’ former ELAS fighters operating in
the highlands of Greece or concentrating in the Bulkes camp In
Yugoslavia. Even if the ELAS weapons had remained hidden and the
Bulkes camp had been set up solely to protect msecure and persecuted
ELAS fighters, it 1s hard to believe that the KX leaders were oblivious
to the danger of being diverted from their mutial moderate positions
by all these revolutionaries, who were being sent to Bulkes or allowed
to take to the mountains.

In 1945 1t appeared that events in the countryside were no longer
dependent on political developments in the capital, where the
government issued laws which did not bring peace because people
in the countryside ignored them with npumty. The government of
George Papandreou was replaced by that of Nikolaos Plastiras, which
n its turn gave way to that of Petros Voulgaris, and this was followed
by the government of Themustocles Sophoulis. These short-lived
governments resorted to widespread arrests and deportations of
armed left~wingers and of all those suspected of giving them shelter.
The authorities made use of a law of 1971, a powerful mstrument
against brigands and their collaborators. The number of those who
could be charged with assisting or simply sympathising with armed
left-wingers was staggermg. As a result, the number of imprisoned
or detained left-wing sympathisers increased dramatically The country’s
courts of law were simply swamped by a deluge of suits brought
against thousands of individuals. Crirminal courts were seriously
understaffed, following the government’s drive to purge the justice
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systern and dismiss members of the judiciary who had compromused
themselves during the period of Axis or EAM rule. On the other
hand, summonng thousands of witnesses from inaccessible villages
caused delays and prolonged indefinitely the detention of those against
whom swts had been brought.

In 1945 the government in Athens, which was in a position of
power vis-a-vis the defeated Left, had two choices: to destroy both right-
wing and left-wing bands and effectively seal the northern frontier
with the Communist countries, or to take no such action and allow
the already bleeding countryside to drag the country mnto a fully-scale
civil war. It later became clear that, short of effectively suppressing
all who defied law and order and sealing the northern frontier, and
short of disregarding KKE tears for the ‘persecuted’ fighters, civil
war would have been unavoidable, as it finally was when mounnng
violence in the countryside reached the point at which 1t could no
longer be controlied using routine methods.

It appears that Greece slipped into civil war because the national
government, no less than the KKE leaders, was not so much unwilling
as powerless to keep 1ts own extremnists in check. The mraditional KKE
position that Greece was thrown into civil war by the governments
of Britain and the United States and their puppets in Greece with a
view to destroying the Left as a political force rests primarily on Cold
War rhetoric, and 1s impossible either to prove or to disprove. The
equally traditional position of the Right that those responsible for the
civil war were the Soviet Union and the Balkan Commurust countries,
as well as the Greek Communusts, although more credible, essentially
rests on a simmilar basis. It has by now become clear that the role which
the Soviet Union and the Commumst countries bordering on Greece
played in the Greek Civil War was decisive. However, the *Communist
conspiracy’ theory leaves out the scarcely concealed differences and
antagonmisms between Stalin and Tito, between Tito and Dimutrov,
between the Slav Macedoman Commurusts and the other Communists
in Greece, and among the Slav Macedoman Communists themselves.
Neither the Greek nor the Yugoslav Communists were ordered or
even advised by Stalin to become involved in the Civil War because
neither Tito nor Stalin ever imposed that war on Greece. Although
both supported the Greek Communist rebels, they did this less out
of solidarity towards their Greek comrades, than because they wanted
to keep Greece’s Western allies busy and allow the Soviet Umion to
consolidate its posttion in Eastern Europe. It is true that Tito never
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mussed an opportunity to attack the Greek government for 1ts alleged
persecution of the Slav Macedonians, but this was done primarily to
satisfy public opinion in the ‘People’s Republic of Macedonia'. For
Greece the main problem with these Yugoslav attacks was that both
the KKE and the Greek government appeared to give them more
attention than they warranted, and to attribute to them intentions
and motives which did not correspond to the reality. !

One aspect of Yugoslavia’s role in the outbreak of renewed civil
war w1 Greece which has curiously been overlooked in both con-
temporary and subsequent studies of the war’s causes was the role of
the uncompromsed and persecuted heroes of the Greek resistance.
Yugoslav Partisan leaders, though dismussive of the Greek Commu-~
nists as a revolutionary force and resenting their ‘nationalist’ bias on
the question of Greece's Slav Macedomians as well as their apparent
willingness to work for the establishment of a stable political situation.
viewed with sympathy resistance leaders and subsequent rebels such
as Markos Vapheiadis and considered them the only hope fora Com-
munist take-over in Greece. The predomunantly anti-Zachariadist
post-Civil War trend 1n Greek and foreign left-wing writing, and 1ts
emphasis on the heroic and tragic aspects of the Communist guerrilla
fightung in the Civil War, left no room for dispassionate analysis of
the role of these heroes in the events that led to open confrontation.
Zachariadiss opportunism in the last stages of the war has diverted
attention from the dangerous opportunism of Aris, Markos and the
other resistance heroes and subsequent ‘uncompromised’ fighters of
the ‘people’s’ struggle in Greece. Thus treatment has generally over-
looked or underestimated the undeclared war of armed bands in
1946, which resulted i acts of vengeance against former ELAS fight-
ers or EAM sympathisers which the government authorities could
not prevent, and from similar acts of vengeance against right-wing
armed men or sympathisers, which the KKE leadership was equally
unable or unwilling to control.? However, the government failed
the country 1n not being able to rase an effective and reliabie regu-
lar armed force and equally effective and reliable security forces to

WWoodhouse, The Struggle for Greece, pp. 181 ff.

2For some well-deserved and directed blows aganst ‘revisionist’ lefi-wing
wrnang see Ole Smuth, "The Greek Commurnusts, 1941-1949", review artcle in
Epsilon, 2(1988), pp. 77~101. See also Woodhouse, The Struggie for Greece, pp. 183,
188~9 and Richeer, British Intervention in Greece, pp. 261, 276-7, 486-91, 513.
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suppress armed bands 1n the countryside when this would still have
been possible.

In the situation brought about by Axis and EAM rule as well as
by the December 1944 uprising, acts of violence committed by armed
men on both sides were unavoidable; so too was some form of warfare
between armed bands. However, the development of this kand of
warfare into a full-blown civil war was not unavoidable; nor was the
full-scale Communmnist rebellion aimed at serzing power in the part
of the country bordering on Yugoslavia and Albania.

Another aspect of the cvil conflict, underestimated in left-wing
revisionist studies, was the role of the Greek Slav Macedoruan autono-
mists in both the outbreak and general direction of that war. The KKE
and EAM journals referred to them as "persecuted Slav Macedonian
ELAS fighters’, while Greek Slav Macedonians called themselves
‘Makedontsi'. the name used at the time in the People’s Republic of
Macedoma to identify those belonging to the new nation. As already
seen, they had served, in quick succession and even sumultaneously,
more than one master and cause until the tume when Tito gave them
a new identity and a new cause to fight for. These Makedontsi began
mtruding in the spring of 1945 into the Greek frontier highlands
small bands to avenge past or current wrongs. I'heir numbers in-
creased as more and more Slav Macedonians were prosecuted in
Greece, nominally for collaboration with the Axis occupying forces
but in essence for having eventually opted for the KKE or the People’s
R.epublic of Macedonia. Of some 8,000 Slav Macedonians estimated
to have crossed between 1944 and 1945 into the Republic, the
Makedontsi raiders perhaps did not exceed 1,000. Later, in 1947,
the Yugoslav government maintained that as many as 24,000 Slav
Macedonians from Greece had sought refuge in Yugoslavia in the
post-Varkiza period, but this number almost certainly included Slav
Macedonians who had fled before the December 1944 rebellion.

Of these initial Makedontsi raiders, whom the KKE party journals
represented as being ‘persecuted ELAS fighters', perhaps not more
than one-third had really served with ELAS. They had generally led
a precarious existence 1n refugee camps which the government of the
Peoples Republic of Macedonia had set up for the purpose. Their
leaders, men like Paschalis Mitropouilos, Michael Keramitzis and Naum
Peios, were doing odd jobs for the government of the Republic, and
most of themn were members of the KKE and, at the same time, of the
R.epublic’s ruling Communist Party. These refugee raiders projected
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Macedonianism among Greece’s Slav Macedonians and heralded
the immunent ‘liberation’ of ‘ Egejska Makedonia’ (Macedonia of the
Aegean), i.e. Greek Macedonia. It soon became clear that avenging
past or current wrongs was not their primary objective; what these
Makedontsi really did was promote the People’s Republic of Macedoma
as the only hope for Greece’s Slav Macedomans. The motive behind
these raids was to make the Republic attractive to them and, strange
as it may seem, to facilitate their crossing over into it. Right-wing
reprisals for such raids achieved exactly that end by driving an in-
creasing number of otherwise peaceful and reluctant peasants across
the frontier.

There is no official evidence from the Republic’s government to
suggest that attracting as many as possible of Greece’s Slav Macedomans
over to the Republic was indeed official policy. Their presence there
as refugees was no doubt a powerful propaganda asset for the Com-
munist regime in the campaign to win support for its national amn
to ‘liberate’ Greek Macedonia. However, one would think that their
value as ‘persecuted brethren’ was not negligible. Moreover, although
the departure of Greece’s Slav Macedonians was a short-term pro-
paganda asset 1in the Republic’s war of words with Greece, it was
self-defeating 1n the long run because it amounted to an irredentist
claim on a Greek Macedonia depleted of its Makedontsi. Those who
undoubtedly wished to attract them over to the Republic to serve
their own political ends were their leaders, who needed a political
clientele of their own.

Whatever were the motives and objectives of those who were
behind the Makedontsi raids in northern Greece, the impact of these
raids on the situation in the country was calamitous. In addition to
being blamed by the government for fomenting band warfare, the
KI{E was charged with conspiring with a foreign power to cede Greek
territory. As mentioned elsewhere, the KKE had distanced itself in
1935, with Comuntern encouragement, from the interwar policy
for the establishment of a ‘united and mdependent Macedoma’, and
had adopted instead a policy which favoured the “equal treatment of
minorities’. This was still the official policy of the KKE. The projection
of Macedonianisin from across the frontier, however, put the party
in an unenviable position. Reiteration of this policy did not silence
criticism, because it satisfied no one. The Makedontsi of Greece had
been, or continued to be, members of the KICE and, like the resistance
heroes, they held the party hostage. The KKE resented Makedontsi
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propaganda in Greek Macedomia, but was never able to put an end to
it, partly because Makedontsi propagandists had the full backing of
the R.epublic’s ruling Communist regime, and also because Makedontst
rebel numbers increased as band warfare intensified in the northern
Greek provinces.

In the autumn of 1946 the KKE leadership made an effort to
control Makedontsi activities in Greek Macedonia and succeeded 1n
persuading their leaders to place these activities in the Slav-speaking
villages of Mt Bernon (Vitsi) under a unified rebel command. The
KKE leaders used on this occasion the services of one of its ablest
comumanders in the region, George Giannoulis, whom they were to
execute two years later for losing an important battle on Mt Grammos.
The agreement provided for unhindered co-operation and joint
operations of the bands on the two adjacent border mountains, but
it remained a dead letter until the rebel army moved its headguarters
into the Makedontsi preserve, in the autumn of 1948, and placed their
activities under its command. But by then the KKE leaders depended
on their hosts for practically all their needs, particularly the need for
reserves. In early 1949 the Makedontsi made up more than half of the
rebel army, a fact which explains their final exodus following the
defeat of the rebel army in August the same year.

In the mean time the rebels had established in 1946 the Democratic
Army of Greece or DAG (Demokratikos Stratos Elladas) to wage a total
war agamnst the government. It was their second blunder-after a
political one, when the KKE decided to boycott the general elecnons
held on 31 March the same year. This gave all the arguments they
needed to those who presented the KKE as an absolutely unreliable
political force bent on revolution. The reasons given by the KKE for
abstamning, such as intimndation of left-wing sympathusers and the
fact that the electoral rolls had not been revised to reflect the changes
since the elections of 1936, were not unfounded; however, these
irregularities, it was suggested, constituted one more reason for the
KKE and the EAM to take part in the elections and secure as strong
a position 1n Parliament as possible.

In the sunumer of 1946 former ELAS commanders who had sought
refuge across the border began entering Greece and formmng large
bands. Throughout the mainland, but primarily in the northern
districts, these returning avengers unleashed an impressive hunt for
right-wing sympathisers, mostly government appointees in the village
councils, as well as gendarmes. One such avenger was Giannoulis,
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mentoned earlier, who roamed the Grammos mountain range leaving
a bloody trail behind him.13

Thus impressive show of force thinly disguised the main rebel objective
in the Greek north: to win and hold territory. The raids, ostensibly
undertaken to punish right-wing terrorists and other ‘monarcho-
fascists’, were essentally directed against gendarmerie posts and other
government representatives m the countryside, such as village councillors.
Rught-wing terrorists and predators had cautiously withdrawn to
the safety of the towns as soon as rebels began raiding villages. At
the same time, guerrilla demolition squads blew up viaducts on
mountain passes, thus attempung to seal off the north from the rest
of the country. A series of attacks against villages like Deskati on Mt
Chassia in September 1946 left behind hundreds of dead and wounded.
This operation was undertaken to press-gang into the rebel army
some 200 ‘volunteers’ from Deskati and the neighbouring villages,
but 1t was becormng ever more evident that the rebels were building
an army, not to punish right-wing predators but to win and hold
territory adjacent to the countries where ‘people’s rule’ had already
been established.!*

Thus was the ‘free territory’ in wiuch the guerrilla chiefs established
their headquarters, where they also kept the necessary ‘guerrilla courts’
for dressing up the execution of ‘monarchofascist traitors’ with some
kind of judicial legitimacy. Each guerrilla~held village had 1ts own
garrison and ‘democratic’ council appointed by the chiefs themnselves.
They also collected taxes, confiscated articles they needed, requisitioned
amimals and food, and forced peasants to perform various duties.
Mobile presses produced the printed material required for the needs
of the guerrillas: orders, certificates, identity cards and propaganda
feaflets.

It was evident that the former ELAS persecuted fighters and
returming avengers were in the process of replacing the authority of
the government with their own authority in the name of the KKE
and ‘people’s rule’. Towards the end of 1946 the KKE party organs
started a well-orchestrated campaign of reporting clashes between
‘armed men’ and ‘monarchofascist forces’ in Thessaly, mamland Greece
and the Peloponnese, but refrained from reporting developments in
the northwest. After December 1946, when 1t was announced that

138ee tus diary 1n Achilleas Papaioannou, Giergis Giannoulis (in Greek), Athens,
1990, Papaocannou was one of Giannouliss Lieutenants.
H“Koliopoulos, Plundered Loyalties, pp. 244 f.

Government and people o1

the United Nations had decided to send a special commussion to exarne
charges by the Greek government that the guerrillas were being assisted
by the country’s northern neighbours, reports on guerrilla acavity in
the northwest vanished totally from the KIKE party newspapers.

In the mean time the March 1946 elections had produced the
first parliamentary government in Greece after ten years of arbitrary
rule, both indigenous and foreign, but had not solved the country’s
serious political problem. Following the elections, however, the rebel
actwity described above amounted to a revolution aganst the legitimate
government of the country—which the KKE leaders denied, to no
great avail. By the autumn of 1946 the KKE-sponsored armed bands
of former ELAS fighters and subsequent conscripts, organised mto
umts and under the unified command of the Democratic Army of
Greece, had irrevocably crossed the line from haphazard violent actions
against right-wing bands to organised military operations to wrest
territory and establish their own authority.

The composition of the Democratic Army of Greece and the
motives of those who joined it were the subjects of a lively debate
between the government and the KKE. Were the guerrillas ‘volunteer
fighters for people’s rule’, as the KKE maintained, or young peasants
pressed into the rebel army by its political comnumussars, as the government
seemed to believe? Evidence from both sides leaves no room for doubt
that the majority of the DAG’ guerrillas were conscripts, not volunteers,
from the areas where the guerrillas had entrenched themselves, which
were primarily in northern Greece. This was a measure dictated by
the need of the DAG to avoid defeat, because of the long duration of
the war, the rebel army’s failure to gam permanent control of any
extenstve tract of country, including major towns, and the government's
slow but relentless drive from the south which restricted the rebel
army’s ‘free territory’ to a belt along the north-western frontier. Another
decisive factor which differentiated the DAG from its predecessor,
ELAS, was patriotism. Volunteer service with ELAS had been
inspired by a higher motive than such service with DAG. In the
period of Axis occupation there was never any question as to which
cause was the righteous one. Following liberation and the December
1944 rebellion, the KKE made a desperate effort to present the
government as being kept in place not by the people but by foreign
powers, and to portray the DAG as the direct offspring of ELAS.
However, the issues of right and wrong and one’s patriotic duty to
fight for the fatherland were no longer as clear as they had been
during the occupation. Although most of the rebels were press-ganged
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mto the DAG by political comrmissars, they fought with no less devotion
to the cause their leaders had imposed on them than the men of the
MNational Army. Indeed, in the inital stages of the conflict and before
1t becamne apparent that the KKE and its army were heading for massive
defeat, the armed forces at the government’s disposal were no match
for the rebels, who indisputably had the edge over ther. This was also
the case before it became obvious to all but the KKE’s most fanatical
or naive adherents that the left-wing guerrillas were no longer
‘persecuted’ former ELAS fighters or EAM sympathisers, but a
revolutionary army auming to establish ‘people’s rule’, as in Greece’s
northern neighbours and with their politcal and military support.

Another aspect of the rebel army was the very small proportion
of Commurnuists in its rank and file, even at the high point of its
development and apparent power. This, 1t was suggested, was proof
of its “democranc character’.!®> The DAG was as ‘democratic’ as any
army, whether revolutionary or regular, Communist or liberal, as
rm;ch in 1ts ‘bandit’ phase-—i.e. till early 1948, when former ELAS
fighters with heroic and ostentatious war names appeared to be its
domuinant element—as in its second and final phase, when it was
controlled by high-ranking KKE cadres. This undisputed control
left little room for democratic decisions on who were to be admutted
or allowed to leave its ranks. Peasants joined the DAG because they
could not avoid doing so; they were likely to be recruited into the
rebel army up till 1948 and into the National Army thereafter, because
the rebels in the first period and the government authorities in the
second were mn a position of power and thus 1n control of peasant
destinies.

The atternpt to distinguish volunteer service with the DAG from
forced recrutment rests on the implicit but equally mistaken assumption
that a guesrrilla was free to leave that army when he realised that 1ts
leadership’s practices were contrary to his expectations. Returning to
cwvil life was not allowed for two reasons: first because 1t deprived the
rebel army of indispensable manpower, and secondly because the rebel
army'’s loss wouid be the government’ gain, since guerrilla deserters
were normally conscripted mto the national army. Returning to civil
Life was also impossible because many guerriilas were essentially seeking
refuge in the rebel army to avoid bemg held to account on real or
fabricated charges or, more likely, to avoid victimsation by right-
Wwing terrorists.

YWoodhouse, The Struggle for Greece, p. 233.
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Thus volunteer service with the IDAG was the exception rather
than the rule. Needless to say, it was more common with the DAG than
with the National Army—which, again, does not mean that service
with the rebels was more appealing than with the government forces.
It simply meant that many young peasants were persecuted after 1945
by the government authorities and sought refuge with the rebels.
Hatred and fear, more than the conscious espousal of one cause or
the other, were the determining factors whenever a peasant decided
to go over to the rebels or let himself be drafted into the government
army. When they joined the rebels, as in the early period, 1t was mainly
out of hatred or fear of the government; and when they opted for
service with the National Army rather than wath the rebels, as in the
second period, it was because they hated or feared the rebels more
than the government. An additional motive, normally ignored, was
peasant shrewdness. The embarrassingly large number of deserters
from the National Army to the DAG in 1945-6, and the equally large
number who deserted from the guerrillas to the government forces
after 1947, were not the result of a change in the political sympathies
of the peasants but reflected their calculation of which camp had
the better prospects of beating the other.

It seems that guerrilla army leaders had no difficulty enlisting
men into their army; indeed, they brought in more than the KKE
leadership had expected. However, by 1948 the rebel army had
exhausted all the reserves to which it had access: all those who had
not been recruuted into that army were beyond its reach, having
been either drafted into the national army or deported to the Aegean
islands—or, like most able-bodied Slav Macedomians, having crossed
mto the People’s Republic of Macedonia.

The drastic limitation of the rebel army’s recruntment base coincided
with the quarrel between Tito’s Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union
and the eventual public condemnation of Yugoslavia by the Cormntern.
This caused a serious crisis in the KKE’s relations with Greece’s Slav
Macedomans at a time when the DAG was forced to withdraw into
the Slav-speaking region of northwest Greece. Conscription of Slav
Macedonians was now more difficult than before, because most of
them identified with the Yugoslav Communusts in their quarrel with
the Comuintern.

Decay had set in, and defeat one year later saved the leadership
of the DAG from the humiliation of witnessing the collapse of the
‘people’s revolutionary army’ which the KIE had been busy building
up since 1946. Mass desertions were one sign of its advanced stage
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of disarray; another was increasing surveillance of guerrillas to detect
declimng morale or ‘anti~patriotic’ behaviour. The number of political
comiussars and ‘assistants’, attached to rnilitary commmanders increased;
so did ‘spontaneous’ requests from guerrillas for assistance in re-
establishing close ‘contact’ with the party. Party ‘nuclei’ and ‘assemblies’
proliferated at all levels. The number of generals in the people’s
liberation army increased, while fewer of yesterday’s heroes were
now in responsible positions. Giannoulis was shot without a trial.

In 1948 the rebels carried out an operation which ever since has
been one of the most debated aspects of the civil war: they carried
away mito the Communust countries of the Balkans and Eastern Europe
more than 25,000 Greek children aged between three and fourteen.
The KKE and DAG propaganda machines referred to the operation
as ‘evacuation’ to save the children from the sufferings of war and
from being turned by the government into ‘monarchofascists”. The
Greek government maintained that the children were abducted and
carried off to be brought up as Comnurusts and used eventually by
nternational Communism against thetr own country.

The nature and outcome of this operation, as well as the issues it
raised, have not encouraged dispassionate discussion of either the
operation itself or those issues. Even serious scholarship has not al-
ways been unbiased 1n assessing the motives of those responsible. The
only 'moral’ justification the operation’s guarded apologists could put
forward, in addition to the undeniable humanitarian reasons, has
been found n the government’s efforts at the time to concentrate
poor peasant children from the war zone m special schools in south-
ern Greece, sponsored by Queen Frederica, for the duration of the
war.'®

Both positions——the government’s no less than the KKEs—had
some justification, and were no doubt taken into account by those
who decided to carry out the operation. Concern for the safety and
wellbemng of children exposed to total warfare certainly cannot be
ruled out as a rationale for their evacuation. On the other hand, the
KKE was fighting to carve out a foothold in northwestern Greece
as an extension of the Communist Balkans, and in early 1948 the
prospect of securing it did not seem unrealistic. For the KKE leaders,
cut off from the rest of Greece and cornered in the northwest, the
idea of garnering all available human resources for immediate or future

*5ee Lars Baerentzen, ‘The “Paidomazoma” and the Queen’s Camps’ in Studies
ur the History of the Greel Civil War, pp. 127-57.
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use in the war against the government, was not as extraordinary as it
mught seem with hindsight. Moreover, the transfer of children to
places of safety away from Greece satisfied another and more immediate
consideration: it freed their parents serving with the DAG from caring
for them so that they could devote all their energies to waging war.

Most of the removed children, it seems, were of Slav Macedonian
origin. This further complicated the question and appeared to justify
the Greek government’s worst fears, belymng the KKE’ assurances
that the children would not be de-hellerused. With the assistance of
its Western allies, the Greek government waged an international
campaign for the repatrnation of the children in the first few years
after their removal, but it was soon realised that their return to Greece
was uncertain, and when it became clear that Slav Macedonian children
were indeed being de-hellenised and turned into fanatical Makedontsz,
the 1ssue of their repatriation was quietly dropped. Western philanthropy
helped some of the children to go to Australia, Canada and the United
States, where they played an mmportant role 1 the growth and
radicalisation of the Makedontsi irredentist movement directed by
the People’s Reepublic of Macedoma against Greece. These children
and the other Slav Macedomnian political refugees who assumed
Makedontsi nationality were denied repatriation as having forfeited
Greek nationality.}?

Another contentious ssue of the war was the removal of the village
populations to the cities in the last and most dramatic stage of the
conflict. Peasants began to flee from the countryside to the nearest
towns in the autumn of 1946, as soon as the left—-wing bands raised
the banner of revelution against the government authorities; some
of them had barely settled back into their villages after liberation from
EAM rule before they were forced to leave once again. The first to
take this route to safety were the appomted officials of the government:
schoolmasters and rural guards, as well as the chairmen of village
councils, also government appointees. They were followed by relatnves
of young men who had joined the Gendarmerie, the National Guard
or the National Army. Peasants left their villages en masse in the early
months of 1948, when the government decided to relocate them
m the towns in order to deny the Communist insurgents their sources
of manpower, supplies and intelligence.

17See Birene Lagam, To ‘Paidomazoma’ kat of lellenogiongosiavikes schesers, 1949~
1953 (The 'children’ abducnion’ and Greek-Yugoslv relattons, 1949-1953), Athens,
1996, pp. 105 f.
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The allocation of responsibility for the mass movement of peasants
away from their homes and into the towns and cities was disputed at
the time, as it has been ever since, between the government and the
rebels and their apologists. It 15 now clear that the evacuation of the
peasant population became government policy in 1947, but 1t 15
equally clear that not all the displaced peasants, indeed not even a
majority of them, were evacuated by government decision. The rebels
wanted to keep the peasants in the villages for the same reason that
the government wanted them evacuated. They needed them to defeat
their opponent and thus gain exclusive control of the countryside.
If the rebels regretted the displacement of the peasants, they did so
because they were losing their main source of manpower and supplies.'8

The displaced peasants caused problems to both contestants, the
government no less than the rebels. Sheltering, funding and providing
medical care for them, as well as cleansing the towns of human and
aramal refuse, proved beyond the capacity of the government authorities.
Housing in particular was an enormous problem, only solved when
peasants were sent home m 1949 and 1950. Pressure on the authorities
to send the peasants home increased n late 1948 as conditions in the
towns deteriorated in yet another sector: the provision of food. The
countryside had ceased to produce enough food to satisfy demand
and depended largely on what was brought in from outside. The return
of the displaced peasants was now the declared policy of both sides,
but in practice it proved impossible because each side—the government
even more than the rebels——was convinced that keeping the peasants
in the towns hurt its opponent more than the opponent would publicly
adrmt.

Another much debated aspect of the civil war was the fate of the
arrested rebels and collaborators. The lists of rebels with prices on
their heads, the records of mass trials and convictions of captured
rebels and, after 1947, the frequent executions raised questions as to
whether the government was still pursuing a policy of combating
the rebels and their sympathisers or was engaged n an all-out war
against the KXE. It has become evident since that after the general
election of 1946, and particularly after the formation of a provisional
rebel government in December 1947, the government decided to use
all necessary means and an all-out effort to suppress the KKE insurgents
by force. The KKE was already waging an ideological war against the
right and the centre, and after 1946 supported an insurrection aiming

B oliopoulos, Plundered Loyalties, pp. 267 ff.
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to bring down the government or at least to carve out for 1itself a
Communist domain in the northwest. The government responded
by waging total war against the Communust mnsurgents and their bases
in the country.!®

Stanistics have revealed that a large number of those sentenced to
death were Slav Macedonians, because on top of the usual charge of
armed rebellion they were also convicted as members of 2 separatist
political organisation. Additional reasons for this high proportion were
no doubt the high number of Slav Macedonians in the rebel army
after 1948, the fact that many of them also faced charges of collaboration
with the Axas occupying forces, and the sunple fear that this seditious
movement inspired in the Greek authorities.

The government was out te crush Commurust rebellion, and the
military tribunals were ready to oblige. In contrast to those charged
with crimes commutted in the years of Axus rule, whach mvolved a
lengthy judicial process, rebels and their collaborators were as a rule
dealt with summarily. The charges of bearing arms illegally, formation
of'an armed band and defection from the National Army were difficult
ones to refute, as was the charge of conspiring to sever part of the
nattonal territory. Death sentences were usually carried out one week
after conviction.

By the last year of the war the Communist insurgents had been
pushed north to therr last redoubt, and their defeat in the field, after
they had been defeated politically, seemed only a matter of time. Anti-
Comimurnsm was rife in the country, especially in the beleaguered
towns, and all those suspected of harbouring pro-Communist sympa-
thies, including the Slav Macedonians of the northern districts, risked
mmprisonment or deportation. Although the war was waged with
Parliament 1n session and the Constitution in force, government
authorines were not always acting according to the letter of the law
to suppress the insurrection.

Another victim of the protracted Civil War was the Slav
Macedonian population of Greece’s northern districts bordering
the Balkan Communist countries. Association with the Axis powers
during the years of occupation, as well as with the People’s Republic
of Macedonia and later with the Commumist insurgents, irreparably
undernuned their position and turned them into an easy target. Their
villages lost a sizeable part of their population, who crossed over to
the People’s Republic of Macedonia as refugees. Many more were

¥ibid, pp. 276 .
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executed along with other Greek Conumunists, victuns of a war that
could have been avoided.

The Civil War heritage and post-war politics

The Civil War constitutes the single most important factor in Greek
political developments after the liberation from the Axis occupation.
It 1s impossible to understand post-war tensions between different
sectors of Greek society without considering the significance of
this catalytic event and the legacy 1t left belund. The transition from
coalition governments in the 1940s to single~-party conservative gov-
ernments in the 1950s, the return of the Iiberal centre to power after
eleven years of a conservative monopoly (1952-63), the brief inter-
lude of the Centre Umion relaxanion policies (1964-5), the clash of
a popular prime mumister with the crown and the royal intervention
in parliamentary politics, the military regime of 1967 and its collapse
severn years later due to the Cyprus disaster, the return and establish-
ment of the most orderly parliamentary regime in post-war hastory,
and finally PASOK's advent to power in the elections of 1981—all
were directly or indirectly influenced by the deep cleft bequeathed
by the Civil War.

The nature of the division which culminated in war 1s discussed
above. In this chapter we point out some of the reasons which led to
it: the role of the pre~war dictatorship (under the aegis of the crown)
m lowering the prestige of parliamentary politics, the emergence of
the Commumst Party during the occupation as a major resistance
force, the relative ineffectiveness and apathy of most prominent
politicians during the same period, the unpopuiarity of a king who
was widely associated with foreign power tutelage, and above all the
devastation of the economy by the occupation forces and the
incalculable suffering it brought to the population, radicalising the
poorer sections and bringing them into contact with lefi-wing
resistance. If resistance fighters who sought to establish social justice
made up the moral backbone of the leftist camp, devotees to Stalinist
orthodoxy formed its leadership. The nationalist camp included smaller
resistance movements, a number of credible liberal politicians of the
pre-war period, and a multitude of conservatives who rallied around
the King and foreign support. Collaborationists, eager to secure
absolution for themselves, became the most intransigent enermues of
Communism. However, 1t was the Soviets who unwittingly provided
the threat that lent cohesion to the nationalist camp and stiffened 1ts
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resolve. Stalin had honoured his agreement with Churchill to
allow Britain a free hand in Greece in 1944, but in 1947 demanded
a withdrawal of foreign troops. He also demanded the demilitarisation
of the Dodecanese islands, which Italy had ceded to Greece in that
year. Finally Communist Yugoslavia and Bulgana, with their claims
on Greek territory, gave the nationalists a credible cause to fight for.

The Greek Civil War, like others of its kind, created a political,
ideological and institutional polarisation that permeated all facets of
social activity. This polarisation, however, was implemented not by a
dictatorial regime but by a state which, despite various constitutional
irregularities and extraordinary measures, observed the strictures of
parliamentary democracy.® The Communist Party, which abstained
from the 1946 election and instructed its followers to deny its legitimacy,
was outlawed a year later, not without reservations on the part of
those who took that decision. However, most of the Greek parties
continued to operate freely during the Civil War. The ideological
polarisation left little margin for the leadership and the muddle~class
intelligentsia to deal with 1ssues other than on lines compatible with
the nationalist creed and with a West European identity. The Left was
either muzzled or fled the country after its defeat. Consequently Greece
completely missed out on the constructive dialogue between liberal
and socialist principles which was occurring elsewhere in Europe at
this time.

“The state had a considerably enhanced role in the post-war era. By
assuming the entire burden of reconstruction and the allocation of
rnassive foreign aid on the one hand, and the promotion of nationalist
orthodoxy on the other, 1t increased its role i society. With unem-~
ployment rife and an economy which managed to reach its pre~war
level only in the 1950s, it became the chief employer and persisted as
the chief agent of patronage even after reconstruction was completed
and the economic boom had set in. From 1940 to 1970 the Greek
population increased by 19% while the number of civil servants in-
creased by 140%. State planning, involving regulation of prices, the
exchange rate and investment, and the extenston of credit to the private
sector, made the state the motor of the much-sought-after economic
growth.

An all-pervasive state ideology legitimised by democracy and
passed on through the channeis of education and the state-controlled

2Conseanane Tsoucalas, *The Ideological Impact of the Civil War” in John latrides,
ed., Greece in the 1940s, Umversity Press of New England, 1981, pp. 319, 328.
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radio confronted its Socialist or Commurust adversaries—mnot with
principled liberal arguments but with the concept of a threatened
nation pitted against enermues bent on 1ts destruction. The Civil War
of the 1940s was given the derogatory term ‘bandit war’, and for
many vears after it was over, this term, signifyimg the baseness of the
rebels’ motives, contmued to be used. Thus a nationalist ant-Cormmurist
fundamentalism emerged which, unlike mneteenth-century irredentism,
was defensive, exclusive and parochial.

Within the state apparatus a cluster of agencies appeared consisting
of police, the military and other guarantors of public order and the
official credo, and their functionaries operated relatively free of
parliamentary scrutiny. Liberal attempts in 19645 to dislodge these
functionarnes from their power-base provoked the wrath of the Crown.
Yet, a redeeming feature of the state’s all-pervasive role was its own
scrupulous attachment to a legalism which often became a sanctuary
for its ciizens and even the victims of persecution.

No institution had a greater stake in the prolongation of the Civil
War heritage and the anomalbies that emanated from it than the Crown.
In this the King owed much to the Commumsts mnsurrection and
continued the incantation of the ‘threat from within’ for years after it
had lost all meaning. Throughout the war the future of the monarchy
remained an outstanding issue between the Greeks and therr allies,
and the royal family returned to Greece 1n 1946 only after a plebiscite.
King George’s death in 1947 brought s brother Paul to the throne,
and the interventions of his dynarmic wife Queen Frederica in affairs
of the state became a permanent feature of his reign; she simply
exercised in an indiscreet manner the extra-constitutional powers that
the political anomalies of the time had granted to the Crown. Both
she and later her son Constantine, who succeeded his father in 1964,
failed to understand that the power of the mstatution they represented
was far from permanent. Although the monarchy at first secured the
unity of the victortous camp, it gradually became a divisive element
even armung loyalists. Frederica’s rivalry with Marshal Papagos, who
had been head of the government armed forces in the Civil War, split
the officer corps into two. Her fear that the renowned general would
have an influence in the army that would rival that of the King became
a self-fulfilling prophesy. Long after Papagos’s death, his military
followers nurtured their hostility to the Crown until they made 1t
impotent in 1967 and finally abolished it altogether in 1973.

With socialist parties 1solated from the political debate (though
not from representation mn Parliament) the only political force capable
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of breaching an archaic systemn that favoured growth but not mod-
ernisation was that of the centrist liberals under George Papandreou.
The general aim of the centre forces was to put an end to political
polarisation, reform the educational system, clearly define and secure
civil liberties, and further the democratsation of the political process.
The Centre Union party, the result of a merger of forces ranging
from moderate right to socialist, found its following 1n the growing
urban areas, where anonymity weakened the power of clientelism,
and collective grievances could easily be voiced. Communnusts and
socialists had formed the United Democratic Left (EDA) which, in the
elections of 1958 before the creation of the Centre Union, became
the second largest party in Parliament with over 25 per cent of the
vote, benefiting from popular resentment against Karamanlis's rule
and the disarray of the centrist parties which were at daggers drawn
with each other.

Papandreou’s determination to challenge the Crown’s influence
in the armed forces placed hum on a collision course with King
Constantine m the summer of 1965. In the wake of hus forced res-
ignation, forty deputies decamped from the party and supported a
government appointed by the King to prevent elections that would
have brought the popular Papandreou back to power. The clash be-
tween the head of state and the head of government created a crisis
and a power gap which the military were to fill two years later.

The failure of the Centre Union, 1n spite of its popularity, to con-
solidate itself in power and survive the attack from the monarch,
betrayed the fragility of post-war democracy i Greece and the
resolution of army and police diehards to resist change. In no other
profession was allegiance to the Crown or to members of the conser-
vative cabinets more important for promotion than among the mili~
tary—a dependence which eventually caused fricaion within its ranks.
Officers formed clandestine organisations to ‘purify’ the army from
leftist deviation, and at the same time secure their own corporate
mterests, and waited for the opportumty to assert their independence.
The weakening of parliamentary institutions in 1965-7 encouraged
certain officers who had come of age i the Civil War period to mter-
vene in politics, while professional grievances and therr sense of isola~
tion from the rest of society undermined their loyalty to the state.

The coup of 1967 was caused by a variety of factors. One was that
international détente had reduced the significance of the armed forces
as guardians of the country against external threats. The Jjustification
for the take-over was to avert a Communust uprising, but in fact 1t was
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meant to prevent George Papandreou from winning the forthcoming
election. Furthermore, the junta hoped to exert control over networks
that had begun to lose their cohesion by reviving the spectre of the
Civil War and thus rejuvenating the sense of national mission-which,
according to them, should always imbue the armed forces of the nation.
Finally, some colonels sought to emancipate the military from its
dependence on a conservative political camp which had failed to
retain power, Thus a great number of them took part in the coup,
hoping to further their own prospects of promotion in view of the
impending mass dismissals.

The Junta Constitution of 1968 was indicative of the mentality
of those 1n power. Civil rights were excluded from the charter and
the emasculated legislature that emerged from it would have no
authority over issues of defence and foreign policy. In 1973, following
an abortive coup against the junta by navy units, the military regime
deposed the King who had fled the country after his own abortive
attempt against them in 1967. Although brutal and amateurish in
administering the state, the regime had the good fortune to ride the
crest of 2 sustained economic boom., and therefore secured prolonged
acquiescence from the people.

With the coup against Makarios on 15 July 1974 and the ensuing
Turkish invasion of Cyprus, the military regime in Greece collapsed.
On 23 july members of the Junta, handed over power to politicians,
who summoned Karamanlis, who had been self-exiled in France
since 1963, to assume the leadership of a civilian government and
hold elections. The landslide 1n his favour at the 1974 election signified
a deep change, without provoking the stunned but still dangerous
forces of the military regime into action. The outcome of a referendum
the same year that sealed the fate of the monarchy was a reflection of
the public mood in favour of change. Although Karamanlis mamtained
a neutral stance on the 1ssue, his silence was widely interpreted as a
condemnation of the institution which had failed to guarantee the
stability of the parliamentary regime. The vote in the referendum was
69% against the monarchy.

Maving guned 220 out of the 300 seats in Parliament in the 1974
elections, Karamanlis’ New Democracy party was scarcely impeded
by the opposition, consisting of the Centre Union with 1ts sixty seats,
Andreas Papandreou’s PASOK with twelve and the United Left with
eight. However, the outcome of the 1977 elections, held at a safe
distance in time from the military’s intervention mn Greek politics,
betrayed a growing leftward shift in the electorate which was best

Government and people 103

Constantine Karamanlis (1907-98)

Greece’s leading postwar politician, Karamanlis was born in Serres,
Maecedonia. In 1936 he was first elected deputy with the Populist
Party and was re-elected after the war (1946) under the same banner.
He joined the Greek Rally Party 1n 1951 and served in several cabinets
before assurning his most successful post as Minister of Public Works.
He became Prime Minister following the death of Alexander Papagos
in 1955, and founded his own Greek Radical Union soon after. This
party under his leadership won the elections of 1956, 1958 and 1961,
In 1961 he was faced with the formidable opposition of the Centre
Union forces under George Papandreou, who accused him of having
won the election by electoral fraud and violence. The assassination of
the lefi-wing deputy Gregoris Lambrakis by extreme nghtist thugs
contributed to his electoral defeat in 1963,

Between 1963 and 1974 he lived in Paris and made s triumphant
return to Greece when the seven-year regime of the Colonels collapsed.
He reconstituted his party under the name New Democracy and won
the elections of 1974 and 1977. He was elected President of the Republic
1 1980, but chose not to be a candidate in 1985 followmng the reluctance
of Prime Minster Andreas Papandreou to support hum. He was elected
to his final term as President in 1990.

Karamanlis made his mark as the driving force behund postwar
reconstruction, the statesman who engineered Greece’s orderly return
to democracy in 1974, and the architect of Greece’s entry mto the
European Community. As an indivicual he personified all the virtues of
the paternai society of the 1950s and "60s: hard work, austerity, avoidance
of thetoric, dedication to the public good and a degree of authontarianism
to bring about the needed results. Although scarcely democratic in sharing
decision~-makimg with the members of us cabinets, Karamanlis possessed
good sense which prevented hum from rushing mnto foolhardy ventures.

His lifelong friend and collaborator, Constantine Tsatsos, believed
that Karamanlis could not be classified along the left-night political
spectrum but constituted a su generis type of politician who mamtained
an uncompromusingly steady course throughout his career. This and
other such characteristics were precisely what made him the epitome
of a conservative leader. His Hobbesian view of human nature and
war of all aganst all, as well as his fear of disorder, were combined with
a predilection for a strong executive branch in government.

He often assumed the role of the collectve superego, lecturing the
people for submutting to demagogues and the easy life. However,
wmposing his own harsh standards on the electorate and asking them
to emulate lus own restraint, he allowed the pendulum of public
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preferences to swing eventually to Andreas Papandreou. The latter proved
the lving antithesis of Karamanlis. Besides appealing to the ego and
the mstincts of the voters, he made political capital by dismanting his
predecessor’s legacy.

Karamanlis rarely betrayed his bitterness against the saboteur of
hus life’s work. He wathdrew from his presidential duties with dignity
and 1n course of time was acknowledged as one of Greece’s foremost
statesmen.
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illustrated by PASOK’s rise from 13.6 to 25.3 per cent and the de-
cline of New Democracy from 54.5 to 41.8 per cent.?*! After almost
five years as head of government, Karamanlis was elected President
of the Republic by Parliament i 1980. His term in government was
marked by a cautious purge of Junta personnel from the state mecha-
nism, the recognition and legalisation of the Communist Party, the
withdrawal of Greece from the military arm of NATO in protest at
its inaction over the Cyprus invasion, the liberalisation of the state,
and the nepotiations that led to Greece acceding to the European
Comumunity 1n 1981. Karamanlis’s own political transformation since
his earlier departure from politics in 1963 reflected the change of
mood of his conservative constituency and his new party’s more
liberal position, which deprived the Centre of the potent platform
it had enjoyed the 1960s. However, the demise of the Centre Union
significantly enhanced the following of PASOK, leading to its 1981
victory.??

PASOKs constituency was made up of inherited Centre Union

M1For details on the elections of 1974 and 1977 see the volume on Greek
elections edited by Howard Penmiman, Greece at the Polls: The National Elections of
1974 and 1977, Washington, DC: American Enterprise Insntution, 1981.

2For more details on the rise of PASOK see Christos Lynintzis, ‘Polincal Parties
mn Post-Junta Greece: a Case of “Bureaucratic Clientelism”?’, West European Politics,
vol. 7, no. 2 (April 1984}, pp. 109-14.

Andreas Papandreou (1919-96)

Born in Chios at the nme when his father George Papandreou was
Prefect of the 1sland, he studied at Athens University and got has Ph.DD.
from Harvard where he worked as a graduate assistant. He became
Professor of Economues at the Umversity of Minnesota m1957 and at
the University of California, Berkeley, 1n 1955. In the United States he
was associated with the Stevenson liberals. Karamanlis brought him
back to Greece wath his American wife and his children 1n 1961 as
head of the Centre for Econommc Studies 1n Athens. He was elected
deputy of Achaia in 1964 and served as Minister of Coordination 1n
his farhers Centre Union government in 1964--5, He was briefly detained
during the 1967 dictatorship and allowed to leave the country, after pressure
on the Colonels fiom President Lyndon Johnson. He founded the
Panhellenic Liberation Movement (PAX) abroad and returned to Greece
two months after the collapse of the military regime to head his creation,
the Panhelleric Socialist Movement (PASOK). He was in Parliament
in 1974-96 and Prime Minster in 198189 and 1993-6.

Andreas Papandreou was the most accomplished ‘changeling’ in
Greek politics. A person of some personal charm and with a level of
intelligence that made him contemptuous of most of lus own generation
of politicians, he performed about-face turns in pelicy without
alienating his supporters. When the ratification of Greece’s treaty of
accession to the European Community was brought before Parliament
for discussion in 1980, Papandreou and his PASOX deputies walked
out, declaring their unyielding opposition to the EC. Once in power
{a year and half later), this negative attitude was dropped as $800
million from EC funds was channelled to Greece's rural areas. In his
second term he became the champion of the EC in Greece.

Papandreou’s most significant action vis-a-vis the EC was the Greek
Memorandum wiuch set conditions to future enlargement, demanding
the implementation of the ‘Integrated Mediterranean Programmes’
designed to finance and assist Mediterranean countries of the EC
with structural impediments to development. At the December 1985
summit 1n Luxembourg, he withdrew his reservations concermng
the amendment of the Rome Treaty which would facilitate the
decision-making process m the EC by limiung the use of the veto.
The measure was advantageous to big countries in the Community,
and Papandreou’s cooperative attitude was rewarded with the formal
recognition of the 'convergence’ between the economic structures
of member countries—a principle which favoured the weaker states,
including Greece.
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While in oppositton (1974—81), Papandreou vowed that his future
government would withdaw Greece from INATO and remove American
bases from Greek soil. However, his defence policy after hus October
1981 electoral victory did not deviate substantially fromn that of his
predecessors. In 1983 he signed an agreement with the United States
renewing the tenure of its *facilittes’, as they were called, and the next
day unabashedly celebrated with his followers the beginning of the
process of dismantling the US bases in Greece.

Papandreou’s foreign policy, stripped of its more flamboyant theto-
ric, was not very different from that of many other Western states 1n
spite of the impression he liked to give. Yet he mnsisted on portraying
fumself as a far greater maverick than his actions implied. In doing so he
was addressing a Greek public thrilled at the prospect of attracting
European attenuon after years of docile agreement on basic Western
tenets of foreign and security policy. Furthermore, fus tactics of ap-
pearing as an uncompromising champion of Greek interests, combined
with promises of social benefits for all 'non-privileged’ Greeks, was the
binding tissue that kept the wide spectrum of hus followers together.
Very few Greeks would ever admut to being ‘privileged’

During Papandreou’s terms 1in power, the lower-paid saw their in-
comes rise, but this was not due to any redistribution policy since it
was mostly financed by loans. The implication of this social policy was
that he bought faveurs with the electorate by shifting the cost to future
taxpayers. He bequeathed a sky-rockenng public debt that has been the
most serious obstacle Greece has had to face 1n jomning the Eurozone.

As a politician who improvised from day to day, Papandreou post-
poned confronting the mounting problem of Greece’s debts until his
final term mn office. Well known for lus nonchalant decision-making
at the best of times, he could later invoke his poor health for working
only a few houss a day. Nonetheless, this [ast term proved to be his
most constructive. After a bumpy start, Geeece improved relations
with Albania and FYROM (Former Yugoslav Reepublic of Macedoma},
while the economic mumsters imposed an austerity programme 1n
line with European Union convergence requirements which sur—
vived Papandreou’s leadershup. Observers have pomted out that not
having to bother about his own re-election freed him in his last years
from the shackles of wooing the electorate with promises he knew
were inpossible to keep.
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support,? a generation that came of age n the Junta period and the
left-wingers of the Civil War who had been living on the margins of
political life. Papandreou enfranchised the latter and capitalised on
the guilt feelings of certain conservatives who had supported right-
wing governments of all kinds. His appeal to nationalists across the
whole political spectrum deprived the right wing of its most effective
rallying point and the Communust Party of its less servile followers.
The PASOK psychodrama of the first half of the 1980s assisted
most Greeks to act out their frustrattons and hibitions, though at
considerable cost to the economy.**

The New Democracy party, faced with an identity crisis after 1ts
founder Karamanlis opted for the Presidency of the Republic, changgd
leadership twice before the post was offered to Constantine Mitsotakis
in August 1984. A onetime Centre Union deputy who had clashed
with his leader George Papandreou in 1965, Mitsotakis was faced with
the double task of consolidating his leadershup in New Democracy
and warding off attacks from Andreas Papandreou. '

The election of June 1985 gave PASOK a comfortable margin
(45.82 per cent and 172 deputies in Parliament), and it then continued
to pursue its programme unhindered by leftist or rightist opposition.
There was a clearer correlation of income level and electoral behaviour
in 1985 than in 1981, Business people, managers, well-to-do professionals
and the legal and medical associations opted for New Democracy.
The latter party, with 40.84 per cent (126 deputies) of the vote, added
4.98 per cent to its 1981 percentage, while the Communust Party
(KKE) with 9.89 per cent (twelve deputes) lost 1.4 per cent. The

23Vjew expounded by George Mavrogordatos, Rise of the Green Sun: The Greek
Elections of 1981, Athens, 1983, p.3.

24[n hus imporeant baok The rise of the Greek Socialist Party (London: Routledge,
1988) Michalis Spourdalakis argues that PASOK s development was the product of
socia' and political contradictions i postwar Greece.
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Eurocommumsts, with 1.84 per cent, elected one deputy. Throughout
his campaign Mitsotakis criticised the ever-increasing dependence
of Greece on foreign loans n order to finance a bloated and expensive
state machine.?®

Seven years of PASOK in power precipitated certain social and
econonuc changes i Greece. The public sector predictably became
more cumbersome and the private sector refrained from new invest-
ment, lacking confidence in a government that paraded its hostility to
business. Some measured social modermsation was introduced and
legalised: civil marriage was allowed, divorce was simplified and the
mstitution of the dowry was abolished. An mrportant feature of de-
velopments m Greece after 1981 was that the country’s European
vocation was remforced by the upgrading of its democratic institu-
tions and 1ts full membership in the European Union. Despite
PASOK’s Third World affiliations, Greece became more entrenched
in the Western camp than before 1974. There was nevertheless an
element of anachronism in PASOKs overall concept of world poli-
acs. Since much of the movement’s appeal was based on redressing
the grievances of those on the losing side 1n the Greek Civil War,
Papandreou verbally reconstituted the Cold War climate. His con-
stant evocation of the oppressive tactics of the conservatives in the
1950s, hus Third World orientation and his unrelenting attacks on the
United States prevented his followers from coming to grips with
contemporary reality. His belated decision to fall into line with the
other members of NATO and the EU did not come in time to alter
his reputation as the maverick of the Western world.

Papandreou’ illness during the summer of 1988 and some serious
scandals that erupted in the winter of 1988~9 marked a turning-
point 1n the fortunes of PASOK. Although the elections of June
1989 took a toll on the party, with its electoral share falling to 38 per
cent, New Democracy with 43 per cent was unable to form a
government because of an electoral law introduced by PASOK to
meet this very eventuality, and entered a coalition of limited mandate
with the Commurusts. This extraordinary electoral partnership between
the Civil War adversaries put an absolute end to the last remnants of
the fratricidal heritage in Greece. The elections of November 1989
gave New Democracy 46 per cent of the vote-still not enough to
allow 1t to govern. The three parties—ND, PASOK and the KKE—

257" Verenus and M. Dragoumis, Historical Dictionary of Greece, Metuchen, NJ:
Scarecrow Press, 1995, pp. 11-15.

Government and people 109

then entered a National Union coalition under the octogenarian
former banker, Xenophon Zolotas, as a way out of the impasse. Several
months later the declining economy brought about the fall of the
government and new elections in April 1990. New Democracy
managed to teach the necessary margin with 2 majority of only one
deputy.

The Mitsotakis government was caught in crossfire between
domestic and external developments. The difficulties of balancing
the budget and trimmuing the public sector in face of the fierce oppo-
sition of PASOK and the umions it controlled, and Foreign Minister
Antonis Samaras’s handling of the 1ssue of the Former Yugoslav Re-
public of Macedonia and its appellation, brought the New Democ-
racy government down prematurely. The elections of 10 December
1993 returned PASOK to power with 47 per cent of the vote under
the ailing Papandreou, while Mitsotakis was replaced as leader of hs
party by Miltiades Evert.

Papandreou’s last term of office was marked by a worsening of
Greece’s jsolation from 1its European partners over the Macedonian
issue and the absence of the ailing Prime Minister from active politics.
Papandreou was hospitalised in November 1995, and the protracted
saga of his replacement while the country remamned practically leaderless
ended in January 1996 when PASOK deputies chose Kostas Simitis
as prime minister.

Simitis proved to be cool and predictable where Papandreou had
been impulsive and unfathomable. For a decade those who had elected
PASOK had an opportaumty to act out their fantasies by 1dentifying
with someone who promised everything, asked for nothing and did
very little. Unlike the stern Karamanlis, who demanded continuous
sacrifices from the Greeks, Papandreou appealed to their appetites
and their insouciance. Paying lip-service to the redistributive rheto-
ric of socialist parties, he avoided taking from the rich to give to the
poor, preferring to borrow from abroad to satisfy his followers. How-
ever, the accumulation of huge deficits made the economy more
dependent on the EU and therefore progressively restricted PASOK’s
waywardness.

The elections of 1996 gave PASOK, led by Sirmins, 2 mandate
restoring Greece to 1ts westward course. Three and a half years later
the country was enjoying improved relations with all its neighbours,
the economy had met most of the criteria for entering the Economic
and Monetary Union (EMU) of the EU, and Simitis secured yet
another mandate by the electorate (see table).
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PARLIAMENTARY ELECTIONS, 1996 AND 2000

1986 2000

%% Seats Votes %% Seats
PASOK 41,49 162 3,008,081 43.798 158
New Democracy 38.12 108 2,934,548 42733 125

{incl. 2 Liberals)

Commursts J{KE) 5.61 i1 379,280 5.22 11
Coalinon of the Left 5.12 10 219,988 3.203 &
Dikks 4.43 9 184,648 2.688 -

The KKE, a party like no other

Greek Comunursm grew out of the country’s first purely Marst
socialist party, the Socialist Workers’ Party of Greece (Sodalistilon
Ergatikon Komma Ellados—SEKE). It was founded in Piraeus in
November 1918 by the General Confederation of Greek Workers,
then n its, early stage with a programme of action which drew heavily
on the 1891 Erfurt Programme of the German Social Democratic
Party. SEKE applied first for membership of the Second International,
and when the Third International (Communist International or
Comnuntern) was created, SEKE became a member in 1919. Eventually
1t became the Communist Party of Greece (Kommunistikon Komma
Ellados-KKE).

The Communust Party of Greece (KKE) bore the mark of the
troubled tmes 1n whuch 1t was born, and especially that of the Moscow-
mnspired and -controlled Comuntern. The KKE opposed the legacy
of the World War that had just ended, and particularly the Greco-
Turkish war that broke out not long after it joined the Cormuntern.
This opposition was expected and unavoidable for a socialist party
with 1ts clearly Bolshevik orientation. However, in Greece this
opposttion placed the party on a collision course, not only with the
ruling parties of the time but with the entire state system, which was
locked i mortal combat with the nation’s oldest enemuies, the Turks.
More than anything else, the new party became associated with across-
the-board rejection of accepted policy and was presented by 1ts
opponents as an agent of external subversion—which in a sense 1t
was and continued to be for most of its life.

The principal difference from the other political parties at that
crucial juncture of its history was that while they derived legitimacy
from identification with the country’s national aspirations in war,
the Commurust Party sought its legitimacy through association with
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a foreign power fiercely opposed to the war. The Greek party of socialist
revolution identified the nation’s interests not with the triumph of
national aspirations 1n the ongoing war, but in the defeat and humbling
of those who pursued these aspirations by means of the war.

Triumphant nationalism was not the only enemy of the new political
party; mmdeed, triumphant Greece was soon to be humbled by the
resurgent Turkish nationalism. At first the party had very lirmted access
to the traditional networks of mobilising political support; imtially
it had fewer than 100 cadres and no more than 1,000 members. Greece
then lacked a working class homogeneous and sizeable enough to
respond to the call for socialist revolution against the capitalist state. In
fact, 1t lacked a capatalist class as well, at least in the Marxist sense of
the term. It did not lack a peasant class. which made up the great
majority of the population, but relatively few peasants were landless.
With the exception of those in lowland Thessaly, where ownership
of large landed estates had not been affected by the province’s cession
to Greece in 1881, peasants of Old Greece and, to a large extent,
those of Epirus and Macedonia had managed to acquire most of the
tand which, as was the case elsewhere, the state considered national
fand by right of conquest.

Also, Greece did not possess a radical tradition. The War of
Independence had lacked the social dimension which early Greek
Marzast fustorians tried to discern: insurgency, to the extent that it
was not motivated by the prospect of legitimate plunder, was kept
alive by a leadership set on a course to secure liberty and independence
from foreign and arbitrary government. Radicalism never touched
Old Greece, perhaps because the only section of the population which
saw its fortunes constantly declining, the transhumant shepherds, never
‘looked back in anger’ but indulged in brigandage and irredentism.
Septinsular radicalism, which was real enough, could not possibly
have affected a sedentary Greek continental population.

The First World War and its subsequent peace treaties offered the
Comumnunists in Greece an unexpected support base: among the groups
of Asia Minor and Pontus refugees as well as the substantial minorities
of Slav Macedonians and Muslims. Shortly after entering the Greek
political scene, the Comumunist Party was presented with an unprecedented
political challenge: to move forward as a champion of the radical
reform of Greek society and its state services. However, its near-
absolute dependence on international Communism and the lack of
an indigenous radical traditton decisively lirmited 1ts appeal as a political
party and confined 1ts role to that of a subversive movement.
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Greek Communism was driven to positions which could easily be
represented by 1ts opponents as treasonable. The questions of Macedonia
and the refugees were interconnected and required mmagination and
political flexibility, both of which have always been in short supply
in the KKE. Almost two-thirds of the destitute refugees were settled
in the part of Macedomia which had been won by the Greek army in
the Balkan Wars. They were settled next to a multilingual population,
of which as many as 250,000 were Slav Macedonians before the wars.
They and the Vlachs, as well as the Albanians and the Greeks, both
indigenous and refugees, became a fertile ground for Communist
propaganda. Flowever, the Comuntern had somewhat different priorities.
Soviet-controlled by 1924, it imposed on its Balkan subsidiaries a
common policy on the Macedoman question. It recognised Macedonia
as ‘a geographic and economic entity’, and emphasised the need to
opt for its political umty and independence. The Slavs, the Greeks,
the Vlachs, the Albamians and the Muslims were recognised as so many
‘peoples’. The Slavs, eventually, became 1n Communust terminology
the ‘Macedomans’, while *Greeks” were only the Christian refugees
in Greek Macedonia. These were thought to be insignificant details
in view of the immense revolutionary potential of the Communist
approach to the Macedonian question.?®

The ultimate objective of Communist policy on a question that
had vexed the Balkan countries and the European powers for the
previous fifty years was the creation of a sizeable Macedonan state out of
lands that now formed integral parts of Greece, Bulgaria, Yugoslavia
and Albania. In such a putative state, all its peoples were expected to
live in peace for ever after, while enjoying harmonious relations with
all the neighbouring countries. The outcome of this proposed change
in the political map of the southern Balkans would have created for
Greece’s recently settled refugees new trials and tribulations, perhaps

including a new uprooting since they were not ‘Macedomans’.
This line on Macedomnia created for the KKE a twofold dilemma.
At the political level the Greek Communists faced the real danger, if
they were to fall in to line with the Comintern over Macedoma, of
alienatmg the refugees of Greek Macedonia, one of their most obvious
bases of support. At the national level they faced an even more serious
problem: this was that accepting the Comintern policy on Macedonia

26See Alekos Papanagiotou, To Makedoniko Zitima kai to valkaniko kommounistiko
kinma, 1918-1939 (The Macedonan Question and the Balkan commurust movament,
1919-1939}, Athens, 1992, for a thorough analysis of the question.
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essentially meant working for the cession of national territory, by
definition an act of high treason. The KKE leadership chose to accept
the mternationalist line of 2 ‘united and mdependent Macedoma’
and by so doing paid a heavy price: the KKE’s political appeal was
drastcally reduced and, at the same time, the party placed itself outside
mamstream policy on the future of Greek Macedoma, thus assurmuing
the role of a foreign agent of subversion.

The question of the future of Macedonia caused the first major
crisis in the party of revolution and created its first splinter groups
and outcasts. Much more serious and no less damaging to its impact
on Greek politics were the profound differences of opinion during
the same period over the correct interpretation of the situanon in the
country following the arrival of the refugees, and over the elaboration
of the right course for the party. In general, the party leadership
appeared to be counting on an imrunent breakdown of the state
system and a socialist revolution. Political instability and the consequent
change of regime 1n 1924 as a result of army intervention mn 1922 and
1923, in conjunction with the acute social and economic problems
associated with the settlement of the refugees, convinced the party
leadership that Greece was ripe for a Communist takeover. Perhaps
even more important for the future of the party, this conviction was
also fed to the Comintern, which 1n turn did everything to force it
down the throats of those who doubted this assessment of the situanion
it Greece.

Human rights activists, Social Democrats and proponents of a more
realistic assessment of social and political development in the country
were condemned as ‘opporturusts’ who had “sold out’ to capitalism.
Meanwhile Rizospastis, the official party newspaper, was being
abandoned by its readers who were disillusioned by the party’s apparent
inability to come to grips with the actual situation in Greece, and
the disunity in 1ts ranks. High-ranking cadres were expelled for ‘anti-
party behaviour’, while others chose to leave the party mn the summer
0f 1923, as the leadership tried to purge itself of “ideological deviants’
and make the party fit the Bolshevik model. Socialist revolution had
succeeded in Russia; therefore 1t would have to succeed in Greece too.

At its Third Extraordinary Congress, in MNovernber-December 1924,
the KKE further defined its identity and orientation. It dropped 1ts
original name and assumed the one by which it has since been known;
it became an organic part of the Comintern, adding to its official title
‘Greek Section of the Commumnist International’; it ‘bolshevised” its
ideology, programme and apparatus; and adopted the Comintern line
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on the need to work for a ‘united and independent Macedoma and
Thrace’, already mentioned.

The decision on Macedoma and Thrace reflected the party’s position
on what was described as the ‘national question’, i.e. the question of
the various minorities acquired by Greece in the period 1912-22.
The position rested on the liberal principles of national self~definition
{autokathorismos) and self-determination {autodiathesis}, as decided in
the same congress and published in Rizospastis m February 1925. These
principles were adopted by the Comuntern and its Balkan branch,
the Balkan Communist Federation, because of their revolutionary
potential m the region. The KKE condemned Greek official efforts to
‘nationalise’ the Greek parts of Macedonia and Thrace by settling Asia
Minor and Pontic refugees in these parts and denying the indigenous
‘peoples’ the right to have their own schools and use their own
languages. It spoke of the ‘Macedoman people’ and the ‘Thracian
people’, 1n the sense of the population of Macedoma and Thrace,
These ‘peoples’ were recognised, inter alia, as having the nght—which
the Comumunists vowed to fight for—to unite therr dismembered lands
into ‘independent’ states, parts of a soviet Balkan federation.?”

Volatile Balkan ethnic semantics trapped the KKE, then as well
as later, mn politically dangerous territory. As might have been expected,
the ‘peoples’/*populations’ soon became 1 Communist terminology
the ‘nationalities’ of these lands dismembered by the Turks, the Bulgars,
the Greeks and the Serbs. The states of these nations were engaged
in breach of their international obligations——in ‘nationalising’ these
fands erther by getting rid of those who did not meet all the criteria
of their nationals (language and/or religion principally), through forced
eviction or voluntary migration, or by trying to assumilate them using
both stick and carrot. Greece had pursued both courses m the past and
was pursuing them most vigorously at the ume. The KKE opposed this
policy m the name of the liberal principles already mentioned, and in
its place proposed an unrealistic solution to the question: the ‘unification’
and ‘independence’ of lands whose ‘unity’ and ‘independence’ rested
on no intrinsic factor but solely on the expected destabilising effect
they would have on the ‘bourgeos’ governments of the existing nation-
states in the region. Few Greek Commumsts were prepared, either
then or later, to question the wisdom of this expedient; even though
few if any would have been prepared to agree with the ‘principle’ put

Y Giorgs D. Katsoulis, Istoria tou Kommonsistikou Kommatos Elladas (History of
the Greek Commuunst Parry), vol. 11, Athens, 1976, pp. 120-32.
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forward by the Comuntern at its Fifth Congress in 1924, namely
that the inhabitants of Macedonia and Thrace were ‘neither Greeks,
Turks, Bulgars, Albamians nor Serbs, but Macedonians and Thracians
with a Macedoman and Thracian consciousness respectively”.%®

Doctrine prevailed over objective truth and reality because the
Communist revolutionary line created its own truth and reality. Thas
doctrine not only gave rise to continued dissension over the KKE’s
role in soctety, but caused a major rupture in its relations with the
Workers' Confederation in 1925-6, even as the party faced widespread
persecution: by the Pangalos dictatorship. The party leadership was
not prepared to tolerate dissenting voices at a time when a modicam
of ideological flexibility would have allowed it to imncrease its support
among Greek workers. Imprisonment and deportation reinforced
the centrifugal forces within the party. Would 1t not have been preferable
for the party to draw wisdom from a journal called Marxist Archive?
Was 1t not better for 1t and the country to follow a thoroughly ‘legal’
course? Was it not even better, in view of past blunders, to ‘liquidate’
the existing party and found a new one on a sound basis? These
dissenting voices produced many splinter groups, which questioned
the Bolshevik orientation of the party: they were symptoms of the
endless ideological struggle waged among groups with very different
political ancestry and without 2 homegrown radical tradition to
bind them together. Imported Bolshevism proved inadequate as a
binding force in the first and crucial decade of the partys life.

Dissension, which was more pronounced in Athens and Piraeus,
restricted the party’s electoral basis to 3.8 per cent of the vote 1n the
elections of November 1926 in these two cities. In the same elections
the party polled 11 per cent in Thessaloniki, 14.8 per cent in Larissa,
15 per cent 1n Rodope and more than 16 per cent in the district of
Evros. It secured ten seats in the Chamber of Deputies, This was an
unexpected showing, even under a favourable electoral system
{proportional representation}. One of the reasons for this success was
perhaps the conspicuous silence of the party on the question of
Macedonia during the election campaign, later condemned by the
March 1927 Third Party Congress.?®

Dissension, like Bolshevism, was more than anything else a reflection
of the bitter 1declogical battles that were being fought, following the
eclipse of Lenin, within the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.

2 Ibid., 11, pp. 140-1.
BIbid., 11, pp. 209—10.
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This was a feature of which the KKE would never be able to rid itself.
As a result of the legiimacy the party derived from 1ts association
with the maternal party, the impact that Soviet Commurnism (whether
in crisis or not) had on its Greek ‘chapter’ was more important than
any local development. It was the very reason for Greek Communism’
existence.

The KKXE defined itself and Greece through the eyes of the Soviet
Communist Party: Greece was a backward, semi-feudal and semi-
colonial country, dependent on Anglo-American capital. Its working
class was the only class that could lead the oppressed masses, and the
KKE was the only power that could lead the workers in a struggle
to overthrow the bourgeoisie and seize power in the name of the
proletariat,

This was the assessment of the situation in Greece by the Fourth
Party Congress in December 1928, four months after the party hat
rock-bottom in the general elections; these brought Venizelos back
to power with new ideas for coping with activities amounting to
insurgency against the existing regime. Under the notorious special
Law 4229 of 1929 to combat the spread of ideas aiming to overthrow
the existing regime, many Commumst cadres were mmprisoned or
deported for attempts to proselytise. It was the response of the liberal
state to radical acts and language on the part of the party of revolution
in Greece, especially regarding the adoption of the general strike as
the decisive step in a Communist seizure of power.

New elections in April 1929, this dme for the upper chamber,
whittled away the party’s electoral base still further to 1.7 per cent.
Low electoral returns and repressive state measures, as well as Soviet-
made ideclogical issues, exacerbated conflict within the KKE leadership.
Finally, n November 1931, the Comuintern stepped 1n to rescue its
Greek "chapter’ with an appeal to put an end to dissension, ‘bolshevise’
the party fully, impose ‘iron discipline’, and ‘liquidate’ cadres who
deviated from the party line. The Comintern also reminded its Greek
section of the need to remain active in the direction of the ‘oppressed
nationalities, the Macedonians, Turks, Albanians and Jews’, and to
give active support to their right to national self-determnation and
separation. To make 1ts point clear, the Comintern dismissed the old
party Politburo and appointed a new one n its place. Among the
newly-appointed cadres was one destined to dominate the party for
the next quarter-century: Nikos Zachariadis. However, what really
saved the KKE from continued internecine friction and possible
complete collapse as a political organisation was a growing radicalisation
of tobacco and other workers.
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The deepening economuc crisis, which hit workers more than
other sections of the Greek population, heightened the KKE's at-
traction to the unemployed. An increasing number of refugees also
appeared to be heeding the call of the Greek Communists, following
their disappointment when Venizelos abandoned Greek refugee claims
against Turkey in 1930 by bringing about 2 Greco-Turkish under-
standing. On the other hand, the states repressive measures against
the Communists, as well as the rise of fascism abroad and in Greece,
gave the KKE the unexpected role of a martyr of freedom and a
defender of human and political rights. In the general elections of March
1933 1t increased its share of the vote to 4.6 per cent.

A crucial year in the history of KKE was 1935, when polincal
upheavals led to the restoration of the monarchy in Greece by force
and fraud, and the adoption by the Comintern of the ‘popular front’
as the principal weapon in the struggle against fascism. In this sitation
the KKE was projected as a serious political factor in Greek politics.
Repressive measures and persecution of Communsts and all who
expressed sympathy for different aspects of Communist policy distracted
public attention from the KKFE’ primary aim, which was to overthrow
liberal democracy and impose Comumunist dictatoriat rule, as well
as such secondary concerns of Communist policy as support for human
and polincal rights. Increasingly the KKE represented itself as a
consistent opponent of fascism and authoritanan rule. This new image,
and increasing political support from the refugees, helped it to broaden
1ts electoral appeal, and the Communists’ base of support was further
broadened as a result of the 1935 Comuntern directive to drop the
divisive 1924 line on Macedonia and Thrace and adopt i 1ts place a
new line, ‘equality for the minorities’, which was expected to facilitate
cooperation of the Balkan Commumst parties with all the political
forces opposed 1o fascism. The party’s Sixth Congress in December
1935 promoted the image of the KKE as a serious political player by
adopting the ‘people’s democracy’ as its principal electoral objective 3
All the above and an electoral law favourmng small parties gave the
KK and its junior partners in the general elections of January 1936
a respectable 5.75 per cent of the votes and fourteen deputies in the
lower chamber.

Thas electoral contest, the last of interwar Greece, projected KKE
on to the Greek political scene as holding the balance, on account

1Yo Kommounistike Komma tts Elladas. Episima Ketmena (The Communust Parry
of Greece. Official Documents), vol. IV, Athens 1975, pp. 2967, vol. V1, Athens, 1987,
pp. 337-9.
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of a split vote in a hung pariament where neither of the two large
political parties, the Liberals and the Conservatives, had enough votes
to form a government without additional parliamentary support.
Belund-the-scenes negotiations led to an agreement in February 1936
between the Communists and the Liberals who, in exchange for
Comrnunist support in the chamber for the election of a Liberal as
Speaker and of'a Liberal cabinet, pledged to repeal all anti-Communist
legislation. including Law 4229, grant an amnesty to ali those
condemned for political offences, and dissolve all fascist orgarusations.

Thus Liberal-Comununist agreement was a crucial test for Greece's
liberal democracy. Was the agreement to be mterpreted as a bold step
by the Conununists to enter political life as a responsible parliamentary
party, respecting pariamentary government for its own sake? Or was
it a step on the way to seizing power and 1mposing the dictatorshup of
the proletariat, which incidentally the Greek Communists had not
renounced as their long-term objective? Equally, was the agreement
to be seen by the Liberals as an opportunity to co-opt the Commumsts
mto parliamentary life and turn them into responsible participants
in the country’ liberal democratic system? Or was 1t an instrument
to force the Conservatives to come to terms with them on the crucial
issue of shared influence in the armed forces?

The agreement proved stillborn, and the two strange bedfellows
did not have the chance to prove that they were not motivated primarily
by the pursuit of short-term party gains in signing 1t. Their previous
attitude towards each other held few prospects for the success of this
agreernent, while their subsequent attitude and policies leave little
room for doubt that they were motivated by narrow party calculations
and objectives. The Communists scorned their opponents more than
the situation warranted, while the Liberals were too engrossed m therr
quarrel with the Conservatives over control of the armed forces to
see that this agreement could not have been implemented without
an effort to dismantle the authortarian state they themselves had set
up.

The savage reaction to the agreement from the Conservatives, and
the Liberals” unwillingness to defend it as a leginmate effort to end
the political deadlock, eased the establishment of authoritarian rule
by reactionary forces in August 1936, The KKE did all it could
during that troubled summer to create a situation sumilar to that in
Spain before the outbreak of cavil war there. Widespread strikes and
street clashes with the police were exploited by the enerues of liberal
democracy to pretend that civil strife and a Commuunist bid for power
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were immunent. The KKE proved General Metaxas’s best, though
unintended, accomplice in hus own bid for power.

The KKE was left with the satisfaction that it had seen authoritanan
rule coming and had warned 1ts political opponents of this well in
advance. Metaxas did not need to try very hard to convince King
George that the country desperately needed a dictatorshup to prevent
it from slipping into civil war and a Communist takeover. Both knew
that the Communists were not in a position to pose a serious threat
to the Greek social and political fabric, but they had litde difficulty in
convincing the KKE’ political opponents to let them deal with the
Communusts as if they actually posed a serious threat to the regime.
The major political parties appear to have been eager to abdicate
their responsibility for dealing with the political crisis and allow a
dictator to do the job for them. Fear of Communuism thus became a
credible bogey for the major political parties, thus opening the door
to unconstitutional government.

Even more ironic, is the fact that the Greek Comumunists did all in
their power to make this bogey appear real. They gave the umpression
that they were sertously preparing to seize power, and that they genmunely
believed such a bid to be realistic. Their opponents were only too glad
to take them at their word, not only to strengthen their case against
Commurusm., but also to elaborate a credible ideology opposed to it.
The Metaxas dictatorship of the latter half of the 1930s was first and
foremost anti-Communist, and its contribution to Greek politics was
the attempt to turn anti-Communism mto a crusade.

The Metaxas dictatorship attacked the KKE with a viciousness
unparalleled in modern Greek political history and plunged the party
mnto utter confusion. Its political leaders were rounded up and jailed
or exiled to barren Aegean islands, its orgamisation was infiltrated by
government spies, and a fake party newspaper was published to mislead
the ignorant and sow discord. Thus the party working for the socialist
revolution in Greece was driven to near-extinction. Many ofits cadres
weakened under pressure and renounced Commurism; they and all
those suspected of colluding with the dictatorship carried the sugma
of collaboration, and some went out of their way afterwards to prove
to the party leadership that they had renewed their commitment to
Communism and regained their faith in the socialist revelution. One
of those who renounced Communism was Athanasios Klaras, the
future brutal guerrilla leader, known as ‘Aris’, who donmunated the
Communist-controlled Greek resistance to the Axis occupation forces
in the Second World War.



120 DPolitics and Statecraft

The party leadership subsequently recogmsed that although its
line during the years of dictatonal rule was correct, 1t was not
equipped to protect its orgarusation from the dictatorsiup. The party
had faced persecution before and known how to go underground to
pursue its subversive operations. The Pangalos dictatorship had
persecuted Comumunusts for their activities, and subsequent governments,
both authoritarian and democratic, had done the same, but the party
had never before been attacked so brutally, systematically and efficiently.
Its entire leadership~—the Central Commnmuttee elected by the party’s
Sixth Congress in 1935——and almost all the middle-rank cadres,
numbering some 2,000, were arrested and imprisoned or exiled for
the duration of the dictatorship.

The party did not really go underground during the dictatorship;
for years 1t survived inside the country’s prisons and places of depor-
tation, especially in the Corfu high-security prison and the Acronauplia
camp, where the Communist leadership maintained a semblance of
party unity and operation. The Acronauplia section of the leadership
in particular played a vital role guiding the remnants of the party
machine outside. Once they left prison, they became the most re-
spected and adrmured élite, an undisputed revolutionary ‘aristocracy’
destined to play an ymportant role in party affairs during the 1940s.

The outbreak of the Second World War in September 1939 increased
the confusion in the ranks of the KXE on account of the Nazi-
Soviet pact of August 1939. With most of its leaders detained and its
internal cohesion smashed by the dictatorships security services,
the party was thoroughly 1solated. The members of the 1935 Central
Committee who had avoided arrest constituted what became known
as the *Qid’ Central Commuttee, which remamed attached to Comintern
policy. The Nazi-Soviet Pact thoroughly confused them over the
question of the war’s character. For nearly two years, until the German
attack on the Soviet Union in June 1941, this section of the KKE
leadership considered the British and French ‘imperialists’ responsible
for the war. Not even the Italian attack on Greece in October 1940
changed their assessment of the war’s ‘imperialist’ character, and they
kept to this line even after Zachariadis wrote his famous letter from
prison shortly after the Italian attack, describing Greece’s war against
Italy as a war of ‘national liberation” and calling on all Greeks, including
Commurnsts, to join and fight in the war.

The ‘Old” Central Comunittee questioned the authenticity of the
letter; indeed, a few months later Zachariadis himself questioned the
wisdom of Greece continuing to fight Italy after repelling its forces
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from Greek soil and called for an end to participation in the ‘imperialist’
war. However, the Zachariadis letter calling for a peace treaty to be
negotiated between the belligerents with the mediation of the Soviet
Union became the principal guideline for most Greek Communists
for the Greek war effort against Italy and Germany in April 1941. The
German attack on the Soviet Union in June 1941 ended the confusion
within the KKE over the ‘character’ of the war and initiated a new
period in the party’s hustory. It would not be an overstatement £o say
that ‘Operation Barbarossa’ saved the KKE from utterly discrediang
itself in the eyes of the Greek people and gave 1t a new lease of life.

The Axis occupation of the country gave the KKE the opportumity
to emerge as a major political force: the party unreservedly supported
mass resistance against the Axis forces and even ganed a taste of
power for the first ttme. By promoting its image as an uncompromising
enemy of Axis rule, and calling for the formation of a patriotic front
agamst it, the KKE became one of the principal political players in
the country. However, this new role tempted the KKE leadership to
consider seizing power by force or by the threat of force. This is how
the KKE’s political opponents interpreted the party’s attempt to expel
all who refused to put themselves under its command from the ranks
of the resistance to the Axis.

The 1940s witnessed the impressive growth in the appeal of the
KKE and its equally impressive decline. Divided counsels—in the
absence of Zachariadis, the Party’s Secretary-General, who was in
the Dachau prison camp—and lack of experience in handling serious
national issues led the party leadership into positions from which 1t
was difficult to draw back. What was thought to have been staged by
the leadership—or the majority of it—as a show of force to oblige the
Greek governument to accept the KKE as an equal partner in Decemnber
1944, led to a bloody civil war and not only the destruction of the
formidable guerrilla army it had built up over the previous two years,
but also the loss of its credibility as a reliable political player. It also
cost the party most of its hard-won support gained during the years
of resistance to the Axas.

Politically defeated in 1944 and increasingly isolated by a series
of decisions that further undermined its credibility as a parliamentary
political party, the KXE leadership was unable to resist all those,
including its war resistance heroes, who pushed it into making one
more attempt to gain power. In 1949 it had to face a crushing defeat.
The emerging Cold War and great power mvolvement could barely
disguise one of the basic features of the Greek Civil War: the KKE’



122 Politics and Statecraft

desperate effort to seize power by force and exert influence as it had
done during the Axis occupation by fighting a foreign enemy. It was
an unprecedented failure ofleadership, which led to an unprecedented
political and military defeat.

The principal failure of the Greek Communust leadership, besides
its underestimation of their political opponents, was therr inability to
digest a simple truth: that the position the party had won leading the
wartimne resistance could not be retained without the army it had
built up to force all opponents mto subrmnissiont. They mussed the chance
to lead the Greek Communusts in the manner of their [talian and
French counterparts and give Greek Communism a European
orientation; trapped by their own rhetoric and unrealistic assessments
based on shaky premmses and faulty assumptions, they did not allow
the party to come of age and outgrow its heroic phase. They also
denied Greece the benefits of a lefi~wing opposition not traumatised
by the batter taste of defeat. Their dependence on the Soviet Union
differed 1n kind from the Greek governments reliance on Western
support; whereas the government could move its allegiances according
to the prevailing wind, the KKE had no such margin of choice.

Another legacy of the party’s role in the resistance to the Axis
occupying forces had been 1its discovery of revolutionary messages in
the utterances of the Greek War of Independence heroes. Communist
resistance fighters drew heavily on the established national pantheon,
the Klephts and the Armatoles, and in many cases assumed their names
as noms de guerre. To reach the Greek people, the party promoting
socialist revolution in general ‘nationalised’ its discourse and dressed
it up 1n the colours sanctioned by the dominant state ideology. The
INazis and the Italian Fascists were assimilated to the Turks of Ottoman
umes, the fight against them to the War of Independence, and the
resistance heroes to so many Klephts and Armatoles. Identifying the
collaborators and all who were unwilling to answer the KKES call to
arms with the Greek élites under Ottoman rule who were reluctant
to revolt against 1t was perhaps unavoidable, but it was unfortunate
since 1t blocked the partys cooperation with its opponents after
liberation from Axis rule. Mounting contempt for those opponents,
combined with incorrect assessments of the situation and possibly
hudden designs, 1solated the KKE ideologically and politically and
precipitated 1ts demuse.

Allowing the party to slide into revolt against the government in
1946 was not unavoidable, although it was predictable in view of all
the above: however, defeat was unavoidable and probably predictable,
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though not on the scale the KKE actually suffered in 1949. Persecu~
tion of resistance fighters by right-wing bands in 1945~6 goaded the
party to reply i kind, sanctioning it as self~defence’; 1t did not justify
seizing land in the north and trying to establish ‘people’s rule” in the
serzed territories. Military and political assistanice from Greece’s north-
ern neighbours, notably the Yugoslav Communist regime, fanned
the flames of Slav Macedonian separatism in Greek Macedonia, 1.e. in
the very region where the KXE guerrilla army appeared to concen-
trate 1ts power and activities, and cast serious doubt on the KKE’s
assurances that it would not accept the dismemberment of Greek
Macedonia. [t is very doubtful whether the KKE leadership of the
time would ever have acquiesced in the loss of Greek territory, as
the Greek government accused them of doing, in order to satisfy
their supporters and allies across the border. It is equally doubtful
whether the KKE and 1ts guerrilla army would have been able to
protect northern Greece from their Communust allies, but for the
British and American refusal to allow the spoliation of the part of
Greece coveted by its northern neighbours. In 1949 the KKE leader-
shup reversed their position on the Macedonian question and returned
to the old Comintern line of favouring Slav Macedonian separatism,
thus confirming the worst fears of its political opponents. This re-
versal of policy on Macedonia appears to have been the result not
only of the effort to attract Greece’s Slav Macedomnians to the guer-
rilla army but also of the leadership’s decision to place the party on the
‘correct’, 1.e. anti-Yugoslav, side of the Soviet-Yugosiav (Stalin-Tito)
dispute raging at the time.

The party leader and their guerrilla army withdrew after therr
defeat to the Communist countries of Eastern Europe and to the
Soviet Union. In bitter exile and cut off from the realities of postwar
Greece, the KKE settled in for what proved an endless debate over
who was responsible for causing and then losing the Civil War in
Greece. For nearly half a century the KKE leaders have been trying,
in a futile exercise of self-deception by sticking to half-truths and
untruths, to avoid giving a convincing explanation of who was to
blame for the senseless slaughter and defeat of 1946-9.

The one person who was perhaps most responsible for causing,
if not also for losing, the Communist guerrilla war, namely the guer-
rilla commander Markos Vapheiadis, had already been relieved of his
duties in 1948 before the final collapse, but when defeat was immu-
nent he was the first of a growing number of high-ranking cadres
who mounted a relentless attack agamnst the party head, Nikos Zachariadis,
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darling of the party rank-and-file. Zachariadis had survived the Metaxas
dictatorship, the Axis occupation and the Civil War, but was finally
defeated when his own cronies in high office turned against him
after the death of Stalin. It was a fittung end for a man who had risen
to high office by manoeuvring behund the scenes and had kept that
office by getting rid of all those who at one time or another ques-
tioned the wisdom of his decisions. Having been deposed in 1956,
he tasted bitter exile mn Siberia, and finally committed suicide there
having spent his last years 1solated, humiliated and forgotten.

Banned in Greece till the fall of the army Junta in 1974, with 1ts
leaders in exile and racked by fierce quarrels, the Greek Commurusts
were represented in the country’s political life by the United Demo-
cratic Left (EDA), which fared significantly better than the KKE
ever did as a parliamentary party. The EDA was thought by many to
be operating as the agent of the banned Communists, but it managed
to appeal to a much wider public than the KKE ever did before the
war. This was because it operated much more effectively as a party
of protest against the excesses of the Raght than against the Centre
parties. While in exile in February 1968, 2 moderate wing of high-
ranking Communmnists and members of the Central Commuttee split
off from the KKE, and the split soon reached Greece where most of
the leading Communists were imprisoned by the Junta. After the
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in August the same year, the “dis-
sidents’ increased in number and influence, creating what they called
the ‘KKE of the Interior’ to distinguish themselves from the ortho-
dox KKE known for its subservience to the Soviets and its agreement
with their action 1n Czechoslovakia.

The army Junta gave Greek Communists 2 new lease of life.
Persecution turned them once more into martyrs of freedom.
Comumunist insurgency in the late 1940s had by then faded from
the public memory, as attention was diverted to stories of arrest,
imprisonment and torture of Communists by the Junta’s military
police and security police. The KKE was once again portrayed as the
party of uncompromusing resistance to authoritarian military rule,
although neither its appeal, 1ts policies nor circumstances had favoured
the growth of armed resistance as in the years of Axis rule. Besides,
political resistance to the military Junta was not limited to the Greek
Communists; much more effective abroad was the anti-Junta rhetoric
of organisations such as Andreas Papandreou’s Panhellenic Resistance
Movement (PAK), which made inroads into the KKE’s traditional
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arsenal of slogans. Other ‘bourgeo:s’ organisations also tried to fight
the Junta as best they could while the opposition of respected person-
alities such as Karamanlis to 1ts brutal regime deprived it of any kind
of legitimacy. While during the Nazi occupation the Communists came
to be respected and feared, under the Colonels they were mostly
pitied for being persecuted for what they were, and not for the little
that they did.

When the collapse of the military Junta terminated the ban against
the XKE, the party came out of the shadows and exile after twenty~
five years. As 1ts ageing cadres and heroes of the 1940s started returming
to the country, the party braced itself in an effort to reclaim the political
territory on the left of the political spectrum which it considered to
be 1ts own preserve. The 1974 and 1977 general elections secured it
respectable electoral returns, but not the posiion of influence its leaders
were hoping for. Much had changed since its last appearance 1 a
political contest, and this tended to limit its appeal. However, what
seems to have restricted the KXE’s appeal more than anything else
was the emergence of a serious rival for the support of left-wing
voters in the form of Papandreou’s PASOK, which encroached on
the KKE’s traditional electorate. While in opposition during the second
half of the 1970s, PASOK, in addition to gradually undermimng the
credibility of Karamanlis’s reformist conservative rule, robbed the
traditional Left of most of its slogans and heroes. Recruiting Manolis
Glezos, Markos Vapheadis and countless other personalities of the Left
was Papandreou’s astute move to co-opt the traditional Communist
following into his own camp.

Papandreou made new incursions into the KKE’s ideological
and political territory when he came to power in the 1980s. The
recognition of left-wing resistance to Axis rule as part of the ‘INational
Reesistance’ in the same period was welcome to the Left in general,
particularly to the political refugees and former Communist guerrillas
who had returned to Greece m the same period and become active
in politics, for once, m favour of party in government. Equally welcome
were the pensions awarded to a large number of old men and women
who claimed to have taken part in the resistance to the Axas. [t was
obvious that the PASOK government sought to win over to its side
not only the surviving resistance fighters, but also the aged and poor
peasants in the mountain regions where Communist-controlled
resistance had entrenched itself during the years of Axis occupation.
Such measures won over to PASOK a section of the population
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which till then the KKE had regarded as its own preserve. This was
a successful strategy to deprive the KI{E of part of'its political support
and buy off its resistance heroes at a relatively small cost. Defeated in
the Civil War, swept away by the currents of the Cold War, and living
as political refugees for more than a quarter of a century in distant
lands, the KKE’ heroes of the 1940s were in a sense defeated for a
second time on returning to Greece by the offer of paltry medals and
meagre pensions that severed them totally and finally from the party
of their youthful allegiance.

The collapse of Cornmunist regimes in the Soviet Union and
Eastern Europe that shook the world in the late 1980s further reduced
the KKE's appeal. A new generation of leaders, who had come of age
n the years of military rule, found great difficulty adjusting Communist
Party ideology to a rapidly changing world and employing new means
anc! anew language for reaching prospective supporters. Meanwhile
radical protest was monopolised by the Socialists. Anti-American
and anti-European, the KKE seems at the start of the new millenmum
to be hopelessly anchored in the past and unable to play a serious role
in Greek politics——destined perhaps to shrink first into a political
curiosity and then into final oblivion, as happened to most Comirmunist
parties in Western Europe.

Homo politicus

The year 1922 1s the true divide between the old and the new century
in Greece. The period preceding it witnessed Greek preoccupation
with irredentist claims and territorial expansion, the consolidation
of parliamentary power and the construction of a liberal democratic
state according to the designs of a visionary Western-oriented élite.
By 1922 Greece's expansion had reached its limut. Eleftherios Venizelos
had already put the finishing touches to the liberal state, and the large
estates of Thessaly were being expropriated and parcelled out to
landless peasants.?!

No one realised that most but not all of the era’s themes were
culminating wn the tragic finale of 1922. The politcal cleavage between
Veruzelc_)s's and the Crown's adherents persisted as a sinister theme
connecting the two eras. The Dichasmos (national schism), with all the

31 7 ;
Costas Costs, Erononne rurale et Bangue Agraire. Les documnents, Athens: Fondation

Culturelle de la Bangue Nationale de Gréce, 1990, p.40 (table of expropriations of
estates).
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Eleftherios Venizelos (1864—1936)

Born in Chania, Crete, Venizelos studied law in Athens. He entered
Cretan politics in 1889 and became a leading figure 1n the revolutionary
movement for the unification of his 1sland with Greece. From the
moment of his arrival in Athens m 1910 at the invitanon of the Military
League (an orgamsation of officers bent on rejuvenating politics) until
his death 1n exile in 1936 he dominated Greek politics. Founder and
leader of the Liberal Party, which became a rallying pomt and springboard
for many distnguished politicians (George Kafandaris, Alexander
Papanastasiou, Andreas Michalakopoulos, George Papandreou), he tried
to endow it with prmciples rather than patronage networks.

During his first tecm as Prume Mimster (1910-15), Venizelos reformed
the admunistration of the state, public education and the national economy.
Through a tmely network of foreign alliances he achieved Greece’s
territorial expansion during the Balkan Wars and the First World War.
His commutment to Greece’s involvemnent mn the [atter on the side of the
Triple Entente caused a cleavage between tus followers and the supporters
of King Constantine 1, that bedevilled Greek politics throughout the
mterwar period.

His defeat 1n the crucial electtons of 1920 and his failure to control
hus military followers in 1923—4 caused him to withdraw from politics
tll 1928. During his last term as Prime Minster m 1928-32, he
extricated Greece from its isolation by reviving and improving its
bilateral relations with Romania, Italy, Turkey and Yugoslavia, but was
also faced with the repercussions of the international economic crisis.

Vemzelos was less devoted than Harilaos Trikoupis to the principle
of the superiority of parliamentary government over all other forms
of governance. His own preference was for the Aristotelian division of
polities into pure and corrupt versions. He was therefore less concerned
with the system as such than with 1ts actual operation. However, the
success of this view wholly depended on the virtues of the personalites
that were placed by chorce or station in life 1n the key positions of
power. When Vemzelos salvaged the rnonarchy after the officers of 1909
had challenged 1ts authority, and made King George 1 the arbiter of
patliamentary politics in 1910, he had not anticipated the rapid successton
of events that brought Constantine to the throne in 1913.

Before 1915 Venizelos had encouraged a bipolar system of governance
in which the head of state and the head of government shared substantial

authority. In doing so he hoped that a grateful monarch would always
offer fu1s consent on vital decisions of reform and foreign policy. When
the clash between the Crown and the Prime Mimster occurred in
1915 over Vemzeloss decision to enter the war on the side of the
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‘Triple Entente, Constantine was prepared to defy the writ of Parliament.
Not only had he become popular as commander-in-chief mn the
successful Balkan campaigns (an office given to hum by Venizelos) but
he was also in harmony wath tus Prime Miruster's theory that the
King should partake in important political decisions. Under such
crrcumstances the national schism became inevitable.

Vemizelos's view of the state was a synthesis of Trikoupis’s intention
to make 1t the motor of growth by creating a mughty infrastructure,
and Deeliyanms’ vision of agricuitural self-sufficiency and welfare con-
siderations. Although he inherited Deliyanms’ orphaned constituency,
manly because Tricoupss’ party had been preserved by his rival Georgios
Theotolas, his reformust promise won him the overwhelming support
of those in the muddle class that had not declared their polincal prefer-
ence before.

Bibliopraphy

Doros Alastos, Venizelos, London: Lund Flumphries, 1942; Grigonios Daphms, Ta Ellinika
Politika Kommata, 18211961 (The Greek political parties, 1821-1961), Athens: Galaaas,
1961; George T. Mavrogordatos, Stillborn Republic: Sogai Coalitions and Party Strategies in
Greere, 1922-36, Berkeley: University of Californun Press, 1983; George Ventirs, I Elfas
tou 19101820 (Greece of 1910-20), vois I-II, Athens: Ikaros, 1970; Thanos Veremus and
Youta Goulirus (eds), Elgftherios Venizelos. Kinonia, economia, politiki stin: epochi tou (Eleftherios
Venizeios: society, economy and politics in his imes), Arhens: Gnost, 1989.

trappings of a clash between conservatives and liberals, appeared
strange 1n a country without an ancien régime and a landed aristocracy
who would look to the royal house for inspiration. King Constantine’s
belated popularity after the Balkan Wars of 1912—13 was largely due
to his role as commander-in~chief in military campaigns that were
the natural outcome of Venizelos's irredentist agenda. By a twist of
fate Constantine became the rallying pomnt of the war-weary population
of Old Greece (as opposed to the newly-acquired territories) and of
the traditional parties that had joined forces against a ground-breaking
Venizelos in the elections of 1912.

The wrony about the 1915 pro-royalist coalition against Venizelos
was that it included more or less the same parties that had been
overruled by King George [ in 1910 in favour of the Cretan newcormer.
The King had then made use of his prerogative to appoint the Prime
Minster, and by choosing Venizelos had changed the course of hustory.
Five years later King Constantine reversed his father’s choice; he
rejuvenated the old political parties that were already past their prime
in 1910 and became their actual if not institutional leader.
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The schisrm was consummated after the catastrophe in 1922 with
the blood of five anti-Venizelist politicians and the commander of
the Greek Asia Minor forces. Accused of high treason, they were 1n
fact executed for their alleged responsibility for what had occurred.
The misguided presence of the Greek forces in Turkey had been
opposed by the royalist parties in 1919, but Veruzelos’s power and hus
conviction that Britain backed his decision carried the day. The anti-
Venizelist royalist coalition that won the 1920 elections lacked the
courage to reverse a campaign already in progress, although 1t had
promised to ‘bring the boys back home’. Despite the admomnitions of
one of their own, General loannis Metaxas, they pursued a disastrous
course that led to the carastrophe and paid for a decision that had not
been theirs. It took the anti-Venizelists a decade to regroup and win
an election. During that time various Venizelist factions competed
for power virtually unopposed.

The role of the 1922 refugees was catalytic to all subsequent
developments in Greece. They posed a social challenge that strained
the tolerance of the natives, introduced new perceptions in the closed
society of the urban and rural centres, changed the face of party poli-
tics beyond recogrution, gave the economy a vital transfusion of skills
and labour, and affected the views of the intelligentsia as no other
single source of influence had ever done before.

The refugee phenomenon was not altogether new in the Greek
state. From 1ts very foundation, as is seen elsewhere, the mhabitants
of Roumeli (mainland Greece) and the Morea (southern Greece)
began to acquaint themselves with the communities of their Cretan,
Epirot and Macedonian brethren who sought their support in their
irredentist struggles. These latter joined the rebellion, first as volunteer
warriors and then often as refugees after every failed uprising. The
spectacle of makeshift camps was commeon. Although mostly of the
Orthodox persuasion, not all of these refugees spoke the Janguage of
the New Testament. This was nothing new. Albamans, Vlachs and Slavs
had added spice and variety to the traditional Greek representatives
who met in Epidaurus in 1821 to forge a constitution that would
unify politically 2 fragmented communal pattern of existence. Whereas
the Ottoman administraton was based on a network of commumnities
and local notables designated for the collection of taxes, the French
blueprint of centralized admunistration and a unitary state became the
ideal of the Greek msurgents.

The process of convergence was not without reversals. In 1844,
when the Ottonian constitution was being drafted, the parochial
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The Asia Minor Catastrophe

The ‘catastrophe’ of 1922 ranks among national disasters second only
to the Civil War of 19469 1n Greek perceptions, It marked the end of
Greek expansiorust policy (the ‘Great Idea’) and brought more than
1 million destitute refugees to a country of barely 5 million inhabatants.
Providing food and shelter and ultimately incorporanng the displaced
people into society has been one of the most successful projects
undertaken by the Greek state.

The factors that led to the catastrophe were mulu-faceted. Although
the First World War was over for most belligerents 1n 1918, the Greek
arry was still at war. With a mandate by its victorious allies to mantamn
order in the coastal city of Smyrna and the Aidin province, the Greeks
fanded 1 1919 and began a mop-up operation against the remnants of
Turkish resistance m the region. Elefthenos Vemzelos’s electoral defeat
m November 1920 was the outcome of war fatigue suffered by a popula-
tzon whose young men had been under arms since 1912. The new govern-
ment, made up of anti-Entente and royalist politcians, weakened Greece’s
credibility among 1ts allies, Furthermore the permicious legacy of the na-
nonal division that began in 1916 had wken its toll 1n the armed forces.

King Constantne, brought back to the throne by plebiscite, orderad
a campaign agamst the stronghold of the Turkssh forces under Mustapha
Kemal in Ankara. Despite the dire warmngs of such military experts of
the royalist camp as Ioannis Metaxas, the government plunged ahead
wiath little awareness of the logistics that such an undertaking required.
As the army made slow progress towards its obyective facing stiff resistance
from the retreating Turks, Constantine nstalled himself in Smyrna with
Prime Mimuster Demetrios Gounarss to supervise the operation. However,
the Greek advance foundered on the last obstacle to Ankara, the fortified
banks of the river Sakaria. Kemal counter-attacked m August and
repelled the Greeks. Given Italian rivalry with Greece over the control
of Asia Minor and France’s change of position after agreemng to supply
Kemal with arms and ammunition, British support alone could not
arrest the impending collapse. The Turkish offensive a year later split
the Greek defences and commenced the wholesale eviction of the entre
Greek presence from Anatola.

attitude of the ‘autochthonous’ Greeks (those born within the realm
of the free state) carried the day.’? The ‘heterochthonous' Greeks
(born outside the realm) were denied the right to vote and those who

RE Kyriakides, Iitoria fou synchronou Ellinismon 1832—1892 (History of conteni-
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held posts in the civil service lost them, but before long the measure fell
mnto disuse. A similar cleavage was generated by the Balkan Wars of
1912~13 as new territories, with their populations, entered the
kingdom. On the eve of the national schism, Greece had increased its
territory from 25,014 to 41,993 square miles and its population from
2,700,000 to 4,800,000.%* Naturally, the members of the political
establishment of Old Greece refused to share its privileges with the
newcomers and resisted the continuation of the irredentist process
itself when their grip on the control of the state began to appear
precarious. The national division between a neutral stance and a pro-
Entente commutment of the Greek forces was another symptom of
the growing pains of a small culturally homogeneous state. The royalist
slogan ‘A small but honourable Greece’ was a synonym for the status quo
of an ‘autochthonous’ Greece. The task of unifying the new territorial
acquisitions under a single authority was not the over-riding concern
of the old establishment, whuch feared the loss of its power and privileges.
The same was true with the much-increased scale of the 1922 refugee
phenomenon. The threat, real or imaginary, that the dispossessed
newcomners fromn Asia Minor posed to shopkeepers and small property-
owners all over Greece was coupled with the ommunous contagion of
the Bolshevik revolution that disturbed the sleep of bourgeoss Europe.
Greek political parties were certainly unprepared for the symptoms
presented by interwar radicalism, and much more alarmed than the
true extent of the threat to the social order really warranted. Industrial
unrest, general strikes, agitation and corporatism were perceived as
signs of impending doom.** However, the schism had produced a
parliament dominated by the liberal camp, and precluded a coalition
of bourgeois political forces to face the crisis. By 1925 most liberal
politicians were unwilling to assume the cost of harsh economuc
measures that would benefit the anti-Venizelist opposition whether
wnside or outside Parliament. They were even prepared to abdicate their
own responsibilities and allow a *caretaker’ military figure like Theodore
Pangalos to do the dirty work for them. It was under these circumstances
that military corporatism reached its brief heyday and became an
operatic feature of mid-1920s Greece.™ In a traditional society where
clientelism reigned supreme, the attempt by the military to introduce
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the element of professional corporatism in their interventions was
ultimately condemned to failure. The ponderous coup of 1935,
masterminded by the only military organisation set up to achieve
corporatst aims (Elliniki Stratiotiki Organosis—ESQO), failed miserably,
but posed yet another challenge to the parliamentary system as the
only source of legitimacy.?® Although patron-client relationships
destroyed all atternpts at horizontal organisation of claimants, the social
1sclation of the refugees and their lack of connections, other than
their dependence on specific politicians, encouraged the development
of a corporatst identity, as well as a form of class identity within their
ranks that profoundly affected Greek politics.

The influx of about 300,000 men of voting age, ranked almost
solidly with the liberal camp, determined the pattern of elections, at
least untl 1932. Furthermore the anti~-monarchical stance of the refugees,
as opposed to the ant-Constantinist sentiments of the mainstream
Vemzelists, was another novelty with a special impact on the 1924
change of regime. The native liberals opposed King Constantine as a
person rather than the institution he represented. His father King
George I, though hardly a popular monarch, had steered the Crown
clear of dangerous reefs during his long reign and had acquired a
reputation for wisdom by striking compromises with hus parliamentary
adversaries. If Constantine had not challenged Vemzelos’s authority
as the elected prime nunister, he wonld have been remembered for
his presence at the front line in the Balkan Wars. The refugees had
no such recollections but harboured the bitter memories of forcible
expulsion from their homeland, which they associated with the anti-
Venizelist government then in power and its leader King Constantine.
Their loss of property and status had the effect of inspiring them
with revolutionary ideals, with whach the cautious radicalism of the
natives could not be compared.

Local conferences of refugees that convened through 1923 to
determine a common position in Greek politics concluded that they
owed unqualified allegiance to Eleftherios Venizelos.?” True to their
commitment, the refugees backed the Liberals in the elections of
1923, 1926 and 1928. Some observers believe that without this sup-
port the Venizelist camp could not have dominated the polls through-
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out this period.?® Yet in spite of their decisive electoral umpact the
refugees were under-represented as a group in Parliament. Although
they formed 20 per cent of the total population, their deputies
amounted on average to only 12 -13 per cent in the House (the most
they ever gained was thirty-eight seats out of 300 1n the elections of
1932).3° This was due to their geographical dispersal, which gave
them a ‘dominant voice in determining the victory or defeat of the
old political parties of Greece, but prevented them from formng an
independent political force’.*°

The Ankara Convention of 1930 between Greece and Turkey,
which cancelled the claims of the refugees to ther abandoned proper-
ties in Anatolia, constituted a watershed for refugee political behaviour.
The widespread disillusionment with parliamentary politics felt by
the refugees as a result led to a significant swing to the left and the
development of a class consciousness. It was a way of ‘sublimaung
their alienation by struggling for an envisioned international order
n whach ethnic minorities would not consttute political problems’ #!
In the 1931 by-elections in Thessaloniki, where the refugees formed
48 per cent of the population, the Liberal candidate receved only
38 per cent of the vote (compared to 69 per cent three years earlier)
while the Communists doubled their share.*?

However, the flight of refugee votes to the ant-Vemzelist camp
was caused by false promuses of compensation for their Jost property
and was only temporary. Given 1ts history, the Populist Party could
never aspire to reconciliation with the refugees. During the Venizelist
coup of 1935 the refugees unamrmously backed the Venizelist rebels
against the Populist government.** The majority of refugee defectors
from Venizelism went to the Commurnst camp, but this transition
was ntot easy. In 1924 the Comintern decided that the Greek, Serbian
and Bulgarian parts of Macedoma ought to form a umted and
autonomous state withuin a Balkan Confederation. For the Greek
Cormmunists (KIKE) the implications of this decision, which amounted
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to a surrender of newly-acquired territory, were grave. Such party
furmunaries as loannis Kordatos and Seraphim Maximos warned their
comrades of the consequences that this would have for the refugees
i particular and the masses i general, but they were ignored and
resigned in despair. The decision to fall in line with the Comintern
splic the Greek Communists, but the damage could not be undone:
the refugees settled in Macedoma refrained from joining the KKE’
ranks. The fear of again becoming an ethnic minority in a united
Macedoma with 2 hostile Slavic majority determuned the political
choices of the rural settlers for years to come.

Refugees who did become members of the KKE soon realised
that they would have to give up their allegiance to their special refu-
gee cause and bow to their party’s priorities, which often clashed
with therr own corporate interests. The party’s opposition to Venizelist
‘impenalism’ during the Asia Mlinor campaign, its subsequent support
of the native workers against the newcomers, and its condemnation
of the massave settlement of refugees 1n Macedonia and Thrace ‘as
part of a simster plan of the Greek bourgeoisie for a forcible alteration
of the ethnic composition of these regions’,** highlighted the pre-
dicament of the Commumst refugees.*®

In 1934 the adoption of the ‘Popular Front’ strategy agamst fascism
allowed the KKE to relax its ideological rigour and revise 1ts position
regarding the refugees. The policy for an ‘independent Macedomia
and Thrace' was replaced by *‘full national and political equality for
all national minorities’, and an extra effort was made to win over
republicans who were disappointed with the Venizelist camp. By 1935
about half of the Central Committee and most of the Politburo
members were refugees, ncluding the party’s Secretary-General Nikos
Zachariadis.*® The refugees as a distinct group began to lose their
cohesion but offered their radical zeai to the Communist movement.

One of the most important new developments of the post-1922
era was the end of the territorial expansion of Greece. The country
had at long last acquired permanent borders. The transition from
the twentieth centurys second decade of glory and expansion to

Mavrogoradatos, p. 219,
*Mavrogordatos’s point that, although the KKE sought to infiltrate the refugees,
1t5 own aims were often incompatible with their interests 15 well substantiated. Ses

Mavrogordatos, pp. 218-20, and fus use of KKE sources, footnotes 109—19 (pp.
218-21).

**Maovrogordatos, pp. 222-3.
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the third of defeat and retrenchment was not easy for the Greeks to
accomplish. Some felt trapped within the claustrophobic confines
of a problematic state, others sought to rationalise Greece’s predicament
and exchange the loss of the Great Idea with a new concentration on
westernisation and development. George Theotokas’s book Elefthero
Preuma (Free Spirit),*’ published in 1929, was a timely attempt to
rid his generation of the wreckage of past illusions and stem the tude
of pessimism or mystical escapism represented by the poet Karyotakis
and Sikelianos respectively.*® The poet Karyotakis, who took his own
life, became a symbol of the post-war lost generation, while Sikelianas
attempted to revive the pagan glory of antiquity. Theotokas praised
the symbioss of the worthy and contradictory elements that comprise
Greek tradition, the legacy of folk and scholarly achievement, of the
self-taught warrior loannis Makriyannis and the sophisticated bard
Cavafis alike. But his main precccupation was to steer Greece back
into the mainstream of European tradition of which it had always
been part.” A general turned politician and dictator also tried to
establish a cultural continuum that would bring Greece into what
he perceived as the European mamstream. loannis Metaxas’s “Third
Greek Civilisation’ was akin to Mussolini’s visions and was as opposed
to pessimism, escapism and Communism as was Theotokas. Yet his
scheme was exclusive and in fact mnsular, while the vision of Theotokas
was inclusive and cosmopolitan. Although some intellectuals sought
to counter Greece’s psychological self-isolation, a kind of parochialism
was already setting in.

The ‘autochthonous’ interpretation of the nation i 1844 was
doomed by an expanding kingdom. As the historian Constantinos
Paparrigopoulos well understood, a cultural concept of umity could
provide a bond that would facilitate the acculturation of Albanians,
Vlachs and Slavs inhabiting the Hellenic state. Thus Isocrates’s dictum
“We consider Greeks those who partake of our culture’ became the
basis of nineteenth-century Greek wrredentism. The present cultural
fiomogeneity of the Greeks owes much to the open and flexible
notion of what constituted ‘Greekness’ in the era of the Great Idea.

Y1George Theotokas, Elefthero Prewma, Athens: Hermes, 1929, 1973,

“®Mario Vitti, Istorta tis nevellinilids fogotechmas (History of modern Greek
literature) Athens: Odysseas, 1978, pp. 293—341.

49K Th. Dimaras, ‘O telesphoros syngerasmos’ (The effective convession) i Iteria
tose Ellinikon Etnious {History of the Hellemuc world), vol. 15, Athens: Ekdotiki Athinon,
1978, pp. 487-5.
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The content of Greek nationalistn was transformed during the
interwar period. Besides the Asia Minor catastrophe and the sealing
of Greek borders, the Comintern’s stance—adopted by a dutiful
KKE—proved a formmdable challenge to Greece’s territorial integrity.
Thus the danger “from within® became an entirely new threat to a
state which hitherto had only known external enemies.

The new content of Greek nationalism was a denial of the Com-
munist creed. It was also connected with the msecurity that pre-
vailed after the First World War, which had to do primarily with the
threat from the ‘north’. Class analysis and ‘historical materialism’ that
cut across national distinctions, m conjuction with claims to Greek
territory from Bulgaria, Yugoslavia and Albania, indirectly determined
the state’s ideological orientation. Whereas during the irredentist years
state 1deology reflected a generosity towards potential converts to
Hellenism and tolerance for ethme idiosyncrasies, the interwar state
strove for Hellenic authenticity as something conferred by history.
An exclusive and privileged relationship with antiquity became one
of the two legitimusing elements of Greekness. The other was ideo-
logical purity.

Metaxas, not unlike other theorists of the Raght such as Pericles
Yannopoulos and Demeosthenss Daniilides, relegated religion in his
state to a secondary role.’® Ancient Greece was his primary source
of reference and the ideal that differentiated Greeks from thear Slavic
neighbours and by implication from the Communists. His anti-
Communism and anti-parliamentarianism brought him close to the
contemporary Fascists, but his racism was muted. In his 27 October
1936 speech in Serres he spoke of the Greek race and its vocation as
a ‘chosen stock’>! Although the concept had been aired previously,
it nevertheless marked a departure from the cultural nationalistn of
the past and set a precedent that would find imatators i the post-war
future. His least successful novelty was the cult of the state as a living
orgamism with a mission to unify the nation. In their time-honoured
radition the Greeks made fun of grandiloquent nonsense and remamed
distinctly urumpressed.

The nation-state was no doubt the culprit responsible for most

50The most systemanc study of the Metaxast 1deoclogy was produced by
Constantine Sarandis, “The Ideology and Characrer of the Metaxas Regime’ in The
Metaxas Dictatorship: Aspects of Greece, 1936-40, Athens: ELIAMEP, Vryonis Center,
1993, p. 159.

S1Sarandis, op.cit., p. 150.
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of the misdeeds of an otherwise creative European era. In Greece the
nation was viewed as the spiritual side of the system and the state as
its reincarnation, and the latter could never mobilise the allegiance of
its world-weary citizens to justify its failures. On 28 October 1940
the Greeks closed ranks behind Metaxas because the fascist challenge
was perceived as a threat to the nation (ethnos) and the fatherland
(patris). The post-1922 decline of Liberal Democracy and 1ts dermise
over the decade following 1936 nevertheless weighed heavily n the
calamities that befell Greece later.

In the mean time the displacement and relocation of people, as
with the Asta Minor refugees, undermined patron-client relationships
and facilitated the advent of ideclogies. The arrival of the refugee
newcomers in the rural and urban centres destroyed the fabric of
traditional political relations and helped to recreate the network of
political camps and confrontations. This, however, was a long-drawn-
out process.

The attitude of political parties towards the *other’, whether the
refugees or ethnic groups, depended entirely on their point of entry
into Greek politics. It was not because of ideological inclination
that the Venizelist Liberals favoured their refugee clients, nor did the
Conservative Populists draw Jewish and Muslim support because of
their party platform. As long as the Veruzelist/ anti-Venizelist divide
prevailed, the refugees gave their allegiance to their polincal patrons,
whereas the old-established Jews and the Arvanites (descendants of
the Albanians) voted unanimously for the anti-Venizelists.

Even under the Metaxas regime, state relations with the “others’
on the basis of their party allegiances did not change. Metaxas was
thus more friendly towards the Jews, the Arvanites and the Muslims,
than the liberal Venizelists had ever been, and certainly less friendly
towards the refugees of the urban (as opposed to the rural) centres
and the Slav Macedonians.

The Anatolian refugees established in rural Macedonia were mostly
Turkish-speaking or speakers of Pontic Greek (equally umintelligible
to the natives) and for that reason could not have exerted a Hellenising
influence in the region. Therr identity conformed to the Christian
Orthodox culture of their ‘Rum’ communities, but their inevitable
affinity with the Greek state as their most important source of support
and security would eventually transform most of them into ardent
patriots. In the mean time they unwittingly became the cause of a
significant cleavage among the natives of Macedomnia. The antagonisin
of the Turkish-speaking refugees towards the Slavic- and Greek-speaking
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natives over the abandoned properties of the departed Turks had
far-reaching consequences for the society of northern Greece. Many
Slav-speakers opted for the Communmst party and some joined the
Democratic Army of the 19469 Civil War with a secessionist agenda,
while the rural refugees became right-wing nationalists supporting
the cause of the Hellenic state.>® There were of course significant
exceptions, such as the ‘red town' of Kilkis, but on the whole the rural
refugees sided with the authorities against the left-wing rebels.

The war years and foreign occupation (Italian, German and Bul-
garian) became the most important factor in the reconstruction of
the networks of Joyalties, As the liberal-conservatuve divide was over-
taken by that between Raght and Left, a new shift of loyalties began to
develop. Existing differences among the refugees and native groups in
Macedonia, as well as 1n the clash between loyalists and secessionists,
certamnly played their part in the subsequent position of each n the
Raght-Left spectrum. However, 1t should not be presumed that Raght-
Left positions comaded with those of loyalists—secessionists. The
Charns of Epirus, certain Viachs of Thessaly and many Slav Macedonians
collaborated with the occupation forces (who can be characterised
as extreme right-wingers), mostly out of opportunism and to settle
old accounts with their opponents in the region. Nor should the
pattern of behaviour of the secessionists in the Democratic Army be
equated with that of all the members of the KKE, as was often claimed
by right-wing propaganda.>

Even though the 1941-9 period recast the entire 1ssue of refugees
by practically eradicating their corporate position in Greek politics,
those who did not escape the shanty neighborhoods of Athens and
the poor urban quarters on the city’s periphery reminded the Greek
state of therr existence by casting their vote for EDA (United Democratic
Left) and for the KKE once it was legalised.>*

The entire transformation of political discourse 1n Greece from
liberal-royalist to Left-Raght was greatly influenced by the refugee
factor. In the urban centres the refugees became associated with the
Commurust ‘enemy from withun', while 1n rural Greece they impeded
the acculturation process of bringing the Slav-speakers into the
Hellenic tradition and diverted their loyalties into other directions.

*fohn S. Koliopoulos, Leilasia phrontmation (A pillage of comactions), Thessaloniks:
Varuas, 1994 Plundered Loyalties, op. cit.

SIKoliopoulos, ap. at.

SRenée Hirschon, Heurs of the Greek Catastrophe: The Soaal Life of Asia Minor
Refugees inn Piraeus, Oxford: Clarencdon Press, 1989.
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Civil strife healed the political cleavages of the interwar period and
created new ones. Venizelists and royalists stowly closed ranks against
the left-wing threat, and the new cleavage transformed the nationalism
of the past mto the ‘national-mndedress’ (ethnikophrosyne) of the postwar
anti-Communist state.5

The Civil War cleavage divided the Greeks into roughly two
categories: a large one of anti~-Communist liberals, conservatives and
right-wingers and a smaller one of trapped socialists, left-wingers
and avowed Comimunists. The ruling intelligentsia represented a neo~
Kantian school of thought and experimented with an aristocratic
form of democracy, expounded by a close associate of Prime Minuster
Karamantlis, Constantine Tsatsos. A Venizelist of the pre-war period,
Tsatsos believed that freedom was a private achievement, nota benefit
that could be distributed to the public. His contemnporary at Heidelberg
University, Panayotis Kanellopoulos, another prominent member of
Karamanlis's cabinets, savoured a concept of freedom that would spring
from an ideal polity, not unlike the Platomc Republic. In a period
preoccupied with considerations of rapid reconstruction and econoimic
growth, these scholars m politics offered an occasional recogmtion
of excellence that propelled architects such as Dimitris Pikiomns (1887
1968) and Aris Constantinides (1913-97) to prominence.

However, post-war modernisation was mostly centred on the
economy. When Greece entered an association agreement with the
European Economic Commumnty in the early 1960s, 1t did not then
occur to the able Greek negotators to address the philosophical roots
which made Greek society so different from the core of the European
Community. Collectivism as opposed to individualism was a subject
that had appeared mainly in debates between left and liberal exponents
throughout the interwar period.

The absence of the individual from the Greek philosophical tra-
dition, and indeed from society itself, had been remarked on by
George Theotokas in tus Elefthero Preuma (Free spirit) m 1929.%¢ His
views generated a storm of opposition on both left'and the right.>’

i George Mavrogordatos, ‘ The 1940s between Past and Future’ in John latrides
and Linda Wringley {eds}, Greece at the Crossroads: The Civil War and its Legacy,
Unuversity Park, PA: Pennsylvania State Umversity Press, 1995, pp. 31-47.

56The book was reprinted in 1973 during the days of the junta, and was edited
by another member of the generation of the 1930s, Constantine Dimaras.

7 Takas Papatsonis, a poet with religious mnclinatons, attacked Theotokas’ views
in 1932, His essay was mcluded 1n fus collecuon Tetraperatos Cosmos (Whole Wide
World), vol. A, Athens: [karos, 1966, pp. 541-7.
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Although the coherence of his message was lessened by his youthful
enthusiasm, Theotokas identified individualism as a vital element of
Western achievement and noted its absence in Greece’s past. Left-
wing adherents naturally reacted to a clarion call that undermined
their appeal for a mass struggle, but even political liberals refused to
recognise a view that prassed individuality. INo less a liberal than George
Seferis revelled 1n the collective psyche of Greece’s traditional soci-
ety. In his 1943 lecture on Makriyannis in Cairo he referred to the
warrior-writer of 1821 1nn order to develop his views on the Greek
collectrvity. ‘“The Greeks in the old times believed in “we” and not
“T”". Because whenever the ego sought to override the collectivity,
Ati, the implacable fate that preserves balance in the world, strikes 1t
down.58

The polarisation 1n politics and society caused by the Civil War
created a formmdable obstacle to the development of a social democracy
of the kind that flourished in post-war Europe, and delayed the return
of the liberal centre for a decade. When the Centre Union party came
to power 11 1963 as an umbrella movement covering a wide political
spectruim, its message was not conciliatory, but 1t offered a reformist
mission in opposition to the oppressive mstitutons of a right-wing
state.

The subsequent regime of 1967~74 precipitated a unique rec-
onciliation between the lefi-centre and the right, as all united in
opposition to the dictatorship. The consensus against the Junta
constituted the solid ground on which democracy was re-established
after its seven-vear eclipse. The populism of the 1980s and the ideo-
logical charade of the Left aping the nationalisin of the Raght, while
the Raght espoused the statism of the Left, with the Centre mnper-
sonating both Left and Right according to circumstances, delayed the
return of a liberal Centre. The elections of April 2000 confirmed that
centrism in its liberal form had become dominant in Greek politics.
Yet the Simitis era of Centre politics provoked little discussion among
politicians on the nature of the liberal polity. Even accomplished lib-
erals such as the former mnister and (at the tune of writing) leader
of a small party in parliament, Stephanos Manos, are preoccupied
more with the economuc than with the political side of liberalism. In
Greece, as in all other member states of the European Union, ‘homo
politicus” has been largely displaced by ‘homo econonicus’.

58Seferis, Dokimes, p. 197.

Part II. INSTITUTIONS

3
THE CHURCH OF GREECE

The Church of Greece came into being in 1833 when the Bavarian /
regency unilaterally proclaimed, in the name of King Otto, its inde- |
pendence from the Patriarchate of Constantinople. By the same
royal decree of July 1833—the work of Georg von Maurer and two
prominent supporters of a Greek national church, Theokletos Phar-
makidis and Spyridon Trikoupis—it became autocephalous, acquured
1ts own synod, and recogmsed King Otto as its head.

The expected and understandable negative reaction from a number
of prelates was never strong enough to endanger the newly-established
order in the country, while the equally expected and understandable
opposition from the Ecumenical Patriarchate was treated with the
respect and understanding due to the sensibilities of the ‘mother church’.
In 1850, after tortuous and protracted negotiations, the Patriarchate 2
of Constantmople finally recognised the independence of the new
institution. !

The settlement of this vital question of the fledgling kingdom
represented the triumph of the Jay state over ecclesiastical authority,
and was a reflection of the ideas and principles on which the kingdom /
was being founded. The newly-established Church of Greece was

1The subject 1s discussed in Charles A. Frazee, The Orthodox Church and Independence,
1821~1852, Cambridge, 1969. In his excellent summary of the Orthodox Church,
Philip Sherrard, a devout Orthodox scholar, wrote: “The Orthodox Church 1s very
much z communon of local churches, whose umversal nature is testified by the
umty of its faith; and the guardian of the unity of the faith 15 uldmately the whole
congregation of the faithful’ Jonn Campbell and Philip Sherrard, Modern Greece,
London: Ernest Benn, 1968, p. 195,
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not only made independent of the Ecumenical Patriarchate; by the
1same token it was made subservient to the state. Although granted a
privileged position mn relation to other religious establishments, it was
essentially turned into a state entity under the supervision of a ministry;
and although the imtial Bavarian settlement of the church guestion
was later refaxed to allow it a measure of freedom within the secular
state, the head of the Church always had to understand that the Minister
of Education and Creeds was his superior. The blow to the authority
and prestige of the Ecumenical Patriarchate was severe, but m the light
of the requirements of the sovereign nation-state 1t was unavoidable.
Driven by Western principles and ideas about the position and
role of religious establishments and confronted with an uncomfortably
large and potentially destabilising religious component, Bavarian and
Greek state-builders like Pharmakides and Spyridon Trikoupis took
consicerable pains to place the Greek Church under close watch and
use it to promote such secular objectives as education and, somewhat
later, Gireek national aspirations among Orthodox Christans. Eventually

7 the Church of Greece was made to 1dentify so thoroughly with the

modern Greek state’s hellenising drive, inside and outside the state
borders, that it would not be an overstatement to speak of a modern
Hellemic church very much at odds with its own history.
One of the prous views of modern Greece concerns the role of the
S Orthodox Church in the establishment of the modern Greek nation-
state. According to this view, the Church, in the role of a latter-day
>Noah's Ark, saved the Greek nation in the centuries of the Turkish
and Western *deluge’ following the fall of the eastern Rooman empire
in 1453. The Orthodox Church, by protecting the true faith agamst
both Muslim and Latin temporal princes in the centuries of foreign
rule, preserved Greek 1dentity and kept the Greek nation from being
¢ agsirnﬂated by the nations of its foreign rulers. According to the samne
[ view, the Orthodox Church welcomed the Greek Revolution in 1821
) and blessed the arms of the Greek insurgents. Indeed, many Orthodox
y prelates assumed a leading role in insurgent Greece and played an
important part not only m ecclasiastical but also in political and military
matters. Following Independence, a Laun prince and his Western
advisers severed the links that had united the Church of Greece with
the Ecumenical Patriarchate and placed the Church under the authonty
of his temporal power.?

2See Chrysostomos Papadopoulos, He Ekklesia tes Hellados {The Church of
Greece}, Athens 1951. The author was Archbishop of Athens 1n 1923-38.
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Efforts to see the Orthodox Church and its role in modern Greece
m a proper historical perspective, on the basis of evidence from both
lay and church sources, have foundered on the hard rock of embedded
suspicion of the motives behind any such endeavours. As in the case
of the mythical Greek ‘hidden school’ {frypho scholio) under Ottoman
rule, the notion of the Orthodox Church playing the role of an active
and enthusiastic agent in the establishment of the independent Greek
nation-state seemed unassailable. Revisiorust historians questioning 1t
have always been portrayed as so many Western agents COnSpITIgE to
rob the Greeks of their faith and identity.

In presenting the massacres of Turks by msurgent Greeks as
wrefutable proof of a religious war of Christians against Muslims,
contemporary Western observers and subsequent commentators
unintentionally supported the view of the Orthodox Church playing
a leading role 1n the War of Independence. It s now established that /
Church leaders were not more—indeed they were much less—
enthusiastic freedom fighters than most other representatives of Greelk
élite groups with a vested interest in preserving the Ottoman Sultan’s S
decrepit but still formidable empire. The truth s that the hand of
the Orthodox hierarchy was forced by the reprisals of the Ottomans
against the Church’s prelates at the outbreak of the 1821 uprising; by
the burden of its accumulated debts that might be written off in the
expectation of a clean slate under a new regime: and by the real fear
of Orthodox prelates that they might have to pay with their lives for
outrages committed in order to compromise a rather reluctant lead-
ership. Orthodox prelates took part in the War of Independence,
not only as religious leaders leading the faithful against the temporal
power ruling the Greeks, but also in the expectation of preserving a
position in the new regime as domunant as what they had enjoyed
under the old one. When they fought against the Turks, like the rest of /
the Greeks, they did so not as Christians against Muslims but as Greeks
against Turks.

The idea of the Orthodox Church hierarchy welcoming the /
opportunity to establish a Greek nation-state by carving territory out
of the Ottoman empire mn the way shown by the leaders of the French
R.evolution, flies in the face of both common sense and all available
evidence. Concepts such as popular sovereignty and the temporal
state, which were central to the Greek insurgency, were anathema to
the Orthodox Church of the time. So too was the prospect of breaking
up the institution into as many national churches as there were nascent
nation-states in the Ecumenical Patriarch’s spiritual domain. The self-

{
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same Patriarch Gregory V, who was hanged on the Sultan’s order for
the disloyalty of his Greek flock, had condemmned in so many words
the leader of the Greek msurrection in the Principalities, Alexander
Ypsilanus. Although there can be little doubt that Gregory V would
have felt awkward about 1ssuing this condemnation, he was certamnly
in line with the time-honoured Orthodox Church policy on such
matters, of serving the interests of the Orthodox Ecumene as interpreted
by its leadership.

Orthodox Church apologists have tried in vain ever since to explain
Gregory’s act in terms other than traditional Orthodox obedience
to the Turkish ruler. The ‘Paternal Instruction’ of 1798 (published
under the name of Anthumos VI, Patriarch of Jerusalem, but possibly
written by Gregory V), which condemned the Greek stirrings for
freedom, did not represent a departure from tradiftonal Church relations
with the Sultan and from the egually traditional attitude towards
most things assocrated with the West. Blind obedience to the Muslim
legitimate monarch, as a formal chastisement for the sins of the Eastern
R.oman emperors, was an article of faith for the Orthodox Church
and an integral part of the doctrinal foundation on which 1ts relations
with both the Sultan and the West rested.?

/ Thus the movement for Greek national independence, and the

consequent launching of the Greek nation-state, could not possibly
have been welcome to Church leaders in the way that it has subsequently
been portrayed. The turning-point in the attitude of the prelates to
the War of Independence was the summary execution of all the
metropolitans and bishops whom the Ottoman authorities could
lay their haunds on. The survivors understandably threw in their lot
{ with the revolutionaries, raised the flag of insurrection and blessed
- their arms. However, the Orthodox Church was subsequently presented
not only as having actively participated in the movement for Greek
independence but as having worked for it ever since the fall of
Constantinople m 1453. Church leaders and lay apologists set about
constructing for the Church a history that would make it it 1nto the
Greek nation-state. According to this construct, the Church created
m 1833 by royal decree had in fact existed since St Paul’s ime and had
come eventually to be associated with the Roman empire’s ‘Hlyricum’,
1r.e. the Greek peninsula and the adjacent 1slands; i1t had been free of

3For a probing agalysas see Paschalis M. Kitromilides, '‘Imagined Commumities
and the Ongns of the Nanonal Question n the Balkan’s Modern Greece’ 1n M.
Blinkhornand T. Veremis {eds), Nationalism and Nationality, Athens, 1990, pp. 23-66.
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Latin control and influence well before the Schism of 1054—mndeed.
ever since it had been detached from papal jurisdiction by the Eastern
Emperor i 733. The Crusades and Latin and Ottoman rule turned
it into a truly Greek institution, a repository of traditional Greek
values and a vehicle of Greek 1dentity immune to Western incursions.*
At the same time the Church of Greece, which identified with the
modern state’s ever-expanding doman, was limiting the Ecumenical
Patmarchate’s spiritual domain to a mere shadow of what it had been
before Greek independence. The young Germanos Karavangelis,
Metropolitan of Kastoria in the early twentieth century, was a typical
representative of this Hellenic church: impatient with Patriarchal
sensibilities, this fiery prelate expanded the aspirations of the Greek
nation deep into Slav-speaking western Macedonia as no Greek lay
national agenda had dared to do up till then.

Before being nationalised, the Church of Greece had first to be
brought into existence as an insutution. Vacant sees, resulting from the
murder of metropolitans by the Turks, together wath an mncreasing
number of refiigee prelates from northern districts where the insur-
rection had been put down, in conjunction with the de facto term-
nation of Patmiarchal control over southern Greek ecclesiastical affairs,
all facilitated the objectives of the westernised state-builders. Old met-
ropolitan sees, and new ones carved out of the old to satisfy refugee
or upstart prelates, formed the new church~—the launching of which,
as already indicated, met some opposition.

Opposition ncreased as a result of the government’s decision to
regulate monastic affairs and property. Empowered by two special
decrees of October 1833 and March 1834, the government closed
down almost two-thirds of the 524 monasteries and convents in the
kingdorn, serzing their assets to finance the programme of state edu-
cation. Centuries of peasant piety and insecurnity of lay property had
created a situation which confronted Bavarian and Greek state-build-
ers with both a problem and a tempting prize: hundreds of religious
houses, most of them with only a small number of monks or nuns
each, controlled considerable tracts of land and other property, which
the state and the peasant tenants of monastic estates were eager to
seize. State officials were never short of convincing argurnernts, nor
was the Church’s reaction or public discontent strong enough to force

iGerasunos L. Konidars, Symbole eis ten eisagogen tes ekklesiastikes histortas tes Hellados
(A contribution to the introduction to the ecclesiastieal hustory of Greece), Athens,
1938, pp. 56.
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the government to retreat on the monastic question. Scandals and
serious and credible charges of mismanagement, and equally credible
arguments for the need to rasse the funds for state education, weakened
the appeal of conservative reaction against the dispossession and clos-
ing down of monasteries and convents with dwindling populations.
Opposition to the settlement of the Church question of 1833—4
- flared up in the next few decades in the form of peasant uprisings in
the Peloponnese incited by Orthodox fanatics like Kosmas Flarmatos
of Cephalonia. Flamiatos lived 1n Patras and conspired with other
like-minded opponents of the settlement to fight against the Western-
oniented government of the country with the support of Russian
representatives in Greece. Another such firebrand was the self-styled
monk and ‘santly father' Christophoros, also known as ‘Papoulakos’,
who incited peasants in the early 18505 1n collusion with Flamiatos’s
Philorthodox conspirators, to oppose everything conung from the
‘heretical’ West, including public education. Serious opponents of
the new order like Konstantinos Otkonomos, a firebrand of Orthodox
tradition, should not be associated with mavericks such as Flarniatos
and Papoulakos. It was perhaps one of the main and lasting weaknesses
of the old ecclesiastical order that opposition to the new order was
channelled to and voiced by charlatans, and dissipated 1tself n
inconsequential peasant unrest whach as a rule alienated the educated
Philorthodox thinkers.®
The settlement was finalised in 1852, when the Greek Parliament
/ approved the ‘Synodical Tome’, which the Ecumenical Patriarchate
had 1ssued two years earlier: this proclaimed the ‘canonical union’ of
the Church of Greece with the ‘Mother Church’ while accepting the
former’ autocephalous status.The final settlement did not change
the national character of the Church or of Greece, and was made possible
by the need of the Patriarchate to re-establish relations with the
only Orthodox church that promised to keep the ‘Great Church’ in
touch with the West and prevent 1t from falling under Russian
tutelage; and because of the need of Greece's government not to let
the Greeks cut themselves loose from this religious attachment. Even
more decisive was perhaps the Greek Church’s pressing need to
ordaimn new metropolitans: the old ones were disappearing one after
another, and the Greek Holy Synod could not—short of a rupture

@:or more information on Flamatos and Christoforos Panagiotopoulos, better
known as ‘Papoulakos’, see S.M. Sophocles, The Religion of Moder Greece, Thessaloniki:
Instatute for Balkan Seudies, 1961, pp. 48-50.
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arpounting to schsm—ordan new ones before its canomcal recognition
by the Ecumenical Patriatch.

Int the second half of the nineteenth century, the Church of Greece'’s /
hellenisation and subservience to the state proceeded without serious y
opposition from either the Church hierarchy or Philorthodox circles.
This was because the country was launched on its irredentist phase§
which allowed no internal distractions such as those 1t had gone through
i the 1830s and "40s. Greek state pressure to mobilise all efforts in the
drive to push the nation’s frontier into the Balkans, while reclaiming
tands and peoples that had come under Slavic influence m previous
centuries, was also felt by the Church establishment, which was called
upon not only to bless the national effort but aiso to contribute to
the drive to remforce the educational and ecclesiastical status of Greeks
in the contested lands. The pressure was also felt by the Ecumenical
Patriarchate, whose metropolitans in these lands were coerced into
supporting the Greek national effort. The last vestiges of the
Patriarchate’s reluctances to deviate from its traditional determination,
to steer clear of disputes like the Greek-Bulgarian clash over Macedonia
were swept away i the long and fierce conflict between Greece and
Bulgaria for controf of churches and schools in the contested territories.
The challenge from Bulgara’s national Church, which threatened to
lirnit drastically the Patriarchate’s spiritual jurisdiction mn the Sultan’s
European domans, obliged the Patriarchate to allow 1ts metropolitans
in the region to be guided by Greece’s consuls, pretending all the
time that the fierce struggie against the Bulgarian Exarchate was a
religious one. The stormy career of one of the most independent-
minded patriarchs, Joachim III, who ascended the patriarchal throne
twice, reflects the protracted nature the Patriarchate’ conflict with
Greek national interests.®

The Ecumenical Patriarchate’s loss was the Greek Church’s gain.
While the Patriarch’s spiritual domain shrank and he progressively
became a revered relic of the past, the imnfluence and prestige of the
Archbishop of "Athens and all Greece’ increased proportionately.
The Greek national state protected its Church from being trapped
in a position similar to the dilemma that faced the Great Church of

8See Evangeios Kofos, ‘Pacriarch Ioachim II1 (1878—1884) and the Irredentsm
Policy of the Greek state’, Journal of Moderni Greele Studies, 4 no., 2, (1986), pp. 107
20. See also Paschalis M. Kitromilides, “To telos tis ethnarchikis paradosis’ (The end
of the ethnarchical Tradition), Anstos sti Mnimi Photr Apostolopeuion, Athens, 1984,
pp. 486-507.
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Constantinople in 1its effort to adjust Ecumemcal Orthodoxy to the
pressures of Western Enlightenment in the eighteenth century and
Greek nationalism m the mineteenth. The Church of Greece, despite
the anguish of our contemporary Neo-Orthodox’ over the loss of
‘our Orthodox East’, was spared the utter confusion which the Great
Church experienced as it tried to combine religion with nationalism
and Orthodoxy with Hellenism.®
Religious societies that appeared in Greece between the latter
part of the nineteenth century and the post-1945 period mcluded
such influential groups as Anaplasis m 1887; the Apostolic Mission of the
Greek Church (1930), supervised by the Holy Synod; the ‘Orthodox
Christian Corner’; a society of intellectuals called Aktines; and the
Union of Cooperating Christian Corporations, better known as Zoee.
Following in the steps of Protestant activism, Zoe became the most
conspicuous of the lot. Its many publications expounded religious
and ethical principles as guidelines for the life of a good Christian,
and 1ts membershup penetrated all levels of society. In 1ts heyday Zoe
ran more than 2,260 Sunday schools with up to 200,000 students.
In the lean 19505 1t provided solace to the war-ravaged country, but
development and prosperity proved 1ts most formidable opponent.?
P In order to win over 1ts luerarchy, the Greek state made its Church
an integral part of the country’s national development: it associated
?the stitution with the War of Independence and its formative myth,

made 1ts members state employees and, perhaps more important, not
»only made Orthodoxy the country’s dominant religion but, by for-
<b1dding proselytism, also gave 1t protected status. These privileges,
sthe last ewo of which are 1ncompatible with some of the prmeaiples
. on which the modern liberal state is based, have made the Church of
{ Greece a more conservative institution than was oniginally mtended

and certainly an obstacle to the necessary periodic adjustments by the

7The ‘Neo-Orthodox’, according to V. Xydias, challenge the Church’s secularized
comservatism’. See ‘Notation: sew or old Orthodoxy mn the Limelight’, Journat of
Hellemic Diaspora, X1, 2 {summer 1984), pp. 69-72.

BSee Kitromilides, *To telos nis ethnarchikis paradosis’, pp. 486—507. Also Christos
Kardaras, Joakeim [HE-Char. Trikoupis I antiparathesi (Joakeimn [1I-Char. Trikoupis: the
confrontation), Athens, 1998, for a collection of letters berween the two.

9A revealing document on Zoe was produced by a one-ume follower, Christos
Yannaras: Kataphyge Ideon (Refuge of Ideas), Athens: Domes, 1987, The author
castigates Zoe for bemng an oppressive insutution of zealots. For a description of
relignous soctenes see Sophocles, op.dt., pp. 52—60. The subject nevertheless calls fora
thorough researcher.
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country stemmung from its European Union membership. It 15 doubt-
ful whether the Church leadership would ever dare to demand from
the government a new role for itself, despite signs that 1t tries to
expand 1its role as originally defined. References to the Byzantine
and Balkan aspects of modern Greek identity, which some prelates
are fond of making, should not be seen as expressions of a deeper
doctrinal opposition to the country’s European orientation, but as
reflections of a certamn Orthodox fundamentalism, with roots m the
Philorthodox reaction to the settlement of the Church question mn
the mneteenth century. As for relations with the Ecumencial Patri-
archate, it 1s no longer the country’s Church which 1s pressing for
closer relations with the ‘Mother Church’ in Constantinople, but the
Greek government. This reversal of roles can be explained in the con-
text of the government’s policy directed at opening new channels of
communication with the other Balkan countries. According to the
view which provides the basic arguments favouring such a policy, the
Ecumenical Patriarchate 1s better suited than the Church of Greece to
facilitating the mmplementation of this policy. However, re-estab-
lishing the Ecumenical Patrarchate as a credible agent would require
regional rearrangement no less ambitious in scope than the reconstruc-
tion of the Ottorman empire or the establishment of a new political
amt with similar preoccupations.

Although the government of the Church 1s entrusted to a Holy
Synod presided over by the Archbishop of Athens, decisions of the
Synod are validated by the commussioner (procurator) of the Greek
government. According to the charter of 1852, Eastern Orthodoxy
is the religion of the state and it 1s the state that appomnts bishops and
priests, pays their salaries and admuinisters church property. Subsequent
charters (1923, 1925, 1931, 1939, 1943) amended the crnigimal without
changing the dependence of the church on the state. In this extreme
form of dependence the prelates of the church had to pay the price
for their political views. At the ime of the schism between royalists
and liberals, in 1917, the Archbishop of Athens and several bishops
were deposed and replaced.!?

The 21 April 1967 military regime added an element of comic /
relief to the istitutional control of the Church by the state. By
advertising the relationships on every possible public occasion, the S
Colonels heaped more discredit on the Church than it had suffered |
throughout all the previous decades. After the coup of 1967 the)

WCampbell and Sherrard, Aodern Greece, p.197.



150 Institutions

Archbishop of Athens was obliged to retire and another favoured by
the Junta was ‘elected’. When the dictatorship collapsed in 1974,
separation of the Church from the state was considered n earnest by
all sides int the new Parliament. The discussion of the 1975 Constitution
gave Karamanliss New Democracy party a chance to make a clean
break with 1ts conservative antecedents and dissociate itself from the
right wing in postwar politics. In the draft constitution the status of the
Church of Greece was changed from a state mstitution {nomokratousa
ekklesia) to an established church (epikratousa ekklesia), and Orthodox
doctrine was renamed ‘the creed of the majority’ rather than the official
religion of the state. While in the opposition PASOK insisted on full
separation of Church and state, demanding that the former become
‘completely free beyond any official state input’,'! the defence of the
existing relationship was taken up by the Church’s highest authority,
the Holy Synod. Although prelates invoked history and tradition to
defend the status quo, they were in fact reluctant to give up the benefit
to them of being civil servants and therr monopoly on the nation’s
official faith. ‘With the advent of PASOK to power m 1981, 1ts leader
Andreas Papandreou reiterated his party’s resolution to separate Church
from state but added a cryptic statement that allowed space for
manoceuvre: “The separation will deal with administrative matters,
not with the Church’ ties to the nation.’!?

The saga of Bill 1700, concerning the future status of the Church,
surnmarised the reformust position of a socialist government whose
appetite for church property proved stronger than its urge to modernise
the institution uself. In 1986 Papandrecu sacked his Minister of
Education and Creeds, Apostofos Kaklamams, who had incurred
the wrath of the Holy Synod by introducing a first draft of Bill 1700
that highlighted the expropriation of monastic property. The new
mimister. Antonis Tritsis, made a more genuine effort to recast the new
bill in a reformist mould. *“The crux of the bill was article 8 (paragraph
8) which proposed to revise the Constitution Charter of the Church
by reintroducing the conciliar principles of Orthodox theoiogy at

See PASOK: Syntagima ya mia Ellada dimokratiki. Eisigiseis tis omadas epistinonon.
Athens: Kedros 1975, Mentioned in Elisabeth Prodromou, ‘Democratization and
Religions Transformation 1 Greece’ m P Kitromilides and T. Verermus (eds), The
Orthodox Church in a Changing Werld, Athens: ELIAMEP-CAMS, 1998, p. 146.

2GQuoted m L.M. Konidans, O Nemos 1700/1987 kai [ progfati krisi stis skheseis
eklelesias kai politeras {Law 1700/1987 and the recent crisis in Church-state relanons),
Athens: Sakkoulas 1988.
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all levels of the ecclesiastical organisational structure.'? The applica-
tion of the conciliar principle mnvolved elections for clerical and lay
representatives at parish, diocesan and metropolitan level. The power
of the Archbishop of Athens would be curtailed by this innovation,
and the participatory principle would decentralise the flow of au-
thority. !4 Papandreou’s meetng with Archbishop Seraphim, without
the minister being present, resulted in a compromuse that sealed the
fate of Bill 1700: Article 8, referring to the elected commmttee struc-
tures, was abrogated. Tritsis resigned from the Minstry and from
the party on 9 May 1988, and Parliament passed a revised version of
Bill 1700 in August that year, which 1n essence maimntained the status
110,15

! The Church of Greece bears the marks of its long subservience to
the state. As a mere government agency whose affairs are determined
by the Ministry of Education and Creeds, it has ceased to attract
prelates of the calibre of Theokletos Pharmakides in the nineteenth
century or Chrysostomos Papadopoulos 1n the twentieth. Although
the memory of reactionary upheavals may still occasionally stir priests
into populist oratory, their credibility has suffered.

The decision of the Sirmitis government to strike religious affili-
ation off firture identity cards sparked a bitter controversy between
the Church’s prelates and state officials. Archbishop Christodoulos
of Athens, with an eve on the media, disregarded the wisdom of his
predecessors who had deliberately shunned the limelight. His fre-
quent appearances before the TV cameras heightened his popularity
with churchgoers, but earned him the suspicion of ntellectuals
and the ruling Liberal Left. The identity card 1ssue made the Church
confront its predicament: either to carry its campaign against the gov-
ernment to 1ts ultimate conclusion—the separation of Church and
state—or to back off and lose face. Its representatives will probably
follow the more prudent course, as they have always done in the past.

3Prodromou, sp.at., p. 123.
415id., p. 124.
1bid., pp. 1312
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THE MILITARY

Thep imtial mussion of the nineteenth-century regular army and its
professional officer corps was to consolidate the authority of the
centralised state. Having accomplished that, officers became preoccupied
with Greece’s irredentist aspirations. While pursuing this double mission
of propping up the state and promoting its expansionist goals, they
rarely questioned civilian supremacy or parliamentary rule. When
CI‘.LGY did become mvolved in politics following the outbreak of the
First World War, officers were recruited by liberals and royalists to
serve their ends rather than to serve their own corporate interests.
The interwar period is a watershed in modern Greek history. The
, Asia Minor debacle of 1922 and the influx of more than 1 million
{ refugees into a country of barely 5 million transformed Greece. The
{,f few developed urban centres received the bulk of the destitute new-
\ comers and among their ranks the Greek Communist Party (IKKE)
( found willing recruits. This new party was a threat to the established
it order and was accused of conspiring to alienate recently acquired
national territory. Compelled by its loyalty to the Comintern, the
KKE subscribed to the slogan of the sixth Balkan Communist Con-
ference‘_m 1924 for a “United and Independent Macedonia and Thrace’,
e Such deve;opments not only increased the insecurity of the state
n relation to 1ts internal enemies; 1t also changed the entire content
of Greek nationalism. From an ideology open to all the Christian
inhabitants of the unredeemed territories, 1t became the exclusive
preserve of those Greeks who were thought to harbour true Greek
national ‘consciousness’

The military embraced the new creed with some delay but with
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a vengeance. Fragmented into patron-client networks throughout the
interwar period, they strove to promote their professional aims within
the larger liberal-royalist confrontation. The only organised assault
upon the authorities that conformed to the pattern of a corporate
military conspiracy, namely the coup of 1935, was eroded by the
antagonisms between rival networks and failed miserably. This coup
was the first and last of its kind to mnvolve so many different actors and
the first to nurture visions of removing civilians from the management
of the state. Its failure taught the officer protagonists that the state would
not replace 1ts civilian arbiters with the military unless the latter could
show evidence of a much greater threat to the social order.

War and occupation reshuffled the military pack and rekindled
rivalries between liberals and royalists. The political upheavals in the
Greek forces in exile, and attempts to influence the Greek government
in Cairo and London, were encouraged by the KKE’s dominance
over the resistance forces in occupied Greece. The plan to incapaci-
tate the regular army so as to exclude it from the liberation of Greece
succeeded, but the Communust guerrilla forces nonetheless failed to
usurp power. The Civil War of 19469 made the officer corps the
homogeneous preserve of conservative nationalist values. Further-
more, the influence of British and American military nmussions, n
conjunction with special training, encouraged among the military a
sense of autonomy and power to take political decisions on 1ts own.
Between 1952 and 1963 clandestine rightist orgamsations, which
influenced promotions and vital appomtments, sought to create a
network 1n the army’s leadership that shared anti-Cormununist fervour
and strong views on the running of the state.

The 1967 coup that launched the seven~year military dictatorship
was sparked by a crisis between the monarchy and Parliament. The
most important cause of this backlash from an extremist military group
was the emergence of international détente, which threatened to reduce
the army’s significance as the guardian of the state against both internal
and external enemies. Although, in this and every other way, the regime
of 21 April’ was an anachronism, it mamtained power for seven years
through its use of repression and with the help of an unprecedented
economic boom that came to Greece in the late 1960s.

In the past, patron—client relanionships between politicians and the
military had guaranteed civilian supremacy as well as causing resentment
among officers who did not enjoy effective political connections. The
most ardent exponents of an autonomous vocation for the officer
corps were usually products of a peasant background who resented
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their more fortunate and better-connected colleagues. The report by
General P Panourgias on the events leading to the 1967 coup, presented
to Karamanlis and later published in the newspaper Aaopolis (20 August
1974), noted the social gulf between high- and low-ranking officers
in the army. This was largely due to the fact that the Civil War,
heightened by the need for an expanded officer corps. lowered the
Military Academy'’s standards of admission. The fact that twition was
free attracted members of peasant and lower-middle-class background!.

The transformation of civil-military relations in Greece during
the latter part of the twentieth century cannot be explamed by political
factors alone. From the 1970s the social fabric changed rapidly. The
rise of per capifa income, the widening of professional options, the
mncorporation of the military academies into the system of university
entrance exammnations, and finally the prodigious growth of urban
centres, changed the social background and the value system of the
military. The core values and ideas that determined the behaviour of
officers ever since they became politicised were derived from practices
that pervaded rural Greece. For example, the patronage that corrupted
urban mstitutions was affected by the rapid urbanisation of the post—
war period. In 1896 Athens had a populaton of 80,000 out of the
country’s total population of 2,400,000; in 1951 it was 1,379,000
out of 8,500,000: and today the population of greater Athens is over
4,000,000 out of 10,000,000.2 Much of the recruutment to the Greek
forces between 1916 and 1967 was from the rural areas, but since
the 1960s cadets have increasingly been products of the major urban
centres that are home to more than half of Greeces population.
During PASOK's second term, universities were grouped according
to their subject specialisations for the purpose of entrance exarrunations,
and students who failed to enter the institution of their first choice
could still find a place 1n their second or third choice. The military
schools trailed behind mnstitutions of technology and natural sciences
m the same category.

There 1s no way of measuring the persistence of traditonal ‘heroic’
values among officers, but one questions whether the observation
of W.H. McNeill is still true: ‘During the twentieth century, a pro-

‘Nicos P. Mouzelis, Politics in the Semsi-Periphery: Early Parliamentarism and Late
Industnalization m the Balkans and Latn America, London: Macmillan, 1986. pp. 144-5
259, '

See the analysis of William H. McNeill, The Metanarphiosis of Greece since World
Vear II, Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1978, p. 4.
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fessional corps of officers (simce 1949 about fifteen thousand strong)
has become the special guardian of this [heroic] aspect of Hellerism.
Its members stand 1 selfconscious opposition to the commercial spirit
that informs so much of the rest of Greek life” Since the aristocratic
tradition which domnated West Buropean armies and differentiated
military from civilian behaviour has no place in Greece, the urbamsation
of the officer corps has made 1t more compatible with middle-class
values. Does the demnise of the ‘heroic tradition’ of the mountains
mean that city education nurtures respect for dernocratic instiruions
and parliamentary politics among officers? If the current officer corps
adheres to the values of the rest of society, this alone would indicate
a return to normality,

Patronage, though far from extinct in Greek politics, is less apparent
than before n the modern depersonalised urban environment. In the
new setting an additional form of political recruitment emerged
after PASOK became an important political force: populism.* This
spontaneous commurnication, and mdeed identification of the populace
with the populist leadership of Andreas Papandreou, undermned
the representative nature of parliamentary politics by reintroducing
a nebulous concept of direct democracy. Populismn, unlike patronage.
favours rapid mass cooptation into the political process and a break
with traditional mores and the political establishment. However, since
it offers a blueprint for vertical social action and therefore appeals to
all classes, it could prove a pole of attraction to the urbanised military.

We have come full circle to the original predicament of the
nineteenth-century state-builders who sought to establish Westem
institutions and imbue Greek society with Western values. Although
the military never acted as an agent for modernisation 1n Greece, it
fas nevertheless been an important component in the institutional
framework_created by a modernsing elite. The mlitary no doubt
fullfilled their irredentist mission but subsequently became an 1m-
pediment to the proper functioming of parliamentary institutions.
Throughout the authoritarian phase of Greek democracy, the officer
corps that emerged from the war and Civil War experience had to-

tally identified with the right-wing values of the political elite who

won the conflict. Like sorcerers’ apprentices, the officers of 1967 suc-
ceeded only m unuting the political world against their dictatorship

3Ihid., p. 24.
“For more about populism m Greek politics, see Mouzelis, Politics in the Semi-
Periphery, pp. 42, 44, 234, 249,
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and thus unwittingly served the unifying policy they had aspired to
usurp.

The term ‘metamorphosis’ was used by W.IH. MeNeill to describe
the transformation of the geographic distribution of Greece’s population
between the late 1940s and the mud-"70s. However, the prodigious
movement of peasants into the cities was not accompanied by the
formation of ghettoes or a spectacular rise in crime and political
violence. Internal magration from the villages to urban centres was
completed ‘with very little adjustment of family behaviour’.” McNeill
atiributed this orderly ‘'metastasis’ to the market orientation of peasant
life and the nght-knit organisatnon of Greek nuclear farnily units. Wide
acquamntance with the workings of the market and the firm structure
of the family are two immutable elements in Greek society that appear
to have merged in a creative though at imes tense coexistence. [t 1s
perhaps this binary phenomenon of market forces, spurring people
to movement while anchored on the familial bedrock of traditional
values, that can explam the :diosyncrasies of Greece. It may also explain
the ease with which Greeks of the diaspora adjust to their host-
countries while clinging tenaciously to their own identity, or the
enthusiasm of Greek citizens for a wider European citizenship while
paradoxically they impede the progress of a civil society within their
own state.

SMcNeill, p. 248.

5

EDUCATION: THE MIGHTY
GREEK SCHOOL

One of the most enduring mventions of mneteenth-century Greek /
thought was the idea that the Greeks had been deprived of proper
education throughout the centuries of Turkish rule. The Tirks, according
to Greek national lore, forbade the operation of Greek schools, thus
denying the Greeks the opportunity to develop arts and sciences as |
the free peoples of Europe did in the same period. The only schools !
1n subjugated Greece were the ‘lidden’ or ‘secret’ schools operating at )
might m churches and monasteries, where a priest or a monk tatught
reading and wriung to a handful of students. A painting by the /
fineteenth~century painter Nikolaos Ghyzis, entitled ‘Hidden School’ &
and depicting a priest teaching a few children to read by candlelight, 8
|
/

gave the myth visual ‘evidence’ and an easy point of reference.
Generation after generation of Greek pupils were taught that the
‘hidden school’ in the dark centuries of Turkash rule preserved a
semblance of learning among the subject people, and have seen Ghyzs’s
black-robed schoolmaster tutoring his humble students. Evidence that
lay schools of high quality operated in seventeenth- and eighteenth-
century Greece, catering also for the needs of clerics, and the argument <]
that these were not greatly inferior to educational establishments 1n /
most other European countries have not been enough to demolish

the ‘hidden school’ myth.!

"Manuel 1. Gedeon's I pnessmatibi kinests tou genous kata ton 18. kai 19. aiona (The
intellectual movernent of the naton in the eighteenth and mneteenth centuries), ed.
by Alkis Angelou and Philippos Eliou, Athens, 1976, is a classic of great value to the
scudent of modern Greek educanion. For a recent examination of the question of the
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Such myths are not {aid to rest when attacked, if they die at al;
mdeed, revered national lore has proved extremely resistant to
scholarship and is better left to die a natural death. ‘Hidden’ or not,
education in Greek lands before Independence flourished in commercial
and adrnirastrative centres, as Greek élite groups entrenched themselves
n the administrative machine of the Sultan and in the new diaspora.
Prelates also became mnvolved 1 lay education: indeed, some of the
most eminent representanves of the Greek Enlightenment were clerics
who either established schools themselves or were invited to teach
in them. Greek education had never ceased to exercise its appeal to
the Sultan’s subjects. The Patriarchate of Constantinople, despite ats
ecumemncal character, never questioned the use of Greek as 1ts official
fanguage and always expected 1ts hierarchy to have a good Greek
education. The languages of the other Balkan peoples were considered
inferior and inadequate for the needs of an Orthodox prelate. The
Serbian Ecumenical Patriarch of the fifteenth century, Raphael I
(1475-6), was contemptuously described by hus Greek contemporaries
as a ‘Bulgar’, ‘Serb’ and ‘barbarian’ because he spoke no Greek: indeed,
he was demigrated by the Church establishment for speaking only
Serbian as his ‘alloglottia’ (foreign speech).?

V4 Greek schools-few at first but increasing in number as a growing
Greek commercial class established itself in the economy of the
Ottoman empire in the eighteenth century, and growing numerous
towards the end of that century-gradually became a donunant feature
of the Greek lands. Wealthy Greek merchants in Western Europe and
in the Habsburg and Roomanov empires built schools in their home
towns m northern Greece, where most of them came from, and
| endowed them with sufficient funds to operate. Manly in the first
few decades of the mineteenth century, priests who had graduated
from these schools subsequently staffed them, and they provided for
the needs of all the Sultan’s Orthodox subjects.

Two subsequent cases are indicative of the Church’ attachment to
/ Greek and dedication to 1ts diffusion among non-Greek-speaking
Orthodox. The first concerns the drive to reclaim northern lands lost

‘Hidden School’, see Achilleas A. Mandrikas, ‘ Kryphe Scholeio’: M
o . . , : Mythos 1 pragmaticoteta?
(‘Hidden School’: myth or reality?}, Athens, 1992, i
2Elisavet A. Zacharsadou, Deka tourkika engrapiha gia tin Megale Ekklesia, 1483
!5762 {Ten Turkish documents on the Great Church, 1483—1567), Athens, 1996,
p. 74
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to the Greek language in the centuries of foreign rule, and the second
a similar drive to extirpate non-Greek-speaking enclaves in central
Greek lands. In the 1770s a fiery Orthodox preacher, the monk Kosmas
of Aetolia, tried to stem the tide of mass conversions to Islam in the
northern Greek lands by founding Greek schools in a score of villages
in Thessaly, Epirus and Macedonia, where the language had long been
abandoned for Albanian, Vlach or Slav, and obliged peasants to speak
only Greek. “You must make your children learn Greek’, he told his
audience, ‘because Greek is the language of our church, and our nation
is Greek. He went on to throw out this challenge: ‘Let those who will
promise not to use Albaman at home rise and say so, and I shall
absolve from all of their sins” He exclaimed on another occasion:
‘Do you not see that our nation has grown savage from ignorance and
we are no better than wild beasts?"

A century later another cleric, Metropolitan Dorotheos Scholarios
of Demetrias, faced a similar situation in the mountainous western
region of Thessaly, where the Vlachs remamed attached to their own
{anguage, which Dorotheos, himself of Vlach descent, considered
‘degenerate and useless’. To assist 1n the drive to extend the domain
of Greek in what the contemporary German geographer Hemrich
Kiepert described as ‘unexplored regions’, Dorotheos founded and
endowed in 1866 a Greek school in the Vlach village of Ventista (now
Amarantos) high up on Mt Pindus where the Vlach shepherds, ‘poor
and absolutely indifferent to the benefits of education and ignorant
of the Greek language’, took better care of their sheep than of their
children.*

What can be said about schools and education under the foreign
rule of both the Ottomans and the Venetians 15 that both were associated
with the Orthodox Church—which, as the only recognised authority
of the Orthodox Christians, required schools for the education of
1ts upper clergy. The Patriarchal Academy in Constantinople was
such a school; as were later establishments in a number of towns,
islands and monasteries. Indeed, the lay schools of later years grew

FPharus Michalopoulos, Kosmas o Aitolos (in Greek), Athens, 1940, pp. 12, 46,
47,97 ff.

“Photos Ar. Demetrakopoulos, ‘Dorotheos Scholarios. O poiesas ka didaxas’
{Dorotheos Scholarios: the creator and the teacher}, Trikalina, 9 (1989), pp. 107-20.
See also Theodoros A. Nimas, I Ekpaideust sti Dytiki Makedonia kata tin periodo tes
Tourkokratias (Education i western Macedoma in the period of Turkish rule},
Thessaloniki 1995, pp. 131-2, 159, 160, 161.
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Ve out of these early church schools. When addinonal Greek élite groups,

such as the Phanariots and the merchants, were added to the clergy,
Greek schools and education acquired new patrons with their own
educational needs.

The curricula of the early schools were designed largely for the
needs of future upper clergy, but these were aiso schools for the
perpetuation of the Greek élites—-the more talented children of well-
off laymen. The employment of church funds and concern for their
proper operation explain the fact that many schools were attached
to churches or monasteries, but funds from enlightened members of
the Phanariot aristocracy and the growing mercantile class contributed
to the increase in these schools and the expansion of their curricula
to include the sciences. However, there was not a corresponding change
1o} t_hezr staff or their location, and the teachers continued to be drawn
mainly from the Church hierarchy and the monasteries. The first
textbooks produced by the Church were not replaced even when
more appropriate primers became available.®
/’ Greek Independence naturally gave a great impetus to Greek

schools, both m the newly liberated lands and in the rest of the Balkans.
State primary and secondary schools were gradually set up in all cities
and towns of independent Greece, and eventually in all major villages.
A couple of private schools in Athens were primary schools—espe-
caally the Arsakeion school for gizls, established by the Philepaideutik
Hetairia and funded by the diaspora magnate Apostolos Arsakis—
achieved the highest educational standards of the time. However, more
_/ than any other educational establishment of the fledgling nation-state,
the founding m 1837 of the National and Kapodistrian University
S of Athens opened a new era i Greek education. The Unaversity of

(Ashens not only pfodicéd the first mdigenous Greek intelligentsia
\ and professional class but was also mstrumental i creating an intelli-

gentsia for the unredeemed Greeks and, to a considerable extent,

professionals and intellectuals for the other Balkan peoples. Perhaps

morte than any other Balkan educational institution, the first Greek
) uraversity contributed, without specifically intending to do so, to the
{ growth of Balkan educated élites, who in their turn supported the
j claims of the Balkan peoples to nationhood. During the same period
and more deliberately, the University of Athens penetrated the Greek
i irredenta ideologically through its graduates, 560 or one-fifth of whom

!
{

*Gedeon, op.at., 8, 910, 150f.
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1n the firse forty years of its exastence were from lands outside the/
Greek kingdom. Around this ime the Greeks of those lands pos-
sessed as many as 2,000 schools, built up over a century and attended
by as many as 150,000 pupils of all ages.® ,

In the last quarter of the nineteenth century, when Bulgarian /
and other competing Balkan national schools were appearing in the
southern Balkans, a great effort was undertaken to reclaim for the
Greek language lands which had long been lost to Greek cultre.
Under state auspices, scores of teachers educated in the kingdom or
in local schools and many thousands of books published mainly 1n
Athens were sent each year to the Greek schools outside the realm. In
this drive to plant the national language where 1t had been uprooted
or indeed had never taken root, the Greek government competed
with other state agencies i the Balkans. No small town or village and
indeed no poor hamlet was overlooked in the effort to bring regions
long abandoned to non-Greek tongues within the embrace of modern
Greek culture.

Greek schools in the contested northern lands, primarily Macedorua
and Thrace, increased until by the turn of the century Bulgaria’s efforts
to shore up its own national language there began to produce resuits,
and Bulgarian schools and pupils increased faster than those of their
competitors. Bulgarian national schools appeared to have had a stronger
appeal since they offered a language close to the vernacular spoken by
most of the peasants in these regions. Romaman schools, on the other
hand, seemed unable to squeeze the Greek schools out of the Viach
communities because, by the time of Romania’s entry into the national
school contest in the last decades of the nineteenth century, Viachs
had long been hellenised in sentiment if not m speech—or so 1t was
believed m Athens.”

There can be no clearer evidence of the attraction exerted by the
Greek schools among the non-Greek-speaking communities in the
contested lands than the complaints from representatives of the Greek
national state in those lands that ‘Hellenism’ there was restricted to

oK. Xanthopoulos, Syroptiki elethesis tis priewmatileis anaptyxeos ton neoteron Hellenon
apo tis anagenniseos auton mechri tonde (A brief report on the mtellectual development
of the modern Greeks from their rebirth untl today), Constantinople, 1880, pp.
57,58, 62ff.

"Sophia Vouri, Ekpaideusi kai ethnilismos sta Valkanta. I periptost tis voreiodytikis
Muakedomas, 18701904 (Education and nationalism in Northwestern Macedoma,
1870-1904), Athens, 1992, pp. 32-3, 52-3.
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the Greek schools, and the primary motive of those attending them

was not Greek national sentiment but the social and economic

advancement expected from knowledge of the Greek language. ‘In

Krushevo [Macedonia]’, wrote the Greek consul at Monastir in 1890,

‘Hellerusm 15 concentrated mainly in the Greek schools. What

primarily motivates both pupils and parents is self-interest, since Greek

schools are far superior to Roomanian ones and the Greek language
1s necessary to make a living, which the Krushevites are clever enough
to realise. I have no doubt that we would find instead German or

French schools if they were better than the Greek ones.’ “The national

aspect of education’, wrote the same consul elsewhere, is of no concern

to the Monasteriots whatsoever; they support Greek education and
letters solely for the sake of their children’s future’8
Greek- and non-Greek-speaking pupils, in the contested iands
/ more than m the kingdom of Greece, struggled with Greek primers
s the purified national vernacular to gain the benefits which a
1.Greek education was expected to secure. Greek national sentiment,

{ the assumed motive behind Greek school attendance and its expected

/ outcome, was never more elusive. What everyone concerned could
easily discover and pursue was the pracucal value of Greek education.
In addition to being the language of the rmighty Church structure,
Greek was the only time-honoured means—in the contested lands
no less than in the kingdom—of escaping from the squalor of Balkan
peasant life. But for this practical value, neither compulsory school
attendance nor the assumed national sentiment i the Greek irredenta
would have convinced parents that they should let their children attend
school] and thus forgo the immediate proceeds of their labour. Needless
to say, it was the same expectation and not prohibition of their use by
the authorities that undermined attachment to the non-Greek spoken
languages of the contested lands after their eventual incorporation
into the Greek national state.

.~ Thus in the space of two centuries the Greek school—the Church
or conumnunal school initially and the national school after Greek
Independence—transformed modern Greece in a profound way; in-
deed, the Greek school brought modermity to areas that had remained
outside recorded civilised life since time immermonal. In references

to the condition of Greek education under Turkish rule, the role of

the Orthodox Church 1n preserving a semblance of education has

8Ibid., pp. 66,82.
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always been stressed and praised by students of modern Greece. The
standard argument has been that the Church preserved the Greek
nation by halting the abandonment of the Orthodox faith and
preserving the Greek language. There 1s ample evidence to support
this argument, but the two premises on which 1t rests—prevention of
apostasy and the preservation of the language—cannot withstand less
pious probings. Conversions to Islam never ceased m Turkish-ruled

%

I

)

Greek lands, but converstons to Catholicism 1n lands ruled by Venice )

or Genoa, such as Crete, the lonian Islands, Cyprus and certain Aegean
islands never assumed similar proportions; indeed, conversions to

;

3
i

Islam in Cyprus and Crete increased after their conquest by the Turks {
in the sixteenth and the seventeenth centuries respectively. The Greek )

language fared no better than the Orthodox faith under the auspices
of the Church, since large sections of the subject population aban-

i

doned Greek for the language of the masters, and the languages of /

other subject peoples, such as Albanian, Vlach or South. Slav, were
never seriously threatened before the advent of the Greek Enlighten-
ment and the Greek national state. What brought the Greek language
back to areas previously lost to 1t and hellenised large sections of the
population was not the Church but national education after Inde-
pendence.

‘The language had receded to a perilous extent in the spiritual
domain of the Orthodox Church in the early centuries of Turkish

)

7

/

rule; so had Greek education, for reasons associated with the general {

decline of the Orthodox political leadership, but also because education
for the laity had never been among the Church’s objectives. Kosmas
of Aitolia and Dorotheos Scholarios were representatives of a new
breed of Orthodox cleric: they operated in an intellectual climate
unknown to their predecessors and indeed to their successors as well.
The Greece of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, home to the
fiery monk of Aetolia and the metropolitan from the Vlach mountain
village, was very different from that of Eugenios Giannoulis, another
monk of Aetolia, who condemned the ignorance and barbarism of
Greek peasant life in the seventeenth century, albeit with a fine sense
of humour.”

YEvgeruos Giannoulis of Aitolia, Epistoles. Kritili ekdosi (Lesters: a crincal edinon),
ed, by [, E. Stephanis and Niki Papatriantaphyllou-Theodoridi, Thessalonika, 1992,
pp. 185, 268-9, 270, 282, 292-3.
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University of Athens (1837-)

Ths, the first institation of higher learning in the independent kungdom
of the Hellenes, was founded by King Otto on the German model.
The Umversity was endowed through private and public donations,
and since 1882 its council has submutted its annual budget to the Minstry
of Education for approval. _

Following Otto’s abdication m 1862 the instutution was renamed
after the first President of Greece, loanms Kapodistrias, and tempo-
rarily housed 1n the stately home of Kleanthis before moving mn 1841
to the splendid neo-classical structure designed by the Damsh archa-
tect Christian Hansen, which overlooks what has become the busiest
street in Athens that bears the Umniversity’s name (Panepistimuou).

Today the University has five schools (Theology, Law, Arts, Hezith
Sciences, and Natural Sciences) divided into twenty-mne departments.
With 70,000 undergraduate and graduate students, more than 1,500
teaching staff, and its administranve personnel, it is the largest university
m Greece.

The University’s acadermic year begins on 15 September and ends on
15 June, and is divided 1n two semesters consisting of thirteen weeks
of teaching and two weeks of exarmunations. Eight semesters is the
mimmiumn attendance required for all degrees, except Medicine which
reqguires twelve.

Part HII. THE ECONOMY

6
THE ECONOMY

During the first decade of the independent Greek state, berween 60
and 64 per cent of the population were employed in agriculture, 12.2
per cent m animal husbandry, 12 per cent in commerce, and 6.8 per
cent as ‘technicians’. The rest included professionals and cvil servants.
70.7 per cent of all arable land belonged to the state, and around 83
per cent of the 120,000 peasant families were landless and worked as
share-croppers. The Peloponnesian currant (‘raisin of Corinth’),
intensively cultivated on family plots, was the major Greek export
item. Although Patras, Nauplion, Kalamata and Navarino were the
chief ports for the currant trade, the island of Syros was the centre of
international commerce in the Aegean.! Independence changed the
structure of land ownership and therefore the nature of agricultural
production; before, the large Otroman estates had produced wheat
for export and it was only state ownership of the land afterwards and
the cultivation of small plots by families of share-cropper tenants
that caused the rtise of the currant.? The elusive promuse of land
distribution and the eventual formation of small landholdings through
squatting on public property attracted a section of the mountain-
dwellers back again into the plains.

Ioannis Kapodistrias, the first President of Greece and the pioneer
m dealing with land issues, believed that the peasantry would be

iFor a comprehenswve study of the Greek economy in 183343 see John A.
Perropulos, *The Greek Economy during the first Decade of Othoman Rale’. Deltion
tis Istorikis kat Ethnologikis Etairias tis Ellades, vol. 24 (1981), pp. 142-228.

2For a comprehensive analysis of land tenure in Greece see William W, McGrew,
Land and Revolution in Modern Creece, 1800—1881, Kent, OH: State University Press,
1985,
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integrated into the new order through land grants. His untmely death
postponed land distribution for several decades. King Otto and his
Bavarian regency were confronted in 1833 with empty coffers and
accumulated debts, and their anxiety to satisfy foreign creditors and
meet rising expenses led them to ‘grasp at the national property as a
fiscal panacea’.? In other words, the sale of public land would provide
funds with which to pay off foreign debts. Armansberg, the most
mfluential of the regents who managed public affairs while Otto was
still 2 minor, intended to rasse income ‘for the endownment of Greek
families’.* The regency also had high hopes of land-leases of varying
length, but the results were disappointing. Few families responded
to the endowment scheme, the property leased was mismanaged, and
the public domain was constantly depleted through usurpation and
encroachment.

The INational Assembly that met after Otto’s deposition mcluded
in the 1864 Constitution a mandate to future governments to legislate
for a new distribution programme. Sotirios Sotiropoulos, Mirnuster of
Finance 1n several cabinets between 1864 and 1888, became the chief
architect of the distribution laws of 1871. These consisted of two
related measures, one to distribute arable land, and the other to legalise
the arbitrary planting of vines and trees on national land. As a resuit,
the government of Alexandros Koumoundouros recognised illegal
holdings, and granted titles to nearly 50,000 peasant families—a process
facilitated by conversion from Ottoman to Roman-Byzantine principles
of tenure. The rule of usurpation in Roman law reversed the Ottoman
inalienability of public land and made possible the recognition of
squatters’ rights after thirty years of occupation and use. The absence
of a land registry and official tolerance allowed squatters to present
their holdings as a frechold. Kapodistriass vision of a society of
stnall holders was thus vindicated forty yeass affer his death. However,
the Greek state missed the opportunity to enhance 1ts credibility
by distributing the land 1tself rather than merely recognising a fait
accompli.

The Koumoundouros distribution of titles and the ensuing
proliferation of small family plots further encouraged Greek agriculture
to specialise in a few export items. Thus the production of currants
dominated the Peloponnese at the expense of cereals. During the
1870s currant exports made up more than half of the value of all

3bid., p. 157.
41bid., p. 158.
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The Lavrion Bubble

The dispute over the exploitation of the silver and lead mnes of Lavrion
attracted wide attention in the early 1870s and took the Greek public
on a spree of speculation.

In 1864 a Franco-Italian firm (Roux-Serpieri) purchased mining
rights from the Greek state, but 1t was soon discovered that the agreement
did not clarify whether the company’s rights included the surface
remnants of previous extractions or were confined to muning ore from
the pits. The dispute between the company and the Greek state raged
for two years (1871-3) until a magnate from Constantinople, Andreas
Syngros, bought the entire concern. This caused a buying spree ofthe
company’s shares which made their price sky-rocket. The subsequent
crash wiped out the savings of many small and nuddle-ranking mvestors
and introduced the Greeks to the workings of European stock exchange
bubbles and their tendency to burst when over blown.

exports. Cereals declined from 41 per cent in 18456 to 38 per cent
in 1860, and plummeted to 23.7 per cent in 1880-1. The domestic
demand for wheat imports allowed Piraeus to overtake Ermoupolis
on the island of Syros as the state’s busiest port.>

The Greek balance of payments deficit was exacerbated by the
irredentist adventures of the last quarter of the nineteenth century.
Outstanding external debts precluded the issue of new loans, gave rise
to a series of domestic loans to finance the uprisings in Crete, and
created a vicious circle of servicing old debts by contracting new ones.
"The servicing of the War of Independence debt was discontinued during
the reign of King Otto—to the detriment of Greece’s creditworthiness.
The Greek Minuster in London, Ioannis Gennadios, eventually reached
a settlement with creditors in 18738, which restored the country’s
credibility in the mternational markets.®

The acquition of the Thessaly breadbasket in 1881 increased Greek
territory by 26.7 per cent and its population by 18 per cent, but
added a new problem to the exisang ones. Many large Ottoman land-
holdings were bought by Greek diaspora magnates before Thessaly
became part of Greece, and the peasant population ceased under
the new legal regime to be attached to the land their fathers had

5E . Kofos, ‘[ Ethniki lkonomua’ (The national economy) in Istoria tou Ellinikeu
Ethnous, vol. 13, Athens: Ekdotik: Adunon, 1977, pp. 310-11.
8Ibid., p. 314,
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cuitivated and were driven to seek employment elsewhere. The
waves of displaced share-croppers 1n search of their prornused land
created a radical movement that kept the government awake at
nights.

Peloponnesian currants were the major Greek export item through-
out the second part of the mineteenth century, and price fluctuations
had an immediate effect on the Livelihood of the small farmland cul-
tivators who were at the mercy of moneylenders till harvest time.
Single-crop cultivation m southern Greece was mainly induced by
the blight that devastated French vineyards in the 1870s and spurred
Greek farmers 1nto attempting to fill the vacuum of the market.
Currant production increased from 43,000 tons i 1861 to 100,700
tons i1 1878. Improvements in transport and later, in 1880, the abo-~
litton: of the tthe (one-tenth of production withheld by taxation)
encouraged farmers to mcrease their production.

However, when the French vineyards recovered, the effect on
Greece’s agrarian economy and indeed its society was long-lasting,.
As French production returned to normal in the 1890s, the demand
for Peloponnesian currants contracted, generating ever-increasing
unsaleable surpluses. When France imposed a high tariff on imports
from Greece 1 1892, the price of currants plunged by 70 per cent
in the London market. Despite efforts by the Greek government to
relieve the plight of bankrupt peasants, thousands migrated to the
United States.” However, the plight of Peloponnesian currant-growers
was not the only factor influencmg this exodus, and between 1906
and 1914 more than 250,000 people left Greece.

On the eve of the First World War, agriculture was the occupation
of 65 per cent of the Greek population. Nevertheless one-third of
grain and other basic foodstuffs was imported because of this sector’s
low productivity.® In the Peloponnese small producers smarted from
the chromic currant crisis, while the large landholdings of Thessaly,
representing around 35 per cent of Greece’s cultivated land mn 1914,
proved even less helpful to the national economy The absentee
landlord-enterpreneurs who had purchased most of this land from 1ts
Ottoman owners (known by their Turkish name, “chifilik’), refused to
plough m capital to improve productivity, preferring instead to rent
out the land for grazing or tenant farrung. Furthermore, the well-

7_]0E1n Campbell and Philip Sherrard, Modern Greeee, London: Ernest Benn,
1968, pp. 97-8.

BGeorge Leontaniis, ‘Tkonomia kai komnoma apo to 1914 os to 1918°, Istoria tou
Ellinikou Ethnious, vol. 15, Athens, 1978, p. 74,
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connected chiftlik owners were in a position to convince their political
protégés to maintain high tariffs on imported grain in order to protect
their own low-grade production from foreign competition. The end-
result was that the addition of Thessaly to Greece caused the price of
bread to rise, rather than fall as had been expected.?’

The rise of grain prices generated a political alliance between
the landless peasants and the urban middle class, both demanding the
parcelling out of the large landholdings. Although the Liberals had
championed redistribution from their advent to power 1n 1910-11,
it was the arrival of the first Anatolian refugees i 1914—17 that com-
pelled them to take action. The drafting of laws for the expropriation
of the large landed estates was begun in 1917 by the revolunonary
government in Thessaloniki, but was actually put into effect after 1922,
when the influx of refugees from Turkey became the overriding
national sssue. The expropriation of estates for distribution rose from
only one in 1918 to sixty-three in 1920 and 1,203 in 1923~5.1°

The Entente embargo on enemy goods and trade during the war
caused a state of imposed protectionism for Greek products. Also, the
Anglo-French demand for food supplies generated by the Macedonian
front encouraged Greek producers to rise to the challenge and reap
the consequent economic benefits. After 1923 the price of agricultural
products declined, but farmers increased their production to make
up for their loss of income.

The fragmentation of large landholdings diminished moneylending
as the main source for farmung loans. The National Bank of Greece
moved in to fill the credit gap, and cooperatives handling agricultural
credit proliferated. Between 1923 and 1927 credits to farmers increased
from 220 million to 1,144 million drachmas.!!

Greek industry, with its sluggish growth throughout the nineteenth
century, was never a match for commercial enterprises in attracting
credit. The war brought commerce to a halt and created the artificial
circumnstances that protected Greek industry from foreign competition,
but the end of the war revived all the adverse factors that had impeded
industrial growth in Greece. Post-war industry survived in the food
sector and in consumer goods that did not require technological

°N. Economon, 'I elliniki komoma kai ikonorua sun prot dekaeta tou 20ou
arona’ (Greek society and economy w1 the early 20th century), op.dit., vol. 14, Athens,
1977, pp. 195, 196.

19The exproprianion of land and distribution is described in a basic reader on the
history of Greek agriculeure in A. Siderss, I georgiki politiki tis Elladas, 18331933
{Agnicultural Policy in Greece), Athens, 1934, pp. 176-81.

Hsidens, op.dt., p. 184,
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sophustication and depended on domestic raw material. According
to 1920 statistics, workshops of between one and five workers made
up 91.7 per cent of the industnal sector, and those employing over
twenty-five workers only 1.4 per cent.!?

Between 1923 and the early 1930s, the social and economic struc-
ture of Greece went through a rapid transformation. The more than
1 million refugees who had descended upon a country of slighdy
over 5 million acted as the catalyst of profound change. The imple-
mentation of the land reform and the task of financing the reha-
bilitation of refugees increased the range of state authority and the
importance of such mnstitutions as the National Bank of Greece.l?
Public activities generated a prodigious increase in expenditure (be-
tween 1915 and 1925 the number of public employees doubled) and
a corresponding rise mn the volume of taxes. The external national
debt had more than trebled from 1914 to 1926. Qutstanding debts
to foreign creditors had become an obstacle to contracting new loans,
and André Andreadis, 2 distinguished professor of economics, warned
the government that the servicing of loans in 1927 would require
40 per cent of the country s annual income.™

The various stages of interwar economic development may be
described as follows. First, from 1923 to 1927 the economy faltered
under the pressure of insuperable odds as governments strove to buttress
the value of the drachma. Second, from 1927 to 1932 the drachma
was stabilised by George Kafandaris’s economic policy and growth
was resumed, but it foundered on international economic adversity.
And thurd, m 1932 Greece was obliged to suspend interest and
amortisation payments on its foreign debt. The subsequent years were
dedicated to the management of the crisis caused by the defauit.’s

2% Zolotas, I Ellas is to stadion tis ebviomichaniseos (Greece m the stage of indus-
tralisation), Athens 1964 (2nd edn), p. 32.

BFor an account of banks in operation m 1919-28, see table 68 in Costas
Cosus, Eronomie rurale et la Banque Agraire. Aspects de Péconomie de la Grice pendant
Uentre-deux-guerres (1919—1928). Les documents, Athens: Cultural Foundation of the
Nanonal Bank of Greece, 1990, pp. 148-51.

YAndré Andreadis, Mathimata Demosias Tronomias (Lectures on public finance),
vol. IV, Achens 1927, pp. 74-80.

5For a bnief appraisal of the Greek econormy in the mnterwar period see M.
Mazower and T. Verenus, ‘The Greek Economy, 1922-41" in R.. Higham and T.
Verermus, eds, The Metaxas Dictatorship: Aspects of Greece, Athens: ELIAMEP, 1993, pp.
111-30. For a comprehensive analysis in English see Mazower, Greece and the Inter-
War Economic Crists, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991,
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From the early 1930s state intervention succeeded in generating
an unprecedented growth of wheat production. Anticipating war in
Europe, the dictator loannis Metaxas embarked on an effort to secure
self-sufficiency, and furthered price-support supervised by the Central
Committee for the Protection of Domestic Wheat Production
(KEPES). He also declared a moratorium on certain agricultural debts
and facilitated the repayment of others. Between 1928 and 1937,
KEPES maintained the domestic price of wheat at a consistently ugher
level than international market prices, and in the last three years before
the war handled a quarter of Greece’s total wheat crop. This output
rose from 30 per cent of domestic consumption 1 1927 to 60 per
centn 1935-9. Cotton production rose fourfold throughout the 1930s
and tobacco became the leading export item. Over 80 per cent of
Greece's visible exports were agricultural products, of which tobacco
accounted for nearly half and currants for a quarter. In the mid-
1930s Britain, Germany, the United States and [taiy absorbed 64 per
cent of these exports, but in the later 1930s Germany emerged as
Greece'’s major customer and supplier.1®

By the end of 1939, war in Europe had obliged the Greek
government to allocate an additional 1,167 million drachras to military
appropriations. Between July 1939 and October 1940, banknote
arculation increased from 7,000 million to 11,600 million drachmas
and the wholesale price index rose by 20 per cent. Mussolini’s attack
on Greece upset the tentative balance of the economy. Land and sea
transport was disrupted and the mobilisation of most able-bodied
men affected production. The financial burden of the war was met by
increased taxation, a war lottery and British loans without specific
repayment terms. An increase in note circulation was accompanied
by a scarcity of consumer goods. By the spring of 1941 commuodity
prices had risen by between 50 and 150 per cent above prewar levels.?

The Naz occupation dealt the economy a mortal blow and destroyed
the very basis of Greece's prochuctive capacity for years to come. “The
fow level of industrialization and the predonunance of small-scale
production would point toward the enforcement of a mostly extractive
rather than “reproductive” economic policy on the part of the occupation
authorities. Such a policy would use the Greek area as a source of

YA E Frers, The Greek Econtomy in the Tiventieth Century, London: Croom Helm,
1986, pp. 7759,

TNaval Intelligence Division, Greece, vol. 2, Geographical Handbook Seres,
Norwich: HMSO, October 1944, pp. 191~2.
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non-reproducible resources, a form of plunder as it were, rather than
maintain its organised forms and integrate them into the global system
of the Axis production.’!®

The great famine during the winter of 19412, which claimed
more lives than the Albaman front, was the gruesome outcome of
the pillaging of the Greek economy by the Axis. The requisition of
foodstuffs and fuel, and especially the appropriation of means of
transportation, cut off the urban economy from its rural sources of
supply. Occupation expenses and their rate of growth indicated the
cruelty of the occupation regime. In November 1941 these expenses
were 25 billion drachmas and by August 1943 they had reached 850
billion. “The then director general of the Mimstry of Finance estimated
that the burden ... was five tumes lagher per capita in occupied Greece
than 1n occupied France!?

The occupation expenses were met with unbridled issues of new
currency. The effect of such a practice on the value of occupation
drachmas can easily be seen in the steadily increasing number of
zeroes with every new issue. When money had lost all its value and
transaction required loads of paper, the economy reverted to simple
every bartering of goods.

The hardships visited on the population, occupation and civil war
{1946—9), combined with Western fears of a Communist take-over,
made Greece a major recipient of aid under the Marshall Plan.
Ininated by the US Secretary of State George Marshall in 1947, the
Plan, admunistered by the Organization for European Econonmc
Cooperation (later renamed OECD), at first targeted Austria, Greece
and Italy, but was soon extended to all the war-stricken countries of
Western Europe. Between 1945 and 1950 Greece received US§ 2.1
billion 1n 2ll forms of aid, a sumn greater than the total of all foreign
loans contracted between 1821 and 1930.

The dwindling of foreign aid after the end of the Civil War made
economic growth an imperative of the 1950s. The most pertinent
mput in the debate over the nature of this growth was provided by
the “Varvaresos Reeport’, submitted to the government of Nicolaos
Plastiras in 1952. The Governor of the Bank of Greece, Kyriakos
Varvaresos, who wrote the Report, warned the government against

18Stavros Thomadakis, ‘Black Markets, Inflation and Force in the Economy of
Occupied Greece’ in John latrides, ed., Greeee in the 19405, Unaversity Press of New
England, 1981, p. 63.

91bid., pp. 65-7.
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investing public funds in heavy industry and favoured an economic
development based on agriculture, light industry, tourism and shipping.
Although the Varvaresos Report emphasised the role of the private
sector, the political consensus i post-war European reconstruction
favoured substantial state involvement in the economy.?’

The mixed economy model prevailing at that time was championed
by most prominent economusts and politicians in Greece, regardless
of their party affiliation. The public sector was deemed to be the
motor of the economy during the first two decades, only to become
later the millstone round its neck. In 1950 the national product finally
attained its pre-war level, but Greece was by European standards still
an underdeveloped, agrarian (34 per cent of GINP) country with 1ts
industrial sector (25 per cent of GINP) fragmented into small family
units.

An important landmark 1n post-war development was the 9 April
1953 devaluation of the drachma and the lifting of most controls,
which impeded exports. Spyros Markezinis, the Minister of Coor-
dination in the ‘Greek Rally’ governinent under Alexandros Papagos,
was the architect of a stabilization policy that restored public faith
in the economy. Prices remained relatively stable in the following
decade, and private savings increased.?!

The monetary reform of the conservatives was followed by a policy
to attract foreign investment through such incentives as cheap electric
power, tax breaks and repatriation of profits. The policy began to bear
fruit in the late 1950s, and foreign capital as a percentage of overall
mvestment rose from 3.4 per cent in 1955 to 8 (1958), 24 (1963} and
31.8 (1965), from which pomt it started to decline.

At the same time the state encouraged government-controlled
financial mstitutions such as the National Bank of Greece to merge
with other banks, while new ones were set up to finance industrial
growth. The National Bank of Industrial Development (ETBA) was
the largest stockholder in many thriving firms n the late 1960s, but
in the 1980s it became the dumping ground of moribund companies
nationalised only m order to save their workforces from dismissal.
‘The expansion of the public sector from utilities (telecommumications
and electric power) to other fields, imtially had a benign effect on
growth, but 1t would soon trap the economy 1n the inertia of the

20Zachartas Demathas, *Anikodormsi ka anaptixi’ (R.econstruction and growth)
Greece in the Tiwenticth Century, Epta Imeres-Kathimenne, 28 Novernber 1999, pp. 24-5
2iCampbell and Sherrard, op. at., pp. 299301,
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civil service mentality and the corrupt priorities of party politics. Public
expendinzre rose from 28.4 per cent of GINP in 1974, to 31.8 per cent
in 1980 and 48.2 per cent in 1990.22

The period 195272, with a yearly average of 7-8 per cent per
capita growth of GNP, witnessed a restructuring of Greek society.?
Despite the improvement in farming and living conditions in the
countryside, large numbers of the agrarian population migrated to
the bustling urban centres or went abroad (mostly to Germany) as
emigrants or ‘guest workers'.?* The remittances that flowed mto the
Greek economy as a result helped to improve the chronic deficit in
the balance of payments.

After a period of sustained growth and low inflation, the crisis of
1973—4 introduced a permicious and lasting factor in the economy.
The inflation rate, which had run at 3 per cent for a decade, jumped
to 15.5 per cent in 1973 and 26.9 1n 1974. The culprits were to a
certamn extent the first oil crisis and the crisis of the dollar, but the
incompetence of the Greek dictatorship exacerbated the problem.
By policing prices and curtailing credit, the Colonels succeeded in
causing an economuc recession. Since the process of accession to the
European Econormic Community had been frozen because of the
dictatorship, the Greek government was isolated from its natural
habitat.

The Karamanlis government that picked up the pieces after the
collapse of the Colonels’ regime embarked on 2 statist rather than a
free market course to lower inflation and resume growth. It was this
time-honoured prescription, which had proved successful in the
1950s and 1960s, that the Finance Mimister, Panaghis Papaligouras,
applied once agam. Throughout New Democracy’s two terms in power,
major nationalisations of Greek busmesses went into effect: Olympic
Airways, Esso and the Commercial and Ionian Banks were made to
join the white elephants of the public sector, while the conservatives
were accused by liberals of suffering from “socialmania’. By the end
of the 1970s public expenditure had overtaken public revenue, forcing
the state into a new spiral of contracting loans.?

ZPanos Kazakos, ‘Post-War Economuce History” (unpublished), 1999, pp. 14
21, 34. See also his contribution to the collective, Istoria tou Ellinikou Ethnous, vol.
16, Athens: Ekdotila Athnon, 2000. pp. 227-36

2in 1963—5 the annual growth rate was 9—11%.

24K azakos, Lstoria ..., p.233

5 drehion Karamanli {The Karamanlis Acchive), Athens: Ekdotiks Athinon, 1996,
vol. 8, p. 260
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If Karamanlis and Papaligouras failed to tackle the structural flaws
of the Greek economy, they made one vital contribution to the
country’s modernisation by achieving Greece’s accession to the
European Community as its tenth member in 1980. However, this
new era for Greece started on the wrong foot because it coincided
with the advent to power of PASOK. Yet in spite of twists and turns.
the journey has proved a salutary experience for Greece. EC membership
imposed strict rules and disciplines on the economic behaviour of the
political parties, and introduced long-term structural changes that
no politician would have dared to undertake on his own midative. %

The electoral victory of the Socialists in 1981 reflected the frustra-
tion of those in the mddle and lower-muddle classes who felt that
they had missed out on the boom of the 1960s and 1970s. Between
1968 and 1978 the annual growth rate had averaged 6.6 per cent.
Foreign capital nflows represented a decreasing percentage of total
investrnent, and some economusts argued that Greece was becoming
less dependent on foreign capital. However. economic growth was
unport-based, constantly widening the foreign trade deficit. By 1981
this deficit, which was partly covered by immuigrant and merchant
marine remittances, tourism and foreign loans, became unmanage-
able. At the beginning of the 1980s inflation rose steadily to reach
20-26 per cent while the economy stagnated. The public sector
continued to expand, placing an ever-larger burden on the strained
economy.?’ PASOK added to this burden by involving the state in
making good the losses of the private sector. Firms indebted to state
banks were kept artificially afloat because of the government’s con-
cern to prevent the growth of unemployment. In certamn cases loans
to large businesses were sumply converted into equity while the firms
were taken over by the state. Although after his re-election in June
1985 Andreas Papandreou sought to attract private investment by
declaring his faith n a vigorous private sector, businessmen failed to

26Panayotis loakamidis, *Measuning Incorpomtion: The Case of Greece mn the
European Union’, ELIAMEP Southeast European Yearbook, 1994-55, pp. 105-33;
Tacovos S Tsalicoglou, Negotiating for Entry: The Accession of Greece to the European
Community, Aldershot: Dartmouth, 1995, pp. 166—71. See also P.Kazakos, “Socialist
Alntucdes towards European Integration m the Eighues' in Thedore C. Kastriotis,
ed., The Greek Soaalist Experiment, New York: Pella, 1992, pp. 257-78.

27 A rosy picture of PASOK s performance was painted by Constantine C. Vatsos,
then Deputy Mimster of Finance, in his article ‘Problems and Policies of Industrial-
1zauon’ in Zafirss Tzanatos, ed., Sodalisn: in Greece: The First Four Years, Aldershot:
Gower, 1986, pp. 76~86.
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respond. His second term began with a 15 per cent devaluanon of the
drachma and anti-inflationary measures which brought the inflation
rate down to 18 per cent but produced little sign of improvement n
productivity.?®

After decades of sustamed growth it fell to the Socialists to witness
the beginning of a decline. In the 1980s the rate of growth of the
GNP fell to 1.6 per cent, and in 1987 Greece was overtaken by its EC
parimer Portugal. The main reason for thas was the failure of the Greek
socialist governments to restructure the economy after the second oil
price shock, when most developed countries moved away from labour-
intensive industries towards those based on higher technology. How—
ever, such readjustments inevitably caused a rise in unemployment,
which PASOK could not face. Instead of taking measures that would
make the economy more competitive, Papandreou sought to cushion
the impact of decline on the average citizen by spending on welfare
programmes. The entire economic philosophy of PASOK through-
out its first term was focused on day-to-day survival at the expense of
the future.?

Although EC membership revived foreign investment, the end
of protectionism hit indigenous firms hard. High consumer demand
had always outstripped domestic supply, mcreasing imports and in-
flation. PASOK’ lax mcomes policy further fueled private demand
and worsened the chronic trade imbalance. Transfers from the Com-
munity cushioned the current account deficit up to a point, but at the
same time stimulated demand and thus worsened the trade deficit.
The persistent trade umbalance was also exacerbated by the ligh cost
of Iabour and its consequence, low productivity. Although the in-
comes policy under the 1985 stabilisation programume reduced unit
labour cost below that of the EC, the problem returned with a veng-
eance when the stabilisation policy was suspended by Papandreou.
The lax incomes policy of PASOK and the disastrous involvement
of the state 1n the economy {nationalisations, aid to cooperatives etc.)
were once agam financed through domestic and external debt accu-
mulation. Reegular tax revenues never kept pace under Papandreou
with regular expenditure.

The factor which made formal Greek statistics somewhat unreliable
m the bleak picture they pamted was a vigorous parallel economy

T, Veremus, ‘Greece and NATO. Contnuity and Change’ in John Chipman,
ed., NATO% Southern Allies, London: Routledge, 1988, pp. 250-55.

2 Theodore C. Kariotis, ed.. The Greek Socialist Experiment. Papandreou’s Greece
198189, New Yorlk: Pella, 1992, pp. 203-55.
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which defied fiscal control. As Riobert McDonald noted, ‘momtoring
the self-employed—particularly tradesmen, professionals and landlords—
is notoriously difficult and the large numbers of small industrial and
retail establishments makes inspection of books difficult?® It 1s
suggested that this factor makes the true GDP much higher than the
official record shows.”!

R.emedies to the ailing Greek economy, applied only during the
brief successful term of Kostas Simitis at the Ministry of the Economy
(19867}, were adopted several years later durmng the New Democracy
wterlude (1990-3). The Mitsotakis government was faced with the
task of balancing the budget, liquidating problem firms under state
management, and trimming the public sector.*? Minister Stephanos
Manos, one of the few genuine economuc liberals in the conservative
camp, pursued austerity and the deregulation of public enterprises
with single-minded zeal, but lus policy began two years too late.
Although inflation fell within a year from 15 per centin 199210 12.3
per cent, Manos’s stringent and unpopular measures contributed to
the defeat of New Democracy m the October 19932 elections.

The Maastricht treaty and the collapse of Commurnism in Eastern
Europe had a profound effect on Greek policies. The treaty established
standards of performance among the EU members that wished to
join the Economic and Monetary Union and abandon their national
currencies n favour of the euro. Since Greece was an aspiring candidate
for the Eurozone, its government came to grips with the real strucoural
flaws that held the country back. The end of Communism reduced
the appeal of the command economy and deprived both socialists
and conservatives of the utopia of a bemign powerful state that would
deliver society from economic hardship. Henceforth the two big parties
in Parliament began to move to a more liberal economic outlook,
which had never been popular in the cocooned social structure of
Greece.?> In 2000 Greece became a member of the Economic and
Monetary Umon of the EUL

3R obert MicDonald, Greeee in the 1990s: Taking its Place m Europe, EIU (Economust
Intelligence Unit) Economc Prospects Senes, Specal Report no. 2099, February
1991, p. 75.

3157:’:1., pp. 19, 39, 53, 64, 68, 75. Also Panayons Paviopoulos, The Paraeconony i
Creece, Athens: IOBE, 1987.

32p shert McDonald, ‘Prospects for the Greek Economy’, ELIAMERP Yearbook 1950,
Athens: Hellenic Foundation for European and Foreign Policy, 1991, pp. 240-52.

33gee the contributions on the economy by Papademos, Alogoskoufis, Gianmtsis
and Thomadakis, 1n Harry ]. Psomuiades and Stavros B. Thomadalkis, eds, Greeee, the
New Europe and a Changing Interuational Order, New York: Pella Publishing, 1993.
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After his electoral victory mn 1993 Andreas Papandreou declared
fis mtention to bring Greece into the EMU and left the policy of
converging with EU criteria to his murusters. When Kostas Simitis
became Prime Mimnuster in 1996, a new era in the country’ economic
policy was already under way. Four years later the liberalisation he set
in notion secured accessiton to the EMUL

The difficult road to convergence included the lowering of inflation
from 14.2 per cent in 1994 to 2 per cent in 1999 and the public
deficit from 14 percent of GNP in 1993 to 3 per cent in 1999. The
public sector began to contract after 1990, but some of the indebted
public compames, such as Olympic Airways, had still not been privatised
by 2000 and continued to drain resources from the taxpayer to finance
1ts mefficiency.

Despite the austerity measures, the rates of growth in 1998-9 at
3 per cent had overtaken the EU average. The fact that the process of
convergence did not lead to recession may be explained by a variety
of factors, all of which contributed to Greece's upward swing. The
EU windfalls provided valuable support to the economy, the lower-
ing of interest rates afforded cheaper money to business, the interna-
tional decline 1n raw material prices kept inflation 1n check, and
finally there was the new-found bias of the socialist government in
favour of the private sector. The 12.3 per cent devaluation of the
drachma 1n 1998 did not detract from this trend.

It 15 fair to say that if Greece had not been admitted to the European
Community in 1981 1t would have had trouble entermg later. In the
1980s 1t was a bastion of Western defence in a Communist environ-
ment and, though among the poorest of the West European states, it
was the most developed 1n 1ts own region. If we suppose, for the sake
of argument, that the socialist government of Andreas Papandreou,
with its Third World populism and anti-Western rhetoric, had dis-
qualified Greece from entry, 1t is entirely possible that a very different
scenario would have unfolded. The absence of EU windfalls would
have compelled Papandreou to move further mto nationalising
private companies and therefore inflating the non-productive public
sector; also that the trade balance would have gone further into the
red and the private sector would have failed to produce the genera-
ton of competitive businessmen who came of age in a climate shaped
by EU rules. Thus, the effect of the EU on Greece’s political leader-
ship was salutary. If the Papandreou phenomenon can be seen as a
legacy of the Civil War, Costas Simitis and some of his ministers are
certainly offspring of the EUL
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EU membership can be debated by the Danes and refused by
the Norwegians, but the Greeks cannot afford such a luxury, living
as they do in their problem environment. The acculturation into the
ways of the EU 1s probably Greece’s most valuable asset in dealing
with its neighbours within the Balkan habitat. However, even with
this trump card up its sleeve Greece managed to get sucked into the
Balkan imbroglio for almost three years (1992-5) before disentangling
itself from regional conflicts such as the ‘Macedoman’ issue and joining
the EU mainstream. If Greece had remained outside the EU it would
have missed a role-model for its own civil society and would not have
benefited from the privatisation drive generated by its membership
of this supranational organisation.



Part IV. SOCIETY

7
A LAND OF PEASANTS

Following the destruction of the medieval Greek aristocracy when
1t became prey to Latin princes and Muslim beys, and before the rise
of such groups as the local Moreot and Hydriot chieftaincies, the
continental mountain captains or Armatoles and the merchants, the
land was essennially inhabited by people who, though recorded for
taxation purposes, left few traces of their exastence. History passed
them by. Their religious leaders did not exactly constitute a distinet
social class: priests shared the life and status of common peasants, while
bishops and metropolitans were essentially Christian admunistrators,
whose tenure of office depended on the whims of the foreign ruler.
On the other hand, the Phanariots (the Greek-speaking élite living
near the Ecumenical Patriarchate’s seat in the Phanar district of
Constantinople) constituted a world that had little connection with
the peasants.

Foreign visitors and those rare local men who managed to acquire
an overall view of their community life gave useful accounts of peas-
ant life. As in the unwalled city-states of inland continental Greece
described by Thucydides, entering pre-nineteenth century Greece
from the surrounding sea amounted to a time travel 1mto past centu-
ries. The happy and carefree men and women who figure 1n the works
of foreign and Greek romantic writers of the mineteenth century
led a life that barely differed from that of their beasts of burden: they
normally lived under the same roof, and their and life-chances were
similiar. Nationalist historians and folklorists of the same and subse-
quent times held up the Greek peasantry as the backbone of the
nation, a solid element left unchanged since antiquity, while Marxist
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writers endowed them with dormant or prinutive revolutionary
tendencies.’

Greece entered modern times as a land of peasants, but its peasants
joined modermty at a very slow pace. The first to be exposed to
habits, attitudes, modes of production and exchange, products and
ways of life associated with modern tirnes were the peasants of island
and coastal Greece. Contact with Western visitors or merchants and
trave] to other Mediterranean ports made those Greeks more receptive
to Western ideas and life~styles than their inland compatriots. Eventually
the latter too, especially the ones who lived near major routes, came
into contact with the Western way of life when land communications
became relatively safe and opened up Central Europe to Greek and
other Balkan merchants. For a long time, however, the system of
government did not favour the introduction of change n the mode
of production and in everyday life.

A very conservative regime, arbitrary rule and administration of
justice, insecurity of property and heavy taxation favoured stagnation
rather than change, and kept the peasants in a state of backwardness
and perpetual poverty. The abandoned villages and deserted churches
that were observed by Western wravellers m the last decades of Ottoman
rule signified a reduction of the agricultural population. This was the
result of the land’s advanced decline and inability to sustain human
life, due to utter neglect of the country’s agricultural infrastructure.
The Turkish administration aimed at extracting revenue for the mmpe-
rial government or for the holders of privileged posts, while Ottoman
landowners pocketed the agricultural surplus from agricultural
production through taxes, and had no incentive to mcrease produc-
tivity. Most at the few natve Greeks who were landowners owned
smnallholdings on mountain slopes. Greeks who tilled the lowlands
normally enjoyed the right to cultivate the land, while ownership and
taxation rights remained with the state, religious foundations or
Muslim proprietors.

"The best study of rural Greece 15 William W, McGrew's Land and Revolution in
Modern Greeee, 1800—1881, Ilent, OF: Kent State University Press, 1985, 1n which
the student can also find an excellent bibliography on the subject. The influx of
refugees in the 1920s and the pressing need to settle them produced the first
substantial mterest of the state in rural Greece. Some representative studies of the
period are Chrysos Evelpidis’s La réfortne agratre en Gréce, Athens, 1924; Konstantinos
Karavidas Agrotica (Agrarian matters), Athens, 1931; Dememos Loukopoules, Georgika
tis Roumelis (Agricultural matters of Ruumelia), Athens, 1938; and A.ID. Sideris. 7
georgiki politiki tis Hellados kata fin lixasan ekatontaetian (Greece’s agricultural policy
durimg the past bundred years), Athens, 1934,
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Neglect of the agricultural infrastructure was evident in ubiqui-
tous ruins of bridges. roads, watercourses, cisterns and mills. Marshes
and swamps were the results of environmental neglect and a sign of
serious deterioration. Without any forest conservation and drainage
control, the land’s steep slopes and narrow valleys became vulnerable
to torrential drainage, soil erosion and silting. Runoff from heavy
rains transformed plains into marshes, and no river valley had escaped
this process. In addition to the loss of fertile land, stagnating bodies
of water made malaria endemic, which made life in the lowlands
hazardous.

Dispelling myths and disposing of old and pious fallacies always
entails the danger of being trapped by other myths. In the case of
Greek peasants this danger 1s considerable, because reliable evidence
is rare: information about them normally comes from people who
either despised or idealised them. Both biases have endowed their
subjects with features which had less to do with real peasants than
with their own prejudices and agendas.

One misconception comes from the unspoken assumption that
peasants in Greece led identical or similar lives. It 15 now becoming
increasmgly clear that peasant lives in Greece varied significanty
from place to place on account of infinitely varied conditions. Climate
and available resources, as well as proxumity and access to administrative
or urban centres, were major determinng factors. Southern Greek
peasants differed from northern ones, islanders from inlanders, lowland
and coastal peasants from mountain-dwellers. Differences in political
or administrative conditions were also responsible for differences in
the way life was organised. Venetian rule in the Ionian Islands had left its
mark on the life of the local people; so too had a measure of autonomy
and certain immurmities granted by the Ottoman overlords to mainland
communities or regions like the Mt Pelion villages in Thessaly, the Mt
Zagori villages in Epirus, and the Mani peninsula in the Peloponnese.

Another misconceived assumption 1s that the Orthodox Church
had imbued the Greek peasants with uniform values and therefore
uniform lives. It is true that Orthodoxy was a unifying factor, but it
is no less true that language was not the iosignificant factor 1t is
often assumed to be, even the language of the pre-national peasant
world. The Orthodox Albamans of southern Albania, Epirus and
Attica, the Vlachs of Thessaly, Epirus and Macedonia, and the Bulgars
(the later Slav Macedonians) of Macedonia and Thrace did not always
see eye to eye with the Greek-speaking Orthodox of the lands that
were eventually incorporated mto the Greek state.

Another such assumption 1s that identical or similar occupations
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and means of livelihood generated contact and common ways of life
and values. The world of peasants that confronted King Otto’s regime
in 1833 was one of bewildering variety. Administrators and army
officers were exasperated by the multitude of cultural or ethnic groups
scattered across the Greek kingdom, leading a life apart and viewing
themselves, and viewed by others, as separate and self-contained. The
wandering and elusive Gypsies differed from one another as much as
they did from sedentary peasants. Transhumant Albanian shepherds,
on the other hand, were fragrmented into as many separate and secluded
groups or clans as there were mountain slopes in Achaea, the Argolid,
Attica, Boiotia, Phthiotis and other districts of central and northern
Greece. Their Albanian and/or Vlach languages and their common
means of livelihood did not obliterate distinct features, customs and
values which merited separate names. Forest-dwellers of the Mt
Agrapha slopes, who did not have permanent homes but lived in huts
and could be spotted from a distance only by the smoke rising from
their fires, taxed the Iinguistic ability of Greek officials to give them
commuonly recognisable group names; like the Albaman transhumant
shepherds, they eluded efforts not only to record them but also to
give them group names within such broad categories as ‘hut-’ or
‘tent-dwellers’ (kalyvites or skenites), ‘nomads’, ‘wandering shepherds’
{(metavatikoi voskoi) or “Vlach shepherds’ (viachopoimenes), which were
mostly mmusleading or conveyed very little that distinguished these
groups. Distant clan origin, customs anchored in past ages, surviving
memories of feuds with neighbours, and features of speech, dress or
habits not always apparent to outsiders were what made these groups
self-contained communities and separated them from each other as
much as from the sedentary peasants.

‘What really unified the disparate ethmic and cultural elements was
the Greek national school and eventually the movement for Greek
national independence. That those non-Greek linguistic pockets in the
predominantly Greek-speaking southern Ottoman Balkans survived
for so many centuries 1s testimony to their resistance to assimilation
into a commonly recogmsed superior culture. Orthodox and partly
hellenised Albanian tribes, like the Suliots of Epirus, constituted a
confederacy which practised institutionalised plunder and lived on
the backs of the Christian peasants of the same province. Bulgarians
i the Greek north did not exactly welcome the abolition of the
Bulgarian archbishopric of Achris in the eighteenth century. Finally,
the Vlachs of the same area, before becoming involved in the carrying
trade and in commerce, and before their rapid hellenisation around
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the same time, were perpetually at daggers drawn as transhumant
pastoralists, with the sedentary and no less Orthodox agriculturists.
Unity and uniformity were attained by the nation-state through
assirnilation.

Until the advent of the Greek state in the region one can legatimately
speak of many varieties of peasant life in a fragmented land, not of
peasants with the preocupations and pursuits normally associated with
the citizens of a unified modern state. These differences must be kept
in mind in any attempt to examine peasant life in pre-national Greece.

Agriculturist peasants tilled the land with very rudimentary imple-
ments. Tools were made of wood from a nearby or distant forest, the
ploughshare normally tipped with iron. Shallow ploughing failed to
clear the weeds but retained more of the moisture in the dry hot
summer than occurs with the modern equivalent. Peasants customar-
ily raised their crops without amimal manure, other than what little
was obtained from cattle, sheep and goats. Harvesting was done with
a sickle, manufactured locally to suit local needs which varied from
place to place. Threshing was done mostly by the hooves of animals
and sometimes with a heavy spiked wooden plank drawn by an ani-
mal on a stone floor which might be covered with a thin layer of clay
mixed with cattle dung. Winnowing involved throwing the grain in
the air with a wooden shovel for the evening breeze to blow the
husks away.

The cropping system 1n use mnvolved growing grain on 2 given
field every two years alternating with fallow. But as suitable land
became scarce, this was replaced by rotation. Thus wheat was followed
by barley, but preferably by a summer crop or pulse or tobacco
when the soil permitted. Poorer soil was normally sown with rye.
Rudimentary terraces were built on mountain slopes, especially in
the more arid south usually and in the islands. Where peasants did
own land, landholdings were usually small and barely adequate to
sustain even a small family. Wheat did not satisfy the needs of all
households and was customarily supplemented by rye and maize,
especially in upland villages. Some grain, notably wheat, reached
the uplands from the lowlands, where commumcations and lowland
surpluses allowed. Otherwase highlanders supplemented therr frugal
diet from the chestnut forests around them. Upland peasants aiso
produced some walnuts for their own needs and for sale to lowland
peasants in exchange for grain or winter vegetables, like cabbages
and leeks, that could be stored.

Tending vineyards was an inherited tradition, which claimed many
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of the working days in the year for a typical grower, and was well
suited to a region of smallholdings. Vines were grown on the sunny
slopes of hills primarily for winemaking but also to supply grapes
for the table. The quality and consumption of wine increased as one
moved from north to south and from the islands and the coasts to
the interior uplands. Wine supplemented the peasant’s diet, and in
addition provided the spirits required for special occasions. Its alcohol
content was increased 1n some places by adding during fermentation
a home-made sweetener called pekmez, a thick liquid made from
boiling grape juice, in order to prevent it turning sour in the summer.
In the south resin was added as a preservative. A spirit called raki was
distilled from grape skins and, like wine., was consumed by peasants
in most places.

Tobacco cultavation, which like vine-growing required many
working days in the year and was suited to smallholders, increased
in the second half of the nineteenth century. However, it became an
important export product only after the First Worlid War and the
arrival of the Anatolian and Pontic Greeks. Soil, skill and the dryness
of the summer determined its quality and price. The mulberry tree
was grown in well-watered parts mainly for the leaves which are host
to the silkworm, and the silk cocoons were exported due to the jack
of a local silk industry. Opium poppies were cultivated in Macedonia
for sale but also for use in the home, mainly to relieve pain and put
crying babues to sleep. Its production and sale became a monopoly
i 1925; cultivation thereafter was allowed only by special govern-
ment permit and virtually came to an end. Beans of various kinds
were grown wherever water was available. South of Thessaly and
throughout the islands and the coastal areas the olive tree was grown
for 1ts oil and fruit, which formed a large part of the peasant diet.

Peasants kept small and resilient hill ponies, which were used chiefly
as pack amimals. Mules were bred to be used in rougher country,
while donkeys were mostly ridden for short journeys to nearby
market towns, particularly to and from the fields. The cattle were
small and rather lean, and kept primarily as draught animals, not for
milk or meat. A powerful but slow draught animai, the buffalo, was
more widely used m the plains. Peasants kept a pig or two, and the
meat helped to sustain their families in winter. Poultry were kept for
meat and eggs. The peasants also kept bees, since for most of them
honey and pekmez were the basic sweetening agents.

Sheep and goat breeding was an important sector of the land’s
economy. Each peasant family kept a small number of those ammals
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where the environment allowed, but the transhumant Vlachs and
Sarakatsan shepherds were the country’s traditional pastoralists. From
spring to autumn Mt Pindus and the mountains of Macedonia provided
grazing for large flocks of sheep and goats from the lowlands of Sterea
Hellas, Thessaly, Epirus and Macedonia. The Vlachs and Sarakatsans
practised transhumance, raising sheep and goats for milk which was
made into several kinds of cheese. Large flocks, accompanied by herding
families with their horses, mules and possessions, moved in late April
from the lowlands to the highland pastures and returned in November
to winter on the snow-free plains and coasts. Some pastoral groups
moved their flocks over longer distances, but the majority practised
a migratory cycle following the turn of the seasons and exploiting
more or less the same mountain grasslands and lowland winter grounds.
Migratory herdsmen followed pre-arranged and relatively safe routes,
usually along rivers, on both their spring and autumn journeys. The
dates for these migratory movements were not altogether uniform,
but they usnally comcided with two important festvals of the Orthodox
Church: those of St George in the spring and St Demetrius in the
autumn. In general, departure from the lowlands was possible when
the lambs and kids born in December and January had been weaned,
the snows had melted on the mountain slopes, and the first grass of
summer permitted the move. Throughout the summer the shepherds
were busy making cheese, shearing and getting their produce to market.
The descent fom the mountains began soon after the first snowfalls,
usually in October.

The steady expansion of arable land, especially in the twentieth
century, radically changed the appearance of the uplands. Indigenous
or refugee agriculturists cleared extensive tracts of bush around their
villages. This reduced the pasturage available for flocks of sheep and
goats belonging to local and visiting shepherds, while the more -
tensive cultivation of the plains and valleys greatly reduced the areas
of winter grazing and at the same time seriously hindered the move-
ment of migratory flocks. Thus, with the expansion of arable land at
the expense of grassland, the traditional complementary relatronship
between highlands and lowlands was broken and with it the old
system of stockbreeding. Already hostility on the part of the state
towards a way of life and economic activity that were difficult or
impossible to incorporate into the predommnant system of political,
social and economic relations had been undermining the fortunes of
transhumant pastoralism. Rising rents for pastureland made the main-
tenance of large flocks a growing burden. To halt the decline, the state
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intervened after the First World War to protect the rights of those
leasing pastureland and set a limit to grazing rents. But intervention
camne too late to save the mmgratory shepherd—if he could be saved at
all, short of a totally different attitude towards a way of life that
was considered mimical to the natnonal interest and the prestige of the
state. This was in contrast to the attitude to the sedentary peasant, who
was seen as solid and reliable and deserving all possible encourage-
ment to remain attached to the soil.

The country’s pastoral cormmunities were losing men to the bands
of brigands operating in the highlands from spring to autumn. Im-
poversshed and demoralised shepherd families allowed a young male
member to attach himself to a band of brigands, while another male
rmight find employment with peasant sheep-owners. Other young
mountain-dwellers entered the gendarmerie or attached themselves
as gmides to flying columns of gendarmes and soldiers pursuing brig-
ands. The pastoral community was losing its attraction for shepherd
families, as its capacity to provide a measure of prosperity and security
was progressively undermuned. Brigands, herdsmen in the service of
sedentary peasants who kept sheep and goats, and a fair number of
gendarmes were essentially drifting members of a traditional world in
a state of dissolution at a time when the towns and the plains could
not absorb them because they could not provide employment suited
to their skills and agricultural capital.?

The decline of transhumant pastoralism has been one of the major
social and economic developments associated with the country’s peasants.
Land ownership has been an even more mimportant development than
decliming pastoralism. In the space of one century, from the War of
Independence 1n the 1820s till the settlement of the refugees from
the Asia Minor Catastrophe in the 1920s, Greece was transformed
from a land of shepherds and landless peasants into one of landed peasants
who also owned a sizeable portion of their stock. The transformaton
was perhaps unavoidable, in view of state policy to turn peasants into
a class of land proprietors and in the absence of a distinct class of large
estate~owners. However, 1t was no less significant for Greek society
than other developments and policies, and 1t reveals certain features
of Greek state policy which are worth examiming.

One aspect of this transformation was the reversal of a demograpluc
pattern, which had been established since early modern times if not
earlier: the relocation of a remarkably large part of the population

*Koliopoulos, Brigands with a Cause, pp. 277 L.
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on mountan slopes. This relocation was both a result and a cause of
the physical deterioration of the plains and river valleys and not so
much a consequence, as was once thought, of a flight to hugher ground
to avoid Turkish exactions and misrule.® As a result the population of
the highlands increased while prolonging this remarkable demographic
pattern well into the twentieth century. It contributed to transhumant
pastoralism by allowing pastureland to expand in the lowlands and
thus favouring a complementary relationship between lowlands and
highlands. Owners of large estates in the plains and on the coasts
earned profits by leasing land as wanter pasture to transhumant shepherd
communities and thus prolonging this medieval pattern of social
and economic relations.

As has already been noted, the modern state founded in the 1820s
steadily modernised these relations by favouring the sedentary peasant
as against the migratory shepherd, who eluded taxation and service
m the national army and was easily associated with brigandage and
plunder 1n general. For nearly a century and using every possible
measure and type of action, Greek governments restricted the free-
dom of movement of migratory shepherds while at the same time
catering for the needs of the settled peasants. For nearly half a century
the highlands sent their demographic surpluses to the lowlands or to
foreign lands. Transhumant pastoralists generally settled in commu-
nities near their former winter pastures, while other mountain-dwellers
who lacked such ties with the lowlands ermigrated in search of a
more promising life. Highland population surpluses had been on the
move to augment precarious family fortunes throughout the latter
period of foreign rule. However, this early movement was practi-
cally limited to the dominions of the Ottoman Sultan and of the
neighbouring Habsburgs and Romanovs. Post-Independence em-
gration——particularly the wave, amounting to a great exodus, that
took place in the last decade of the nineteenth century and the first
two of the twentieth—was not unrelated to the decline of the Greek
highland communities.

Migration to the provincial towns and the major urban centres
of the country was slow at first for the reasons explained elsewhere,
but it increased dramatically after the Second World War. The Civil
War of the Iate 1940s sent to the towns and cities a great wave of

3Apostolos Vakalopoulos, ‘La retraite des populanons greeques vers des régions
éloignées et montagneuses pendant la domination turque’, Balkan Studies, IV (1963),
pp. 265-76.
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destitute mountamn-~dwellers, fleeing a world in rapid decline and
brutalised by civil strife. The organised return of peasants to the
countryside after the Civil War to relieve the congested towns and
cities and start food production anew was a desperate effort to bring
the mountain communities back to life.

The typical peasant settlernent was the nucleated village, a compact
cluster of houses standing alone in a wide stretch of open land. It was
the product of history no less than of the use of resources, and had
begun in most cases as a settlement of serfs cultivating the lands of
Byzantine, Frankish or Turkish masters. Villages on mountain slopes
or plateaux tended to develop in the vicimty of, respectively, passes or
converging roads. Water supply was a determining factor in their
emergence.

Peasant dwellings were of different types. Climate, the availability
of building material such as timber and stones, and the needs of the
occupants determned the house type n a region. Generally, the houses
were rough constructions of readily available material, which have
survived only in the accounts of those who visited and recorded their
visits. Thatched walls as well as roofs for the migratory shepherds,
sun-dried brick walls and thatched roofs for the peasants of the plans
and valleys, stone walls and roofs for sedentary mountain-dwellers,
and small stone houses for the islanders were the dominant types.
The only village buildings that have survived are the churches and
the houses of the local landlord or the merchant, who had chosen to
built for posterity a place that distinguished him from the rest of the
mhabitants but not ostentatious enough to catch the eye of the local
Turkish master.

These houses were not places of leisure but shelters, protecting
families and their stock from the elements and wild animals. Peasants
normally lived under the same roofas their pack and draught animals,
which provided them with some of the warmth needed to brave
the cold of the winter nights. An upper floor for the family, leaving
the basement for the animals, distinguished the better-off peasants
from the rest. A fireplace provided the necessary heat for cooking and
some warmth for the senior members of the family sitting next to it,
while women and children sat at some distance and recewved little or
no warmth. Olive oil lamps and pinewood splinters provided all the
light the peasant family needed. The introduction of kerosene lamps
amounted to a revolution: they lit the dark interior of the peasant
house and allowed its occupants to do indoor work in winter, such

as carding, spinning and weaving. Kerosene lamps and iron plate stoves
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burning wood not only increased the amount of light and heatn the
peasant house interior, but distributed them throughout the room
for the benefit of all the family.

For dress and footwear peasants used materials which were easily
acquired locally. Coarse and heavy woolen garments for the winter
cold and lighter clothing for the summer heat were made at home
by the women of the family or by an itinerant tailor whose services
were hired in winter. The peasant feared the winter cold, but feared
the spring and summer sun no less: he protected himself from both
with woollen or knitted clothes. These garments were simple and
made to last, because they could only be replaced at considerable cost.
Nothing was discarded unless no member of the family could any
longer make use of it. Functional value was the primary consideration;
ornaments were reserved for special occasions and mainly for members
of marrying age. Black—the black of bereavement—was the cloth
colour of most family elders in a world where death was omnipresent.

Climate, niores and scarcity of resources ruled the appearance of
the peasant. Elaborate national costumes preserved in folklore museums
and described in old travellers’ accounts were reserved for the more
prosperous members of the community. Common peasant dress was
simple and unattractive and was no more than what people with the
most basic means of livelihood and in precarious or forbidding
circumstances could afford. For mamnland peasants a long shirt fastened
at the waist with a belt and baggy trousers, and for islanders a shirt,
with a coarse woollen capote for both, were the standard Greek peasant
dress. Foreign and local romantic imagination embellished this dress
with gold and silver, which were simply beyond the means of the
local peasants; besides, 1n a world of utter insecurity of life and property
the prudent peasant avoided ostentation. What often seems to elude
the modern student of peasants of past ages is their avoidance of
whatever could catch the eye of the mighty of the land. As in the case
of the folk ballads and heroes, elaborate folk dress has been created for
the peasants by imaginative people who had never shared the rigours
of their lives.

To cover their feet peasants again used whatever was locally available
and what they could afford. Makeshift sandals of untreated pigskin
satisfied their needs in the summer, but afforded no protection against
the tangled and thorny plants covering much of the ground, and had

to be guarded against hungry dogs. Sheepskins wrapped around the
feet and legs were normal protective coverings against the winter
cold. Proper leather shoes were only worn by the few who could
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afford them and for special occasions like weddings and major saints’
days. One acquired such shoes only on reaching adulthood; younger
members of the family used whatever their elders could spare, or one
simply did without. The mtroduction of cheap rubber shoes—Ilong-
lasting, firm and water-resistant—was another revolutionary change
in the lives of peasants.

Poorly sheltered and modestly clad and fed, the Greek peasant
kept body and soul together by the good use he made of available
resources. It was the very insecurity oflife and property, and scarcity
of resources, that sharpened his intellect and steeled his resolve to
survive. A benign climate and equally benign religion made life less
mntolerable than elsewhere under comparable circumstances by pro-
viding frequent occasion for relaxation and moments of mirth and
festivity. Reserve was a deeply ingrained and prized quality, and
want was borne with dignity. The peasants of Greece were not exactly
the noble descendants of the classical sages and heroes whom foreign
and Greek romantics hoped to see, but nor were they brutes either.
Long years of servitude and a harsh environment had not divested
themn of their humanity.

Freedom from foreign bondage did not exactly turn the peasants
of Greece mto regenerated Hellenes, as the Western and Greek romantics
believed it would. However, it increased their freedom to improve
their lot, gave them the opportunity to obtain from the state most of
the lands it had won 1n the War of Independence: they fell on these
national lands without delay and with greater enthusiasm than they had
initially shown in shaking off their former masters. Party clientelism
and alternation in power of sets of politicians open to pressure from
their political clients, in conjunction with the lack of cadastral registers
and title deeds or fixed lines of demarcation between private holdings
and community or state property, made state-owned land an easy
prey to the peasants in the various districts. A land distribution
programme enacted in 1871 during the prime ministerial term of
Alexandros Koumoundouros secured for peasants legal titles to the
holdings they had already occupied and cultivated.

The acquisition of Thessaly ten years later added a new stock of
landless peasants, who this tune did not have the opportunity to seize
the land they occupied. This was because Thessaly was ceded and not
conquered; by the treaty of cession the Greek state recognised all
property rights in the acqured province, and therefore the former
serfs and cultivators of the land joined Greece as peasants without
any right to the land or what it could produce. The landlords possessed
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all rights over it, including that of evicting their former serfs. Pressure
to acquure Jand increased, but remamed a local issue. [t eventually subsided
when the 1911 constutution opened the way for the expropriation
of landed estates and their distribution to the former serfs.

The arrival of the refugees from Asia Minor in the early 1920s and
the need to settle a sizeable part of them in the newly-acquired areas
of Macedonia and Thrace presented the authorines with a task of
staggering proportions. The land abandoned by the departed Musﬁrns
or Bulgars, as well as communal or monastic land, could only sausty
part of the needs of the destitute newcomers, who settled in the
midst of an indigenous peasant population no more prosperous than
themselves, for a life of want unrelieved by any hope of improvement.
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THE SEARCH FOR A MIDDLE CLASS

Capitalism and liberal government have been associated with the
entrenchiment in public Iife of the West European middle classes:, who
are credited with establishing market economies and the institutions
of constitutional and representative govermment. Modernity itself has
been thought to be organically connected to the rise of this agent of
profound change in the world. Whether lauded for their role in
ushering in modernity or vilified for modernitys less attractive and
bemgn aspects, the middle classes have never been denied a dorminant
role in restructuring the world they lived in make it conform to their
mterests and vision of life.

Greece too has been ‘modermsed’ by 1ts middle class; at least, this s
the generally prevailing view. The Greek mercantile class produced
what could be described as 2 Western-oriented Balkan Enlightenment,
and sustained a movement for national independence which led to
the establishiment of a Greek nation-state in the southern Balkans. In
more than one sense, that class has operated as a mediator of Western
rdeas and practices.!

However, defining this class has been an intractable problem.

I'This issue has not been satisfactorily studied. Neo-Marxist studies of the 1970s
have added little 1n terms of serious research. Instead, they have provided impres-
sionistic pictures of Greece, with the use of selective material to verify what was
aiready established and known: that the country was part of a world market economy
and that, as such, 1ts economy and society developed under the influence of this
world systemn. For such representative studies see Kostas Vergopoulos, Krafos kat
ofkonamiki politiki stan 19° ajona (State and economic policy m the 19th centuryj,
Athens, 1978, and Konstantinos Tsoukalas, Exartisi ket anaparagogi. O koinaonikos
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Which social elements of pre-Independence Greece constituted the
country’s middle class and which 1ts upper class? The problem is that
a group of people can be considered in social terms only in relation
to another such group. or as distinct from 1t. In this sense, to define
Greece's niddle class one has first to search for and locate its social
neighbours.

Greek society under foreign rule—Ottoman rather than Vene-
tian-—consisted of a large class of land-owning or landless peasants
and shepherds, artisans orgarused in guilds, and an upper class of func-
tionaries 1n the service of the foreign overlord. The rise of commerce,
especially in the last three decades before the outbreak of the War of
Independence and in the context of the Napoleonic wars, produced
a group of merchants exploiting a considerable portion of the trade,
by both sea and iand, in the Eastern Mediterranean and the Balkans.
Eventually, wealthy merchant communities grew up in a number of
port cities and major centres, such as Trieste, Smyrna, Constantinople,
Qdessa and Vienna. A few Greek islands—most notably Chios, Hydra,
Spetsae and Psara—also benefited from this commercial activity, but
their merchant communities were seriously damaged by hostile acts
by the Turks during the Greek War of Independence.

The mndependent Greek kingdom inherited very little from the
pre-Independence merchant class; its members, as might be expected.
chose to remain abroad to pursue their interests in more prosperous
lands rather than return to the devastated and impoverished motherland.
Local commerce and manufacturers took some tirne to recover from
the heavy blows they had received in the war. But local or professional
pre-war élites, such as the district notables, the captains of Armatoles
and the Phanariots, did not have the kinds of pursuits or ways of life
normally associated with a mmddle class. Early post-Independence
Greece lacked even major commercial centres; Patras and Nauplion
were minor port cities, while Athens, the country’s capatal after 1834,
was for a long time primarily an administrative centre.

Eventually, m the context of the expanding Greek kingdom, Greek

relos ton elepaidentikon mecharnsmon stin Ellada, 1830-1932 (Dependence and repro-
duction: The social role of the educational mechanisms in Greece, 1830-1932),
Athens 1977. Real representanves of the Greek upper strata can be found n the
memones of Andreas Syngros, Apommimonevmata {Memors), ed. by Alkes Angelou and
Mara Christina Chatzeloannou, 3 vols, Athens 1998, and Demetrios G. Kambouroglou,
Apomnimenevmata mias makras zois, 1852—1932 (Memoirs of a long life, 1852—1932),
ed. by A. N. Karavias, 2 vols, Athens, 1985. See also McGrew, op.at., pp. 9 ff.



196 Soctety

society did produce a class with most of the features of the rmddie
classes of modern times. Merchants, manufacturers, bankers and, most
of all, state functionaries were its constituents and in the absence of
a traditional upper class, this class projected 1tself to the top rank of
Greek society and acquired most of the trappings of an upper class.
Its representatives have normally been referred to as astor (meaning
both city-dwellers and bourgeois) and the class itself as astiki tax:
(bourgeoisie). These and other similar terms, which have been adopted
to assimilate this class with its supposed equivalents m the rest of Europe,
can easily muslead the student of Greece. This is because, in spite of all
the obvious and undeniable similarities between this Greek ‘middle’
class and its Western prototypes who brought about the greatest changes
in the West, there has been at least one fundamental difference between
the two. While the Western mddle classes developed m opposition to
state authority that restricted the free operation of market economues,
the Greek equivalent developed as a state appendage and thrived on
state revenue. In this sense the totality of such diverse elements as bankers
and army officers, merchants and university professors, manufacturers
and lawyers shaped its world outlook always in the context of the
state’s authority, interests and objectives. It favoured liberal democracy
to the extent that the state embraced that regime.

The search for differences 1n such constructs as modern social
classes can be as misleading as the search for sirnilarities in them; and,
as with all historical generalisations, the arguments put forward to
question neat analogzes like the ones mennoned above are of limited
value. However, breaking down such constructs as classes into their
component parts and searching for their boundaries helps the student
of Greece to locate groups of people with relatively similar concerns,
objectives and life-styles.

The first such groups that can be distinguished from the mass of
peasants, shepherds and seamen by a life-style resembling that of Western
middle—class groups were various categories of upper state function-
aries. Moreot notabies, Rumeliot captains and their sons, who had
survived the shocks of war without sinking into poverty, enlisted
themselves in state service in various capacities. The local élites manned
the communal councils and—after the promulgation of the first con-
stitution in 1844—™Parliament; the regular army, especially after the
departure of the Bavarian military contingent; and the gendarmerie.
Paid service with the government secured for this group a prominent
place in the country’s upper social strata.

Educated Greeks from other European countries, including those
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from the Danubian principalities, Russia and Constantmople who
had managed to survive politically, likewsse sought and secured paid
service of this kind. Although lacking in power and influence compared
with the old local élites, they surpassed them m education and in the
prestige that this secured for them among a people who, while illiterate,
admired the educated. The Unversity and the educational establishment
in general, as well as the Ministries of Foreign Affairs and Justice,
remained their exclusive preserve until the country’s educational system
was able to produce a new local mtelligentsia. In this the University
of Athens and the new umversities established in the twentieth century
played an important role. They turned out not only educated members
of society, but individuals educated to serve the state first and foremost.
Thus further inereased the size and special weight of this state-subsidised
‘middle’ class.

This aspect of Greece’s upper social strata has not received the
attention it deserves: free state education up to and including umversity,
a prized feature of the egalitarian state, has created a state-subsidised
Lewiathan, a ruling class that has grown on public revenue and replenished
1ts ranks though the state educational system. Thus umversity education
at the expense of the state and with a view to modermsing society
developed into the principal medium for the reproduction and steady
expansion of a class of state mandarins with little inherent desire for
change.

The incorporation of the Ionian Islands 1n 1864 and of Thessaly
in 1881 enriched the country’s upper strata with, in the first case, a
petty and impoverished aristocracy dating from the time of Venetian
rule but proud of its titles and heritage, and, m the second, wealthy
Diaspora Greeks who had acquired landed estates from the departing
Turks. The slow but steady commercial expansion in the second half
of the nineteenth century and the first decade of the twentieth produced
a number of rich Greeks and powerful merchants like Andreas Syngros
and Emmanouil Benakis.

Trikoupis’s adrmnistrative and economic reforms of the 1880s
and the sweeping reforms of Venizelos in the 1910s further strength-
ened the mercantile element of the country’s upper strata, while the
timid mdustrialisation of the interwar period added an industrial-
financial element to the class structure. Postwar reconstruction opened
the way to the top for a number of building contractors who had
provided apartment houses for the expanding populations of the
Greek cites. Last but not least, the expansion of international ship-
ping added a touch of lustre and glamour to the Greek upper strata.
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After Greece joined the European Commumty, Brussels became a
new source of revenue for the government-subsidised middle class.
This ‘hybrid’ middle class, brought to life and sustained by the state to
modernise an underdeveloped society and economy, has always been
open to new blood, perhaps because it never had—and never culti-
vated—an 1dentity different from that of the rest of the people. Most
of its members were (or their fathers had been) former peasants, shep-
herds and seamen: talent, the right connections or sheer good luck
would secure a place at the top table, especially in the last quarter of
the twentieth century. However, positions and fortunes have always
been precarious, and lost as quickly as they were won.

Members of the securely established second-generation or older
muddle class have always taken pride in their humble origins while
the ‘new poor’ have correspondingly liked to exaggerate their exalted
origins. Descendants of the old lorian aristocracy, bearers of names
made famous m the country’s wars of national liberation or in politics
but since fallen from grace, have always tried to retain what little they
could secure from ‘departed worth’ or to claim rewards for past family
services, but with litte success, in a society recognising no such debts
and rewarding those currently with the right connections or with
obvious talent.

Academy of Athens (1926~ )

This establishrent of scholarly excellence founded through an Act of
Parlament and set up by the astronomer Demetrios Aaginins, Education
Mimster in 1926, was orniginally endowed with public and private
donations and 1ts charter was modelled on the Belgian example.

There are sixty-five seats in the Academy divided mnto three "orders™
twenty-five for the Natural Sciences, twenty-five for Literature and
the Fine Arts and fifteen for the Moral and Political Sciences. When a
seat 15 vacated, aspiring members submut applications and are judged
by the appropriate order for their life membership.

The Academy 15 housed 1n a splendid INeo-Classical mansion in
Panepistimiou street, and finances a research centre dealing mainly
with History and Social Anthropology. Academy prizes are given out
in an annual ceremony attended by state digmitarzes,

Although such important figures as Leonidas Zervas (Chermustry),
Vassos Krimbas (Agriculture}, Demetris Trichopoulos (Medicine),
Dionisios Zakithinos (History), Constantine Tsatsos (Philosophy),
Panayous Kanellopoulos {(Sociology), Andre Andreadis (Economics),

The search for a middle class 199

Dimitrios Pikions (Architecture), Constantine Karatheodori (Math-
ematics) and Nikos Hatzikyriakos-Ghikas (Art) have been Acaderm-
cians. the msttution has on the whole been conservative 1n its choices.

Athens College (1925-—)

This distinguished private mstitution of secondary educatuon was
founded in 1925 on the model of the British ‘public school’. It was
officially named ‘Greek-American Educational [nstitution’, and was at
first backed financially by the Greek tycoons and benefactors Emmanouil
Benakis and hus son-in-law Stephanos Deltas. Since 1929 an American
Board of Trustees based in New York has conducted drives for funds
which proved vital for the development of the school.

Although Athens College provides solid education in the English
language, the basic courses were taught in Greek and the school operates
with a Greek admumstration and board and under the laws that govern
Greek state schools. Academic excellence as well as extra—curricular
activities, sports, theatre and student government have made entry to
the school a highly desirable goal for many Greeks. Tuition fees are
fugh but, thanks to fund-rasing among the alumnu, scholarship programs
have allowed children from remote areas of Greece to attend. Politicians
such as Andreas Papandreou, Milttades Evert, Andreas Andrianopoulos,
Stephanos Manos and Antonis Samaras were among those who have
graduated from Athens College.

The school has also produced a generation of promunent Greek
businessmen but it has never become a school for ‘rich boys’. Many
young people of limited means found their way to success through
Athens College and to the best umversities 1n the United States and
Britain. In the 1970s the school became coeducational. [t now operates
1n two campuses., mn Kanza and in Psychico.
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MIGRANTS, REFUGEES AND
THE DIASPORA

People have been moving in and out of Greece since the beginning
of recorded ime. A benign climate has always attracted migrants from
less inviting lands to the north, while till recently scarce resources have
driven surpluses away. From the invasions and settlements of late
medieval and early modern times right up till the late-twentieth-
century wave of illegal immigrants from neighbouring and other poorer
countries, Greece has been a land exporting more people than 1t
receives. The refugees from the Asia Minor Catastrophe, who exceeded
in number all other previous or subsequent waves of imrigrants,
were the exception to the rule. In the centuries of foreign domination,
Greeks from mainland Greece and the islands replenished the Greek
stock of western Anatolia, re-settled old colonies round the Black Sea,
and established new colonies in the northern Balkans and the north
Mediterranean littoral. Greek merchant communities were established
1n many major West European cities like Paris, Amsterdam and London.
This was the modern Greek diaspora, one of the most striking aspects
of the nation’s history, which has consistently fascinated students
of Greece. The even more striking capacity of the land to produce
population surpluses in tunes of great adversity seems to have attracted
little attention.

People are driven to leave their homes for other Jands not so much
by poverty as by the expectation of a better life than what they are
leaving behind. They are also driven away by war. In post-Indepen-
dence Greece and until the 1940s, people generally left Greece as
emigrants and came nto it as refugees. Generally, however, people
left of their own volition and moved to lands promising a better life,
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while most of those who came to Greece were forced by adverse
circumseances.

‘The extensive destruction of human life, stock, olive groves and
buildings during the War of Independence left the fledgling new
kingdom 1n the southern Greek peninsula devastated and under-
populated. Various incentives, such as promises of land grantsand a
rather lenient citizenship law (1835), did not succeed in making Greece
more attractive to new settlers. Instead of immigrants, Greece received
crowds of destitute refugees from across the frontier with Turkey or
from Crete after each irredentist insurrection and its savage suppres-
sion. The suppression of insurrections in 18212 i Thessaly, Epirus
and Macedoma sent the first wave of refugees to the southern Greek
msurgents. They were former Armatoles in Turkish service who had
been replaced by Muslim Albamans. Unused to any employment other
than paid armed service and unable to secure work outside the irregu-
iar bands that made cross-frontier sorties when Greece’s relations with
Turkey were in crisis, these first refugees were a burden even when
they did not practise brigandage, as many of them did.

The first refugees from the irredenta were precariousiy settled not
far from the northern fronter, in towns like Lamia, Atalant, Missolonghi
and Amphilochia. Some found refuge on northern 1slands like Skyros
and Skopelos, which formed one of the points of a triangle infested by
amphibious pirates operating on small and swift boats from thewr lairs
on barren islets. Northern Euboea, the northern Sporades, the prongs
of the Chalcidice peminsula and the sea route to and from the port of
Thessaloniki were never free from their depredations. Irredentist Athens
journals presented their exploits as operations to liberate the unredeemed
brethren across the frontier and so perpetuated their existence. New
refugees from Epirus, Thessaly, Macedonia and Crete replenished the
stock of refugees living on or outside the margin of legality.

The only newcomers in this initial period who could be described
as imnugrants were Germans who followed King Otto to his kingdom
as military officers or soldiers and experts in many fields. However,
all military men and most civil officials left Greece well before King
Otto was obliged to abdicate and depart. Affluent Greek merchants of
the diaspora generally refrained from settling in the newly-independent
kingdom, whose capital Athens promised little of what the great
cities of Europe offered to their more privileged citizens, which they
undoubtedly were. These Greeks were attracted to Athens only in the
later nineteenth century when it acquired some of the characteristics
of a major European city.



202 Society

Instead of immigrants, refugees flocked to Greece in increasing
numbers. To those coming from the Sultan’s dominions others were
added from the newly-mndependent Balkan states like Roomania and
Bulgaria——countries antagonistic to Greece. The national movements
in both these countries were directed not only against their Turkish
rulers but also against the Greeks who had occupied positions of power
there. As a result Greeks were forced to leave these countries, especially
at tmes of strain in the relations between their governments and
Athens. Friction over the influence—and control-—of the pockets
of Vlach- or Bulgarian-speakers in Epirus, Macedonia and Thrace
throughout the period between the Congress of Berlin in 1878 and
the Balkan Wars of 1912-13, left the Greeks mn Riomania and Bulgaria
vulnerable to harassment by hostile authorities or mobs. Greeks who
resisted assimilation had no choice in times of tension but to depart as
ernigrants or as refugees when hostility towards them filtered down
to the local authorities. INo useful distinction can be made between
emigrants and refugees in this period of aggressive nationalism, when
no international organisation existed to monitor the treatment of
people by their governments.

The incorporation of Eastern Rumelia into the Bulgarian prin-
apality in 1885 opened the way for the gradual expulsion of the
province’s Greek population. Greek-Bulgarian friction over the future
of Macedonia and Thrace sent to Greece periodic waves of ethnic
Greek refugees from Eastern Rumelia, the largest of which happened
in the middle of the first decade of the twentieth century. The num-
ber of refugees from Bulgaria increased during the Second Balkan
War and particularly during the First World War and the 1920s. The
Greek-Bulgarian convention of Neuilly (1919), whach provided for
the reciprocal and voluntary ‘emmgration’ of Greeks from Bulgaria
and Bulgars from Greece, regulated from then on the ethnic cleans-
g i both countries, placing it on the basis of a bilateral convention
and under the auspices of the League of Nations.

Exact figures for people who left one country as nationals of another
m thus period are hard to come by. Those leaving a country as emigrants
or refugees were unwanted people and thus not recorded; thas was
also the case with those comung in. There was no govermment service
responsible for either category, whether incoming or outgoing. Botl
were given in round figures, the result of rough estimates, often to
meet the transient requirements of national propaganda. A working
estimate would have more than 100,000 Greeks leaving Bulgaria in
the first quarter of the twentieth century and as many Bulgars leaving
Greece in the same period and under similar circumstances.
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Emigrants and refugees from and into Romania moved in smaller
numbers during the same period. Romania’s drive to seize the exten-
sive land properties of Greek monasteries, a heritage of endowments
from wealthy and powerful Greek Phanariot governors of the Prin-
cipalities and other donors, and to win over the Vlachs of Epirus and
Macedonia and sever their bonds of loyalty to Greece, produced ten-
sion in Greek-Romanian relations after the 1860s which made the
Greeks living in Roomania an easy target for Romanian nationalism.
Many of these left the country for Greece for the same reasons that
some Vlachs of Macedonia and Epirus left their ancestral lands after
these were incorporated into Greece in 1913, in search of a country
presumed to be more friendly to them than the one they were leav-
ing behind. Nationalism was destroymng within a few decades the
cohabitation of peoples of different tongues and creeds which had
endured through many centuries of imperial rule.

When, in 1913, a nation-state come 1nto being in Albania, Greeks
from its southern part migrated south in search of a less precarious
life than what they anticipated in the new state, although Albania
officially recognised their minority status, and their nunority rights
were protected by international treaty. This migration was assisted by
nationalist associations ot by distant kinsmen in Greek West Macedonia
and Epirus.

Other Greeks, mostly of Vlach descent, left their homes in Serbian
Macedonia after 1913 to avoid assimilation. The authorities of Serbia
and the future Yugoslavia, like those of other Balkan countries, were
set on assunilating their inherited linguistic groups, including Vlachs
who had long been hellenised through the Greek school system in
operation m the Ottoman and Habsburg empires. The communal or
private property assets of many of them-—the product of many years
of hard work and sound investment—were seized by the authorities
to satisfy the needs of those they considered loyal citzens.

All these immigrant Greeks from the country’ northern neighbours
arrived in relatively small numbers and over a long stretch of time,
and settled in many parts of the country on their own initiative with
little or no support from the government. They were easily assumilated
socially and economically, but this was not the case with the refugees
of the First World War from Asia Minor, Pontus or Russia. Greeks
from Turkey began arriving in Greece not long after the Young Turk
revolt of 1908 which, m addition to setting the tottering empire on a
reformist course, brought to power a set of army officers auming at
a complete Turkification of the empire. The resulting pressure on non-
Muslimns, especially Greeks and Armeruans, increased as a consequence



204 Society

of the Balkan Wars of 1912~13 and the loss of almost all the Sultan’s
dominions. Greek merchants and other people who had movable
property assets or were sunply aware of what was to follow left Turkey
for Greece and established themselves in the main cities.

The outbreak of the First World War increased pressure on the
Greeks 1n Turkey, especially afier Greece openly took sides with Turkey’
enermies from1917 onwards. Turkey’s defeat in 1918, the landing of
Greek troops in Smyrna the following year and the Greek-Turkish
war that followed caused an exodus of Greeks fleeing the repressive
measures of the Turkish authorities. Again, the first to leave were those
who had the means to do so. However, most of these Greeks were
ordinary people, and those living in particular at some distance from
the coasts and the main communication centres stayed put, hoping
against hope that Turkey would not come out of the war a clear winner
or in a position to bring about what many people feared most.

The collapse of the Greek front in Asia Minor in August 1922 and
the consequent retreat of the beaten army to the coast were followed
by the first mass eviction of an unwanted population in the twentieth
century. More than a million Greeks abandoned their homes in the
wake of the retreating Greek army for the safety of the eastern Aegean
islands, eventually to settle m mamland Greece. Prosperous cifies with
predominantly Greek populations, like Smyrna on the Ioman coast,
were burned to the ground by the Turks. The Smyrna conflagration
in particular symbolised dramatically the end of ‘eastern” Greece. Its
uprooted population was blown across the Aegean sea by the winds
of war to ‘western’ Greece, a veritable shipwreck, barely able to stay
afloat under the weight of so much destitute humanity. The Greek
government tried as best it could to cope with a disaster of staggering
proportons, and by the standards of the day it was quite successful.
Under the Lausanne treaty of 1923, the Greek refugees from Turkey
were exchanged for the Muslims of Greece, whose lands were given
to the newcomers. Settled mostly in Greek Macedonia, where Greek-
speakers were not everywhere in the majority, the newcomers radically
changed that region’s linguistic composition. Only the Muslims of
Greek Thrace and the Greeks of Istanbul and two small islands at the
Aegean entrance to the Straits, Imbros and Tenedos, were excluded
from the mandatory exchange of populations. Most of these last Greeks
of Turkey were uprooted in the md-1950s as a result of tension between
the two countries over Cyprus.

Other Greeks came from Russia, having been expelled by the
Bolsheviks for sympathising with their enemies in the civil war that
followed the October 1917 Revolution. Prosperous conununities had
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grown up around old nuclei of Greek colomes with encouragement
from the Roomanovs n the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, but
these were dealt blows from which they never recovered. Their
members, dispossessed and dispersed over southern Russia, were gath-
ered together by a special commussion headed by the novelist Nikos
Kazantzakis, and transported to Greece.

Greeks from the crumbling empires of the Roomanovs, the Ot-
tomans and the Habsburgs or the rising nation-states mn the Balkans
streamed mto Greece as refugees, just as others were emigrating to
greener pastures. Emigration from the Greek kingdom had remamed
insignificant throughout most of the nineteenth century, and was
not recorded, but by the end of the century and the first quarter of
the twentieth it took the form of an exodus from certain provinces.
Sharply declimng family incomes mn currant-producing districts of the
Peloponnese in that period, and the protracted insecurity in bandit-
ridden Macedonia, were factors that persuaded peasants to pack up
and leave for places where life was less precarious. More than poverty
or msecurity at home, it was the prospect of a life of plenty in the
lands of promise outside Europe, 1n conjunction with easy access to
ports like Piraeus, Patras and Thessaloniki and free passage for inden-
rured labourers, which sent many young Greeks to Australia, Canada
and above all the United States, intending to return home after
making a small fortune as quickly as circumstances allowed. Indeed,
almost half of those who emigrated 1n this first great wave did return
home, some merely to fight m the Balkan Wars of 1912-13 orn the
First World War.

Emigration virtually ended when the United States drastically cut
the yearly quota of foreigners allowed into the country in 1921. Greek
peasants were not exactly leading lives of plenty in the interwar period,
and indeed many of them, especially the Asia Minor refugees, lived in
extreme poverty. Yet relatively few were prepared to opt for counties
such as Argentina or Brazil, although the government encouraged
them to do so.

After the unprecedented movement of people in and out of the
country in the first quarter of the twentieth century, Greece experienced
more than twenty years of relative calm. Muslims had departed for
Turkey and Bulgars for Bulgaria or the New World, while Greeks
had arrived from Tirkey, Bulgaria and Russia. A net population increase
of more than 600,000 had to be assimilated and undoubtedly the
incorporation of so many and varied destitute newcomers 1s one of
the greatest Greek epics. The cost was immense, but the tremendous
effort that had to be expended and the experience gained enriched



206 Society

Greece in a2 unique way. It would not be an overstatement to say that,
after a century of attempting to fashion its new national image while
at the same time acquiring an acceptable national frontier, the country
finally settled down to looking after the needs of its own people.

The Second World War and the Axis occupation in the first half
of the 1940s produced a new wave of refugees and emigrants. Their
actve collaboration with the Axis occupiers extinguished what tol-
erance the Greeks had shown for the Muslim Albanians of Epirus
and the Slav Macedomans: the former departed in the wake of the
retreating Germans in 1944, and the latter drifted across the frontier
in the second half of the 1940s, as the government forces fought against
the Commurust rebels in the Civil War. The Slav Macedonian com-
mumty of Greece lost a sizeable part of its population as fugitives
across the frontier or as casualties in a lost cause. The same COOUTIUILLY'S
surviving young people emigrated in the next two decades, along
with other ermigrants from Greece, to North America and Australia.

The factors behind this new and, presurnably, final exodus of Greeks
from their motherland in search of a better life and a more hospi-
table country than post-Civil War Greece have not been adequately
researched and analysed. Such obvious causes as poverty and perse-
cution of the defeated and vulnerable members of the society that
came out of the Civil War do not fully explain the social and age
groups of the emigrants. Why, for instance, did Slav Macedonians—
mostly teenagers and young adults of both sexes-opt for Australia or
Canada, while young Pontians chose to work in Germany as guest
workers? These were not random choices. Were the Slav Macedonians
attracted to lands with an existing stock of their fellow-nationals from
the first wave of ernigration from Greece? Did the descendants of the
refugees of the 1920s opt for Germany in the 1960s because 1t suited
their objective of a temporary stay away from home?

Like the emigrants in the first great wave, most of those in the
second wave left hoping to return home some day—with the ex-
ception, of course, of the Slav Macedonians, whose links with home
had been weakened by their experience in the Civil War. Generally
those, mostly young and unmarried, who went to Australia, did so
the expectation of finding a new homeland. It seems that the trauma
of the 1940s. combined with the realistic prospect of a better life
abroad, gave many young people in the 1950s and '60s the necessary
impetus to make the leap away from family and home. Leaving home
was no longer predominantly a family concern, as its had been at
the time of the first etmgration. The war, among other things, had
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loosened ties within families and allowed their members o t}nnk of
themselves as individuals capable of making mmportant decisions for
themselves—something that had been unthinkable before the war,
especially for women. N ’

The late twentieth-century mflux of political and econornic refuge_es
from the former Commmunist countries 1 the Ba]lcan.s and the Soviet
republics, as well as from Asia and Africa, shows a striking reversal of
the pattern we have described of Greece as a refuge solely for the
Greeks. For the first time in its modern history Greece has become
attractive not only to Greeks uprooted from other countries and entering
the only country open to them, but to a long list of people who Wouid
never before have considered Greece even as a place of transit.

This latest influx has not yet been analysed exhaustively. The
great majority of the newcomers seem to be economic refugees from
southern Albania—both Greeks and Albanians—driven by th.e collapse
of the Communist regime 1n Albania and the subsequent dislocation
of state services and the economy. Most have been destitute young men
m their late teens and early twenties. Their numbers tend to increase
1n the summer months, when the cheap construction and ggri'cu}mral
work needing to be done exceeds the capacity of the 1nd1gen01’zs
labour supply. Almost 400,000 mostly illegal ‘Albamap economic
refugees or immigrants live at the margins of society, playmg hlde and
seek with the authorities, trying to elbow out other contestants in the

field of ill-paid work, robbing each other of their meagre earnings
and contributing to an increase in crime. The issuing of temporary
residence permuts for a percentage of the imnugrants has mtroduced
a way of regulating and monitoring this type of immugration.
Greeks from the minority in southern Albania have had easier
access to Greece and have recerved some support from the Church—-w
which, incidentally, has led to many formerly Muslim ‘P.flbamans
converting to Christianity. Conversion through b_a;ms;n facxhta;ed the
issuing of a visa by the Greek consular authorities in Albania, ax%ci
secured an advantage over non-Christian and illegal imumigrants in
the search for better-paid work. In the census of 2001 the newcomers
did cause 2 small increase in the population of Greece and perhaps
further deprived the Greek minority in Albania of its demographic
core. Another aspect of this crossing 1n and out of Greece and qf the
Greek ecclesiastical and economuc presence in southern Albania has
been this region’s progressive hellenisation and differentiation from
the more traditional and less developed northern part of Albania. It
should be remembered that the Albanians were preserved from melting
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into the Greeks in the south and the Serbs in the north through their
conversion to Islam in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries.

The Greeks from the former Soviet republics of Russia, Georgia,
Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan or Uzbekistan form a different category of
econonuc refugees. These were driven away by the general deterioration
of conditions followmng the collapse of the Soviet Union, in conjunction
with the attraction of Greece as a prosperous, secure and accessible
European haven. They were more welcome than the Greeks from
Albania, perhaps because they have been associated with the refugees
of the First World War and seen more as relatives in distress. Few
Greeks in Greece knew of them before their arrival and even fewer
knew why or when they had settled in these northern and little-
known lands. The ancestors of most of them, it seemns, had gone there
as refugees from either Turkey or Greece: some were from Pontus,
driven to Russia by the Turks in the nineteenth century or earlier, and
others from Greece itself as defeated Cormmunist guerrillas in the late
1940s. While suffering a crisis of insecurity due to a very low birth-
rate, the Greek authorities welcomed this 1njection of new people
without providing adequately for their settlement. Most of them
were small traders and town-dwellers and as such mostly settled in
densely populated Greek cities like Athens or Thessaloniki, where
they were often made to feel no less excluded than m the countries
they had come from. The authorinies and their exploiters call them
‘returming’ (palinostountes) Greeks, while they are popularly referred
to as ‘Russo-Pontians’. But they would rather be called ‘Greeks’ and
made to feel no different from the rest of their compatriots. With the
exception of might schools to improve their poor command of Greek
and some assistance to meet initial expenses, these economic migrants
have been left to their own devices: the men do all kinds of low-paid
work that indigenous Greeks shun.

Other newcomers, though no better treated, appear more apprec-
rative of what little Greece is prepared to offer them, perhaps because
they expected less than the ethnic Greeks or because they really had
nowhere else to go. When Serbs from war-torn Bosnia found shelter
with organisations or mndividuals sympathetic to their cause, state
authorities did not make them feel very welcome. Kurds fleeing the
drive by the Turkish authorities to crush Kurdish subversion have
reached Greece 1n a steady stream from the Kurdish areas of south-
eastern ‘Turkey and northern Iraq. Lefiist organisations gave the Kurds
some assistance, and.state authorities provided a camp at Lavrion
(Attica) to house them provisionally, in the hope that international
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human rights organisations would take an interest in their future.
The average Greek would be prepared to show some sympathy for
these people provided they remained at some distance from his own
home. Unlike most other illegal immigrants or refugees, who were
prepared to work in order to survive, the Kurds have generally de-
pended on handouts from local and state authorities or from the Red
Cross and other humamtarian organisations.

Greek Socialist support for the Palestiman cause, dating from the
years of military dictatorship in Greece, as well as the need to sustain
Arab sympathy in the drive to keep UN General Assembly support
over the Cyprus dispute wath Turkey, opened Greece to all categories
of Palestinians in the 1980s. But the Socialist government introduced
a more restrictive policy in the second half of the 1990s, and Pales-
tinian refogees later dwmdled in numbers; also they are less likely to
be seen as groups of young political activists.

Poles came to Greece manly as economuc refugees following their
country’s economic winter of discontent in the 1980s, but for them
Greece was a staging-post to more prosperous countries. While awaiting
the opportunity to move on to such a country, they took advantage
of such opportumties as Greece offered and tried to raise some money
mostly by working illegally in the fields. Their numbers, too, dwindled
following Poland’s signs of economic recovery.

Filipino and Sri Lankan women working as domestic servants for
better—off families have become a noticeable feature of Greek society.
They have entered the country through agencies directing young
women from various Third World countries to Western cities, and are
to be seen in public 1n the early morning and late evening as they
journey to and from the houses where they work, or looking after a
child in a park. As time has gone on, with little or no support from
any source or authority, they have formed associations to keep in
touch and exchange news from home. On Christmas Eve they bring
new life to the Catholic cathedral in the centre of Athens.

By the year 2000 the economic immigrants m Greece had exceeded
a million. Some will settle permanently, thus making up for the
country’s population deficit, and will face the difficulties of accuitura-
tion into a society which 1s culturally homogenous. The evolving
content of Greek identity, treated elsewhere in this volume, will
determine how far this process succeds or fails.

‘Diaspora’ is a Greek word meaning dispersion, and when used of
people it unplies either mugration or flight. The phenomenon 1s caused
by the inability of aland to support its population, the pursut of trade
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and the establishment of commercial outposts. Greek colonies were
created throughout the Mediterranean basin as early as the eighth
century BC and were populated by the demographic surplus of mainland
Greece. During the eastward thrust of Alexander the Great, Greeks
mugrated as far as India and after the Ottoman conquest they fled
west and north. At the beginning of the nineteenth century, as we
have already seem the Greek presence was conspicuous 1 Smyrna,
Constantinople and Odessa, and in the trade centres of the Black Sea,
the Balkans, Central Europe and southern France. It was though this
commercial diaspora that Enlightment and revolutionary ideas entered
the Balkan perunsula and the spark was lit that ignited the 1821 War
of Independence.

In a study already mentioned in this chapter it is maintained that
the educational system of the Greek state was designed, at least unti]
1922, in such a way as to cater to the comumercial needs of the Medi-
terranean diaspora.! The Greek merchants of Asia Minor and Egypt
became mmportant benefactors of the Greek state and helped to shape
its destiny.

As we have seen, the collapse of the European markets for
Peloponnesian vine products in the 1890s (see p. 168) generated a
mass exodus of surplus cultivators. The tide of migration between
1900 and 1930 took half a million Greeks to the United States. Un-
like the Greek merchants of the eastern Mediterranean, the peasants
who entered American society were ill-prepared to play an influental
role in their new habitat. However, through hard work they eventu-
ally rose through the social strata of their adopted country, while the
Greeks of the Mediterranean basin were compelled to abandon their
homes altogether and return to Greece.?

The transformation, 1n the course of a generation, of Greek peasants
nto American shopkeepers and businessmen says much about their
origin. Charles Moskos wrote: “Even though late nineteenth-century
Greek society was overwhelmingly rural, the cultural hegemony of
its urban merchant class—Dboth in the Greek state and in the Greek
diaspora—fostered an individualistic outlook on economic activities
which even permeated the countryside. The Greek villager was already
eager to emulate consumer and city life styles ... There can be little

See Konstantunos Tsoukalas, Exartist kai anaparagogi. O koinenikos rolos tou
ekpaidentikou michanismou stin Ellada, 1830-1922 (Dependence and reproduction.
The social roie of the educationai system in Greece), Athens: Themelio, 1977.

Jenny Masur, ‘Emugration’ in Greecer A Country Study, Washington, DC, 1986,
pp. 104-6.
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Facing page, far left,
Harilaos Trikoupss
{1832-96). Left, Elem
and Demetrios
Stavropoulos, an
Arheruan couple of
1885. Bottom, Athens,
mid-19th century.

Above right, the actor
Dionysios Tavoularis
representing Ragas,
1890. Right, the heroic
image of Greece: a
‘palikar? from Delpha,
1880.




Eleftherios Vemzelos

(1864-1936). Dl

Constantinos Cavafis
(1863-1933).

Thessaloniki burning on the night of 18-19 August 1917.




Above, shup crowded with refugees ffom Asia Miner, 1922,

Below, first refugee housing in Halkidiki, northern Greece.

Above, loannis Metaxas reviewing a 4 August parade.

Below, 29 October 1940: volunteers enlisung at a recruitment centre.
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Above, Greek forces mn the Middle East, 1943.
Facing page, 29 October 1940: crowds celebrating with Greek and

Briush flags.
Belewr, ELAS resistance troops with German prisoners, 1943,




Above, Liberation Day, 1944 {church and state have often merged 1n
public perception).

Below, UNRRA relief for a devastated Greece.

Omonia Square, Athens, in the 1950s
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Above, a Russian dancer
performs in front of
the Parthenon. “Nellys”
(Ellie Serardars, 1899-
1998) won mternaconal
repute for her pictures;
thus one caused muxed
reactions.

Right, Maria Callas (1923-
7.

Left, George Papandreou
(1888-1968) and lus son
Andreas {1919-96).
Below, the departure of
King Constantine and
Queen Anne-Mane for
the United States i
1967, bidden farewell

by the tnumvirate of
Colonels.
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doubt that a satisfactory explanation of the genesis of Greek-American
entrepreneurialism requires serious consideration of the cultural
variables unique to Greek soctety and economy at the turn of the
century’?® Another idiosyncrasy that distnguished the Greeks from
other immugrants in the United States was, according to Moskos, their
assimilation mnto American civic associations, social cliques and busmess
life before they were acculturated to the norms and customs of the
new society. The discrepancy between this early assimilauon and delayed
acculturation may explain why a distinct ethmc identity has survived
among the Greek-Americans.*

Between 1950 and 1975, another halfemillion Greeks migrated
to Western Europe, mostly to West Germany as Gastarbeiter (guest
| workers). The term indicates that the German state was not mterested
in assimnilating this borrowed labour force, and few Greeks became
German citizens. Proxamity and cheap travel encouraged most to
return to Greece and settle in the urban centres as small businessmen.®

The number of Greeks residing permanently outside the boundanes
of the Greek state 1s difficult to compute. Mixed marriages have led
to significant portions of older diasporas, such as those of Russia and
the Urited States, entering the melung-pot of their adopted countries.
Americans of Greek ancestry appear in official US statistics for 1980
; as 980,000, although Greek-American sources make the number as
tagh as 1,250,000, According to Greek stanstics, there are today about
600,000 Greeks in Western Europe, mostly in Germany. In the last
Soviet census i 1989, 358,000 people declared ther Greek background:
104,000 1n Ukraine, 81,000 in Russia, 100,000 m Georgia, 50,0001n
Kazalkhstan, 7,500 m Uzbekastan and 7,400 1in Armenia.

Of the post-Second World War mugrations the most significant
was to Australia, where today there are 422,000 Greeks, followed by
Canada with 192,000. lllegal immugrants may ncrease these numbers
by half. There are about 120,000 Greeks m Africa and 50,000 1in Latin
America, half in Brazil and 20,000 1n Argentma. The once thriving
commurnties of the Middle Fast have declined to only a few thousands,
but there are close to 30,000 Greek Jews in Israel.®

3}Charies C. Moskos, Greek Amercans: Struggle asrd Suceess, New Brunswick, INJ:
Transaction Publishers, 1989, p. 140.

“Moskos, pp. 147-9,

SMasur, pp. 108-9.

“Yanmis Hassiotes, ‘Apodemos Ellinismos’ (Diaspora Greeks) in Istona tou Hellenikon
Ethnous (Mistory of the Hellemc world), vol. 16, Athens: Ekdotiki Athimon, 2000,
pp. 538-45.

Constantine Karamanlis signs the treaty for Greek accession to the Furopean

Community. Athens, 28 May 1979,
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OF HEROQOES AND HEROIC DEEDS

/ A nation creates 1ts own heroes and regards heroic deeds 1n the light

of the values and principles 1t holds in highest esteemn. Why certain
_/ actions are given promunence and others are neglected and forgotten

1s the result more of chance than of design. However, even here one
sees m men'’s actions the elements expected to win the approval and
applause of the nation.

Two mnstances of conventional heroic behaviour are indicative of
the selective approach in the assessment of actions as heroic. The first
concerns army Lieutenant Pavios Melas, who left military service to
fight the Bulgarian bands in Macedonia. In the autumn of 1904, on
his third and final mcursion into what was then Ottoman Macedonia,
he and his band of irregulars were forced to gave battle against Turkish
troops m the village of Siatista, where he died in action. A comrade
severed his head and carried 1t away, so that 1t should not fall into
enenty hands. By his death Melas moved the Greeks of his day as no
other modern Greek hero has done.!

Nearly forty years later, artillery Major Versis, when ordered by the
Germans to surrender the guns of his battery after the collapse of the
front in April 1941, collected them together and ordered his men to
salute them. He then shot himself as his men sang the Greek national
anthem. So runs the brief record of this officer’s death after a week's
desperate fighting against the invading German army in Greek
Macedonia. This document was found in the course of research by

! Pavios Melas, pp. 191 L., letters to tus wife Natalia from hus first secret journey
i Macedona iz 1904,
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one of the present authors, buried under heaps of military reports in
the countrys War Archives, and does not even mention his first name.?

‘What made Melas but not Versis a national hero? Both men died
honourably for their country, fighting 1ts enemies—the latter by his
own hand so as not to witness the dishonour of the nation’s vanqushed
arms. Both died in a way for which their profession had prepared
them; yet Melas was immediately seen as representing the nation’s
highest values and principles, while Versis was reiegated to oblivion.

The difference in the two men’s posthumous reputations has to

be explained by the manner in which each tried to serve the nation. /

Versis lived and died as a professional soldier, while Melas left regular
service to fight and die 1n the manner of the traditional irregular
fighter and hero, the Klepht. On crossing into Ottoman Macedonia
mn 1904, he discarded his officer’s uniform and, putting on the Klephtic
apparel, tried as best as he could to act according to what 1t represented.
His men were either local freebooters or Cretans of sumilar pursuats,
and their movements and actions fit those of the traditional band of
local brigands. What was se1zed upon by the Greek public then, and
secured Melas a place in the nanon’s pantheon, was not his tragic
death itself but death out of regular service and in a manner befitung
the traditional Greek folk hero, the pallikar. Up till the Balkan Wars of
1912~13, the regular army was seen as being only good for ceremomal /
purposes, while the nations battles were fought, and its glories won, (1
by 1its ‘true’ army-—the irregulars, the lineal descendants of the Akritar &
{lone soldiers who patrolled the borders of the Eastern R.oman empire} *
and the Klephts of Turkash times.

The process of identifying the post-Independence irregulars with
the pre-revolutionary freebooters of the Greek highlands 1s discussed
in another context, but we should examine the values with whach
these traditional heroes were invested. The Klephts and their lineal
descendants were supposed to represent freedom from all attachments
and bonds save those of religion and family. They were portrayed not
as the hunted outlaws they actually were—men who lived in a limbo
and wished to ease thewr way back to law-abiding society by hum-
bling themselves before the authorities and asking for their mercy—(
but as proud and brave men who could not bear to see themselves )
and their countrymen groamng under a foreign yoke like so maray<
beasts of burden. Thus they broke with the authorities and took

Yohn S. Koliopoulos, Greeee and the British Connection, 19351941, Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1977, pp. 292-3.



214 Society
to the mountamns to fight against them. Highland Greece became mn

Sthls way ‘free Greece’. All affiliations outside the family and the
%assoczatzon of free men were so many compromnuses incompatible

with their chosen identity and role. Corporate loyalties outside the
family, on which modern regular civil society rests, were resolutely
discarded.

/ If post-Independence highland outlaws were the lineal successors

of the pre-revolutionary bandits, their enermes—the regular state
authorities—were not qualitatively different from the Ottoman au-
thorities. King Otto and the Bavarians and all those who became
associated with that regime’s efforts to establish regular state services
were dismissed as so many foreigners—alien to the Greek “way’ of
life and enenmues of the "nation’s interests’.

/ The ways and values of pallikaristn made Kapodistrias, Mavro-
¢

ordatos and Trikoupis, who were opposed to them, look out of place,
and made their efforts to institute and strengthen permanent state
servaces and encourage the growth of civil society appear as the work
of foreign agents bent on depriving the nation of its cherished ways
and values. It was under the influence of the same values and ways
/that a traitor to the Greek cause in the War of Independence like
/Odysseus Androutsos was allowed a place in the nation’s pantheon,

S~ whﬂe such staunch supporters of that cause as the newspaper editor

/ Georgios Psyllas and the lawyer Anastasios Polyzoides were not.
Furthermore, the band of brigands who opened hostilities against
the Turkish army in northern Thessaly in 1897 and were the first to
retreat and disperse were lionised by the public, while the regular

{ arnay was blamed for the humiliating defeat. Under the same influ-

ence the populists Kolettis, Deliyannis and Andreas Papandreou have
in their time succeeded 1n presenting the reformers Mavrocordatos,

S Trikoupis and Karamanlis in a negative light while winning for them-
selves immense if transient popularity.

/ Thus the pallikarist syndrome which consigned Versis to oblivion
has

also been responsible for the recent elevation of resistance to the
Axis occupation forces in 1941—4 as ‘national resistance’, and the
defeated rebels against the legally constituted government in the Civil
War of 1946—9 as so many wronged and innocent victims of that
government, and national heroes. Events and 1ssues involved in the
ciashes of the 1940s have come to be seen 1n the light of the values
associated with the alleged Greek ‘traditional’ hero, the pallikar. Even
Markos Vaphiades, the commander of the ‘Democratic Army’ m
1946—9 which fought for a cause that, if successful, would have de-
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prived Greece of its northern provinces, was made a parliamentary
deputy by Andreas Papandreou m the 1980s.

In analysing people’s values that are anchored in the past one always
runs the risk of losing track of later developments and changes, due
to influences since the ime these values were formed, that have either
been ignored or are imperceptible. In the Greece of today there are
no bands of armed irregulars, and the highlands have lost much of
thelr populatlon to the lowlands; but for the fleeting Albanian illegal
immigrant in search of agricultural work and the stray tourist, hughland
Greece appears to have been totally abandoned by humanity. The
Greek village, that repository of what city people like to think of as
traditional customs and values, has ceased to exist except in the minds
of some anthropologsts. However, even as people gradually overcome
the old attraction of the ways of the pallikars, a reluctance to redefine
the gualities and deeds of heroes in the hight of the nation’s present
requurements lingers on like an afterglow or a hangover. Living and
surviving under arbitrary foreign rule indeed called for guile and
favoured dishonesty vis-d-vis authority, but why should men who
exhibited these ‘qualities’ in their own time still be considered heroes
to be emulated today when other qualities are requured for the growth
of civic society under a democratically elected government? Would
an honest taxpayer or cwvil servant not be a more fitting hero for
society today than yesterday’s bandit? On the other hand, admitting
that such a hero lacks appeal would be tantamount to admitting
that the values which mspire heroes are no longer considered worth
cultivating in society today.

To return to the two heroic officers already discussed, would not
the inclusion m the nation’s pantheon of the major who chose to die
as a regular officer, 1nstead of the one who left the colours to lead a
group of armed rrregulars, signify a preference for values better suited
to for a soclety resting on and respecting law and order? Future
historians of modern Greece shouid certainly be in a better position
than their counterparts today to discern changes in the nanon’s hero-
making and to see shifts of emphasis not visible to us.

Rhigas Velestinlis {1757-98)

Ragas entered Greek history like a shooting star: he shone brightly
for a moment and disappeared. His death in the cause of Greece’s
freedom secured for him an unassailable position in the national pan-
theon before Clio had a chance to take an mterest in his life. Patriotic
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lore supplied almost all of the information about his early life, which
neither he himself nor the annals of the time recorded. Most Greeks
did not hear of him till long after his death in Belgrade in June 1798;
indeed, most of those who were informed of the event knew very
little of the circumstances. Only what the Austrian author:ties chose
to make public became known: Rlugas and a number of accomplices,
all Greek subjects of the Ottoman Sultan, were arrested in Trieste in
S December 1797, having set out from Vienna to start a rising in Greece
( against Turkish rule. After lengthy and tortuous interrogations in
‘)Trieste, where Rthigas tried without success to commit suicide, and
[ in Vienna, the Austrian authorities handed him and seven associates
j over to the Turkish authorities in Belgrade, where they were all mur-
/ dered and their bodies thrown into the Danube. It is worth noting
that of the fourteen suspects arrested, the six who were Austrian sub-
jects were banished to Saxony while their Ottoman confederates
, were extradited. Two noteworthy aspects of the affair are that there
! was no extradition treaty between Austria and the Ottoman empaire,
\ and that no suspect was ever put on trial before an Ottoman court
oflaw.

The Austrian position on the affair was weak. If the eight Ottoman
subjects were guilty of conspiring against the security of a friendly
state, 50 too were the Austrian subjects: and if the latter were not to be
tried and pumished, that was an admission that the eight were handed
over to the Turks not because they were more guilty than the six, but
because they were Ottoman subjects and the Porte had demanded
their extradition. The Austrians had good reasons for satisfying the
Turkish demand: in addition to the prospect of recovering Polish
deserters who had escaped to the Danubian Principalities, they expected
to obtain freedom of navigation for ships flying the Austrian flag off
the North African cost. The shock expressed by the Austrian authorities
on hearing of R higas’s execution without trial in Belgrade and before
reaching Constantinople could not have been more hypocritical.

R higas was born in 1757 at a village in Thessaly called Velestino,
the ancient Pherae, capital of the tyrant Jason. Rhigas (meamng king—
rex) was not an uncommon name in Greece at that time, and Velestinlis
was the name he assumed on leaving his native village. He attended
school at Zagora, a prosperous trading village on Mt Pelion, and
possibly in another equally wealthier village on Mt Ossa, Ampelakia,
both near Velestino. That such an education was well beyond the means
of most Greeks of the time supports the hypothesis that hus father was
one of the better-off peasants of the locality. Before leaving Thessaly
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and while still under twenty, R higas 15 satd to have worked for a ttme
as a village schooimaster.

The young man left home and went to Constantinople, following
the example of most promusing and ambitious young men of has
time, and thence to the Danubian Principalities, which seldom failed
to attract them. Comumerce was the mam attraction, but secretarial
work for a merchant was equally attractive to the educated youth of
backward Greece. In the second half of the 1780s Rhigas was in
Wallachia, first in the service of the hellenised Brancoveanu family
and later as secretary to the newly-appointed Hospodar of Wallachia,
Nicholas Mavrogenis. Later he became a functionary in Craiova, getting
to know the Pasha of neighbouring Vidin, Osman Pasvanoglou.

Working under Mavrogenis during the Russo-Turkish war of
178792, when many Greeks in the Principalities were crossing
over to the Russians, must have put Rhugas’s abilities to the test in
view of the Hospodar’s loyalty to the Sultan. Rhigas also transferred
fis loyalties to the Sultan’s enemies after the defeat of the Ottoman
armies in 1788 and the occupation of Bucharest by the Russians.
There was nothing to keep him in Bucharest, and he had no reason
to accompany Mavrogenis across the Danube, to be beheaded at the
Sultan’s orders. He attached himself mm 1790 to a new patron, an
expatriate Austrian and local magnate of Wallachia called Christodoulos
Kirlianos, probably of Greek descent, who played an equivocal role
in the war and was rewarded by the Habsburg Emperor wath the title
Baron von Langenfeld. The news from France in 1789 put Rhigas m
a restless frame of mind, but it was not easy to interpret from remote
Wallachia. Vienna, whither he followed Kirlianos, was home to one
of the most prosperous and cultured Greek colonies of the Habsburg
empire, numbering some 40,000; it was also closer to the events in
France. Rhigas was profoundly shaken by these events, but fus appraisal
of the Revolution was mfluenced by its assumed implications for
Greeces freedom. However. it was unclear what those implications
would be.

In Vienna, during the six months he lived there, R higas published
two books which he had no doubt prepared mn Bucharest: an
‘Anthology of Physics’ and a collection of French noveiettes, entitled
‘School of Delicate Lovers’, both translated into demotic Greek and
reflecting two aspects of his conception of education: the moral and
the scientific. Patriotism 1s their overriding characteristic. While 1n
Vienna he also announced the publication of a Greek translation of
Montesquieu's Esprit des [ois—which, however, never appeared.
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Rhigas recurned to Bucharest in early 1791 after quarrelling with
Kirlianos; the war was practically over, and the Ruussians had evacuated
the Wallachian capital. He now owned extensive property in Wallachia,
notably an estate in Vlaska, where he mstalled hus mother and younger
brother from Greece. However, he lived in Bucharest, the most attractive
Balkan city of the tune, among rich and powerful Greeks. Like many
of them, he was involved in various commercial enterprises: he invested
i pig breeding and became mvolved n the export of hides. At the
same time he served the Phanariot rulers of Whallachia as secretary or
nterpreter, having mastered French, Italian and German in addition
to Greek and Turkish. As secretary he occupied much more than a
clerical position: he conducted his employer’s correspondence,
commiercial as well as political. He also found time to read extensively
m the classics, natural sciences, poetry, history and geography.

It was believed at the time, and has been suggested ever since,
that before leaving for Vienna once again in 1796 Rhigas travelled
widely in Central and Western Europe to establish the network of his
assoctates, but that can not be assumed; it also seems unlikely that after
1786 he ever visited cities in the Ottoman empire such as Smyrna,
Thessaloniki and loanmina, let slone Constantinople. However, there
were 1o lirnits to the contacts he could pursue and establish while i
Bucharest, working through his wide network of friends, relations
and associates in the course of his normal business. His circle imncluded
merchants, schoolmasters, academics, poets, publishers and diplomats.
It included such men as Osman Pasvanoglou, but Rlugas’s relations
with him are mnpossible to disengage from legend. Other acquamntances
were Damel Philippides and Gregorios Phouades, and two promimnent
men of letters, Joseph Moisiodax and Demetrios Katartzis.

Back in Vienna after years of absence, Rhigas embarked on the
publication of a number of works, mcluding his famous ‘Map of Hellas’.
The Poulios brothers of Siatista, who since 1790 had published the
Greek gazette Ephemeris, 1ssued in 1797 Rlugas’s “The Moral Tripod’,
a trilogy of Italian, French and German poems and romantic tales in
demotic Greek. He also published in the same vyear a translation of
volume IV of Abbé Barthélemy’s “The Voyage of the Young Anacharsis’
and a series of maps, one each of Moldavia and Wallachra, and, much
more important, twelve maps of Greece—inspired perhaps by the
collection of geographical books donated by loannis Pringos to the
school he had attended at Zagora as a boy. Finally, he published the
‘New Political Order’ and the "Military Manual’, both of which were
seized and destroyed by the Austrian authorities, but some copies of
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the ‘New Political Order’ consisting of the ‘Rights of Man’, the
‘Constitution of the Hellenic Republic’ and the “Thourios’ or war hymn
escaped destruction. The ‘Raghts’ and the *Constitution’ were based
on the French revolutionary prototypes. Rhigas is also assumed to
have had a hand in the publication of a book quite far removed from
his liberal tendencies, a religious homily with the title “The Prophesies
of Agathangelos’; one of these prophesies was that the Greeks would
be liberated by a ‘blond race of the East’

R hugas was carried away by unrealistic optimism when he assumed
that his constitution would be operative at all, let alone serve as a
charter for the Greeks of his time. Equally unrealistic were the military
manual, wiich was mtended for a well-drilled regular army, and his
address to ‘the people descended from the Hellenes’, by which he
could have meant all the subjects of the Sultan. These ‘descendants’
were expected to heed us call and aid the establishment of the ‘Hellenic ?

Reepublic’ Here lay the fundamental weakness of his emancipatory
efforts: the nation he had in mind—the ‘Greek nation’ of his political
works—was not a national community but a political one which,,
he believed, could be roused to action by a national call. He couldg\
not have been aware that the supranational commumty to which he /
appealed was on the verge of being broken up into as many national ;\\
communities as there were linguistic conumunities in the Empire. j
Whereas his French model was designed for a unitary and homogeneous |

nation, the ‘Helleruc Republic’ would house different languiages, creeds, <

histories and myths. His political community was defined by such
mconsistent criteria as the reek language, Eastern Orthodox
Christianity, exceptional services to the fatherland or exceptional (
merit. He somehow believed that all ethnic and religious differences
would be reconciled under the heading ‘Hellas’, but not even such an (
illustrious name could have been a solvent for historic feuds embedded ;
deeply in the lives of the different religious and linguistic communities’
he wished to reconcile 1n his new state.

These were the weapons Rhigas had with him when he set out
from Vienna to launch an uprising in Greece. Probably the Austrian
authorines regarded him, with his publications and his well-known
eccentricities, as no more than a publicist with an inflated opinion
of Osman Pasvanoglou or Ali Pasha of Toannina; from his own passing
references to them and from other mdirect evidence it appears that
he did. Both Pasvanoglou and Ali Pasha rmght indeed have supported
R.hgas if he had succeeded in launching a rising, but only to further
their own designs; neither could have been expected to let his own
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pashalik become part of Rhbagass ‘Hellenic Republic’. It seemed
that fate had chosen to put the rulers of a mughty empire to the test
using a forty-year-oid merchant from Thessaly who dreamed of a
.~/ Hellas restored with French revolutionary methods, which would
house all the oppressed subjects of the Sultan.? '

@. Perrhaevos, Syntoras bisgrapina tou acidimon Riga Pheratou tor Thessalou (A
brief brography of the famous Ringas Phermos of Thessaly), Athens, 1860; E. Legrand,
Anekdota engrapha peri Riga Velestinli (Unpublished papers about Rbugas Velesunlis),
transl. by 5. P. Lampros, Athens, 1891; L. {. Vranouss, Rfiigas Velestinlis, 17571798
(ir: Greek), Achens, 1953; C. M. Woodhouse, Rhigas Velestinlis, Limm, Euboia, 1995.

11
CRIME AND IMPUNITY

Purushment has always been one of the primary defences of organised
society. However, in modern Greece, which emerged from a revolt
agawnst arbitrary rule and was founded on the principle of the rule of
law, crime and law-breaking have not always been purushed according
to the law of the land. The long centuries of illegitimate and arbitrary
rule before Independence, and recurrent authoritarian rule ever since,
no doubt helped to develop an attitude to crime at odds with the
state’s founding principles, but this by itself cannot explain what can
only be described as a surprising laxaty in admunistering justice. Behind
these factors—or, perhaps because of them——there seems to be a general
tendency to treat unlawful actvities in the public domain far less severely
than sirnilar ones within the family. Occasionally such unlawful actions
are not only treated by the authorities with excessive leniency, but
also meet with society’s approval.

Brigandage and public attitudes towards it are a case 1n pomt,! but
abuse of power by state authorities, though often ill-documented and
impossible to prove, also falls into this category. The swift-footed rural
outlaws of modern Greece normally eluded their pursuers, who seldom
sought their quarry 1n earnest; they have also eluded most of those
who have attempted to study them. Contemporary Greek writers set
on shoring up ‘ethnic’ truth (the term used in The Dilessi Murders by
Romilly Jenkins, who really meant ‘national’) with reference to the
problem of brigandage 1n the nineteenth century, and on silencing
well-deserved criticism, were the first hostages of the country’s brigands,

1See Koliopoulos, Brigands with a Cause, pp. 105 ff.
221
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and moreover willing ones. They not only saw the post-Independence
rural outlaws as lineal successors of the pre-Independence Klephts,
but discerned in their pursuits a national mission to liberate all
unredeemed Greeks.? Twentieth-century Greek and foreign writers
anxious to meet the requirements of neo-Marxist historiography
became the unwitting victims of Greece’s rural thugs by trying to
discern in their pursuits a primtive social rebellion.> Edmond About’s
brigand hero, the mischievous King of the Mountamns, would have
ridiculed the efforts of both groups of writers to elevate humn and his
comrades on to a stage far above that on which they pursued their
simple objectives in the Greek highlands.*

Brigands entered the scene with qualifications that allowed them
to outlive their time and outgrow their role. Their predecessors in
rural outlawry, the Klephts, took part in the War of Independence
with as many reservations, calculations and objectives of their own
as therr erstwhile bosses, the local magnates. A number of them,
mecluding such powerful and influential chieftains as Odysseus Androutsos
and Georgnos Varnakiots, surrendered to their former Turkish overlords
not long after the outbreak of hostilities, and kept out of the fray or
even joined the enemy side until the end of the war. Those who did
fight for the Greek cause also fought among themselves for positions
or financial advantage. The brave, such as Georgios Karaiskakis, often
died 1n action.

However, most Klepht captains survived to give their own accounts
of their participation m the war. Romanutc writers, indigenous and

2See Romilly fenkins, The Dilessi Murders, London, 1961. For an eloquent defence
of Greece see [John Gennadios], Notes on the Recent Murders by Brigands in Greece,
London, 1870.

*The theme of the ‘socal bandit’ as developed by E. J. Hobsbawn in two of his
worlks—Pruuitive Rebels, Manchester 1959, and Bandits, London 196%—was used to
describe pre-Independence Kiephts and Armartoles by Spyros Asdrachas m *Quelgues
aspects du bandinsme social en Gréce au XVIII sigcle’, Etudes Balkanigues, VIII
(1972), no. 4, pp. 97—112, For a less refined and rather facile analysis of the Klephts
and the Armatoles along these lines, see Georgios D. Kontogrorgs, I helladiki laiki
ideologia (Flelladic popular ideology), Athens, 1979. For subsequent "victims’ of the
Greek peasant outlaws see Stathis Damuanakos, ‘Bandidism social et ymaginare pastoral
en Gréce (XI1Xéme—débur XXeéme siécle)’, Emudes Rurales, nos 97-9, pp. 21940,
and Paradest antarstas kai laikos pelitismos {A tradition of rebellion and popular culture),
Athens, 1987; and Riki van Boeschoten, From Armatolil to People’s Rule: Investigation
into the Collective Memory of Rural Greece, 1750-1949, Amsterdam, 1991.

“Edmond About, Le ro: des montagees, Paris 1853, See also the same author’s La
Gréce contermporane, Paris 1854. About was Director of the French Archaeologicai
School in Athens and 2 keen observer of Greek public life.
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foreign, embellished these accounts, investing them with all the hero-
1sm and valour the country required to create its heroes. Theodoros
Kolokotronis, the Moreot Klepht and famous warlord of the Revo-
iution, found a superb story-teller in his war secretary Photakos
Chrysanthopoulos.® Fact and fiction were mixed by another fine
story-teller, Ambrosios Frantzis, to produce a hustory of the revolu-
tionary war that represented Kolokotronis and the other captains as
the dominant figures behund both the outbreak and the successful
inclusion of the revolution® so much so mdeed that a proud Moreot
notable, Kanellos Deliyannis, whose family had employed many of
the captamns as its armed retainers before the war, felt obliged to com-
plamn to these authors of the grossly exaggerated role given to the
captains 1n the accounts they had published.

The collectons of Greek folk ballads published in Western Europe,
and known since then as ‘Klepthtic ballads’, further enhanced the role
of the Klephts as the nation’s pre-war and war heroes. After the war
“Kiephtic’ ballads eulogising the deeds of established captains such as
Kolokotroms were produced on demand. Most these came to be known
among students of the genre as fakes, but this in no way affected the
fame of the heroes they celebrated.” These songs extolled the deeds,
real or fictitious, not of hunted robbers, who seldom survived long
enough to perform the deeds that inspired the ballads, but of powerfiil
captams or Armatoles 1n the service of local Turkish admunistrators,
responsible for the security of commumnzcations over mountam passes.
Post-war ballads prassing captains who rose to fame in the War of
Independence are similar. The ones praising the deeds or, more often,
mourning the death of notorious brigands were well-known klephtic
ballads adapted to the particular occasion.

Identifying pre-Independence Klephts with post-Independence
robbers was unavoidable: both robbed vulnerable peasants and abducted
wealthier people for ransom. It was also unavoidable that the sensation
caused by a brigand’s death should result 1n a song bewailing that
death: peasants sang praises or mourned a violent death-——not of some-

SPhotakos (Phouos Chrysanthopoulos), Apomuimonevmata peri s Hellenikis
Epanastaseos (Memoxrs on the Greek Revolunon), ed. by 8. Andropoulos, Athens,
1899, 2 vois.

¢Ambrosios Frantzis, Eprtorm tis historias tis Anagennithetsis Hellados (Short history
of regenerated Greece), Athens, 183941, 4 vols.

7For an authoritanve analysis of the subject see Alexas Polins, I anakalypst ton
hrellenilzon demotifon tragoudion (The discovery of the Greek folk songs), Athens,
1984, as well as the same author’s introduction to a collection of Klephtic ballads,
Athens, 1973,
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one who had robbed them, but of a young man whose life had been
cut short by the agents of outside forces. However, 1t was strange
that this identification on the part of peasants with the deeds of
comuinon robbers and the mourning of their violent deaths should
also have an appeal to urban society.

Crime has always fascinated people, but in modern Greece
brigandage exercises a different kind of fascination because of its
association with qualities and objectives that differentiate it from other
commeon crimes. Association with the pre-Independence Klephts
gave brigands a measure of reluctant admiration, but the brigands’
wredentist forays into Turkish-held Thessaly, Epirus and Macedonia
made this admiration unreserved. As explained elsewhere, inability
to use the regular army to promote the country’s irredentist aims
(because of the refusal by Greece’s protecting powers to allow the
dismemberment of the Ottoman empire) made the employment of
brigands to incite revolt in the lands claimed by Greece an attractive
possibility. The Greek authorities, while exporting lawlessness across
the frontier, sustained the behief at home that the aim of liberating
the unredeemed Greels had not been abandoned. The press mcited
action across the frontier every tune a crisis broke out m the Near
East, and the authonities did all they could to satisfy public opinion.
Brigands were released from prison in 1854 to take part in just such
an engineered insurrection across the frontier in Thessaly and Epirus.
Brigands were also conscripted twice subsequently—n 1878 in the
same regions and m 1896-7 in Macedoma. In 1868 brigands were
shipped to Crete to give a hand in the liberation of the island. On
each occasion army officers facilitated the employment of these out-
laws when they did not actually lead them in person; the authorities
{ooked the other way and, as expected, denied any knowledge of such
covert dealings.®

By the time of'the struggle to displace Bulgarian agents and armed
bands from the part of Macedonia claimed by Greece during the first
years of the twentieth century, brigands acting as irregulars in the
service of the nation’s irredentist struggles were well entrenched 1n
public esteern. Their employment and registratton on the payrolls of
army officers leading bands in the region appeared to all the sides
that financed the struggle as integral national policy. Some officials
resented the use of such means, believing that it undermined the
credibility of the struggle and discredited their own motves, but

BKoljopoulc:s, Brigands with a Cause, pp. 145—6, 182~4, 200 (L.
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these were an insignificant munority. The average official considered
the employment of brigands not marely as a means to an eqd but
almost as an end in itself.° The public, umntentionally but unavoidably,
were educated to see in brigandage a constant feature of life: people
complained only when they or their kin suffered 1ts effects directly.

Similarly, abuse of public office for personal ends, though con-
demned i principle as morally reprehensible, has been pursued with
determination and some pride—to the extent that, along with tax
evasion, it should be ranked as one of the nation’s most consistent
pursuits. From gendarmes and soldiers extorting from peasants whflt
little brigands had not taken already, to officers using their subordi-
nates as domestic servants, and tax officials letting tax-evaders escape
on payment of a fee—such acts were part of one of the COUrnIry's
most enduring traditions. Like banditry, abuse of public office for
personal enrichment has seldom been punished, if at all, as severely
as the law allows. Even when superiors are not prepared to show the
expected understanding and leniency and take the culprit pﬁ' the
hook, politics has normally provided rniscreants with a protective net.
Again, as with banditry, arbitrary foreign rule in the past cannot pos-
sibly explain adequately the persistence of the habit of abusing qf—
fice or the tendency to leave such abuses unpunished. A more satis-
factory explanation should rather be sought in the way the ?v,,zbhc
domain is organised, in the relations between individuals as citizens
in this domain, and in their attitude towards the rule of law.

The rule of law and the nstitutions on which it rests were the
primary objectives of modern Greeces founding fathers, but they
have not developed as expected, perhaps because those who cared for
them were too few and too weak to ensure their natural growth. The
recipe was proper and tried, but the enzyme was in too sho_rtgsupply
to raise the various groups of the country to the level of civic con-
sciousness necessary to generate a self-sustained consensus on the basic
principles. Confidence in the rule of law as the supreme and just guar-
antor of one’s interests did not grow to the point of becoming the
unassailable foundation for a civil society. Neither arbitrary rule from
outside 1n the distant past, nor periodic lapses into authornitariamsimn at
home, can convincingly explain this persistent lack of confidence 1n
the rule of law, of which impunity for criminals 1s only one indication
of a cwvil society stunted before 1t had a chance to mature.

oJbid., pp- 220 .



Part V. IDEOLOGY

12
SHAPING THE NEW NATION

“The present-day Greek’, wrote the editor of a newspaper in mnsurgent
Greece, ‘is not reborn, as 1s commonly believed; he is born. He is the
child of a famous and proud father, possesses the same features and
constitution, the same functions, almost the same intellectual powers;
in short, he is the living image of the father, a lion’s cub. To grow and
become like his father, he must have the same upbringing, the same
conditions, those at least which are in accord with the spirit of the
present century’’

The notion of a new-born nation is a convenient starting-point
for examirung contemporary approaches to the identity of the Christian
inhabitants of Greece who had revolted against the authority of the
Sultan. The major themes here can be expressed in terms like ethnos
(nation) and genos (stock), as well as the idea of the necessary space,
referred to as epikrateia (realm), for the new nation-state. The true /
meaning of the term ethinos in insurgent Greece is elusive and more
often than not misleading; 1t was frequently used in the sense of defining
the Orthodox Christians, irrespective of their mother-tongue, or as >
a synonym for genos or for the nation-state. Religion and residence,
as well as language and "descent’, were used in various combinations
to define the identity of members of the insurgent nation. So too was
active participation in the struggle against the Sultan.

R.eligion was one determinant on which everyone agreed, while /
residence was accepted only to determune citizenship. Language was
grudgingly conceded for spreading Greek education to all Orthodox

F Geniki Ephemens tis Hellados, 20 Feb. 1826.
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subjects. One aspect of the early debates on defining the ‘newly-born’
nation was the fack of consensus on any combination of criteria. Two
~conflicting trends, ‘modern’ and ‘traditional’, clashed over the suitable

{ criteria for defining the new nation and the identity of its members;
gthe former favoured language while the latter insisted on religion.
Eventually religion prevailed as the dominant criterion for defining
the ' modern Greek nation, marking the begmning of rwrredentism.
This was one of the most important and painful adventures in the
history of modern Greece: 1t determined Greek national identity and
has had a tremendous impact on relations with other Balkan peoples.
V4 A related theme in the process of crafting the Greek nation was
the beliefin a ‘mussion’. As trustees of a great cwvilisation, but debased

{ as they had been by servitude under barbaric rule, the Greeks were
i destined to avilise the East after first purifying themselves. Chastened
\ by God “for the dissensions of theur rulers and the ensuing fratricidal

éstrife', they were the ‘chosen people’, the ‘new Israel’, ‘the first-born

Ideology

people of the Gospel’. abandoned by the Christian peoples of Europe
because of ther government’s policies. In 1825, after the destruction
and suffering caused by the invading arrmues of Ibrahim Pasha in the
Peloponnese, references to ‘punishment’ and ‘abandonment’ mula-
plied. Ibrahim was a scourge sent by God to facilitate the process of
chastisement and purification, which had begun with the outbreak
of hostilities in 1821. Thus purified in a ‘bath of blood and tears’, the
Greeks would win a secure place among the civilised nations of
Europe.?

/ The theme of joining the crvilised nations of the European family
was central for the Greeks to fulfilling their mussion. ‘The Greek
people’, proclaimed the president of the Third National Assembly in
1826, by “taking up arms, did not break an oath of submission whach,
like a slave taken at the point of a spear [dorpalotos doulos], they had
never really given to the Sultan and which the Sultan, as an overlord
ruling without consent, had never thought of demanding.’ In another
proclamation of the same Assembly it was maintained that the Greeks
‘had been subjugated by force at the point of a sword. Never had they
been asked by the Turks to pledge allegiance, never had they recognised
therr ruler, never had they sworn an cath to him, nor had they even
mvoked his name when taking an oath, because as Christians they
possessed neither natural nor political rights.” The Greeks were the

2Ibid.. 22 Oct. 1827. Spyridon Trikoup:s tn a speech on the Battle of Navarmo.
See also Salpenx Hellenilsi, 5 Ang. 1821,
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‘remnants of a nation [which], though conquered and subjugated,
had never really been incorporated into the Ottoman polity’. They
were not rebels against a legitimate monarch, but were fighting against
an illegitimate ruler to regain their kingdom from the Turks, who
were merely ‘encamped’ in Europe.?

Also central to these early efforts to define the new nation and its
‘mission’ was the theme of a rightful and fitting ‘realm’. The Greeks
were called upon by Providence to ‘redeem’ the unredeemed brethren
of “Thessaly’, ‘Epirus’, ‘Macedonia’, ‘Bulgaria’, “Thrace’ and all the
Sultan’s other ‘Greek domunions’, in both Europe and Asia. At the
same time, they were called upon to ‘enlighten’ all these lands, which
had been brutalised by long servitude while acting as a “beacon’ of
light m the East.*

The declared self-confidence of insurgent Greece and the kingdom
that emerged from 1t annoyed the West European powers more than
1t gratified them. This attitude was less the result of the unprecedented
flattery heaped upon the msurgent Greeks by Western liberals and
more the product of the deeply-felt duty of an elect and privileged
people—as they perceived themselves—to deliver their brethren from
tyranny and spread Western civilisation to the East. Here lay the root
of so much disappointment suffered by the Greeks because of the
refusal by the West to recognise such a role for them.

However, the Greeks had themselves to blame for the poor recep-
tton the West gave to their aspirations in the Near East whuch, in
addition to being over-ambitious and unrealistic, were untenable be-
cause they rested on premises which most of their non-Greek-speak-
ing fellow-Orthodox rejected as presumptuous and inimical to their

SHellenika Chronika, 13 Feb. 1824 and May 1825; Geniki Ephemeris, 21 Apr.
1826 and 14 May 1827; leanms Philimon, Dokimion peri tis Philikis Hetacreias (Essay
on the Society of Friends), Nauplion, 1834, p. 137; and the same author’s Dokinuen
historikon pert tis Hellenikis Epanastaseos (Historical essay on the Greek Revolution),
Athens, 1859, vol. TV, p. 3; Nikolaos Speliades, Apomnunonennata (Memorrs), ed. by
P. Christopoulos, Athens 1975, vol. I, p. 555; Historikon Archeron Roma (Roomas
Historical Archuve), ed. by G. Kambouroglon, Athens, 1906, vol. II, pp. 1467, 186~
7; Adamantios Koraes, Saipisma polemistenion (War bugle), 2nd edn, Peloponnese,
1821 (resssue of 1801 edn published in Alexandria}, p. 26.

*Hellenika Chronika, 23 Feb. 1824; Geniki Ephemeris, 6 Mar. and 10 Apr. 1826, 3
Sep. 1827; Historikon Archeion Alexandrou Mavrokordatou (Alexandros Mavrokordatos
Historical Archive), ed. by E. G. Protopsalts, vol. IV, Athens, 1974, pp. 5960, 615;
Adamantios Koraes, T1 sympheres ers tin eleutheromenin apo tous Tourkous Hellada ...
Dialogos dyo Graekon deuteros (What 1s 1 the interest of Greece liberated from the
Turks ... Second dialogue of two Greeks}, Paris 1831, pp. 37-8.
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own interests. Not all these heteroglossor brethren of the Greeks, whom
{ the founding fathers had assumed to be eager candidates for admus-
,?' sion to the Greek nation-state, were willing to be incorporated. The
‘, position put forward in the national assemblies of insurgent Greece
/ was that the domamn of the new state would consist of imperial prov—
% inces, and these would take up arms agamst Ottoman rule.® Instead of

placing Greek aspirations in the context of revolutionary policy, this
‘plan of action, implying claims over all Ottoman territories mnhab-
{ 1ted by Orthodox Christians, created the impression of 2 new mmpe-

!rrum 1n the making.

The all-encompassing and elusive notion of the Greek nation’s
domain nurtured the theory of the ‘indivisibility” and “unity’ of the
Greeks in time and space. This in turn favoured not language but
culture as the chief deterrminant of modern Greekidentity. Intimations
of what was to come were discernible in unexpected quarters. Koraes’s
Palaea Hellas (Old Greece) as the nucleus of the future Greek state
and the ‘parts of Greece not yet freed’® was one such intimation. This
*Old Greece’ represented only a small fraction of Greece, and in spite
of having been liberated, 1t could easily have fallen: back into slavery
while the rest of the country remained subjugated.

,  Thus ‘exterior Greece’ remained an elusive notion because of
S imperfect knowledge of geography and conflicting views on the criteria
for defining the new nation and its domain. Using language as the
main determinant, representatives of the Enlightenment such as
Athanasios Psalidas were reluctant to include 1n it the outer reaches
of ‘Greece’, especally those in the north which had been “de-hellenised’
in terms of language and educaton during the centuries of foreign
invasion and settlement. But although langunage had declined as a
key factor of identity when the remmnants of the Enlightenment were
overshadowed by Riomanticism, 1t was never really abandoned. The
Greek nation-builders therefore launched and sustamed an extensive
school programme within ‘exterior’ Greece in order to re-claim 1t for
the nation.

Were the Greeks arrogant to claim such a ‘mission’? In the sense
" that the their claims rested not only on a generally admired heritage
{ but on achievements in conunerce and education that were recognised
gand admired m the Orthodox East, they presumed no more than
! their Balkan Orthodox brethren seemed to accept at the time. Before

3Geniki Ephemeris, 3 Sep. 1827.
© Ephemeris tonn Athenon, 22 Oct. 1824, letter from Koraes to Odyssens Androutsos.
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the challenge from the Bulgars took shape 1n the last quarter of the
mneteenth century, the Greeks had reason to believe that they were
best qualified to lead all their Christian brethren in the Balkans and
Asia Minor and to inherit from the Ottornan Tirks what they considered
traditional Greek lands.

Perhaps most significant for the growth of a modern natonal
identity and ideology, this initial conviction became an integral part
of the independent Greek state’s national ideology and policy n
what came to be known as the ‘Great Idea’ (Megali Idea), which
projected this state as the protagonist of Greek fortunes. Eventually
the Greek nation-state secured unchallenged supremacy in the
ideological restructuring of the traditional Greek world outside the
state’s boundaries, and succeeded in forcing the Ecumenical Patmarchate
to relinquish its leading role throughout that world.

However, before this ideological imperium was established, the
Greek nation-state first had to develop out of the various ideas put
forward in insurgent Greece a coherent ideology and a credible idenuty
that would correspond to the new realities. Religious differentiation
from the Turks was no longer sufficient. [t was essential, above all,
to define modern Greek identity in relation to the other Orthodox
peoples in the Balkans who had claims to thé Same lands. These
‘others —the Bulgars, the Albanians and the Vlachs—are discussed
separately. But what was the relation of the Greeks to these people,
and who were Greeks?

The name ‘Hellenes’ chosen for these Greeks was appropriate
and perhaps unavoidable 1n view of the early and strong identification

The Great Idea

This term was used duning a Greek parliamentary debate 1n 1844 to
describe Greece’s post-independence irredentist aspirations. Since over
three-quarters of Greeks at the time lived outside the borders of the
Hellenic kingdom, 1t became the policy of most governments to umte
and incorporate all territonies whnch were home to unredeemed Greeks.
In 1864 the Iomian Islands became part of the Greek state.

Thessaly and a section of Epirus followed in 1881, During the Balkan
Wars and the First World War Greece reached 1ts present size, with the
exception of the Dodecanese ceded to 1t under the 1947 Pars treaty.
The Great Idea expired in 1922 after the Asia Minor disaster. Since that
nume Greece has upheld the territorial status gro 1m the Balkans and the
Aegean.
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with ancient Hellas. ‘Graecof’ was also recommended as a conscious
departure from ‘Romaioi” or ‘Romuoi, terms still used m msurgent Greece
but too closely identified with the nation’s history of subjugation to
the Ottomans. Graecor was also favoured as being in accord with Western
usage.’ Finally ‘Hellenes’ prevailed because it was thought best for the

appeal of the modern Greeks to their fellow-Orthodox 1 the Sultans

dorminions, whose recorded culturaf antecedents did not extend as far
back as those of the people living in the Greek peninsula. This departure
from tradition, reflecting the conscious effort to resurrect the classical
past 111 as many ways as possible, together with the ungracious rupture
with the Ecumenical Patriarchate, not only destroyed the vision of a
Greek cultural imperium over the other Orthodox Christians of the
East, buc at the same time created a rift between popular culture and
the new state culture. T
s How could the Greeks present themselves credibly as leaders of
all the Eastern Orthodox when their choice of name placed language
at the centre of national identity and made it the major determunant
of that identity, if not the only one? Was language, even one as highly
esteemed as Greek appeared to be at the tume among non-Greek-
speaking fellow-Orthodox, an adequate instrument by itself for
establishing the new Greek empire? Were all the declarations that
the insurgents had been fighting for—"the faith and the Cross’ and
the establishment of a “Christian nation —ntended merely to deceive
those who had been suspicious of Greek amuns?
These were legiimate questions for non-Greek-speaking Orthodox
Christians of the Ottoman empire to ask and for the Greeks at that
e time and subsequently to answer. The crux of the matter was: how
could the Greeks possibly aspire to build a Western nation-state, with
their own language as its primary determinant of identity, while at
the same time aspiring to incorporate and accommodate the non-
Greek-speaking Orthodox Christians in it as their equals? For more
than fifty years no one had any particular cause to ask this question

% ‘descendants’ of the ancient Greeks, but it undermined the potential

? Ephemens ton Atienon, 3 Aug. 1825; Archicion Hydras (Hydra Arcluve), ed. by A.
Lignos, vol. VII, Piraeus 1934, pp. 312-13, 343; Romas Archive, vol. 1, pp. 213, 765;
Philimon, Greeke Revolution, vol, IV, pp. 376, 377; Emmanouil Xanthos, Apemaimonennata
peri tis Philikis Fletaerias (Memotrs of the Association of Friends), Athens 1845, p.
188; Nikolaos Kasomoulis, Enthymimata stratiotika tis Epanastasteos ton Flellenon 1821—
1833 (Military remmmscences of the Revolunon of the Greeks, 1821-33}, ed. by G.
Viachogiamms, vol. I, Athens, 1939, p. 294,
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or try to answer it. Albanian-speaking Suliots and Hydriots, Vlach-
speaking Thessalians and Epirots, and Slav-speaking Macedonians
had fought 1n insurgent Greece along with the other Greeks, and no
one at the time had thought any of these non-Greek speakers less
Greek than the Greek-speakers. When most of the northern Greek
fighters settled in southern Greece as refugees, none of them thought,
or was made to think, of himself as less of 2 Greek for speaking little
or nothing of the language, notwithstanding the ongoing debateon
Greekness and Greek identity. Essentially this question was never
asked until the Greeks met the Bulgarians in the north as compettors, %
and even then the issue was circumvented by superimposing ‘sentuments’
or ‘consciousness’ on top of language.

However, the viston of 3 Greek Christian empire was no longer 2
driving force behind the objectives and actions of those holding power )
in the ‘model’ kingdom: at best it was a harmless hangover, at worst
a show put on for the benefit of the masses who were still fascinated
by that vision. The protagonists of the ‘first’ Greek war of liberation
were now comfortably established as senators and ambassadors, and
their sons were manning the services and were well on the way to
endowing the country with an indigenous but Westernised mtelli-
gentsia. This generation of Greeks gave the nation a truly modemn /
theory of Greek history and nationality. Building on existing scholar-
shup and working in the changed atmosphere of the 1850s and "60s,
Spyridon Zambelios and, especially, the country’s foremost historian
Konstantinos Paparrigopoulos were able to build a historical edifice
that survived the onslaughts of many subsequent historiographers, and,
when not distorted or musinterpreted, has served the rebuilding of
the nation as no other theory has.®

Some of the major and lasting contributions of this hustorio- /
graphical school have been the reinstatement of Byzantium in the
history of Eastern Christendom and of the Greek nation, the estab-
fishment of the cultural continuity of the Greek nation in time and
space, and the convincing promotion of the modern Greek nation
as a cultural community consisting of all the inguistic groups and
peoples that it has mncorporated in its long history from antiquity to
modern times, All these three concepts reaffirmed the contemporary
opmion that culture is the primary deterrmnant of modern Greek !

8The best account of the subject 1 that of Konstantinios Th. Dimaras, K. Papamgeporios
(in Greek), Athens, 1986.
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(national identity, and placed that 1dentity on what then appeared a
safe and unshakeable course of national development.
Paparrigopoulos’s concept of Greek history and the modern natzon
provided the main arguments in support of Greek claims to the Sultan’s
European and Asian dominons. It also strengthened the conviction
of the generations of Greeks who confronted the Turks and the
Bulgarians in the period between the Congress of Berlin (1878} and
the Treaty of Lausanne (1923) that the Greek cause rested on solid
/ hustorical and moral foundations. Later developments—yparticudarly the
msecurity associated with long and vulnerable borders, and the presence
of manorities claimed by neighbours as their brethren—derailed these
concepts and arguments from their original cultural tracks. The Greeks
of the interwar period were led to believe that all inhabitants of Greece
were, or ought to have been, Greek not only in sentiment due to
sharing the same culture, but also in speech. Greek national 1declogy
and assumptions about the Greek nation were led, under the influence
of the threat fom Bulgaria and international Communismm, mto a
narrow path which did not allow for differences 1n language. The
broad and all-embracing approach to national identity i the mineteenth
g century, which did not disiinguish Albanian-, Viach-, Slav- or Turkish-
{ speakers from the dominant Greek-speaking component, had given
| way to the narrowest possible interpretanon of modern Greek identity.
Before setling down to the more modern approach, which defines
the Greek nation as a cultural commumnity embracmg all the nguastic
groups that have been incorporated and absorbed throughout s history,
official Greece would look askance at what had come to be considered
manifestations dangerous to the homogeneous naton. The Greeks of
course did not invent assimilation, nor did they remain attached to
such national visions longer than others in the West. Suppression of
Slav Macedonian speech m Greece came much later than the ordeal
of ‘others’ in the West, such as the Huguenots, Moriscos, Irish, Basques,
Jews and Gypsies.

/ A disgruntled group of intellectuals, including Ion Dragoumis,
who idealised a ficutious pre-Independence past, turned their backs
on the Greek kingdom as the ‘beacon’ of the West in the East and
searched in that past for guidance in reconstructing the Greek nation.
This was only a subtle shift from the traditional pesition on the Greek
nation, but it cast doubt on the Western liberal tradition as the proper
basis for the nation. The fact that he met a violent death before the
rise of fascism perhaps saved Dragoumis from seeing his 1deas seized
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upon by the theorists of the Metaxas dictatorship of the 1930s. Greek
nationalism under Metaxas generated the concept of the ‘homogeneous
and compact nation described i a 1939 pamphlet for the country’s |
youth, This ‘compact’ nation, kept together by ‘physical, blologxcal
psychological and historical bonds became the ideological caricature §
of Paparrigopoulos’s ideas.”

9See works by Ion Dragourms: O Hellenismos mou kai of Hellenes, 1903-1905—
Hellenikos politismos, 1913 (My Hellemsm and the Greeks, 1903-1509: Hellemc
crwvilisation, 1913], ed. by Philippos Diragoumus, Athens 1927; Osof zontanoi [Those
alive.), Athens, 1911, Martyron kat heroon haema (Blood of martyrs and heroes), 6th
edn, Athens, 1973; and Samothuli (Samothrace), Athens, 1975 (reissae of 2nd edn of
19263, See also vol. IV of his Phylla hemerclogiou { Journal leaves), ed. by Thanos Vererms
and John S. Koliopoulos, Athens, 1985, Unfortunately there is no adequate study of
Dragoumis, perhaps one of the most overesanmated Greek men of letters. For the
‘Fourth of August’ fascist approach to the subject see E.O.N., Etlmos (Nawon), Athens:
E.Q.N. Publications, 1939, p. 3.
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DEMARCATING THE PAST

The 1992-4 crisis concermng the Macedoman Question showed
that in Greece certam old 1deas die hard, and that even when they
seem to be dead and gone they reappear in various guises. One such
idea 1s of a past that belongs by exclusive right to the modern Greeks
alone. This past was never really felt to be coveted by others tll recently,
when it was suddenly thought to be in imminent danger. The Slavs
of former Yugoslav Macedoma, after probing Macedonia’s ancient
Greek heritage for almost fifty years, finally adopted 1t completely—
that, at least, was how 1t was seen in Greece.

The reaction of the Greeks to those they deemed northern inter-
fopers has been to exclude them not only from territory claimed to
be Greek by ancestral right, but from the history of that territory.
The appropriation of certain aspects of the Greek past of Macedonia
by the Slav Macedomans 1n the new state that came out of former
Yugoslavia was greeted by demands for a *demarcation’ of the past and
the cultural heritage associated wath 1t, and of charges of ‘musappro-
priation’ of certam aspects of that cultural heritage. The arguments
used to support these demands are, first, that these aspects of Greek
antiquity, such as the name Macedonia, are the monopoly of today’s
Greeks by virtue of their ancestry and, secondly, that the use of the
name poses a serious threat to Greek security, because the assurned—
and thinly disguised—real intention behind it is to incorporate the
whole of Macedonia, including Greek Macedonua, into the new
Macedonan state.

The charge that thus state harbours hostile intentions vis-g-vis Greek
territorial integrity is impossible to refute. Irredentist claims against
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Greek Macedonia form an integral part of its national ideology; they
are at the core of the national identity of Greece’s northern neighbour,
and have been cultivated by its ruling élites since shortly after the
Second World War. Most foreign onlookers argue that this threat,
though distant, cannot be dismissed even if it 15 voiced by a state too
small, compared to Greece, ever to implement it. Greece t0o was
small and powerless in the nineteenth century compared to the mighty
Ottoman empire and yet made a sizeable contribution towards dis-
membering it. What 1s at 1ssue here is not politics, which has to come
to terms will all kinds of uncertainties, but the exclusive claim to part
of the past and the cultural heritage of Macedonia.

‘Demarcation’ means separation and limitation, and the intentzon
of those who proposed it was to prevent the new state from tres-
passing on the cultural preserve and classical past of modern Greece.
Behind all this lies the assumption that late-comers such as the former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia cannot credibly lay claim to the
cultural aspects of a heritage it only recently discovered, 1n the man-
ner of the tenuous claim of one moving into another man's private
home and eventually usurping not only the entire area but also 1ts
past. But a country is not a house, nor can peoples moving mnto that
land be compared to owners or tenants. In the case of Macedoma the
latecomers—narmely the Slavs—moved nto the territory in the sixth
century AD, not as temporary sojourners but as fellow-occupants
of the land. sharing 1t with 1ts original inhabitants. They brought to
that land their cultural contribution and recerved from others cultural
influences they made their own. Such linguistic and other cultural
traits they assimilated from those who lived there before them, as
well as from others that came after them. bear witness to the fact that
Slavs did not live in a cultural ghetto in Macedonia. They certainly
lived side by side in a give-and-~take relationship with all the other
inhabitants of the area.

In the nineteenth century, when the provinces of the Ottoman
Sultan that came to be known as Macedonia were claimed by the
Greeks, the Sultan’s non-Greek-speaking Christian subjects were never
differentiated from the Greek-speakers on the basis of culture. Indeed.
they were all considered as so many Greeks who had been denied the
benefits of Greek education. The Slavs of Macedonia were seen as
nerther Bulgars nor Serbs, but sumply as somewhat backward Christian
brethren who had either ‘un-learned’ their Greek tongue or were in
the process of hellenssation. In neither case were they strangers to
Greece, and no Greek would ever think of denying them the right

Demarcating the past
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to that culture. The Greeks of the time did not see siznilar threats to
their ancient cultural heritage. Indeed, it seems that they took a certain
pride in the attraction of their culture to many non-Greek-speaking
subjects of the Sultan.

So what happened to that self-confidence of ‘little’ Greece m the
nineteenth century? What, in subsequent developments, caused the
growth of the deep-seated insecurity displayed by the larger and more
prosperous ‘European’ Greece? Was 1t their perceived enlightening
mission as the ‘chosen people’ that made the Greeks of the nineteenth
century feel and act in a manner that exuded confidence in their
place and role 1n the Balkans? And 1s 1t the absence of a new mission,
sensed by Greeks having lived m themr traditional habitat for more
than a century, that makes them regard their neighbours as schenung
agents of conspiring foreign powers, intent on robbing them of both
their land and their past simply by adoping the name ‘Macedonia’
for their nation?

Greece’s inability to adjust to contemporary notions of nation and
of people’s identities has served it ill. Furthermore its intelligentsia,
attached to the public purse as never before, have failed to produce
original 1deas and free their thinking from partisan shackles. It1s iromic
that, at a tune when the country is expeniencing unprecedented free-~
dom of expression, so little use 15 made of it to rethink, redefine,
review and revise traditional doctrines. Since the beginming of the
1980s university scholarship, which might have contributed such
original ideas, has been unprecedentdly regimented by political man-
darins, who owe their promotion to political parties and have been
‘democranically’ elected by the so-called ‘academic community’. The
press, on the other hand, which in the past was never short of new
1deas, 1s now often run by barons who have one hand deep m the
public parse while they keep the country’s political leadership in a
stranglehold with the other. The Church, finally, has never been so
servile to the obsolete ‘national’ truths of yesteryear, with the result
that the nation can expect no gumdance from that quarter either.

Caught on the one side between the nationalists who considered
any form of compromuse over the name of former Yugoslav Macedonia
treasonable and, on the otherside, foreign critics who had simply lost
patienice with the Greek government and were not prepared to take
into consideration even its legitimate security concerns over the new
name Macedonia, proponents of compronuse have adopted the idea
of ‘demarcating’ Macedonia's cultural heritage. The assumption 1s
that the new state will eventually be persuaded to discard from its
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national ideology and history all cultural aspects that could 1dentify
1t wath the pre-Slav past of Macedoma. With the Greek past of the
land thus safeguarded from Slav inroads, Greece could then be expected
to welcome the new country as a good neighbour and even assist it
against 1ts Slav and non-Slav neighbours who do not disguise their
wish to see part of it, or even the entire country, incorporated into
their territory, while at the same time claiming certain secuons of its
population as their brethren. It is thus highly ronic that Greece, which
has no claim esther to the republic’s land or its people, chose to start
a quarrel with it over this issue which resulted in Greece being driven
into a corner and turning European public opinion against its
government and sometimes even against Greeks mn general.

‘What the proponents of the ‘demarcation’ of Macedonia’s cultural
heritage fail to say 1s how the two neighbours, after dealing with 1its
distant past, are to go about demarcating its recent past. This will
certainly prove difficult, because 1t will eventually come up aganst
the crux of the matter, namely the Slav Macedomans of Greece (mostly
abroad) and ther identity, which will prove a hard nut to crack. To
tackle this controversial issue both sides will have to go about re-
writing much of the history of Macedomnia of the last century, because
what each side considers this to be historical fact is actually each
party’s national version.

Drawing lines and limits on Macedonia’s past and dividing its
heroes and myths will doubtless prove an immpossible task, basically
because 1t 15 extremely difficult to divide a shared past and heroes of
divided or undefined loyalties and identities. It should be particularly /
difficult, for instance, to decide what kind of state the Slav Macedorans
who took part in the Greek War of Independence had in mund. They
certamnly did not join the struggle for a Greek national state like the
one that emerged from it, because they fought as Christians, not as
Hellenes. The Greeks of the new kingdom—and of today—would /
never accept that their state was not what most non-Greek-speaking }
Christians had had 1 nund when they took arms against the Turks. (
The Greeks almost certainly did not fight in 1821 for a Turkish- |
speaking Christian state, although Turkish was the lingua fmnca m&
the lands that took up arms against the Turks. Undoubtedly they did ;
not fight for a Slav Macedoman or even a Balkan state, as is oﬁ'en
asserted. Most likely, they, like the non-Greek-speaking Chrxstzans
who fought along with the rest, did fight for a state under Greek |
leadership, but a leadership more like what they already knew from 5
living together, and not like what developed soon after liberation:
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‘hellemically’ natonalistic, even though a Greek education was admired
and valued.

It should be even more difficult to decide on the objectives of
more recent Slav Macedonian heroes like Kotas, whom the Greek
side claims as one of its own national heroes and the Slav Macedonians
consider as no more than a predatory focal chieftain. His joining first
the IMRO side and then the Greek side should not be regarded as
proof that he was only pursuing the material benefits that 2 chieftain
of his type might expect from joining such a cause. In both cases,
perhaps, his chief goal was freedom from the Turks; but it was unlikely
that his loyalties would remain undivided for long. Like other local
warlords, Kotas is not an easy subject to *deal with’. The problems of
national histories in dealing with hum after he was dead, and of those
who tried to harness him to their cause when he was alive, were similar.!

/ Cultural heritages are a treasure-chest open to every human com-
mu

nity, and not an exclusive preserve, and no one can be denied
access to them. Claiimung exclusive rights to a cultural heritage based
on the right of descent from ancestors who created it contradicts this
fundamental principle concerning the availability of past cultural
achievements to all of humanity. Such a c¢laim to exclusivity is not
made any more acceptable even when it 1s advanced as a pretext for
otherwise legitimate security reasons. Claims of that nature, even if
they could ever be effectively defended, would eventually make na-
tional cultures and identities poorer and drive nations into postures
of perpetual hostility over matters of culture.

'There are no reliable sources on the life and exploits of Kotas, who remamns an
elusive figure. What little 15 known about him comes from people who met humn
briefly. Metropolitan Germanos Karavangelis of Kastoria, who employed him as
guard i the early yvears of the twentieth century, said in his Memoirs O Makedonikos
Agon. Apommirnonevmata (The struggle for Macedoma: Memours), Thessaloniki, 1959,
as little as he could and perhaps not what he would have wished to say. No doubt
this was because by the time the book was written Kotas had won an unassailable
place 1n the Greek pantheon. Douglas Dakin in The Greek Stnuggle in Macedonia,
1897—1803, Thessaloniki, 1966, handied Kotas with foving care. For a description
of Kotas’s captivating personality from an admurer see Pavios Melas, ed. by MNatalia P
Mela, Athens, 1964, pp. 233 ff. For a brief and tmid atcempt to explam fus role 1n
the events which led to us death in 1905, see Spyros Sfetas, ‘I drasi ton kapetaneon
Kota kai Vangeli Strebenion san ekphras: s stasis tou slavophonou plethysmou sto
Makedoniko Agona’ {The activities of captains Kotas and Vangelis Streberuotis as 4
reflection of the positien of the Slav-speaking population m the Struggle for
Macedora), O Makedonikos Agonas, conference held by the Insttute for Balkan
Studies, Thesssafoniks, 1987, pp. 495-501. Like most Balkan heroes, Kotas was made
to fir a preseribed model.
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It 15 equally mmpractical to use history as a battlefield for the
promotion of different agendas between explicit or covert exponents
of state priorities and their opponents, or used as special plead.mg by
advocates of various causes. Whether those advocates serve humanitar-
1an or special ethnic and minority interests does not make them less
culpable for manipulating history and using it to hoodwink unsuspect-
ing audiences. Even scholars who are in one way or another er}gaged
in promoting special causes often massage the facts to suit their case,
or simply omit those that do not fit into their agendas. Reegardless qf
the degrees of prejudice and partiality that often obscure the way it
is presented by historians, the past has its own substance that needs
to be discovered by the detached observer.
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THE RETURIN OF THE HELLENES

The ancient Hellenes were conquered by the Riomans. Emperor
Justimian destroyed the last vestiges of Hellenic civilisahon, and state
Christiaruty created a new civilisation on the ruins of the old. Traces
of the Hellenes survive in popular lore, in literary manuscripts scattered
i places of learning and m the visible ruins of their buildings—all
paltry and ‘sad relics’ of a cavilisation that perished and was held in
contemnpt by its successor. Ancient Hellas was rediscovered in the
R.enaissance and 1ts literary heritage was studied and admured in the
centuries that followed. The resulting Classicism not only revived
interest in the land of the ancient Hellenes, but Romanticism also
contributed by assimilating its modern inhabitants with the revered
ancient heroes and sages.
Identifying modern Greeks as descendants of the ancient Hellenes
" was unavoidable: the Greek language spoken by most of the country’s
inhabitants, and the physical remains of ancient Fellas, as well as the
intellectual requurements of the age, made this identification 1rressstible.
‘What was not unavoidable was turning this assumption of identity
into one of the principal features of the national myth on which

the modern Greek nation was founded. In the formative years of

the modern Greek nation-state, ancient Hellas Was only one of the
ingredients available for the building of 2 new nation: Byzantium,
Orthodoxy, the Ottoman empire and Europe were some others,
‘What helped to establish ancient Hellas as one of the prmcpal
/parts of the formanve myth of the new state was the fact that it was
unplicitly suggested by Enlightened Europe which, as seen elsewhere,
played a decisive role as a legitirmising factor. Had it not been for

242
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Europe’ espousal of ancient Hellas as one of the high-points of human
civilisation and as one of its own three cherished antecedent heritages
(the other two bemng the Roman empire and Christianity), it is not
certain that the indigenous Greek élites of the time would have adopted
it as their own. The very course of the War of Independence would
have been in doubt without the influence brought to bear on it by
the European factor.

This presumed contmmnity did not merely facilitate the adoption
of Hellas by modern Greece; 1t also influenced the way Hellas was
used as a founding myth. It would not be an overstatement to say that
the Fellas adopted by modern Greece was a European Hellas—until /
much later, when modern Greeks were 1n a position to construct
their own version of Hellas with materials that owed much to their
own considerable powers of imagination.

The tools used for the regeneration of Hellas were, m addition /
to language, also history and geography and, from the end of the
nineteenth century, folklore. In order to regenerate Hellas and the>
Hellenes, 1t was necessary first to locate them in place and ime and
eventually try to discover traces of them among their descendants, the /
modern Greeks. History and geography went hand m hand with
classics and archaeology. Ancient historians and geographers were
recruited for the purpose of identifying ancient regions and the sites
of ancient cities. Albaman, Slav and Turkish place-names were in many
cases abandoned and replaced by respectable Hellenic ones. Thus Vostitsa
became Aigion, Leontari became Megalopolis and Koulour: Salarms.
This hellenisation of place names, which annoys anthropologists so
much that they use the non-Hellenic equivalents when doing their
job, was an important aspect of the drive to efface the non-Greek
vestiges of post-Hellenic tumes.

However, this early hellenisation of place-names was nesther as
thorough nor as extensive as subsequent efforts, when the Greek
nation-state incorporated lands that had also been claimed by its
northern neighbours. The changes affected principally the newly-
formed mumapalities and admumistrative districts and provinces, Names
of places that had long been out of use and forgotten even by their 2
mhabitants were unearthed ffom ancient texts to replace non-Greek )
names—the eminently forgettable legacies of foreign settlers or
mvaders. In contrast to subsequent hellenising drives, which aimed
at refuting mainly Slav claims to northern Greek provinces, this initial
hellemsation was not motivated by msecurity but as a response to
the genuine admuration that Westernised Greeks and the Bavarian

N,
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philhellenes felt for classical Greece. The production of Hellenic names
for this Western nation-state in the southeastern fringe of Europe
was part of the drive to turn this corner of the continent mnto the new
Hellas.

Before looking at other aspects of the drive to hellenise the -
habitants and the territory of modern Greece, it would be useful to
examine both the early and later efforts to replace non-Greek place-
names with Greek ones, as well as the subsequent criticisin of these
efforts. The early phase of this drive in the 1830s, no less than the later
phases 1n the 1910s and ’20s, satisfied one of the basic requirements
and priorities of the nation-state, namely the creation of a homoge-
neous national environment, both physical and human. Till recently
this homogeneity has been considered not only an acceptable feature
ofa new state but a desirable one. Most Western nation-states nationalised
their own environments, and this was never regarded as anything
but appropriate. Spain, France, England and Germany did so, as did
the United States of America. If a Moorish place-name could be
hispanicised, or a Slavic one germanised or an American Indian one
americanised, an Albaruan or Slavic name could now equally well be
hellenised. Hellas was an integral and mmportant aspect of modern
Greek nation-building, and the nation’s inhabatants and geophysical
environment had to follow this trend and become hellenused too.

The second wave of place-name changes, which satisfied different

/

/ 1declogical needs, drew matenal from a much larger source. Following

the restoration of Byzantium in the second half of the mineteenth
century and its incorporation into the official national ideology as
one of its integral components, what were thought of as modern
Greek roots and traditions worth preserving and perpetuating expanded
mmpressively. In renaming places and villages wath foreign or ‘barbaric-
sounding' names, the modern Greeks drew from a wider range of
place-names. Reemains of ancient temples or city walls or simply their
mention i classical texts or in subsequent accounts justified the renaming
of the adjacent town or village, as did the local lore of miraculous
icons or waters or the battlegrounds of Christan heroes against Muslim
Oppressors.

Excavations mitiated by Western archaeological schools gradually
expanded into ambitious operations to bring to light all the Hellemic
and Byzantine remains hidden below ground. The drive to hellemse
the country turned archaeology mto a major discipline of national
mmportance. Archaeology and history were seen not only as avenues
leading to the past as a rewarding educational exercise, but as crucial
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in cultivating awareness of past civilisations and for solving moderng
problems. They thus became instruments in the ambitious project to
reshape the present as much as possible according to what was thought )
to be the country’s history.

The initial Hellas of the fledgling modern Greek nation-state was /
Europe’ vision of it, i.e. classical Hellas south of Macedonia. This area
was expanded towards the end of the nineteenth century to satsfy
the country’s new ideological requirements. History textbooks, which
at first followed West European histor:es in the definition of ancient
Greece’s territorial limts, were subjected to significant changes.
Demosthenes’s arrogant attacks on King Philip II and hus ‘barbarian’
kingdom of Macedonia were quietly omutted. Philip and Alexander
the Great were not portrayed as the conquerors of ancient Greece;
they only assumed leadership over it after the southern Greeks had
squandered the vitality of the race in internecine quarrels and fighting.
Macedonia was no less Greek than Attica or Lacedaemon, and the
same was true of Epirus and Thrace.!

The restoration of Byzantium and Paparrigopoulos’s theory
of the continuity of the Greek nation as a cultural commumnity in
time and space, in addition to overcormng the shock of jacob Philipp
Fallmerayer’s racial approach to modern Greece’s medieval ante-
cedents, assisted the hellenisation process in a decisive way. Ancient
Hellenic civilisation was fused into the second stage of the Greek
nation’s march in history. The Byzantine civilisation attracted and
assimilated the culturally mnferior Slavs and Albanians, thus produc-
ing the modern Greek nation and its civilisation. The stones ‘spoke’ in
Greek of a Greece that was everlasting; so in essence did the country’s
inhabitants, irrespective of the actual Greek idiom they used to pro-
claim their Greekness.?

Folklore came to the assistance of archaeology and history m the
grand effort to silence foreign doubts about the hellenisation of the
nation. The sources of popular customs, ballads and popular artifacts
were ‘traced’ to the distant Hellenic or not so distant Byzantie past.
Herderian ethnologists and linguists were presented with ancient
‘findings’ embedded 1n popular memory and everyday life. Hellenic
customs and traditions were discovered, encouraged, cultivated and

@hﬂstma Koulour1, Historia kai geographia sta hellenika scholeia, 1834-1914
(History and geography 1n Greek schools, 1834—1914), Athens, 1988.
2Helli Skopetea, Fallmerayer. Technasmata tou antipatou deows (Fallmerayer. Tricks of
the awesome adversary}, Athens, 1997,
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reworked to meet the country’s ideological requirements. Folklore
studies flourished, as did a wide range of supposed ancient customs
and traditions.
/ Following the founding of the chair of History, chairs of Ar-
chaeology and Folklore were subsequently added to the faculties
at the National and Kapodistrian University of Athens to assist m the
hellemsation of the Iand and to defend the nation aganst all who
/ questioned its ancient roots. The question of the future of Macedonia
around the turn of the century provoked a revolution m modern
fierce and damaging attacks from lngusts and ethnologists on the
validity of Greek claims to the oldest historical rights to northern
Greek lands such as Epirus and Macedoma, which bore the marks
of medieval and subsequent changes m their original ethnological
\ composition, added force to the hellenising process already under
! way. University professors were expected to participate in the nation’s
1deological battles agaunst 1ts enermies abroad. Most Greek academics
proved willing at the time—as they have done ever since—to go
along with what was considered to be the national ideology and policy,
producing papers and monographs specifically designed to support
them.
Despite unavoidable excesses, this hellenising drive produced some
S towering figures mn the world of scholarship, namely Spyridon
Zambelios, Konstantinos Paparrigopoulos, Nikolaos Polits, Georgios
Chatzidakis and Stlpon Kyriakides. They and other scholars who took
part in the nation’s ideological battles did so in the firm conviction
that they were working within the best traditions of Western scholar-
ship, to which they unquestionably belonged and in which their work,
on which official ideology and policy were based, was firmly rooted.
However, hellemsing the present was not exclusively a state affair.
/ The public seem to have responded with equal enthusiasm. Following
the great flood of foreign names 1n use since the fourteenth century,
which added Slav, Albanian, Turkish and Frankish names to the
Christtan Greek ones derived from Byzantum, Classical Greek proper
names became fashionable during the Enlightenment and particularly
after the War of Liberation to the dismay of the Orthodox Church.
Second names were also influenced in the same fashion. Ancient Greek
suffixes {-ides, -ades) were added to names with Italian (-poulos,
~atos) or Turkish (-tzss, -lis) suffixes, especially after the arrival of
the Asia Minor and Pontus refugees in the 1920s, who replaced their
Turkish -oglu ending to become more acceptable in their new country.

%Greek national 1deology, such as was seen m other countries. The
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Insttutions were also given venerable names, even when their functions
had little to do with their models. Thus the smallest administrative
umt was called demos, even though most of these units consisted of
as many as tharty or forty villages. When the country was granted a
constitution in 1844, the lower chamber of deputies became the Touli,
and the highest court Areios Pagos.

Was 1t presumptuous of the modern Greeks to present themselves
so assiduously as descendants of the ancient Hellenes? And did that ')
posture have a price worth paying? In other words, did the modern
Greeks gain little and lose much, as has often been implied by critics
of the Hellenising drive, by labouring to transform Greek-, Albamian-,
Slav-, Vlach- and Turkish-speaking Orthodox Christians into modern
Hellenes? These are not questions for historians, who are trained to
examine the developments and trends that give rise to these questions
rather than answer them. These and other such questions have rested /
on the following three unspoken or little-elaborated assumptions. The
first 1s that hellenisation, in the light of the general admiration of (
classical Greece in the West at the time, could have been avoided;
secondly, that the modern Greek nation-builders could have chosen
an alternative narional myth-—as attractive as classical Hellas and as<
effective in forging a modern nation—that would single them out S

from neighbouring nations; and thirdly, that what the modern Greeks
gained by adopting this course was less than what they lost in the
process.

Disappointment over the real achievements, irritation at the ex- /
cesses of the hellemising drive, as well as nostalgia for what tlus drive
undermined or made unpopular have sustained the above assump-
tions and the gquestioning of classical Hellas as the appropriate
national myth for the modern Greeks. Disappointiment over the new
and nostalgia for the old were perhaps unavoidable and understand-
able; what is not easy to grasp is the total rejection of hellenisation,
even as a myth, and the ‘mythification’ of the pre-hellenised modern /
Greek world. Critics of the hellemisation drive have underestimated
its value as a goal and as a model for a subject people living under a
despotic regime, which made them feel inferior to thewr masters and
act accordingly. Equally, those critics have tended to idealise the sup-
posed positive features of a world that fell into disrepute--such as
the unpretentious szmplicity, honesty and God-fearing virtue of the
Orthodox peasants who lived in peace with each other during Ot~
rorman times. This unpretentious simplicity, however, was as real as
the supposed peace and cooperation within a traditional Orthodox
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peasant community. That community was a world where passions ran
higher and tensions were more extreme than those of the world that
grew out of it. The pre-national Orthodox peasant world was as inse~
cure and divided m itself as that which succeeded it, without the sense
of pride derived from membership in that new imagined community.
No lore could ensure the pride of association with an illustrious and
highly esteemed heritage, whose best proof was its linguistic vehicle.?

3Alki Kyriakidou,Nestoros, I theona tis Hellenikis Laographias, Kritiks analysi (The
theory of Greek folklore. Critical analysis), Athens, 1978.

15
OF GREEKS AND OTHERS

Defining modern Greek national identity has never been easy. Students
of modern Greece have found the subject perplexing and elusive; so,
for that matter, have those Greeks who felt responsible for shaping
that identity. Of course, the analysts of any modern identity presents the
student with problems, which have to do with the changing meaning
of terms and the equally changing criteria for defining the 1dentities
of human commumutes. In the case of the modern Greeks these
problems are compounded by the fact that the multiple terms and
criteria which Greeks themselves have used to define their identity
are not easily disentangled and examuned separately. The modern
Greeks, it seems, have been adding new terms or new Ireanings to
old terms. They have aiso been playing around with more or less the
same criteria ffom one generaton to the next, adding new ones without
dropping the old ones with which the new seemed to be 1n conflict.
These shifts of meanings and definitions of terms and criteria were
of course the result of changing needs and circumstances.

The concept of ‘others’ is useful in disunguishing and defining
group self-perceptions. By identifying the others, or those who rep-
resent them on each occasion, one can expect to reach a refatively
stable definition of a human group. In the case of the modern Greeks
this approach is anything but safe because the ‘otherness’ of some has
been deemed to be less significant than that of others, or to be absent
altogether. The non-Greek Orthodox Christians, the Latin or West-
ern Christians and the Muslims have been the three principal “others’
for the Greeks and are a convenient point of departure for a discus-
sion of the subject.
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The definition of the Greeks and the others in the first Constitution

of the War of Independence, although this refers to them as citizens

( of the nation-state 1n the making, does provide some important clues
{ to the criteria then in use for disinguishing them from each other.
The relevant article (Art. 2) lmd down that “those indigenous mhabitants

/ ofthe realm of Greece who believe i Chirist are Greeks’. This defimtion,
\, however, soon proved inadequate for the needs of the fledgling nation-
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from abroad who have Greek as their mother tongue and believe in
Christ’.2 However, this amendment, by which it had been attempted (
to modernise the nation’s effort to define 1ts 1dentity, was silently
dropped in the next revolutionary constitution.? Yet language as a
determining factor of modern Greek national 1dentity would never
cease to exercise a powerful influence on all subsequent efforts to
come to grips with the intractable guestion under consideration here.

{ state. Were the Catholic Greeks of the Aegean islands as Greek as the
| Orthodox Greeks? In political terms the answer would be a grudging
i 'yes’, and m ideological terms 1t was also ‘yes” but only with grave
/ misgivings. Similarly, were non-indigenous Western Christians equally
(ﬂ ) Greek if they chose to settle in the *Greek domain’ permanently?
/
{

Though never admitted openly, language became a powerful mstru-
ment in the hands of the Greek nation-state in the drive to hellenise
the multilingnal lands it gradually wrenched fron: the Ottoman
empire 1n the course of a century.

The *heteroglossoi’ or “heterophonoi” (heterolinguals) of the mnmitial /
Greek nation-state—principally Albamians and Vlachs-—caused no
embarrassment to Greek state-builders; at the tme no other Balkan
nationalists claimed either of these as their kin. Bestdes, after many
centuries of cohabitation, both the Albamans and the Viachs of
southern and central Greece had been thoroughly hellenised in most
respects and sometimes in speech as well. Moreover, both had gen-
erously contributed to the making of the Greek nation-state in the
southern Greek peninsula, the Vlachs in the Greek Enlightenment

-

According to the Constitution they were, but were not in the eyes
of the Orthodox Church. Lastly, were indigenous Muslim Turks as
Greek as the rest if they chose to convert to Christiamty, as many did
{ to avord being slaughtered or to keep theur lands? Yes and no: Orthodox
3 prelates welcomed such converts, but lay revolutionary leaders were
) reluctant to consider them as more than opportunists, who would
[ purn agamst the Greeks as soon as the opportunity arose; only children
conwverted under the age of twelve were thought to be meeting the
" qualifications of a Greek.!

et

Vs Therefore, religion—or, more accurately, Eastern Christiamty—
was the principal gualification and criterion of Greek national
/ identity. Residence in the ‘Greek realm’ was the second qualification,

but no sooner was this laid down as a determiming factor of Greek
identity than 1t presented the Greeks with a series of questions which
have never been answered to everybody’s satisfaction. What, after all,
constituted the ‘Greek realm’ during the War of Independence, when
the fortunes of war changed radically and swiftly? Were the districts
that had revolted against Turkish rule or would revolt in the future,
as was specified in the same revolutionary charter, the only constituent
lands of this realm? They were not, nor had they ever meant to be, as
1s seen in another chapter.

Another unportant determining factor of Greek identity—lan-
guage—was introduced one year later by the second revolutionary
constitution, no doubt as a major step in the desired Western orien-
tation of the new nation-state on Europe’s south-eastern fringe. The
article already cited was amended to provide also for ‘those coming

6."'\

! Prosorinon Politevina tis Hellados (Prelimmary Consnrution of Greece), Cornth,
1822, Art. 2.

and the Albanians in helping to win the war against the Turks. Both
identified with Greek national aims and future irredentist upheavals
as perhaps no other linguistic community of the Orthodox Ecumene |
did. Finally, both Albanians and Vlachs were numerous enough to ’
elicat respect and avosd discriminaion. /
Other heterolinguals such as the descendants of the Slavs of
Macedonia, of whorn a fair number fought with distinction 1n south-
ern Greece, and were given land on whuch to settle in the indepen-
dent Greek nation-state, were agam not differentiated—Dby others or
by themselves——from the rest of the Greeks. These people were re-
ferred as ‘Bulgarians’ or ‘Thracian-Macedonians’, and were regarded
as Bulganan-speaking brethren. They too were not yet claimed as
brethren by any other Balkan nationalists, and they too identified (
with the Greek nation-state no less than the Greek-speaking Greeks 2
of the me. In any case, most heterolinguals of Greece, both then and |
later, had enough Greek not to feel excluded from the rest of the

2See correspondence of insurgent Greek government in Archers Hellenikikis
Palingenesias (Archives of Hellenic Regeneranion), vol. I, Athens, 1971, pp. 289-90,
294, 389,

3Nemos tis Epidauron (Epidaurus Charter), Hydra, 1824, Art. 2.
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Greeks. The Greek-dominated Orthodox hierarchy and the domi-
nant position that Greek education and the Greek language had in
the commerce of the Ottoman empire were trump cards that the
young nation-state was able to play for many decades to come.

The *heterothreskoi’ or *heterodoxei’ (heteroreligionists), essentally the

/_}ews and the Muslim Turks and Albamans, were not discriminated
{ against politically or otherwise, although they were clearly differen-
tiated from the other Greeks. Though free to exercise their religious
obligations, they—and indeed every religious community except the
Orthodox Christians—were not allowed to proselytise. On the status
of the heteroreligiorusts the Greek nation-state-builders—obviously
| influenced by the Orthodox Church—displayed an insecurity dis-
proportionate to the threat these inhabitants of Greece posed to the
state religion. However, this insecurity seems to have had deeper roots
than the reluctance of Orthodox prelates to allow the heteroreligionists
complete freedom of action. Koraes, who opposed all restrictions
on political and human rights and was no admirer of protected state
religion, expressed the liberal position of the time on the subject as
follows: *After letting them freely practise them religion, inside their
temples or temple precincts, we should encourage them to believe
that they would gradually be granted full political rights, as they prove
themselves capable of enjoying them; we can neither deny them these
rights, nor is it completely safe to grant them immediately. With such
gradual progress, instead of turning them into enemies, we shall make
them sincere friends of the commonwealth, so much so that we are
in a way offering them what we do not owe them. This was because,
as he explained, neither the Jews nor the Muslims had fought for the
freedom of the land.*

*Others’ were also the Gypsies, but they were the perpetual out-
casts of sedentary society, and no more ‘other’ in newly-independent
Greece than they were everywhere in Europe then and later. Like the
transhumant Sarakatsan and Vlach shepherds, Gypsies were consid-
ered enemies of organised human society and state security; however,
unlike the Sarakatsans and the Viachs, who were never thought to be
other than backward Greeks, Gypsies were never considered to be
members of the Greek nation.

*Adamantios Koraes, Pent ton hellenikon sympheronton dialoges dye Grackon (A
diatogue of two Greeks on the interests of Greece}, Hydra, 1825, p. 93; Pelitikon
Syntagma tts Hellados (Political Constitution of Greece), Troezen, 1827, Arts. 4 and
6. For these questions see Helli Skopetea, To ‘protypo basileio” kai { Megali Idea (The
‘model kingdom’ and the Great Idea), Athens, 1988, pp. 41 .
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Language as 2 determining factor appeared to be waning and religion /
to be waxing as the Enlightened and Westernised intellectuals gave
way to the Roomantics of post-Revolutionary Greece. Romanticism
and a growing sense of superionty to the other peoples of the Owoman
empire—on account of commercial competerice, accumulated wealth,
more advanced education and a growing re~hellenisation of lands lost
in the past to foreign invaders—brought the Greeks closer than ever
to the Ecumenical Patriarch’s spiritual dornain. However, the challenge
of the Bulgars in Macedoma forced Greek thinkers to come up with
new arguments as the old ones showed their age. The Bulgars, by
claiming the Orthodox Slavs of Macedonia as their brethren because
of their Slav language, dealt a serious blow to Greek claims to the
{and. Language as a determuning factor of identity was “Western' and
thus ‘legitimated’ and ‘reliable’, but as an argument m support of claims
to unredeemed lands and their inhabitants it was dropped altogether.
This was not the case with education for the ‘re-hellenisation’ of
Greeks who had ‘lost’ their mother tongue in the centuries of foreign /
invasion and rule. Greek education—or, more accurately, education
in Greek schools for that purpose mn the irredenta—was flourishung
in an impressive way. /

Reeligion as a determining factor was also no longer a convincing
argument and had to be refined. The Slavs of Macedonia whom the
Bulgars claimed as brethren were, like Greeks and Bulgars, Orthodox, g
but 1n the new situanon what was important was not Orthodoxy as
such but loyalty to the Ecumenical Patriarchate. The Bulgars and all
those who had placed themselves under the Bulgarian Exarchate were
so many ‘schismatics’. The Ecumenical Patriarch was the true and
leginmate head of the Ottoman Orthodox, the Ottoman Greeks;
accepting the authority of the Ecumenical Patriarch was the unfail-
ing proof of Greek identity. ‘ - ‘ P

Descent was another ‘unfailing’ determuimng factor of identty. Thus
argument was thought to be unassailable. Who else but the Greeks (
could put forward the oldest and most illustrious titles to the lanc‘l 2
and its people? Prior tempore, fortior iure. The ‘Bulgars’ and ‘Thraco-Bulgars A
of past days now became ‘Bulgarian-speaking Greeks' (Voulgarophonot Z
Hellenses) with striking ‘Greek features’. They were Greeks by descent )
and by remaining loyal—at least those who did so—to the Ecumenical
Patriarch.

In the case of the Slavs of Macedonia or the Slav Macedonians, a /
further and even more ‘unfailing’ determinant of identity was put
forward at the time: ‘consciousness’ Or ‘sentiments’ (M or phronema).

\_,/\./\_/"M\._/“»—N\
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This marked a further departure from the 1nitial course of national
development charted by the men of the Greek Enlightenment. Con-
sciousness was the most important determining factor of identity. It
was a most useful tool, that was seized upon by modern Greek na-
tion-state-builders and has never since been relinquished. Conscious-
ness or sentunent was the ultimate proof of a person’s 1dentification
with a community and loyalty to it. All the other determining factors,
language 1n particular, were secondary.
/ Thas new Western import was thought to be modern, democratic
and reasonable. Thus Greek identity rested on the paternal faith or
the maternal tongue, on time-honoured customs, and above allon a
person’s right to choose it. Greek nation-state-builders were con-
vinced that they possessed an irrefutable argument against all those
who questioned the Greek 1dennty of non-Greek speaking Ortho-
dox 1n the irredenta and subsequently 1n the northern ‘WNew Lands’
of Greece. In cases where ‘descent’ was uncertain or impossible to
prove convincingly, consciousness was the ultimate answer. Little did
the Greeks think then of the inherent dangers mn the concept of
consciousness as a deternumng factor of identity; of the danger, mn
particular, of conscicusness becorming a subject of interpretation,
development, transformation or manipulation by agencies or people
other than those immediately concerned; or of the danger of this con-
cept being applied to define someone’s ‘correct’ political affiliations.
/ For the time being, the Greeks of free Greece could indulge in
identifying who were and who were not their brethren i unredeemed
Greece among, first and foremost, the Slav Macedonians and, secondarily,
the Orthodox Albamans and the Viachs. Primary school students
were taught in the 1880s that ‘Greeks [are] our kinsmen of common
descent, spealing the language we speak and professing the religion
we profess’.> But this definition seems to have been reserved for small
children, who could not possibly understand the intricate arguments
of their parents on the question of Greek identity. It was essential to
understand at that tender age that modern Greeks descended from
the ancient Greeks. However, children must have been no less confused
than adults over the criteria for defiming modern Greek identity.
Did the Greeks constitute a ‘race’ apart from the Albanians, the Slavs
and the Vlachs? Well, yes and no. High school students were told that

5Chrisana Koulour, Fistoria kai geagraphia sta hellenika scholeia, 18341914 {(Mistory
and geography in Greek schools, 18341914}, Athens, 1988, p. 255.
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the ‘other races’, 1.e. the Slavs, the Albarnians and the Vlachs, ‘having
been hellenused over the years in terms of mores and customs, are
now being assimilated into becomng Greeks’.®

On the Slavs of Macedonia there seems to have been no consensus.
‘Were they Bulgars, slavicised Greeks or early Slavs? They ‘were’ Bulgars
until the 1870s and slavicised Greeks or hellerused Slavs subsequently,
according to the changing needs of the dominant theory. There
was no consensus, either, on the Vlachs. Were they latimised Greek
mountam-dwellers or late immugrants from Wallachia? As in the
case of the $lavs of Macedonia, Vlach descent shifted from the southern
Balkans to the Danube, until the Romamans claimed the Vlachs as
their brethren; this turned the latter into being countered irrevocably
indigenous to the southern Balkan mountains. The Albamans or
Arvanites were readily ‘adopted’ as brethren of cornmon descent for
at least three reasons. First, considerable numbers of Albanians had
been living in southern Greece as far south as the Peloponnese for
centuries. Secondly, many Christian Albamans had fought with
distinction 1n the War of Independence. And thirdly, credible Albanian
claims for the establishment of an Albanian nation-state materialised
too late for Greek national theorists to abandon well-entrenched
positions. Commenting on a geography textbook for primary schools
m 1901, a state committee found it inadequate and misleading. One
of its principal shortcormngs concerned the Albamans, who were
described as ‘close kinsmen of the Greeks’. “Such views are unacceptable
from the point of view of our national claums and as far as historical
truth is concerned. It must be maintained that they are of common
descent with the Greeks (Pelasgians), that they speak a language akin
to that of the Greeks, and that they participated 1n all struggles for
national liberation of the common fatherland’”

In 1908, just as the Young Turks were launching their pronuncia-
mento that was intended to transform the decaying Ottornan empure,
another national committee, mandated to decide on the content of
geography textbooks for Greek children, gave the following defini-
tion for the Greeks of Asta Minor: *Greeks are those who speak Turkish
but profess the Christian religion of their ancestors. Greeks are also
the Greek-speaking Muslims of Asia Minor, who lost ther ancestral
religion but kept their ancestral tongue. As far as the inhabitants of

61bid., p. 378.
7Ibid., p. 463,



256 Ideslogy

Asia Minor who are Muslims and speak Turkish are concerned,
only reliable historical evidence or anthropological studies can prove
their Greek descent and that they are distinct from the non-Greek
Muslims’®

In that case, then, neither language nor religion was a reliable and
decisive determinant of the modern Greek identity; what was reliable
and decisive was descent—where it could be established through
historical evidence or anthropological study. It was hoped, of course,
that this would be descent from the ancient Greeks. History at first,
and archaeology and folklore later, were mobilised to support this
theory. The language and, when language was of no use, the ancient
‘stones’—the mores and customs of the inhabitants—were reliable
wimesses to the Hellenic past surviving mnto the modermn Greek present.
Congquerors and settlers of past centuries had been absorbed and
assimilated by the culturally superior Greeks. The turbulent past of
foreign mvasion and conguest had left behind foreign place-names
and linguistic pockets here and there to remind modern Greeks of
the centuries of foreign captivity or settlement.

After a century of debate about the determining factors of modern
Greek identity, who were the ‘others’? The Osmanli Turks, wheo had
invaded the Greek lands and were temporarily ‘camping’ in them,
were certainly ‘others’; so were Jews and Gypsies, who retained their

¢ particular 1identities, and foreign-born Catholics or Protestants.
1 Greeks were all the rest, including the Hellenised Albanians, Slavs
g and Vlachs and not excluding even the ‘heterothreskoi’ or ‘heteroglossor’,
| whose Hellenic descent could be safely established or whose Greek
i consciousness could be determined.

Interesting clues on the question of ‘others’ in the new Greek
nation-state can be derived from the naturalisation provisions of its
early and formative years. These reflect official views on who could
be granted Greek citizenship and how. Initially, and before the question
arose of who could and could not be appointed to higher state positzons,
foreign-born Greeks became Greek citizens on appearmg before any
local Greek authornity and registermg with it. Aliens (alloethneis) were
required, before being granted Greek citizenship, to have resided for
five years and acquired real estate mn Greece, and to be of good character.
The residence requirement was lowered in 1827 to three years, instead
of five, no doubt 1 order to attract people to the country whose
population was decimated by massacre, eprdermucs and famine.®

BIbid., 531.
9See Archives of Hellenic Regeneration, vol. 1, p. 290.

Of Greeks and others 257

As 1n all nation-states, naturalisation legislation in Greece has been
based on ius soli or territory law and aimed at creating a homogeneous
people. However, in Greece as in Germany and certain other European
countries. ius sanguinis or blood law has always been decisive in defining
citizenship—which provides a further clue to the question of Greek
nationality and national identity. The 1823 and 1827 revolutionary
constitutions, as well as the 1835 and 1856 laws—and the 1955 law-—
on Greek citizenship, clearly differentiated Greeks from the others.
Homagenets (ethnic Greeks) were—and stll are—preferentially treated
when it comes to citizenshup.’® In other words the Greek nation,
although it created the Greek nation-state according to official theory,
could not possibly be restricted to the confines of that state.

If others before them could have imagmed, reconstructed or
invented their modern identities, the modern Greeks could have done
no less. What mattered for them, their neighbours and the “others’
was not so uch the ‘objective’ or ‘subjective’ criteria the modern
Greels used as factors determuning their national identity, but a certain
nervousness and insecurity in the promotion of these criteria after
the appearance of serious contenders for the lands of the Sultan 1n
the last quarter of the nineteenth century. The chosen nation on the
south—eastern fringe of Europe, which would be a beacon of light
iTi the East and civilise its less fortunate brethren m the region, became
{he threatened. insecure and ‘brotherless’ nation of the late nineteenth ,
centary. Would the modern Greeks have felt more secure with language
as the sole determining factor of their identity? Perhaps—but this
would have required a different beginning from that which the Greeks
had in the 1820s. It certainly required the nation to be less subservient
to Orthodoxy and more anchored in the Enlightenment. Not
that the two were incompatible: indeed, some of the more serious

enlightened thinkers were Orthodox prelates. Orthodoxy was used by

Greek Romantics to penetrate the world of Orthodox peasants and
turn them into Hellenes with the Greek language as their instrument.
Language, therefore, was both a medium and an end in itself. What
surprises the student of modern Greece 15 not so much the grandiose
and somewhat deceptive project of hellenssing the Orthodox Ecumene
of the southern Balkans as such, but that this project, as seen elsewhere,
was largely realised, albeit ata ugh price. The imagined and irmaginatvely
constructed Hellemic Ecumene in the southern Balkans may well

10aimilios Bendermacher—Gerousis, Hellenikon Dikaion Ithagenetas (Greek
citzenshup law), 3rd edn., Thessaloniks, 1975, pp. 15-18; Zoe Papasiopi-Pasia, Dikaion:
Ithageneias (Citizenship law), 2nd edn., Thessaloniks, 1994, pp. 27-30, 45-9.
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Greeks and Jews

The Torah (Pentateuch) was, according to a dominant view, transiated
mnto Greek to make its content accessible to the lingunstically Hellenised
Jews of Egypt. In the Second Century e the Old Testament was translated
in its entirety by seventy Hellemsed Jewish scholars.
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Cross drew their mspiration was the principle of every individual
being predestined to a parncular stanon in life—all alien to the

Enlightenment and liberal middle-class thinking.
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The Jewish tradition and its Hellemc linguistic vehicle also facili-
tated the spreading of the word and the spirit of Christanity. Three
of the four Gospels of the New Testament were originally written
in the Greek koine, the lingua franca of the eastern Roman Empire,

have trampled on the rights and sensibilities of the ‘others’ in the

region. However, the Orthodox Ecumene was no less imagined, and

and were therefore made accessible to mankind. The Christan faith the temporal state to which 1t was subservient—namely the Ottoman

itself is a major point of convergence of the Hellemic and Judaie empire—was no paradise for subject peoples, the Greeks any meore

traditions. than their Orthodox ‘brethren’. Two of the prime benefits of this 77
The annexation of Thessalonikiin 1912 bY the Greek state 51gnaﬂed hellenisation of the southern Balkan Orthodox Ecumene have been

the dawn of 2 new era in the life of the local Jewish commuruty. Unlike the modernisation it brought to backward areas and the sense of

the Romaniot Jews who merged 1nto the Atheman environment, the pride it gave to peasants in belonging to a community anchored in

Sephardic Jews from Spain formed a separate consteliadon within the an illustrious past and set on 2 course towards a no less illustrious

decentralised Ottoman system. The hughly centralised nation-state of fut Orthodox diehard he Greek nation— .

Greece and 1ts cultural homogeneity posed a significant challenge to tuture. Orthodox ciehards may curse the sreek nation-state as the

geneity p gni g . ; (

his city with the largest Jewish community of the Balkans. Furthermiore, instrument of the ‘heretical Wgszt., and neo—,Orthodox th_ln.kers may (

the division of the European lands of the Ottoman Empire between lament the loss of the supposed ‘integrated’ and orderly life of the |

Serbia, Greece and Bulgaria dimimished the former role of Thessalonik: pre-national Orthodox commumty of the southern Balkans. But (

as a commercial hub and deprived it of its Balkan hinterland. Subsequent both choose to ignore that this penetration and transformation Of)

disasters struck the city—a great fire in 1917, the influx of refugees the Orthodox community of past days has primarily been achieved

from Asia Minor in 1922-3, the Campbell Affair in 1931, and the final 7 by means other than force or stealth.

blow m 1943 when 60,000 Greek jews died in the Holocaust. The

saga of the Greek Jews in the resistance as well as the joint efforts of

Archbishop Darmaskinos, the resistance movement ELAS, Angelos Evert

the police chief, and the population of Athens to save the Jews of Modern Greece was formed by carving territory out of the decliming

Athens 15 yet another story partly told by Alex K;Eroreff. Immechat_eiy Ottoman empare in the 1820s, just as modern Turkey one century

after the Liberation, the Greek government appointed the Jewish later out of the ruins of the same empire. Greece, more than any other /

communities as admunistrators of all property whose owners had died Balkan nation-state, undermuned the ageing empire and accelerated |
or been lost without a trace during the war. hatatcdh sl

A workine hypothesss is beine developed concerming the major its fall and, more than any of its other succesor-states, contributed ¢
question of ar%ti—ggrrumsm m mocigrn Eumie and the gradgation of ghe to ;ne birth Qf Turkf'ey. The little kingdom in the S?uthern Ball'cans,
phenomenon from the most cirulant forms 1n Central and Eastern which came into being by the forced agreement of the Porte, did all
Europe, to its munimal expression in South-eastern Europe {Serbia, in 1ts power to demolish the shaky empire, only to find 1t replaced by
Bulgaria and Greece). A first impresston which requires much research a more forrmdable adversary: a Turkish nation-state with a programme |
and verificanon, 1s that the ideological basis of orgarused stare and para- of homogersation and a persistent imperial hangover. In more than

state ant-Serritism, rests on prototypes provided by soceties wath strongly one sense, Greece contributed generously to the creation of its eastern
entrenched ancens régimes. Although the Nazi extermination programumne adversa

required the efficiency of a modern totalitanian state, the source from
which MNazism, Fascismn, the Iron Guard, the Ustasha and the Arrow

Titrkey in Greece

In a different sense the Greeks constructed their *own’ umage of /
the Turks. As the principal ‘others’, they were fashioned to suit the
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ideological and political requarements of the Greeks. The Turks had
been foreign invaders in the dominions of the legitimarte rulers of the
land. the medieval Greek empire. This state had been conquered by
force; 1t had not surrendered 1its sovereignty by its own will, nor had
it treated with the congueror. In this respect the Greeks had never
recognised the Sultan as their legiimate ruler, notwithstanding the
Orthodox Church’s subservience to him.
# According to the prevailing view among Greeks, the Turks were
* not only the latest of all arrivals in the region they occupied, but
Saiso total strangers to 1ts history and civilisation. Moreover, they had
not been able, m the centuries when they held sway over their subject
peoples, to produce real wealth; they had adopted aspects of the
civilisation of their subjects and were living as parasites on the wealth
; produced by them. They were temporarily camping in their lands
until the mhabitants were in a position to evict them. Thus the Greeks
have always thought of the Turks as usurpers of their sovereignty and
temporary squatters, and have never accepted that these latest arrivals
from Asia were co-habitants or had even acquired rights to the lands
* they had conquered by force.
As the independent Greek state distanced itself from its Ottoman
antecedents, the estrangement between Greeks and Turks grew. The
4 Greco-Turkish war of 1919-22 and the consequent Asia Minor
Catastrophe and exchange of populations made the Greeks’ Turkish
neighbours not just strangers but feared enemues. The brief courtship
of the Turks during the Greek struggle for Macedonia agamst the
Bulgars at the turn of the nineteenth and twenteth centuries and the
equally brief interlude of reconciliation and friendship initated by
Veruzelos and Atatiirk in the early 1930s made no appreciable change
to Greek perceptions of modern Turkey and the Turks.
/ Turkey has also been demonised by the Greeks, who have endowed
1t with all the negative aspects of their own pre-Independence past,
such as arbitrary rule, backwardness and corruption from which—
as they would like to believe~-they had moved on. The Turks were
what the Greeks wished to leave behind; they represented the barbaric
East, which had destroyed their ‘own’ idealised East. The West,
addition to everythung else 1t has signified for the Greeks, became
their refuge.

Another aspect of the modern Greek attitude towards the East
has been a questioning of Turkey’s Western orientation—that very
orientation which most modern Greeks would readily accept for
their own country. According to a widely-held view 1n Greece, the
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Turks have not been able to build a Western nation-state because
they are incapable of domg so. Also according to this view, the Western
institutions Atatiirk imnported into Turkey have not taken root, while
those who undertook to make them work have never been more

than an insignificant and vulnerable minority. Ve

This Greek image of modern Turkey has become deeply embedded
in modern Greek national ideology. The perceptions that accompany
it are regularly reproduced in Greece by the national school system
and the press. This Turkey, scorned for its shaky and uncertain Western
orientation and its backwardness, but feared all the same for the damage
1t 1s capable of inflicting, on Greece, has become an essential and mtegral
part of modern Greek 1dentity. The Turk has not simply been one of
the ‘others’; while the Slavs, Albanians and Latins have all been ‘others’,
the Turks were indissolubly associated with all the dark aspects of
the past which the Greeks have shared with them and from which

they want to believe they have at last freed themselves. Divesting Turkey ?

of all its perceived negative features would require a redefinition of

modern Greek identity on a scale much greater than that accomplished |

by the post-Second World War Germans over their own identity and
their relations to the French. However, such a redefimtion would
require a corresponding redefinition of Turkish perceptions of modern
Greece, like that pursued by the French vis-4-vis the Germans. It would
aiso require a degree of stability in the region, because instability and
provocative actions by either side make the perceptions from the other
side appear as self-fulfilling prophecies.

A redefinition of Turkey's role in shaping modern Greece would
require a reappraisal of the country’s achievements as a nation-state,
the political choices and courses of action that were necessary for these

achievements, and the basic arguments belund these choices. What is /

required, in other words, is for the Greeks to come to terms with their
real, not their imagined past by trying to see it in terms not only of
Greek objectives but also of Turkish perceptions. Modern Turkey
must be seen, first and foremost, as a nation-state pursuing national
objectives as legitimate as those of modern Greece. Turkey’s goal to
turkify its past, 1ts land and its mhabitants is no more objectionable

inhabitants. [t should be recognised that Turkey has been following
a course no different, in terms of the principles involved, from that
which Greece has followed since Independence. More important
1n this case than the obvious excesses committed 1n the drive to
realise prescribed national objectives are the principles sustanmung

or less legitimate than Greece’s goal to hellenise its own past, land and §
/
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{ this drive—what could be described as the logic of the msecure nation-

( state. _ ]
It also needs to be recognised that a nation’s ‘historic right’ to the
/ past 1s the product of a national approach to that past—a process
which involves the use of ‘ethnic truth’and, as such, rights such as can
gbe claimed by all nations that have shared the lands associated with
Sit. In this sense the nineteenth-century preoccupation to put forward

the oldest possible ‘historic right’ to land cannot be of any use in an i 16

international community which recognises effective possession as the FUROPE IN GREECE

most conclusive argument in any claim.!?

Northern European liberals and R .omantics constructed and promoted
a view of modern Greece that corresponded to their own sensibilities
and satisfied their Western mtellectual requiremnents. Modern Greeks,
for their part, created their own Europe. Those at least who chose the
West European liberal nation-state as 2 model for Greek national
development created a Europe that satisfied the 1deological require~
ments of its creators. However, both westernised Greeks and Western
liberals assumed more than the situation warranted. A disappointed
Western observer, wrinng a century later under the weight of the
traumatic 1919—22 Greco-Turkish war, discussed the liberal vision
of a ‘regenerated’ Hellas as ‘one of the extravagances of Western
Philhellenism’. He added that the attraction of the West to Greece
at that time was a ‘curse which the West has set upon Greece’, which
had led to Greece’s *spiritual pauperisation’ and was responsible for
‘what Greece has lost, or failed to win’ !

Defenders of Greece’s Eastern roots would readily agree with this
interpretation of the Western mmpact on modern Greece, with the
implication that an indigenous tradition provided a sound basis for
the formation of a viable modern nation-state capable of securing
for its inhabitants the freedom, prosperity and dignity with which
the Western nation-state was associated throughout the mineteenth
and twentieth centuries. But despite these misgivings about Greece

2For the theme of the Turks as illegiamate rulers of the Greeks and as temporary and the West (and to put these musgivings 1nto hstorical persp ective),

: k2

campers in Furope see the following sources on msurgent Greece: Geniki Ephemerts we should exarnine what appears to have been Greece’s long Western
tis Hellados, 21 Apr., 14 May and 23 June 1826; Hellenika Chronika, 2 May 1825;

Koraes, Clariorr Call, p. 26; Romas Arhive, vol. 11, pp. 1467, 186~7; Philimon, Soaety of : i Arnold Toynbee, The Western Question in Greece and Turkey, Boston and New
Friends, p. 137, and Greeke Revolution, vol. [V, pp. 3, 95; Speliades, Memous, vol. I1, p. 355, York, 1922, pp. 351-2.
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apprenticeship, as well as the related theme of a regenerated Hellas.
which was suggested to the Greeks of the time by Western Philhellenes.

The principal thesis of this chapter is that the Western orientation

/ of modern Greece, and the related drive to ‘regenerate’ ancient Hellas,
have been at the core of a strong national myth that transformed the
(-multi}jnguai and multicultural Christian community of the southern
Balkans into a modern nation and the fragmented geographical entity
mto a unified nanon-state. This Western orientation also inspired within
the community a pride of descent, which proved a cohesive and creative
force, while securing acceptance of new institutions that have shown
great resilience.

Critics of the national myth of modem Greece have always implied
that the builders of the Greek nation-state i the 1820s and *30s were
presented with a realistic alternative to the Western orientation, and
that what the Greeks gained by turning to the West was not worth
the losses they incurred in the process. However, this alternative course
has never been expounded, nor have the losses suffered by the Greeks
as the price of both their Western orientanon and the drive to hellenise
the pre-nattonal Orthodox Ecumene ever been calculated.

Predictably, criticism of the liberal nation-state in modern Greece
has come from conservative circles associated with the Orthodox Church.

{ The modern Greek state is blamed not only for introducing the na-
jtiomalist virus into the Orthodox Ecumene, but also for facilitating
the introduction of Western mores, which have undermmed traditional
Greek values such as honesty, compassion and hospitality, and destroyed
the sense of community created by the Orthodox form of worship.
Crnticism of the state also came from an unexpected quarter. In
the eyes of progressive political circles Koraes and the national ver-
nacular he helped to fashion out of the written and spoken Greek of
the time, as well as Kapodistrias and the centralised nation-state he
and his Bavarian successors established, were no less damaging for
Greek society. According to this view, the purified national vernacular
broke the continuity of the Greek language and introduced linguistic
elements alien to the language spoken by the people. The result has
been an official language not understood by the uneducated and a
popular language scorned by the educated. Even more calamitous,
Saccording to the same progressive view, has been the destruction of
i all indigenous political msttutions and the concentration of power
in the central government. One of the principal victims of this was
local self-government, which 1s proved to have blossomed under
Ottomnan rule and offered a sound foundation for building a modern
democratic polity.
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Both these critical views of the Western liberal nation-state have
rested on a number of shaky premises. Repetition and lack of rigorous
questioning from its proponents have led to the growth of the enduring
myth of a pre-national Shangri-La m which the Greeks erjoyed, under
Ottoman rule and Orthodox spiritual guidance, not only local self-
goverrument but communal solidarity and a frugal existence devoid
of the vicissitudes of modernity. This particular earthly paradise 1s
supposed to have been shattered as soon as the disciples of Voltare
and Koraes set foot there.

It 1s worth examining briefly three of the premises of this ‘Paradise
Lost’ construct: first, local left-government; second, tolerant temporal
and religious rule; and, third, spoken and written Greek. These have
been debated by such diverse critics of the modern Greek nation-
state as Philorthodox politicians, unemployed nineteenth-century
military commanders, conservatives like lon Dragoumnus, and lefe-wing
activists in the twentieth century.

The critics of the modern Greek nation-state maintain that local
self-government in pre-national Greece flourished under foreign rule
as a proto-institution of representative government. However, they
have kept very quuet about certain features of this mstitution not nor-
mally associated with representative government, such as the fact
that communal councils functioned under Ottoman rule mainly as
tax-assessing and tax-collecting organs of the foreign ruler and fos-
tered the emergence of powerful families that used them to increase
their wealth and influence. Another important and sumilarly overlooked
aspect of these councils was that they were hardly representative mn
the Western sense. The community heads essentially represented the
interests of the Sultan and not those of the community, and they
received their mandate from him as his agents; they were appointed
and recalled—or Jost their heads—at his whim. Such were the local
grandees of the Morea and islands like Hydra and Spetsae. What they
represented was their own interests, wealth and power, and they held
office because the local Ottoman admunistrator had so decided. In
contrast to the Western concept of communal self~government, in
which councils developed as nuclet of power antagonistic to the
central government while deriving their authority from those they
represented, communal councils in the Greek lands at that time grew
out of the foreign ruler’s practice of delegating the unpopular func-
tions connected with taxation to the leaders of those they ruled. What
representative or quasi-representative self-government developed
among the Greeks of the tume did so mainly outside the Sultan’s

/
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dominions in the flourishing diaspora communities in Trieste, Venice,
Vienna, Budapest and Odessa.

The second premise on which the critics of the Greek nation-
state base their analysis of the pre-national Greek past 1s no less shaky.
The Ottoman empire, as a multi-ethnic state, rested on toleration of
non-Muslim and non-Turkish subjects—imposed on its rulers by the
need to govern a multi-ethnic population. Non-Muslim subjects, in
this case Orthodox Christians, were tolerated as long as they accepted
the inferior status of the raya (flock) and were prepared to obey the
ruler who had imposed that inferior status on them. In the effort to
correct earlier views of Ottoman rule over the Christians of the Near
East as a thoroughly mtolerant and illiberal despotism, this has also
been represented as wise and enlightened, indeed as securing a measure
of peace and freedom for the various peoples of that regron. However,
this peace and freedom was only secured after all resistance to the
mmposition of this mferior status on the Sultan’s non-Muslim subjects
had been crushed. The toleration of Jews expelled from Western Europe
{in particular Spain and Portugal) by intolerant Christian monarchs
and their settlement m Thessaloniki and other cities of the empire
satisfied the same mmperial needs as the enforced transfer of other
ethnic groups between 1ts different parts.

Equally overstated its has been the benign nature of the spiritual

/ rule of the Ecumenzical Patniarchate and its metropolitans. The Patri-

4

archate of Constantinople, as we have seen elsewhere, was essentially
a hostage held captive by the temporal ruler of the empire. As such—
and as an mtegral part of the imperial admnistrative machinery—it
would never be able to play a role simnilar to the Vatican’s. The Patri-
arch could only keep his position in the same way as he had won 1t: by

! buying the Sultan’s favour for a vast sum of money. He collected this

bounty from the metropolitans, who 1n turn put their hands deep
mto the pockets of the Sultan’s Christian subjects.

The third premise of the attacks on the Western orientation of the
Greek nation-state—the 'Western-inspired approach to the creation
of its national vernacular—appeared to have an unassailable basis. The
new official language was mmposed from above 1n place of the spoken
and written language of the people. Who could possibly deny it?
Many did, questiomng the way the issue of the national language was
approached by its enermes. They would reply with the question implied
in Demetrios Vyzantios’s Babylonia (1836): which of the people’s
languages? What was often referred to as the popular language in the
formative years of the modern Greek nation-state was lamentably
poor and fragmented, and ill-suited to be the vernacular of a modern
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polity. It was sometimes described as a collection of idioms bearing
the mmprint of local historical developments. The only available
alternative to the ‘purified’ language recommended by Koraes and Q
other members of the lay intelligentsia of the time was the Greek )
of the Orthodox Church Lturgy, but that was no more intelligible to
uneducated people than the new official language and certainly n0>
better able than the popular idioms to convey modern technical and ’
scientific entities. Seen from the twenty-first century and after the
main battles of the language question 1n Greece have been fought, the
student of modern Greece 1s bound to wonder, not how the founding
fathers of the new state came to forge an official language for the
modern Greek nation and its polity, but how in the circumstances
that decision could possibly have been avoided. The subsequent
Atncising slant added to it was a symptom of ideological developments
far removed from the objectives of Koraes and other enlightened
Greeks of hus time.

Looking at the institutions of the Ottoman administration and
at the local petty tyrants and armed bands (Armatoles) who received
their authority from the Sultan and looked after his interests and their
own, and then at the one actually built on the model of a centralised,

liberal Western democracy independent of a supranational church 4

authority, and based on the concept of the sovereign people and on
the legitimacy derived from recogrition by its European peers which
were its models, it 1s hard to 1magine any elements of the former
being grafted on to the latter.

The new nation-state was meant to represent a radical departure
from all that was corrupt, unjust, inefficient, backward and inumeal to
the people’s interests and will. To create this new polity 1t was necessary
first to destroy the authority and influence of all who represented the
old regime: the political and ecclesiastical administration and local
comrmunal councils that served and derived authority from the Sultan;
then other local élites like the Armatole captains who were equally
subservient to the local Turkish administrators and as exacting and
tyrannical as they were; and powerful archons like the Hydriots and
military entrepreneurs like the Maniots and Suliots.

The regime reflected 1 the revolutionary constitutional charters
and the ones actually established by Kapodistrias and later by the

Bavarian regency were thoroughly Western: centralised, efficient, free 7)

of institutionalised corruption, and sovereign. The departure from the
irutially proclaimed representative character of the regime was thought
to be incidental and temporary: in fact it was necessary for the sheer
survival of the fledgling new entity which was driven close to extinction

-
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by 1827. Kapodistrias’s rule was the ‘Directory’ of the Greek War of
Independence, established in response to the excesses perpetrated in
the civil strife of 18245 by the entrenched local élites who were
unwilling to relinquish power to a central revolutionary government.
King Otto meanwhile was seen as a saviour sent by Providence to
deliver the nation from the numerous petty tyrants who had arisen
following the murder of Kapodistrias by a Maniote clan in 1831.

Most of the attacks on the new regime established 1 revolutionary
and post-revolutionary Greece overlook the fact that the concentration
of authority 1n a central lay government was the principal feature of
the modern progressive state, associated with the French Revolution.
A church independent of the admirustrative authority of the Patriarchate
and subject to state authority was a progressive measure; so were the
dissolution of the irregulars who had fought in the War of Independence
and the formation of a regular army, the establishment of regulated
justice and taxation, and cvil admimistration answerable to the central
government and not to local notables and captains. All these were
steps leading in the same direction: the establishment of a modern
polity similar to those of which examples were already in operation
m the West. Alternatives to such a polity have been produced i Greece
either by conservative reaction or by disillusiorument with the way
1t has worked in practice. Its negative features mostly came about
because the same élites, whach it had aimed to break, gamed access to
the new system 1n a different guise.

The bid of the founding fathers of modern Greece to build a
' nation-state on Western lines was a bold and difficult undertaking,
but 1t was the only possible option for the Greek people. Freedom
from the Ottoman overlords and their underlings could be achieved
only within the context of institutions that secured the rule of law—
and these were the institutions that had been perfected in the West
and used for similar purposes.

This bold bad for Western nation-statehood launched Greece on
a great venture—its promusing but troubled European apprenticeship—
but the modern Greeks seem never to have made the sustained effort
needed to fulfill all its requirements. Although the West has always had
a powerful appeal to Greece, the influence of those who undertook
to establish Western mstitutions seemed at times to be waning. The
convinced and uncompromusing Westermisers among the modern
Greeks have always seemed to be outnumbered by the sworn enemies
of the Western nation-state. The truly Enlightened liberals dedicated
to the service of such a state have always been few compared to its
opponents, 1.e. the legion of those who favour an Orthodox or

Europe in Greece 269

Balkan Greece, the Romantic dreamers and the not-so-romantic
Pallikars, the strongmen or local power-brokers who did everythung
they could to strengthen their precarious position in the new state.

The Western-educated men who rushed to insurgent Greece to
channel revolutionary action in the direction of Western liberal de-
mocracy numbered around 100: most of themn had studied 1n Ger-
man, Austrian, Italian and French universities, and represented the
intellectual vanguard of the new Greece. They had a meteoric rise
and a quck fall, but not before leaving their mark on the country’s
\nstitutions. Some, like the Phanariot Theodoros Negris, died mn
the war. Others survived to tell of how they were pushed aside as
‘Heterochthons' (Greeks from abroad). However, most were obliged
to become players 1n the political game that resuscitated all the old,
entrenched élites, clothed now in the legitimacy of Western institu~
tions. Without a support base of their own in the country, Western-
educated Greeks were too weak to challenge indigenous élites: they
were simply tolerated for the Western legitimacy they brought to the
nsurgent country. Kapodistrias and the Bavarian regency used their
talents and gave them appointments as officials in the state machinery,
thus depriving them of their independence. Although the ‘Pro-
nunciamento’ of Septermber 1843 and the constitution of 1844 that 1t
imposed represented 2 triumph for Western principles and repre-
sentative institutions, this was nevertheless a constitution that limited
the powers of the monarch and made possible the return of those
whom both Kapodistrias and the Bavarian regency had tried to
suppress, namely the powerfui indigenous élites who were keen to
use these institutions to rebuild their power-bases.

Though manipulated by indigenous élites nurtured in corrupt
rule, those Western principles and institutions were never themselves
attacked; they were too important as legitimising agents and links
with the West. Gradually such principles and institutions allowed an
indigenous class of parliamentarians to emerge. Men like Charilaos
“frikoupss and Eleftherios Venizelos pushed the country forward, freeing
it from its Eastern moorings. and their achievements have always been
thought of as a vinndication of what the young Greek intellectuals
from Western Europe stood for during the War of Independence.

However, the reformung efforts of men like Kapodistrias, Trikoup:s
and Venizelos were interrupted by either wars or internal upheavals—
or by successors unable or unwilling to continue those reforming
policies. The failure of a sustained effort and frequent reversals of policy
have seldom been the result of men coming to power who had doubts
about Greece’s Western orientation being the only sound course for
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the country. Greek leaders have sometimes sided with one or more
of the great Western powers agamst the others, but rarely, if ever, murned
against the West as such. They did not lack conviction of the nghtness
of Greece’s Western orientation; they merely lacked the courage to
pursue it and the dedication to sustain public enthusiasm for it.
Questions about Greece’s Western connection have mostly arisen
when the Western powers have openly disapproved of the country’s
policies. For example, Western criticism of the employment of brigands
and released convicts for wredenast action i Thessaly, Epirus and
Macedonia i the second half of the mineteenth century fuelled anti-
Western feeling. This was then exploited by leaders eager to capitalise
on public disappointment in the nability of Greece to secure the
territorial gamms which the public had been led to believe were
forthcoming. Well-merited criticism of the state hiring brigands in
the pursuit of its foreign policy, and the understandable reluctance
of Western powers to allow Greek territorial expansion to proceed
faster than the need to maintain stability in the region and pursue
their own interests allowed, played into the hands of populist leaders,
who presented Greece in the role of victim of Western mtervention
as a means of winning popular support for themselves.
Irresponsible demagogues have not been an exclusively Greek
phenomenon in modern politics. The peculiar contribunon of modern
Greece to the appraisal of Western liberal democracy in the contett
of the modern nation-state has been sincere admiration of the West
but a Jukewarm acceptance of the need to model the country upon
it. This in turn explams its troubled European apprenticeship, marked
by bouts of courting Europe, followed by periods of searching for
the supposedly unmque features of modern Greek identity, at risk
from too much modernisation. Orthodox prelates and Philorthodox
mtellectuals have always been at hand to anathematise the West and
agitate for the Lord’s ‘chosen people’ to return to the fold. Academics,
with a keen sense of rewarded patriotism, have also excelled 1n the art
of promoting ethme myths as truth. All major crises surrounding the
Eastern Queston in the mineteenth century produced such lapses into
patriotc hysteria. Consider for mstance the Dilessi affair of 1870, when
brigands abducted and killed Englishmen for ransom under the placid
eye of the authories, the conflict over the future of Macedoma in the
1900s, and the issue of the name of the new nation-state to the north
of Greece in the 1990s. The vociferous proclamation of ‘ethmic truth’ in
each of these crises carried a considerable load of anti-Western feeling.
Despite periodic lapses into nationalistic hysteria, anti-Westernism
and drummed-up nostalgia for the lost paradise of a pre-national
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Orthodox Eden, modern Greece has been irrevocably cast off from its
Ottoman Eastern moorings. However, disappomntment over thas still
mecomplete Westernisation of modern Greece has sometimes thwarted
a realistic appraisal of how much has actually been accomplished by
the disciples of Koraes, Voltaire and Locke despite strong opposition
from the powerful enemies of what they stood for. Similarly, the
disappomntment caused by the excesses of modern Greece’s pious
national myth has led to an underestimation of the creative impact
that this national myth has had on such an ethmcally and lingusstically
diverse population as the one that formed the modern Greek state.
The recent commendable sensitivity over the treatment of linguistic
and other minornities by national governments in Greek history has
tended to obscure the central achievement of securing for the shepherd,
farmer, seaman and craftsman—whether Greek, Albanian, Viach or
Slav living in the southern Balkans-—not only citizen rights in a
modern liberal democracy, but pride 1n belonging to a historic nation
and being the guardians of a great cultural heritage, revered by all
‘enlightened’ nations.

The occasional lapses of modern Greece into 'un-European’
behaviour and practices have always drawn strong criticism from
Western Europe. Equally, Western Europe’s lapses mto high-handed
treatment of modern Greece have been met by cynicism on the Greek
side regarding West European motives. To most Greeks the West has
always appeared too willing to reach an understanding with dictato-
rial governments in Greece and to exploat friendly relations with
them for reasons other than those offered for public consumption.
Moreover, in its 150 years of independent statehood before join-
ing the European Community in 1980, Greece had been blockaded
several imes by West European powers and twice partly or wholly
occupied, in 1916—17 and again 1n 19414, by their armed forces.

Western approval has always been eagerly sought by the Greeks,
but their addiction to philhellenic praise turned them sour when old
friends turned into critics or even foes. Although flexible in their own
domestic politics, most Greeks maintamn a Manichean view of the
outside world. The fact that foreigners pursue their own interests 1
relation to Greece, as they are entitled to, rather than hate or love Greece
has rarely been prorminent in Greek perceptions of the outside world.

Of all Westerners the British have observed the country most closely
and they produced a significant body of literature. Some, such as
E.M. Forster and Compton Mackenzie, came during the First World
War on special misstons and played an active role in the national schism
between Verizelos and King Constantine. Others, such as Patrick
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Leigh Fermor and C.M. Woodhouse, fought in the resistance against
the Nazis and continued their love of the country with a scholarly
view of Greek affairs in thewr own writings. Yet others, such as Romilly
Jenkins, followed the policies of their own national governments and
became detractors of all thuings Greek after the eruption of the Cyprus
crisis in the 1950s.

Development has its down side and foreigners who enjoyed the
environment and society of Greece when it was relatively under-
developed are now faced with a new Greek phenomenon that is
close to the Western norm. As Greece ceases to be fertile ground for
anthropologsts and the lure of its former picturesque poverty di-
muanishes, scholars will have to adapt their tools of analysis to a new
reality. This is now happening, mostly m Greece itself. The author of
an anonymous commentary, published in London'’s Sunday Telegraph
on 27 March 1994 offers an outdated sample of the arrogant foreign
detractor that used to inflame Greek public opinion. The reply of a
Greek official in the same newspaper on 3 April 1994 betrays a gen-
erattonal change of attitude towards the West.

In conclusion it could be said that more Greeks today than ever
before are aware of the distance that still separates their country from
the task set two centuries ago. Perhaps one of the greatest achievemenits
of this seemungly endless apprenticeship in Europeanness has been
a developing process of self~evaluation mvolving ever wide sections
of the population. It is the result of tremendous strides in education,
unnterrupted peace, democratic government for a quarter of a century,
significant prosperity and, most important perhaps, the measuring of
an increasing number of Greeks up against other Europeans in their
own countries. The resulang self-assurance has convinced many Greeks
that if they can excel m Germany, France or England they can be
equally good Europeans just by being good Greeks. It is increasingly
being realised that Greece’s founding fathers set as a lasting goal an
image of Europe that 1s an appropriate model for West Europeans no
less than for the Greeks and other East Europeans. This model is based
on the premuse that in Europe the government 1s (or should be)
accountable to the people, the rule of law 1s paramount, equality before
the law 15 assured and so are equal opportunities for all, protection of
the weak against the mighty, and the right to be different.?

2 Hagen Flewscher, “Europas Riickkehr nach Griechenland. Kulturpolitik der
Grossmichte 1n emnem Staat der Periphenie’ in Harald Heppner and Olga Katsiardi-
Herning, eds, Die Griechien wnd Europa, Vienna, Cologne, Wetmar, 1998. pp. 125-91.
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Europe’ Trojan Horse

Excerpt from the anonymous ‘Profile’, Sunday Télegraph (London),
27 March 1994

What 1s the word for this obsessive pseudo-relationshup of the Greeks
with their country’s past? (They even have a magazme, Ellenisuos,
devoted to the subject.) 1t 15 not quite pretentiousness, since there is
too much passion for that.

No, the Greeks, the ancient ones, had a word for the modern Greek
condition, paranoa. We must accept that Mr Andreas Papandreou and
the current EC presidency are the sole legitimate heirs of Pericles,
Demosthenes and Arisudes the Just. The world must nod humbly at
the proposition that in the veins of the modern Greek, with fus dark
glasses, car-phone and phantom olive groves attracting EC subsidies,
there courses the blood of Achilles. And their paranoid nationalism 15
heightened by the tenuousness of that claim.

In the 1830s, an Austrian classicist called J.J. Fallmereyer made a study
of the South Slav mugrations and concluded not just that most Greeks
are Slavs, but that not a drop of pure Greek blood was to be found in the
modern Greek. In Athens, needless to say, his name 15 not much heard.

Greece has been ruthless in erasing traces of ethnic diversity. The
village of Marathon, scene of the great victory in 490 BC, the same
Marathon where Byron looked out for an hour alone and dreamt that
Greece rrught still be free, was, earfy last century, almost completely
Albaman.

Throughout the 1980s, Greece was mainlining $2 billion per year
of EC funds, not forgetting the amazing ‘Integrated Meditermanean
Programme' of 1985, which gave the Greeks an extra £1.5 billion, as
part of a deal with America. Mr Papandreou promused to shut up about
American bases 1n Greece, while Washington gave ground to Brussels
in 2 Tow over trade in corn gluten feed. Since December 1992 the
Greek share has mcreased.

Then one could mention the EC’s acquiescence m the Acheloos
river dam project, a rampantly corrupt scheme to divert the nver winch
Homer identifies as the source of all aquatc life, blasting a tunnel
through the Pindus range to mrngate the plain of Thessaly, thereby
drying up the Missolonghi wetlands and probably driving the Dalmatian
pelican to extinction; or one could cite the EC’s failure to punish
Greece for invenang a fifth of its cotton crop i 1992, mn order to claim
extra subsidies.

Brussels has written some abusive letters, complaining of the Greek
practice of exploiting 1ts membership of the EC to run up vast public
debts. Mr Delors has requested that Athens sack most of the 60,000
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extra employees hired during the 1980s. He can wlustle, as far as Athens
1s concerned.

The Greeks in short, have found in the EC a new kind of decaying
Ottoman empire and, at least in some sense a new kind of slavery. If
Byron were alive today, and looking at the rumation caused by the
EC-funded Athens metro, he nught dream agam that Greece might be
free; and perhaps that we 1n the rest of the EC mught be free of them.

It’s all Greek to the Greeks

Reply of the Greek Ambassador in L.ondon, Elias Gounaris, to
the anonymous article of 27 March 1994. Published in the Sunday
Telegraph, 3 April 1994,

Greece has not Jad siege to Brussels and cannot, therefore, be Europe’s
Trojan horse (‘Profile’, March 27)}. If there 1s 11 the EC a member that
wants to do to Europe what the Greeks did to Troy, 1t 1s not the country
that | represent. By calling the EC "a new kind of decaying Ottoman
Empire’ your writer at least leaves us in no doubt where he stands.

Modern Greeks are further accused of not being racially correct, t.e.
‘genetically connected’ with ancient Greeks. Such views were propounded
by the Austro-German professor of history and part-time politician,
Jacob Philipp Fallmerayer, 1n the 19th century when romantic notions
about the ‘soul’ of nations were prevalent in Europe. Another Austro-
German politician developed these concepts into a fully-fledged theory
based on the prunacy of ‘blood and soil’ (Blut und Bodern).

Both Hiter and Fallmerayer were fairly consistent. The latter opined—
as you repeat—that modern Greeks did not have ‘a drop of pure Greek
blood’ mn their veins because they were ‘hellenused’ Slavs. He meant
this, however, as an insult because he considered Slavs racially inferior
(Hitler called them subhuman—'Untermenschen’).

Does your correspondent share thus view? (He accuses Greeks of
being a ‘muxture of Slavs, Turks, Bulgars, Albantans, Vlachs, Jews and
Gypsies’, Le. of purer stock than the Greeks since to admut to a ‘mixture
of muxtures’ would ridicule the whole racially inspired argument. So 1t
should.)

We thnnk that racist theories are wrong and should be abandoned.
Continuity in Greece 1s linguistic and cultural. This was proclaimed
some 23 centuries ago by Isokrates, who said that “we consider Greeks
those who partake in our culture’. The Atherman taxi-driver mentoned
1 your ‘Profile’ would have heard of both Pindar and Homer. Ifhe did
not understand their verse, probably recited in the mcomprehensible,
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to hem, Erasmian pronunciation with a British accent to boot, he should
be excused.

After 3,000 years, a language—even a remarkably stable language like
Greek—does change. Try the verses ‘And wel ye woot, agaynes kyndel
Hyt were to lyven in thys wyse’' on your average London taxi-driver and
see how close he 15 to Chaucer, even though the medieval poet’s language
1s only some 700 years removed flom him. On the other hand, all
churchgoing Greeks, including presumably your correspondent’s
‘toothless goatherd’, understand the biblical Greek of 2,000 years ago.

There 15, last but not least, a peculiar logic 1 your ‘Profile’. You
devote six columns to ‘prove’ that Greeks are not really Greeks, in
terms of race, and end up with proposing that the European Union
should ‘free itself” from them, 1.e. expel them. Would our alleged present
turpitudes be forgiven if only we had a racially clean pedigree and if
we could prove to your anonymous correspondent’s satisfaction that
we are imndeed ‘genetically connected’ to the ancient Greeks? It seems
to me that if ethnic cleansing has rightly become reprehensible of late,
racial cleansmg, be it by the somewhat milder method of expulsion, 15
definitely passé, in Europe at Jeast.
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GREEK FOREIGN POLICY
FROM INDEPENDENCE TO LIBERATION

The designation of the Greek state that emerged from the war against
the Ottoman yoke deterrmuned the future course of its foreign policy.
Greece intherited not only the responsibility of a tremendous cultural
heritage, but also the daunting project of reconstituting the elusive realm
of its classical antecedent. Although nineteenth-century irredentism
was not invented by the Greeks, the historic landmarks that accentuated
the presence of all things Greek in the southern Balkans became a
compelling incentive for the new state’s policy-makers.

The boundaries of the Greek state of 1832 embraced a population
of 700,000, barely a quarter of the Greeks, the other three—quarters
residing mostly in the European and Asian parts of the Ottoman
empire.! Athens, a provincial town of 26,000 inhabitants in 1840, was
a poor match for Constantinople with its 120,000 Greeks at the same
period and the Ecumenical Patriarchate of the Orthodox Church
commanding significant influence over a mulunational Christian flock.
The Ottoman Greeks, as well as the prosperous diaspora in Russia,
the Danubian principalities, Vienna, Trieste and Egypt, provided the
financial backbone of Hellenism. Although the irredentist ideology
expounded by Greece was not always compatible with the interests

iSee J. A. Petropulos, Politics and Statecraft in the Kingdom of Greece, 18331843,
Princeton Umiversity Press, 1968, an analysis of the first decade of King Orra’s reign.
Katerina Gardika’s Prostasia kat engyiseis. Stadia kai mytioi tis ellimileis ethnikis olokliross
(1821~1920) (Protection and guarantees. Phases and myths of Greek nanonal
unificaton), Thessaloniks: Varuas, 1999, 13 an imaginative analysis of Western guarantees
towards the Greek state and the internanional setting throughout its first 100 years of
exustence.
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of the Great Church in Constanunople whose mmfluence diminished
with every new addition to the Hellenic realm, the Greeks in Crete,
Cyprus, Epirus, Thessaly, Macedonia and the Ioman islands never
ceased demanding union with the national centre. The last-named
were ceded to Greece in 1864 by the Briush.

The Eastern Question went through many phases before assuming
a more rigid configuration, with Britain upholding the status gue and
Ruussia opting for dismemberment of the Ottoman empire. Although
the latter option was naturally more compatible with Greek irredentast
aspirations, Greece came firmly under British influence after a period
of rivalry among the great powers in 1833--56. Britain’s naval superi-
onty it the Mediterranean durmg the Crimean war (1853—6) heralded
1ts future influence in Greek affairs. When King Otto attemnpted to
lead hus feeble forces mto Ottoman territory after provoking an up-
rising of the Greeks in Epirus, Thessaly and Macedomia, British
warships, in a series of high-handed displays of power, blockaded
the vital port of Piraeus and starved the unruly Greeks into sub-
misston.? With the conclusion of the war Otto suffered the penalty of
his Russophile stance. The eclipse of Russian innfluence m the Balkans
was followed by his deposition in 1862. Palmerston favoured the -
stallation on the Greek throne of a prince of Denmark, who became
King George I of the Hellenes, while Russia gradually substituted 1ts
traditional appeal to the Balkan Orthodox with a policy of woomng its
Slavic brethren. By the last quarter of the century pan-Slavism had
become a formidable antagonist of Greek irredentism.

In 1877-8 Russia made a forceful comeback in the Balkans. After
a victory over the Turkish forces it obliged its defeated enemy to sign
the San Stefano treaty, ceding most of ies Eurcopean territory to Bulgania,
The unredeemed Greeks, who had risen once more, looked on with
dismay as their chief Balkan rival reaped the rewards of Russian
patronage. Britains intervention and the amending treaty of Berlin
(1878) diminished these rewards, but 1t was becoming increasingly
obvious to the Briash that because of’its nternal weaknesses the Ottoman
empire would not be able in the future to fulfill the role of an effective
buffer agamnst Russian expansiomsm 1 which the West European
powers had cast 1.3

2MLS. Andemson, The Eastern Question, London: Macmillan Press, 1966, pp. 110—
48,

3E. Kofos, Greece and tie Eastern Crisis, 1875--1878, Thessaloniki: Institute for
Balkan Studies, 1975, pp. 185205, 226-36.
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The 1880s and *90s witnessed developments of vital importance
for Greece. The acquisition of the fertile plains of Thessaly in 1881 m
the aftermath of the Berlin Congress alleviated the country’s dependence
on heavy imports of gram and added a vital source of revenue to the
national treasury.* A policy of encouraging mdustrial growth, improving
communications and reorganising the national administration and
armed forces was financed largely through heavy borrowing from the
international markets. By 1893 foreign loans exceeded 640,000,000
francs, only three-quarters of which had become available to Greece
because these loans were 1ssued below par.” In that year, m consequence
of a prolonged mobilisation 1n 1885 and the dramatic decline in the
price of that major export item, currants, the government declared the
state bankrupt and imposed a moratorium on foreign debts (servicing
of the debts required 33 per cent of budget revenues).

A new rising of the Cretans 1n 1896 obliged the Greeks to send
military aid to the island, thus provoking hostilities with the Ottoman
empire along their shared borders. In the war of 1897 their troops
were defeated by a German-trained Ottoman army and the country
was forced to accept an international control commission to guarantee
that 1t paid a large war indemnity. The Internatonal Financial Control
established itself in the country for several decades, ensuring that the
Greek economy would yield enough to service 1ts foreign debt. Crete,
which had been an apple of discord between Greeks and Ottomans,
was finally granted autonomy in 1898 after joint pressure on the Sultan
from Britain, France, Italy and Russia.®

Meanwhile the management of the balance of power in Europe
was assumed by Germany. Bismarck’s efforts to stabilize relations with
the other powers following his victory over the French in 1871 were
accompanmied by a general willingness to abstain from aggressive poli-
cies in the Balkans. When the young German Emperor Wilthelm [I
(who was set on asserting his power over Russia) obliged Bismarck to
resign 1 1890, hus Chancellor’s balancing act, which had secured peace
for alimost a generation, was fatally disrupted. “The response of Britain
to Germany’s challenge was not immediate; wath five major contr-

“M. Sivignon, ‘The Demographic and Econonuc Evolution of Thessaly (1881~
1940)" 1 Francis W, Carter {ed.), An Histonical Geography of the Balkans, London:
Academic Press, 1977.

SJohn Campbell and Philip Sherrard, Modern Greece, London: Ernest Benn,
1968, pp. 98-100.

G, Papadopoulos, Engtand and the Near Fast, 1896-98, Thessaloniki: Institute
for Balkan Studies, 1969, pp. 195224,
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nental powers where previously there had been only four, it saw the
making of an almost automatic balance of power. Having for so long
regarded France or Russia, rather than Austria-Hungary or Prussia, as
most likely to endanger an equitable balance in Europe, Britain was
slow to appreciate the full implications of German ascendancy.”’
By 1869 the Ottomans had skillfully embarked on 2 policy of
exploiting the inherent disputes among the Balkan states in order to
preclude alliances that would threaten their European possessions.
The independence {1870) of the Bulgarian Exarchate Church from
the authority of the Ecumenical Patriarchate was encouraged and
supported by the Porte. It mitiated a conflict between Greece and
Bulgana, which was compounded by the Bulganan annexation of
Eastern Rumelia in 1885-—a territory heavily populated by Greeks.
Soon after that, the religious rivalry and competition to proselytise
local peasants between agents of the autonomous Bulgarian Exarchate
Church and the followers of the Ecumenical Patriarch developed
mto a full-scale nationalist struggle over the domunation of Ottoman
Macedonia.® Its two major and sometimes conflicting security con-
cerns—the liberation of Greek territories from Ottoman rule and
preventing the Bulgarians from dominating Macedomia—became the
priority of Greece’s foreign policy at the dawn of the twenteth century.
Efforts to recruit converts to the Exarchate Church were mainly
focussed on the region from the river Haliakmon to the Shar and Rifa
mountains and from Mt Grammos to the river Nestos. The policy of
ensuring that Macedoma would appear predomnantly Bulgarian
m a post-QOttoman settlement was generally pursued by both the
conservative, Sofia-directed ‘Supreme Comrruttee’ or ‘Verhovists” and
the more radical ‘Internal Macedonian Reevolutionary Organisation’
(IMRO), which envisaged an autonomous status for the region.
R.esponding to the challenge, Greece founded the ‘National Scciety’
in 1894 to protect the native population from forced conversion. The
Patriarchate of Constantinople strove to mamntain its spiritual authority
over the Orthodox inhabitants, but was fast losing ground to the

“David Thompson, Europe Since Napoleon, London: Pelican, 1978, p. 524.

8‘Since nationalism had bepun to emerpe, [...] the subject Chrisnans had ceased
to thunk themselves as simply members of the Orthodox Church. They thought of
themselves primarily in national or linguistic terms. Now therr Ottoman rulers
proposed to exploit their national separatism for their own ends. Balkamisation thus
became a calculated policy’. C.M. Woodhouse, The Story of Modern Greece, Landon:
Faber & Faber, 1968, p. 183.
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Exarchate Church and had to rely on the aid of Greek organisations.

However, 1t was the ‘Ilinden’ rebellion in 1903, a high-point of
IMRQO's activities, which alerted the Greek government to the dan-
ger of losing Macedonia to Bulgaria. The rebellion swept through a
nurnber of reluctant Greek towns and villages in Western Macedoma
before being suppressed by the Ottoman army. In 1904 an ostensibly
private society, the ‘Macedonian Commuttee’, was founded in Ath-
ens and given moral and material support by the government. The
Greek consulate in Thessaloniki became the headquarters of the
organisation and a number of young officers were granted mdefinute
leave of absence from their units 1n order to join the struggle. By 1908
the Greek bands had succeeded in checking Bulgarian infiltration
into southern and central Macedonia.®

The Greek and Bulgarian bands in the field were joined by Serbian,
R.omaman and Albaman agents, each promoting its own nationalist
and religious aspirations and adding to the confusion of the great
powers. The Turkish authorities had done litde to implement reforms
proposed by the powers, and so in 1904 European police officers
arrived in Macedonia to ensure that measures of pacification were
carried out. However, except for the British the forces had little
incentive to take their peace-keeping role seriously.

By 1904 Britain had finally overcome 1ts traditional mistrust of
France and in 1907 the Entente between the two was joined by Russia.
Before settling 1ts differences with Russia and finally abandoming its
policy of buttressing the Ottoman empire, Britain had shown little
sympathy for the predicament of Greece being forced to choose between
a Balkan alliance against the Ottomans and co-operation with them
to keep the Slavs at bay. Germany and Austria had instead taken the
initiative of proposing the latter course in 1901 as part of a wider policy
to bring the non-Slavic Balkan peoples (Greeks, R.omanians, Turks)
closer together. Although King George, consistent with his anglophile
position, rejected the German overtures, he could not prevent a strong
pro-German circle from developing within his own court. His eldest
son and heir Constantine, married to Kaiser Wilhelm [Is sister, sent
a select number of his military clients to be educated in Berlin and
aspired to secure German experts to reform the Greek army. By 1907
the main blocs of the First World War had already been formed-

*Douglas Dakin, The Greek Struggle it Macedorua 18971913, Thessalonila: Institute
for Balkan Studies, 1966, pp. 36074,
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with a predomumantly military but defensive alliance between Germarny,
Austria and Italy (Italy later joined the Tinple Entente) and a diplomatic
alliance between France, Russia and Britain.1?

The Ottoman reforms (Tanzimat) between 1839 and 1876 improved
the lot of the Greek commumity in the empire, but the despotic rule
of Abdul Harmad II after 1877, his treatment of munorities and his
encouragement of a pan-~Islarmic movement posed a new threat to the
prosperous but politically impotent Ottoman Greeks. The multi-ethnic
membership of the clandestine ‘Committee for Union and Progress’
(the official name of what later became known as the Young Turks)
and particularly the liberal branch of the organisation, which focused
on a confederation of semi-autonomous QOttorman ComuImuniies, was
immediately attractive to the Greeks. According to the liberal Young
Turks, a secular political ideology!! would umite the citizens of the
empire, and a parliamentary system would guarantee equal rights for
all Ottoman citizens, irrespective of religion or race.

On the eve of an imposed solution in Turkey’s European posses-
sions promoted by Britain and Russia, Young Turk army officers
staged a coup in Macedoma (June 1908) and obliged the Sultan to
revive the short-lived constitution of 1876. Greeks, Bulgars and Turks
embraced each other in the streets of Thessaloniki and vowed to patch
up old feuds and to live happily together in constitutional harmony.
The exhilaration of the Ottoman Greeks at the prospect of attaining
the full benefits of modern citizenship comncided with the willingness
of the Greek state to improve its relations with the Ottoman admin-
1stration 1 order to deal with the more pressing Bulgarian problem.!?

The mnability of the Young Turk regime to forestall Bulgarian inde-
pendence and the annexation of Bosnia and Hercegovina by Austria,
fanned the nationalism of its leadership.!® Having reluctantly yielded
to the Bulgarian and Austrian faits accomplis, the Young Turks were
compelled to pursue a policy that would convince their compatriots

Oor the attempt of Balkan states to counter the Slavic influence see Kostas
Loulos, I germaniki politiki stin Ellada 18961914 {Gernian policy in Greece 1896—
1914), Athens: Papazissis, 1591, pp. 57—76.

U The ideoclogy was also known as ‘Owomarnusm’; see Davad Kushiner, The Rise
of Thrkish Nationalism 1876-1908, London: Frank Cass, 1977. pp. 38-9.

127 Veremis, Istoria ton Ellinotourkilzon Scheseon 14531998 (History of Greek~
Turkish relations), Athens: ELIAMEP-Siders, 1998, pp. 51—76.

13Bernard Lewss, The Emergence of Modern Tirkey, Oxford Umversity Press, 1968,
p. 352.
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of their power. The continued pressure from Crete, granted autonomy
1n 1898, for unification with the Greek mainland brought Turkish
threats of armed intervention. Berween 1908 and 1912 Greek govern-
ments discouraged the island’s representation in the Greek parliament
in order to avoid a confrontation with Turkey.

Eleftherios Venizelos, the Cretan statesman who had fought for
the irredentist cause since his youth, entered Greek politics in 1910
and wath his widely acclaimed social, political and military reforms
inspired Greece as the new architect of irredentism. In May 1912
Greece and Bulgaria signed a treaty of alliance and, with Serbia and
Montenegro, formed the league that would confront the Ottoman
empire. This development came about partly in reaction to the menacing
nationalism of the Young Turks and partly as the culrrunation of almost
a century of Balkan struggle for independence and national unity.'*

Roussia’s support for the Balkan League as a buffer to Austrian
expansion, Britain’s abandonment of Ottoman territorial integrity
in view of the formidable German challenge, and the inability of the
Young Turks to check Italian aggression in Libya in 1911, set the stage
for a Balkan onslaught on the remaining Ottoman footholds in Europe.
When war erupted in October 1912, Greece’s main contribution was
to prevent any remforcement of the Turkish army by sea. The Greek
fleet engaged Turkish warships m naval battles which forced them to
remain inactive within the Dardanelles, and the Greek army m a frantic
march almost without hindrance entered Thessalonik: 1n November
1912 only a few hours before Bulgarian troops closed mn on the city.
By the treaty of London (May 1913) Greece secured southern Epirus,
a part of Macedonia, and Crete. Yet the old conflict berween Greece
and Bulgaria over which of them would rule Macedonia was left
largely unresolved. While attacking Serbia and Greece, Bulgaria exposed
itself to simultaneous offensives from Romania, Montenegro and
Turkey. The treaty of Bucharest in August 1913 awarded Thessalonika
and the port of Kavalla to Greece. Serbia was given northern and
central Macedonia, and Turkey reoccupied Eastern Thrace. Bulgaria’s
losses created chromic instability in the region; although it had signed
away the greater part of Macedonia to Greece and Serbia, Bulgaria
had hoped that future circumstances would allow a revision of the
treaty. Austria and Russia were willing for this to happen, but Germany,

ME . Drault, M. Lheritier, Historre diplomatique de la Grice de 1821 & nos jours,
vol. V, Paris, 1926.
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which had supported Greek claims during the negotiations (boundaries
with Albanua, the islands and Kavalla), and France effectively opposed
any revision.!®

On the eve of the worst civil strife that the country had known
since the War of Independence, Greece appeared to be in a state of
fulfilment. Its territory had mcreased from 64,786 to 108,606 square
km. and its population from 2,700,000 to 4,370,000.' The Balkan
Wars marked the successful culmination of Cretan and Macedonian
struggles for unification and the partial realisation of irredentist as-
pirations in Epirus and the Aegean 1slands. However, differences
with neighbouring countries were exacerbated rather than resolved.
Bulgarian hostility over the loss of Macedonia; Turkish reluctance to
concede Greece's possession of Aegean islands, coupled with the
persecutton of Greeks in Asia Minor; and finally [taly’s urge for self-
aggrandisement in the eastern Mediterranean, meant that both the
mntensity and the number of causes of hostility towards Greece had
ncreased. Although Serbian friendstup and alliance (June 1913) partly
compensated for these liabilities, in 1915 1t became the focus of a
clash between Venizelos—a friend of the Entente—and the neutralist
King Constantine.!” While Venizelos wanted to honour Greece's com-
mitmment to help Serbia militarily in case it was attacked by Bulgaria,
the King was opposed to the involvement of Greece in the First
World War. He advocated neutrality, a stance that would best serve
the interests of his brother-in-law;, Kaser Wilheln I, and Germany's
allies. The ability of Greece to pursue an autonomous foreign policy
was constrammed by the prevailing bipolarity in European affairs. At
the outbreak of the war, the pressure on the Balkan states exerted by
the Triple Entente and the Trniple Alliance became overpowering,.
With Turkey and Bulgaria joiming the Central Powers, and a treaty
that bound Greece to aid Serbia in case of Bulgarian aggression, there
was, according to Venizelos, one course which the Greek government
had no choice but to pursue: corrunitment to the side of the Entente.

Pitelen Gardikas Katmadaks, Greece and the Balkan Imbroglio: Greel Foreign
Policy, 1911—1913, Athens: Syllogos pros Diadosin Ophelimon Vivlion, 1995, 1s the
defiutive work on the subject.

YDouglas Dakin. The Unification of Greece 1770—1923, Londern: Ernest Benn,
1972, p. 202.

7 although Venizelos and Constantine agreed that Greece was faced with both
a Turkish and a Bulgarian danger, they differed widely 1n the remedies they prescribed.
D. Porrolos, ‘Greek Foreign Policy, September 1916 to October 19197, PhD thesis,
Birkbeck College, London, 1974.
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Twice in one year Constantine’s resolution to keep his kingdom out
of the war forced his popular Prime Minister to resign, and the con-
flict between the two acquired wider national significance as Venizelos
jomed a revolt launched in Thessaloniki in the summer 0£1916 and
set up a ‘provisional government’ to bring Greece into the war.!® An
army made up of dissident troops and volunteers joined the Anglo-
French forces on the Macedonian front. By the summer of 1917
Constantine was forced to abdicate in favour of his second son
Alexander, and the entire Greek army joined the Entente war effort.
The Greek divisions that took part in the Macedonian campaign
of the autumn of 1918 contributed to the defeat of the German and
Bulgarian forces, and Venizelos's eagerriess to prove Greece a depend-
able ally of the West was further confirmed by the commutment of
Greek units to the French expedition agamnst the Bolsheviks in the
Ukraine.!?

At the Versailles peace conference of 1919 the Greek delegation
argued before the Supreme Council of the Allies the Greek claims
for the annexation of ‘Northern Epirus’ (Southern Albania), Thrace
and the Dodecanese, and the mternationalisation of Constantinople.
Venizelos also demanded most of the vilayet (admunistrative region)
of Aidin, mncluding Smyrna, to ensure that the Greeks of Asia Minor,?°
who had been persecuted during the Balkan Wars and the years of
Greek neutrality (1914-17), would ‘be assured an undoubted security
of life and an absolutely unmolested opportunity of autonomous
development’ (one of President Wilson's fourteen points). Of these
claims ‘Northern Epirus’ was denied to Greece through Italian pressure,
while the return of the Italian-held Dodecanese (with the exception
of Rhodes), though included in the Venizelos-Titoni agreement of
July 1919, was repudiated in 1922. The other claims, including the

18T he revolt agamst Athens was tnggered by the willingness of the King’s puppet
government to allow Bulgarian troops to occupy the Greek port of Kavalla. The
defimitive work on the Greece's tole in the First World War 15 by George Leontarius,
Greeee and the First World War: From Neutrality to Intervention 19171918, Boulder,
CO: East European Monographs, 1990.

1%For an accurate desertption of the expedition of Greek troops in the Ukraine,
see Petros Karakassons, Istoria tis is Ukraman kai Kritmaian yperpontiou ekstratias to
1919 (History of the Expedition to the Ukraine and Crimea m 1919), Achens:
Lambropoulos, 1934.

204 ccording to Leon Maccas, L Fellenisme de I' Aste Mineure, Panis, 1919, p, 87,
out oa 10,685,574 Ottoman population 7,256,147 were Turks, 2,452,151 Greeks,
649,540 Armemans, 6,381 Bulgarians etc.
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sslands of Imbros, Tenedos and Lemnos (occupied by the British during
the W&;:), were conceded to Greece by the treary of Sévres (August
1920).2!

in the light of subsequent developments, Venizelos’s Asiatic
adventure proved a grave error. However, at the time the [talian plans
to occupy the central and southern coast of Asia Minor, and British
readiness to counter [talian imperialism with a friendly Greek presence
m the Aidin region, obscured fundamental considerations of strategy.
The proposal of Lloyd George, the British prime minister, that Greek
troops should be despatched to Smyrna to protect the Christian
population was endorsed by President Wilson.

At the end of 1920 Venizelos was voted out of office by a war-
weary electorate and King Constantine was restored. The return of
the royalist party to power led to a reversal 1n French policy towards
Greece. France’s discontent with the treaty of Sévres, which had
significantly strengthened Greece, an ally of Britain, and thus created
a potennal threat to French interests in the Levant, was expressed
openly after the change of government in Athens. At a conference
1 London m 1921 the representatives of Kemal Atatiirk, resisting the
concessions made by the Ottoman government, negotiated with the
French and the Italians, and as the result the Italians evacuated their
troops from Antalia. In June France signed a pact with Atatlirk,
abandomng Cilicia and giving large quantities of arms to the Turkish
nationalist forces. In the mean time Atatiirk had signed a treaty of
friendship with the Soviet Umon in March 1921. In August of that
year the Greek army, having stretched 1ts lines of comunication with
the coast to the limit, was stopped by stiff Turkish resistance outside
Ankara, the stronghold of the Kemalist movement. A year Jater a Turkish
offensive broke the Greek defences, captured Smyrna and put an end
to the Greek presence in Asia Minor.*

The treaty of Lausanne 1n 1923 signified the death of the Greek
‘Great Idea’, of the remaining unredeemed territories Cyprus was
officially ceded to Britain and the Dodecanese to [taly. The remaining
Greek population in Asia Minor and Eastern Thrace were evacuated
1n 2 compulsory exchange with the Muslims of Macedonia, Epirus

2. Llewellyn Smuth, Joman Vision: Greece in Asia Minor, 19191922, London:
Hurst, 1999; prev. publ. 1973, pp. 284-311.

27he defimtive work on the Greek claims at the Versailles Peace Conference 15
by N. Petsalis-Diomidis, Greece at the Paris Peace Conference, 1919, Thessaloniki: Insntute
for Balkan Swudies, 1978,

Greek _foreign policy: fron independence to liberation 287

and Crete. The Greeks of Constantinople, Imvros and Tenedos and
the Muslims of Western Thrace were exempted from the exchange.
More than one million Greeks descended upon a country of less than
5 million while about half a million Turks went in the opposite
direction.? Rural refugees were settled mostly in Macedomia and Thrace.
After the voluntary exchange of Bulgarian and Greek populations®*
and the compulsory exodus of the Macedonian Turks, minorities in
Greece accounted for the lowest percentage 1n the Balkans. Fur-
thermore, the impact of the refugees on national politics was un-
mistakable.2® The addition of 300,000 voters to the 800,000 voung
population played a decisive role 1n the plebiscite of 1924 which
abolished the monarchy. Between 1924 and 1927 the Republic was
shaken by military interventions, but the parliamentary system held
to its course till 1936 when the restored monarch allowed the estab-
lishment of a dictatorship.

The power vacuum in the Balkans and the Eastern Mediterranean
after the Great War gave Italy the opportumty to pursue 1its interests
in that region. It had been among the victors, but was dissatisfied
with the distribution of the spoils and, along with the defeated and
the revolutionaries, assumed a revisionist stance towards the treaties.®®
Britwin and France, the main defenders of the status quo, upheld the
League of Nations as a peaceful instrument for resolving international
conflict. Furthermore, France encouraged the formation of the ‘Little
Entente’ and signed separate treaties with Czechoslovakia, Romama
and Yugoslavia to ensure their loyalty and territorial integrity against
a revived Germany and an expansiomst Italy. While Yugoslavia became
France’s protégé in the Balkans, Italy wooed a defeated, 1solated and
revisionist Bulgaria, encouraging its hostility towards Yugoslavia and

BYT'he most important work on mterwar society and polincs written 1 English
1s by George Th. Mavrogordatos, Stillborn Republic: Soaal Coalitions and Party Strategies
in Greece, 1922—1936, Berkeley: Umversty of Califorma Press, 1983,

24See St. Ladas, The Exchange of Minorities, Bulgaria, Greece and Turkey, New York,
1932, pp. 27-8. According to the convention concerning reciprocal emugranon of
natronal rmnorities (Article 56, par. 2) of the Treaty of Neuilly (Nov. 1919}, “Bulgana
undertakes to recognise such provisiors as ... the reciprocal and volunwmry enugranon
of persons belonging to racial minorities”.

=D, Pentzopoulos, The Balkan Exchange of Minorities and its Impact upon Greece,
Paris: Mouton 1962, pp. 95-119, 171-95.

26For Italy's grievances see Rohan Butler, “The Peace Settdement of Versailles
1918-33" in C.L. Mowat, ed., The New Cambridge Modern History (1898--1945), vol.12,
Cambnidge University Press, 1968, pp. 2226,
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Greece. Between 1923 and 1928 a revisionist Italy emerged as the
most formidable threat to Greek security.?’

After 1923 the main consideration for Greece was to secure the
territorial status quo but there was little willingness on the part of
France and Britain to guarantee it. Four years after the Versailles peace
conference, Greece was isolated. The overwhelming pressure on the
economy as the result of absorbing the refugees placed constraints on
the military budget, and thus exposed the country to its hostile Balkan
environment.?® Relations with its old ally Serbia were strained by the
Greek-Bulgaran protocol of September 1924 whereby Greece agreed
to accept a League of Nauons arbitration on matters concerning ‘Bul-
garian munorities’ in its territory. By recognising the Slavic-speaking
people of Greek Macedoma as Bulgarians, Greece also indirectly
acknowledged the existence of a Bulgarian minority in Yugoslavias
Vardar province, the future republic of Macedomnia. Yugoslavia insisted
that a new protocol be drafted stating that the Slav-speakers in Greek
Macedonia were Serbs—a demand which Greece flatly rejected. Al-
though the protocol of 1924 was cancelled in March 1925, Yugoslavia
had already repudiated the Greco-Serbian alliance of 1913, and rela-
tions between the two states had deteriorated.?” Between 1924 and
1928 Belgrade made excessive demands concerning the free zone and
the railway link with Thessaloniki. The pressure was accentuated by
Yugoslavia’s msistence that free passage of arms be guaranteed in time
of war.

The abrogation of the Greek-Bulgarian protocol caused new
tension between those two countries. The raids by IMRO irregulars
in the 1920s caused frequent border incidents, the most violent of
which, in 1925,% provoked the entry of Greek troops into Buigaria.
The League of Natons obliged Greece to withdraw 1ts troops and
bear the cost of the resulting damage.

The issue of compensation for the exchanged populations was an

T Verermus, Ellada-Evrop:. Apo ton Proto Polemo os ton Psyelro Polemo (Greece-
Europe: From the First World War to the Cold War), Athens: Plethron, 1991, pp.
79--109

28D Pipinelis, Flistora tis Hellenilis exoterileis politilus, 1923-47 (History of Greek
foreign policy), Athens, 1953,

2% Aredi Tounta-Fergadi, Elleno- Voulgarilees mionotites. Protolollo Politi-Kalfov {Greelk~
Bulgarian muinorites: the Polis-Kalfov Protocol), Thessaloniki: Insowute for Balkan
Studies, 1986,

30A Greek officer carrving a whnte flag and a few soldiers were killed by Bulgarian
fire 1n September 1925. ]. Barros, The League of Natrons and the Great Powers: The
Greel-Bulgarian Inddent, 1925, Oxford, 1970,
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issue that aggravated relations between Greece and Turkey. Further-
more, the Turkish government refused to recognise a substantial number
of Constantinopolitan Greeks as being donuciled or ‘established’
and therefore exempt from the compulsory exchange. While Greece
brought the case to the League of Nations in 1925, the Ecumenical
Patriarch was expelled from Turkey on the grounds that he was not
*established’ in Istanbul.?!

In August 1923 [talian warships bombarded and occupied the
island of Corfia in order to force Greece to accept humiliating con-
cessions following the assassination of an [talian general in Epirus.
The Greek government denied all responsibility before an investi-
gation was conducted, and appealed to the League of Nations for
arbitration. However, the League, reflecting the concern of France
and Britain not to alienate Italy, refused to take up the case, pointing
out that another mnternational body (the Conference of Ministers)
had already done so. Greece was therefore forced to accept the Ital-
ian terms mn order to obtain the release of Corfu.3?

By 1928 Greek enthusiasm for the collective security system had
become considerably diluted. Furthermore, the improbability of a
Balkan ‘Locarno’ guaranteeing the status guo in the area drove Greece
into a series of bilateral agreements and treaties with its neighbours.
The treaty of friendship with Italy, masterminded in 1928 by Venizelos
(who made a triumphant comeback in Greek politics 1n that vear),
pulled Greece out of its diplomatic isolation, and gave the country
the breathung-space it needed to deal with 1ts other Balkan concerns.
In 1930 a Greco-Turkish accord was signed by Atatiirk and Venizelos,
settling outstanding matters between the two countries and putting
in place the cornerstone of a relationship which proved more durable
than any other in the Balkans between the world wars.>?

31The defimtive work on Greek-Turkish Refations 1n the mterwar period is by
Alexas Alexandris, The Greek Minority in Istanbul and Greek-Turkish Relations, 1918—
74, Athens: Center for Asia Minor Studies, 1983, pp. 14473

32The other body was the ‘Conference of Mimsters’ which had imtially sent a
committee headed by the assassinated [talian General Tellim to supervise the
demarcation of the Greco-Albaman borders. The *Conference of Mimsters’ could
not therefore act smultaneously as the piamntff and the judge of this issue. See
James Barros, The Corfu Incident, Princeton University Press, 1965, pp. 297--315.

33 plexandris, op.cit., pp. 174-81. Also Evantius Hatzivassiiouw, O E, Venizelos, [
ellinotourkiki prosegisi hai to provlima us asfalias sta Vallania, 182831 (E. Vemzelos, the
Greek-Turkish rapprochement and security problems in the Balkans, 1828-31},
Thessaloniks: Instutute for Balkan Studies, 1999,
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While mending fences with Italy, Vemzelos did not fail to assure
Britain of his friendship, even at the price of discouraging Cypriot
pleas for self-determunation.®® This was not difficult; Britain was
engaged in a rapprochement (which lasted till 1935) with Italy, which
1t did not consider a threat to 1ts interests i the Suez Canal and the
Mediterranean. France, commutted to the ‘Little Entente’, was less happy
with these developments, but had confidence in the old Francophile
Premier of Greece.®®

Venizelos’s bilateralism was reversed by his political opponents
who obtained power 1 1933. The treaty of February 1934 between
Greece, Romama, Yugoslavia and Turkey was hailed as a triumph of
Balkan cooperation; to France it was an answer to the growing menace
of Nazi Germany, and provided a safeguard for the flank of the
‘Little Entente’, while Greece and Turkey were moved to paruicipation
by a budding rapprochement between Serbia and Bulgaria. However,
instead of securing the Balkan states from external threats, the treaty—
shunned by Albania and Bulgaria—caused the disputes of the European
powers to rove mito the Balkans. Britain was sceptical of its effectiveness
and Italy was agamnst it—both were natural reactions.

Venizelos, whose policy had been to ensure Greek neutrality in
case of any international conflagration, opposed the treaty, and his
main concern therefore was to avoid a war with Italy if it were to
attack Yugoslavia through Albania.?® Although the treaty was later
modified, Vemzelos’s fear of Italy was not unfounded. The rift between
Britain and Italy after the Abyssiman crisis of 1935 and the Greek
attachment to British mterests (in spite of Britain’s reluctance to
guarantee Greek territorial integrity) paved the way for Mussolini’s
attack of October 1940. [oanms Metaxas, appointed dictator by King
George 1 1936, displayed a loyalty towards Britain which can be
explamed partly by his dependence on his anglophile royal patron,
but also by his conviction that Greek national security was linked to
Britain’s military presence in the region.?’

*For a rare account of Venizelos' policy on Cyprus in 1931 see Yanms Pikros,
‘O Vemzelos kai to Kypriako zinma’ (Vemzelios and the Cyprus 1ssue) in Meletimata
gyro apo ton Venizelo kai iin epochi ton (Studies on Vemzelos and his tumes}, Athens:
Filippous, 1980, pp. 173~292.

3 Costas Karamanlis, O Eleftherios Venizelos kai of exoteriles mas schesers, 1928~32 (E.
Vemzelos and our external affairs, 1928-32), Athens: Evioekdodki, 1986, pp. 11-176.

36 C. Svolopoulos, To Valtaniko symiforio kai § elliniki exoterilei politiki 1928—1934
{The Balkan Pact and Greek Foreign Policy, 1928-34), Athens, 1974, p. 18-32.

TBesides Greece's enormous foreign debt to Britamn, British economnic meerests
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Thus Greece’s capacity for maintaining an autonomous policy
mcreased whenever the number of great powers participating in the
balance of power systemn increased (1870-1913) or when their interest
in its strategic posinon dirmurushed (1923-35). On the contrary, whenever
power blocs or a bipolar system prevailed (191418 and 1938-41),
foreign mnterference and dependence grew.

In the winter of 1940 the Greek army repelled an Italian offensive,
and after a successful counter-attack pinned down the enemy forces
deep nside the territory of Ttalian-occupied Albania. Whether Metaxas
could ultimately have succeeded in averting a German attack is open
to conjecture; but he did resist inadequate British offers of help which
he felt would provoke the Germans without substantially umproving
Greek defences. After Metaxas’s death in January 1941, King George
was persuaded that the forces Britain was willing to deploy 1n the
Greek theatre merited Greece’s total commitment to the Allied cause.
Between April 6 and the end of that month German forces overran
both Yugoslavia and Greece, and British troops, along with what
could be salvaged of the Greek army and government, were evacuated
to Crete. The King’s choice in appointing the liberal Cretan politician
Emmanouil Tsouderos as his prime munister came much too late to
serve as concession to parliamentary politics. Crete too fell under a
costly airborne German attack at the end of May. The King and his
government-in-exile were established 1n London and Cairo for the
duration of the war.?®

Greece’s winter campaign against the Italian army (1940-1) con-
tributed to the Allied war effort by humbling Mussolini and forcing
Hitler to intervene mn the Balkans even as he was mustering his forces
to invade Russia. Thus contemporary war rhetoric credited the Greek
campaign with delaying the German move eastward.?” The Greek

resistance in the following years acquired for many, if not all, a double
significance. It was not only a war against the occupying forces, but
also a rebellion against authoritariarusm m general. The Greek govern-
ment-in-exile failed to recognise the scale of anti~monarchist senti-
ments at home, thus enhancing the influence of the Communist-led

were the most substantial in Greece during the mterwar period. Thanos Vererrus,
Dictatoria kai Iconentia 1925-26 ( Dicratorship and Economy), Athens: MIET, 1982,
pp. 91-118.

3BYohn Koliopoulos, Creece and the British Connection, 193541, Oxdord: Clarendon
Press, 1977, pp. 263-93.

¥C. M. Woodhouse, The Story of Modern Greeee, London: Faber & Faber, 1968,
p- 239.
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EAM-ELAS movement and precipitating a devastating conflict be-
tween royalist and anti~royalist officers of the Greek army in the Middle
East and North Africa*® Furthermore the privations suffered by the
Greeks under the Axis occupation swelled the ranks of EAM-ELAS
and made the KKE (Greek Communist Party) a formidable factor
in wartime developments.

Following the German mvasion Bulgana, without bothering to
declare war, annexed the eastern part of Greek Macedonia and Western
Thrace. In Western Macedonia the Italian and German occupation
authorities gave the exponents of the Bulgarian cause a free hand in
their policy of intimudating the local population. Greek resistance
forces were faced with the double task of opposing both the occupying
army and the Bulgarian fascist Ohrana paramilitary forces. In 1943,
at a meeting between Yugoslav and Greek parnsans, Tito’s representative
used the term ‘Macedonian nationals’ for the first time and asked for
the cooperation of EAM-ELAS to win Bulgarian collaborators back
to the “Macedonian’ ideological camp. Throughout the war period
ELAS resisted Yugoslav pressure to allow the ‘Slav Macedonian National
Liberation Front’ (SNOF) to form separate bands and pursue its own
policy in Greek Macedonia.!

An aggressive EAM-ELAS policy of monopolising the resistance,
as well as the incompatibility of the KK E’s political goals with British
commitment to the constitutional monarchy, finally precipitated a
confrontation, during which smaller resistance organisations sided with
the British and the repatriated Greek government at the end of 1944.
The first elections in ten years were held in 1946 under conditions
not idealy suited to freedom of expression. The abstention of the
KKE ensured the victory of the royalist party, which promptly carried
out a plebiscite that resulted in the reinstatement of King George.
Liberals, increasingly disoriented and isolated in the centre ground of
a polarised political world, threw 1ni their {ot with the conservatives in
the subsequent civil war between nationalists and Communusts.*?

HThe military interventions were instigated by a loose coalinon of cashuered
republicans of 1935 and left-wing NCOs and soldiers. Hagen Fleischer, "The
anomalies in the Greek Middle East Forces, 1941—44", Journal of the Helleruc Diaspora,
vol. V, no. 3, (autumn 1978), pp. 5-36.

$1E, Kofos, Natienalism and Cousmunism i Macedonia, Thessaloniky: Institute for
Balkan Studies, 1964, pp. 121-33. See also the more specialized book by Johns
Koliopoulos, Plundered Loyaities: Axis Qooipation and Civil Strife in Greele Vst Macedoria
194 1~1949 London: Hurst, 1999.

42For two different approaches on the period see Lars Baerentzen and John O.
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Stalin who had honoured his 1944 agreement with Winston
Churchill to allow Britain a free hand in Greece, demanded 1n 1947
a withdrawal of foreign troops and a revision of the Montreux con-
vention of 1936 defining the regime of the Dardanelles, and raised
claims on the Dodecanese 1slands ceded to Greece by Italy in 19474

The period of uneasy peace between liberation from the Axis
occupation and the new fratricidal clash in 1946 offered the Greeks
an opportunity for reflection and reconciliation, but the armed uprising
of December 1944 had exacerbated division among them. Before
the war Greece had been a country of small property-owners and
shopkeepers, the exceptions being the dispossessed urban refugees
from Turkey who became the recruiting ground for the Communmnust
Party. The terrible hardships of foreign occupation introduced an
element of desperation into Greek politics and swelled the ranks of
lefi-wing resistance movements. It would take a civil war and a quarter
of a century of turbulence before Greek society was able to find a
new balance.

latrides, ed., Studies in the History of the Greeke Civil War, 19451948, Copenhagen:
Museum Tasculanum Press, 1987, and G.M. Alexander, The Prelude of the Truman
Doctrine: British Policy i Greece, 194447, Oxford Umversity Press, especially pp.
245~52. The latter’s work counters the views of historical revistomisin prevalent
after 1974.

#3[n response to Soviet accusations that Greece was violating article 14, para. 2,
of the 1947 Treaty concerning the demilitarisation of the Dodecanese, 2 top secret
telegram was sent fom the US Secretary of State, George Marshall, to the embassy
1n Athens (29 July 1948), advising that Communst pressure be ignored and urging
remilitarisation of the islands. US Foreign Relations Dacuments 1948, vol. IV, pp.
11617,
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The years of division

Relations with the West. When President Harry S. Truman decided to
launch his “Truman Doctrine’ i the US Congress, on 12 March
1947, the Soviet Union had already embarked on a radical reduction
of the Reed Army, from 12 million men 1n 1945 to about 4 million
in 1947. The threat posed by Communism to the West was percerved
as being linked not to military action, but to subversion from within;
1n the first cabinet of the new French Fourth Republic were four
Comumunists, mcluding the Minister of Defence. Across the globe the
colonial empires—Bratish, French and Dutch—were facing rebellions
and campaigns for national independence.’

Britain’s declaration m February 1947 that 1t could no longer provide
the $250 million of military-economuc support to Greece and Turkey
was tantamount, in Secretary of State George Marshall’s words, to
‘an abdication from the Middle East with obvious implications as to
their successor’.?2 Although the United States could have assumed the
financial burden without publicising the fact, Truman chose nstead to
appear before Congress and inaugurate a global war against Cornmunrust
influence. “The President also won over Congress with assurances that
the United States would not only control every penny of America’s
aid to Greece, but run the Greek economy by controlling foreign
exchange, budget, taxes, currency and credit?

MRhlter La Feber, America, Russia and the Cold War, 194580, New York: John
Wiley, 1980, pp. 50-2.

2Ibid., p. 52.

3Ibid., p. 54.
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The urgency of problems related to the Civil War, and the mabil-
ity of a divided and paralysed government to handle the domestic
situation effectively, disposed Greek politicians to allow the United
States a role in Greek internal affairs. It was then that American aid
agencies began to work in Greece for the first ume. The US admimn-
istration, faced with an solationist Congress, took pains to convince
Americans of an imminent Soviet threat not limited to Greece but
with sertous implications for Turkey and indeed for West European
security generally. The Truman Doctrine inaugurated an era of US
involvement in Europe and an overt American role in runmng Greek
affairs. The Marshall Plan was proclaimed in June 1947, Greece’s
total share of the Plan was $1.7 billion in economic aid (loans and
grants) and $1.3 billion dollars in military aid between 1947 and the
1960s.4

The fratricidal struggle that had raged in Greece for four years
aggravated conditions in the already ravaged country. To the 550,000
{8 per cent of the population) who died between 1940 and 1944
were added another 158,000 deaths between 1946 and 1949.5 Caught
up in a war between the government army and Communise-leftist
forces, Greek peasants and townspeople paid the lnghest price. Greece
became the first testing-ground of the Truman Doctrme and indeed
the first battlefield of the Cold War. At the UN the General Assembly
condemned Albania, Yugoslavia and Bulgaria for aiding the Comumunist
forces, but it was Tito’s 1948 break with the Comunform whach, by
deprving the Commurast-led ‘Democranc Army’, of Yugoslav support,
ultimately led to its defeat. By the autumn of 1949 the government
had won, while the ‘Democratic Army’~1ncluding a substantial
number of secessionist Slav Macedonians who had fought alongside
it—ifled into Albania and Yugoslavia.

American policy towards Greece, though primarily driven by de-
fence considerations, was at first guided by liberal principles. The
Department of State had discouraged admurers of authoritanian meth-
ods and viewed the Greek King as an obstacle to the reconstruction
of a liberal democracy 1n the country. Yet, as the rift between the
Soviet Union and the United States widened, the willingness of the
US adnunistration to soft-pedal 1ts influence and to treat the Greek

“SStephen Kydis, “The Truman Doctrine 1n Perspectve’, Balkan Studies, vol. 8, no.
2 (1967), pp. 23962,

5T. Couloumbis, J. Petropulos and H. J. Psormades, Foreign Interference in Greek
Politics, New York: Pella, 1576, p. 117.
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opposition with understanding dirminished commensurately. As
Cold War tensions heightened, Greece was increasmgly seen as a bul-
wark against Commurust expansion, and its adrministrative, military,
economic and political institutions were shaped to serve that pur-
pose. Efficiency and modernisation therefore acquired priority over
democratic 1deals. American missions favoured politicians eager to
cooperate, irrespective of whether they nught be lacking 1n stature
and principles.

John INuveen, head of the Economic Cooperanon Admunstration
(ECA), was an outspoken advocate of strong-armed efficiency, and
the head of the military mussion, General James Van Fleet, expressed
his preference for an authoritarian government.® Reepresentatives of
the American Mission to Aid Greece (AMAG) sat on the most im~
portant commuttees and boards while Americans were employed
m top adrmunistrative positions within Greek ministries and other
government agencies. Members of the AMAG were granted extra~
territoriality, inviolability of property and exemption from taxes,
custom dutes and currency controls.

In March 1950 the Prime Mimster, Sophocles Venizelos, was
compelled to resign mn favour of Nikolaos Plastiras following an open
request from the US Ambassador. In June the same year, the departing
General Van Fleet communicated to King Paul his preference for a
strong government under Field-Marshal Alexander Papagos, who
had been commander-in-chief of the government forces in the Civil
War. Three months later the new US Ambassador, John Peurifoy,
stared that ‘while before the Korean conflict a centre-left government
had been appropriate for Greece, a centre-right government is now
necessary.® Internecine strife among the Greeks therefore caused not
only suffering and destruction but also foreign control because the
nationalist victory over the Communist forces had only been possible
because of US military aid, advice and diplomatic backing.”

There were three aspects to this particular dependence, which
invited US control over the Greek policy-making process: strategic

¢John latrides, *Amencan Attides coward the Political system of Postwar Greece'’
i T. Couloumbis and John latrides, eds, Greek Amencan Relations, New York: Pella,
1980, pp. 60-5.

?A. Fatouros, ‘Building Formal Structures of Penetranon: the United States in
Greece, 194748 in John latwides, ed., Greere i1 the 1940s: a Natioiz i Crisis, University
Press of New England, 1981, pp. 2523,

Slatrides, Greek-American Relations, p. 65.

9 Fatourocs, ep.at., p. 254,
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concern over a Soviet and Balkan threat; the sorely needed econonuc
aid to finance reconstruction; and the political weight that the stamp
of US endorsement carried in the 1950s. American approval of a
party or government carried with it the active pronuse of support
and the passive guarantee of a term m office unobstructed by foreign
interference. 10 In the 1950s Washington became convinced by the
Korean War ‘that the danger of Soviet expansion was strictly a military
one. and that it could be resisted not by political and econormc reforms
achieved through the democratic left and centre, but by reliance on
rnilitary elements not merely in strictly military matters but mn politics
as well/l!

Ambassador Peurifoy’s involvement in Greek politics was so direct
that few could doubt in 1951-2 whuch party the Americans favoured.
Through his mnfluence the life of the Centre coalition government
under General Plastiras was shortened. The simple majority system
endorsed by Peurifoy as a guarantee of stability facilitated the electoral
success of Papagos; hus Greek Rally (Ellinikos Sinagermos) conservative
party secured 82 per cent of the seats in parliament with 49 per cent
of the vote in the 1952 elections. Papagos’s success proved somewhat
more overwhelming than the ambassador had anticipated. Staunch
1 his friendship towards the Urited States and his ant-Commurnst
sentuments, the Greek Field Marshal was also a nationalist who pursued
the unification of Cyprus with Greece (Enosis) despite the damage
1t caused to relations among NATO members.'? Although it is alleged
that the United States did not uutially oppose Papagos’s Enosis policy,
fis stature within the conservative camp made him less controllable
than his weak predecessors had been. However, US influence remained
undiminished during and after his term in office, and advice and
instructions continued to affect decisions concerning the economy,
the armed forces and the gendarmerie. The reduction or ternunation
of aid and the refusal of loans to correct imbalances provided leverage
for pressure on the rare occasions of Greek obstinacy.

Greece's accession to INATQ was initially obstructed by Britain's

19T Couloumbis, “The Greek Junta Phenomenon', Polity, vol. VI, no. 3 (spung),
1974.

UMaurice Goldbloom, ‘Unated States Policy in Post-War Greece' 1n R. Clogg
and G. Yannopoulos, eds, Greece Under Military Ruie, London: Secker & Warburg,
1972, p. 231

2Fgr details about Papagos’ Cyprus policy see [oanms D. Stefanidis, Isfe of
Discord: Nationalism, Impenalism and the Matzng of the Cyprus Problem, London: Hurst,
1999, pp. 260-80.
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own concept of Western defence in the Near East and the opposition
of the Scandinavian members to an over-extension of NATCO's primary
atms. When Greece and Turkey sent combat forces to Scuth Korea in
1959, they were acting as members of the United Nations, but their
motive was 1n fact to overcome objections to their entry into NATO.
For the United States, Greek and Turkish participation would link
its allies in NATO, the Central Treaty Orgamisation (CENTO)], the
Southeast Asian Treaty Orgamisation {SEATQO), and the security treaty
of Australia, New Zealand and the United States (ANZUS). For
Greek politicians of the liberal coalition government which pressed
for Greek membership, NATO provided not only an additional
guarantee agamst Balkan Comununism, but also a doorway leading
to a commumnty of democratic European states. In September 1951
NATO foreign mumasters in Ottawa approved Greek and Turkish
entry in principle. Two years later the American military presence in
Greece was consolidated by the signing of a bilateral base agreement,
which gave the Umted States the right to establish and supply its bases
and to use Greek airspace. The agreement also set out the legal status
of US forces in Greece.

The difference berween conservatives and liberals on security
issues and NATO was one of degree rather than kind. Both basically
agreed that Greece’s main security concern was its northern borders,
that Cormumunism threatened common cherished values, that NATO
was indispensable for the defence of the country, and that America
was Greece's natural ally and guarantor. The 1953 Greek-American
agreement to lease bases and other facilities to the United States withan
the framework of NATO was accepted in general terms, not only by
the conservatives but by the more prominent liberals as well, The latter
recorded their opposition to the high level of military expenditure,
and in 1958 agamnst the installation of nuclear bases on Greek soil.
They agreed that concessions on that issue could be made in a package
deal which would mnclude a favourable settlement of the Cyprus
question, or if all other NATQ members also decided to accept nuclear
bases on their own soil.}?

The 1ssue which posed the greatest threat to the association of
Greece with NATO was that of Cyprus.!* The Karamanlis govern-
ment that succeeded Papagos strove to secure self~deterrmination for

13T, A. Couloumbis, Greek Political Reaction to Americant and NATO Influences,
New Haven: Yale Universicy Press, 1966, pp. 33-85.
Hbid., p. 201.
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the island through the UN, but the cool or negative reaction of NATO
members to the Greek cause came as a blow to the conservatives,
who were thus faced with the predicament of having to choose be-
rween Greek national aspirations and their dedication to the Western
alliance. The Centre Union party exhibited its full support for Cypriot
independence after the conclusion of the Zurich-London agreements.
George Papandreou made it the policy of his party to reject NATO
involvement 1n Cypriot affairs and favoured arbitration by the UN
General Assembly 1n the crisis that flared in 1963—4. US officials were
clearly displeased.

The exclusive relationship between the Americans and the Greek
ruling conservative party throughout the 1950s and early "60s estranged
them from the liberal politicians waiting in the wings. The rise of the
Centre-Union coalition under George Papandreou comcided with
President John E Kennedy's policy of reform as a deterrent to Com-
munist influence. Papandreou’s platform for ‘democratisation’ was
in tune with the rising expectations of a Greek society experiencing
a significant improvernent of its living standards in the early 1960s.1°
Implicit in the notion of ‘dernocratisation’ was a promise of autonomy
in the conduct of Greek foreign policy. Henry Labouisse, Kennedy'’s
Ambassador in Greece, was a choice 1n keeping with the US adminis-
traon’s progressive ideas, but he could not dispel the strams between
US officials in Greece and the Centre Union government. When
the son of George Papandreou, Andreas, attempted as Minuster to the
Prime Minister to restrict the activities in Greece of the CIA and the
USIA, the government’s relations with the United States took a sharp
down-turn. However, the Cyprus dispute was the most serious cause
of irritation. According to Maurice Goldbloom (Labour Information
Officer at the US Economic Mission 1n Greece, 1950—1): ‘From the
American point of view, the crucial thing about the quarrel was not
the rwo comrmunities on the island, but the damage it did to rela-
fions berween Greece and Turkey, both allies of the Umited States.!®

This quarrel acquired a special significance for the US position
11 the Eastern Mediterranean when President Makarios of Cyprus
joined the camp of the non-aligned, a policy requuring good relations
with potential foes of the United States. Seizing the opportunity,
the Soviet Union declared 1its support for the integrity of the island

5Thanos Veremss, “Umion of the Democratuc Centre’ in FL R Penmuman, Greeee
at the Polls, Washington, DC. American Enterprise Insatate, 1981, pp. 841 04.
18paurice Goldbloom, ‘United States Policy 1n Post-War Greece’, p. 236.
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and 1 1964 warned that it would not remain passive 1n case of a
foreign mtervention. Hence bringing Cyprus under the NATO
umbrella by way of Enoesis with elements of partition became an option
of American policy m 1964. According to Dean Acheson’s plan
(allegedly drafted by George Ball), the island would be unmted with
Greece, Turkey would acquire a sovereign military base, two Turkish
cantons would be formed exercising local autonomy, and the Greek
istand of Kastellorizo would be given to Turkey. Both Greeks and
Turks rejected the plan, but the diehards of Enosis on the one side and
of the 1sland’s partition on the other drew their separate conclusions
about American designs on the island—conclusions which precipitated
the developments of 1974,

Identification with the right wing and the monarchy after 1965
limuted the flexibility and scope of American policy in Greece.
Throughout the conflict between Papandreou and the King over
what the latter felt was a struggle for the control of the armed forces,
American officials could not conceal their anxiety for the monarchy’s
future,

The coup of 21 April 1967, which prevented the Papandreous
from winning the impending elections, was greeted by the Americans
with undisguised relief. The Colonels who had staged the coup over
the heads of their superiors were a breed of extreme right-wingers
who in the early 19505 had identified with Papagos in his quarrels
with King Paul. Their credentials included little besides skills in matters
of intelligence and propaganda, and their instant, utterly fictitious
justification of the coup was that 1t had prevented an immuinent
Communist take-over.

The rationalisations and cant used by US policy-makers to jus-
tify their friendly attitude to the Junta disappointed many of the
Americophile parliamentarians 1n Greece who had hoped that the
US admunistration would recognise the inherent limitations, not to
mention the brutalities, of the unpopular regime. Congress imposed
an embargo on heavy weapons (though not spare parts) for Greece in
April 1967, but this was suspended 1n October 1968 due to the strain
whuch the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia caused in the Balkans:
1t was only re~imposed in the early phase of the Nixon adminis-
tration. Members of Congress as well as high-ranking officials made
negative appraisals of the regime’s value to the United States, yet the
adrministration chose to formulate the ambiguous dilemma of ‘how
to deal with an ally with whose internal order we disagree yet who
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is a loyal NATO partner’.'” In fact this was a non-existent dilemma.
Since no possibie parliamentary alternative 1n Greece would have
upset the status quo in Greek-American relations, America’s credibil-
1ty suffered a steep decline, especially i the autumn of 1969 when the
National Security Council under the chairmanshup of Henry Kissinger
advised the restoration of full-scale military assistance to the dictator-
ship. The successive visits to Greece of the NATO supreme commander
General Goodpaster, Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird, Secretary
of State William Rogers, the President’s brother Donald Nixon, Sec-
retary of Comunerce Maurice Stans and finally Vice-President Spiro
Agnew did more for the regime than any lifting of the embargo.!®

In terms of short-term gains America’s relationshap wath the dic-
tators was rewarding. Its bases and Greek territorial and air space
remamned available during the june 1967 Arab-Israeli war and the
September 1970 crists in Jordan. In 1971-3 the Nixon administration
negotiated important homeporting privileges for the Sixth Fleet in
Piraeus and Eleusis. George Papadopoulos, the strongman of the Junta,
not only dispfayed hus loyalty to NATO but also held secret talks on
the Cyprus question with Turkey and tried to coerce the ‘renegade’
Archbishop Makarios into line—failing which the Junta orchestrated
a series of abortive attempts on his life. Over Cyprus the Colonels
combined the irredentist line of Papagos with the conviction that the
UUmted States would be willing to bring the island into the NATO
fold and remove Makarioss influence by supporting its union with
Greece. The Junta felt that the obvious price for such a prize was the
elimination of the Cypriot President. Far from being a ‘Castro of the
Mediterranean’, Makarios was a political conservative pracusing bal-
ance of power diplomacy to avoid the partition of Cyprus, in wihich
aim he ultimately failed.!?

The problems of Greece received scant American attention
throughout the period of the dictatorship, and there was a surprising
lack of concern on the eve of July 1974. The Greek-Cypriot and
Turkish policy desks were transfersred in May 1974 from the Office of
INear East Affairs to the Office of European Affairs, which had little
experience of the Eastern Mediterranean. Kissinger's lukewarm reaction

Goldbloom, op.it., p. 247

187 Couloumbns, J.A. Petropulos and H. Psoruades, Foreign Interference in Greek
Politics, pp. 129-39.

YLawrence Stern, The Wiong Horse, New York: Times Books, 1977, pp. 81-2.
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during the crisis, attributed to his distraction by major developments
within the United States, was mnterrupted in only one instance; on
July 23 ‘strong representations were made with the Colonels in Athens
(...) with respect to a possible counter-offensive against Turkey 1n
Thrace” %

In his memonrs Kissinger vividly describes the international change
of heart towards Greece following the Turkish invasion of Cypus
and the restoration of democracy in Athens. From the beginning of
the crisis his own concern was to maintain NATO’s southern flank
intact, first by soft-pedalling American relations with the Greek
military and then by counselling the Turkish Prime Minister, Bulent
Ecevit, to show constraimnt. Fe criticises Karamanlis for lacking the
courage to make concessions 1 order to regain occupied territory
for the Republic of Cyprus. However, his argument is not convincing
because a settlement based on some territorial transfer would have
legitimised Turkey's attack without reversing the island’s partinon.?!
Three decades later, Cyprus remams divided, but the de facto partition,
a Turkash goal since independence, has not prevented the extraordinary
economic development of the Greek south or the stagnation of the
Turkish-occupied north.

After the Turkish mvasion was consolidated, there were allegations
that the US intelligence establishment i Athens, in 1ts effort to
prevent a war between Greece and Turkey, was encouraging Greek
officers to revolt aganst the Junta. The collapse of the military regime
was precipitated by an ultimatum from General Davos, commander
of the Third Army Corps 1n Macedonia.

Kissinger maintained a guarded optinism over the outcome of the
discussions in Geneva between the guarantors of Cyprus, even though
the terms of the ceasefire agreement were constantly being violated
and he failed to provide backing for British efforts at conciliation. It
appeared that Washington was prepared to let events run their course
m Cyprus and would assume an active role only in case of war be-
tween the two NATO allies.

Greele- Tirkish relations. In 1951 Greece and Turkey resumed friendly
relations n the face of a common Soviet threat. Both were recipients

20T he post-mortem of the mtelligence community on Cyprus, released on 1
October 1975, quoted in Couloumbis et al., op.cit., p. 140.

2l enry Kissinger, Years of Renewal, vol. ITl, New York: Simon & Schuster, 1999,
pp. 215-39. This well-written account clarifies wts author’s awareness of Turkish
monves throughout the short history of the unified Cypriot state.
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of aid under the Marshall Plan, and were formally admitted to NATO
it 1952, at the height of the Cold War. A year later they signed, along
with Yugoslavia, a treaty of friendship and co-operation followed by
a formal alliance.

Cyprus had been occupied by Britain since 1878 and formally
became a colony 1n 1925. With a population that was 80 per cent
Greek and 18 per cent Turkish, and as a vatal strategic location m the
Eastern Mediterranean, the island became the bone of contention
within the Western alliance. The Greek Cypriot claim for self-deter-
rmination 1n order to umte the island with Greece—a mixture of
traditional irredentisin and contemporary anti-colomalismn—was at
first thwarted by Britain’s reluctance to abandon its posttion 1n the
Eastern Mediterranean. NATO became involved in the dispute in
the 1960s but, having been designed to provide a defence agamnst the
Sowviets and operating on the assumption that the notion of collective
security took precedence over all other priorities, it was ill-equipped
to resolve local conflicts.

In January 1950 a plebiscite among the Greek Cypriots organised
by the Orthodox Church yielded a 96 per cent vote in favour of Enoss,
and revived old pressures on the mother-country to take issue with
Britain. Greek governments since 1931 had carefully avoided questions
that would cause friction with Britam, and the Liberal coalition
government of 1951 was no exception. However, with the United
States having assumed a dominant position in Greece since the late
1940s, Greek inhibitions vis-a-vis Britain gradually diminished.*?

When Archbishop Makarios, the political as well as spiritual Ieader
of the Greek Cypriot commmunity, began to steer the question into
the international forum of the UN, the British decided to mtroduce
Turkey into the matter as a counterweight to Greek demands. The
Turkish government, which hitherto had been apathetic toward the
conflict, now assumed responsibility for the welfare of the Turkish
Cypriots and eventually full control over their desuny. Thus the
foundations of the future intercommunal conflict were laid, and
what began as an anti-colomal struggle gradually developed into 2
confrontation between Greek and Turk.

R elations between Greece and Turkey deteriorated in September
1955 when a mob in Istanbul demanding the annexation of Cyprus

22The bibliography on the Cyprus issue 15 vast. For a comprehensive account
ofthe probiem see P. Kitromilides and T. Couloumbis, ‘Ethme Conflict in a Strategic
Area: The Case of Cyprus’, Greek Review of Social Research (Athens), no. 24, 1975,
pp. 271-91.



304 Foreign Policy

by Turkey attacked and destroyed Greek property and churches.?
American efforts at conciliation were greeted with hostility on both
sides, but by 1959 the Cyprus issue had become such a liability for
Greece's relations with Britain and the United States that the Prime
Minister, Constantine Karamaniis, felt compelled to seek a speedy
solution to the entanglement. Makarios 1n the mean time had quietly
abandoned the Enosis aspiration, which was countered by the Turks
demanding partition of the island, and moved closer to Cypriot
independence. Finally the British realised that retaiming their military
bases without the cost of quelling the Greek rebellion was the most
expedient solution.

In 1959 Karamanlis and the Turkish Prime Mimster Menderes
drafted 1n Zurich an agreement for the creation of an independent
republic of Cyprus, which was presented to the leaders of the two
comumunities. It provided for British sovereign military bases in the
1sland, and Britain, Greece and Turkey guaranteed the integrity and
constitution of the state. Greece and Turkey would contribute a con-
tingency force of 950 and 650 men respectively. A Greek Cypriot
President and a Turkish Cypriot Vice-President were given veto power
over vital legislation, and the Turkish minority were represented 1n
the government and, the cvil service in a proportion exceeding
their actual size. The leaders of the two communities, who had played
no part in drafting the Zurich agreement, signed the document in
London.

After the defeat of Karamanlis 1n the election of 1963, the Centre
Union coalition under George Papandreou was faced with a new
phase in the Cyprus imbroglio, namely the protracted clash between
the Greeks and the Turks in the 1sland. Confronted with a deadlock 1n
the passing of vital legislation, the President of the Reepublic, Archbishop
Makarios, proposed to Dr Kiitchiik, the Vice-President, thirteen
amendments to the 1960 constitution. Among the proposals was one
that the veto powers of both the President and—more important to
the Turks—the Vice-President would be abolished and the number
of Turkish Cypriots in the admumstration reduced. Turkey and Dr
Kiitchiik rejected the proposals, and fighung broke out between the
two communities, which lasted well into the summer of 1964 and
caused considerable hardship to the outnumbered Turkish Cypriots.

3The complicaity of the Turkish government was established by the 19601
triads of the Menderes government. See Walter Weiker, The Turkish Revolutionr, 1960~
61, Wastungton, DC: Brookings Insneunon, 1963, pp. 2547,
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It was thanks to a personal warning to the Turkish Prime Minuster
Ismet Inénii from the US President Lyndon Johnson that an mvasion
by Turkey was warded off that summer. An uneasy peace was restored
by a UN peacekeeping force, but mutual hatred still smouldered
between the two commumnities.

General George Grivas, who had been head of the most active
anti-Communist band in the aftermath of German withdrawal from
Greece, was the leader of the EOKA guerrilla movement in Cyprus
which caused substantial harassment to the Brtish forces between
1955 and 1959. A champion of the Enosis cause, he strongly disap-
proved of the Zurich settlement and Makarios's policy of pursuing
independence rather than unification with Greece. In MNovember
1967 Grivas, in comrmand of the National Guard, attacked Turkish
Cypriot villages, provoking a new threat of Turkish invasion—which
American and NATO intervention once again averted by removing
excessive Greek forces and Grivas himself from the island. Despite
repeated clashes between the two communities, mtercommunal talks
persisted, and by the end of 1973 a ray of hope fora settiement ap-
peared on the horizon. An attempt by the Greek Junta to assassinate
Makarios triggered Turkey's invasion in 1974.2¢

Relations with the Balkans. The clash between Stalin and Tito in
1948 had a profound effect on the entire nexus of Balkan politics.
Yugosfavia ceased supporting the Greek guerrillas, who remained
obedient to Moscow's commands and were defeated. Bulgana re-
pudiated the Bled protocol, which it had signed a year earlier with
Tito~—this had provided cultural autonomy for the Pirn (Bulgarian)
Macedonians, as a first step towards incorporating them into a Feder-
ated Macedoruan Republic of Yugoslavia. The pro-Moscow Bulgarian
government reverted to the 1924 Comntern position, namely that the
three Macedonias would become an autonomous federal entity under
Bulgarian influence.?® By 1952, when Bulgarian claims against Greece
were in full swing, Athens had been drawn closer to Belgrade. Com-
mensurately with the growth of Yugoslavia’s fear of Soviet-Bulgarian-
Albanian encirclement, its relations with Greece improved. In 1953
a treaty of friendship and co-operation was concluded in Ankara

24Fy a detailed account of the 1974 Turkish mnvasion of Cyprus see Lawrence
Stern, The Wrong Horse, op.at.

258 Kofos, Nationalistn and Comnsunsnt in Macedoura, Thessaloniky: Instioute for
Balkan Studies, 1964, pp. 196-9.
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between the two states and Turkey, and in 1954 thus was followed by
a military aliance signed in Bled. However, with Stalin’s death mn
1953 relations between Belgrade and Moscow began to improve, and
this was followed in 1955 by a Yugoslav-Bulgarian rapprochement.
The suppression of the Hungarian uprising accounted for another
deterioration in Soviet-Yugoslav relations, lasting till 1960.

Between 1956 and 1961 Greek-Yugoslav relations went through
a ‘golden age”. Free cross-border trade and military consultation were
established and the Macedonian issue was not mentioned. In 1962
Skopje renewed its claims on Greek territory, and Athens revoked a
border agreement it had made with Belgrade m 1959. As the feelings
of insecuraty in both states regarding the Sowviet Union dimirushed,
their bilateral relations became less constramed.?® The more msistent
the Macedonian issue became, the more relations deteriorated.

With Roomania a rapprochement was lnghlighted by settlement
of that country’s financial obligations to Greeks whose property had
been confiscated and by the Stoika plan to ban nuclear weapons from
the Balkans. The latter, of course, was only adopted by the left-wing
coalition (EDA) and never taken seriously by the Greek government.
A further improvement 1n relations between Greece and its Com-
munist neighbours was begun by the dictatorshup of 1967, which was
experiencing moral 1solation from Western Europe. Sofia’s favourable
response to these overtures signified Soviet willingness to exploit
Greek isolation, but it also reflected the spirit of international détente.
However, relations with Yugoslavia foundered on bilateral reefs,
and the Greek Colonels once again curtailed fronuer crossing by the
Yugoslavs.?’

A major breakthrough occurred between the Greek military regime
and Albania on 6 May 1971 when diplomanc relauons, which had
been completely severed since the war of 1940, were resumned. Greece’s
Balkan multilateralism began to take shape after democracy was restored
m 1974.

26Evantius Hatzivassiliou, *The 1956 Reeshaping of Greek Foreign Policy: The
Balkans and the beginnng of the “Detachment” Policy’, Journal of Moderss Hellenssm,
no.14, 15997, pp. 119-38,

#78, G. Xydis, ‘Coups and Countercoups in Greece, 1967~1973", Political Sdence
Quarterly, vol. 89, no. 3, fall 1974, pp. 534-5. For the foreign policy of the junta see
Van Coufoudakis, *Greek Foreign Policy, 1945-85: Secking Independence 1n an
Interdependent World. Problems and Prospects’ in Kevin Featherstone and Dirmitrios
Katsoudas, eds, Political Change it Greece before and after the Colonels, L.ondon: Croom
Heim, pp. 233-5.
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After 1974

The conditions under which Greece’s foreign policy was conducted
after 1974 can be roughly classified into two periods: pre- and post-
1989. During the first period the country’s position on the southern
flank of NATO gave 1t a vital role in the defence of Western Europe
against the threat from the Soviet Union and its allies. The geostrategic
importance of Greece and Turkey were mutually reinforcing, so that
any disruption of their strategic continuum lessened their individual
value to Western security.®®

US complaisance towards the Greek military regime and subse-
quent inaction during the Turkish invasion of Cyprus opened the
door to Andreas Papandreou’s criticism of the West and his courtship
of the Third World. Although Greece became a full member of
the European Community in 1981, the election victory of the anti-
Western Panhellenic Socialist Movement (PASOK) soon afterwards
threatened to remove the country from the Western fold. Its founder
Andreas Papandreou nevertheless chose to remain 1 both the EC
and NATO. His plan was to milk the former and blackmail the latter
at a ime when the Western alliance still attached great importance to
its southern flank. The devianion of Greece from its Western orienta-
tion after 1981 was a war of words rather than deeds.

With the collapse of Commumsm in the Soviet Union and its
satellites, the geostrategic value of the southern flank appeared to
decline. In the new security environment the United States demon-
strated its unwillingness to maintain naval, airforce and monitorng
bases in Greece, and thus PASOXs platform against its military pres-
ence lost 1ts substance. Indeed the implications of global changes for
South-Eastern Europe soon became clear. With Russia out of power
politics and the European Union unable to play a decisive role during
the bloody collapse of Yugoslavia, the United States was the only
credible force capable of stabilising the volatile region.?

Papandreou’s series of radical turns began in connection with
his atttude to the EC during the second half of 1988. Duning Greece’s
second term in the seat of the rotating EC presidency he declared
his ungualified support for European federalism, thereby effectively

T hanos Verems, Greek Secunty: Issues and Politics, Adelphi Paper n0.179, Londom:
{IS5, 1982,

29Yanmis Valinakis, Greece’s Secunty i the Post Cold War Era, Ebenhausen: Stiftung
Wissenschaft und Politik, April 1994,
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commutting Greece to the EC credo that challenged the traditional
dependence of the Greek economy on the state and involved a sig-
nificant trimming of the public sector.

Relanons with the Buropean Unidon are not classified in Greece
under ‘foreign policy’ but belong to a speciai category with a profound
input on domestic developments. The benefits of membership and
the imperative of convergence have gradually created a re~alignment
of political forces transcending the traditional right-left divide. With
the collapse of Communisin in Eastern Europe and, even more, the
rise of technocrats in PASOK, the new ‘modermusers’ and ‘traditionalists’
have cut across the membership of both major parties in parliament.
The new divide was nowhere more clearly visible than in the cross-
party voting that contributed to the victory of Costas Simutis in the
1996 elections.

The restoration of democracy m Greece came about largely through
a dramatic external event, the Turkish mvasion of Cyprus on 23 July
1974, which triggered off the disintegration of the military regime
and caused the return of Constantine Karamnanlis as Prime Minster.
Only one day after the second Turkish offensive in Cyprus, Greece
withdrew from the military structure of NATO 1n protest against the
alliance’ failure to prevent the mvasion. Another serious development
consisted of the Turkash claims to a portion of the Aegean territorial
waters, seabed and airspace, extending well to the west of the major
eastern Aegean 1slands. According to Greek government assessiment,
this was a skillful diversion of international attention by Turkish
diplomacy from the maintenance of its forces in Cyprus to a ‘composite
of directly and indirectly related and mutually reinforcing 1ssues’ in
the Aegean.® A broad consensus was thus formed among Greeks of
all political tendencies that the immediate threat to their national
security no longer emanated from Greece’s Communist neighbours
but from Turkey.?! The Karamanlis government took immediate
measures to secure the fortification of the eastern Aegean 1slands.

30van Coufoudakss, ‘Greco-Turkish Relations and the Greek Socialists: Ideology,
Nanonalism and Pragmatism', Journal of Moderns Greels Studies, 1, no. 2 (October
1983), p. 375.

31Strarements by semor Turkish officials confirmed public fears. The Turkish Pnime
Minster stated on 30 July 1974: *The defence of the Aegean islands should be jomtly
underraken by Greece and Turkey as allies withun INATO! Half a year later, on 4 April
1975, the Turkish Foreign Mimster went even further: "Neither the government nor
Turkish public opimon can accept that the Aegean belongs exclusively to Greece.
Half the Aegean belongs to Turkey and the other half belongs to Greece. Tlus has
always been the official view.
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Greece's withdrawal from NATO's military structure was more
of a trial separation than a divorce since the country remained within
the political arm of the alliance. Karamanlis repeatedly rejected the
non-alignment option, and after the normalisation of the mternal
situation, expressed his willingness to re-enter the military structure
of NATO. However, Greek reintegration attempts were vetoed by
Turkey which, having rassed a claim over the reallocation of the Athens
‘FIR' (Flight Information R.egion), was 1n effect also demanding a
reallocation of the operational control zones of the Aegean. According
to pre-1974 arrangements, NATO had ceded military responsibility
for the Aegean arspace (Greek and international) as well as the Aegean
sea (Greek and international waters) to Greek command. Any other
arrangement would have resulted in a situation where Greek territories
(the eastern Aegean islands) would have been placed under Turkish
protection.’2

Negotiations on the country’s re-entry proved long and arduous.
Three reintegration plans with settlement proposals by the Supreme
Commander Allied Forces Europe (SACEUR), General Haig, in
1978-9 and a fourth one by lus successor General Rogers in 1980
were rejected. A solution was finally accepted 1n October 1980, with
a provision that allowed the reallocation question to be settled later
within the Alliance.

Throughout his post-Junta years as prime rmurister, Karamanlis
accomplished the double feat of transforming himself into a true liberal
politician and emancipating his political camp from 1ts unqualified
support for the United States and NATO. No doubt 1t took a disaster
of the magmtude of that in Cyprus to shake up the Greek conservatives,
both 1n Greece and the United States, and reiease them from their
traditional loyalties. However, Karamanlis managed to temper such
reactions into a constructive criticism of Western insouciance that
proved effective both through the American embargo on weapons to
Turkey, imposed m February 1975, and the plethora of UN resolutions
over Cyprus.®?

Ra division of the operational control of the Aegean wouid make the co-
ordination 1n times of war m such a restricted area difficult to achueve without viclating
national airspace or sea waters. This would be aganst a basic Military Commmttee
prinaple (36/2) which provides that ‘countries retain their sovereignty and are therefore
ultimately responsible for the defence and security of their own territories and space.

33T Veremus, ‘Greece and NATO: Contnuity and Change’ in John Chipman
ed. NATO% Southern Allies: Internal and External Challenges, London: Routledge,
1988, pp. 269-70. Theodore Couloumbis, The United States, Greece and Tirkey: The
Troubled Alliance, New York: Praeger, 1983,
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(Greece’s role as an mterlocutor among Balkan states suspicious
of each other’s motves profited greatly from the July 1975 Conference
on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) and the Helsinki
Final Act. Although the spirit of Helsinki udtimately contributed ro
the erosion of authoritarian regimes in Eastern Europe, 1t still appeared
m 1975 that the Communmst status quo had been secured in exchange
for ‘unenforceable promises on human rights’.?* This allowed the Balkan
Communist leaders either to seek further emancipation from Soviet
tutelage (Riomania) or to be reassured that regional co-operation
did not threaten their relations with Moscow (Bulgaria). In Helsink1
Karamanlis secured the agreement of R omania, Bulgarna and Yugoslavia
for an inter-Balkan meeting at the level of Deputy Ministers of Co-
ordination and Planning.*®

Of the three, R omania was traditionally the most positive toward
political multilateralism and Bulgaria the least. Reeluctant to enter even
a limuted multilateral relanonship, Sofia attempted to dilute the Balkan
mtiative by including other East European states. A renewed effort by
Karamanlis to make the summmt meetings a recurring event was politely
rebuffed by Bulgaria, reflecting Soviet fears that mnstitutionalised Balkan
co-operation might affect the cohesion of the Warsaw Pact. Belgrade
took a middle position; without discouraging multilateralism, Tito
felt that 1t presupposed a settlement of differences between such pairs
of states as Greece and Turkey, Bulgaria and Romana, and Yugoeslavia
and Albania. Turkey agreed to participate once the meeting was fixed,
and the inter-Balkan conference of Deputy Mimsters of Planning
took place m Athens between 26 January and 5 February 1976 with
all the Balkan states participating except Albania, which remained
adamant 1 its opposition to any multilateral arrangements.

In 1978 Bulgana and the Soviet Union began to change their
views on regional multilateralism. Karamanliss visit to Moscow
1979 was therefore well-timed for a significant rapprochement and
for Soviet approval of a follow-up on Balkan multlateralism. After
securing Zhivkov’s agreement, Karamanlis proposed to the other
Balkan leaders a conference of experts on telecommumecation and
transportation, which took place m Ankara on 2629 November 1979.

3*ames E. Goodby, ‘CSCE: The Diplomacy of Europe Whole and Free',
Washington, DC. The Atlantic Council, July 1990, p. 2.

35C. Svolapolos, Elliniki Politiki sta Valkania 197481, Athens: Euroekdotik:,
1987, pp. 74-9.
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Iowever, from the second conference on inter-Balkan co-operation
it became clear that questions of high politics could not be dealt
with in a region divided into blocs. Nevertheless Karamanlis was not
discouraged from approaching political cooperation indirectly, through
confidence-building in fields of minor political importance.

While still iving in Paris, in May 1973, Karamanlis had referred
to a European orientation as being Greece’s new ‘Great Idea’. Full
membership in the European Community, achieved in May 1979
after tortuous negotiations, was the reward for hus dogged pursuit of
an ‘organic Greek presence m the West’, Yet the domestic debate
berween 1975 and 1981 on the merits and demerits of membership
focused on the 1deological and even security aspects of being part of
the EC, ‘rather than on the practical decisions needed to absorb the
shock of accession and transform the institutional and administrative
system 1nto flexible and effective instruments capable of responding
to EU policy requirements’.® The road to a sober assessment of Greek
membership was still far in the future. In the mean time Greece would
enter a new ideological phase with Papandreou in power.

During Papandreou’ first term as prime rminuster (1981-5), Greece
sought to pursue a more ‘independent’ foreign policy, but these were
aspects of PASOKs policy that were no more than exercises in wrel-
evance. At a time when the non-aligned movement was in general
decline Papandreou chose to establish ties with essentally anti~Western
neutrals in North Africa and the Middle East, and when the Reagan-
Gorbachev tug-of-war on disarmament was beginning to produce
positive results, he joined the leaders of five other states (Mexico,
Argentina, Sweden, India and Tanzania) 1n promoting world denu-
clearisation, and continued to press for nuclear-free zones in the
Balkans. Finally, Papandreou’s reluctance to join with the United States
and Western Europe m condemmng the Soviet Umon on 1ssues such
as the introduction of martial law in Poland and the shooting down
of the KAL airliner won his government points with Moscow but
created ill-will in Washington, where support was far more important
for Greek security.

Stripped of its rhetoric, however, PASOK’s policy towards the
West did not differ substantially from that of many Community

3¢Panayiotss loakinudis, ‘Contradictions berween Policy and Performance’ in
Kevin Featherstone and Kostas Ifantis (eds), Greeee in a Changing Enrope, Manchester
Unmversity Press, 1996, p. 36.
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members. Soon after his advent to power 1n 1981, Papandreou quietly
abandoned his threat to withdraw from NATO and hold a plebiscite
to decide on Greece'’s membership of the EC. Furthermore, instead
of closing the US bases in Greece he signed a new defence cooperation
agreement m 1983, prolonging the operation of the bases for five more
years-—although publicly he sought to portray 1t as a move towards
their removal. Without any visible mternational benefit for the country,
Papandreou consciously tried to create the impression of Greece bemng
the maverick of the Western alliance, and it has been claimed that the
electoral support he derived from his much-publicised rebellious image
justified—in his own calculations—the damage it caused to Greece’s
position in the West. PASOK reflected a resurgent isolatiomism 1n
certain segments of Greek society which sought to protect themselves
from Western competition and the dislocations of adjustment posed
by closer mtegration with Europe. Basing itself on a parochial sense
of moral superiority but acknowledging the economic power and
technology of the West, PASOK opted for a fantasy ‘third way’.37

Both major parties, PASOK and New Democracy, shared similar
perspectives regarding the problems between Greece and Turkey. Unlike
Karamanlis, who had conducted bilateral discussions with Turlush
officials without success, Papandreou insisted from the outset that any
discussion with Turkey would be tantamount to jeopardising Greek
security. Thus the February 1988 Davos meeting between Papandreoun
and the Turkish Prime Minister Turgut Ozal represented a significant
deviation from PASOK's basic foreign policy stand. Almost a year
earlier Turkey’ action in sending a research vessel escorted by warships
into the disputed continental shelf region (around the islands of Lesbos,
Lemnos and Samothrace) had caused a crisis which couid have
precipitated an armed clash, but was eventually defused—not before
emphasising the delicate state of relations between the two countries
in the Aegean.

Furthermore, the lugh level of defence spending, and the conse-
quent burden on the Greek balance of payments, detracted from the
government’s populist image, and convinced Papandreou that he
needed to reduce the prospect of a possible outbreak of fighting be-
tween Greece and Turkey. However, in the spring of 1988 the Turkish
Foreign Mimsster Mesut Yilmaz raised the question of the “Turkash’
minority in Greek Thrace and dismissed any possibility of a Turkish

FThanos Veremss, ‘Greece' in Douglas Stuart, ed., Politics and Seaurity in the Southern
Region of the Atlanue Alliance, London: Macmillan, 1988, pp. 137-9.
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military withdrawal from Cyprus before the two communities came
to an agreement. Although some progress was made in developing a
set of confidence-building measures to prevent dangerous incidents
in the international waters of the Aegean, the ‘Davos spirit’ gradual-
ly lost momenturn and ground to a halt in 1989.

After New Democracy won the election of 1990, 1ts main task
was to curtail the huge internal and external deficits and at the same
time to improve Greece's umage as a reliable partner of the West. Both
priorities were connected to the country’s two main foreign policy
preoccupations: the evolving shape of the European Community, which
would determune its economuc future, and the forms of Western col-
lective defence cooperation which would ensure 1ts security. Greece,
along with other southern EC members, favoured an acceleration of
the Community's political urrion through a ‘deepemng’ of its institu-
tions.>® In Greek eyes, broadenmg EU membership would blur the
focus of the intergovernmental conference on political union and
possibly dimurush the prospects for economic and monetary unon.
Where security was concerned, Greek policymakers favoured the ab-
sorption over the long term of the Western European Umion (WEU),
the first post-war European attempt to create a unified security and
defence system, by the EUL

The Maastricht treaty on the European Umon, adopted in De-
cember 1991, was greeted with satisfaction in Athens and ratified in
the Greek Parliament with the support of all parties except the Com-
munists. At Maastricht Greece was also invited to become a member
of the WEU. However, the EC’s decision that Article 5 of the modi-
fied treaty of Brussels, which provides a security guarantee in case of
attack on members, should not be applied between member-states of
INATO and the WEU caused considerabie irritation m Athens. At the
same time the WEU’s decision to invalidate Article 5 i case of Greek~
Turkish conflict renewed Greece’s mterest in the Umted States and
INATO as the more credible deterrents against threats to 1ts security.”

#lacques Delors, ‘European Integration and Security’, Survival, March/April
1991, pp. 99-110. See also Roberto Alibom, ed., Seuthern Enropean Securty in the
19905, London: Pinter, 1992.

3% A fter strenuous diplomatc efforts, the Greeks were accepted as full members
of the Western European Umion at the summue, Yet they were also asked to provide
guarantees that they would never mveke some of the security provisions m thus
orgamsation. a requirement at best contradictory and at worst insultng to a full EC
member, Jonathan Eyal, ‘A Force for Good in a2 Cauldron of Turmoil’, The European
(3 Seprember 1992).
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Relations with the United States umproved as a result of the
defence cooperation agreement in July 1990, which would regulate
the operation of American bases and mstallations on Greek soil for
the next eight years. Greece’s naval support for the Allied cause dur-
g the Gulf War improved the positive climate of Greek-American
relations and Mitsotakis was the first Greek Prime Minister to visit
‘Washington since 1964. Stressing the necessity of decisively oppos-
ing invaders, Greece also made 1ts airspace and bases available to the
Western coalition’s forces. Crete, in particular, was an important
launch-pad for US operations in the Gulf.

The Balkans

The collapse of Commumnism 1n Eastern Europe was greeted with
little enthusiasm in most Balkan states. Albania’s Stalinist regime at
first resisted change, despite the mass exodus of its people to Greece and
Italy. Serbia considered Communism to be the only ussue that bound
its different ethnic groups together. Romania’s National Salvanon Front,
which won 66 per cent of the popular vote in the May 1990 elec-
tions, inciuded a number of high~ranking former Communist Party
officials, including President Iliescu. Bulgaria’s Socialist Party, which
secured 47 per cent of the vote in the June 1990 elections, was a
modified version of the old ruling Communust party.*?

With Communism m the Balkans collapsing, Greek foreign policy
was well prepared to reap the resulting dividends. Following Karamanlis's
record as the West's honest broker in the region, Papandreou pursued
his own idiosyncratic muldlateralism. He began his Balkan imitia-
tives by reviving an old Roomanian proposal for a regional nuclear-
weapons-free zone and gradually became an exponent of all forms
of regional cooperation.*!

With Mikhail Gorbachev’s devolution plans under way, the meeting
of s1x Balkan foreign minusters in Belgrade in February 1988, dealing
with confidence- and security-building measures and minority questons,

“Geoffrey Pridham, *Political Parnes and Elections in the Niew Eastern European
Democracies: Comparisons wath the Southern European Experience’, Yearbook 1990,
Athens: Hellemic Foundation for Defense and Foreign Policy, 1991, pp. 261~8.

1 Evangelos Kofos, ‘Greece and the Balkans in the *70s and the '80s’, Yearbook
1990, Athens: Hellenic Foundation for Defense and Foreign Policy, 1991, pp. 217~
20.
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heralded a new phase of inter-Balkan relations. A further meeting of
Balkan foreign mimsters in Tirana on 18-20 January 1989 examined
guidelines to govern relations between Balkan neighbours, while the
meeting of experts in Bucharest on 23-24 May 1989 dealt with
confidence- and security-building measures.*?

Greece’s bilateral relations with Bulgaria were mstitutionalised
with the signing of a ‘Declaration of Friendship, Good Neighbourliness
and Cooperation’ 1n September 1986. Bulgaria’s decision to engage
m this accord was motivated by its sense of isolation as Soviet influence
waned in the region, while Greece for its part needed to secure 1ts
northern flank in the event of conflict with Turkey.** However, the
advent of the Union of Democratuc Forces (UDF) to power led to
a shift in Bulgaria’s policy toward Turkey. The October 1991 elections
gave the UDF a narrow victory over the Socialists and made the
Movement for Raghts and Freedoms (MRF), a party representing
the mterests of the Turkish minority, the decisive factor in forming
a government. This, together with strong US leverage on Bulgana,
increased Turkey’s role in Bulgarian affaims.

A sensitive issue between Greece and Bulgaria was the UDF
government’s recogmnition 1n January 1992 of the Former Yugoslav
R.epublic of Macedonia (FYROM) as an mdependent state with the
name ‘Macedonia’. However, the Bulgarian Foreign Minister Stoyan
Ganev made clear that this did not entail recognition of a separate
Macedonian nation.** While the threat to Greek security posed by
this state was negligible, the sensitivities of the inhabitants of Greek
Macedoma were stirred by evocations of past conflicts over the use
of the term ‘Macedonia’.

By August 1991 Yugoslavia had collapsed as a state. On 8 September
1991 a referendum was held in the Socialist Republic of Macedonia,
i which the Slavic majority voted overwhelmingly for independence.
However, in April 1992 the Albanian minority (25 per cent of the

2Ibid., pp. 220-1.

4% Stephen Larrabee, “The Sounthern Periphery Greece and Turkey’ in Panl
S. Shoup and George W. Hoffman {eds), Problerms of Balkarn Security {Washington,
DC: Woodrow Wilson Center Press, 1990, p. 191: ‘Noteworthy in this regard has
veen the expansion of military nes highlighted by the visit of Deputy Defence
Minister and Chief of the Bulgarian General Staff, Atanas Semerdzhiev, to Athens
in April 1988

“ Duncan M.Perry, ‘Macedonia: a Balkan Problem and a European Dilemma’,
RFE/RI. Research Report 1, no. 25 (19 June 1992}, p. 36.
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total population) signalled 1ts preference for becomung an autonomous
republic. Greek public opinion only gradually became aware of the
significance of these developments. At first Prime Minister Mitsotakas
displayed flexibility on the question of the emerging state’s name,*
but the main concern in Greece was that the new state should not
use the term ‘Macedoma’ without qualifiers—which, given the Socialist
Republic of Macedomia’s history of laying claim to Bulgarian and
Greel territory, was considered essential. In an effort to block European
recognition of the Republic, the Greek Foreign Mimster Antoms
Samaras recognised Slovenia and Croatia on 7 December 1991, and
adopted a common EC declaration establishing conditions for
recognition, which included a ban on ‘territorial claims toward a
neighbouring Community state, hostile propaganda and the use of
a denomunation that implies territorial claims'. 46

Other Greek objections concerned the reference in the preamble
of the constitution to the founding manifesto of the People’s Repub-
lic of Macedonia in 1944, which stressed ‘the demand to unite the
whole of the Macedonian people around the claim for self-deter-
mination’.*’ The controversy over the terms of recognition hit the
Greek media with full force. With a little help from politicians of all
parties except the Communusts, the public fear was aroused that
Skopje would monopolise the term ‘Macedoma’. Although privately
Mitsotakis adopted a moderate position, his precarious majority in
Parliament (two seats) significantly reduced his room for manoeuvre.
When he dismissed Samaras and assurned the duties of Foreign
Mimster lumself in April 1992, he was obliged by domestic pressure
to maintain his predecessor’s basic position. The saga of Greek foreign
policy concerning the subsequently-named Former Yugoslavia of
Macedonia (FYROM) has become a case-study of how diplomacy,
when driven by an inflamed public opinion, is bound to fail. After
many mishaps the Interim Accord of 13 September 1995 signed by
Greek and FYROM Foreign Mimsters Karolos Papoulias and Stevo
Cervenkovski, and by Cyrus Vance (serving as a special envoy of the
UN Secretary-General), though not a final agreement, cleared the
way for a tacit normalisation between the two states.

SInterview 1n Eleftherotypia, 19 November 1991,

“Peclaration on Yugoslavia, extraordinary EPC mumisterial meeting, Brussels,
16 December, 1991, EPC press release, p. 129.

"R eference 1n Yanrus Valinakis, Greece’s Ballean Policy and the Macedonian Issue,
Ebehhausen: Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, April 1992, p. 27.
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The political significance of the Euro in Greece
by RC. loakimidis, EU expert, Greek Foreign Ministry

The significance for Greece of accession to the single currency goes
beyond mere economics. It 15 a political act of historic proporuons for
a number of reasons:

First, through accession to the single currency, Greece will secure 1t
institutional place withun the evolving political systern of the European
Union. Because this systemn 15 growing into a differentiated formation
comprisimg an inner hard core of deeply mtegrated Euro-countries, which
will take the most vital decisions, and a loosely integrated outer group, 1t
1s important that Greece succeeds in placing itself in the mnner group.

Second, accession to the Euro represents a huge ‘security mvestment’
for Greece. Being a full member of the single currency means that Greece’s
external security 1s greatly enhanced. A country that shares the same
currency with the most powerful countries of Europe {Germany, France,
Italy, Spain) cannot fall prey to a hostile foreign attack or even be
threatened by external powers. Such actions would amount to a challenge
to the entire Eurozone.

Third. accession to the Euro will make Greece a player in the
mternational economic and financial system. As a full member state of
the European Central Bank and other European monetary insututions,
it will be in a position to influence global economic policy and financial
decisions, thereby further bolstering its international status.

Fourth, jorning the Eurozone will be an additional factor for strength-
erung Greece's regional role as the countries of the Balkan region are
eager to adopt the Euro as thewr own currency, or tie their national
currencies to it i therwr attempt to underpin monetary stability and
advance their cause for early accesston to the EUL

Coupled with the adjustments in Greece’s foreign and European
policy that have occurred recently [this was written in 1999], the country
15 rapidly emerging as a respectable actor in European affairs. This 15
spectacular progress from the early 1990s when Greece was seen as the
‘incurable sick man of Europe’ heading for withdrawal from the European
Unuon. To emphasise the political significance of accession to the Euro
by no means implies a downgrading of the enormous economic benefits
that Greece will derwve 1 econormc stability, low mnflation, transparency
i prices, investment activity and ultimately hugher employment
opportunities, Indeed the effort to qualify for jouung the Euro has driven
the process for economuc consolidation, discipline and modernisation.
As a result, the country has come for the first tume 1n 1ts modern history
to sustain a stable macro-economic environment with virtually no
budgetary deficits.
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Ties between Greece and Albania were expanded through a cross-
border trade agreement signed in April 1988. A year earlier, Greece
had renounced 1ts old claims to southern Albania and terrmnated
the state of war that had remamed in force since the Second World
War. After the thaw during the Papandreou period, relations vacillated
between the politics of the carrot and the stick. The fate of the
Greek minorty, which had been the main stumbling-block 1 Greek-
Albanian relations in the past, persisted as a contentious issue.*® The
Albanian elections in March 1991 allowed the Socialists (formerly
Communists) to retain power, but those that followed a year later
gave the Democratic Party, headed by Sali Berisha, a clear mandate.
The Greek minority was represented in the 1991 Albanian parliament
by five deputies of the minority *Omonia’ party, butin 1992 1ts deputies
were reduced to two and its name was changed under government
pressure to ‘Umion for Human Rights’.

As economuc and social conditions in Albania deteriorated, more
than 400,000 of'its nationals entered Greece as illegal immigrants. If
this number 1s muluplied by four or five dependants who remained
behind, it can be assumed that more than half of Albania’s population
came to be supported by remuttances ($350 million a year on average)
from the illegal workers in Greece. Despite thus state of financial
dependence, President Berisha chose to strain relations in 1994 by
mmprisoring five members of Omoma on shaky charges of conspiracy
against the state, and although they were amnestied through American
mtervention, mutual suspicions persisted.*® The 1997 ‘pyrarmd’ scandal
was followed by widespread upheaval that obliged Berisha to resign,
and the coalition government under Fatos Nano mherited a collapsed
state. Nevertheless relations with Greece improved and the members
of the coalition cabmet who joined forces with the Socialists tned
to restore order.

With Romania, Greece had no serious outstanding problems. The
two countries have no common borders or old feuds to settle, and
moreover they share a cultural history that goes back to Ottoman

4BEsamates of the size of the Greek munonty vary. The Albanians claim that
there are only 40,000, while Greek estumates teach as hagh as 400,000; the number
probably lies somewhere berween the two esumates. For a discussion of the munority
ssue see Larrabee, “Southern Periphery’, p. 191; James Pettifer, 'Albama’s Way our of
the Shadows’, The World Today (April 1991), pp. 55-7.

+Nicos Ziogas, ‘Developments 1n Albarua in 1994°, Southeast European Yearbook
199697, ELIAMEP, 1995. p. 123.
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ames. After the overthrow of Ceausescu, Greece was one of the first
states to aid R.omaria, and continues to act as its intermediary vis-a-
vis the EU and NATO.

From the outbreak of the Yugoslav crists, Greece supported a form
of confederation in the country that would guarantee the rights of its
constituent parts and prevent the subsequent strife that would destabilise
the region. Drawing on 1its ties with Serbaa, it tried several fimes to act
as an intermediary between the Serbs and the EU and sought to keep
commumnications open. Greek mediation was istrumental 1n freeing
the Bosman President, Alija Izetbegovic, from Serbian captivity m
Sarajevo during the spring of 1992 and maintaining contact between
Ibrahim Rugova (leader of the Albanian Kosovars) and the government
in Belgrade throughout the latter part of that year. In addition,
Mitsotakis played 2 key role m brokering the Athens agreement on
Bosnia m May 1993. The Bosnian settlement of 21 November 1995
in Dayton, Ohito, may not have solved the intractable problems between
Croats, Bosnians and Serbs, but at least 1t put a stop to their bloody
conflict.

Between 1974 and 1989 the Balkans had been a promising factor
in Greek foreign policy, but throughout 1992-5 the regional cred~
ibility of Greece reached rock-botrom. After the interun accord
between Athens and Skopje in 1995, the entire nexus of Greece’s Balkan
relations began to improve and the private sector made economic
headway. The decision of NATO to bomb the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia in March-June 1999 over the conflict in Kosovo intro-
duced an altogether new factor in regional politics and caused a
devastation that will affect all future developments. The soft and hard
protectorates of the West now include Bosma, Kosovo, FYROM (to
a lesser degree) and Albania. Thus NATO and the UN have been
entangled in a region festering with irredentist claims, weak social
and political nstitutions, and economic decline accelerated by the
destruction of Serbia’s infrastructure.”® The open opposition of Greece
to the military operation did not prevent the Simitis government
from preserving the NATQ consensus. Greek support for FYROM’s
integrity and the status quo of the borders between Kosovo and Albania

505ee manures of Halki International Semunars, 2026 June 1999, ‘Developing
a Network of Young Leaders from Southeast Europe’, especially keynote speech by
Carl Bildt on 25 June. See also his article in the Finrancal Timez of 21 June 199%:
‘Reebuilding the Balkans”.
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may cause tension with Albaran supporters of a greater Illyria, but
it has won Greece the reputation of being an example of regional
stability and a mainstream state within the EU.S?

Turkey

The Aegean problems that erupted in the 1970s can largely be attributed
to the wamng of the Cold War. Although Turkey had demanded the
exclusion of the island of Lemnos from NATO exercises as early as
1965, Greece'’s operational responsibility within the Aegean had not
been challenged. Such issues as the continental shelf (CS), the Flight
Information Region (FIR),and the incompatibility between the 10-
mile limit of Greece’s air space with the 6-mile limit of its territorial
waters were raised by Turkey 1n 1973-4.32

The ambiguity that governed the transition from Cold War
mmmobilism to the relative freedom of movement within the climate
of détente spurred Turkey to pursue a more autonomous policy
within NATQO. The Middle East crisis of 1967 increased its value in
the American agenda, and convinced policy-makers in Ankara that
the vulnerable adjacent regions were no longer off-limuts. Furthermore,
the Soviet-American détente munimised the likelihood of Russian
military mvolvement in regions of lugh priority for US interests, and
therefore a Turkish invasion of Cyprus, whiuch appeared unthinkable
to President Johnson m 1965, was condoned by Kissinger as Secretary
of State 1n 1974.53

The mnvasion of Cyprus in 1974 was a watershed 1n Turkash foreign
policy because it was the country’s first conquest since its army marched
into the Syrian province of Alexandretta (now Hatay) in 1938. In both
cases a faif accompli was established with little international protest. The
fesson that war can accomplish foreign policy objectives by other
means has thus made a lasting impression on the military and diplomatic
establishments——two immutable factors in Turkeys policy-making.

51%an Coufoudakss, Harry J. Psomuades and Andre Gerolymatos, ‘Greece as a
Factor of Stability in the Post-Cold War Balkans' in Greece and the New Balkans,
Challenges and Opportunities, New York: Pella, 1999, pp.423-31.

52T Verertus, Greel Security: Issues and Politics. Adelphi Paper no. 179, London:
IISS, 1982, pp. 14-19

53van Coufoudakas, “Turkey and the United States: The Problerns and Prospects
of a Past-War Alliance’, fournal of Political and Military Seaoclogy, vol. 9, no. 2, autumn
1981, pp. 179-94.
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“The mvasion aiso opened a Pandora’s Box of the Aegean’s contested
issues. and one after another in quick succession they flew out. As well
as Cyprus, three of these caused serious tension between Greece and
Turkey. The delimitation of the Aegean contnental shelf brought the
two countries close to war in 1976 and 1987, while control of air
traffic over the sea and the allocation of operational responsibility for
the Aegean and its air-space within the NATO framework were also
important.5* Subsequent efforts by Andreas Papandreou and Turgut
Ozal in 1988 to discover a modus vivendi based on a peaceful resolution
of differences foundered on the EC’ negative reply to the Turkish
application for membership a year later. Deprived ofa vital incentive
to pursue a Greek-Turkish détente, subsequent Turkish governments
were unwilling to revive the Papandreou—~©mi initatve. Even moderate
Turkish analysts did not escape the temptation to use power as the
major factor in resolving Greek-Turkish differences,” and as the Cold
War and its deterrent effect on regional conflict waned, the agenda
of Turkish demands on Greece expanded. A sense of heightened self-
esteem in terms of size, military strength and strategic value now
determined the way Turkey viewed its western neighbour.

Prompted by the precarious state of affairs in the Balkans, Prime
Miruster Mitsotakis sought to improve relations with Ankara through-
out the winter of 1991—2. His attemnpt to revive the Davos summut
with Prime Minister Demirel and promote a non-aggression pact
failed to bear fruit because no progress was made towards resolving
the Cyprus question. The reluctance of the Turkish Cypriot leader
Rauf Denktash to reach an agreement with the President of Cyprus,
George Vassiliou, on the basis of UN General Secretary Boutros
Boutros-Ghali’s ‘set of ideas’, advanced during meetings in New York
in August and Septemnber 1992, suggested that Turkey was not pre-
pared to make concessions.

The Guif War enhanced Turkey's strategic value in Western eyes,
and the collapse of the Soviet Union opened up the possibility of
renewing contacts with the Tarkic peoples of Central Asia. Although
confronted with hostile eastern and southern flanks and a host of

54Andrew Wilson, “The Aegean Dispute’, Adelphi Papers, no.155, London: 1155,
winter 1979/80.

55Tozun Bahcheli, Greek-Turkish Relations since 1955, Boulder, CO: Westview
Press, 1950, p. 193.

56Shireen Hunter, Tirkey at the Crossroads: Islamic Past ar European Future?, CEPS,
Paper no. 63, Brussels, 1995
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formidable domestic problems, Turkey 1s encouraged by its Western
allies to pursue 2 policy befitting 1ts status as a regional power. The
threat of military force has therefore become a standard Turkish bar-
gaiming ploy m Cyprus and the Aegean.

In March 1995 Greece lifted 1ts objections to Turkey’s entry into
the EU Customs Union agreement, on the understanding that the
application of Cyprus for EU membership would be discussed after
the intergovernmental meeting of 1997. The Greek move elicited
no positive response from the government of Ms Tansu Ciller. A series
of incidents between the two states, beginning m 1994 over the right
of Greece to extend its territorial waters from 6 to 12 miles, reached
a climax on 8 June 1995 when the Turkish parliament granted the
government z license to take whatever action that might be necessary—
including military action—if Greece exercised its nght (envisaged in
the International Law of the Sea Convention) to extend its territorial
waters.

In January 1996 a teamn of Turkash journalists removed the Greek
flag from the barren islet of Imia which 15 part of the Dodecanese
complex and hoisted the Turkish one in its place. Greek soldiers
replaced the Greek flag and the incident was considered mnocuous
by the Greek Foreign Mimster Theodoros Pangalos until Tansu Ciller
herself presented an official claim to the 1slet and began a confrontation
that almost led to war. The crisis was defused through US mediation,
but a claim to actual land had been added to the overburdened agenda
of Greek-Turkish problems.

Not only the United States but NATO too became mnvolved in
efforts to mediate between the Alliance’s two member-states. Javier
Solana, the Secretary-General, proposed confidence-building measures
to avoid future crises. In July 1996 the EU Council of Ministers 1ssued
a declaration stating that relations between Turkey and the EU should
be guided by respect for international law, international agreements
and the sovereignty and territorial integrnity of the EU member-
states.5” In April 1997 Greece and Turkey agreed with the proposal
of the Dutch EU presidency to appoint a comumttee of experts to
study bilateral problems. Of the two Turkish experts the former
ambassador to Washungton, Sukru Elekdag, had written an article
with the title 21/, War Strategy’ only a year before assuming this

57Carol Migdalovitz, ‘Greece and Turkey: Aegean Issues-Background and Reecent
Developments’, CRS Report from: Congress, 21 August, 1997, Washungton, DC.
Congressional Research Service, 1997}, 4-5.
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new position. In it he suggested that Greece and Syria together, ‘with
their claims on Turkey’s vital interests’, prevented his country from
enjoying the peace dividend. Unlike other officials who attributed
the Turkish military build-up to eastern and northern threats, Elekdag
promoted the view that Turkey must always be 1n a state of readiness
to wage two-and-a-half wars (agamst Greece, Syria and the Kurds).
That the Turkish government had chosen an exponent of such
views to engage in discussions on Greek-Turkish détente was hardly
encouraging.>8

Throughout the Greek-Turkish disputes, Greece proposed that
the continental shelf issue and, after 1996, the regime for Imia be
referred for adjudication to the International Court of Justice in order
to exclude confrontational attitudes and spare politcians on both
sides from domestic embarrassment. However, Turkey insisted that
all differences between the two states be discussed on a bilatera political
basis. Although there had been similar talks 1n the past (1977-81),
they had failed to produce results. Furthermore, Greece felt that Turkey
was constantly burdening the agenda with new claims so that bilateral
negotiations would only follow a Turkish agenda.

The government of Simitis that won the elections of October
1996 quietly disavowed the Papandreou tradition in domestic and
foreign affairs, and indeed the leader of PASOK became the antithesis
of his populist predecessor. Fiis main priority, to which he subordinated
all other considerations, was to achieve convergence with EU criteria
in order to join the Economic and Monetary Union (EMU). On the
Turkash side, the Necmettn Erbakan-Ciller coalition government of
July 1996 was too preoccupied with opposition from its own military
and Western criticism to resurne pressures on Greece, but it did reiterate
the allegation that there are ‘grey zones’ in the Aegean not covered
by treaties. The coalition’s removal from power allowed a new Greek~
Turkish rapprochement to matenialiee, engmeered by the US Secretary
of State Madeleine Albright at the Madrid NATO summit meeting
of July 1997. An agreement signed by Sirms and the Turkish President
Suleyman Demuirel specified that the two sides would abstain from
coercion and other imtiatives that would affect each other’s legitimate
vital nterests, and would respect the provisions of international
treaties.>?

$8Sukru Elekdag,'2!/, War Strategy’, Perceptions: Jotrnal of International Affairs,
no. 1 (March-May 1996), Ankara, pp. 33-57.
Migdalovitz, “Greece and Tarkey’, 7--8.
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Governing Greek-Turkish relations are the perceptions that each
side has of the other. Where the Aegean is concerned, Turkey believes
that Greece wants to transform it into a ‘Greek lake’, while Greece
believes that Turkey aspires to make inroads at the expense of Greek
sovereignty in the eastern Aegean islands. On the whole, Greece’s
policy is centred on defending the territorial status quo, while Turkey
had appeared to challenge certain legal aspects regulating Greecess
rights in the region.

Where Cyprus is concerned, attitudes to the status quo are reversed.
The Turkish Cypriots and Turkey are not entirely unhappy with the
sitaation as 1t has developed since 1974, while the Greek Cypriots
would very much like to see Cyprus reunuted. Security considerations
weigh heavily in each side’s willingness to find a solution. The Turkish
Cypriots feel secure with 35,000 Turkish troops in the north of the
island, while the Greek Cypriots feel msecure for the very same reason.
Greek Cypriots hope that the prospect of EU membership may inhibit
Turkey from using force in the future, and that if it achieves membership
the chances of the island being re-unified will be increased. However,
the Turkish Cypriots and Turkey believe that re-unification would
remove Cyprus from Turkey’ strategic control and enhance the posiion
of the Greek majority.

The Cyprus and Aegean issues are not officially linked in Greeces
current policy towards Turkey, but in fact Cyprus is a major catalyst
m Greek-Turkish relations. The island has been divided ever since
Turkey occupied the northern third m 1974 in the immediate after-
math of the coup organized by the Greek military dictatorshap against
the Republic’s President, Archbishop Makarios. The Turkash forces
displaced the Greek Cypnot eferment and established the whole Turkish
Cypriot commumnity—18 per cent of the population of the island—
1n a self-proclaimed state of Northern Cyprus. Repeated UN reso-
lutions urging the withdrawal of foreign troops and the holding of
intercommunal talks to re-unite the island have, up to the time of
writing, been entirely fruitless.

The round of talks between the Turkish Cypriot leader Rauf
Denktash and the President of Cyprus Glafcos Clerides began in New
York in July 1997 and continued in Glion, Switzerland, under the
UN’s mediator and special envoy on Cyprus, Diego Cordovez. The
objective of reuniting the island under a bi-zonal, bi~communal
federation was overtaken by the prospect of discussions between the
Cyprus government and the European Union 1n 1998 on the accesion
of Cyprus to the EU. The Turks mamtain that Cyprus cannot join
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the EU without the consent of the Turkish Cypriots unless Turkey
itselfis admutted. Even before the round of intercommunal discussions
began, an agreement concluded for the closer integration of the
Turlash Cypriot breakaway state with Turkey indicated the latter’s
readiness to hinder the accession of Cyprus to the EU by impeding
the reconciliation of the two communities.

At the EU summit meeting in Luxembourg on 12~14 December
1997, Turkey failed to be admutted to the list of candidates for the
next round of accession negotiations due to 1ts poor human rights
record, its stramed relations with Greece and its negative position on
Cyprus. The EU’ fifteen leaders did iavite Ankara to attend the
European conference to be held in Britain in 1998, but Turkey’s reaction
to this combined bitterness at 1ts rejection with apparent dismmssal
of the idea of EU membership as unimportant. On 16 December
the Turkish Foreign Minister Ismail Cem stated that Ankara would
proceed with the integration of Northern Cyprus mto Turkey proper
whenever the EU began admuission talks with the Cyprus government.
Turkish violations of Greek airspace were stepped up, even within
the 6-mile limit which Turkey recognises as belonging to Greece.

Throughout 1998 Ankara and Denktash continued to voice their
anger over the rebuff. Denktash’s decision not to return to the nego-
tiating table until his own ‘state’ 1n the occupied north of the island
was recognised on an equal footing with the Republic of Cyprus
stopped the intercommunal talks 1n their tracks. On 31 August1998
1n a joint press conference the Turkish Foreign Minsster Ismail Cem
and Denktash announced a Turkish Cypriot proposal for a con-
federate relationship between two equal parts. The proposed entity
implied partition in every sense except one: by not relinquishing its
guarantor status (as defined by the 1960 agreement) Turkey hoped
to secure a say on matters concerning Cyprus as a whole, and not just
the north. With this initiative Turkey would naturally seek to block
the island’s entry mto the EU until it too had been granted full
membership.®!

The clandestine entry of the PKXK leader, Abdullah Ocalan, into
Greece in February 1999, and the mishap of his passage to Kenya

S0 E34r report, nio. 54, Sept. 1997, pp. 16-34.

81 1JS analysts are impeded by their attempt to treat the two sides as equals,
regardless of their profound differences in many fields of activity. For an Armerican
actempt at mediation, see James Wilkinson, Mowimg beyond Conflic Prevention to
Reconciliation: Tackling Greek-Thrkish Flostility, a Reeport to the Carnegle Commussion
on Preventing Deadly Conflict, New York 1999, p. 48.
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with official Greek complicity, compounded the rift in Greek-Turkish
relations, and when the Turkish elections 1n 1999 produced a coalition
of right- and left~wing nationalists under Bulent Ecevit the future
appeared bleak.

The EU summit in Helsinki on 9-10 December 1999 approved
Turkey’s ‘candidacy’ in the EU with Greek agreement, but Greece’s
terms for casting a positive vote included affirmation by the EU
that the future accession of Cyprus would not be linked to resolution
of the 1stand’s division. Up till the time of gomg to press, no progress
towards a solution has been made, despite the many UN resolutions
since 1974 and the talks between the two communities. Be that as it
may, a new climate in Greek-Turkish relatons was inaugurated 1n
Helsinki, which may vet have a benign influence on the whole of the
eastern Mediterranean.

Part VII. NATIONAL GEOGRAPHY

19
THE FRONTIER AND BEYOND

A boundary, as a demarcation line separating one domam from another
and requiring special permission to cross, was a novel factor in the
life of the Greeks. Ever since the Ottoman Turks had completed the
conquest of the Greek lands and made them part of a single political
unit, namely the Ottoman empire, few Greeks had ever crossed a
border into a foreign country. Even those who ventured away from
their homes 1n search of seasonal work or for longer spells seldom
crossed into the jurisdiction of another monarch. Masons, millers,
charcoal-burners, gardeners and other seasonal agricultural workers,
muleteers, merchants and even seamen rarely had occasion to venture
outside the Sultan’s European and Asiatic dominions, but n time
merchants began feeling their way northward mto the lands of the
Habsburgs and the Romanovs, as well as westwards.!

The Venetian, Genoese and, later, British island possessions in the
Ionian and Aegean seas involved, of course, a kind of boundary, imagi-
nary as it may have been except for merchants and seamen obliged
by their calling to come into contact with foreign authorities; so too
did the administrative jurisdiction of powerful pashas in the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries over well-defined districts.
Ports of entry in the first instance and guarded passes 1n the second
made the traveller aware, in the former case more than the latter, of
approaching or departing from a land other than one’s own, even

"Ths essay is based on matenal drawn from the book of John 5. Keliopoutos,
Brigands with a Canse: Brigandage and Jrredentisi in Modern Greese, 1821--1912, Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1987.
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within the limits of the traditional Greek lands in the Balkans and
Asia Minor.

The 1830 national boundary with Turkey was the first modern
division between states in Greek national experience. For the first
time in the modern era, the Greeks had their own nation-state, a
realm defined by international treaty as independent and separate from
others, and recognised as such by foreign monarchs and nations. Beyond
that boundary lay the remaimng dormimons of the Sultan, suddenly
mnaccessible and umnviting because they were ruled by what was now
percerved as an unfriendly power. Military posts denied all unauthorised
crossing of the frontier in either direction, while customs officials
levied import dutes ont goods carried by merchants and amimals herded
across the frontier.

Gradually the fronner developed 1nto a significant factor of Greek
life 1n more senses than one. It fulfilled the role of most frontiers in
protecting the fledgling Greek kingdom from the Turks. Sanctioned
by international treaty and guaranteed by three great powers of the
ame, Greece’s frontter with Turkey precluded reconquest of the country
by its former masters. After ten years of revolutionary war with 1ts
attendant carnage and destruction, the frontier represented peace
and security; at least, this was what most foreign supporters of Greek
mdependence, as well as many Greeks, believed and expected.

But at the same tume the frontier penned the Greeks of the free
fatherland into the southernmost tip of the Balkans, and separated
them from their brethren inside the Sultan’s dominions. For the first
time tn their modern history they were distinguished not onty as
western or European and eastern or Asiatic Greeks, but as northern
or unredeemed Greeks and southern or free Greeks.

The first to feel the impact of the new frontier were all those
whose livelihood depended on travelling the length of the Greek
peninsula from north to south and from south to north. Artisans of
every kind, soldiers of fortune, seasoned agricultural workers, monks
on journeys to collect alms, pedlars, all kinds of merchants, and
transhumant shepherds with thewr ammals were obliged to cross the
new frontier 1n and out of the Greek kingdom, and for most of them
1t was an unnecessary and often costly impediment. Expert millers
from the rich waterways of the Macedonian mourntains; stone-cutters
and masons from the mountain villages of south~-west Macedoma
and Eprrus; merchants 1n ammal skins, wool and cheese from Thessaly,
Macedomna and Epirus; transhurnant shepherds wintering thear flocks
of sheep and goats on well-established winter pastures in the lowlands
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of Phthiotis and Aetolia—these and others whose professions requured
them to move along traditional routes now had to cross the frontier
and enter the Greek kingdom as subjects of a foreign monarch.

Customs duties on the importation of goods and amimals were a
most undesirabie novelty, but they represented only part of the cost
of moving goods and animals across the fronter. Underpaid gendarmes
and frontier guards supplemented their meagre and msecure salaries
from the movable property of all those who were obliged to cross the
border in either direction. When transhumant shepherds made their
seasonal journeys, gendarmes and guards could delay the passage of
their flocks until they were satisfied that the animals had not been
stolen—which they often had been—and until therr own needs were
satisfied in the way sanctioned by customn: appropriation of quantities
of goods and animals commensurate to the owner’s need to reach
his destination. All therefore had gifts for the gendarme and the guard.
Some, like fugitives from the law, runaway servants, indebted peasants
and artisans, rustlers, army deserters and brigands were always generous
to the gendarmes and guards, thus satisfying them that everything was
in order.

Southern Balkan pastoralists in particular saw their fortunes re-
volving around and dependent on the frontier, especially when Greece
acquired Thessaly in 1881, while the frontier with Turkey denied them
free access to the largest winter pastures of the entire region. It was
little wonder that the Vlachs of the Pindus mountains should have
petitioned the great powers to deny Greece the Thessalian lowlands,
angering Greek nationalists who saw 1n tins act of despair a con-
spiracy to prevent their nation from realising 1ts manifest destiny of
expanding northwards. Vlach shepherds of the mountain chain tra-
versing the Greek peninsula and stretching into southern Albania
were forced to pay the price of the new political realities. Inciden-
tally, the incorporation of Thessaly into the Greek kingdom and 1ts
separation from the surrounding highlands, together with such other
factors as the fragmentation of large estates in the plains and the
relentless efforts of the state to end modes of life which 1t considered
outdated and contary to the national interest, dealt a mortal blow to
the pastoral economy of the region.

Another aspect of the 1830 national frontier was the creation along
its Greek side of a number of refugee settlements from the Greek
lands where revolts against Ottoman rule had been savagely suppressed.
"To the 1nitial wave of demoralised northern Greek fighters who settled
there were added the periodic waves of destitute refugees fleeing
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the Sultan’s armies in Epirus, Thessaly and Macedonia after each
unsuccessfial round of irredentist unrest. These refugees were a sizeable
and increasingly influential group who took part in the various
rrredentist upheavals of the nineteenth century, never failing to respond
to captains on the look-out for hired guns. Northern Greek refugees,
shepherds cast adrift by the disintegrating pastoral associations of
central and northern Greece, and professional soldiers of fortune,
once members of local Christian militias in the service of the Sultan,
gave to the national frontier all the characteristics of 2 "military” one
similar to that which had grown up on the frontier between the
Habsburg and Ottoman empires in the sixteenth century. It fostered
lawlessness, since beyond the border there was a land open to plunder
and eventual liberation. The width of the 'military border’ increased at
times of tension between the two neighbouring countries, whose
laws were essentially unenforceable there. Bands of armed irregulars
of various types and loyalties rubbed shoulders with units of frontier
guards and gendarmes, and as clashes multiplied, the already blurred
line between legality and lawlessness disappeared. This was a world apart,
reproducing and nourishing the very values and practices which the
modernisers i the Greek national state most wanted to see suppressed.

The generally unfriendly or hostile relations between the two
neighbouring countries were a condition for the area’s growth. Un-
friendly or hostile relations alone, however, were not enough to
produce such a state of affairs. What really gave the border belt the
features described above was the fact that the Turks—-despate thear
claims to the contrary—continued to use the contracting armatolic
system of security on their own side of the border. Custom 1n this
respect was too strong to change, while the military class that stood
for that system was too powerful and influential to ignore, on either
side of the border. Another no less important factor was Greek
irredentism, which turned the frontier zone nto a base of operations
for the liberation of unredeemed brethren across the border. Irredentism
provided the necessary 1deological justification for the plundermng
raids launched from the fronuer, and made the authorities turn a
blind eye to such activities—or even imncite them, especially when they
too shared in the material returns from such raids. Irredentism sus-
tained the forces that occupied so central a position in the military
border. :

Tlus border and the irregulars associated with 1t tended to under-
mine reforming and modernising efforts 1 the region, channelling
patriotic impulses mnto self-defeating ventures which gave patriotism a
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bad name. Like the Habsburg military border, it resulted 1n arrested
development since it stood 1n the way of economic growth and the
establishment of public order and security; not unlike the American
Frontier, though for different reasons, it favoured lawlessness. The
border belt—in 1881 no less than 1n 1830—was an integral part of
what nught be described as a system of manipulated lawlessness, which
had developed ever since the Ottomans arrived in those lands, and
was given a new lease of life after the establishment of the national
state in the south.

Above all, the two nineteenth-century national land frontiers of
Greece were gates leading to the unredeemed brethren and to the
Greeks’ ‘promised land’. For most Greeks of the kingdom, Thessaly
and Epirus until 1881 and Macedonia until 1913 were lands that were
Greek by historic right and destined to join and enlarge the Greek
state. The unredeemed provinces then acquired strange dimensions
and qualities. Imperfect geographical knowledge, and information
about the inhabitants that was either rudimentary or downright false,
gave rise to flights of fancy about them. As rmght have been expected
1 a country where education had acquired a decisively classical bent,
more was known about the past history of these lands than about the
present. Greek travel books with relatively accurate information about
the same lands appeared too late to influence Greek perceptions of
them.

With the acquisition of Epirus and Macedonia i the Balkan Wars
of 1912~13 the frontier was pushed so far to the north that the Greeks
met and faced, in addition to their old opponents the Turks, new
opponents such as the Bulgars and prospective ones like the Serbs
and Albanians. As a national boundary the 1913 frontier proved short-
lived, being superseded by an even more transient one, that of the
Sévres treaty of 1920-—which in turn was superseded three years
later by Greece’s final frontier established by the Lausanne treaty of
1923. The frontier was no longer a gate leading to the promsed
iand or a world beyond it that exercised irresistible attraction and
fascination; the long and vulnerable new frontier was an outpost of
Hellenism facing the Barbarians and keeping at bay enermes who
coveted the Hellenic state; it was a medieval borderland requiring
akritai (resident warriors) to defend the civilised Ecumene agamnst
incursions by anti-Christian hordes. The land beyond was no longer
inviting; mdeed, after the 19401 Axus invasion of Greece from the
north and the 1946—9 Civil War, in which the country’s Communists
received political and military support from that quarter, the northen
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frontier and the north itself came to be associated with insecurity
and war. The "danger from the north” was no longer merely a slogan
but the essence of Greek defence policy from 1923 onwards. This
was the foreign policy doctrine that led the country always to keep
on good terms with Britain as the great power controlling the eastern
Mediterranean sea routes, and opened Greece to the world at large.
Like the north-eastern gales that sweep over Greek Macedonia and
Thrace and pound the Aegean archipelago and the country’s eastern
shores in winter, the north came to be associated with a sinister
force threatening to extinguish precious life in the Greek fatherland,
and pushed the Greeks into allying themselves with the seafatung
liberal democratic countries of the West, which were the source of
all modernising ideas.

20
A NORTHERN BOUNDARY

The question of 2 northern boundary was first considered and discussed
when the Greek Revolution of the 1820s became effectively limted
to the southern Greek peninsula and the western Aegean islands, Le.
when all revolts in the northern Greek lands had been suppressed
by the Turks. Up till then the very idea of a northern boundary, m the
sense of a demarcation line separating two sovereign states, had been
of little or no significance.

William Martin Leake, who had come to know the northern Greek
lands, once observed how little most Greeks knew of places and people
outside their own villages. He also criticised Meletios, the geographer-
prelate of the eighteenth century, for his limited grasp of historical
geography. The knowledge of the Greeks of his ime about the region
where their own people had come to live side by side with the
Albanians and the Slavs, and which the ancient Greeks called Upper
Epirus and Upper Macedomia, i.e. a region far from the sea, had not
increased significantly since the time of Polybius.!

Around this time the term ‘Hellas' meant different things to different

people. Rhigas Velestinhis included the Balkan hinterlands in the “Hellas’
of his ‘Charta” and considered its Christian mhabitants to be cultural
descendants of the ancient Greeks and citizens of the Hellenic republic
he aspired to establish.? R higas was convinced that its people ‘descend

. M. Leake, Travels s Northern: Greeee, London, 1834, repr. Amsterdam 1967, vol.
I, p. 204, and vol. [V, pp. 111~12, Sce also Georgios Papageorgioun, ‘Oi Geographes’.
Dodoni, 26 (1997), p. 389.

2The best authority on Riugas was the fate Leandros Vranousis. See hus Riugas
Velestinlis—-Pheraios (in Greek), Athens, 1968, vol. [, pp. 681727, for the text of
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from the Hellenes’ and ‘inhabit R oumely, Asia Minor, the Mediterranean
{ 1slands and Vlach-Bodgania’. This was also the Hellas of Philippides
and Konstantas, who set 1ts limits in the Black Sea, Bulgaria, Serbia
and Bosmia, as well as that of Logios Hermes, one of the first Greek
journals to be published abroad, but not the Hellas of the geographer
Athanasios Stageiritis, whose classical approach left out Epirus and
Macedomia.® This was also the ‘Hellas’ the insurgent Greeks vowed
to liberate from Turkish rule. However, the fortunes of war obliged
them to seek more realistic northern boundaries for the nation-state
1n the making on the basis of what at the time was considered to be
‘Greece proper’.
Alexandros Mavrocordatos hoped that the latter would eventually
become an ‘independent power’ with a buffer zone in the north of
‘small but independent principatities’: Viach~Bogdama, Bulgaria, Serbia

Rlugass ‘Constitunon’ and the French Consututions of 1793 and 1795, on which
he drew. For his *Charta’ see pp. 569644 and 762 in the same volume. See also the
relabive sectons 1n his suberb book on the last volume (1797) of the Greek ‘Gazerte’
of Vienna, published by the Brothers Markides Poulioun of Siatsta, Ephemernis, 1797.
Prolegomena (Gazette, 1797: Prologue}, Athens, 1995, and A. P. Daskalakis, Meletai
pert Riga Velestindi {Studies on Ringas Velestinlis), Athens, 1964, and Nikolaos L
Pantazopoulos, Rhigas Velestinlis (in Greek), Thessaloniki, 1964, For a fine biography
_—English see C. M. Woodhouse, Rhigas Velestinlis, the Proto-martyr of the Greek
Revoiution, Limny: Euboea, 1995, For a criical evaluatnion of Riugas’s political works
see see two recent books by an authority on polincal thinkers of the the Greek
Enlightenment, Paschalis M. Kitromelides, Rivigas Velestinlis. Theona kat praxi (Rhigas
Velesninlis. Theory and pracuce), Athens, 1998, and Riga Velestindi apanthisma keinenon
(R higas Velestinlis. A selection of hus works), Athens, 1998.

*Most Greek geographers of the nme followed Western writers on the lands of
‘Greece’ and meant Greecta propria, 1., south of Thessaly, See the works of early
nineteenth-century Greek geographers, especially Athanasios Stagesrits, Ipeirotilea,
itor historia ka geagraphia tis Ipeirou palaia te kai nea, kat bios toy Pyrrou (Epmote studies,
or history and geography of ancient and modern Epirus, and life of Pyrrhus),
Vienna, 1819; Dionysios Pyrros o Thessalos, Geggraphia methoditel apasis tis Oekeonmenis
{Systematic geography of the world), Vienna, 1818; Kosmas Thesprotos and Athanastos
Psalidas, Geographia Albanias kat Iperrou (Geographby of Albama and Epirus), ed. by
Athanastos Ch. Papacharisis, loanmna, 1964; Konstantnos Koumas, Synopsis fis palaias
Geographias {Concise ancient geography), Vienna, 1819; Neotati didaletiki Geographia
{Contemporary geography: A textbook), vol. II, Vienna 1838; Ioannis Valetas,
Geographia tis Hellados, archatas kai neas {Geography of ancient and modern Greece},
2nd edn, Hermoupolis, 1841, See also Demetros Philippides and Gngonos Konstantas,
Geographia neoieriki peri tis Hellados (Modern geography of Greece), ed. by Aikaterim
Koumarianou, Athens, 1970, foran "expanded’ Greece, as well as Argyris Philippides,
Meriki Geographia—Biblien ithikon {(Partiai geography—~book of ethics), edit. by
Theodosts K. Sperantsas, Athens, 1978, for eastern conunental Greece. Koraess Greece
also was Graeaia propria. See his Dialogne of two Greeks, pp. 37-8.

A northern boundary 335

and Bosmia. The northern boundaries of this independent country,
though not specified, were perhaps those proposed by his close friend
and adviser, Metropolitan Ignatius of Hungary-Wallachia: “The natural
and strong boundary 1s Souli, loannina, the Zagori mountains,
Metsovon and the northern mountains of Thessaly and the villages
of Makrynitsa’, 1.e. Mt Pelion.* Thus was indeed a ‘natural and strong’
boundary for the new state; certainly more so than the first north-
ern boundary of the fledgling nation-state 1n the southern Balkans.
However, it seems to have been no different from what was then
thought of as the northern limit of Greek language and culture. The
Fourth National Assembly excluded in 1826 the ‘Olympus’ repre-
sentatives, i.e. the captains of the Armatoles of Mts Vermuon, Piena
and Olympus, who had fought on the side of the southern Greek
insurgents after the suppression of their revolt in 1822, and who were
accepted six years later by the Fifth National Assembly as represen-
tatives of ‘Macedonia, Edessa and Naousa’.?

Joanmis Kapodistrias, Greece’s first head of state, had fewer doubts
about the northern limits of the Greeks. In his reply to the question
of Greece’s three Protecting Powers m 1828 about a ‘defensible frontier’
for the new state, he proposed the river Acos-Metsovon-Mt Olympus
as a ‘natural’ demarcation line and explained: ‘In ancient times this
boundary also separated Greece from its northern neighbours. In
the Middle Ages and in modern times, Thessaly was always kept Greek,
while Macedoma was conquered by the Slavs and other races. Thessaly,
thanks to its geographical position, avoided foreign peoples’®

Kapodistrias’s knowledge of historical geography was that of the
educated Greek of his time. Evidence of this comes from two of his
contemporaries: Georgios Gazis, the Epirot savant, member of the
‘Assocration of Friends® m the Danubian principalities and secretary
to the warlord Georgios Karaiskakis; and Athanasios Psalidas, the
distinguished Epirot geographer, who taught for many years in various

4 Maprokordatos Archive, vol. TV, pp. 390-3, 614—15; Nikolaos Dragournus, Historikai
anamnisers (Fistorical reruniscences), ed. by Alkis Angelou, Athens, 1973, vol. IL, pp.
119-120; Ignatios Metropolitis Oungrovlachias (Ignauus Mertropolitan of Hungary-
Wallachia), ed. by E. G. Protopsaltis, Athens 1961, pp. 2034, 206—7.

5 Genilsi Ephemeris tis Flellados, 1 May 1826.

& drcheia FHellenilis Paligenestas {Archives of Hellemc Regeneration), Ai Ethnikai
Syneleusews {The MNational Assemblies), vol. II, Athens, 1973, pp. 233, 244—$, 2645,
274, 275-6. See also Demetrios Vikelas, I systasis ton Hellenikou Basileto kear ta oria
atitors {The establishment of the Greek kingdom and its boundaries), Athens, 1887,
p 42.
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schools in Epirus and the lonian islands. Gazis, in his “Lexicon of the
Revolution', wrote: ‘Macedonia today 1s mnhabited primarily by three
Christian nations: Greeks, Bulgars and Albanians.” Psalidas, in his
teaching notes, included the following on Macedonia, European
Turkey's *eighth province”: ‘Macedonia, the eighth province, which is
famous for Philip and Alexander the Great, has today fallen low because
it 1s mnhabited by base people. The land is rich and produces cereals,
wine, silk, cotton and other things. However, learming has vanished
completely; its inhabitants are Bulgars, Turks and a few Greek and
Vlach colonists from Albamia.”?

The northern boundary proposed for the modern Greeks in the

/ 1820s—granted fifty years later at the Congress of Berlin—seems to

L_”"\

have reflected contemporary opimon among educated Greeks about
the northern limits of the Greek language and learning. Knowledge
of the Greek ‘north’, of course, was limited, as 1t was of other Turkish
domimions in Europe. However, what 1s of significance is not
knowledge of a land excluded from the Greek nation's ‘realm’, but
the criteria used for excluding it. These were the Greek language and
learning, 1.e. ones associated with the Enlightenment.

The Greeks pushed their nation'’s northern frontiers deep nto
Slav-speaking Macedonia and, with considerable delay but with a
vengeance, made themselves part of the Macedonian Question. At
the same time, Greek views on modern Greek national identity and
the criteria for defiming that identity diverged from those advanced
by the men of the Enlightenment.

The '‘Great Idea’ and the ‘Greek empire’ reflected the shift from
positions concerning the ‘domain’ of the Greek nation held before
and during the War of Independence. The call for irredentist action
drowned out all voices questioming the wisdom and effectiveness of
such action. loanmis Kolettiss ‘Great Idea’ of 1844, and the war for the
remnstatement of the "‘Greek empire’ proclaimed by the Philorthodox
newspaper Aeon ten years late on the 400th anniversary of the fall of
Constantinople, were significant——not only as departure from what
till then had seemed the dotmnant national policy, but also because
those who had stood for the course followed in the War of Independence
did not seek to challenge them.

’Georgros Gazis, Lexikon tis Epanastaseas kai alla erga (Lexzcon of the Revolution
and other works), loanmna, 1971, pp. 97-8 and Athanasios Psalidas, [ Tourfia kata

tas archas tou ITH’ aenos (Turkey 1n the early nieteenth century), ed. by G. Charitakgs,
loanmna, 1931, p. 55.
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The Bulgarian challenge in the 1870s further strengthened the
proponents of the ‘Great [dea’ and the ‘Greek empire’, and swept
away what had survived from the days of the Enlightenment and the
War of Independence. This challenge worked n different and unex- /
pected ways. Language, of course, could no longer be used as a deter-
runant of national identity and the nanonal domaimn’s northern himits,
because 1t was also used by the Bulgarians to claim the Slav-speaking
Christians of Macedonia and Thrace as their brethren. It was there-
fore silently dropped as an argument. Greek learning and education,
on the other hand, were to become a powerful instrument 1n the
hands of the Greeks who pushed the nation’s northern frontier deep
mto Macedonia. Education was now instrumental not only in teach-
ing the Greek language but also in shaping the idenaty of those who
attended Greek schools to conform to the requirements of modern
Greek national aspirations.

In place of language a ‘less’ fallible determinant of national identity
was adopted, the *phronema’ or “syneidesis' (i.e. the ‘sentiments’ or con-
sciousness’) of the people. What counted in determining the identity’%

of Macedonia’s inhabitants was not language but their Greek “senti-
ments’, their attachment to the Greek natonal tradition; language could
be learned or unlearned, while ‘sentiments’ were more stable and less
subject to outside pressure and manipulation. Moreover, the Greeks
of the time, and of later times as well, had an additional argument on
their side: their ‘historic rights’ to the land. Who else but the Greeks
could possibly claim to possess the oldest titles to Macedoma? *Prior
tempore, fortior inre’ was a principle whose validity and strength few
would question at the time. When the Ecumenical Patriarchate of
Constantinople felt uneasy about letting the Orthodox Ecumene
be identified with modern Greek national visions, 1t was coerced into
bowing to the wishes of the Greek kingdom—the ‘new centre’ of the
Greeks, as 1t came to be known.

The novel arguments for determining the identity of Macedoma’s
inhabitants and selective evidence on conditions prevailing there
became the material for shaping a new Macedonia, a land after the
Greek kingdom's own image. “What if countless barbarian races fell
upon the land, committed outrages, and settled upon the Greek
areas like the sand of sea, and if the cities were enslaved? The Greek
spirit and civilisation absorbed everything barbarian and un-Greek.
everything that was inimical to the immaculate and beautiful idea
of Hellenism.” So argued a pamphlet published in 1896 by a nationalist
association with the title Macedonia. “What has been left after the
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Slavic deluge? Certain place-names, some ruins, bitter memories and
dramatic stories. Nothing more” The people’s traditions, customs
and manners, ‘the inner life of the Macedoman people’, testified to
Macedonia’s Greekness. It was further argued, regarding the position
and significance of the Greek and Slav languages 1n Macedonia, that
Greek was spoken in the cties, towns and villages of landed peasants,
while Siav languages prevailed among the landless peasants. The
economically and educationally superior status of the Greeks was
invoked to prove that they were Macedoma’s undisputed masters.®

If the British bore the “White Man’s Burden’, the French their
‘mission cvilisatrice’, and the Americans thewr ‘Manifest Destiny’. the
Greeks could not be denied a similar rmission. With wealth, education,
claims to illustrious ancestry and the powerful spiritual machinery
of the Ecumenical Patriarchate, the Greeks had all the arguments they
needed to claim a mission for themselves mn the east. But of more
interest here 1s not so much what preceded or followed thus ‘muission’
of the late nineteenth-century Greeks, as the picture of Macedonia
they mmvented and to which they made themselves captive. Without
this picture of Macedonia and of the alleged "phronema’ of the land’s
Christian inhabitants, irrespective of their language, 1t 1s difficult to
explain the ferocity of the struggle that ensued in the hinterland of
Macedonia. It was doubtless a Greek ‘phronemd’ that the young
Greek officers from the kingdom were convinced they saw in the
quiet resistance of Slav-speaking Christian peasants to the Bulgarian
atternpts to make them renounce their attachment to the Ecumenical
Patriarch and declare for the Bulgarian Exarch. Pavios Melas, the young
Athenian army officer whose death in 1904 moved the Greeks of
his generation to a unique degree, never for a moment doubted that
those peasants whom he met deep inside Macedoma were as Greek
as the Cretans he had with him. loannis Karavits, a Cretan captain
who fought with distinction in the same struggle and was one of
thirty-four fighters from a single village of the Sphakia district who
went over to Macedoria, was convinced that the Slav-speaking peasants
around Monastir were more Greek than the Greek-speaking peasants
of southern Macedonia. For Melas and Karavitis the Slav-speaking
peasants whom they had vowed to deny to Bulgaria were either Greeks
who had lost their Greek language 1n the dark centuries of foreign
invasions, migrations and domunation, or people of foreign origin

¥Hetaria o Hellensmos, Makedora (in Greek), 2nd edn Piraeus, 1856, pp. 80—
2, 94~G,102-3.
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who, 1n spite of formung an organic part of the modern Greek nation,
had been demied till then the benefits of Greek education.”

Firmly believing in the righteousness of their cause and the Greekness
of Macedoma due to ‘historical nght’, and the 'phronema’ of its Christian
inhabitants, the generation of Pavlos Melas, Crown Prince Constantine
and Eleftherios Venizelos pushed the northern border of Greece
deep into Macedoma—so deep that the new border was no longer
a gateway leading to the 'promised land’. The world beyond it no
longer fascinated them as 1t had done till then. The long and vulnerable
frontier deep nside mountainous and inhospitable Macedoma was
now definitely the outer limit of Hellemism facing the Barbarians.

Had Greece over-extended itself by winning land also claimed
by its northern neighbours? These neighbours had no better claim to
the disputed land than Greece, but what 15 of interest to the historian
1s the outcome of Greece pushing its northern frontier inside Slav-
speaking Macedorua and of the effort to demarcate the land according
to a picture fashioned in the late nineteenth century. One aspect of
this outcome was a kind of ‘internal’ frontier created by the Greek
government’s efforts to neutralise the impact of Bulgarian and Yugoslav
claims against Greek Macedoma in the interwar period.

Both countries—Bulgaria more consistently than Yugoslavia—
claimed the Slav-speaking inhabitants of Greek Macedoma, the Slav
Macedonians, respectively as Bulgarians and as Serbs. Bulgaria’s claims
against Yugoslavia’s slice of Macedonia as well, and the consequent rift
between those two countries, reduced the real threat to Greece
cormung from them, but did not reduce the Greek perception of this
threat. Greece’s Slav Macedomans thus came to be identified as the
enemy within. More intimate contact berween official Greece and
the newly-acquired land 1n the 1920s produced a less optimastic and
benign view of the land and its inhabitants than the one produced
by the protagonists in the struggle to deny Macedonza to the Bulgarians.
A 1925 official report on the ‘ethnological composition” of Greek
Macedonia’s population distinguished between three categories of
Slav Macedomans: ‘Slavophones of strong pro-Bulgarian sentiments’,
‘Slavophones of strong pro-Greek sentiments’ and “Slavophones lacking

a national 1dentity and not carmg about such an 1denuty’ 10

® Pavlos Melas, pp. 239, 241, 242-3 and loanms Karavitas, O Makedonikos Agon.
Apomnimonermata {The Struggle for Macedoma. Memoars}, ed. by G. Petsivas.
Thessaloniki, 1994, vol. I, 81 and veol. II, pp. 867-5.

10 Historzcal Archive of Macedoma {Thessaloniki}, Geniki Dioikisis Makedoruas
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There can be littde doubt now that such distinctions were arbitrary,
and only reflected growing doubts among Greek public servants
concerning the Slav Macedomians’ loyalty to Greece. There can also
be little doubt that there was indeed pro-Bulganan sentirnent among
them, probably not as strong as the pro-Greek sentiment in the
same community, assuming the departure of most of those who had
openly identified with Bulgaria in its long struggle with Greece to
carve out spheres of exclusive mfluence 1n Ottoman-ruled Macedonia.
The pro-Bulgarian, no less than the pro-Greek, Slav Macedonians
of the official Greek position were those (perhaps a minority) who
had for various reasons been able to make a leap into the nationalism
of the twentieth century for which the rest, who remained attached
to the identity secured by their Orthodox faith, were not yet ready.

Difficult as 1t may have been, however, the display of pro-Greek
sentiment by Greece’s Slav Macedonians became a major objective
of Greek policy, as did their ingusstic hellenisation. One may, of course,
deplore the nationalistic onslaught on an unprotected local spoken
language, but the Greeks of the 1920s and "30s did not mvent assirmi-
lation, forced or otherwise, nor were they alone among European
nations in the pursuit of such policies. The drive to hellenise the
language and thoughts of the country’s Slav Macedonians acquured
a grim aspect when, 1n addition to the Bulgarian and Yugoslav chal-
{enges, a new threat appeared on the horizon. This was the adoption
of the Slav Macedonians by Soviet-sponsored Commumsm it the
1920s and their promotion on the mternational political scene as
members of a separate Macedoman nation, ostensibly striving for
national self~-deternmuination. In the light of this new challenge, the
Communist Party of Greece was seen as a dangerous agent of inter-
national Commmunism; because, small though the Commurst fol-
lowing among Greece’s Slav Macedomans may have been initially,
the threat from that direction was percewved as being far greater
than numbers suggested. For a quarter of a century, ever since the
Greek Cornmnurust leadership was obliged to accept the Commumist
Internauonal line for a ‘united and independent Macedonia’
1924~—and despite the abandonment of that line 1n 1935—the Greek
Communists were seen as foreign agents bent on amputating

{Directorate General of Macedoma), F 108, report on the 'Ethnologiki synthesis tou
plithysmou s periochus us Merarchuas’ (Ethnological compositon of the populstion
of the Division’s area) by the chaef staff officer of 10th Army Division, dated 9 April
1925.
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Macedonia from the homeland. It was this fast charge that further
exposed the Slav Macedonians on Greek territory to the anger of
the other Greeks. especially the Asia Minor refugees, who had been
settled in Greek Macedonia in great numbers after the catastrophe
of 1922. The ferocity of the Greek Civil War 1n the second half of the
1940s owed much of its ferocity to the Comumunist Party's association
with a separatist movement in Greek Macedonia.

The Slav Macedonians of Greece were thus made to conform to
the concept of Macedonia formed in the late mineteenth century.
Their descendants—or those who could credibly be described as
descendants of the Slav Macedonians—are now invited to fit the model
fashioned in Skopje from raw material not very different from that
used by Greek nationalist writers to support their own cause. Greek
social anthropologists, journalists and some hustorians, quick to embrace
what 1s considered politically correct, have contributed a new set of
misconceptions about the identity and numbers of Greece’s Slav
Macedonians. In view of the Former Yugoslav Reepublic of Macedonia’s
tendency to nurture a view of Thessaloniki in 1its national policy
similar to that of Constantinople m Greek national aspirations before
1922, the Greek tabloid press and champions of nationalist causes
were quick to suggest that Greece’s northern boundary was about
to be pushed back into Thessaly. This national neurosis was largely
responsible for the nationalist outburst of 1992—4.
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WAR. FOR LANID

Like most nation-states, modern Greece was born out of war, expanded
through wars, and went to war to defend 1ts territory. Favourable
conditions abroad, successfiil diplomacy and the use of force secured
extensive territories which the state’s founding fathers could never
have dreamed of acquiring for the new country. Ever since the
First World War the Greeks have been struggling agamnst predatory
nerghbours to keep possession of these territornes.

The War of Independence (1821~30) was soon regarded as the
first stage 1n a long struggle for the liberarion of all lands claamed to
be Greek that were outside the Greek state, and deterrmuned the course
of national action. The independent Greek kingdom in the southern
Balkans was the self-appointed homeland for all the Greeks of the
Ottoman empire and at the same time the nation-state established by
the deaision of three great powers with conflicting interests in the
region. As such, 1t was saddled with the role of a nationalist agent with
a ruuch restricted freedom of action. Britain’s firm opposition to the
dismemberment of the Ottoman empire until the advent of Germany
as the declimng empire’s supporter, Russia’s consistent championship
of the claims for freedom of the emprre’s Orthodox subjects, and the
opporturstic policy of France throughout this period, made Greece’s
role as an agent of freedom an extremely complicated one. Greece
could take action to liberate the unredeemed Greeks as long as 1ts
three protecting powers were 1n agreement to allow such a drive for
territorial expansion. Short of such agreement, Greek governments
could at best prepare for the expected dismemberment of the Ottoman
empire by inciting irredentist action within it. They would do thus,
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first, to remind Greece's protectors of its claims to the Sultan’s Greek
dominions, and secondly to keep nationalist forces at home happy
in the thought that the policy of liberation of the unredeemed brethren
was being seriously pursued.

For eighty years from the time 1t was formed in 1833, the Greek
regular army was instrumental in a number of unsuccessful attempts
to put down brigands and m three successful coups, two aganst King
Otto—-in 1843 and again m 1862—and one against King George’s
government in 1909. It took the field twice to liberate unredeemed
brethren—in Thessaly (1878) and Macedoma (1897). On the first
occasion it withdrew into Greece before engaging the Turkish army,
and on the second 1t was quickly and soundly defeated by the same
army. Of the two territories acquired by Greece during this same
period, the lonian 1slands were granted to Greece by Britain in 1863,
and the Sublime Porte ceded Thessaly by the decision of the great
European powers at the Congress of Berlin 1n 1878,

The regular army in this period essennally satisfied two condinons.
First, 1t secured for Greece a Western-style mnstitution necessary for s
Western orientation and legitimacy, and secondly, 1t produced an
officer corps which proved invaluable in leading the expanded Greek
army in the Balkan Wars and the First World War to the dramatic
expansion of the country’s territory in the space of ten years. National /
aspirations were fanned not by this army but by a different agent,
the irregulars. ll-paid gendarmes and frontier guards, drifting young
transhumant shepherds seeking to augment declining family incomes,
released convicts ready to oblige their patrons, and brigands eager for
plunder made up the bands of irregulars which took up arms to promote
Greece’s national aspirations. They were not a national army but they (3
symbolised a nation in arms. The continued exastence of this irregular
force was due to Greece’s inability to use the regular army for the
promotion of its irredentist programme. Irregulars could be sent across
the Greco-Turkish border to stir up revolt among the Sultan’s Christian
subjects. The Ottomans were well aware that such irredentist escapades |
amounted to exported brigandage, and responded by letting loose
their own rregulars, the Albanians, who were more than a match for {
the Greeks 1n the art of plunder. After each irredentist insurrection of
this kind, everyone appeared satisfied but the unredeemed Christian <
subjects of the Sultan, whom both Greek and Albanian irregulars /
robbed with impunity. The Greek public were momentarily thrilled
by the prospect of seeing their national aspirations realised, but the
Porte presented itself as the innocent victim of Greece’s iresponsible
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government and the Western powers became convinced that successor
nation-states in the Near East were acting no more responsibly than
the empire they were reluctant to dismantle.

Irredentist action of this type, in addition to keeping alive the

/ impression that the political programme of the ‘Great Idea’ was being
pursued, reproduced the irregular military element which sustained

this action: an unofficial military class drawing on the tradition of

the pre-mndependence Klephts. If the officers of the regular army
represented and symbeolised the Greek nation-state, the chiefs of the

irregulars purported to stand for the Greek nation, both inside and

Gutside the national state boundaries; they and those who benefited
politically from their activities would have liked the rest of the Greeks
to believe that they, not the government and the regular armed forces,
were the true defenders of the natton’s interests. Unlike the government
and 1its regular army, these new Klephts would never cave in to pressure
from the great powers. Indeed, they were outside the control of the
govermment, and 1n many mstances literally held it to ransom.

/1

These post-Independence Klephts, who had outlived their usefui-

ess by alimost a century, were a striking symptom of modern Greece’s

inability to move on from the ourworn practices of the past, even
when 1t was clear to everyone that those practices were not only useless,
but also dangerous. They projected the image of a Greece ruled by
colourful thugs, and risked duping the Greek people into entrusting
their national interests to those assocrated with such irregular and
/iﬂegal practices. By the end of the mineteenth century, it seemed as if’
the whole country had slipped mrto ‘kiephtic’ paranoia. The 1897 war
with Turkey, which was precipitated by warlords and those who thnived
on their exploits, shook the country out of its state of self~-deception.

The struggle for Macedonia marked the high-point of this type

of irredentist action—and its sudden end. In the space of some five
vears, hundreds of these swift-footed outlaws of continental Greece,
and perhaps as many Cretan mountain-dwelling masters of the art
of sheep-stealing, confronted Bulgarian irregulars of similar pursuits
and Albanian irregulars in the service of the Ottomans. With the
exception of the linden insurrection of 1903 1n Western Macedonia,
i which mostly Slav Macedomnian peasants were led by a handful of
revolutionaries to rise agamst Turkish rule, all other actions in Macedoma
during the followmg years up till the Young Turks’ Revolt in 1908
were aumned at influencing the choice of national affiliations of the
region’s Slav- or Vlach-speaking inhabitants. Inability to disposess the
Sultan of his last domunmions 1in Europe, forced the Greeks and their
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competitors to use all possible means to carve out spheres of exclusive
nfluence in these fiercely contested provinces.

War and victories in the field eventually secured for Greece most
of the lands which nationalists had claimed: the greater part of Epirus
half of modern Macedonia including a Slav Macedonian munority;
western Thrace which was home to a sizeable Muslim minority of
Turks, Pomaks and Gypsies; Crete; and the eastern Aegean islands.
These gains were the result of Greece’s participation in four wars—
the two Balkan Wars of 191213, the First World War and the Greco-
Turkish war of 1919—22—and three international treaties, those of
Bucharest (1913), Sévres (1920) and Lausanne (1923).

Fighting the war obtamed for Greece impressive territorial gains
but not security. For the latter 1t was obliged, after ten years under
arms (1912—22), to enter mnto several bilateral and multilateral defensive
agreements with its neighbours or with one or more of the great
powers, and to prepare to defend stself militarily against neighbours
coveting different parts of these gains.

In particular it faced an over-sized and dangerous Yugoslavia, which
pressed for a free zone in Thessaloniki and even for a land corridor

The Balkan Wars (1912-13)

The First Balkan War began when the smallest partner of the alliance,
Montenegro, declared war against the Ottoman empire. Greece, Serbia
and Bulgaria followed suit on 18 October 1912. The Greek navy played
a vital role by blocking the supply of the Turkish forces by sea: headed
by the heavy cruser Averoff, it won a series of naval engagements which
prevented the Turkish ships from leaving the Straits.

The Balkan allies made rapid progress. The Greeks advanced mto
Macedonia and captured 1ts largest city, the port of Thessaloniks, m
November 1912 and the capital of Epirus, loanmina, 1n January 1913.
The navy liberated the islands of Chios, Miytilini and Samnos. The Ottoman
government sued for peace and was obliged to accept the termitorial
gains of the Balkan allies by the London treaty of May 1913,

However, hostilities soon broke out between the Allies over the
division of Macedoman territories, The Second Balkan War was imtially
fought between Bulgaria and the combined forces of Greece and Serbia,
but the Bulgars were faced with attacks from Turkey and Romama
and were obliged to negonate. By the treaty of Bucharest in August
1913, Bulgana ceded much of what it had gained in Macedona to
Greece and Serbia.




346 National Geagraphy

leading to 1t; a revisionist Italy acting as agent for Albaman claims to
Epirus; an equally revisionist Bulgaria claiming Greek Macedonia
and Thrace; and Turkey, 1n the ten-year Balkan wars.

In the period between the World Wars Greece signed a pact of
friendship with Italy in 1928 to keep Yugoslavia at bay, similar pacts
with Riomania in 1928 and Yugoslavia in 1929 to neutralise the danger
from Bulgaria, one more such pact and a full-blown military alliance
with Turkey in 1930, and finally a regional pact in 1934 with the
three Balkan states having common borders with Bulgaria: Yugoslavia,
Romania and Turkey. Greece prepared for war against Bulgaria in
the 1930s, but was obliged mstead to go to war against two great
powers, Italy and Germany, in the early 1940s. In October 1940, as a
result of Italy’s demand to occupy unspecified parts of the country,
the Greeks chose to fight back in the firm conviction that to do thus
and fall united was preferable to submtting without a fight and inviting
dismemberment. Submission to Italy was expected to lead to the
partition of Greek territory by Italy, Bulgaria and Britain: Italy would
seize western Greece, and Bulgaria Greek Macedoma and Thrace. It
was expected that Britain would consider Greek territory fair game
and seize Crete, key Aegean islands and perhaps the Peloponnese.
After five months of successful war against Fascist Italy, Greece was
obliged to fight Nazi Germany for the same reasons, with Britan’s
political and military support.

Greece was overwhelmed by the Axis, but its monarch and gov-
ernment did not recognise the defeat and left the country to pursue
the war for the restoration of its independence and territorial integ-
nity. After nearly four years of resistance to the Axas inside and outside
the occupied couniry and as many years agamn fighting Commumnist
insurgents backed by the Communist regimes of Albania, Yugoslavia
and Bulgaria, Greece by the end of the 1940s was to enjoy a measure
of security under American protection.

Security problems vis-d-vis its neighbours appeared to have been
solved when Greece joined the Atlantic Alliance in 1952. For the first
tune 1n thirty years 1ts territorial integrity was guaranteed by a mighty
alliance, which considered the country’s national borders as its own
borders. It was, of course, security under great power protection, but
security all the same. Greece had, 1n a sense, reverted 1 1952 to ms
pre-First World War status of a Balkan state under institutionalised
great power protection. This protection was enhanced in 1980 when
1t became a full member the European Umion, but dinumshed after
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the fall of the Soviet and East European Commumst regimes at the
end of 1980s.

Dimirushed great power protection exacerbated Greece’s fear of
Turkish designs in the Aegean. Turkey’s political instability, its strong
Islamist movement, the Kurdish insurgency and an abysmal human
rights record have made Greece suspicious of Turkish motives in the
region. The tendency of Western powers to view, what Greece considers
to be Turkish provocations as a dispute between two allies has been
interpreted by the Greeks as Western tolerance of aggression. Given
Turkey’s enhanced strategic role in the region, most Greek politicians
believe that the United States has adopted a policy of appeasement at
the expense of the victim 1n the dispute. Although Greece played a
positive role 1 the December 1999 Helsink: accord concerning
Turkey’s EU vocation, a significant gesture of reciprocity has {at the
time of writing) yet to materialise from the other side of the Aegean.

—~
ra



Part VIII

22
CULTURE

The nineteenth-century Hellenic state adopted two great traditions /
that were to pose formidable challenges to its citizens: the linguistic
heritages of a pagan and a Chrstian era. Although a live culture
must draw for continuous sustenance on the great works of the past
and the truths and beauties achieved by tradition’!, the Greek state
disrupted the continuity of the arts by interposing a2 wedge between
the sacred content of painting and its own secular pursuits. Modern
Greeks would have to reinvent a high tradition in the visual arts with
a little help from their Western friends and their academies. /

Unlike the visual arts, the Greek language mamntamed its existence
and many of its forms throughout the Christian and Ottoman centuries.
Its secular, religious, political and artistic users produced religious
tracts, revolutionary diatribes, scholarly treatises and works of literary
genius.

The post-Byzantine tradition of religious art that prevailed before
Independence was challenged by a Western influence that came to
Greece with the Bavarian admunistrators and technocrats who
accompanied King Otto. Most of the important Greek artsts of the
nmineteenth century studied or completed their education in Mumch.
The most prominent of these, Nikolaos Ghizis (1842—1901), became
Professor at the Munich Academy and gained fame abroad. Others

¥The 1con ‘is part and parcel of a usual system conveying and giving support to
the spiritual fact and events that underlie the whole drama of the liturgy~~Fhilip
Sherrard, The Sacred in Life and Art, Cambridge, England: Golgonooza Press, 1990,
p. 72 Nathan A. Scott, Jr and Ronald A. Sharp, Reading George Steiner, Baiumore:
Johns Hopkins Urnaversity Press, 1994, p. 22,
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such us Constantinos Volanakis (1837—1907), Nikiforos Lytras (1832—
1904) and Georgios Iakovides (1852—-1932) returned to Greece to
take up appointments at the School of Fine Arts in Athens.

The talent of the ‘Mumich-period” Greek artists 15 seen at its best
1n thesr sketches and studies, while their imshed work was often stilted,
in common with most products of the Munich, Rome and Paris
academies. The only Greek element in their work was the subject-
matter, which mught be drawn from folklore; the study of native light
and colour came in the twentieth century with the ‘Parisian’ influence.
A more mndigenous though less influential tradition came from the
Italianate school of the Ionian islands, which became part of Greece
in 1864,

The Greek artistic diaspora discovered Parisian moderrism after
some delay. Impressiomism never took root in Greece, but post-
Impressionism influenced some of the work of Constantinos Parthenis
(1878~1957), Constantinos Maleas (1879-1928) and Spyros Papaloukas
(1893—-1957). A Symbolist at heart, Parthems became an influential
exponent of modern trends, and the artistic generation that studied
under him at the School of Fine Arts emulated his interest in Greek
light and colour. A parallel though opposite influence came from Photis
Kontoglou (1896—1965), a refugee from Asia Minor who sought to
revive the tradition of Byzantine religious art: he rejected Western
incursions and urged his students to seek out what had roots in Greek
culture. After 1945 the cross—fertilisation of Parthenis and Kontoglou
produced a generation of artists with a particular vision, of whom some
of the more prominent were Yanms Tsarouchs, Nikos Hatzikyriakos
Ghikas, Yannis Moralis and Spyros Vassiliou.

The Neo-Classical buildings depicted by Tsarouchis and his virile
soldiers and saflors dancing solo, the scenery designs of Vassiliou and
his view of the Acropolis spoiled by the construction boom, Ghika’s
kites and thorny suns over the maize of Hydra, even the youthful
funerary figures of Moralis, refer to the picturesque aspects of
1solation.? One may wonder-with the composer Manos Hatzidakis,
an intelligent commentator on Greek culture-if this scavenging from
Greek tradition was a genmine sign of creatvity. Whether it was or
not, the trend contributed to an 1mage of modern Greece which
was easily identifiable and marketable.

2For a comprehensive descripnion of Greek are see Istoria tou Ellinikou Ethnous
(History of the Hellenic nation), vol. 13, 1977, pp. 529-43; vol. 14, 1977, pp. 425—
38; vol. 15, 1978, pp. 50414
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Since the 1960s Greek artists have fallen under a cosmopolitan
influence which has ceased to explore the natve tradition. Sklavos,
Takis, Chryssa, Samaras and Kounelis are celebrated diaspora figures,
but even natives like Costas Tsoklis, Dimitris Mitaras and Kostas Varotsos
belong to a West BEuropean mainstream. Alekos Fassianos, with his
references to an ancient Mediterranean way of depicting figures, 1s a
partial exception to this rule.

Modern Athens 1s the result of unforeseen circumstances—a sleepy
village that was rapidly transformed mto the capital of a new state.
The influx of close to half a million destitute refugees from Asia
Minor in 1922, and the unplanned movement after the Second World
War of an agrarian population into the bloated centre of a centralised
administration, were chaotic. Only a small part of the sprawling city 1s
the result of planming, and 1ts buildings lack the monumental quali-
ties which are found m some other Balkan capatals. Exceptions to
the absence of space and dignity are to be found 1n the area of the
Parliament, the National Park, the Presidential Palace, Zappion and
the reconstructed ancient Stadium. The rest 1s crammed and crowded,
with few buildings of architectural merit.

How can an architect leave his mark amid such architectural
anonymity? The visionary Dimitris Pikioms (1887-1968) was com-
rmussioned to reconstruct the archaeological walks to the Acropolis
and the Philopappos monument on the hill opposite, and the two
winding paths he produced are the products of hand-wrought marble
and stone fragments that contain no reference to the industrial present.
At the time when Athens and 1ts natural -environment were disap-
pearing under the onslaught of the postwar building boom, Pikioms
designed the monumental walks to preserve the fading memory of
a pre-industrial habitat.?

Post-Independence architecture can be divided into three periods.
First came the neo-classical style imported from the West and adapted
to the modest scale of Athenian life. This was followed by the 'neo-
vernacular’ trend of the 1910s and "20s, drawing from popular tradition,
and finally came the full adoption of modernism in the 1930s. A
fourth period could be added to include the anonymous large-scale
construction activity of the 1950s and ’60s.* A significant exception

*pegy Kounenaki, ed., Dimitris Pikiots, an wssue of the Kathimerini supplement
‘Epta Imeres’, 16 October 1954,

*Helen Fessas-Emanouil, Ideslggical and Cuitural isues in the Architeceure of Modern
Greete, Athens, 1987; Spyros Amourgs, ‘I architectonics tou mesopolemou, 1922—
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to the post-war levelling was the work of Aris Constantinidis in the
Greek Organisation of Tourism and his mnovative series of “Xera'
hotels.

In the 1950s and ’60s the performing arts benefited greatly from
the collaboration of artists, composers and stage directors. Reevived
productions of ancient Greek tragedies and comedies under the mspired
guidance of Dimutris Rontiris (1899-1981), Alexis Minotis {1900—
90) and Karolos Kuhn {1908-87), and chorodrama performances by
Zouzou Nikoloudi (1917—) and Rallou Manou (1915-88), brought
together such talented figures as Tsarouchis, Hatzidakis and Kuhn
and created a new generation that included Dimitris Mitaras, Stavros
Karchakos and Spyros Evangelatos. The latter—along wath Dimitris
Papaioannou, Spyros Voyadjis and Vassilis Papavassilioun—were mainly
responsible for stage productions in the 1970s and "80s that lifted the
Greek theatre to a high level.

The Epidaurus and Athens festivais of the 1950s, '60s and "70s,
the budding philharmonic orchestras in the tradition founded by
the conductor Dimutris Mitropoulos, and the more recent ‘Megaro
Mousikis’ concert hall, have made Athens an important European
cultural centre.

Greek film productions became known internationally through
the work of Michael Cacoyannis. Of his early muses Elli Lambeti in
The Girl in Black haunts the screen with her melancholy eyes, and
Melina Merkour: in Stella is the female equivalent of the mdornitable
Zorba. In the 19605 Nikos Koundouros produced his Drakos with
Dinos opoulos, a popular comedian turned dramatic actor. Another
director who has made his mark internationally 1s Theo Angelopoulos.
He won the Paltme d’Or at the Cannes Film Festival for his Eternity
and One Day, in 1998; he had already directed a series of film classics.

When Greece became independent 1in 1830, 1ts musical tradition
ran in two levels. There were the "demotic’ songs—strongly mfluenced
by liturgical music—which had originated in the post-Byzantine
period, and the mamly Italian school i the Ionian islands which had
escaped Ottoman rule. Greece was cut off from the classical Enropean
musical tradition during the musical renaissance in the West between
the sixteenth and mneteenth centuries. While polyphony was perfected
in the West, the Orthodox Church, ever resistant to change, remained

40" {The architecture of the interwar period), Architektonike Themata, vol. [, 1967,
pp. 1469,
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monophonic and used no instrumental accompaniment. Monophorc
music developed into the ‘Byzantine chant’, and the sounds which
emerged were a blend of psalmodic melody and folksongs, called
tragoudia. In the twentieth century the folk tradition divided into the
older demotic Klephtic songs of the countryside and a new type of
urban song that appeared mostly with the Asia Minor refugees after
1922. Heard in prisons and mn waterfront dens, the rebetiko was destined
for wide success.

Many Greeks living in Europe returned home after Greece became
an independent state, and became emussaries of a European musical
culture. Kapodistrias and King Otto established bands, imported the
first pianos, mntroduced musical education in schools, and nwvited
musicians from Germany, Italy and the Iomian islands to perform in
Athens. Opera was introduced, and many schools were founded and
orchestras, choirs, musical societies and stage productions organised.

Among the better-known representatives of the European (mainly
ftalian) school were Pavlos Karrer (1829-96); Nicholas Mantzaros
(1796~1873), who wrote the music for the national anthem; Napoleon
Labelette {1864-1932); and Lavrangas (1860-1941), the creator of
the Greek opera. With Manolis Kalonuris (1883-1962), a native of
Smyrna, whose orchestration had a Romantic and Wagnerian character,
‘Western and folk traditions merged. Modern Greece's claim to musical
prominence owes much to Maria Callas, who had a brilliant career
in Greek opera before being ‘discovered’ in Verona, and to Dimutris
Mitropoulos, director of the New York Phitharmonic Orchestra.

Working in the field of avant garde music, Yannis Christou (1926—
70) transformed the concept of musical background to performances
of ancient tragedies. Nikos Skalkotas (1904-49), a gifted composer
who also died in his prume, became internationally known for his
brilliant use of demotic tunes, of which his ‘Greek Dances’ are the
best known. In his original modernist compositions, lanni Xenakis
(1921-2000) won international acclaim for his mathematically
patterned musical creations. However, neither Skalkotas nor Xenakis
worked from withun the Greek musical tradition.”

Greece 1s nevertheless best known abroad for its popular music.
Manos Hatzidakis (1925—94) was the first of 2 generation of composers
who mtroduced themes from the rebetika in their compositions, and

SMark Dragourms |, “Music” in T. Veremus and M. Dmgounus, Historical Dictionary
of Greece, Metuchen, INJ: Scarecrow Press, 1995, pp. 130—2.
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drew the attention of the intelligentsia and ultimately the rmddle class
to lowlife music. If an analogy is to be drawn between the domestication
of the Argentine tango and the Greek rebetico, Greece’s Gardel was
Vassilis Tsitsanis (1915-84), although the latter excelled as a composer
more than as a performer. Greek popular music became widely known
through Hatzidaks’s music for the film Never oz Sunday and that of
Mikss Theodorakas (1924} for Zorba the Greek. Dionysis Savvopoulos
(1944~ ) became the minstrel of the 1970s and '80s, drawing from
pop and rock music.

Of all the aspects of culture inherited by the Greek state, everything
connected with language was certamnly the most lively and the most
promising. Although literature depended mostly on the formal and
stilted tradition of the Constantinopolitan Phanariots, the loman
literati who entered the Greek kingdom in 1864 experimented with
a vernacular which was unexplored and had many possibilities. The
genus of Andreas Kalvos (1792—1869) from Zakynthos was ‘discovered’
many decades after writing hus Iast ode, but his contemporary Dionysios
Solomos (1798~1857) opened the way to poetic emancipation from
a formal idiom. Although a master of unfimished verse, he laid the
foundations for all creativity that followed. The Atheman Romantics
and their purist form of katharevousa deserve little notice, but Emmanuel
Rooadis {1836—1904), wath his corrosive irony directed against a pompots
officialdom, created an nportant precedent in social criicism. George
Vizyinos (1849-69) and Alexandros Papadiamants {1851—1911) are
the best craftsmen of the formal :diom, and the latter 15 a short story
writer of genius. His innocent universe of devout Orthodox peasants
remained neglected after his death.®

Preoccupation with the war between the exponents of demotiks
(vernacular language) and katharevousa (formal language) throughout
thie first half of the twentieth century obscured the fact that talent,
or lack of it, was to be found in both camps. Although the works of
the champion of the vernacular, Yianms Psycharis (1854—1929), appear
as alien today as do those of the katharevousa supporters, the torrential
demotik: of Kostis Palamas (1859—1943) gave free rein to his visionary
verse. On the opposite side of the spectrum of temperaments 1s the
understated poetry of the Alexandrian Constantinos Cavafis (1863~

1933). His collected works, filling only a single volume, offer a grand

“For a concise presentation of Modern Greek literature see the brilliant work
of Mario Vitn, Istarsa nis Ellinikis Logotechnias, Athens: Odysseas, 1978,
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Ode
A. Kalvos

As from the sun the hours
Like drops of fire

Fall into the sea of ume
And vanish for ever

(translated by Philip Sherrard)

The God forsakes Antony

C. B Cavafis

When suddenly at the midnight hour

Ananvisible troupe 1s heard passing

With exquisite music, with shouts—

Do not mourn in vain your fortune failing you now,
Your works gone astray, plans of your life

Turned out to be illusions.

As if long prepared for this, as if courageous,

Bid her farewell, the Alexandria thart is leaving.
Above all do not be fooled, do not delude yourself.
It was a dream, your ears deceived you;

Do not stoop to such vain hopes.

As if long prepared for thas, as if courageous,

As 1t becomes you who are worthy of such a cty;
Approach the window with firm step,

And listen with emoton, but not

With the entreates and complaints of the coward.
As a Jast enjoyment listen to the sounds,

The exquisite instruments of the mystcal troupe,
And bid her farewell, the Alexandria you are losing.

{translated by Rae Dalven)

tour of Greek cultural history, and his subtle wisdom is conveyed in
an 1d191n which is sparing of poetic effects. Palamas and Cavafis are
two different incarnations of Greekness. The former heralded the
territorial umty of Greece, the latter 1ts unity in time.

Betrween the world wars, national attention, now freed from the
‘Great Idea’, was concentrated on the relief and integration of the
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‘The King of Asine

George Seferis

We looked all morning round the citadel

starting from the shaded side, there where the sea

green and without luster—breast of a slan peacock—received
us like aime without an opemng in it

Veins of rock dropped down from hgh above,

rwisted vines, naked, many-branched. comung alive

at the water’s touch, while the eye following them

struggled to escape the tiresome rocking,

losing strength continually.

On the sunny side a long open beach

and the light striking diamonds on the huge walls.

No hiving thing, the wild doves gone

and the king of Asine, whom we've been trymg to find for
WO years now,

unknown, forgotten by all, even by Homer,

only one word 1in the {liad and that uncertan,

thrown here like the gold burial mask.

You touched 1t, remember its sound? Hollow 1n the light
like a dry jar in dug earth:

The king of Asine a void under the mask

everywhere with us everywhere with us, under a name:
"Asinin te .. Asuun te L

and his children statues

and his desires the fluttering of birds, and the wind

111 the gaps between his thoughts,

and his shups anchored 11 a varushed port:

under the mask a void.

Behind the large eves the curved lips the curls
carved 1n relief on the gold cover of cur existence
a dark spot that you see travelling like a fish

in the dawn calm of the sea:

a void everywhere with us.

And the bird that flew away last wanter

with a broken wing-

abode of life,

and the young woman who left to play

with the dogteeth of summer

and the soul that sought the lower wotld squeaking
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and the country like a large plane-leaf swept along by the
torrent of the sun

with the ancient monuments and the contemporary sorrow.
And the poet lingers, looking at the stones, and asks humself
does there really exist

among these ruined lines, edges, ponts, hollows and curves
does there really exist

here where one meets the path of ramn, wind, and rum

does there exist the movement of the face, shape of the
tenderness

of those who've shrunk so strangely m our lives,

those who remained the shadow of waves and thoughts with
the sea’s boundlessness

or perhaps no, nothing 1s left but the weight

the nostalgia for the weight of a living exastence

there where we now remain unsubstantial, bending

like the branches of a terrible willow-tree heaped 1n
permuanent despair

while the yellow current slowly carries down rushes up
rooted in the mud

image of a form that the sentence to everlastng bitterness
has turned to marble:

the poet a void.

Shieldbearer, the sun climbed warring,

and from the depths of the cave a startled bat

hit the light as an arrow hats a shueld:

*Asinin te ... Asinin te .. Could that be the king

of Asine

we've been searching for so carefully on tius acropolis
sometimes touching with our fingers his touch upon
the stones

{translated by Edmund Keeley and Philip Sherrard)

uprooted Asia Minor refugees. The new crop of poets and intellectuals
vacillated between the utter despair of Kostas Karyotakis (1896-1928)
and the sober resignation of George Seferis (1900—71) to exaltation
of the senses with Odysseas Elytis (1911-96). The most important
intellectual product of that era was the group known as ‘the generation
of the 1930s". The common denominator of such writers George
Theotocas (1906—66), Constantine Dimaras {(1904-92) and Kosmas
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Politis (1888—1974) was their predilection for liberal democracy and
political moderation. Their benign mnfluence was soon eclipsed by
dictatorship, war and cwvil strife, but their spirit was preserved for
the return of more favourable circurnstances m the furure. The Surrealists
Nikos Engonopoulos (1910-85) and, especially, Andreas Embirikos
(1901~75) sought to relieve their contemporaries of thew identity
crists and their psychological hang-ups. Thanks to their playful use
of katharevousa, the capacity of the formal language for satire was once
more exploited.

The Nobel prizes for Seferis and Elyts mark a highpoint achieved
by the poetic medium in Greek culture. By the end of the century,
however, the poetic mnuse appeared to have lost her momentum. The
1970s produced Manolis Anagnostakis and Lefterts Poulios, both vig-
orous poets who nevertheless failed to follow 1n the footsteps of the
giants.” Other modes of artistic expression such as the cinema and
certainly the performing arts are making an 1mpact on the cultural
life of Greece.

Nikos Kazantzakis (1885--1957) deserves special notice in this four
d’horizon. Thanks to Jules Dassin’s film version of Christ Recrucified,
Michalis Cacoyannis’ Zorba the Greek and Martn Scorsese’s Last
Temptation, Kazantzakis achieved world recognition. His heroes—
whether the sullen Cretan revolutionary Captain Michalis or the
hedonistic Zorba—are larger-than-life figures who triggered fantasies
of escape from post-industrial societies and contributed to the ‘noble
savage’ archetype in the cvilised West, Kazantzakis’s celebration of man’s
irrational faculties and his cult of heroism are references to a
Nietzschean creed favoured by a Western circle of intellectuals between
the World Wars. In the 1950s, when his major works appeared, he
represented a view of life that the ‘generanion of the 1930s” had already
discarded two decades earlier. However, what made his work attractive
to adolescent readers but alien to the Greek mainstreant was not
s proverbial clash with the religrous establishment, but rather his
fascination with excesses of personal behaviour. In one of his essays
George Seferis clayms that respect for balance 1s deeply embeded in a
Greek folk tradition that goes back to antiquity.® Couid the exaggerated
characters of Kazantzakis outlive their hubris and defy this balance
with impunity?

7See the collechion of essays on Greek literature, En lefleo (Athens: lkaros, 1993),
by the Nobel laureate Odysseas Elyns.

SGeorgxos Seferis, Dokimes (the ntle refers to studies made by a pamnter for a
work 1n progress). Athens: Fesus, 1962, p. 197.
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Other types of rebel, such as Strans Myrivilis’s (1892-1969) Vassilis
the Arvamuts who, unlike the heroes of Kazantzakis, 1s humbled for
his pride and acts of hubris, are more in keeping with a native concept
of justice and balance. The defiant Arvanitis (the designation for
fourteenth-century Albanian settlers in Greece), who even challenges
divine authority, becomes a prototype of Greek valour m its hellenised
Albaman incarnation. This mndomitable figure, ultimately crushed
by fate, is a subject closer to the heart of the Greek public.
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CONCLUSION

This appraisal of the Greek nation and state smce Independence has
been written from a certain point of view-the liberal point of view.
This 1s not so much out of personal preference as because the aims
set by the founders of the Greek nation-state were those of Western
liberal democracy. These aims were in a sense a yardstick for judging
the performance of the renovated Greek nation and its newly-
constructed state. Lapses into value judgements are not deliberately
sought but are hard to avoid 1n this venture to observe and measure
constructs such as nations and states.

The Greek state has been associated by different hastorians with
the attributes and shortcomings of political personalities, the designs
of the ruling classes and foreign arbiters, or the power structure of
an organic entity with its own agenda. The naton-state 15 no different
from any other man-made construct: conceived by individuals or
groups of state-builders, it reflects their values and priorities. The
final outcome bears the impress of its users: those who admunister 1ts
mstitutions and the multitude of subjects who adapt their lives
accordingty. Yet the latter have not been passive recipients of state
authority. They slowly eroded official rules and made them conform
to their own social norms and family priorities, while at the same
tume they themselves were transformed by the equalising benefits of
the rule of law and willingly restructured their lives.

Did the renovated Greek nation fulfil the expectatons of the
founding fathers? In many ways 1t did, while 1n others 1t failed. The
effort to fashion a homogeneous and functional national community
out of a number of different linguistic groups at varying stages of
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development has succeeded-at some cost, though not as greata cost
as is sometimes suggested. The success has been enhanced by the
undeniable pride in a common descent which the renovated nation
has inspired in this motley commumty. This pride in an ancient
Greek heritage, which has often rassed eyebrows and produced scathing
criticism. not only proved to be the binding element necessary to
hold society together, but also fostered a cultural revival worthy of
nations with a much longer and less troubled independent nationhood.

The Enlightenment provided an intellectual framework well sutted /
to the merchants of the Greek diaspora. It even stimulated the scholars
of the Orthodox Church to produce works of striking origimnality.
The French Revolution and its display of anti-clericalism put an end
to the honeymoon between Church and Enlightenment, but the liberal
seed had germinated by the time Greece gamned independence, and
its fruit becamne the staple food of all the constitutions formed between
1821 and 1864.

Adamantios Koraes, with his profound influence on the ideological ’7
underpinnings of the new state, provided the solid bridge between
this isolated Ottoman province and the 1deas of the West. Some may /
wonder why the Greek state turned its back on 1ts Eastern past and
embraced the West, and the answer is sumple. Except for a reservorr of
folk culture, the East had long ceased to provide the Greek élites with
nspiration and purpose. The Bavarians endowed Greece with mstitutions
and a modern administration shaped after an advanced French model.
King Otto'’s regents passed on to Greece the system Bavaria had been
given by its reforming statesman Maxumilian Mongelas de Garnerin
(1759-1838).!

The acid test of the country's path to modermuty 1s to be found
in the avatars of democracy in Greece. A society with an Ottoman
(not indigenous) aristocracy had only the Church as 2 remnant of
an ancien régime after Independence. A huge stratum of landless
peasants and a small merchant élite made the furure of parliamen-
tary democracy hang in the balance, but Greek politicians proved
wiser than their Balkan counterparts. The relatively bloodless expul~
sion of King Otto in 1862 deprived future monarchs of a dormnant
role in politics. The early distribution of public land to those who
worked on it, and of deeds of ownership to squatters, helped to inte-
grate the masses into the system and introduce them to the rituals of
democracy.

iEberhard Weis, Mornigelas, 17591799, Munich, 1971.
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Although the Greek ‘segmentary society’ was not transformed
into a cvil society overnight, and separation between state and society
1s still a goal sought by modernisers 1n politics, the wild individualism
bred by the family unit did not destroy the rule of law and parliamen-
tary democracy. Throughout the formative years of state-building,
disanguished parliamentarians such as Mavrocordatos, Deligiorgs,
Koumoundouros and Trikoupis, who were keen to make democracy
work, became the rule rather than the exception.

The role of the diaspora in facilitating Greece’s transition to modermity
/ cannot be exagerated. The Western model was re-fashioned to sut
Greece by such state-builders as Kapodistrias, Mavrocordatos, Koraes
and Trikoupis and many others who had lived abroad for significant
periods of therr lives. No authoritarian reformer was therefore necessary
to bridge the gap berween a modermsing state and a traditional
peasantry. The apostles of change had already passed on to Greece
the major trends then prevailing in Britain, France and the German
states.

Why did the major disasters of the twentieth century not com-
pletely nullify Greece’s journey to modernisation? How did the state
manage to consolidate its territorial gains and integrate 1ts own popu-
lation 1nto a mainstream 1deology without violence? The disasters of
the national schism 1n 191620, Asia Minor in 1922 and the Civil War
m 1946 caused lasting divisions and placed obstalces 1 the way of
Greece’s path to modernity, but they did not derail the process. Of all
the mishaps of modern tumes the military regime of 1967—74 1s prob-
ably the most difficult to explain since it appears so utterly anachro-
mstic in Buropean affairs. Yet this last remncarnation of the Civil War
helped to purge Greece of its heritage of a fratricidal cleavage.

Similarly the maverick politics of Andreas Papandreou in the 1980s
slowed Greece’s advance to the West, but also purged the Greeks from
syndromes of victimisation and irrational suspicions of the motives
of their Western partners. Expensive deviation as 1t may have been,
PASOKs first term in power had the effect of a national psychodrama
in which all kinds of underdogs were finally admitred to the tumuluous
world of Greek politics as equals.

The effort to carve a relatively large territory out of the defunct
Ottoman empire to house the renovated Greek nation and expand
1ts limats with the means available to 1t was also generally successful.

Brnest Gellner, Conditions of Liberty: Civil Soaety and its Rivals, London: Hamush
Hamilron, 1994, pp. $7-102.
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In many ways, the cost of this territorial expansion was high, but it
was usually undertaken with the backing of a broad popular mandate.

The drive to define and create a public domam free from the
incursion of familial and clientelistic networks in the nation’s life has
been less successful. Disentangling the private from the public sphere,
and establishing a civil society that has not been penetrated by the
state, are tasks that still have to be accomplished.

Yet the central government succeeded in divesing corporate groups
of their power to cause mischief by offering them the opportunity
to expend their energies in ways not 1mimical to the national interest.
Success in the complex task of construcang viable and truly representative
government and efficient administrative authorities has sometimes
been marred by authoritarian rule in a variety of guises. Modermising
Greece may be a task resembling that of Sisyphus, but with the difference
that upward progress is greater than downward tumbles.
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CHRONOLOGY

1821 The Greek War of Independence against Ottoman rule breaks out.
The Ecurnenical Patriarch, Grigorios, as head of the Christian Orthodox
flock is held responsible by the Ottoman authornties and hanged.

1822 The first consttution {or an independent Greece is drafted.

1827 The jont Ottoman-Egyptian fleet 1s destroyed at Navarino Bay (Pylos)
by the combined fleets of England, France and Russia.

1828 Count Joanms Kapodistrias arrives m Greece as 1ts first president.

1830 France, England and Russia recognize the independence of Greece
under the London Protocol of 3 February 1830. T he document consisted
ofthree protocols: the first declared Greece’s ndependence, 1ts monarchical
regumne and 1ts boundaries; the second concerned the accession of Prince
Leopold of Saxe-Coburg to the throne (he declined the offer and later
became the first King of the Belgians); and the thurd established religious

toleration.

1831 Kapodistrias assassinated by members of a powerfiil clan in the Mam
region of the Peloponnese.

1832 The Treaty of Constantinople (21 July) between Britamn, France,
Roussia and the Ottoman empire, modifying Greece'’s boundarres.

1833  Armval of Prince Otto of Bavaria in Greece as 1ts first king. Because
he was a minor, the affairs of state were managed by a Bavarian regency.
The Greek Church declared *autocephalous’, i.e. independent from the
adnunustrative, but not the doctrinal, authority of the Patriarchate in
Constanunople.

1834 Athens becomes the capital of Greece.
1835 End of regency on Otto attaiming majoriey.
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1843 Otto forced by troops of the Athens garrison and a popular dem-—
onstration 1n front of the palace to grant a constitution.

1844 The new consttution defines the regume as a constituional monarchy.

1854 The occupation and blockade of Piraeus by French and British toops
imposes neutrality on Greece during the Crimean ‘War.

1862 King Otto forced to abdicate after an uprising against his rule
MNafplion and Athens.

1863 Prince George of Denmark becomes ‘King of the Hellenes'.

1864 The Ioman islands mncorporated into the Greek state through the
Treaty of London (29 March). The new constitution defines the Greek
political system as a ‘crowned democracy .

1866—9 An uprising in Crete agamst Ottoman rule fails to liberate the
istand,

1870 The Sultan recognises the autonomy of the Bulgarian Exarchate
Church, which breaks all links with the Ecumemnical Patriarchate.

1871 The government of Alexandros Koumoundouros grants legal tatle
deeds to peasants squatting on public lands.

1875 Acceptance by King George of the principle that the leader of a
party emjoying majority support in parliament should be given the
mandate to form a government.

1878 Conclusion of the peace treaty of San Stephano, soon to be revised
by the Congress of Berlin.

1881 The province of Thessaly and the region of Arta mcorporated nto
the Greek state. The Convention of Constantinople signed between
Greece and Turkey.

1883-93 Decade during which Harilaos Trikoupss and Theodoros Deli~
vannss alternated 1n power, marking the heyday of the two-party systemn.
Trikoups puts reforms mnto effect.

1895 Trikoupis defeated 1n the elections and reures from politics; he dies
the following year.

1896 Another Cretan rebellion against Ottoman rule leads fo Greece
bemng involved n the issue of Cretan liberation.

1897 A Greco-Turkish war breaks out. The Greek forces are defeated by
the Ottoman army within three weeks mn the Thessaly campaign.

1898 Prince George (second son of King George) appointed governor
of Crete after the island 15 granted autonomy.

1903 A ‘Macedonian Commuttee' founded by Greek officers to counter
Bulgarian claums in Macedoma.
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1908 A ‘Sociclogical Society’ established in Athens to support the collecve
action of workers. Qutbreak of the Younp Turk revolt in Thessalonika.

1909 A group of officers orgamused in a Military League obliges the gov~
ernmernt to draft reforms in parliament. The Cretan politician Eleftherios
Venizelos appointed by the officers of the League as thewr political
adviser.

1910 Eleftherios Venizelos wins an overwhelming popular mandate mn
general elecnons and launches extensive reforms.

1911 A revised constitution comes into force. The Dodecanese 1stands m
the Aepean occupied by Italy.

1912 Landslide victory i the election for the Liberal Party created by
Venizelos. Greece and its allies Bulgaria, Serbia and Montenegro defeat
the Ottoman empire in the First Balkan War.

1913 The Second Balkan War fought between former allies—RBulgaria
against Greece and Serbia; Bulgaria defeated. King George assassinated
m Thessaloniki. Greece granted significant territorial gains (Crete, Mace-
donia, loanmna and islands of the Aegean), in the Treaty of London (30
May) and the Peace of Bucharest {10 Augnust).

1915  Clash between Venizelos and King Constantine over Greek foreign
policy during the First World War, Venizelos proposing 2 Greek alliance
wiath the Triple Entente while the King opts for neutrality. Venizelos
twice forced to resign.

1916 Greece divided between north and south with the revolutionary
government under Vemuzelos, General Danglis and Admiral Kountounons
in Thessaloniki, and the official government in Athens appointed by the
King,

1917 Constantine forced to abdicate. His second son Alexander succeeds
as king and Venizelos re-establishes hus governmentin Athens. Thessaloniki
devastated by a fire that started during the night of 18 August.

1918 Ten Greek divisions fight on the Macedoman front in the autumn
campaign which defeats the German and Bulgaran forces.

1919 Greece takes its place among the victors of the First World War and
expands the national territory through the Paris peace conference. The
treaty of Neuilly (27 November) includes Bulgaria’s renunciation of all
rights to Western Thrace which 15 awarded to Greece.

1920 Under the treaty of Sévres {10 August) Greece acquires Western
and Eastern Thrace, the rest of the Aegean islands, and a mandate to
admimister the greater Smyrna area in Asia Minor, pending a plebiscite
about its future.
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1920 Death of King Alexander from the bite of a pet monkey. Venizelos
defeated 1n the ensuing elecnions. The royalists return to power and
restore Constantne to the throne.

1922 Greek forces defeated in Asia Minor and the ethme Greek population
flees to Greece. Constantine abdicates 1n favour of hus eldest son, George
il, and leaves the country.

1923 The treaty of Lausanne (24 July) fixes the boundar:es between Greece
and Turkey and imposes an exchange of populations. Close to 1.5 million
destitute refugees arrve 1n a country of barely 5 million inhabitants.

1924 Greece becomes a republic following a referendum with George
Kountouriotis as the first president.

1924—6 Military coups follow one another during a period of frequent
nterventions by the military 1n politics.

1926—8 An all-party government takes office.
1928-32  Veruzelos' final four~year term in office.

1930 A Greek-Turkish treaty, signed by Vemzelos and Atatiirk, settles
outstanding problems between the two states.

1933  Tsaldars, leader of the Populist (pro-Royalist} party, wins the elections
and Liberals fear restoration of the monarchy.

1934 Balkan Pactsigned in Athens between Greece, Riomami, Yugoslavia;
Turkey attempts to create 2 federation of Balkan states.

1935 Failure of an anti-Rooyalist pre-emptive coup speeds up the process
of King George's restoration.

1936 The leading Greek politicians Venizelos, Tsaldaris, Kondylis and
Papanastasiou die in guick succession. On 4 August the King endorses
the suspension of certamn articles of the Constitution, enabling the caretaker
Prime Minister, loanms Metaxas, to assume dictatorial powers.

1940 Greek resistance to the [talian Fascists’ attack from Albania results
in the first Allied victories in the Second World War.

1941 German armoured divisions overpower the Greek armed forces
and occupy the country. British forces evacuate mainland Greece and,
eventually, Crete 1n the face of an intensive German aerial assault. A
Greek government-in-exile established in Cairo and London. Greek
armed forces regroup in Egypt.

1941—4 Greece occupied by German, Italian and Bulgarian forces; Thrace
and Eastern Macedonia annexed by Bulgaria. Greek resistance obliges
the Germans to keep large forces in Greece and disrupts their transporis
to the Middle East. Internal strife between left- and right-wing resistance
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groups deepens divisions between Greeks. On 3 October 1944 the
Greek Mountain Brigade distinguishes atself in the battle of Rumim on
the Italian Adriatic coast.

1944  Athens liberated. The ‘December events’, an armed rebellion of the
Communist-domunated resistance, further deepen ideological strife.

1946 A referendumn on the future of the monarchy results in a 68% vote
for 1ts restoration.

19469 A fully fledged civil war called the “third round’ (the first being
fought during the occupation and the second during the ‘December
events’) is fought between the Communist~controlled Democratic Army
in northern Greece and the National Army under a coalition governmment

of ‘Populists’ (right-wingers and rovalists). The Commumst forces are
defeated in 1949.

1947 In accordance with the Treaty of Paris (10 February) Greece acquires
the Dodecanese slands. Under the Truman Doctrine massive aid is
granted to Greece.

1952 Greece becomes a member of NATO. Elections are won by the
Greek Rally, a new night-wing party led by Fieid-Marshal Alexander
Papagos, who commanded the government forces 1n the Civil War. A
reconstruction programme of a war-ravaged Greece is launched with
Amernican aid.

1955 InSeptembera mob i Istanbul, demanding the annexation of Cyprus
by Turkey, wreaks havoc 1n the areas of the aty inhabited by Greeks.

1956 Elections are won by the newly-formed right-wing party called
the ‘Nanonal Radical Umon’ (ERE), led by Constantine Karamanlis,
Miruster of Public Works in the Papagos government. Archbishop
Makaros of Cyprus deported to Seychelles by the Bruish, The Greek

Cypriots’ struggle for self-determination reaches a climax.

1958 In the May elections, the ERE party under Karamanlis mamntains
its majority wath 40% of the popular vote.

1959 Greece applies to the EEC for associate memberstup. Greek and
Turkash Cypriot leaders sign the London agreement on the independence
of Cyprus.

1960 Cyprus becomes an imdependent republic with Archbishop Makarios
as President and Dr Fazil Kiitchitk as Vice-President.

1961 ERE wins 57% of the popular vote in general elections anud
accusations of electoral fraud.

1963 Karamanlis loses the elections to George Papandreou, leader of the
Centre Union, a party formed by the coalition of all the centre factions
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in Greek politics. Violence in Cyprus between Greek and Turkash Cypriot
commmuies.

1964 In new elections the Centre Union turns its relative majonty 1n
the February elections into an absolute one, winmng 52.7 per cent of
the vote.

1965 King Constantine clashes with Prime Mimster George Papandreou
over the latter’s appointment of himself as Defence Minuster, leading
Papandreou to resign 1n protest. An ‘unrelenting struggle” 1s launched
demanding new elections.

1966 (December) The major parties agree to desist from atracks on the
monarchy.

1967 {April) A Junta of colonels faunch a coup d’'état and establish a muilitary
dictatorship. The King flees the country after an abortive effort n
December to oust the military regume.

1968 Around 1,000 cwvil servants dismissed by the Junta; Junta officersin
Cyprus try, but fail, to murder President Makarios.

1973 Abortive coup by navy units against the regime.

1974 The Turks invade Cyprus in two consecutive waves after a coup
instigated by the Junta in Athens agamnst Makarios replaces im with
a nationalist stooge. The Junta collapses in July; democracy 15 restored
in Greece: Karamanlis return as Prune Mimster from his exile m
Paris and wins the November elections by a landslide. Greece becomes
a republic after a referendum (December).

1975 A new constitutton replaces that of 1952, briefly restored after the
abroganion of the Junta's 1973 constitunion. A Turkish-Cypriot Federated
State of Cyprus 1s proclaimed and recogmsed only by Turkey. There
follows an influx of immgrnts ffom mainland Turkey to northern
Cyprus.

1976 Greek-Turksh relations go through a new crisis when a Turkish
survey ship begins oil explorations in waters between the islands of
Mytilini and Lemnos, claimed by Greece as patt of its continental shelf.

1977 (November) Karamanlis' New Democracy party wins a comfortable
majority in the elections.

1979 (28 May) Karamanlis signs a treaty of accession to the European
Community with the nine EC members.

1980 Karamanlis becomes President of the Republic and George Rallis
Prime Minster. Visit of Greek President to Moscow.

1981 Greece jons the EC. The Panhellenic Socialist Movement (PASOK),
led by Andreas Papandreou, wins the Qctober elections.
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1982 Papandreou visits Cyprus—the first such visit by a Greek Prime
Minster.

1983 The Turkish Cypriot Assembly unilaterally declares an independent
Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus, recognised only by Turkey. A
Defence and Economic Cooperanion Agreement {DECA) 15 signed
between the Umted States and Greece, replacing that of 1953, together
with other bilateral security arrangements.

1984 Constantinos Mitsotakis elected leader of the INew Democracy party.

1985 Former judge Christos Sartzetaks elected President of the Republic.
PASOX wins 45.82% of the popular vote 1 the June elections.

1987 A new crisis breaks out 1n relatons between Greece and Turkey
because of the Turlash intention to explore once agan for oil in disputed
areas of the Aegean seabed. Greece and Albania formally end the state of
war which had techmcally exasted between the two countries since 1940,

1988 Premuers Papandreou and Turgnt Ozal meet 1z Davos, Swatzerland,
to defuse tension between their two countries.

1985 A deadlocked june election leads to the formation of 2 government
of ‘lrmted duration’ under the New Democracy deputy Tzanms
Tzannetakis, wath the support of the Communist Party. New elechions
in November 1989 also prove mnconchusive. An all-party government 15
formed under Xenophon Zolotas, a non-partisan banker and econormust.

1990 MNew Democracy, under Mitsotakis, wins the elections and
Karamanlis again becomes President of the Republic.

1991  (16—17 October) The Brussels EPC (European Politcal Cooperation)
meeting of the twelve Foreign Ministers decides that, before being granted
recogmiion, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedoma (‘FYROM")
should ‘adopt constitutional and political guarantees ensuring that it has
no territonal claimns towards a neighbourmg Community state’. The Greek
and Turkish Prime Mimsters, meeting in Davos, agree to improve relations
between their countries.

1992  The government imposes an austerity programume. The ‘FYROM’
1ssue dormunates Greek foreign policy. There 15 an influx of ethmic Greek
economuc refugees from the former Soviet Union, Albama and Buigaria.

1993 Former Foreign Minster Andoms Samaras leaves New Democracy
and (September) mnstigates the defecnon of two deputies, causing the
government to fall. PASOK voted back to power (OQctober).

1995 End of Karamanlis’s last presidential term. Constantine Stephanopoulos
elected President of the Republic by Parliament.

1996 After a long illness, Andreas Papandreon replaced as Prime Minister
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by Constantine Simitis, and dies ( June). Simns wins elections (September)
by a comfortable margin.

1997 The Sirmtis government pursues decisively 1ts convergence paolicy,
ensuring that Greece will meet the Maastricht critenia and chus qualify
to participate m the Economuc and Monetary Umion.

1998 Death of Constantine Karamanlis. Clouds gather in Kosovo but
Greece's relauons with all 1ts northern neighbours are good. Tension
with Turkey grows over the efforts by Cyprus to enter the EU. Turkish
allegations of "grey zones’ in the Aepgean, and the Kurdish leader Ocalan’s
passage to Kenya, with Greek complicity, create an all-tume low n
Greek-Turkish relations.

1999 Greeks unanimously oppose the bombing of the former Republic
of Yugosiavia by NATO aircraft, but the Simutis government mamntams
solidarity with its NATO partners. The Helsinki accord, acknowledging
Turkey’s eligibility as a full member of the EUJ, dispels the tension between
the two Aegean neighbours.

2000 Stephanopoulos re-elected as President of the Republic by parliament.
In geneml elections (9 April) PASOK under Sinutis wins by a narrow
margin. Greece accepted in the Economic and Monetary Umon (EMU)
of the EUL
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