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ABSTRACT

This thesis explores the effects of political change on
Greek security policy during the period 1974 to 1984. This
period encompasses significant change in Greece's foreign
relations including those with the United States. The
central question is: Are the elements of Greek security
policy based on long-term basic interests which find corsis-
tent expression, or are they a function of domestic polit-
ical factors, more ideologically motivated and therefore
variable according to the governiny political party? The
fundamental issues include: relations with the Eastern
Bloc, Cyprus, the Aegean Sea, relations with NATO, and U.S.
military installations in Greece. These issues are analyzed
for three periods: the 1974-1981 New Democracy Governments,
the 1974-1581 opposition policies of PASOK, and the
1974-present PASOK yovernment. Although some expected a
radical departure in policies with the 1981 chanye to a
socialist government, practical policies have shown very
little change. The basic requirements of a developing and
maturing country influenced by the conditions of its
regional environment and general world conditions seem to
lend consistency and rationality to Greek security policy
ard should be considered in forming Western policy for the
region.
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J. INTEODUCTION

A. PERSPECTIVE

In recent years consideraible concern has been expressed
about the future viability of the Atlantic Alliance as a
cooperative security venture. Numerous authors have pointed
to tke mary divergences which have been straining the alili-
ance for years and which seemr to be worsening. Changes
within the global strategic environment as well as within
various regions and individual states seem to increase the
difficulty of gaining commonaliity of purpose and consensus
in action among the Western allies. These changes have been
interpreted both pessimistically arnd optimistically, but
most cbservers seem to ayree that a careful reconsideration
of the basics of the alliance seems in order. Central to
this consideration has been the observatior that certain
elements within the alliance leadership seea to take a
conservative approach to the security arrangement, seeinj
its success over the past 34 years as evidence of its
viability and an argument against change. One tendency,
ther, may ke to partially overlook the changes which have
taken place on many levels within the Western sphere ard
resort to past generalities to form policy for the alliance.
Gther optimists will say that it is the very strength of the
alliance which has allowed it to survive the numerous
"crises" and shifts which have occurred since its founding,
and that it is the fundamental assumptions which have

carried the alliance through these rough times. However,

there are pessimists who see growing and multiplying polit-
ical, economic and military problems as an indication of o
future collapse if new arrangements and outlooks are not 'j ]

adopted. Pierre Hassner has put it gquite succinctly:
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In sur the traditional problems_ of NATO are all still
presen{ but they are exacerbated by much more serious
externai situations, both military and econcmic and Dy
nore difficult docmestic situations, partlcuiqu%_ in
countries ... in which, for a 1long tine domestic divi-
sions did not afrfect fgre;gn PQllCZ. fhe economic™ and
the military crises coincide with the so-called govern-
ability crises _of %Western societies, and _the fostwar
national and alliance consensus_ is now being increas-
ingly challenged. [Ref. 1: p. 8]

It is therefore a combination of factors 1ia increasing
complexity which adds rew dimensions to alliance probleas.
Generatiocnal shifts in Europe and the United States which
have brought significant new domestic and 1international
political and security perceptions. This has added new
elements to be taken into cousideration duriang policy forra-
tion for the Alliance and for the United States. The
perceived strength of the monclithic Soviet <ckhallenge has
diminished in many countries. Increasing East-West conrec-
tions have had significant effects, especially ir scee
Western European countries, orn ¥estern perceptions of the
East-West relationship. Political, cultural and economic
connections developed during the Jetente era have sometinmes
‘tended to okfuscate the foraerly clear cut security policy
goals. With the addition of what some call a strategic
East-West stalemate and the worsening economic realities of
the past several years, it has ftecome increasingly difficult
to 1identify common security interests among the allies.
Instead, poiicy rormation within mdost European countries has
become a balancing act between national interests, regional
interests and larger community interests. In a 1982 report
to the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations which dealt
with the growing problems in the Atlantic Alliance, it was
stated that:

The chkallenje for American__policy aakers who waat to
ensure the future of the alllance is to_adopt policies
which respond to today's securit problews and which
have sufficient credibllitvy to attract the support of
future generations of Europeans. [Ref. 2: p. 27]
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Hassner pointed out that the starting point £for any reevalu-
ation of alliance policy should Lte a thorough understandiny
of the "overriding issue of Jomestic priorities versus NATO
priorities." He continued to explain that this can only be
ottained through a detailed case-by-case acalysis which can
differentiate among the various forces affecting the alli-
ance relationship. It is this type of analysis which forws
evidence of new realities which may have been covered up by
old generalizations. [Ref. 1: p. 389]

This thesis examines one of these cases, that of Greece.

This analysis may serve as a basis for further comparisons
ard contrasts to form a set of realistic assumptions upcn

which ©folicy formation or readjustment could be based.

PO W

Considerations brought out by this study could te appiied in

other similar situations in other regions or states.

B. PORPOSES

B - .
PR T SV

The purpose of this study is to explore the relatiocnsiaip lmé
between Greek security policy and Greek politics as it has
developed since the «critical events of 1974. There 1is no
doubt that security in this region has taken on increased »
importance during this period. With the Soviet invasion of S
Afghanistan, the fall of Iran to the anti-U.S. Islamic
fundamentalists, the increasing strategic importance of the l;i
Middle East and the greater presence of the Soviets in the o3
Eastern Mediterranean region demonstrated by the Jrowing
strength and activity of thke Soviet dediterranean naval 1

squadron, security analysts have shown increasing concern

over the viability of security arrangements in the NATO _E
"southern flank." Added to this concern are the various B
regional problems which complicate intra-alliapce relation- ]
ships. Finally, specific Jdevelopments within Greece, ‘

starting from the 1974 Cyprus crisis, the withdrawal orf the

10
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Greek forces from the integrated military structure of KATO,
and the recent change of ¢overnment with a heretofore
urknown shift to the left in Greek politics have all served
to place former Western and United States security interests
and arrangements in guestion. An example of this concern
was voiced by F. 5. larrabes, shortly after the Greek

national elections of 1981:

[The] election ... raises _ troubling doubts about
sreeCe's future, particularly its_ties to the West. | Is
Greece headed toward neutralism? rhat impact will

Papandreou's election have «cn Greece's ties to NATO?
q;il his victory _yive new imfetus to the wave_of paci-
fism and__neutralism sweeping Western Europe? Wuat
impact will Papandreou's election have on relations with
the United States and the future of U.S. bases 1in
Greece? TFef. 3: . 158]

These gquestions can only' be adeguately answered Lty a
detailed examiration of political events and policy eviderce

during the period in question.

C. THE QUESTION AND STRUCTORE

The general question explored in this thesis is: Are the
.ements of Greek security policy based on long-term basic
interests which f£ind consistent expression, or are they a
function of domestic political factors, more ideologically
motivated, and therefore variable according to the governing
political party? The juestion, further distilled, asks
whetner the specific Greex situation determines Greek policy
regardless of the ideological orientation of the party ir
power or whether the ideology c¢f the party in power deter-
nines Greek policy. The answer to this guestion has impor-
tant implications for policy makers and for the future of

Greer relations witi the West.
To answer thils question and to furtwuer clarify the real-

ities of the Greek-West relationship (specifically with the
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normally included by most authors as such). Tt is the

internal threat--~-the threat of internal poli*izal ugpheaval,
destatilization or ccllapse. This threat is wanifested in
the history of Greek instability, external overnetration,
internal polarization and schisn, frequent miiitary inter-
venticn and c¢ivil war. Indeed, some recent authors, takingj
a guite different view from that surroundinyg the Truman
Doctrine interpretaticn of the Greek Civil War, have seen
that destructive struggle as an internal aatter. According
to this interpretation, it was an expression of the rauical-
ization of politics 1r1esulting ifrom years of <foreign influ-
ence in Greek ffairs which suprorted the <clientelistic
right wing political establishuzent and effectively elimi-
nated the political center. The results of internal insta-
bility, no matter what the <cause, imevitably lead to
security weakness and vulnerability and the detrimental
difficulty in pursuing Greek 1interests. The 1967-74 junta
government has become a vivid symbol of the threat fron
internal instability and has become an iamgortant considera-
tion in recent policy formation. Political weakness has led
to external penetration anéd the subordination of Greek
interests to those of external forces. Through a stronyg
stable, government Greek 1interests can be protected and
pursued and the "damaging influence”™ of external interven-
tion can be preveated. This is another security considera-
tion which has firm support in the GreeXx  historical

experience.

3. Security Arrangements

Achieving adeguate security in 1light of Greece's
unigue circumstances has historically been a furndamental
proktiem for Greece. Regardless of the naature of Greek
security policy, due to circuwmstances, resources and other

limiting factors, Greece nas neither been able to proviie




into NATO on the same day in 71¢52. However, with growing
prosperity ard the security provided by the western associa-
tion, perceptions of a threat rrom the North began to
subside. The continued resistance to Soviet domination by
Yugoslavia contributed to increasingly better Greek-Yugoslav
relations. With ligitations of Soviet influence in the
other Balkan countries of Altania and Rumania the northern
threat was further reduced. Finally, wit’. the East-Ffest
thaw and detente, the Greek perception of the northern
threat followed a pattern similar to many of the FEuropean
states and continued to diminish. Increasing diplomatic,
economic and cultural contacts with the nortaera neighbors
under the umbrella of Western alliance protection have
helped neutralize some of the outstanding issues between the
countries and have <caused the G[perceived threat from the
north to 1largjely subside, although relations with eastern
tloc countries and with the 3Soviet Union remain cautious.
Conversely, no longer united by an overriding
Soviet threat and both pursuing their own form of
"Cstpolitik" with the Soviet Union to enhance their posi-
tiors, the relations between Greece and Turkey have become

more conflictual, the threat frcm the East looming larger in

Greek security considerations. The Greek interpretation of
7urkish action in Cyprus and the Aegean, of Turkish demo-
graphic trends, and of Turkish relations with the United

States, NATO and even the Soviet Union led to increased
worry akbtout the protection of Greek interests. The Greeks
have generally taken an increasingly pessimistic view of
Turkish intentions, a pessimism which has been increased by
a growing lack of confiderce 1in the protective capabilities
of its Western allies. Hithin this environment the tlLreat
from the East has received increasing priority recentlv.
Finally, another fundamentai threat should be added

to the two external threats mentioned above (which 1s not

24
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2. Threat Percertion

——— e ——— — ks e

Traditionally, the Greeks have had to deal with two
ma jor exterral threats to thelir security interests. The
first came from the North, frcm Balkan Slavic expansionisa
later translated to Soviet expansionism through the Warsaw
Pact. The second threat is seen as coming £roam the East,
from perceived Turkish expanrsionisa. Both of these threats
are grounded in long histories of give and take betveern
Greece and the countries of these two regions. 3otk involve
the tasic security interest of preservation of the territo-
rial integrity of the Greek sovereign state. Both have also
involved, since the turn of the century, periods of both
cooperation and confrontation. The at times limited capa-
bilities of Greece to deal with these threats, especially
simultaneously, with military power has led to continuing
eiforts toward diplomatic solutions. The periodic Balkan
cooperation initiatives are refresentative of this as are
the Venizelos-Ataturk accords of 1530 with Turkey. Although
the two threats are mutually exclusive, they have tended to
have an indirect effect on one another. Thus, when the
Eastern Threat looms large, Greece has seen fit to increase
contact witkh the Balkarn countries. Conversely, when the
threat from the North seems more serious (as it did at the
end of the second World War), Greek-Turkish confrontatiorn
seens to diminish. Neither of these external threats has

had a consistent weight in forming Greek security percep-

tions. Instead, they seem to vary in intemnsity largely due
to factors beyond the control of the Greeks. ‘1G

The evolution of external tareat perception has been -
seen quite vividly since the end of Wdorld War II. It was
the threat from the North which was connected to the Greek )
communist uprising and the Civil War, and it was the further Q“;

fear of Soviet expansionism which brougat Greece and Turkey ljff

23
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character <for Greek public 1life. All thess influences
contributed to the beginning of a transformatior typical to
the largely agrarian and heavily deperdent smaller states of
the time. This transforaation was the beginniny of a quest
for independence and maturity fc¢r the Greek state, which was
to bring with it several decades of political polarity and
tension.

The events of the inter-war period, accompanied by
the devastating experience of the occupation during World
Wwar II ard the ensuing destruction of the Greek Civil War
(1944-1349), all served to ensure that Greece, for the near
future, was not to lave the power to pursue an expansiounist
or irredentist policy. The highest priority remained the
preservation of the status quc and the attempt to codify
this through treaty arrangements and agreements which would
attract the support of at least one of the gjreat powers.
Lacking sufficient resources to accomplisia this wmilitarily,
it was necessary for Greece to turn to diplomatic means Zor
support. The result was that Greece had very little control
over its policy formation, and tecame increasingly dependent
on its supporting powers, especially Britain before World
Wwar II and after 1947 the United States. A polarization
resulted within the country which still persists to a lesser
extent today--the polarization between those supporting
dependence on external powers and those desiring severance
of these relationships and a more independent course for
Greece. The need for external support was to frustrate the
modernization process, which was often subordinated to
outside interests.

Thus two important general aspects of the nature of
Greek security were well established. Greek security was to
be purely defensive and was to a largye extent shown to be

dependent on external factors and external support.
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desire for union of the island with Greece (enosis),

the increasing involvemeant of Turkey in the issue

(to whom the British turned to attempt to partially

counterbalance Greek «claims), and the explosive

events of the 1950's which created serious interna-
tional tension and the eventual establishment of the
independent state of Cyprus in 1960. This hurried
solution later proved ineffective inr completely
resolving the conflicting desires of those involved.

3. The Dodecanese were ceded to Italy, with tihe excep-
tion of Rhodes. In later maneuvering over the
control of the islands especially witiin the context
of World War II, conflicting interests were again to
keconme inf luential in creating Greek-Turkisk
friction.

The events of the wearly 1920's were to have sone
further general outcomes whichk are important to this discus-
sion. First, the disastrous consequences of the military
losses, coupled with the strain and oxpense of the settle-
ment of cone anl one half millicn refugees in a country with
a totai population of orly abcut <five million, severely
weakened the country in many respects, especially ecornoui-
cally. However, tke influx of the large number of unat-
tached people onto the urban areas greatly increased the
work force, which was to contribute to social and dero-
graphic changes contributing tc later economicz and indus-
trial growtkl. This represented the beginning of the 20th
Century trend toward modernization accompanied by continuing
urban growth and depletion of the agricultural work force--a
significant departure from the G[previous agrarian economy.
This general change in social and econouic character brought
about new social demands and had significant political
impact. The period brought abcut an era of instabkility--

LA A S R W T O AR ——y—=:
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political, ecoromic and social--which was to set a new
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tiansfer was a changed Greek =security policy outiook from
that of pursuinyg redemption of territories <for the dJreek
homeland to the protection of a counsolijated Greei state.
The treaty had provided a new defirnition of Greek scver-
eignty and protection of the newly defined status Juo became
the primary security issue. kegional realities had been
redefined and the new realities became Greek security policy
Lases.

Thkis is not to say the the Lausanne Treaty Lad
resolved the persistently disputed issues of Balkan security
once and for all. More realistically, it represented some
of the issues which are still relevant for —regional
security. First, although an attenpt was made through the
treaty to settle the issue of Greek claims in the region,
the fact that the irredentist policy had had such a priority
in Greek policy £for so many years could not be easily
forgotten by other regional actors; aistorical sources for
security perceptions are not easily changed &Ly diplomatic

arrangements. Additionally, certain provisions of the

treaty became manifestations of future problems in the e
region. Some of the specific issues shouid be-pointed out: fi.’}
1. The Greek minorities of Istanbul and the islands of o
Invros and Tenedos as well as the Greek-Thracian -O“Mj
Turkish minority, were exempted <from the exchanLge. -
The treatment of these remaining minorities became a ;
persistent point of contention between Greece and . ;
Turkey. g <
2. The 1island of Cyprus was officially ceded to ]
Britain. This was to become the subject of Greek iﬁ
concern over the rights of the Greek majority ou the .‘ﬂ?
island. It led to the gradually expanding Greek ~b‘ j
: 1
rocal emigration of national minorities. Also, many of the ;:fgj
Greek emigres from Turkey settled in this region,” which BCER
further SsServed to ccnsolidate tha Greek position in the T
area. e
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degenerating Ottoman Empire for Greece. with the end of
World var I, the issue of contrel in the area was brought to
the fore, mainly within the context of great power mancu-
vering for influence and protection of interests. It was iu
this unsettied environment that Greece chose to pursue its
irredentist goals in Thrace and Asia Minor. This initially
attracted the interest of the EBritish and th2 Jnited States
in seeiny friendly Greex influence in the Smyrna region as
an effective counterbalance to growing Itaiian influence in
the area. However, with the numerous changes taking place
in the region and with the signing of several treaties which
began to more clearly delineate interests and control in the
area, support for the Greek cause waned and the Greek
campaign, pursued in earnest in 1921, fell quite disas-
trously before Turkish nationalist <forces ia the fall of
1322, The ensuing 1923 Treaty of Lausanne, which officially
ended the hostilities, can be seen as the turning point in
Greek security policy. At the most general lsvel, and in
light of the new realities within the region, it signified
the effective end of Greek irredentist aspirations. The
effects of this treaty have important implications fér the
development of security concepts and issues today.

Among the provisions of the treaty, the nmost far-

reaching was the @massive compulsory ethnic population
transfer which was prescribed. Approximately 1.5 million

ethnic Greeks were evacuated to Greece from Asia Micor and
Zastern Thrace. Correspondingly, about .5 aillion Muslias
frou Epirus, Macedonia apd Crete went the opposite direc-
tion. The resuit of this transfer along with other treaty
arrangements effectively consolidated the modern Greek state

both territorially and demographically.! The outcome of this

— ey o o . ey e e, i e S e

. 1In the area of Greex Macedonia and Thrace, the cousoli-
dation was aided bg the voluntary exodus of fhe siavs fron
the region from 1920 to 1922, ufdertaken under the provi-
sions Of the Treaty of Neuilly (1919) concerning the recip-
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since, especially for smaller countries, the 1internal
strength of the country and its institutions very often
infiuence the nature as well as the intensity of the
external threat. Thus security, simply defined for pur;oses
here, 1is the protection, by whatever reans available, of
Greek national interests from perceived internal and
external threat. 0f course, the treatment of this subject
in its broadest sense would reach far beyond the limits of
this thesis. Certain key issues have therefore been chosewn
to be surveyed, within a 1limited time frame and from
specific political points of view, to present examples of

general security policy formaticn treands and influences.

1. Defence and Sovereignty

In cornsidering the general nature of Greek security,
an initial distinction mnust be made between two general
alternatives in pursuit of national interests; between an
offensive or a defensive policy. {(Normally this distinction
is superfluous when discussing f'"security" policy, rLowever,
in certain cases and especially when the policy exists in an
atmosphere of regional accusations and counter-accusations,
this distinction can Lecome elementail.) It is the position

of this thesis that particularly in this post-World War II o
period, Greek security policy has been limited to a strictly
defensive context. Certain events have conspired to make
this so, aithough historically this was not always the case.
In the wearly 1500's Greek policy was based on two
major corncerns: the protection of the Macedonian secticns of
tlie country from encrocachment and the irredentist policy of
reclaiming primarily Greek-inhabited territories in the
Anatolian region from Cttoman Turkish control. The latter )
was referred to as the “"Megali Idea" (great idea), and was
the source of several attempgts, wnen coaditions were

considered favorable, to secure areas within tihe
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IXI. BACKGROUND

Since the object of this thesis is to survsy particalar
Greek security <concerns within the context of a changing
domestic political eavironment, some backgrourd is necessary
to place these <concerns into perspective and show how they
relate to one another, to the internal irterests of Greece,
to regioral interests generated from outside the Greek
state, and to the political devalopaent of the country.
This background section is designed to briefly cover some of
the general and historical considerations which contribute
to Greek security policy. General Greek security considera-
tions are discussed first. Following this, a siort back-
ground of the main security 1issues which are of primary
concern for this thesis is presented. The linkage between
the primary Greek interests and the broader regional wester:
security interests (particularly of the United States and
NATO) is briefly explored.

A. GBEEK SECORITY: SOHE GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

The broad term "security" has been subject to many uses
and misuses in tne Jjustification of a diverse range of
national policies. For purposes 2f this study, however, a
limited and <clear definition 1is necessary--one which will
apply specifically to the post-forld ¥War II Greek security
environment. Within this context, the term is used to apply
only tc those issues and consideratious, policies, or atti-~
tudes which concern the preservation of the Greek state fron
perceived threat. Although this threat is generally consid-
ered to be external, an internal dimension 1is also recog-

nized for purposes of this thesis. The latter is included
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somet imes faulty perceptions on both sides of the Atlantic
as to the intent of the other, Thus it is of ultimpate
importance that some basis of understanding be established
to supplant growing misapprehension about and misrepresenta-
tion of interests and intentions. This stuly serves as an
example of an alternate apprcocach to poiicy formation whica
grounds itself in the assumption that multiple interests
nust be Dbaianced to form a policy which will Lave optimun
benefit for all concerned. Thus, a detailed understandiag
of these multiple interests is necessary at the outset, one
which should be based as much as possible on reality and

divorced from ideological overgeneralization.
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A further assunption of this study was that the two
major political parties studied represented, at various
times, the general ccnsensus of the views of their constitu-
encies and therefore could be considered representative of
some major trends in post-1974 Greek politics. This assuap-
tion, however, does not disreyard the existence of other

political parties or even divergent views among voters who
supported the two parties under consideration nere.
Evidence of this fact is that the number of actual party
menkers is considerably smaller than the number of votes
cast for a particular party.

Finally, ir 1limiting this study to the various Greek

points of view, the fact that some of the issues surveyed i
are disputed, requires one to acknowledge that there are -”i
opposing viewpoints Leld by other regional actors. The =

r
purpose of this study is to probe in detail the outstanding S
Greek security issues and their relation to political devel-

opments in Greece as well as their role in foruainy partic-

ular Greek perceptions ol security interests. it is not
intended to make a judgement as to the ultimate validity of
specific Greek perceptions. It is the intention of the
author to present a limited case study which can be used for
further comparison and consideration when establishing
parameters for general policy formation. It is believed
that certain similarities can be found among the policies
of other NATO countries which could perhaps be generalized

to form a realistic view of the security situation within
the West. Through this more realistic viewpoint, it is
suggested that the challenge of strengthening the security
of all the Western allies mnmight be approached more effec- fj;
tively. The Congressional study guoted above indicated that t
the basis of much of the intra-alliance friction is found in
the differing attitudes held by various allies with respect {34

to major security issues. This friction is compounded by

15




also have a direct impact on U.S. interests in the region.

The miliitary support facilities located 1in Greece have been

ti put under reexaainatior ard their former basis as well as ) T
their very existence has been Juestioned. Regional .
security, especially with relation to the adjoining d#iddle
- East, has become an important interest in U.S. security
il planning; and although it has been Jdemonstrated adeguately
in the past that the U.S. <canmnot expect a great deal of
support from the countries of the region for any U.3. oper-
ations outside of the NATO area, the <continuation of a

Western orientation in the regicm is 3 significant contribu-
tion to the American interest «c¢f increased stability in tae
region. Also, because the U.S. is the major military eguip-
mernt supplier to tke region, the <continuation of
Greekx-Turkish friction has increasingly coaplicated U.S.
attempts to strengthen both countries militarily. Finally,
the unsolved reyional problems, in damaging relations amony
the regional allies, seriously constrains U.S. regionai

-—

security considerations and arrangements.

E. SCOPE AND CAVEATS

For purely practical reasons and for reasons of clarity, .
the scope of this study is limited to the examination of the
issues from the Greek perspective; that is, the perspective
presented through reported views and statements of the
political figures representing the two parties which are to
be coapared. Although the author has tried to refer mainly
to sources as close to the original as possible in
describing policies and develcpments duaring each of the
three major segments, it 1is freely acknowledged tnat
constraints of space and resource availability may have
caused certain simplifications of the extremely complex

issues involvel.

14

s y . . . . . - . . - . . - -
- At e Yt . Yt et - . N - ~ . . e T . T . - .t TR - .' e - . " - * v - et et
A IR I PRI CRR IR UL I S S SN I G P T PP AP INEPEYC DI T L T G R Gl S L eyl s




Ty - e - " e pr— — ————— ~
T LT —— T ~ T AN S e Sra s o e e s Ty ey — - ———

D. RATIONALE

. In limiting the time period for study, the year 1374 was
chosen for the beginning, because, as acknowledged by uost
aathors writing about recent developments 1in GSreece, it
marks a critical juncture in almosc: every aspact of Greex
developnent. The catalytic events of 1974--the abortive
summer coup engineered by the Greek military junta in asso-
ciation with the Greek Cypriot ailitia against the Makarios
regime in Cyprus and the ensuiny Turkish invasion and occu-
pation of a portionm of the island--has led +to significant
change in most phases oi Greek pabiic life. A period of
read justment and reexamination of bota the internal issues
of Greece and the rcle of Greece in the West has followed.

The resulting changes in Greece's political system and its
foreign and security policies have been cause for both worry
and relief in the West. Extending the period to the present
covers the apparently dramatic political changes evident in
the rise of the left in Greece and the eventual socialist
victory of PASOK in the 1981 national electiors.

The three issues chosen for particular
attention--Cyprus, the Aegean and U.S. Lases--are important
in that they represent points of convergence between
specific Greek national security interests, overlapping ani
often conflicting security interests of the regional actors
and the more strategic security interests of the Unitei
States and NATO. Each of these 1issues involves NATO in a
specific way. They all affect the force structuring and
defense planning for the area, they affect the use of facil-
ities during NATO exercises and contingencies, they directly
affect conmand and control planning and structuring in the
area, and they affect the internal cohesion of the alliance
and the strengtan of its southern flank, since they represent

divisive issues between two NATO partners. These issues
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NATO and the U.S.) this study will be structured around

s three segments of post-1974 [political developments which

! have had an important influence on 3reek policy-makirnj:
1. Policies under tLe prime ministership of
5 Konstantinos Karamanlis and the 1leadership of the

-, New Democracy party from 1974 to 1980, continued
- under Prime Minister CGeorge Rallis from 1980 to
1981. ‘

2. The evolution of policies during the development of
the Panhellenic Socialist Movement (PASCX) opposi-
tion party from 1974 to 1581, under the leadership
of Andreas Pagandreou.

3. The policies which have been developed by the PASOK
government following the 1981 election under the
leadership of the present Prime Minister, Andreas
Papandreou.

For each of these segments, particular attention will te
piaced on the nature cf the political developments and their
relationship to specific Greek security interests. The focus
is on three 1important Greek security councerns: the Cyprus
problem; the 1issues involving primarily Greek-Turkish
disputes in the Aegean Sea regicn and their iwmplicatioas for
NATO military command and control arrangements in the area,
and issues concerning the U.S./NATO militacy <facilities in
Greece. These three issue areas along with other Easic
Greek security concerns are examined as they impinge on
Greek-NATO integration and the quality and nature of
Greek-U.S. security relations. Finaliy, by analyzing and
couparing the findings from these three periods, certain
constants are considered which form the basis for

Greek-Western security relationships.

12
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for its own security completely independently nor has it
been aple to secure its 1irterests completely militarciiy.
Therefore, a consistent characteristic oI Greek security iuas
been 1its reliance on political arrangemerts to sSecure
external support. It has been necessary for Greece to rely
on a "qreat power" Dbenefactor for this Sufgort.
Consequently, Greece security policy and foreign policy has
been constrained by the necessity of securing this supjrort.
This dependence is ccmplicated by three factors:

1. At times the "great powers" have sinply intervened
to pursue their own interests irrespective of Greek
desires.

2. At times, support from an external power has been
solicited by - a particular faction in Greece to
further its own political povwer.

3. At times the supporting power has had to Lbalance
Greek interests with conflicting interests of other
allies.

Support has generally come from the "“West" (Great
Britain, France and most recently the United States). This
too is not so much a matter of caoice for Greece but a func-
tion of the nature of the gloktal power structure and its
influence on the area. The support has generally 1led to
exterral involvement in influencing the course of Greek
politics. It has Deen noted that the primary purpose for
the arming of Greece and the initial £force posturiny after
the accession of Greece to NATO was to deal with the
internal threat, to ensure proper, Western- oriented
internal political arranygyements. Greekx domestic support for
external intervention has geherally been identified with the
political right, the royalists and the military.

A particular difficulty for Greece has arisen in the
attempt to rationalize its dependency with national inter-

ests. Dependency has had some adverse effects. It has Dpeen
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seen as reinforcing the political patronajge systea, as
spreading to economic dependency and exploitation, polariza-
tion of society, and gyeneral loss of control over Greex
arfairs. The enthusiasm with which the foreigrn powers have
taken on their responsibilities has not only reirforced
Greek dependency and raised Greek expectations, but has put
these powers in a position to receive some blaue for the
ills which may befall Greece. The positive effects of thais
external support are critical, however. It has provided for
the basic survival of the Greek state (althoujh some would
argue that Turkish domination was exchanjyed for domination
froa other powers).

The reality of partial Greek dependency on foreign
powers for its security has created a fundamental dilemaa:
it has been in the interest of Greece to seek external
support for security, but the support has wnot necessarily
been rendered in deference to Greek interests. While the
support has contributed to the basic survival of Greece
particularly during times when due to many factors Greece
was weakened and therefore vulnerable, it has been seen by a
broad section of public opinior as an inhibiting influence
on general Greek progress, modernization and independence.
Frestling with this dilemma has become a permanent feature
of Greek security policy formation--the probler has been to
strike a balance between Greek desires and internal and
external realities.

Geopolitical reality has to a largye extent deter-
mined the character of Greek security arrangements. The
orientation and security of Greece have been seen as periph-
eral or ‘supporting interests within the larger complex of
regional strategic interests of the Jreat powers. Greece
has therefore often been seen as providing either an element
of counterbalance or continuity for the powers controlling

the region. This has further been mainly associated with
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the ccntrol of influence in the Mediterranean, the Balkans
or the Middle East, often all simultaneously. The decisive
element of 1influence for Greece has been the TOle of
Mediterranean naval power, predominated for many years by
the British and later taken over by the United States. For
these powers the maintenance of a favorable alignment of
Greece, among other things, might strategically be seen as a
counterbalancing of land-power extension into the region and
prevention of the establishment of regional power Lases bv
an opposing force which could threaten regiorcal influence
and the strateyic situation. For Greece, the predominance
of a single-power or alliance in the region has in some ways
limited the options for Greek security arraugemernts and
given them a single-source nature. Tnis in turn could lead
to greater dependence and vulnerability for the Greek state.

Finally, internal political affairs have Leen
affected by this external ingredient of Greek security
policy. The large interest in foreign affairs issues has
become an assumption of Greek politics for generations.
Additionally, political parties have in the past been iden-
tified with the nature of their externai relations and
support from certain foreign elements. Many political
battles have been fought over the issue of foreign affairs--
that is, support and alignment--causing at times deep polit-
ical splits within the country. Most notably, the "Great
Schism™ was to a large extent a result of a division of
opinion as to which side of the European power split tae
country would align with during the period around the First
World War. The Greek civil war of tae 19U40's can also be
Seen to a large extent revolving around this guestion. And
finally, the alignment policies during the 1967-1974 Jjunta

have had serious political and foreliygn poiicy impiications

for the present external relaticns of Greece. Thus, to a
large extent, Greek politics and exterwal relations have
28
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been closely intercornected, generally cerntering on tasic

security issues. This has had not only a significant effect
) on internal Greek developmert but has been an ipportant

; determinant of foreign relations with Greece, important for
- purposes here. It is also indicative of a situation present

in most dJdeveloping countries which intersect strategic
interests of great powers, for which Greece, in addition to
having scme unique problems, may serve as a generalized

example.

B. SECURITY ISSUES

Within the framework of these jeneral security consider-
ations, specific issues have leen chosen as 'focal points:
Cyprus; the Aegean disputes, particularly as they relate to
NATO @military control in the area; and the United

States/NATO facilities in Greece. These issues represent the

intersection of a number of the general characteristics of
Greek security. They all have to do with the protection of
some aspect of Greek sovereighty from a perceived threat.
They all intersect with the security of other nations who
pursue their own interests in the regior, and they all have
had a significant dcmestic political importance 1in Greece.

Specifically, during the time period under consideration,

from 1974 to 1984, they have involved both Greek interests
of alignment and support, inderendence and modernization as
well as security. Additionally, they affect the Western )
alliance (and particularly tne United States) interests in )
the Eastern Mediterranean, the Middle East, the security of

[Py

the Southern Flank of NATO and the ©Eprotection of the

regional status guo from alteration, especially by the L 1

Warsaw Pact. These connections and their background will be -
R

discussed in this section. Vol
'
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Greek security also cannot be discussed without consid-
eration of the "northern threat.” This is also of some
irmportance here as it represents the fundamental rationale
for the Greek association with NATJ, and has been one of the
primary regional concerns of the United States. Therefore,
this issue has also Leen briefly discussed in this thesis as
it interrelates with Greek/Western security concerns in

general.

1. Balkan Security Issues

Owing to the destruction of the Second World ¥ar and
ensuing instability, the nature of Balkar security was dras-
tically altered. 2 The Balkans Lecame a region split Dby the
cold war division established on the northern border of
Greece and further divided by the efforts of communist
factions maneuvering for power under increased pressure from
the Soviet Union. It was a combination of the post-war
Stalinist assertiveness and the vacuum of power 1in Greece
threatened by the British retreat from reygional iniluence
which Lrought on the active intervantinn 1irn the <chaotic
post-war Greek situation by the Uaited 3States, and it was
the perceived threat of Soviet regional expansion which
brought Greece and Turkey into NATO. This polarization of
the Balkan region was to provide only temporary stability to
the area and a brief hiatus 1in the normal character of
Balkan relations. However, it created new requirements and
constraints in these relations. F. S. Larrabee sumned up

the direction of Balkan politics and security as follows:

(Adelphi o

2See F. Stephen larrabee. Balkan Security, _
Papers WNo._ 135 International™ InStitute I5T Strategic -
Studies, 1977, and Veremis, Thanos, Greek Security: Issaes .
and .Pgil§l§§, (Adelphi Papers_  No.T75), Itternational o
Institute For Strategic Studies, 1982, pp. 6-9, for good t
-

discussions on Greek-Balkanm issues.
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The _polarization of the Balkans produced a certain
Stahlilt{ in the area, however artificial. For a while
many of the region's traditional tensions were subordi- S
nated to the  Strictures of 'tight bipolarity* and bloc e
olitics. With the onset of detente, however, many of L
he 0ld patterns of Balkan pclitics fave begun to reéas- Lo
sert themselves, and the regior has once aqain become RN

the object of international attention. [Ref 2: p.2] e
Several factors have contrituted to the increase of :2 h
interest in the region. Major powers have been motivated

primarily by the strategic proxiamity of the Balkans to the
Middle EFast and the usefulness oif the area for supply and
support in any future Middle East contingencies. -
Furthermore, recent conplication of Balkan-Soviet relations ?

btrought on by the Chinese <Comnunist interest in the area,

L

. . . )

the death of Tito and the gquestion of the future of {
. . 1

Yugoslavia, and the further assertiveness of other states, N

particularly Rumania and Albania, nhave brought in question
the nature of future Soviet intentions in the region.

inally, the growing reassertion of Balkan rnationalise,

never fully suppressed by bloc politics and the relaxation
of tension between the superpowers has fostered a revival of
regional associations and couflicts. These factors comktined
with recent Soviet actions in Afghanistan and Poland have
increased Western concerns. Ir addition, the loss of Iran

ot

as an ally anas nmade the United States more aware of the
importance of especially Greece and Turkey to 1its security
interests in the area. Thus, the issne of collective

security in the regionm still has significant meaning to the

'
e e
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West.

For Greece, on the other hand, a number of concerns
have become important. First, historically, the Baikan
countries have periodically sought cooperation both bilater-

ally and multilaterally to secure common interests from

’
MPVIPSI §

external irntervention. This has been reflected in the
attempts at Balkan union over the years, at times sponsored

ky outside powers and at times generated internally.
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Secondly, disputes between Greece and her neighbors
have complicated attempts at cooperation. For example, the
question of Macedonia (control c¢r independence has been a
perpetual issue between Greece, Yugoslavia and BRulgaria.
Greece's interest since the Second World War has gewnerally
been the preservaticn of the status quo.3 Reiations with
Albania are another example of local complicatiorns to Balkan
relations, revolving around the.disputed area of Northern
Epirus and the status of the Greek minority (estimated
auywhere from 40 to 8C,000). [Ref. 1: pp. 43-44) Within the
context of Western alignment of Greece and the Soviet influ-
ence interest in other Balkan countries, open conflict or
excessive demands have reen avcided. Instead, relations
between Greece and its northern neighbors have been rrog-
ressing ster by step on the bilateral 1level and the
outstanding problems have been taken up within this
framework.

Thirdly, although the facts of the various issues .
which separate the Northern Greek security concerns from the
Eastern ones seem to be gquite distinct, the realities of
Greekx security 1indicate 1intricate 1links between . Balkan
issues and other security concerns. Thus, the relaxed

atmosphere in the North makes f[ossible a greater concentra- .

tion on the Eastern issues. It also affects the strength of
the ties between Greece and the Atlantic Alliance, since
the Soviet threat for Greece 1is articulated through the
Balkan region. Any improvement in Greek-Balkan relations
reduces the perceived necessity for a strong NATO tie. The
relaxation of tensions in this region also has led to

- - -~ o

3This issue has at times been a liawility £or the
Communist pParty in Greece and a reison for its lack of popu- .
larity, since it has in the past taken the position that an R
independent Macedonia should Dbe created. This was 1in tiae MO
irterest of Hoscow but would  have meant loss of territor Rt
for Greece--a powerful political issue touching on Gree k
"sovereignty."
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greater desire for independence in both Turkey and Greece
and has created amn atmosphere in which the overriding neces- -
sity fcr cooperation has been reduced and the importance of )
individual issues Las expandei. Conversely, the search for
support and security in the face of other, perceived more ®
pressing issues, has 1led to increased attempts at };;ﬁ
Greek-Balkan cooperatiop. This has been especiall t rue ' {
since shortly after the end of World War II, where toth ;
sides have sought the support of the other ian various
contexts in order to pursue other interests. .-li
Finally, Greek—-Balkarn relations cannot be separated '
from the changing international situation and are limited by ]
the realities.- of Greece's F[position within it. Thus the 7 ]
interests of collective security still +temper relations
between Greece and the Balkan states. They have limited the 'i
possikilities for «ccoperation from both siijes, neitker .
superpower being willing to allow the Balkan region to e
pursue its own collective course inderendently. However,
within a limited 1latitude, the bipolar arrangement has -
allowed the countries to exert a certain amount of.indepen-
dence from their superpower @mentors which is reinforced
through bilateral support. Thus the independence of
Yugoslavia nas been partially linkel to the presence of o
strong Western influence in Greece. This nas become repre-
sentative of Western resolve to counter stronger Soviet
presence in the area. This 1is aiso true for Rumania, to a
lesser degree. Similarly, the recent Greek reassessment of
its NATO and U.S. relations would be to a large degree
urnthinkable without a correspording improvement in
Greek-Balkan relations reducing the northern threat.
Ultimately, aowever, increased Greek diplomatic -
efforts to ease tensicns in the area have been contingent on o
exterrnal forces. It has been in the interest of the super- ;ifﬁ

rowers to allow them to progress. However, it has Leen also
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their prerogative to limit them when necessary as seeh in
the early post-war period where Western interests prevented
extensive contact between Greece and the Balkans while [lear
of any Balkan cooperative arrangements have caused the
Soviets, mainly through their Eulgarian contacts, to lirmit
these efforts. 1In this same vein, it is interesting to note
that Greco-Yugoslav relations have been greatly atffected by
Soviet policiés. Where the Soviets have been more
demanding, Yugoslav relations with Greece have imrroved.
And when Greek-Western relations nave degenerated, Greek
contacts and diplomatic efforts with the Balkan countries
kave increased.

In summary, although Greek Northern security issues
may be separated from others in c«.atent, they cannot be
totally divorced frcm general considerations of Greek
security, since they impact ©not only the Greek security
relationship with the West but are important co-determinants

of Greek Eastern and even domestic security policy.
2. (Cyprus
a. Gemneral Background

The overriding interest of Greece in Cyprus is
rooted in the ethnic, cultural and religious ties betweer
the Greek-Cypriot ma jority (estimated to be apout 80% of the
approxirately 640,000 population) and the Greek mainland.;
However, in the late 19th Century, British stratejic
Mediterranean interests overrode those of Greece, and Cyprus
was occupied by tke British (1878) and later became a
British colony (1925). Bven though Greek irrejentist poli-

cies of the early 1900's would have logically advocated

- e e i " o et . e A il s

*Kourvetaris [Ref. =~ 7] in _a 19783 article surveys six
other essays dealing with the interpretation of the Cyprus
cogﬁllgt and gives "an excellent 7-page bibliography on the
subject.
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annexatior of Cyprus to Greece, British interests and the
degree of Greek dependence o¢n Britain kept this fronm
happening. The situation had changed by 1950 and the cause
of enosis (union of Cyprus with Greece) gained ever
inrcreasing support within the Greek-Cypriot community and irn
Greece. A plebiscite in the Greek-Cypriot community in tnat
vyear returned 96% of the votes in favor of enosis with
Greece {ﬁef. 3: p.10] In support of its side and to count-
erbalance Greek influence in the increasingly violent anti-
colonial struggle being waged in Cyprus, Britain enlisted
the support of Turkey, which up until this time had Lot
taken a very active interest in the Cyprus situation. It
was during this period that Turkey assumed resgonsicility
for the welifare of the Turkish-Cypriots and the Cyprus issue
became increasingly one of Greek-Turkish confrontation.
Pressed ty severely deteriorating problems in
regional and U.S./British relations growing out of tae
erosis policy, Greece was forced to amend its Joals and seek
a guick solution. In 1959 Greek Prime Minister Karamanlis
and Turkish Prime Minister Menderes drafted an agreement
{known 1later as the London-zZurich Agreements) which was
presented to and approved by leaders of the two Cypriot
communities and Britain. The arrangements allowed for
sovereign British military bases within an rewly created
independent republic of Cyprus (formally declared on August
16, 1960) whicih was to be run urnder a delicately apportioned
mixture of Greek- and Turkish-Cypriot control. A treaty of
guarantee was included among the agreements. Britain,
Greece, and Turkey undertook to recojnize and maintain tiue
independence, territcrial integrity and security of Cyprus.
Each of these <countries was empowered to act either singly
or collectively to maintain the independent integral status
of Cyprus. Enosis and partition of the 1island were offi-

cially proscribed. [Ref.luz p. 13]
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The government had luiit-in elements which were
soon to bring it to a stalemate when trving to produce
legislation to run the country. Growing assertiveness angd
sensitivity of the Turkish mincrity and its mainland spoo-
sors as well as the feeling within portions of the Greek
community that Turkish influence 1in the control of the
government was disproportionate to the size of the
Turkish-Cypriot minority increased intercommurnal friction.

The following were to become important ingredi-
ents of the 1issue from the onset and persistert sources of
later Cyprus problems:

1. A truly independent state was not really estab-
lished; the new republic was still formally under
the watchful influence of the three external
gearantor Eowers. Theoretically, therefore,
external TurXkish and Greek interests in Cyprus were
legitimized by the 1959 agreements.

2. The agreement was essentially imposed from without
and was based not solely on internal <Cypriot
interest. . This increased mutual suspicions as to
the intentions of the two most involved external
fowers--Greece and Turkey--which spread to large
segments of the two conmmunities on the 4island and
were reinforced by the continuing presence of bcth
Turkish and Greek political and military influence
in Cyprus.

3. Lingeriny among the Greek and Greek-Cypriot communi-

ties was the belief that the partitionist aims of

the Turks had not really been suporessed. The

growing militancy of Turkey over Cyprus issues,

i

which probably stemmed largely from Turkish domestic

P

political considerations, combined with Turkish
actions against the Greek comaunities in Turkey,

especially inm Istanbul | Ref. 3: p-101], and
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reinforced this perception of Turkish anti-liellenist

tendencies.
4. The Turks and the Turkish-Cypriots, oa tie other
hang, still suspected that the Greeks and the

Greek-Cypriots had not totally Jiven up their
desires for enosis. The Turkish community therefore
tended to interpret attempts by Presilent Makarios
(the ackrnowledged political and sgiritual leader of
the Greek «coamunity who had during the 1350's
expressed erosis desires) to amend the unworkable
yovernamental arrangements as a desire to 1liait the
infiuence of the Turkish coumanity. Further Greekx
actions during the 1960's only confirmed tneir
suspicions.

These characteristics of the newly formed Cyprus
state, which had apparently failed to provide for a workatkle
form of intercommunal cooperation and had failed to rid the
Republic of the confounding influence of extermal forces,
led rapidly to governmental deadlock and increasing crisis
during the 1960°'s, In 1963 Makarios proposed thirteen
amendments to the constitution which would have broken tae
deadlock but also diminished Turkish governmental influence.
This was rejected by the Turks and fighting between the two
communities broke out. The situation was finally settled in
1964. The threat of Turkish invasion and Greco-Turkish
pressure

conflict was averted through strong U.S. diplomatic
of a United

on the Turkish government and the insertion
Nations peacekeeping force.S

However, the issue was not settled permanently
and further violence erunted in 1967. In this year, General

Grivas, leader of the pro-enosis, anti-comaunist gJuerillea

SCn the p;ogres$ive role played by +the UN force 1in
Cygrus see Kef.6 which also ccntalns good.olbllograghlcal
material on opposing viewpoints surrounding thé yprus
issue.
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forces of the EOKA movement during the anti-3ritish efforts
of 1955 to 1959, had maneuvered himself intoc the positicn of
Cocamander of the Greek-Cypriot militia forces. Eetween 1344
and 1967, Grivas had maraged to secretly mass a force of
perhaps as many as 10,000 Greek officers and ¥CO's on the
island to support his pro- enosis movement. [Ref. 5: [.48]
New attacks on Turkish-Cypriot viilages renewed the crisis
and the threat of Turkish 1nvasion. Agairn, forceful
American and NATO diplomacy deterred Turkisk intervention
and led to the removal of the excessive Greek <forces .Jlron
the island. [Ref 3: p.11] Intercomaunal negotiations were
initiated in 1968 but were undermined by continuing internal
fricticns, the destabilizing influence of Grivas (wko
secretly returned to the islard 1in 1971) ani pis newly
founded EOKA-B, and continuing external involvement, partic-
ularly by tne 1967-74 Greek junta government.

It was the legacy of fifteen years of
Greek-Turkish conflict over Cyrrus based or nutual suspi-
cions, misperceived intentions, historical antagonisas, and

fallures _of intercommunal coofperation spawered 1in a large

degree oy outside pressure which finally led to the disas-

trous events of1374. 6 Misreading U0.S. interests 1in tiahe
area and hopirg to rescue his falterinj government, junta
strong-man Joannides supported a Greek-Cypriot coup agaiust
Makarios on 15 July 1974. . TIn Ankara, this was perceived as
a step toward a Greek solution to the Cyprus issue which
would effectively lead to enosis. Five days later, arter
attempts to enlist the support of Britain to intervene,

acting ostensibly as guarantor of the Cypriot Republic and

6For _a grovocative _treatment of U.:. involvement inmn
Greece and he Cygrus affair _from 1967-74 see Stern,_ L.,
"Bitter Lessons: g ow we Failed in Cgprus," Foreign Policy,

v. 19, pp. 34-78, Summer 197S5: arnd his later book on the

same sukject, The Wrong Horse, Times Books, 1977. For_a
study oI the Gréék rclIe in the 1974 Cyprus events, see 3ell,
J.B., "Vicolence at a Distanc 5feece and fae Cyprus

e:
Crisis," Creis, v. 18, pp. 791-£08, December 1980.

38

P Y PRI AP G I U2 WP SIS SRR S P U Wy DY P Y T AL D Ty DL D P e




T

e B St B B B B B e BB BB o bR WP SN W, I W) - s - 3 P ) St

T » - ——— - DN aasc camn il e cu g e See cna seen e o el ) v -y

as protector of Turkish-Typrict minority interests, and
seeing a military opportunity to <force a solution more
azenakle to Turkisa interests, Turkish forces landed orn tne
island. Unsupported and upable to mount a credible military
response, the Greek military governmeat collapsed, and after
mounting a relatively tenacious resistance, the
Greek-Cypriot forces were subdued. Havinyg the upper haad,
Turkey increased its demands for its Turkish-Cypriot commu-
nity. After peace talks collapsed, there arrived a secon?i
wave of Turkish forces (14 August) on the island whicn
proceeded to consolidate and strengthen its gzilitary posi-
tion on the island. The result is the situationr which still
exists tcday--Turkisih occupation of approximately 36% cf the
island maintained ty approximately 20,000 Turkish troops
(reduced from the original 40,000 strong invasion force).
The events of 1974 have had tragic results for
Cyprus. Cyprus remains a divided state with little interc-
ourse between tuhe communities.? The -economy of the island
was devastated, and has only partially recovered in the
3reex zone while the Turkish zcne, although having most of
the valuable commercial assets c¢f the island, has not really
recovered and continues to rely on large amounts of Turkish
aid for its survival. The plight of the approximately
180,000 Greek-Cypriot and about 30,000 Turkish-Cyvpriot refu-
gees who lost everything during their flight from their
respective zones has not yet been solved. Continuing

attempts at bilateral megotiaticn under United Nations aegis

have not produced meaningful headway. The repeated calls
for a solution by the UN have beern inefiective. And the
continuing problem has 1initiated a seriocus period ofZ

7The "Turkish_Federated State of Cyprus"™ was proclaimed
on 13 Februarv 1375 Lut has never been recognized except by
Turkey. The Repuklic of Cyprus continades to exist on the
Greekx 2/3 of the island and ' 1s still the ocfficially recog~
nized government and member of the UN.
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(a particular problem since the 1974 Greek withdrawal ani
the beginning of efforts to find a plan ol reintegration
since 137%) 1in which interests of Greece, Turkey and the
Alliance coincide and sometimes conflict. The events of
1974 have complicated the issue and have 1led to serious
difficulties in the establishment of smooth <continuity of
control. These difficulties, even with the reentry of
Greece to "full" NATO participation in 1980, have yet to be
fully overcone. They can be seen as a direct result of the
unresolved basic Greek-Turkish regional disputes.

Prior to 1974, NATO regional air forces were under
the local control of the Sixth Allied Tactical Air Force (6
ATAF) located in Izmir, Turkey. Within this arrangement
Greek and Turkisu of ficers coordinated air operations in the
area under allied supervision. Essentially, Greek officers
had responsibility for most of the Aegean Sea reygion from a
line running approximately along the eastern border of the
Athens FIR (aboat half way between the easterrn Greek isliands
and the Turkish coast) and extending to the west. A coordi-
nation zone was established either side of the line in whichk
military air operations information would be nutually
reported. After the 1974 withdrawal of Greek <forces from
NATO, this arrangement was no longer valid and while Greek
forces were placed urder autonomous Greek control, NATO
forces were, 1in 1977, placed under the control of Turkish
Generals with American advisors. This gave Turkey tacit
control of allied air security operations in areas
curctounding Greek territory.

Pre-1974 control of allied Aegean naval Iforces
suffered similarly, [previously being coordinated under the
compand of a Greek admiral. After 1974, various plans have
teen tried, includinyg the "task force" concept, in which the
allied commander possessing the majority of waval forces in

the region at the time of a contingency would be ussigned
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strength to a point where it believes it can deter a hygpo-
thetical "next move" by Turkey similar to the 1974 Turiish
Cyprus operations.

This policy of Aegean deterrence has taken two
paths. The £irst ccpsideration has been to strengthen the
immediate defense of the eastern border regions. This has
iancluded the strengthening of the military defenses of sonme
of the Greek islands off the coast of Turkey. While Turkey
nas viewed this as rrovocative and in contravention of
existing treaties, Greece has countered by pointing out the
ofifensive nature of the so-called Turkish "Aegean Aray" and
has cited overriding defensive security consilerations in
its actions. [See Ref. 8: pp.16-17 for details.]

The second, more long-teruw action nas been to keep a

watchful eye on military aid and arms going to Turkey

(¢primarily from the United States but also from other coun-
tries sucn as Germany), and to try to keep that coming teo
Greece at a commensurate, albeit lower, level. The goali is
to balance the Greek defensive capability with the perceivei
military potential of Turkey. This has involved the United 7
States arms traansfer and military aid levels primarily. ti?ﬁ
Greece, in attemptinyg to maintain the balance, has linked :
the issue to numerous other issues which afrfect U.S. inter-
ests in the area. In essence, as botnh countries admit, a
small and costly arms race has developed on the two sides of
the Aegean.

6. NATO Command and Control

Ak

The issue of control of NATO military forces in the

AJI . Il

Aegean region has come to incorporate and essentially repre-
sent the other disputes between the two regional allies. 1In
the attempt to reintegrate Greece into the miiitary arm of

NATO, Greek-Turkish disputed issues have been at the heart

ol bk ok

of some of the difficulties encountered. It is this issue
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piles surrounding its islands in 1931). Sreece, citing
possitle cornfusion arising from coaflicting cowntrol proce-
dures, published NOTAM 1157 (Sertember 1974) which declared

the Aegean airspace unsafe for «civil air traific. Until

A .
. Por
PP N

1980, when both NOTAMS were cancelled, international air
traffic ceased in the Aegean region.

Although the initial issues have since died down,
the principles of the dispute have remained inmportant for
general Greek security percegrtions. In the 1light of
perceived Turkish expansionist desires, ary redrawing of the ]
airspace control resgcusibilities 1is seen as an attempt to
isolate the eastern islands and change the status of control
in the region. As Wilson has rointed out, "Alcthough anili-

Py

tary security considerations may have been a factor in the
airspace dispute...the dispute appears rather to Le about
national status which has come to be identified witl the
Fik's." [Fef. 8: p.12] In a similar manner, the corollary
issues of the Greek 10-mile airspace limit and the extension o
of the <control zone around the 1islaad of Limnos have been —QT
matters of Greek-Turkish friction. All these 1issues have ﬁ;f}
brought a continuous series of charges and countercharyes S
over alleged violaticns, provocations and harassment by the

two ccuntries. ) -1
4
4
-

5. Aegean Balance of Power

In the 1light of Greek perceptions of the "Eastern : -
Threat," the important Greek security interest in defense of
the regional status quo and 1in the increasing distrust in
the ability of former security arranjements to provide for
all of Greece's security needs, Greece has seen the need to
increase 1its own dJeiense capabilities. As the ‘threat L
perception has recently evolved from the 1950's and in light ‘f?]
of a perceived increase ir Turkish aggressiveness in thke s

region, Greece has undertaken to build wup its w@ilitary
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be cause for war. However, Greece has used the possilble
extension of territorial waters as a coercive point, esie-
cially during more heated periods of the continental shelf

dispute, airspace disputes and the 1974 Cyprus crisis.

4. Aegean Airspace

The control of Aegean airspace has lbecome arn issue
since 1974 in a manner similar to that of the ccntinental
shelf. The precipitating event was the 1974 Cyprus Crisis.
Alieging security considerations Turkey published Hotice to
Airmen (NCTAM) 714 which required aircraft travelling fror
West to East with international dJdestinations to report to
Turkey at the mid point of the Aaegean wikile still 1irn the
Athens Flight Information Region (FIR). This, 1in the eyes
of the Greeks during a period of severe GSreek-Turkish
tension was seen as an attempt to alter the status of the
FIR and the control of the region in general. The FIR was
originally estabiished in 1958 under the auspices of the
International Civil Aviation QOrganization (ICAOQ) to facili-
tate the movement of civil air trarffic irn the region outside
of national airspace. The eastern border of the area for
which Greece was assigned responsibility was set on a median
iine between the eastern Greek islands and the coast of
Turkey. It has taken on a special meaning for Greece,
however, inr that it effectively encompasses all of Greek
territory under a single point c¢f Greek control, and it came
to be 1largely coterminous with pre-1974 NATD military air
control responsibility delineation. The Greeks have viewed
control of the Aegean airspace from the standpoint of terri-
torial contiguity and, unfortunately for 1ICAO, the FIk
happens to correspond to these views. Thus, NOTAM 714 could
be seen as an attempt by Turkey to create a break in coanu-
nicatior between the Greek mainland and the territorial

]

airspace of the islands (set unilaterally by Athers as 19

50

..............
................




ERSC T N AR AC SO A A B i A JATa S Spa ANl A S T I T Sen i M e s a tiaean T o Ty v
K ISR ICIMAC AR AN AN A I A N S -t A e SR

2. Any bilateral arrangeaents would constitute capitu-
lation of "legal sovereign rights™ to the areas
surrounding the Greek islarnds. Thus, only a judge- '
ment by an internatioral body (e.y. the ICJ) has the L;Z
power to alter the status of the <continental shelf
in the Aegean.

3. Until such time as further 1legal definitions are
established, Greece capnot allow adverse precedents
to be established by wunilateral concessions on what
it sees as its legitimate claiums.

Thus, the continental shelf issue has taken impor-
tant security implications in addition to eceonomic ones. 1Iu
1981 Thassos wells were brougyht into production and *heir
yield has been mnuch smaller than originally arnticirpated.
Thus the economic aspects of the dispute have taken on a
lesser importance. However, security and sovereijnty issues
will continue to play an importamnt role in any search Ifor a

modus vivendi concerning the continental shelf.

-

3. Territorial Waters

In 1958 the First United Nations Cornference on the
law of the Sea provided a new legal definition as the tasis
for estabiishing territorial waters--extending the previous

convention of 6 miles to a new optional and acceptable 12
mile limit. Skould Greece at some time decide to extend the _
limits around all its Aegean territories, its control of ;f%a
seaspace in the Aegean would increase to 63.93%, leaving only
26.1% of the sea as international waters [Ref. 8: p.37]. .
This would effectively block the entire western Anatolian .
coast from free transit and would effectively set up a theo-
retical barrier to North-South sea transportation in the
Aegean. Although Greece has reserved the right to exercise )
this option, the ccnsejuences of such a move would be :Eﬁ

extremely serious. Turkey has c¢penly stated tnat this would f:fﬁ
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1979 are covered well by Wilson [R2f. 8: pp.Uff.]. These
actions and Turkish claims have been perceived as extremely
provocative by the Greeks and have led them to appeal to
Eoth the Intermnational Court of Justice and the UN for
restraint of the Turks.S?®

The Greeks base their <continental shelf <claims on
the Geneva Convention of the Continental Shelf (29 April
1958, entered into force 10 June 1964 and supported by
further conventions of 1968 and similar cases concerning the
North Sea region). Article 1a gives islands the same rights
to continental shelf areas as other land masses, barring
other arrangements [Ref. 8: p.d]. Turkey, on tae other
hand, not having signed the convention, ciaims that a
median-line arrangement is more eguitable and cites the
"special circumstances" paraygrarh of the 1958 convention for
support.

%hile Greece has been adamant that the legal provi-
sions uphold its claiuws and that any arrangements concerning
Turkish rights be based on a strict legal interpretation of
the Geneva Convention, security perceptions have played a
large role in the Greek outlook. Some of these are:

1. Greece <cannot allow areas of Turkish control to
surround its island territories. This would repre-
sent a break in the continuity of the Eastern
islands with the Greek mainland and would brimg into
question other issues «<¢f coatrol in the area. In
the Greek view, this wculd infringe on the territo-
rial inteyrity of Greece and could eventually lead
Turkey to question Greek control of the islands
themselves.

SFor a complete coverage of these issues and their
outcomes see References 3, 10 and 11.

48

PR

A

'
i O Lt .
S UGV ar  r

codon el




islanis to a theoretical scenario of Turkish expan-

sion to the West.

The overriding concern for Greek security is there-
Zore the deterrence of any future actions by Turkey to alter
the status guo. Any change in the territorial arrangements
of the Aegean would throw into juestion the whole Greek
eastera frontier. Thus while Greece itself cannot legiti-
mately attempt to alter these agreements by asserting any
further claims (whici would also negate treaty arrange-
ments), it carnot afford to be at all flexible as to what it
considers sovereign territory. Since about 30% of the Greek
population lives on the islands or rtorder regions of the
Aegean (as opposed to 12.5% of the Turkish population on the
Turkish coast) [Ref. 8: p.3., control of the region is
tantamount to control of the eccnomic, military and communi-
cation links which unite Greek territory. Any degradation
of this control can e seen by Greece as a threat to Greek
territorial inteyrity. Thus, from a security standpoint the

entire region is extremely sensitive to the Greeks.

2. Continental Shelf

The Greek discovery of fpossible o0il deposits in the
Thassos region in 1973 raised the question of control of the
“continental shelf" in the Aegean Sea. On 1 November 1373,
Turkey resronded to Greek exfploration activities in the
region by issuing uineral explcration rights of 1its own in
areas claimed by the Greeks. Turkey also published an offi-

cial map delimiting the Turkish continental shelf west of

the eastern Greek islands, reflecting basically a median
line division in the Aegean for contimental shelf jpurposes. Oy
In addition, Turkey has sent exploration ships into the
disputed areas, the mcst notable and controversial have been _
the voyages of the Candalaria it 1974 and the Sismik I (the N

——— o i . e iy S .

Hora) in 1976. The details cf developments from 1973 to :qu
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The primary security issue for Greece in the region
has become the protection of the status gquo of the territo-
rial arrangements which , since World war II, have progres-
sively defined what Greece nas coime to regard as sovereign
Greek territory. Particularly vulnerable are the numerous
Greek islands near the coast of Turkey whose formal posses-
sion has been <ceded to Greece through the Treaty of
Lausanne, signed in 1923, which not only set the northern
and Thracian Greek borders but also (as recogrized by Turkey
as co-signator) gave Greece possession of the islands of
Limnos, Llesbos, Chios Samos and Icaria. In return, Greece
gave up claims to territory in Bnatolia. The final arrange-
ment was further strengthened by the massive transfer of

minority fpopulations to create a relative ethnic homoge-

neity. The Dodecanese islands, under Italian cortrol since

1912 were ceded to Greece by the 1947 Treaty of Paris, in ]

recognition for Greece's sacrifices for the allied cause in

the Second %World War. (Turkey had remained neutral and did

not have a place ir the settlements of former Italian

possessions.) [Kef.8: pp. 2-31 Concern for the security of

the eastern insular frontier is intensified in the Greek
view Ly several facts:

1. The Greeks realize that the 1islands were not always

under Greek ccntrol. In fact for nearly the first

100 years of the existence of the modern Greek state

(until the 1910's and 23's) tney came under Ottoman

Turkish contrcl. Thus, shouid any of +the later

agreements Le questioned, Turkey could possibly

assert historical claims in the region. ;

2. Cuantitatively, at least, Greece is at a demographic ﬁ,ﬁ

and military disadvantage in the region. A

burgeoning Turkish population as well as the Turkish

military flexibility created by East-West detente

has increased the perceived vulnerability of the
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Greece as a U.S. "tilt" toward Turkey. This has been looked
on by scme in Greece as Jde factc acceptance of the situation -]
in Cvgrus and approval of Turkish claims. U.S5. military aid )
to Turkey without the additiorn of appropriate concessions :};E
from the Turks is seen by some Greeks as a U.S. contribution
to the primary security threat perceived by many. The S
persistence of the Cyrrus problem can therefore be looked on '
as a possible source of deterioration of the U.5. strategic
position in the reygicn, a position becoming more critical
with the increasing temsion in the adjoining ¥iddle East.

C. AEGEAN ISSUES
1. General

While the Cyprus issue has bLeen important as a

representative of Greek-Turkish friction apd was ar impor-
tant catalyst in the worseaning relations between the two
countries, Greek-Turkish disputes in the Aegean have Lec.ze
potentially uwmore serious. Although the control of t'e
Regean Sea region, its islands and its adjoining land masses
has been Jdisputed since ancient times, new elements begin-

ning in 1973 have refueled the o0ld controversies and have

added some new ones. These include the issues of the
control of "continental shelf" regions, territorial waters,
Airspace control, the regional lalance of military power and
the comnand and control of NATO forces in the area. ]

Andrew Wilson [Ref. 8] has produced a very detailed
and comprehensive study of the Greek-Turkise issues

revoiving around the Aegean which includes backgyround infor-

fagaa a4 )

mation and an appraisal of the Greek and Turkish views on
the various issues. This work need not be repeated Lere. -4
Instead, a general survey of the points to be covered in the
following chapters 1is in order along with a gqgerneral
appraisal of the issues from the standpoint of yeneral Greek

security considerations. -

e
e b ol
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Eastern Lloc. Also, the conflict and its consequences have
placed the future of NATO/U.S. facilities in both countries
in question. The final result has been a general weaxening
ot NATO strength and credibility in the area, accordinjy to
many observers.

As the major alliance representative in the
region and having strategic interests of its own, the U.S.
position has been most severely affected by the Cyrrus situ-
ation. U.s. interests have supported the coutiruing
viability and strength of a unified (if non-aligned) Cygprus.
The continuing partition of the 1island works against this
interest not ornly by placing it in the difficult, often
untenable position of being the primary defensive ally to
both major adversaries, but Ly +the resultant increasing
strength of the far left, more fro-Moscow political elenents
in Cyprus. While as yet no permanert damage has been donLe
and Cyprus remains favorably disposed to the Vest, the
continuing shift in Cypriot politics <could l1ead to a disad-
vantageous position for the West in the future.

The most serious legacy of tne last two decades
of Cyprus conflict has been the coatinued deterioration of
U.S.-Greek-Turkish relations. From the U.S. 1interventions
in 1964 and 1967 and the arms embargo of 1575-78,
J.S.-Turkish relations have been damaged. The events have
been perceived by many Turks as a J.S. "tilt" toward Greece
ard lack of support for Turkish interests. This has
possibly contributed to Turkish militancy in the situation.
On the other hand, while the U.S. was able to restrain
Turkey 1in Cyprus during the crises of the 1960°'s, the
inability of 1in Washington to do so in 1974 coambined with
the continued Presidential and State Department efforts

against the Turkish arms embargo, the liftinjy of the embargo

without a Cyprus settleament, and the massive predominantly
military aid proposed for Turkey, have been Dperceived in
- -
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extension of the United ctates in the region, which, to
some, had failed to exercise its power and influence in
deference to Turkish wishes.

U.S.-Greek security arranjements have come into
question also. The inability cf the American governmnent to
prevent Turkish invasion as it nad in 1964 and 1967 was
interpreted bty some as a conscious U.S. policy shift toward
Turkey and against Greece. The perception was that the U.S.
could have done more, as it had in decisively responding to
other Middle East crises, to prevent the Cyprus situation.
These views, of course, fail to take into consideration the
many pressures and serious concerns and limitations facincg
the United States during that particular tinme.

Finally, the Cyprus situation and Greek policy
has extremely serious domestic political implication. out
of the events of 1974 and having established the Cyprus
issue as a symbolic rallying point used for political
consolidation, continuing political propaganda Las virtually
locked Greek security policy to the Cyprus issue. Any move-
ment ok this isswe would not only be politically very
dangerous for the survival of the party effecting suck a
change Lut would risk disruption of Greek political
stability. Furthermore, it could, in the Greek view, sead a
signal to Ankara which coulid touch off more serious threats
to Greek sovereign interests.

It must be pointed cut that there are alternate
interpretations of the meaning cf the 1974 Cyprus crisis and
the events leading ug to 1it. These often opposing view-
points are 1no less real to their nolders nor are they any
less grounded in reality as it is selectively seen. Indeed,
it 1is precisely these varying interpretations of facts,

circumstances and intentions that have contributed to the

difficulty in finding a solution. As time passes “thout a
solution to the Cyprus questior, the longevity of ‘the
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designs in the region. It could be perceived by some as an

example of Turkish disregard for the norms of international

benavior ir  thwarting both the provisions of the
London-Zurich agreenents and the repeated UN General
Assembly and Security Council resolutions. Although Greece

does not claim any sovereign territorial interests 1in
Cyprus, tLke invasion and occupation of the island <can be
seen as a tareat to established 1international order angd
Greece's legal position as well as an infringement of the
ethnic and cultural sovereignty and rights of the greater
Hel.enic state. This view might easily be translated into
apprehension over the future «c¢f Greek insular territories
off the Aratolian coast, which came under Greek control as a
result of 1internaticnal agreements but are egually vulner-
able due to their proximity to Turkey.

On a second level, the Cyprus conflict necessi-
tates, for +the Greeks, a reappraisal of <iforuwer security
arrangenments. The inability c¢f Greece's security partners,
in particular NATO and the United States, to forestall the
use by another ally of military power for other than NATGC
purposes and against Greek interests, couid, irn some minis,
call into guestion the real ability or desire of Greece's
allies to protect Greex interests.® NATO in general is
implicated by some observers fcr several Treasons. Primary
is the fact that Turkey is a NATO ally and used "NATO equip-
ment™ for the Cyprus operation. Secondliy, NATO failel to
put sufficient pressure on Turkey or take sufrficient sanc-
tions to curb Turkish actions and resolve the situsation--
actions which NATO has considered in the case of aggressive

moves by the Soviets. Further, NATO is often seen as an

ﬂThls p051t10n tends to overlook the successful efforts

of the U.S. urlng the 60's ip preventing similar actions,
to the detrlment of U.S. relationhs in the area.It also does
not recognize the "no-win” nature of the situation for the

U.S. during periods of Greek- Turkish friction.
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Greek-Turkish tensicn which has spread to other regional

issues.

b

F L. Greece and the Cyprus Issue
-

.

' Some commentators have seen tlLe Greek"enosist®

d policies which Lave contributed to the past problems and

P present situation in Cyprus as the last vestige of Greek )
irredentism. As Veremis has pointed out, the struggle which

arose out of a "mixture of traditional irrederntiser with

contemporary anti-colonialisa," has, through the course of

events, fgradually developed into a <confrontation between

"X

Greek and Turk." [Ref.3: p.10-11] This has moved it into
the realm of one of the primary Greek security concerns—-the
threat from the East. The realities of the presert regioral
context stripped the concept ¢f engsis of any practicail
meanring for Greek policy or politics today. Instead, Cyprus

has taken on a more generalized security importarnce for the

g
.

region and for Greece.
Ii Larrabee has titled the Cyprus issue catalytic. :
He states that:

+se.in terms of security in the Eastern Mediterranean, .
the EC prus] situation produced three important results: .
it e to” sharp deterioration, of relations between

Greece and  Turkey; it intensified differences between

both countries _and the United States and gave _them a

strong emotional edge; and it contributed to"a polariza-

tion o6f domestic pdlitics_and an increase in domestic

instability. [Ref. 2: p.17]

For Greece, having apparently not seriously considered a
military option since 1974 arnd having repeatedly called for
support of a UN solution and the restoration of the indepen-
dent and unified rerublic, Cyprus has taken on a more
symbolic security significance.

Primarily, the Cyprus situation represents a

Greek perception of Turkish military and expansicnist
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controel of all area allied npaval forces regardless of
nationality.

The Greek position on the issue of the reestablish-
ment of allied military control arranjements in the area has
paralleled and been 1linked to their other positions in the
area. Greece, Ior security reasons which extend beyond the
NATO threat perception, has not seen it possible to subait
to any arrangements which would expand even the hint of
Turkish control or responsibility for military defense of
the areas in, on, or around any of its territories. Turkish
military control in the Aegean would be seen as an altera-
tion of the status of Greek sovereignty in the area and evern
the sharing of intelligence could be, in some Greek percep-
tions, misused against Greek interests. The extensicn of
any Turkish control over the defensive arrangements for the
eastern Greek islands and their surrounding areas would

bring into question Greek control of the islands themselves.

D. U.S./FBATO MILITARY FACILITIES IN GREECE

Since the end of World War II, the United States has
established or helped develop a large rnumber of defense-
related facilities in the Mediterra.ean. As of 1979, 199 of
these were actively maintained Ly the United States, 24 of
which are located in Greece. [Fef. 12: p.47] 1In times of
war, these facilities are designed to support the NATO mili-
tary effort. 1In times of peace they are almost all operated
Ey the United States, solely or in conjunction with the host
country, to serve both allied and J.S. defense interests and
support.

The authority for the establishment of the U.S. instal-
lations came originally from Article 3 of the NATO Charter,
which authorized NATO members tc make cilateral arrangements

to enhance the dJefenses of the alliance. A 1little over a
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year after Greece acceded to NATO (15 Fekbruary 1352) an
agreement was concluded which provided the ¢ernzral basis for
the establishment of U.S./NATO facilities in the country.t?®
Inplementing this agreemert, purerous technical agjreements
have been concluded which regulate the U.S. military activi- fii
ties at the bases and deal with such items as force degloy- o

ments, exercises, status of forces, intelligence activities,

and orperatiocns plans. Nearly all of these agreements are
classified.
Under the auspices of these agreemeuts, tae major

installations created were:
1. The Souda Bay {Crete) facility, providing a large
airfield and extensive port facilities primarily

important for the storage of fuel and ammunition for
the U.5. and NATO naval forces in the area and as a
staging base for Allied air missions. Sufficient
anchorage 1is available to accommodate the entire
U.S. 6th Fleet. 1In addition the NATO missile firing
range nearby (NAMFI) is important for the traininy
and exercise cf NATO forces.

2. Iraklion Air Station (Crete) is primarily important
for reconnaissance and electronic surveillance
facilities which monitor Soviet military activities
in the Eastern Mediterranean.

3. Hellenikon Air Base (at Athenai airport in Athens)
is primarily an administrative center and logistics
support base.

4. Nea Makri communications center (near Marathon) is a

major link in the U.S. Lefense Communication Systen.

loThe official title is '"Agreement Between the United

. State of America and_ the Kilgdom of Greece <Concerning

L . Mllltary Facilities" which entered into force on 12 Octoberl
1953. Fef. 13: pp. 85-86 contains a copy.
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Several other important communication sites serve
the 6th Fleet and NATO Mediterranean communications
networks.

5. Five NADGE (NATO Air Defense Ground =Znvironasert)
early warning sites are located at dispersed pcints
in northern Greece to monitor Warsaw Pact military

activity.

All these facilities are still operational. Fhile at the
outset mainly operated solely by the United States, they are
i now generally Greek- administered facilities with U.5. units
t; operating as tenants.

In 1976 an agreement was ipitialled whichk was to amend
{ the 1953 agreement and brirg it more in liine with the
' changed strategic environment and Greek interests [see Ref.

13: p.87). This was also tied to a ailitary aid package and
was to provide closer Greek <control of the U.S. operations
in Greece. The agreement paralleled an earlier U.S.-Tuarkish
agreement of the same year. These agreements vere never
ioplemented, however, and according to most observers the
original agreements remain in effact. Since the original
aJreeewent was very vague, the actual operational status of
the U.S. facilities has been modified over the years through
amendment of technical agreements. At this writing a new
agreement has been initialled but has not yet been placed in
force.

Nucliear weapons 1in Greece and their associated support
facilities come under separate agreements. As the agreement

points out, they are tied to allied defense considerations:

Considering that [ The U.S. and Greece] are both partici-
gatlng_together in an international afrangement pursuant
o which] they are makiny substantial” and material
contributions to  _their mutual defense and
security...{and] considering that their mutual security
and defense require_that they be pregared to nmeet the
contingencies of nuclear warfare.... [Ref. 1: p.37]
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This treaty went into force on 11 auygyust 1959, and provides ;;

for the existence of NATO defense related nuclear weapons in

Greece, It also provided for the transfer of ron-nuclear : )
parts, training, security anl cooperatior concerning S
U.S.-produced weapons systems in Sreece. It is the exact i?{j

duplicate of an agreement sigred with Turkey less than a
month prior. Since the existence of nuclear weapons 1in
Greece has recently become a prominent political issue, it
is important to note here that this issue, by virtue of

. these separate agreements, 1in not necessarily Zformally

| connected with any of the other military facilities agree-
ments mentioned above.

In general, the issue of the J.S. facilities in Greece

) is basically separate from the Greek-Turkish issues and is

) only indirectly related to NATO. Primarily it involves

direct security relations between Greece and the United

States. As the environment within which these arrangements

operate has changed from the days of the Korean war to the

days of the Harmel report, the NATO/U.5. facilities issue in
Greece has also evolved. It has become symgtomatic of
larger changes which have taken place due to a variety of
) changes in the Greek security environment, the realm of
! bilateral relations and relations with NATO. The evolution
| has also been sensitive to «charges in the larger global
security environment. Established originalily as an inte-
grated part of the perception c¢f the Soviet threat and the

needs of mutual or collective defense, the Greek view of the

bases has evolved as the Greek security perceptions have
changed. Characteristically, while the U.S. strategic
interests in the region have remained reiatively consistent

’ (the bases being established to support these interests

T UPY WRSEPSPar

among others), Greek interests have tended to diverge from )
those conceived in the early post-war period. lj{ﬂ
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In the Greek perception, the bases have taken on not
only a security significance kut have become associated also
with the legacy of certain histcrical political liabilities.
Some <see the bases as no 1lcnger representing the true
security picture in Greece, as a vulnerability in the face
of a perceived Turkish threat, a political 1i1iability in the
area of divergent U.S.-Greek policies ‘toward the Middle
Fast, and a representation of former dependency relation-
skips which are presently being reevaluated. If the rela-
tionskip and purposes of the bases cannot be changed to
fetter serve perceived Greek needs, then thery remain merely
visible representaticns of of the irfringement of foreign
powers on Greek internal sovereiynty and former arrangements
which have, to some, become discredited in the last courle
of decades. Thus, they become symbolsiof foreign interfer-
ence in the evolution of a more independently secure and
maturinj Greece. As the perception of the Soviet threat has
diminished, so the meaning of the bases in defense of the
new Greek concerns which have taken its place has changei.

It is interesting to note that the development oI the
bases issue in Greece closely parallels that in Turkey.
Three reasons might be brought out for this. The obvious
one is that they were established for the same reasons. The
second is that more recently they have become in both coun-
tries to be viewed more as instruments of U.S. policy and
serving only U.S. interests and have bleen tied to other
country interests such as U.S. military aid. Thirdly, the
bases issue has come to represent a general trend in similar
arrangements especially noticeable in the MH4editerranean
area. There is a general drive toward more independence,
modernization and reassessment of security needs which aas
generally meant the erosion of former dJdependent relation-
ships c¢f the earlier, post- World War II cold-war monochro-

matic era.
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III. HEW DEMOCRACY AND GREEK SECURITY POLICY 1374 IO 1381

A. INTRODUCTION

Some of the basic connectiors between issues of internal
politics, external politics and security in Greece have
already been indicated. It remains to be seen how these
connections actually work out in forming the bases and char-
acter of Greek security policy in the specific programs of
the two major parties (PASOK and New Democracy) as they
developed since 1974. This chagpter explores the issues fron
the point of view of one of the two major political forces
which developed during the 1974-1981 period--New Democracy
(8D) .

This chapter deals with the evolution of the FKew
Democracy program under the guidance of Konstantinos
Karamanlis (during his tenure as Prime Minister frona
November 1574 to May 198b) and the follow-on government of
George Rallis (1980-1981). The basic security policies of
the New Democracy Jovernment will be viewed through the
prism of the three basic security concerns as elaborated in
the background secticn of this work (Chapter 2). Initially,
internal security and the threat from the "North" will be
handled briefly. Then the focus will be turaned to the
"Eastern Threat" (Greek-Turkish) issues--Cyprus, and the
Aegean Sea disputes. Finally the NATO connection and U.S.
military bases in Greece will be discussed as they apply to
New Democracy policies.

ND and PASOK were, of course, not the only active polit-
ical foices in Greece during this tinme. Indeed, while ND
seemed to dominate the political picture (albeit with dimin-

ishing majorities) until 1981 it was not until the elections
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of Novembver, 1977, that PASOK actually became the legitimate
opposition party. The results cf the 1974 national election
gave the party of Georgje Mavros, tne Center Union New Forces
(EK-ND), considerable strength. As it turned out, however,
EK-ND policies were oniy minimally distinguishable from
those of ND in the realm of foreign and security policy.
(alt hough some @minor divergences occurred in some internal
issues). This and the ER-NL's uitimate defeat under the new
title of EDIK (Union of the Democratic Left) in the
elections of 1977, @make it of secondary importance for this
study's purposes. A number of smaller parties have conmpeted
in elections but with little success. (In November, 1974, a
total of 8 identified parties participated, and in 1977 the
nunber had risen to 14. These included factions of the
newly legalized communist parties) {Ref. 1: Appendix B].

Additionally, the smaller parties have teuded to have a

reduced influence in the Greek VYouli (Pariiament) due to the
system of '"reinforced proporticnai representation.” Under
this system, the parties polling over 17% are augmented with - 4
representatives according to a complicated proportional R
foramula. This system tends to enlarge the power of the i;j
larger parties in parliament while it tends to give smaller L
parties less representation than their actual polling
percentages would suggest.1! As can Le seen, however, this -
system has the effect of stabilizing the fragmenting effects j&;
of a strictly proportiocnal representation systen. :

It is from the historical perspective that the conti-
nuity of +the ND party and the rapid rise of the "novel"
PASOK party are of interest. Concern from this research

11An example from the November 17 elections of 1974
shows that while PASQOK received 13% of the vote, a respect-
able shoylng, it only received 12 out of 300 total seats in
the Vouli while ND received 54.4% of the vote and 220 seats. S
While PASOK received only 7% fewer votes than the number two SR
coggsnder, EX-ND, 1t received 48 fewer seats) [kef. 1: 0
p' - : - -
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perspective and the perspective of most policy makers

g o o A. "_l -y

interested in Greece and Westerr 1interests in the Southeast
NATO region, has dictated the <comparison of these two

parties as representatives of Greek political trernds.

B. REW DEMOCRACY AND GREEK SECURITY, 1974-1981

1. mergence of New Democracy and its Policies
a. The Interim Government of Karamanlis.

At 2:00 p.m. on the afternoon of July 22, 1974,
the political and military leaders of Greece asseabled in
the former Greek parliamert buiiding. Most of the personal-
ities represented the perpetuation of the Greek military
regime which had controlled Greece since the 1967 Greex
military coup. Although some of the original faces vwere
missing, these people had been influential in carrying out
the 7-year regime's suppression of Greek democracy, which on
this day had simply collapsed. Faced with the effects of
one of tke most humiliating political disasters ever perpe-
trated in Greece, the abortive <coup against President
Makarios of Cyprus; faced with the invasion of the islarnd by
Turkey, the island they had dreams of annexing to the
Hellenic motherland; faced with a military completely inca-

pacitated by seven years of politicizatior and purges; faced
with a collapsing economy and increasingly open and 1less
controllakle popular dissent; faced with outrage from a 1 ~?
large number of their Greek brothers in Cyprus and almost T

)
Lok

universal world condemnation, this group had to finally face '1fﬁ

reaiity. Their adventure was over. The President, Pnaidon

PO

Gizikis, had taken it upon himself to relinguish control of
the goverrnment back to the civilians, and after some delib-
eration and bargaining (especially by a close colleague of

Karamanlis, Mr. Evangelos Averoff), the call went to Paris,

1
f ‘.L
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where Fonstantinos Karamanlis was in self-imposed exile.
Stepping out onto Greek soil opn July 23 for the first time
in 11 years, it appeared that Karamanlis had done some soul-
searching and had also kept at least one £finger on the
public pulse of Greece. In his first words, he declared
himself "at the disposal of the nation to restore normality
and achieve national reconciliation." [Ref.1) In this
simple statement, Karamanlis' perceptions of Greek intermal
reeds were clear. No fiery rhetoric about attacking Turks
and avenging Hellenism, or the like, was heard; instead he
saw his mission and major challenge as the metamorphosis of
Greek political <culture toward democratic stability. To
quell the centrifugal internal forces which had caused Linm
to resign the premiership over an argument with the former
king and caused him deep disillusionment with Greek politics
on more thkan one occasion, the forces wkich brougyht the
unmanageability of the feuding parties in the mid-1960's and
finally led to the 1967 military <oup, Karamanlis was now
resolved to apply a steady hand of political discipline,
moderation, and maturity. Given the multitude of problenms
besetting the nation at that fpoint, this was no easy task.
For a number of reasons, political levelheadedness and fira
resolve were the only gqualities which could brirng the pieces
back together. The contemporaneous Portuguese example was a
lesson well taken and the Greek arav's tanks were still on
the outskirts of Athemns. As ope official put it, "any
relapse of the anomaly [junta] would lead tue natiou to
disaster." [Fef. 3]

This basic threat to Greek security, the threat

of internal <collapse, became the zfocus of Karamanlis'

efforts in the wearly days after hLis return. The unprece- -

dented manner in which the junta had collapsed provided a

.
o
oo 4

unijue environment to advarce the aims of Karamanlis®

o

. 'l '. .
U
I

interim "Government of National Uaity," established on July

i
NS WP
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24. The junta had not been overthrown by an opposing fcrce,
but had ignominiously crumbled under the weight of its own
ineptitude. This @meant that no one faction could <clainm
primacy over another for having "saved" the nation. 1Indeed,
demands from within the army and government itself had
created pressure for a return to civilian government [Ref.
4: p.3381.

The .perscnal credentials of Karamanlis also
served him well in this respect. At the time, he was a
well-known and apparently broadly well-liked figure.
Premier of Greece from 1955 to 1963, he presijed over an
unprecedented period of stable conservative government which
brought a degree of prosperity to Greece.12 His resigmnation
in 1963 as a result of disagreement with the King marked nim
as a person of independent integrity, against foreign inter-
vention, which to many, the King had represented. de hLad
openly «c¢riticized the government of the «coup on several
occasions and had always been irritated by the typical radi-
calism and confrontations of Greek politics. In his own
rather forceful style, &Karamanlis pointed this out prior to
the 1974 elections by lecturing to the opposition that, an
irresponsible political "mentality has led. to the Jownfall
of democracy before.... Democracy is not orly threatened by
tanks. It 1is threatened even wmore by the demagogy which
leads to the tanks." [Ref. 5] To support him in his
efforts, Karamanlis filled his cabinet witk like-minded

ministers with impeccable anti-junta and centrist conserva-
tive credentials, among them jroainent political figures
froa former governments.

12Loulis points out that "lketween 1922 and _1936 Greece
had experienced 22 major cabinet changes ard 17 chaages 1in A
effective executive; etween 1946 and 1951 9...changés had ‘-“]
occurred and between 1355 and 19%2 only 3...." [Ref 1! p.55) 4
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While the Cyprus prcblem was externally the most
pressing, and other Greek-Turkish disputes over the Aegean
Sea issues were Ddenacing, Karamanlis realized that he could
not attack these issues without a stabilized and unified
political base at home. The Jjunta brought discredit among
European allies and isolation and humiliation in the world
political arena, and only a stable democratic government
could garner tne support needed from other nations in
Greece's time of troukle. He therefore took immediate steps

to secure political stability at hone. Some of these

included:

o

1. Freeing all political prisoners and reinstating the

4adand

citizenshifp of dissidents exiled by the junta.

2. Reinstating freedom of the press (while wurging
moderation).

3. legalizing the Communist parties (outlawed since
1947) and allowing them to publish their newspapers.

4. Depriving the ESA (the Greek amilitary police) of

most of its fowers.

einred

’ 1

5. Replacing nearly all Jjunta-installed local district »';i

prelates with their former civilian cournterparts. f
Karamanlis made it clear, however, that it was

. . s .. e

not oren season for radicalism. While the Cyprus crisis was

a major external security concern to be dealt with, it did

provide the interim government opportunities to check scme

problems associated with the retura to democracy. One

«
"

example of this is that Karamaniis was able to maintain
order under martial law while advocating democracy. This

was justified outwardly by the exigencies of the Cyprus

crisis and the fear of possible direct confrontation withn
Turkey. Privately, however, there was no doubt that he
intended to maintain strict public order and move gqguickly to

uell any violence with "merciless severity."
Yy
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A second example was the generaili ailitary mobi-
lization called 1in order to face any possible Turkish
threat. Among other effects, the mobilization moved much of
the 7Third Army Corps from the Athens area toward the
Thracian border. This not only removed the "tanks," a
syabol of the fallen junta regime, from the Athens area, but
preoccupied an otherwise possiltly volatile segment of the
Army officer corps, whose insecurity arising, from the
removal of most of their top commanders in mid-August, was a
potential source of wmilitary reaction. The "national
crisis" of Cyprus made it easier to retain fira control over
the populace and the army, and to facilitate a smoother
transition to democratic government [Ref. 6: p.38].

It was also for purposes of national political
unity that Karamanlis decided to pull Greek forces out of
the integrated WATO comaand. (This will be discussed in
greater detail later.) Faced with an untenatle situation in
Cyprus (a Greek military response would cost certainly be a
disaster, and capituiation wcuid be political suicide),
Karamanlis chose to channel Greek feelingjs of humiliation
and frustration toward a scapegoat and restore Greek pride.
Capitalizing on the growing anti-Americanism, which could be
easily transiated to "anti-NATOism," he formally notified
the alliance that Greek forces would no longer participate
in the integrated military command of NATO. In one decisive
move he urndercut the more vocal left opposition who had been
whipping up public opinion against the U.S. for its support
of the former junta, its failure to act to prevent the
Turkish invasion of Cyprus and 1its perceived pro-Turkish
tilt. This action also allayed and transferred any feelings
of guilt to an external bogevmar and consolidated a broad
spectrum of public opinion behind an apparently assertive,
nationalistic unifying governmental force.
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Four steps remained for Karamanliis 1in his
program Zor political stability. First, ne had to form a
legitimate democratic government. In October free elections
were called for, held on November 17. Second, the perennial
problem which had deeply polarized Greek society and had
teen the source of instability at least since the "great
schisa" of the early 20th century--the guestion of the Greek
Monarchy~-had to be finally and resolutely solved. A
national referendum was to be scheduled not later than 45
days after the national electioms. It was held on December
8, returning 69.2% of the votes for a republic and only
30.87 for the monarchy [Ref. 1: p.63]. This was seen as an
unnistakable signpost for the future direction of Greek
political development. Third, a new constitution had toc be
drafted to replace the 1952 «ccnstitution (in effect since
the fall of the junta). Karamanlis envisioned this document
as strengtheningy the authority of the government while
ensuring a strong democracy. This was effected in 1975.
Finally, to strengtben Greek democratic ties to Europe and
help insure the perpetuation of Western democracy in Greece,
Karamanlis immediately reactivated Greek association with
the Eurorean Ecoromic Community, seeking full membership,
not only as a potential ecoromic benefit, but a political
maneuver to achieve greater voice in Europearn affairs and to
supplant "superpower" (U.S.) domination with a viable
Western alternative of support.

Thus through various decisive maneuvers,
Karamanlis and his deputies of the interim government of
national unity laid the foundation for a potentially more
stable and secure democratic government in Greece. Combined
with the remarkable degree <cf political restraiant and
maturity demonstrated ty the Greek populace during the tran-
sition, and Karamanlis' carefully measured delicacy in

removing the threat of reaction within the ailitary, which
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could "ktring back the tanks," the new Greek state had appar-

ently passed a milestone on the road to political maturity.

b. Formation of New Democracy (ND) : Gereral

Policies.

‘ On Septemker 26, 1974, acting Prime Minister
Konstantinos Karamanlis formed the New Democracy Party,
after decreeing the resumpticn of political activity.
Zmphasis was placed at the outset on the "newness" of the
party, intending to 1imply that the party was not simply a
reincarnation of Xaramanlis*' broad right conservative
National rRadical Union (ERE) of the 1950's. New Democcacy
was to be a party shifted to the center (left of the conser-
vative spectrurx), and indeed it was perceived as such botnh
in its later policies and ir the fact that wmany <£far-
rightists chose to oppose the party in the 1574 and 1977
elections. Although the party had no <clear or specific
platform, Karamanlis listed the pressing problems which had
to be dealt with: (1) to reorganize the administration of
the country. which was in chaos after the fall of the junta,
(2) to lrolster the econony, (3) to seek a solution to the
Cyprus prakblem, (4) to contain Turkish ajgressiveness, and
(5) to restore discipline to the army [Ref. 5]. It is note-
worthy that three out of the five major problems deal essen-
tially with internal problems, while only two have to do
with external threats. This is perhaps a Kkey to under-
standiny Karamanlis' view of Greek security. No matter how
serious Greece's external prollems were made to seem, his
program reflected the fact that internal stability was a
critical support for dealing with the external threat and
overcoming the previous turbulence 1in Greek political lirfe.
Hinging on this was the drive for 1independence from direct
foreign influences, which could not be realized unless some

sort of internal stability and security were achieved. The
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for a "bi-communal federation" which would essentially split
Zyprus into separate Turkish and Greek "mini-nations." 3ut,
ir the 1light of the second wave of invasions &y Turkey on

August 14, the inability of NATC or the U.S. to persuade the
Turks to exercise restraint, and the apparent lack of good
faith demonstrated by the turks , Greece shifted its rpoii-
Cles. Greece now 1intended to press for international ?
involvement through the U.N. and resort to more dramatic '
tactics of their own. The GreekX positions and aims were set

out clearly by George Mavros, the Greek Foreij;n Minis*er:

Bﬂgvrosg said the forthcomlng debate orn Cyprus in the
nited Nations _ General AssemEly would bLe 3 rest case.
'If the United Nations cannot’save Cyprus...we caLrnot
see what reason it has to exist.' ...The problem of
Cyprus could be settled by the island's two comaurities
negotlatlng freely, not  under the threat orf 49,000 -
troops, 300 tanks, or the unbearalble pressure of the

tragedy of 200,000 refugees. ...The Greek governazent 1s
against enosis. .Ae are for the. lndegendence,‘ sover-
eignty and territorial integrity of  tie island.?
...Greece was in favor of full demilitarization of the
Cypriot republic--'not one Turkisa, not one Greek
soldier should remair.' [ Ref. 24] .

Cn August 14, to demcnstrate its outrage at the
apparent ipability of NATO to forestall the second,
completely unwarranted (in Greek and 1in most other iuterna-
tional opinion) Turkish attack on Cypruas, Karamaniis .
announced withdrawal of Greek troops from thke military o]
structure of NATO. The preceeding points cut some of the ‘
basics of the Karamanlis ND policy on Cyprus, which remained
fairly consistent throughout the period of 1574-1981.

Karamanlis has consisteatly maintained that "the
Greek side would not give in to the faits accompli which the
Turks were trying to create in Cyprus" [ReZ. 25]. He
further stated that it was time the U.N. showed its worth by C 4
showing that it could render justice in the Cyprus situ-
ation. He asserted that Greece will continue to refuse to

recognize any form of autonomous Turkish state in Cyprus (a
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what deterred the Greeks fron CrOSSlng the Evros river

in the North into Turkey now is he“disparity of the
40,000 fighting Greeks facing 90A 00 Turkish "“soldiers
across this frontier in Thraceé. The Turks have amassed

as many troops, tanks and armored «cars in Thrace as
Greece possesses in total. [Ref. 22]

Thus, faced with the «eguipment inadeguacies of the
Greek miliitary, compounded bty the adverse effects of the
junta regime, Karamanlis was fast running out of options.
However, and perhaps more important, to capitulate or accept
any sort of bargain with the Turks would have created a
political disaster in Greece which would wreck completely
his chances to pull Greece out of its internal problenms
intact. The best he could do was to remain firm, not accept
any sort of division of Cyprus, and attempt to sway, in
time, opicion through diplomatic means. Greece accepted the
cease fire called for by the UN Security Council on July 290
and agreed to enter negotiaticns with the Turks and the

British. On July 30 the three parties signed a declaration

to end Turkish advances and establish a buffer zone alony
the Turkish 1lines. The Geneva talks which produced this

solution were hardly a triumph c¢f Greek diplomacy:

but the newsgape and politicians are determined_ to
maintain uni and sugport tke 8overnment...Be51des,
after the dlsastrous ajventure in yprus, most Greeks
are in a rimly realistic mood... typical edltorlal
praised the agreenent. Under espec1aL¢g difficult
c1rcumstances .-.Greece managed_ to et e maximua,
ger aps, of vhat wvas possible. The talks...will exclude
he options of gartltlonlng the leand or of unifying it
with Greece or Turkey. [Re

' F
RIS VPRI

Initially, Karamanlis, anxious to avoid the protlems tif
of the past, sought support from Greece's allies to pressure Eg}
Turkey into withdrawal of all troops and +to support inter- ]
communal talks between Greek and Turkish Cypriots. He ) 7
pledged to support whatever agreements they might come up

with. He remained adamantly against the Turkish proposals
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NATO and the Americans" [Ref. 20: p.1751]. It was bhis
Cyprus settlement plan, negotiated in 2Zurich and London 1in
1959 (the oft-gquoted london-Zurichk agreement), which set up
Britain, Turkey, and Greece as guarantors of the security of
a new Cypriot Rebublic, to be governed by what was to prove
in the 1960's an unworkable compromise system which caused
serious Cyprus crises in 1963 and 1967, and gave pretext to
the July 15, 1974 Turkish invasion. Finally, it was same
Karamanlis—--leaving Greece for Paris in 1963 after three
turbulent final years, frustrated by attempts to unite the
Greek political center, M"reserntful of the prerogatives of
the Monarchy... {and) disillusicned with the Greek political
system in general, believing that the 1952 constitution
favored parliament at the expense of government" [ Ref. 20:
E-179 3--who returned eleven years later in the midst of a
second installment of the same froblems in Greece, oniy this
time they were probably even more serious. It is in light
of this historical bit of irony that some of Karamanlis'
Cyprus policies become clear.

When Karamanlis returned to Atheas and accepted the
interim Prime Ministership, ne was faced with the Turkish
fait accompli in Cyprus. In a sense, the Greek and Turkish
options had been played, and while the Turks still had
reserves, the Greek options had been played out. Lacking
even the hint of support from Britain, the other guarantor,
the Greek military position was untenable. ¥#ithcut any form
of air cover, an invasion <force could not possibly succeed
in the face of Turkish regional air superiority. A feekle
attemrt at military reinforcement had been launched on July

21, with 14 antiquated Nor-Atlas aircraft, but the missiorn

vas doomed from the start [Ref. 21]. Althoujh some conten-
poraries feared that Greece might launch a punitive strike .
against Turkey along the Thracian border: :
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status equal to other Eurcpean powers. They have
characterized, especially to the Greek public, Greece's
increasing independence from tae U.S. and NATG dominatiorn.
The favorable impression on puklic opinion created by his
Balkan folicy, gave Karamanlis widespread political support
from a kroad spectrum of political shades in Greece.

Balkan ties within the context of the ultinmate
Western security guarantee and the FEast-West strategic
stalemate gave ND the flexibility to pursue a modern diver-
sified foreign policy, while enhancing security and allcwing
Greece to divert its attention to the Turkish Threat.

3. Xaramanlis and the Cyprus Issue

Karamanlis had a  reputatior as a_ firm believer 1in ---
Greece's Western orientation, The dramatic rise of the

far left vote was in part the result of tke disunity of

the central parties in part the result of growing

disenchantment with the attitude of Greece's KATO alliies

over the Czprus issue, which made neutralism...more

attractive to the Greek electcrate. [Ref. 20: pp.172-3]

The real historic tragedy of the 1974 Cyprus dekacle
and its particular connection tc the new Karamanlis jovern-
ment becomes glaringly clear in tahe above statement, for it K

was written not about the Karamanlis government of the

seventies, but about Premier Karamanlis and uis ERE govern- -
ment oi 1955-1963. It was Xaramanlis who in Februarvy 1959 ;}f
negotiated a quick settlement of the then serious Cyprus t
crisis and settled, he hoped, the question of British impe- T
riaiism, the enosis (union of Cyprus with Greece) ©movement T

growing in both Greece and Cyprus, and pushed by the exiled
Makarios, and growing Turkish wilitancy about the

IR

Turkish-Cypriot minority (spurred on by the British). it
was his attempt to settle the dispute within the NATO
security system which brought him criticisa witnin Greece

for "betraying the cause of Hellenism ir the interests of
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The existence of a credible security threat fron
some external source has been Y“the mijdwife of intra-Balkan
cooperation." For Yugoslavia, for exaaple, the increase of
Soviet aggressiveness toward that country has historically
led to a corresponding warmth 1in Yugoslav approaches to
Greece. For Greece, the increased threat from the Turks has

made a diminished northern threat imperative; 1S

..s.the deterioratjcn of Greek-Turkish relations orob-
abl remains a big factor influencing the state of
Balkan affairs....The Greek Prime Minister told
Tito...'Turkey is threatening the peace enjoyvyed by the
Balkans for the past 30 yearS.' One_can argue that im
this instance of regional cooperatlon the external
'threat' remains a k€y incentive feast as " far as
Greece is concerned. [Ref. 16: p.ﬁ 2]

In sunmmary then, the following security objectives «can be
seen in Xaramanlis' northern policy:

1. To reduce the threat frcm the North.

2. To resolve tilateral disputes or issues peacefully
througa continuously expanding diplomatic and
economic ties.

3. To allow Greece to <concentrate dJdefense efforts
toward the "Eastern threat."

4. To reduce independence cn NATO for security.

5. To achieve at least the non-involvement of other
Balkan states in the event of a Greece-Turkish

conflict.

Lttt
EPRIIT WY ST N YL

Collateral political ‘tenefits have accrued from
Karamanlis' Balkan initiatives. The quest for a "new rela- -

tionship" with NATO following Greece's partial exit in 1674

e ]
Ll a

would be unthinkable without a relaxation of tensions to the ﬁ%”
North. They have also come to symbolize Greece's ermergence,.
diplomatically, as a mnodern nation with an independent )

1SThe converse is also true: with a diminished Northern
threat, the Turkish tkreat has tecome important.

B
3
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bilateral and multilateral Balkan efforts. Beginning 1in
1975 Raramanlis traveled to all tke Balkan countries (except
Turkey) to establish relationships [Eef. 17: p.161]. These
visits have since been reciprocated. The culminaticn of
bilateralism with the "North" was the Karamanlis-Brezhnev
meeting in Moscow in 1979. Throughout this period, recip-
rocal visits have fostered bilateral initiatives with all
Greece's Balkar neighbors and with the Soviet Union.
Multilateralism was a decidedly more elusive goal for
KRaramanlis. However, with his typical aggressive statesman-
ship, he managed to convere two 3alkan conferences; the
first in Athens in 1978, the second im Ankara in 1979. The
growing uncertainties as to Soviet intentions as a result of
several incidents, most notably the then extremely important
question of Yugoslavia after Tito, the Soviet invasion of

Afghanistan, the Iranian revolution and the Polish crisis,
seemed to cool Balkan multilateral efforts [Ref. 18].
However, persistent efforts throughout the 1974-1981 period
resuited in the achievement of many bilateral contacts and .
took many of Greece's northern security issues off the crit- o
ical list.

The effects of this pclicy on Greek security are
most notable, Through Karamanlis' own "bridgebuilding" -.-4
policy, many economic, cultural, and political links were
created with Balkan neighbors. They have even resulted in
some limited defense-related agreements with Yugoslavia
[Ref. 19]. The objective was stated by the Greek Prime o
Minister: "My vision is of a Balkan penninsula that will be i:l
an area of permanent peace. Trke network of friendly Balkan :
relations will create a system cf Balkan cooperation " [Ref.
17: p.162]. The logical security benefit of this pclicy is -
the reduction, by political anid diplomatic means, of . 1
Northern threat.
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minorities issues with Albania, Eastern Yugoslavia and
Vestern Bulgarian ccomerciai access, and the traditional
Bulgarian desires 1in Thrace (which they have from time to
tine realized)--all are examples of issues which could
possibly be ameliorated through diplomatic eZforts. The
resoluticn or defusing of some of these issues would have
important benefits for Greek security.

The Balkan efforts cannot De seen outside the
context of the Western alignment of Greece. That the whole
issue of security in the Balkan countries is related in part
to Greece's NATO oriertation was recalled Ly George Mavros,
Foreign Minister in the interim 1974 government. He
reflected that "the first complaints we got after we puliled
out of NATO were from Rumania and Red China" [Ref. 15] Tito
is also known to have been concerned lest Greece guit its
relationship with the ¥West [Ref. 16]. Anti-Western devel-
opments 1in Greece definitely have repercussions on the
future relations of ccuntries such as Kumania, Yugoslavia,
and Albania with the Soviet Umnioun. A Greece not firmly
aligned to the West would definitely decrease the ftaryaining
power of Balkan Communist countries trying to maintain their
semi-independent status. For Greece, too, an active Balkan
policy without the ultimate security guarantee of +the U.S.
and ©NATO would <certainly cause a reassessmernt of 3Balkan
policy in Moscow, to the detriment of Greek national
independence.

Two of Karamanlis' three tenets of Greek exterral

relations, national independence and national security, were
well served by what has been dubbed Greece's "Nordpolitik." ]

Karamanlis' Balkan efforts also "bore the stamp of the Greek -

Prime dinister's own diplomatic style. It is essentiaily .1
personalized, high level, and aims at improvement of the ';
political climate in the region" [Ref. 17 j. It is with e

these considerations in mind that one can view Karamanlis® RS
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On this tasis, entry into the EC became an obsession in ND
politics. Coats also points out that the debate on EC ertry
took on a "metaphysical" character in Greece, the opposition
not focusing entirely on the economic balance sheet, but on
issues of sovereignty and Greek independence as well. To
them it would be seen as a serious compromise and
backsliding. [Ref. 141

While imrortant intermal security accompiisia-
ments were registered by the XKaramanlis--Rallis ND regize,
one must consider the other two thirds of the Greek security
triangle—-the Northern threats and the Eastern threats.

2. Karamanlis and the Northern Threat

For Greece, there is no escaping the threat from the
North. In earlier years it was the prime consideration. The
fear of communist agyression frcm the north led Greece into
NATO, and Greek defense was defined in terms of securing
Greece from northern aggyression ard internal comnmunist
infiltration. The events of 1974, however, marked a turning
peint in Greece's northern relations and threat perceptions,
fhe seriousness of which is often overlooked. It is perhaps
oniy in the context of detente between the superpowers that
Greek-Turkish disputes could have reached today's propor-
tions. And it was the fall of the junta and the foreign
policy of Karamanlis which allowed detente to come belatedly
to Greece. (Initial contacts wuere, however, made bv the
junta with Greece's Balkan neighbors, in an effort to seek
foreign contacts after receiving effective diplomatic ostra-
cisa frcm Western European countries.) Greece could rnot
ignore the Balkan portion of its heritage, a heritage of

conflict vacillating from time to time toward cooperation.

N
)

LY
Numerous outstanding security issues within the Balkan 431
neignhborhood, 1including the Macedonian gquestion involving {f?
Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, and Greece, the Northern Epirus ard j;ﬂ
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transition went smoothly. Karamanlis, unopposed, was elected
President on the third vote in parliamert, and 3eorge kaliis
took control of ND and was asked to fora the government,
albeit on a close vote within the party. Averoff, the mairn
contender, lost by a very small margin. That Averoff threw
his support behind ERallis indicates another aspect of
increasing stability in Greece. Time, if nothing else, was
tound to take its toll on the support of NL. Forces bound
to erode KD support were pointed out by Mario #Hodiarno:

....the _loss of _the charismatic_ leadership that Ar.
Karamanlis had given the party...has ferceptibly weak-
ered ([ND's]) pScychological appeal. The  government
party must” also *a{ for tke sins of ommiSsion and
comalssion, for a1l the rudges that have piled up, for
all the an£1fweste;n feelings its opponents have wanipred
up. Especially it will "~ suffer rom the pocketbook
impact of inflatlon ...Finally there is the traditional
or presumed Greek yearning for... change with a capital
'C'...(Ref. 13]

An additiomnal factor of impending weakness Zor
ND was its apparent ipalility to modernize its party struc-
ture and extend its base down toc the electorate. The char-
ismatic leadership of Karamanlis could nrot carry it
indefinitely in the face of the modern, well-organized FPASOK
political machine. As the left became stronger, issues
became more hotly dektated.

The EC accession detate is regresentative. In a
1981 article, George Coats reported in the Zconomist that
there was a feeling that Greece was at a turning point in

its modernization:

EC entry is seen both as a §¥mbol and a symptom of this
feelin but for others i represents’ exactly the
opposite--an attempt by the entrenched...forces to

prolong their dominatioai. For the goveramert... _the -
accession represents a step rot only "toward moderniza- : 1
tion but is " a guarantee of stability and an acceptance :

of Greece as ah equal member of the conmamunity of civi-
lized Furopean natfions rather than as a backward and

volatile Balkan state. [Ref. 1W: p.6] fj{g
-~ —4
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i0oss of 42 seats). ©PASOK came out as the largest opposition
party with 25.33% and 92 seats (a gain of 77). The
Democratic Center Union (EDIK--rformerly the Center
Union-—New Forces) was the real fatality of the election.
It received only approximately 12% of the vote and 15 seats.
(The communist parties made slight gains.) The consegquent
breakup of the political center was touted by some as a
return to polarization in Greek politics. dowever, a posi-
tive aspect may be seen in that the other major parties
would ke expected to make a grab for the ceater vote which
possibly would prevent ND and PASOK from drifting further to
the right or left resrectively.

Karamanlis called the 1977 elections one year
tefore they were constitutionally due because, as Karamanlis
stated, "I want a renewed popular mandate so the government
can have increased prestige and negotiating power." [Ref.
11] 7The prestige and power was "needed" for a stepped up
program for dealing with externali concerans, notaclv Aegean
and Cyprus issues, NATO, and the EEC. These issues were to
increasingly occupy the center stage in the Greek foreigrn
policy debate and became the focus of faramanlis' ND govern-
ment after 1977. They culminated with Karamanlis' opening
to detente with his 1979 visit to Moscow, the 1980 reentry
into the @military structure of NATO and the accession on
January 1, 1981 of Greece to full membership in the EC [Ref.
121].

The political security of the republic appar-
ently was on firm ground, despite considerable criticisnm
fron the opposition. Evidence for this is the uncharacter-
istic political stability shown in the orderly conduct of
the elections since 1974. A crucial test was seen when it

came time for Karamanlis to relingquish his Prime
Ministership. This shift occurred in 1980, amid dire
predictions of political destabiiization. However, the
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problems to the shoulders of the "great powers."” It also
reinforced the beliefs (probably partly substantiable) that
the problems of Greece were in a large part due to its over-
dependence on a patron power which handicapped its relations
with otkers, did not support Greece in time of need, and
generally seemed to frustrate Greek national interests.!3
Karamanlis, while still remaining firmly
oriented to the dAest, was determined to lead hLis adolescent
Greek state to political "equality"™ with other states. He
turned toward Europe with the vision of participating in the
formation of some new assertive European arrangement free
from superpower domination. Karamanlis stated, in conjurnc-
tion with his efforts to achieve Greek acceptance as a full
member of EC, that he wanted to belong to a M"united,
Atlantic Europe, sovereign and independent, which would
cooperate with the Upited States on an equal footing." [ERef.
9] Karamanlis' foreigr policy meant exploring and developing
other ties as well, notably with Greece's Mideastern nei jh-
tors, Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union. Finally, the
crucial element in XKaramanlis' foreign ©policy was, of
course, to Jeal with the threat from the =East, specific
aspects of which will be dealt with individually later.
Apparent general =satisfaction with the New
Democracy jprograms returned Karamanlis to power in the
national elections of 1977, alteit with a redaced majority
in the ©parliament. That his support had tegun to erode
indicated growiny trends of discontent froa the far right
and the left.14 1In 1977, the New Democracy party received
only 41.85% of the votes, which reduced its seats to 173 (a

137t is also noted on_this point by many authors that
the Greek politicians, had often "invited" this external
support to further their own de=1gns.

14For a thorough analysis the _poiitical 1issues
surroundlng and prec1patated bg the 1977 elections, see Ref.
1 aprrorriate sections, Rref. and Ref. 8.
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the passionate anti-communism of his former years. This
worked to his favor in three ways: it represented a modern
attitude of detente, and allowed him to pursue a more
vigorous and independent foreign policy; it showed the
government not afraid to "embrace all Greeks" including the
Greek Commurists within its modern democratic structure; and
it avoided the shopworn appelation to the cold-war "comau-
nist threat" which the junta had so freguently misused. New
Democracy, during its first three years, '"concentrated its
attention orn four froents; strengthening democracy, achieving
socio—-economic progress, changing the basic structures of
the educational system and tackiing foreign policy issues.™
[Ref. 1: p-54] In assessing the accoaplishments in the
first three of these areas, Marios Evriviades suas ufp the
rather impressive results for the first three years of the

New Democracy:

Ondeér his [Karamanlis'] leadership, the army was depoli-
ticized and the foundations for parliamentary rule were
re-established with the passage of the new Greek consti-
tution. The life of the average_ Greek had also improved
considerakly. The rate of infilationm had been reduced
from 80% to _about 14%, average wagjges were doubled
through a bold iacomes policy; and there was full
emploiment and booming consumer demand. There was
finally, an atmosphére of unprecedented personai
freedom. [Ref. 8: p.164]

... the] iovernment's domestic_  record was positive.

With internal security steadily improving in this panner,
Greece could attend @wmore confidently to 1ts foreign policy
concerns, the fou.ih front listed above.

In foreign policy, Karamanlis sought rmainly to
free Greece from over-dependence on a single power, este-
cially the United States. Rather, diversity became the key
and a wmultilateral policy was the way in which to avoid
possitle foreign penetration and interference which had
recome a permanent negative nmythology 1in Greece. This

mythology allowed Greeks to transfer some of Greece's own
70
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210 out of 300, which would allow it to proceed with its
programs virtually  unrestricted. The elections coming
guickly after the junta's fall, the myriad of problems wihich
Karamanlis had tackled with some apparent initial success,
along with the confident and charismatic assertiveness of
his leadership--all served to muffle the opposition. The
major opronents often found themselves agreeing with many of
the New Democracy programs. The @more radical leftist
parties, being split and weak, barely registered. The only
really new arrival on the Greek political scene, PASOK, had
little time to organize and consolidate any formidable
support. The vote for Karamanlis, while it represented a
vote for the charismatic leader who had steadied the country
during a hypercritical transiticnal period, was also gener-
ally a vote for prudence and mnoderation in the face of
multiple perceived threats, includiag the possible return of
the Greek military dictatorship and Turkishk aggression. it
was also a well-distributed vote imdicating widespread
support. Grasping this mandate and the even more decisive
mandate for a republican gjovernment in the December 8 refer-
endum, Karamanlis proceeded to build up the country's
internal strength through aggressive economic policies,

sweeping "de-juntification" of the «civil service and educa-

tion, labor reforms, nationalizations of certain industries

and constitutional reform. All these measures were designed
to once and for all secure GCreece as a stable democracy,
able to assert itself confidentiy and with some degree of
independence on the international scene.

The four main objectives of the New Democracy
party after 1974 were to be: "to tackle the ‘'national'
crisis [Cyprus], to re-establish and solidify democratic
rule, to give the country a strcng government, and to make a
powerful moderate party a force in Greek politics." [Ref. 1:
p.59] It is also significant that Karamarnlis had abandoned
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argument was that Greek political culture had allowe?d
foreign penetration through its divisive and paterralistic
character. In summning ur the New Democracy prograr, C.
Sulzberger outlines the apparent goals of its leader aiter
the 1974 election by listing seven points, only one of which
deals with the extermnal probiem of Cyprus. The rest under-
take to calm political passions and modernize political and
social l1life, draft a constitution with a strong executive
and strong central democratic gcvernment, reorganize admin-
istrative and educational systems, take drastic, perlaps
unpopular economic measures to relieve economic problens,
and hold a referendum to begin a new political 1life
featuring a more progressive attitude [Ref. 7].

From a new position of national strength,
Karamanlis' foreign pclicy was to be grounded in the ideas
of (1) national independence, (2) security, and (3) digrity.
This was also to bLe supported by a strong army. Karamanlis'
credentials in the first element were established through
his assertive withdrawal of Greece from NATO and his ques-
tioging of U.S. military bases on Greek soil; in the second
by his uncorpromising attitude cn 1issues such as the sover-
eignty of the Aegean islands; and the third by his desire to
become a participating and "equal" member of international
organizations such as the Europeaa Community (EC) and his
support of the U.N. - and the Internationai Court in resolu-
tion of disputes. However, a military buildup was necessary
to insure the credibility of Greek foreign policy and allow
a more independent security policy to succeed. He therefore
showed restraint in purging the army to allay its fears of
political retribution and essentially absolved the general
mass of the officer corps from any wrongdoiny.

With these goals, New Democracy recorded a
considerable victory in the November 1974 natiornal

elections. It received a comfortable majority of the seats,
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reference to the prcclamation of the "Turkish Federated
State of Cyprus" in 1975). Karamanlis justified Greek
interests in two ways:
e Greece '"reserves its rights urnder existirg international
treaties" [Ref. 25], referring particularly to the
London~-Zurich agreements and Greece's position as

Cyprus' guarantor.

e Greece "reserves its rights to Jdefend the irnviolatble
rights of Hellenism" [Ref. 26].

However, in light of the Turkish military power on

Cyprus which had "created facts" 1in a somewhat zrorceful
style, any use of overt force in Cyprus would be counterpro-
ductive for Greece. Greece laid blame on Turkey for perpetu-
ating the probleas of Cyprus. "It is Turkey, not Greece,
that seeks to alter the legal status...in Cyprus"™ [Ref. 27].
Greece therefore has sought an internationalized soiation to
the proklem, taking its compiaints to, and mainly seeking
support from, the U.N. within the framework of intercommunal
talks. Consistently for the New Démocracy, Turkish action

in Cygrus:

was considered morally reprehensible and logically inad-
missible. Hence, Greece supported efforts " toward
settlement through talks between "the two Cypriot commu-
nities held undel the U.N. auspices. Responsibility for
reaching an acceptaltle agreemelit, of course, ultimately
rested with the governmeiit of Cyprus. Greece, in other
words, did not wish to dictate terms to_the government
of an independent ccuntry. [Ref. 28: p.177]

This by no means indicated that Greece would accept a solu-
tion which would be osrejudicial to the Greek-Cygriot
majority, accomplished under the threat of Turkish arms.
The ND government had done three things to prevent this from
happening:

1. It had thrown full support toward compromise solu-

tions proposed by Greek-Cypriot negotiators winich
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would acknowledge the existence of the two communi-

ties, place them under sowme sort of strong central

federal arrangement, and would seek a territorial
arrangement with the Turkish community more gropor-
tional to the demographic split in Cyprus.

2. It had sought support wherever it could, especially
from the superpowers, to use their influence with
Turkey as a courter rralance to Turkish military
power. (The support of the USSR obtained through the
U.N. 3Security Council and the Greek NATO withdrawal
can be seen in this light.)

3. Finally, it had been willing to meet with Turkish
leaders, when conditions were right, to attemit to
improve a supportive atmosphere for the intercom-
munal talks.

The most forceful actior that Karamanlis was able to
take was to link the settlement of the Cyprus issue *o other
issues. To attempt to force NATC apnd the U.S. to put pres-
sure on Turkey to withdraw from Cyprus, Greek reintegration
into NATO and the use of 7.3. bases in Greece were made
contingent on a just Cyprus settlement. To further pique
the conscience of the U.S., Greece linked the perpetuation
of the U.S. military presence in Greece to Cyprus policies,
citing U.S. policies which seem to support the Turks and

accept the fait accompli. This linkagje, however, was not

totally successful in the long run, although it has gener-
ated some support in the U.S. Ccngress for the Greek side of
the Cyrrus guestion, notably the Turkish arms embargo. When
the embargo was lifted, the U.S. President was reguired to
certify progress toward a Cyprus solution.

In 1980, pressed with other concerns--European inte-
gration, Aegean issues, and other security concerns--Greece
finally returned to NATO. New Democracy came under heavy
fire for reneging on its 5-year policy of making a return to
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NaTO contingent on the settlemert of the Cyprus probleam. ND
justified this by pcinting out that the reintegration made

I Greece nmilitarily strcager, which would lend force to its
support of the Greek-Cypriot cause, and trat over the years
the NATO withdrawal had simply achieved all it could or was
even meant to achieve. This Irought an wuproar of protest

I from the Greek opposition and even the Cypriot ccurzunity saw

‘ it as a tacit capitulation to Turkish power and resignation
to the new status guc in Cyprus.

Despite this, VNew Democracy has never accepted the
idea of either a partition in ary form, the establishment of
two essentially autonomous Cyprus communities under an
extremely weak central federation, or the solution of the
problem without the aegis of the U.N. or within the NATO

) community on the bi-communal 1level. These would all be
politically suicidal for the party in Greece, would accom-
plisk nothing for the Greek Cypriots, and would tacitly
reward what were perceived as aggressive and expansionpist

power tactics by Turkey.

This last point hints at the real significance of
the Cyprus problen. Having renounced formally alli desire
for enosis and exhiliting willingness to accept some equi-

i table compromise in the relationship between the two Cyprus
communities, and haviny even acknrowledged the
Turkish-Cypriot needs for a just settlement to protect their
copmunity, one can draw the conciusion that for ND it is not

i "Cyprus" which is the central threat. The central mearing
of the Cyprus affair for the New Democracy was its implica-
tions for other security concerns. Cyprus first caused the
Greeks to question the wviability of the HATO alliance in

) protecting Greek security interests. Secondly, it confirmed
Greek fears of Turkish expansicnist intent in the region.
These were linked to the more vital Greek security interests

in the Aegean region, which had heated up in 1973 and were
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continuing to play a more cerntral role for Greece. The
GreekX view of Turkish militancy and intransigence 1led taenm
to interpret every move of the Turks in the Aegearn as a )
threat to their sovereignty and an attempt to eventually :
create a Cyprus-style fait accompli and alter the Aegean
status quo. It therefore caused tae ND governument to main-
tain an absolute hard line on all Aegean issues, no matter )
what Jjustification the Turkish government used for its rposi-
tions. The Greek government's reasoning went roughly as
follows: : jTig
The _upyielding Turkish line on Cyprus Jeepens_  Greek S
sus¥1c1ons that Turkish claims to be"a continental shelf 0
in the Aegean Sea_and an extension of its airspace_over A
the sea [ have to do] with regaining Greek islands lying s
off Turkey's_  Aegeal coast. If GrLeece agreed to” any o
concessions in the Aegear] Tvurkey's next argument would S

be that the Greek islands” on the Turkish shelf...shoull ]
revert to Turkish control. [Fef. 29] :

PR Gy S

Thus the Cyprus events had a precipitative effect of
hardening Greek policy toward Turkey. They also 1led to a —
stepped up defense eiffort, which absorbed about 25% of the R
Greek government's budget throughout the period. By citing N
Turkey's disregdrd, in the Cyprus situation, for interuna-
tional law and Turkey's "illegal and immoral" use of power, ;;;i
New Democracy dictated the fcrtification of its eastern
isiands and the Thracian border area. Karamanlis intended
to deter the possible further expansion of Turkish claims. gff

in the Aegearn region.

4. Aegean lssues

Ultimately mcre important to the Greeks than the

i

R

Cyprus issue are the disputes with Turkey in the Aegean. , 1
Greek islands located off the coast of Turkey were perceived ]
1

as threatened by Turkish expansionism. During the period
1974-1981, the Greek government saw what it called a _ﬁj’
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persistent pattern of provocation and aggjression in the
Aegean region. The effect of the Cyprus 1invasion on this
percertion has already been alluded to. Reinforcing the
fears of the Greeks were the recent predictions of Turkish
population ygrowth. “"They fear that Turkey, with a forecast
population of 100 @million by 1995 will be expansionist.
Since an eastward exransion is definitely out, Turkey covets
the land to 1its west, they say" [hef. 301. 1In addition,
statements by Turkish politicians on thke theme ‘“struck by
Turkish Prime Minister Demirel ‘in an interview in July
[1975)--that the islands of the Aegean always belonged to
whoever possessed Anatolia" [Ref. 29] reinforce Greek appre-
hensicns. Referring to the Turkish oil exploration ship
provocations of 1976, a Turkish asinister flatly stated that
"the first thing 1is to establish our sovereignty rights in
the Aegean in a way to lieave no room for joubt...sovereignty
rights are safeguarded by carrying out seismic surveys"[Ref.
3113. In the face of this, what Greece saw as the continual
provocation and insincerity of Turkey, Karamanlis had found

it necessary to take a hard line. The issue here was not a
matter .of a Greek ethnic majority within an independent

state but a matter of Greek sovereign territory. ;ﬁﬂ

na.L;‘.

The general pcsition of the New Democracy ygovernment .

therefore was clear: T
[it 1s to] seek earnestly a fpeaceful settlement. The
recommended seguence was as follows: (1) negotiate
bilaterally wit Turkex on the various Aegean gquesStioms,

(2) . avoid situations that might glve risé to a essive RS

b

unilateral acts in the interif périod and { ?g submit

points that cannot be agreed upon bilatera ly to  the

?gjudlggtlon %f the Intérnational Court of “Justice.
ef. : p-1

L

Karamanlis had always stated a willingness to negotiate the

.

issues, but only on certain pre-agreed and legal bases.
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However, his Defense Minister, Averoff, stated, "In our own
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sea, the Aegean, our attitude will be aggressive, 1if neces-
sary, amnd victory will be certain® [Ref. 32]. The ND
government rejected =suggestions that the Aegean 1issues be
settled at the ministerial level (as Turkey prorosed), siace
any agreement might lead to de facto change in the status
quo which would then be viewed in Greece as a ‘territorial
concessiou. Therefore, elevation of the issues was izxpor-
tant to gain acceptance and reduce «risk within the Greek
political realnm. While reiterating his desire to negotiate

(from a position of strength), Karamanlis asserted:

I can assure you that whepn the critical hour _does
come€... both our wvital interests_and the honor of tine
nation will be r[prctected... while we negotiate with
Turkey we must reinforce our defense to the utmost so
that 1t can act as a deterrent to certain circles in
Ankara who want to mislead_the Turkish - people toward a
dangerous adventure. [Ref. 33°

It will be most effective here to simply state the
New Democracy policy on the important Aegean issues. The
reader nust keep in mind, however, that the issues are much
more complicated than as presented here. (See Ref. 34 for a

more complete treatment of the issues.)
a. The Continental Shelf

ND based Greek rights on the provisions of the
Geneva Convention oif 1958, which gives islands their own
continental shelf. This gives Greece effective control of
the seabed surroundiny most of the Anatolian coast. The
Turkish desire for an Aegean Sea median line solution is not
acceptable to Greece. Any arrangement which would result in
enclavement of Greek islands Qithin a zone of Turkish
economic interest would be seen as a threat to the islands"
future security. ND was not opposed to negotiating an
arrangement whereby the wealth of the Aegean might be shared

in some equitable manner, but it rejected as absurd Turkish
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claims tc¢ settlenment by virtue of population proportions in
the area. Karamanlis attempted to get arbitratiorn on the
issue by the International Court of Justice, but these
efforts were relatively unsuccessful. He also signed
various documents with the Turkish government to estallish
peaceful Dbases for npegotiations, most notably the PRerne
protocol of November 11, 1976. He also simultaneously took
the issue to the U.N. Security Council to restrain Turkey
fror provocative acts in the region, which the Security
Council supported (U.N. Security Council resolutiorn, Aaugust
25, 1976). Politically having the status quo and the weigat
of legal argument ir her favecr, Greece would not have
accepted any agreement other than that handed down by an
internationally respected body (ICJ) - Athens sought diplo-
matic level contacts with Ankara to define the situation and
Zind some commor ground for agreemert. However, Karamanlis
insisted that the legal documents from the Geneva converntion
of 1358 and successive U.N. Law of the Sea conventions be
the basis. This has been supported by U.N. Resoiution 395
which calls on the parties +to settle their differences
withir the framework of interpational 1law. ND was and
remains opposed to any bilateral or miristerial agreements
or formulae.

b. Territorial Waters

Quite simgly, New Democracy did not choose to
extend its island territorial waters to the internationally
acceptable 12 mile limit. However,it consistently empha-
sized that it would not relinquish the right to do sc should
Greek interests dictate the move. Occasionally, the Greek
yovernmernt used this as a veiled threat to try to effect an

agreemernt with Turkey.
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c. Aegean Airspace ;E

In the wake of the (yprus crisis, turkey, osten- ]

sibly for security reasons, 1issued NOTAM (Notice to Airmen) :j,}
714 which regjuired aircraft travellinj east to report to g;é
Turkey over mid-Aegean. This was contrary to ICAO proce- o]
dures of 1952 which established the ©boundary of the éﬁi:

Greek—-conrtrolled Flight Information Region (FIR), for tech-
nical purposes, at a median line between the eastern Greek
islands and the Anatolian coast. This arrangement, origi-

nally intended as a convenience for the facilitaticn of
irternational air traffic, has Leen subject to varioas
interpretation by Greece. ND came to view the FIR as essen-
tially defining Greek sovereign airspace. They «cited
several reasons for not conceding on this point. First,
they saw the attempt by Turkey to control the eastern half
of the airspace as a further effort to isolate the Greek
islands. Greek flights originating from the mainiand would
have to M"receive permission" from the Turks to commute to
their sovereign territories. Second, such ar arrangerent,
according to the Greek positions, would enclose the airspace
of the 1islands and threaten their sovereignty. Thirdly,

such arrangements would make it difficult for Greece to

inrsure the security of their islands fron the air.

Conseguently, the ND government took several actions: e

1. It issued opposing NOTAM 1157 which declared Aegean :}fj

airspace unsafe and suspended air services 1in the ; -

region, blocking it to international traffic. .

2. It extended the airspace limit of the Greek islands
from 6 to 10 miles.

3. It expanded the lLimnos 1Island airspace to include

3000 square miles for military and civilian traffic. o

4. It stated that any final agreement must be taken .

within the ICAC aegis at the international confer-

ence level.
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5. It has demanded prior Turkish notification of
military/NATO exercises reserving the right to limit
operations in the area <for "air safety" jurpcses,
and played down Turkisk complaints of aarassment.

With advancement of radar coverage in the area, the median
line requirement became less necessary and progress was
made. However, the gyovernment continually cited violations
by Turkish and U.S. planes over what Greece considered her

sovereign airspace.
d. Militarization of the Greek Islands

Efforts in this respect were psychological as

well as military:

There are _reports that many Greeks have fled from the
Eastern Islands. The Athens government believes that
unless_ it takes an unflinching  stand against Turkey,
depopulation may cortinue making it easier for the
Turks to move in. [Ref. Oﬁ

In order to protect the security of the Greek inhabitants,
Greece undertook to reinforce the islands militarily. The
government cited several reasons:

1. In the area of Limnos and Samothrace, the islands
are critical to Greek defense arrangements and were
considered militarized by the Montreux Treaty of
1936.

2. The rest of the Greek islands along the coast have
the right to self defense whick supercedes the
Treaty of lausanne, which supposedly demilitarized
some of them, and the Treaty of Paris, which applies
to the Dodecanese.

3. The formation of the Turkish Fourth Army, located on
the coast opposite the Greek islands, is suffi-
ciently provocative to warrant Greek defensive jprep-

arations. Its commander stated, "T"he army of the
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Aegean has a striking «capability. Its deterrent
potential 1is very impertant to us. It now [19
August, 1976 ] disposes a force of 123,000 men" [kef.
34: .40]. ©New Democracy stated that because Turkey
continues to act in contravention of international
law, treaties and resolutions, the Gresk governzent
was relieved of any gualms about wmilitarizing the

islanis.
€. Aegean "Balance of Fower"

The New Democracy gcvernmeat continuously under-
took to improve its military position vis a vis Turkey. The
withdrawal frcz NWATO was couched in these terzs--to gaiu the
military flexibility to meet the Turkish military threat.
later, the maintenance of this Falance turned into an Aegean
arms race—-or rather an "aid race." The yovernment was
extremely sensitive about the amount of pilitary aidé it
receives from the U.3. relative to that received Ly Turxey.
New Democracy continually linked this ratic to Greek-U.3.
negotiations on U.S. military facilities in Greece.
Fotably, the 1976 Greek Defense Cooperation Ayreement (CCA
frameworx) was negotiated in ligit of tae Turkishk DCA of the
same year. As part of the price of operating its bases, the
J.S. agreed to grant Turkey 21 billion in aid over four
years and Greece was to receive $700 million. Although
these agreements nev.: went into effect, this 7:10 ratio
became a standard reference pcint in the New Democracy's
balancing prograanm. In 1980, Fareign Minister Mitsotakis of
the Rallis government stated that "Greece is absolutely
opposed to any grant that might upset this delicate eguilib-
rium...the halance providing military assistance to Greece

and Turkey at a seven to ten ratio--we insist on that" [Ref.

351. Karamanlis has regretted this expensive balancing
process, however. In the context of a 1976 non-aggression
pact effort with Turkey, he said:

91 Ry

N

1

3

e e T e N e e Ty e T e i o T T e e T L T

LIRS PR VLN QTSN SN Y S NG W S WO ALY, BRE S LS W SR LR AR YR N S TR L R Y




I would make two _proposals to Turkey--that the two ccun-
tries fut an ead to the arms race "~ which is detrimental
to the welfare of its people and to conclude a non-
agyression_pact _and seex a fpeaceful solution to thei-
disgutes. [Ref.

Of the external threats to the security of Greece, New
Democracy definitely gave priority to issues on the Aegean.
These issues bear directly on Greece's NATO relationshir for
not only have they contrituted to continued frustration
among NATO allies, but they have confounded attempts to
reintegrate Greece into the NATO ailitary structure. This

will be the topic of the next section.

5. New Democracy anri NATC "Ins and "Quts"

d. The NATO Exit

That NATO interests in the "Southern Flank" have
bteen aifected by the events of 1974 is obvious. Quarrels
between two KATO members, by definition, reduce the capabil-
ities of the military alliance in that area. TFrom the Greek
point of view, the events of 1974 crowned a seven-year
buildup of anti-NATO feelings. The Turkish invasion of
Cyprus was a crowning blow. Faced with the infeasibility of
pressing a military solution and their political inability
to make concessions in Cyprus, the only option was to
attempt to placate public opinion and relieve public humili-

ation by a bold and assertive move. When Turkey, in
apparent disregard for U.N. ceasefire orders, pressed the
second invasion of Cyprus om August 14, 1374, Karamanlis

went to the public and announced that Greece was removing
itself froa the integrated structure of NATO.

At the time, the government tried to emphasize
that it was not a political or diplomatic maneuver. They
justified their acticns on two grounds, principles and mili-
tary necessity. George Mavros, the Foreign Minister at the
time, explained:
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An alliance which is in no frosition_ to impose on_its
members respect for those principles ZIor which the alli-
ance itself was founded in the first place, and remains
unmoved when one member attacks another, _has lost both
its credibility and its usefulness. [Rei. 37]

A Karamanlis radio address referred to tha scandalous act of
the Turks as being perpetrated with the tolerance cf those
who could have prevented it [Ref. 38: p.106)]. He also indi-
cated that, because of the compilation of Turkish aggressive
moves, it was necessary to assume complete control of the
military so as to meet the Turkish threat. Recalling the
situation in 1574, Rallis remembered in 1980 that Greece at
the time was faced with 3 options with respect to the the
Cypcus situation; (1) to 1limit itself to simple verbal
protest, (2) to declare war, or (3) to effect "withdrawal of
our military forces from the alliance and their placement
under Greek control, under Greek command, and...[to make a]
statement tkat this was a move of severe protest <for what
wvas hapgpening..." [Ref. 39]. Since that time various

analysts have pointed out that aside from the public protest

and military reasoning, the intent was two-fold: (1) to
place pressure on the U.S. particularly (throagh the

connected issue of U.S. bases and as leader of NATO) and to
bkring the issue refore the NATO comminity in a dramatic way
to gain support for the Greek side of the Cyprus protlen,
acd (2) to allay 1leftist and centrist public opinion by
capitalizing on the anti-Americanism and anti-Atlanticisn,
which had built up over the junta years to broad propor-
tions, and thereby strengther troad-based political support
for the Karamanlis prograa. An indication of the effect
that the first had, was mentioned by Rallis in his justifi-
cation of the 1380 integration move. He pointed to the
United States' Turkish arms embargo of 1975 (U.S.
Congressional arguments for which were similar to Greek
arquments). [Ref. 391
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The second intent was almost predetermined for
Raramanlis if Le was to survive politically. Tne genesis of
the anti-American and anti-Atlanticist mythology in Greece
is not to be aralyzed here. Suffice to say tauat the legends
of the "power that wasn't used" and tae Xissinger "Mié-East
miracle worker" made the failure in restraining the Turks
look, to some, like conscious U.S. policy in Greece. Thus,
when Karamanlis said he was withdrawing from NATC and
rejected a meeting with 0U.S. President Ford, he was aet
with accolades of approbation from all sides--from ‘the

monarchists to the communists. The wide-spread feeling was
that Greece would now no longer be Wsacrificed" to
Washington and Atlantic interests. "Most Greeks seemed to

welcome the decision to withdraw armed forces fromr the
Atlantic Aliiance as an assertion of Greek pride following
weeks of humiliation"™ [Ref 40]. But even though the HNATO
move seemed to be a tactical political masterstroke, the

longer-range risks were also evident:

.s-.the most serious damage done to NATO may be neither
the tension Dbetween two "of its members nor yet the
decision of the Greek government..., but the hostility
aroused in the Greek piblic. All reports <from Athens
agree that Hr. Karamanlis' action was the minimum he
could get away with politically in_ the circumstances,
and that resentment against NATO and the United States
runs ver% deep in GreeCe at present. Most observers are
very doubtful whether any future government will find it
B?%ltlcally possible to reverse the direction. [Ref.

But Karamanlis calculated that the risk was acceptable in
view of his political priorities. Faced with a choice
"between a disastrous war or open capitulation, or to follow
the lead of popular reaction" [Ref. 4217, Karamanlis was
bound to choose the latter. Foreign Secretary Mavros
pointed out that "The Cyprus problem is a delaying factor to
the ©[process of restoring democracy...we have to gJive
priority to solving that problem."™ [Ref. 43] Witan the s3well
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f multi-partisar public support created by the NATO with-
rawal, Karamanlis «could reinstate deamocracy with less
roucle than would normally have been thouyat possilble in
he centrifugai Greek political culture. Given the
nability of Greece to effect a solutioan in Cyprus, the NATO
ithdrawal c¢ould have been a tactical political coup.
lowever, the persistence of the feelings created were to
wentually cause difficulties for New Democracy 1ian subseg-
ient years. The emotionally created juncture was to eventu-
111y te turned by the oppositicn against Xaramanlis himself
ind was to contribute partially to his party's loss in 1981.

b. The Effects of the NATO Move

Although the cliche of a "crumbling southern
:lank" of NATO became a perennial concern for some analysts,
the effect of Greece's limited exit was probably to be felt
iore severely within Greece than within the Atlantic
Alliance. Most NATC observers saw it for what it was--a
nolitical maneuver. And since Greece never completely
severed ties, but remained fully within the political ¥NATO
structure, few actually believed that in the context cf arn
East~-West crisis, Greece would wish to remain "independent,"
especially militarily. Additionally, it was pointed out
that the mission of the Sreek NATC forces had been to defend
sreece anyway. Some effects did exist, however, such as the
reassignrment of Greek forces toward the East, especially
those in Thrace, the hLhalt to Greek military force reporting
to HATO, the potential restriction of information to NATC
from the Greek NADGE (NATO Air Defense Ground Envronment;
sensors, restriction irn exercises in the area, restricted
use of the NATO Missile Firing kanje (NAMFI) on Crete, and
the possible effects of the loss of U.3. wmilitary Lases and
intelligence sites, the status of which was 1linked to the

whole NATO/Cyprus question.
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The adverse effects were to be more sericus to
the Greeks, as it would later afpear. First, for Greece to
maintain and modernize its defenses to meet their perceived
Eastern threat, ¥ew Democracy had to commit itself to an
expensive progranm., Defense expenditures rose 843.2% fronm
1974 to 1975, another 23.6% in 1976, remained the sare in
1977, and in 1978 were up again ty 26%. This coupled with
an upward creeping inflation rate made it clear that in the
long rumn Greece's defense effort couid not adequately
support its needs. [Ref. 44: p.26)] It also evertually became
apparent that the Turks could use Greece's withdrawal to
veto Greece's reentry (using as bargaining power their
support of later Greek reentry lids) and to possibly further
tieir interests in the Aegean.

Karamanlis' 1974 interim government, while
taking a hard line in public, showed flexibility almost
immediately. Shortly after the withdrawal announcenment,
Greece's NATO connections were shown as open for discussion
pending a resolution of tke Cyprus crisis. As a government

source at the time stated:

The decision to withdraw from_the military 51de of the
North Atlantic Alliance 1is definite..., but if our
allies contribute to a _just soluticn of the Cyprus
proklem, we_do not exclude the re- examinatioa b Gteece
of her position vis-a-vis the alliance. [Ref. %

Thus the position was that Greece's association
with the U.S. and NATO was linked to progress toward solu-
tion of the Cyprus problem, a position which became a plank
of New Democracy's security prceyram. But this too was to
have an increasingly adverse political effect on ND. It
deterred the party in its later efforts to reintegrate witna
NATO apnd to effect a Cyprus sclution. Any reintegration

efforts without a settlement would be seen, by a number of
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Greek voters, as a capitulation and acceptance of the
Turkish fait accompli in Cyprus. An even more sSerious

foreign policy complication afppeared in reference to the

strong, almost obsessive, desire of ND to achieve full
membership in the EC. Other NATO/EC members could use
a Greece's desires for the EC accession to pressure Greece to
_I return to NATO0 as an indication of good faith. The party
was therefore sandwiched between two very public policies,
EC entry and NATO witkdrawal over Cyprus. This was to

become a tremendous political liability, for, in the hands
of the ogpposition, EC accessicn could be linked with NATO
reintegration efforts, and the two could then be criticized
as ND's acquiescence to U.S. and central European pressure.
This argument, that ND had once again sold out Greek inter-
ests to the U.S.-Northern European "imperialists,™ would
surface with a vengence in 1980-31.

c. 1975-1981--Attempts at Reintegration

The foreign policy credo adopted by ND and
Karamanlis (that "we belong to the West" and that Greece is
by wvirtue of history and culture a "Western Eurogean"
country) confirmed Western beliefs that the Greek break with
NATO was never meant to be complete and permanent. ND's
efforts toward EC entry supported this. In fact, 1in the
same interview where Foreign Minister Mavros laid out the
official reason for the Greek witadrawal in September 1974,
he went further to say that ™the Greek boundaries are tke
boundaries of the Western World," [Ref. 37] meaning of
course, the eastern Greek boundaries. Thkis could be inter-
preted that there was never any intention to pursue a
compliete break with the West. In concert with these views
of Karamanlis' government:

97




e Te e a4 a8 0
PR et
A gt

—

' Se

Athens announced as early as BAMuyust 1975 its interests
in a normalization of m;;ltar¥_ refations to. the alli-
ance. Karamanlis justified this change of mind in that
a Iformalization of the Greek association with NATO would
serve the Greek National interest a3 well as strengthen

the Athens position in the C{grus guesticn. The récom-
mendations resented by  the AtlLens government in
Septenker/Qctober, 1975" in Brussels Contained the

ggopos?%s%f a Greek special relationsanip to NATO. ([PRef.
: p.

The Greek proposals of 1975 contained the
following points:

1. Greek forces would remain under national commarnd
during peacetime.

2. After prior arproval, NATO could use Greek territory
for its purposes.

3. Also with prior permission, NATO forces could use
the upper Greek regions for exsrcises.

4. NATO would be able, as lefore, to use dejpots already
in Greece and the early warning (NAD3E) egquigment.

5. NATO was to establish a 7th ATAF (Allied Tactical
Air Force) 1in Thessaloniki or Larisa for the Greek
air forces parallel to the 6th ATAF in Izmir manned
by Turkish air forces. [Ref. 44: p.26]

Inmediate oppositior arose in Turkey, the U.S.
and amcng other NATO allies agyainst this plan. The argument
was that such special relationships could lead eventually to
the dissolution of the alliance. This initial opposition
soon became a main instrument of Turkish foreign policy
toward Athens and initiated a 1long struggle against a
Turkish veto of the ND reintegration efforts.

However, the real difficulties for New Democracy
arising out of the NATO Juesticn were characterized by two
major opposing forces, First, political complicaticns arose
from three sources:

e The political center, to which the ND program belongjed,
saw the necessity of NATO reintegration arising out of

Greece's organic relationship to Western Europe.
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e The far right perceived a threat from the move and was
more ralicalized (polarized), achieved increasingly more
support and eventually turned away from ND to follow its
own course just as before the 1977 elections.

e The left of center forces were gaininrg strengtah, to a
great deyree, through this open anti-Western rhetoric
{also evident in the dramatic PASOK jainmns in 1977).

It appeared that the ND dilemma of a split policy toward
NATO was to help in a gradual erosion 9 support from boti
sides, apparently irreversible. [Ref. 4d4: pp.25-26]

Second, while the political situation recon-
mended that ND proceed with the permanzat severence of NATO
ties, the increasingly serious security situation seermed to
demand a reconciliation even more stronj ly. This latter
"demand" came primarily from twc sources:

1. the increasing and apparently destructive burden of
defense costs (which, however, achieved relatively
unanimous political sugport) to the detriment of
domestic programs,

2. the growing seriousness of the Turkish threat irto
Aegean security and territorial interests which
culminated in a near-war situation in 1976.

Adding to the seriousness of the latter was the £fear tiat
NATO would give allied control cf the Aegean airspace to the
Turks.

It was eventually the Aegean security concerns
which became the controlling factors in the ND Greek-NATO
reintegration issue. However, the doaestic political side
of the question became an increasingy 1liability to .the
survival of the ND party itseif. Under continuous pressure
of PASOK anl leftist hyperbole, the public opinion could not
be turned from the anti-NATO/U.S. feelings created by the
events of 1974 and prior. It was finally in 1980 and 1931
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that both sides realized their desires and were
reconciled--8D got NATO reintegration in October 1980 and
PASOK got the government in 1981.

The efforts of ND and NATO to settle the NATO
Aegean Forces command and control problem was ceantral to
Greek integration and became ircreasingly representative of
the numerous outstanding Greek-Turkish conflict issues irn
the Aegean, mainly turning on the guestioan of Greek territo-
rial and airspace security.

From the 1975 Greek reintegration G[proposals,
negotiations proceeded hesitatingly under continual Turkish
veto, through a special NATO working group (created in
1975) . The work <came to a head in 1978-79 with three
specific proposals detailed by then SACEUR Ger. Haig.

(1) FEirst Haigq Plap (Haig-Davos Plan).

It envisioned a general return to the
status quo ante 1974, Military control of tae Aegean
airspace was to be with Greece, under a new NATO coumand at
larisa. (Vetoed by Ankara).

(2) Secend Haig Plan.

Third part} NATO commanders (neither Greek
nor Turkish) would coordinate control of the Aegearn
airspace. Control was to be aprortioned egually be*ween the
Larisa and Izmir commands. (Greeks objected that the plan
would bring defense of Greek islands under Turkish control.;

{(3) <IThird Haig Plan.
This pian attempted to divide eguitablyg

the Aegean airspace between interpational airspace and Greek
territorial airspace over Greek Aegean islands. This could
have Lteen an eifective compromise, but Lad enormous prac-
tical complications. Greek officers 1in Larisa were to
oversee defense over the islands, and taird party officers,
the defense of internatioral airspace. Greeks protested

this plan aliso by pointing out that "under this formula, a
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Warsaw Pact bomber on its way from Bulgaria to Crete woulld
fly in and out of Greek airspgace elceven tiaes, which
presented an unacceptable coordination problem."™ [Ref. 38:
p.109] The failure of the Greeks and the Turks to establisi
a modus vivendi in the Aegean cver the uulititude of conten-
tious issues frustrated any attempts at solution of the NATO
Aegean ccmmand and ccntrol issue,

The Haiy plans tad beern formulated in the
atmosphere of perceived confidence ir Athen's baryaining

posture:

Emphasizing that there is grcwin% exasperation over the
protracted” deiiberations 1in NATO alout the special
Status requested _b{ Greece...[5reek @ministers ainted
that] GreeCe may withdraw from NATO's nilitary structure
altogether if Turxey_  continues to bloc negotia-
tionS...Mr. George Rallis, the Greek Foreign Mirlster,
told Mr. <Cyrus vance...that the delay was mdking Greeks
wonder whether the West wanted Greece to stay” in the
alliance. [Ref. 46]

This attitude was also a response to the assignment of
Tarkish command at 6th ATAF in Izmir.

However, the situation in 1980 was drasti-
cally altered when Gen. Bernard Rogers replaced Gen. Haig as
SACETUR. New developments on the regional and intermnational
scene, as well as growing imfpatience to complete slated
programs before the next elections were due, caused ¥D to
press harder for reintegration. Consultations betweenr high

level Greek defense oificials and FKaramaniis took place.

One observer noted:

It is evident that the worlid crisis_ emanating frouw the © ]
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and President Titc's e
sudden illness have beén posing problews for the Greek SN

Jefense, adding urgenc o the need for an end to the 1
gresent ambiguity 1in the country's military 1links with L 1
ATC...President’ Tito_ too is known to be eager to see

Greece once again firmly anchored in NATC "poth as _ a
deterrent to a Soviet adventure in the Balkans,...and a
Western 1ifeline for Yugoslavia...Anotaer concern _for S A
the Greek governmert...iS5 the Americar Turkish Defense R

CooBeratlon Agreement signed earlier this month [ January
1980]. [Ref. 46]
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And in May, the ©rLew ND Prime Minister (Karamarlis had
stepred down to become President), George Rallis, the sam>
one who threatened to witkdraw Greece from NATO cozgletely,
was saying that "the military reintegration of Sreece in the
Atlantic Alliance would best safeguard the interests of the

country, and also the alliance in the Eastern

‘Mediterranean." [Ref. 48] It was in tnis «context that the

new set of Rogers proposals were formed. The "First Rcgers
Plan" was essentially a repeat of the last Haig plar. Tais
proposal would have set up an air defense buffer zoue over
the Greek islands and Turkish territory in which a "cross-
tell" military £flight information exchange system would
effect defense coordination. Alsc the naval forces in the
Aegean were to be organized urder a "task force concept"
assigned to the commander with the largest force in the area
at the time. This fproposal was unacceptable to thLe Greeks
because it would change the pre-1974 arrangement whereby the
Greek Admiral had control of raval forces in the Aegean.
The ND government could not accept this apparent capitula-
tion and insisted that Aegean ccmmard and control be settled
after integration. {The Turks had always maintained that a
settlement must be reached before Greece was allowed 1in.
This, of course, was seen by the Greeks as a Turkish plct to
"divide up" the Aegean.) [Ref. 49]

Realizing that there was apparentliy little
hope in settling the airspace control problenm. Rogers
changed Lis tactics--he would fress for Greek reintegration
first and settlement of the airspace gquestion by
Greek-Turkish-AFSOUTH nejotiation. dhat prompted the
Turkish yovernment to become more conciliatory was a matter
of speculation and political «controversy in Greece. Tae
retraction of Turkey's NOTAM 714 and the resumption of
normal air traffic on the basis of the pre-1974 FIR arrange-

ments definitely made the agreement more palatable to the
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Greek public. UOnder the final ERogers plan the NATO airspace
control question was to be left to future discussion ani
arrangements between the Larisa and 3Izair commanders in
coordination with NATO's Air Force Commander, South Europe.
This 1insured that Greek Aegean interests could =rnot tLte
compromnised by some future permanent agyreement. The previ-
ously mentioned "cross-tell" arrangesnent was implemented.
To resolve the naval command problem, interim arrangements
were made pending final decision on the "“task force" concept

(see above). The interim arargement provided that:

The commander-in-chicf and the naval commander, South
Europe will _decide_ in consultation  with tne area
commanéers the delegation of the operational comanand or
availalle naval forCes. _The meaniny of this...is that
the NATO naval commander in the Aeiean, who 1is a_Greek
admiral,  stays on but ke will no Ionger have exclusive
jurisdiction_"in_  the area. The héadquarters...will
51mp1§_consult with him when assigning arn operation to a
subordinate commander....{ Ref.50

The nebulousness of these airspace and naval command
arrangements was meant to make it easier to advance Greex
integration. Greece was not being tied to any formal agree-
ments, and both <courntries were without any stigma of
possible "sell-out." The Greek Prime tinister was also
quick to point out that the introduction of the agreement
specifically stated that it was to be without prejudice to
the bilateral issues between Greece and Turkey and that it
constituted no precedent for eventual solutions to these
problems. Rallis could therefore argue that there was no
basis for a feared Turkish "next-step,”" and no control was
formally given to Turkey over any territory or airspace
Greece consideredé sovereign.

New Democracy therefore met with final
success in its integration efforts. The plan was approved
by NATO on October 20, 1980. Hcwever, due to a fairly large

public reaction against the plan, Prime Minister Rallis
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called for a vote of confidence in Parliament. His govern-
ment was retained on October 24, by a vote of 183 to 20.
(94 PASOK and communist deputies walked out before the vote)
[Ref. 51]. As menticned before, the worsening international
situation could have been instrumental in propelling the UD
government rapidly toward reintegration. Howeverz, it
appears that the JNew Democracy party had consistently
desired and probably expected reintegration from the very
start of the episode. Noteworthy 1is the fact that esge-
cialiy after 1978, Greece was relatively active in sugport
of and participation in Eastern Mediterrean NATO exercises,
notably the annual "Dawn Patrol" and "Display Determination®
scenarios [Ref. 521]. (Greece participated in its first
post-1974 exercises in 1977.) Also, the NANFI training
facility had remained active during the period, operated and
upgraded by the Hellemnic Army and used by ZIorces of the
U.S.,FkG, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Greece for a’l sorts
of missile training and tests [ Fef. 53]

It could be assumed, then, that-the 2elay
in making de jure what was already almost de facto integra-
tion might have been the persistence of adverse public
opinion. ND may have thouyht at the cutset (1974) that
Greek putlic opinion would eventually forgive and forget.
It appears, however, that the opposite was true. A poll
released ia 1980 surveying Greek oginion about NATOQ,
conducted in November by the Greek magazine Tachydromos,
saapled 600 Athenians. 51% of those polled said that
Greece's return to NATO was bad, U3% were more impressed by
the opposition over the NATO detate in the Greek parliamnent,
and 51% preferred nonalignment and indigencus defense
efforts for Greece as a NATO alternative [Ref. 54]7. While

this may show that the Greeks had a distorted view oif their

defense ~capabilities, it alsc shows that they were not

convinced of a credible threat requiring NATO protection and
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had not bought into the ND pro-%est line. A study reported
in the fall of 1981 pjresented similar corclusions and showed
a persistert anti-U.S./anti-NATC tread since the days of the
1967~-74 junta [Ref. 55]. It could be said, taen, that Bew
Democracy, aware of the trends in public opinion and the
gaining strength of PASOZX, locked desperately to conclude
its reintegration into NATO befcre a possible PASOK victory
ir 1981 could reverse this and lead Greece to a "dangerous

course" cf non-alignament [Ref. S51.
d. The Great Debate

Confronted with a considerable ammount of
hostility at home over the anrounceaent of the agreement
which brought Greece back into full NATC participation (tuae
now infamous "Rogers agreement"), Prime Minister George
Rallis called for a vote of confidence rfor his yovernuwernt in
the parliament. He also agreed to 3 days of parliamentary
Jebate in which he could present and defend the Jovernment's
KATO policy. Assured of a ¥D amajority, he hoped to allay
some of the criticism by <forrmally answeriny the opfposi-
tions's objections. Rallis' arguments and the KD NAT
policy as presented before Parliament cor October 22, 1981
can be summarized as follows:

1. The original 1974 NATC withdrawal was based on the
realities of the time, when there was =nc other
option. It was done for the defense purposes against
Turkey and as a symbolic protest over the ipvasicn ol

Cyprus.

2. It had had important beneficial irternationai
effects, stimulating the Turkishk arms embargo ani

U.N. anti-Turkish resolutions.
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It had important psycholcgical effects for the moraie

of the Greek and Cypriot peorle.

keturn to NATC had been desired in 1977, since
prolonying the rift would be '"dangerous"™ tc Greek

security.

Turkish veto pcwer and Greek steadfast resolve nct to

compromise sovereignty had prolonged the process.

The accepted plan did not 1in the least infringe urox
any Greek sovereignty. It represented no concessions

or bargains.

All pending issues of Greek interests whica existed
prior to 1974 and were created thereafter wWJere left:
open. Only temporary sclutions were reached, over

which Greece had complete control.

Turkey lifted its veto because of the "extreaely dark

international horizon."

It reduced Greek island airspace to 6 miles Ifrom the
10 mile 1limit for NATO miljitarv purposes only, i=x

accordance with NATO procedures established in 196¢.

It strengthened Greece militarily, and a strong
Greece would &Le better able to press a solution teo
the Cyprus fproblem and protect the Greek-Cypriot
majority interests.

Greece's total withdrawal from the alliance wouldl
weaken her security and channel increased NAT? mili-
tary aid to Turkey, thus tipping the Aegean balance
of power against Greece. Additionally, Turkish
aircraft and ships would take over control of the

Aegean.
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12. Greece has to remain in XNATO to protect its rational
interests. This was the only arraengement that coull
provide full security to tihe Greek people, Jiven the
prevailing circumstances. However, tne opticn ol
change was left open =should conditions warrant a

reevaluation. [ERef. 356

The Pasok NATO ©positions will le covered in the succeedirny
chapter. However, while Yew Democracy hLkad apparently
achieved a major security goal in the 1980 YATO reintegra-
tion and a foreign policy goal in tyinc Greece to the West
(Greece also became a full member in the EC on Jdnuary 1,
1981), the ygyoal of comsolidating politiéal support for the
party seemed to be siipping through its fingers. Eallis
stated that the final decision on the NATO issue would be
made at the polls in 1981. The exact extent to which the
NATO 1issue affected the outccme <can never bLe certain.
Indeed, the decision was made--to the delight of PASOK and

to the disappointment of New Detocracy.

6. New Democracy and the U.S. Military Installatiorns in

The future of American military bases in Greece
(which were provided for initially under the 1953 Military
Facilities Agreement which has leen supplemented by numercus
"technical agreements") underwent recornsideration after thae

events of 1974. The September withdrawal of Greece fron

military integraticn with WATO naturally broucht the bases
in question, since, altnough the actual operation of the
tases had been condified by rilateral agreements, the exis-

tence of the bases under bilateral arrangjements was based on

PRPVY

the kroader authority of Article 3 of the basic YNorth

Atlantic Treaty. Under existing agreemernts, certain U.S.
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to economic, political and militatry dependance on the
mornopolistic blocks [sic] of the Wwest, and particularly
_Ref. 3] I1f

-

Azerican lmperialism are tc be apbrogated.”
some could see room for intergretation in this statement,
their optimism would have been shattered Ly further campaign
pronouncemernts such as those «c¢riticizing the only partial
Greek withdrawal from NATO. Parandreou asserted that "links
with the political sides of NATC must be severed and we aust
oust all American bases which converted our <country inte a
nuciear target withcut affording us aany protection.™ [Ref.
3] This policy was put in even starker teras in Yovenmber,
when Fapandreou indicated that if his party won the upcominy
elections, Greece would walk out of NATO, distand ali
American Lases and adopt a non-aligned foreign policy. He
went even further in saying that his government would
"incorporate in the constitution the banm on Greek participa-
tion 1in any economic political or military blocks [sic]
which undermine naticnal inderendence and popular sover-
eignty”" [Ref. 4], referring obviously to NATO and the ZC.
The primary element of threat, the most basic chal-
lenge to the very integrity of the Greek state, spreading
its influence both internally and externally to subordinate
Greek interests to those of the capitalist-imperialist-
colonialist West, was defined thusly by PASOX. It was the
elimipnation of this threat that became the prereguisite for
all other socialist rrogress and the freedom of the Greek
populace. As a central theme ci PASOK, this anti-American,
anti-Atlarticist and anti-North GZuropean theme mdy serve
several practical pclitical purposes (in addition to thz
ideological ones) both for the eiectorate in jeneral and for

the party:

1. It disassociated Greeks and the left froa responsi-
bility for the probless of the past, especially
since World wWwar II. External forces were made the
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engage in creative criticisn, Land] fically, the obli-
tefation of any party of the left.
Ffrom inrormation_  that is now i1973g available, it 1s
clear that the decision for a milifary coup 1n Greecg
was taken in Washipgton in mic-196>. Bat® the actuail
execution was Jelayed until 1%67....
«.<«, United States faces an impasse in Greece. The
anti-American feelilng rums so high that pourgeois democ-
racy is qnot an_eligible option for them. _ The Greeks
have come to 1identify thelr bondage, thelr eccnoxic
exploitation, with U.S. policy and, of course, witn
NATO. No olitical party ~could survi'e in  free
elections that did not coamit itself to national inde-
endence, to a_complete rupture with NATC, to ousting
he American military rrom the shores of Greece.
..+..1t has become clear in Greece by now _that democrac;
is meaningless in the context of foreign_domination, ©
covert foreiygn occupation; that popular, sovereignty
cannot be eStablishel without national independeice-
For this reason the primary objective 1s naticonadl
liberation--the ousting of the_ United States and NATO
{rom Greece. [Ref. 1: pp.16-21]

In these statements, Andreas Papandreou, in 1973,
characterized what he saw as the essentials of his party's
struggie for Greece. The threat of external control oI tae
internal workings of the Greek state was clearly character-
ized by these statements and theilr gist was written into the
new PASOK aovement's guiding principles. Parallel to the
demonology created around the U.3./NATO comglex—the
supporter of the Momarchy, perpetrator of tae 1967 coup,
supporter of the junta, controllers of the Greex wmilitary,
architects of the 1374 Cyprus coup, and supporters of the
Turk ish invasion of Cyprus--Papandreou portrayed hiaself and
PASOK as the incarnate representative of the nmnyth of the
Greek resistance fighters of the 1940's, the "generation of
tae fpolytechnic,”" and the asgpiration of the pecple for
freedom and democracy.

The desire to rid Greece of what he saw as the
negative foreign influences was immediately put 1into
concrete policies in 1974. Within the 12-point declaration
of party principles of September 3rd, FrAS50K decldared that

"All international treaties and agreements which led Greecez

&
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the first non-communist leftist gparty foraed in Greece since
it achieved independence. 16

The so-callea "“principles of 3 September" Lave
become the persistent leituotif of the PASOK political

Frograme. They are based on a 3set of three sequentially
organized goals: "national independence, peoples' sover-
eignty and democracy, and social liberation." ©Papandreon

tased the future survival of a true Greek state on the ulti-
mate strategic goal of :ocialist transforamation. To create
the atmosphere for this proposed transformation to occur,
the state would first have to bLe purged of all non-
democratic, oppressive elements (i.e. the Monarchy), all
foreign (i.e. the U.S.) poliitical penetratiorn and domestic
patronage, and all intervention of foreign-controlled,
exploitative, multi-national capital. O crucial interest
for this survey, however, is the issue of "national indepen-
dence," for in it lay the basis for the development of PASOK
internal and external security policies and general foreign
policy views. The idea of "popular sovereignty,"formed
basis for the PASOK political policies which would establish
a Greek state capable of safeguarding the Greek =national

interest and the interests of its populace.

-

£ e

1]

he Program for National Independence

To understand the pcst-civil War [1944-1949] history of
sjreece, one must kear_in mind that tne political 1lifeé of
the country_ was closely sugerv1sed . wnen not directei,
by the United _States._ . The Hasﬁln.ton formula for
Greece...included the direct penetration of the Greek
state machinery, ...unconditioral support for an affili-
ated deperdent political party, the party of the Rignt,
...the development of a bouIgeois opposition party to

16This, in itself, is perhaps a tribute to the post-1974
Greek "political maturity" whict manz have noted. The facts
that a leftist party was legitinma el¥ taking shape_ with
apparently little reaction, _and that 1t added 3 new ideolo-
gical dimensiorn to Sreek politics seem to indicate that a
maturaticn process_ was_indeed underuaz. The implication 1is
that a more golitically "mature" state tends to tolerate a
greater spectrum of dissent and political activity.
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socialist transformation of Greek societv. Thus Papandreou
brought with him the credentials of a leader; who had been
oppressed by the junta with its aliegedly close J.S. anid
NATO cornections, and who was a fighter for Greek indepen-
dence and rnationalism. He aprarently possessed the first
prereguisite for the traditiomal single-personality Greek
political party pattern.

On September 3, 1974, Papandreou announced the
formation of the Panhellenic Socialist H4ovement (PASOK). 1In
the previous month Papandreou bad attempted to quiet fears
of new radical political activism and upheaval by saying "We
have seen the cost of a confrontatioc and we know we have to
be more patient, but not 1less determined. We have all
matured, not only me, but the Greek people at large." [Ref.
2] This rmore cautious, neasured attitude was an important
factor for PASOK, for it allowed the party to gradually gain
strength while maintaining its 1legitimacy, promoting a
stable atmosphere for «change and eventually allowing for
orderly transfer of power--something unigue im Greek poli-
tics. 1In his ideology and policies, however, Papandreou was
to remain assertive. His movement, despite the possibility
of antagonizing the conservatives and risking a return of
the military, was not going tc¢ be politically coerced into
acquiescence. He emphasized, "We [the left] shall not be

overvhelmed by any ccmplex of fear, we shall not suppress
the broad guiding objectives of our political 1life, which
are national independence, £full popular sovereignty, and
social justice." [Ref. 2] PASOK was not to return to the
centrist politics of his father's pre-junta party, but was

to be a comtinuation of the "national liberation" movement-- :-;@

anti-royalist, anti-U.S./imperialist and anti-rightist-- L
begun in the 1960's and hardened through the Junta <J
resistance and the "klood of Ncveaber." As such it was to

be a truly unigue appearance on the Greek political scene--
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Canada attested to the fact that he was already an estab-

iished political figure in Greece, and one who, in the 5reek

tradition orf single fpersonality-based parties, wo1ld have
some impact. Andreas was the son of George Papandreou,
pre-junta leader of the Center Uniorn Party. The Iather's

party governed in the early 1950's and was close to winning
another election in the Spriang cf 1967, only to be preempted
by the April 21st coup. Andreas, an American-ejucated econ-
omist, had taken part in his fatner's gyoverrnment, forming
somewhat unorthodox economic policies for the Center Union.
He also became known for his leftist tendencies and was
allegedly linked to a small left-wiag covert army group,
ASPIDA. His increasing notoriety in Athens politics--he was
perceived by some as a protest leader and a HMarxist,
anti—-American revolutionary--contributed to the growiag
apprehension among the conservative elements of the jovern-
ment which ostensibly precipitated the 1967 coup. (Andreas
Ppapandreou iimself has <characterized the <coup as being
directed by the U.S. to keep him and 21is leftist movement
from achieving power.) During the junta period, Papandreou
had organized the Panhellienic Liberation Movement (PAX)
which operated in Greece mainly througah contacts within the
student-acadenic sphere. Aithin his anti-reactionary rhet-
oric he portrayed the slain students of the "Athens
Polytechnic Massacre'" of November 16, 1973, as martyrs for
the "genuinely socialist, anti-imperialist" cause, who were
described as sacrifices on the altar of J.3. imperialism and

dominaticn of Greek rolitics «cortrolled through the hated

wmilitary regime and the CIA, which some alleged was 1in
control of Greek politics. itRef. 1] The slogans of the
student movement--"out with the Americans," "democracy now," ]
"Greece out of NATO," became slogans of the '"movement"

established to contest the elections of 1974 after the fall

of the junta and to carry on Papandreou's vision of thae
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IV. PASOK OPPOSITION POLITICS AND SECURITY ISSUES, 1974-1981

As we have noted in the previous chapter, the New
Democracy security framework was based on the recessity of
government management. New Democracy did not exist in a
political vacuum, since, as has been discussed, it governed
with a diminishing consensus. The evolution of the poiit-
ical opposition to the ND government 1is examined 1in this
chapter ic order to form a basis for coaparison of Greek
security policy under a "divergent" political *rend.

The developing PASOK (Panhellenic Socialist Moveaent)
party is used for this compariscn. Like New Democracy, it
was a new actor on the Greek political stage in 1374.
Despite its relatively modest Leginninys, @ost okbsecvers
predicted ar enduriny importance for PASOK.in Greek rost-
junta politics. These predictions were realized by the
PASOKX national election victory ir 1981.

This chapter begins with a survey of the rise of PASOK
from 1974 to 1981, including an overview of the formation of
its general character and policies. The ?ASOK security
policies wili then be discussed as they evolved through this
period. Specifically, the issues of Cyprus, the Aegean and
the U.S./NATO bases and the Greek-NATO connection will be
detailed from the point of view of the PASOK opposition
party.

A. THE FORMATION AND RISE OF PASOK

1. The Party of September 3, 1374

Andreas Papandreou arrived in Greece in mid-Aujust
1974, after an exile forced by the colonels' regime in 1967.

The enthusiastic crowds that greeted him or his return froan
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security goals with total independence from association with
allies. W®hen the Greek-YATO association prior to reintegra-
tion was compared to France's MNATO relation, Rallis, then
Prime Minister, only scoffed that the comparison did not
obtain, since Greece had neither the military capabilities
of France nor the resources. Therefore, ¥D gave priority to
the stabilization of the Greek domestic base, for only with
a strceng government, society, and economy could G3reece
project a credible unified image abroad. Divisiveness and
domestic weakness had caused great-power intervention and
domination in the past, and had led to the abhorred seven-
year Jjunta. Furthermore, Greece's past military adventures
had led to defeat, foreign intervention and domestic strife.
It was therefore in the interest of building up domestic
strength to pursue an aygressive peace policy to settle
differences with neighboring courntries. To rid Greece of
the plagues of the past would be to make Greece independent,
secure, and an M"egual” actor in Europeaan and rejional
affairs--to whatever extent possible.

The next chapter offers for «comparison and contrast the
developing policies of PASCK and its leader, Andreas
Papandreou, relative to the same set of 1issues presented
here.
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Issues), and security from the Eastern threat (Greek-~-Turkish
Cyprus and Aegean disgutes). it can be seen that all these
security consideraticns coalesced to form the backgjround,
indeed, the shaping force, of the Greek-U.S.-NATO relations.
The discussion is deliberately limited to the right-of-
center Karamanlis and Rallis majority governments. It is
important to note that at no time during the 7-year New
Democracy regime was there a need for coalition government.
This brought in a particularly stable political situation
where essentially two @major folitical poles developed--
right-of-center and left-of-center. With the strengthening
of PASOK and the dissolution of EDIK im 1977, both parties
were 1in contention for the «center votes while a small
increase in the radical right ard radical left developed.
What is important, tanough, is that, disregarding the usual
nyperbkole (characteristic of rarliamentary and opposition
politics and a way of 1life in Greece), transitions and
internal changes occurred remarkably smootnly.
Unfortunately, the New Democracy party itself was apparently
unable to modernize to fit its new vision of Greece. It
remained under the autocratic control of Koastantinos
Karamanlis,‘ and, because of a fear of losinj inifluence and
the lack of any deep, well-organized party structure, tended
to hold on perhaps too much to the old paternalistic iumaye.
Thus witlh the tarnish of a sever-year tenure, the Karamanlis
aura began to fade, and with it the fortunes of his party.
On security issues, the r[party tried to maintain its
attachments to the West, seeking support for its national
interests through a foreign policy aimed mainly at negotia-
tion and diplomatic influence. Karamanlis tried to supplant
some of the historically traditional great-power Latronage
with reliance on international reyimes such as the UN, ICJ,
EC, and NATO for security. At ro time did he ever endorse
the false notion that Greece could realistically pursue its
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maintaining the Aegean military balance. This was 1in the
form of the 1978 amendment to the U.S. Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961. One of the provisions was that U.S. aii would
be provided for NATO purposes and that "the present (1978}
talance of the military strength among countries oi the
region, including between Greece and Turkey, would be
maintained.”"” [Ref. 65]

‘ The new ND government of Georje Rallis perpetuated
the policy of the former governaent, insisting on the bases'
linkage to larger issues in which tahe U.S. was involved.
For example, his government threatened dire conseguences arnd
closure of American bases if the U.S. did not pressure
Turkey to iift its veto of Greek NATO reinteygraticn.
Sensing trouble brewing for the upcoming elections, his
ministers insisted that the NATO issue would be liguidated
one way or another before the 1981 elections. [Ref. 65 ¢
66] The uproar created also spilled over into the 3D party
itself, «creating visible tensicns _between the more politi-
cally centrist Rallis and the respected Defense Minister
Averoff, who leaned further to the right.

Finally, the 4inability to settle on a coapletely
acceptable bases package in the face of increasing NATO arnd
U.5. aid to Turkey and in light of the public uproar of the
left, <forced Rallis to conclude that no final agreement
would be politically rossible before the 1981 eiections. He
foresaw that a concluded agreement with the U.S5. could be a
pre-election liability, so he decided to suspend negotia-

tions with the U.S. until after the elections.

C. SURMARY

This <chapter reviews the New Democracy program with
reference to the three major Greek security concerns;

internal security, security from the Northern tnreat (Balkan
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---the aqreement will last for four years but may be

terminated earlier ard aust be renewed.

---suecific ofperations at major installations will
be provided for by separate annexes.
{(b) Assistance:
---four-year miiitary assistance comnmitment estab-
lished.

--—-amount will total $700 willion, a portiomn of
which will be in grants.{kef. 61: p. 387]

E Unfortunately for the ND party, the agreement aet
with only limited public approval. Although it appeared to
‘accede to Greek wishes and addressed the issues, the opjosi-
tion continued on the anti-West line and criticized the
agreement, saying that it jeorardized the independence of
Greek foreign policy. Consequently, to placate pudlic
opinion, Karamanlis was forced to make some cLanges in the
status of the bvases.

A decision whether to sign the ayreement was put off
for other political reasons. Karamaanlis was reluctant to
give the Ford-Kissinger duo ("Kissinger the Killer," on
Athens' demonstrators' placards) a pre-election victory
[Ref. 64]. Actually, the Prime Minister also would not have
been upset if neither the Turkish nor tne Greex agrecmernts
were ever signed, and he stated so openly in connection with
his proposals to end the Aegean arms race and conclude a
Greek-Turkish non-aggression pact. Altough the two agree-

ments (Turkish and Greek) never took effect, their provi-
sions remained guidelines for Greek tases an aid
policy-—-specifically the linkage of the bases to aid and the
maintenance of the Greek-Turkish 7:10 ratio.

The second success c¢f the lirkage policy of

PP G BTSN
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Karamanlis, although not specifically related to the bases,

was the further <codification c¢f U.S. responsibility in

oy
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further negotiation in 1ight of the new bases relationship
agreed to in the U.S.-Turkish DCA. It was also made known
that Greece would be interested in a comzitment by the U.S.
(as the major military supplier and foreign wmilitary force
in the Aegean) to guarantee the statuas quo in the region.

On April 12, this proposal was agreed to by the U.S. As a
prelude to resumpﬁicn of U.S.-Greek faciliities talks, the
U.S. said it would give public reassurances that it would be
determined to prevent and, if necessary, oppose agjression
in the Aegean and Cyprus. Having the juarantees it wanted,
New Democracy could now be politically safer 1in presenting
any sort of U.S. agreement to the public.

The dJdocument which was to form the pillar of aD
bases policy was initiated on April 15, 1976. (It was offi-
cially titled the Department of State Press PRelease on
Principles to Guide Future United States-Greek Defense
Cooperation.) Karamanlis assessed the package deal Doy
pointing out that "the agreement vindicated Greece because
not only does it avert the dangers, it strengthens the Greek
position {in the Aegean]." [Ref. 63] His Foreiyn Mirister,
Mr. Bitsios, went on to add that "the balance of power in
the Aegean, which we had feared might be upset by the United
States-Turkish agreement, is no lonyer threatened." [Ref.
647 Major points of the agreement are as follows:

(a) Installations:

--—-each one under Greek coammand.
--—only activities autorized by Greece are allcwed. i

—---up to 50% of the wcrker personnel on the base i:f;
will be Greek and the U0.S. will provide for :
training.

--—intelligence information colilected by bases will

L]
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Another plank in the ND bases policy was made clear
in early 1975 also. It was reported that:

kl Greek officials indicate taat they are using_the current i
talks to puat pressure_ on Washington  to aid 6 the Greek .

cause in CyprusS. In addition, Athens is seeking_foreign

aid to ease its balance of pagments deficits and_refaf-

bish its armed forces,  In_public, Greek Officials dery o

that American aid would influence ihe Lbases] talks, Ih -

E;lvate, they say that the two issues aré definitely

inked. [Ref. 60 :

Thus the principle of 1linking the bases to a general ’
Greek-Turkish balance of power was established from the -
teginning. Indeed, the fact that no new bases agreeument was
ever put into effect under the ND government, could Lave
indicated their status as a permanent Greek bargaining chip
. with the U.S. The 1975 ND actions dictated that the homne- —
porting agreement wculd beccme the sacrifice to public
opinion and the liegacy of the junta. The other bases were
to be held hostage to the Greek-Turkish Aegean "balance of
fFower." ) ) =
The culminaticn of this approack came in the Spring
of 1976. On March 26, the United States and Tﬁrkey signed a
comprehensive Defense Cooperation Agjreement (DCA). Article -
XIX of that agreement committed the United States to o
“furnish defense support consisting of grants, credits and
loan guarantees of $1,000,000,000 during the first four
years." [ Ref. 61: p.92] (Grants were to amcunt to
$200,000,000.) In reaction tc this the Greek government
broke off negotiations on the status of U.S. bases and -
indicated that it would make a major policy reviev. The
general concern was voiced that "this large-scale military
support for Turkey may upset the balance of power in the
Aegean at a particularily delicate phase of Greek-Turkish
antagonism." [ kef. 62] Greek officials also were inter-

- ested in establishing a new set of rules governirg any
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The future of the American military installations_ in
Greece will depend on the cutcome "of the 'technical
negotiations?! which opened in force 1ian Atheas [10
FeEruary 1975]...Xaramanlis told >2arliament in Decenker
that all foreign military instailations 'not relevernt to
Greek interest3 would jo.' He pr.. sea a full revisiorn
of agreements on American bases in Greece. The Greek
Defehse Mlnlstrg . has been glVlng prlorltx gradings to
the bases for their relevencé to Greek NATO, and U.S.
interests. Those having the hi hes% ratlu?s in the
first two catagories will  be maintained, altlhough they
will be strlgped of the many gr1v1leges and exedptions
they enjoy at present. [Ref. 57]

It was also pointed out that the legacy of the trases
was that Greek interests, 1indeed its Jlemocracy and freedon,
had been sacrificed to the interests of tae U.5. to support
Israel during the junta period. On this basis, along with
the adverse public ofinion created, the status of the bases
warranted revievw. According tc¢ U.S. administration offi-
cials, a note from the Athens government at the tinme
asserted that "all foreign 1installations 1in Greece were
there as part of NATO and that therefore their future hal to

pe discussed, now that Greece was reaffirmingy aer scver-
eignty” [Ref. 5831, i.e. her independence fror previous
patterns of foreign involvement. .

The first action taken by ND <concerned the .J.S.
homeport of 6 destroyers at Elefsis. This arrangement had
been completed not 1long berore by the former junta Jovera-
ment and was particularily visible and sensitive. In April
1975 it was announced that other installations would bpe
closed, 1including the 0.5. Air Base at Hellenikon. The
second plank in the ND bases policy was made clear in
conjunction with tais action. In the April 29 joint
U.5.-Greek statement, it was agreed that in addition to "the
elimination, reduction, and consolidation of other U.S.
facilities,...the installations where United States facili-
ties remain will Dbe placed under Greek commanders."™ [Ref.
59] Those facilities remaining were to respect full Greek

territorial sovereignty and Greek lawus.
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operations were authorized in peacetime, but the bases were
to revert to NATO control during NATO-relateé contingercies.
Thus, the status of the Lases became iavolved withiin the
whole Greek-Turkish-NATO-U.35. nexus of issues arnd disputes.
In lire with the "independence" plank of Karamanlis'
foreiyn policy, a thorough review of the U.S. military .
installations was to be undertaken. The reasons behind this
are quite clear. rirst, Karamanlis was well aware of the
general anti-Americanism which had been growing in Greece.

The presence of the bases in Greece was to some visible

representation of dependence on and domination by foreign
powers. Since they came under almost total control of the
U.S. commanders and the personnel were protected extensively
Ly extra-territoriality agreements, they were seen as
"greatpower" enclaves on Greek soil. Even the former
Papadopolos dictatorship had tc succumb to public pressure

irn 1573 Lty severely 1limitinyg U.S. use of the bases for

LIED e g 4 -‘-r—f "

support in the Arab-Israeli War.

With common perception of U.5. acquiescence to the
Turkish invasion of Cyprus and the belief ticat the U.S.
could have prevented it if it had wanted to (as it did in
the 1960's), the Ltases had important lmplications and
liakilities. Second, their value in enhancing the security
of Greece was gquesticned. With Greece severing ailitary
ties with NATO, and the U.S. not performing up to Greek
expectations in the Cyprus affair, their value in Greek
security needed to be redefined.

That this redefinition inciuded bargaining power
with the U.S., is clear. If Athens could put pressure on
the U.S. to alter <Turkish policy by bargaining over the
bases, they would definitely serve a security interest.
Thus, cdespite the «calls from the more vocal oppositicn to
immediately close down the bases, Karawmaulis Jecided to takea
a more measured approach. The official ND party policy

(1975) was foramulated as follows:
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perceptual scapegoats fer a meltitude of Greek frob-
lems inciuding the Cyprus probleas, the 1967 coup,
the regime of the colonels, the ecornomic problenms,
the Turkish militancy, political problems cf gover-
nance, the orpression of the right, the politiciza-
tion of the arey andg secret service, the
paternalistic and clientelist political structure,
and more--all of which "oppressed and disenfran-
ckised" the "well-meaning but powerless Greek" citi-
zens.

2. It provided a facile political argument (lacking the
necessity for proof) that anythirj suspect or aot in
accordance with PASOX pclicies was most likely teiny
manipulated by the U.S. in its "well-knowrn desire"
to reassert its former controls over the Greek situ-
ation. Those opposing PASOK, even Karamanlis
nimself, could be 1linked with "well-xnown" U.S.
penind the scenes manipuiation. An instant reaction
was sure to follow amcng a large section of the
populace whkenever these hackneyed phrases were
uttered. This was done with iacreasing fregquency by
PASCK and reinforced their supposed believability.

3. It relieved Fapandreou and his leftist activism of
the 1960's from responsibility for inciting rightist
reaction. (Some had 1linked him to outbreak of the
events of 1967.)

4. It provided Papandreou a very visible arnd (in the
age of detente) fashionable rallying point, suffi-
ciently removed from the Greek '"bread-and-butter"
issues but closely tied to vague feelings of Greek
pride and nationalism, S0 as to be a "safe" issue
for garneriny popualar support.

The extent to which the last of the above was used

Ly Pagandreou 1is quite apparent, and an opportunity was
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rarely allowed to pass during the 1974-1981 period where ne
did not tring the issue of freedom from foreign intervention
to the fore in some context. Through persistent, poundingyg

rhetoric PASOK made the United 3States (as "overlord” of
NATO, mnultinational <capital, and Turkish militarism) a
perceived threat to Greek security. Typical of this line
was his statement at a 1980 New Year's Party celebration )
where ne described the outlook for tne coming year in the

foilowing menacing terms:

We are faced with dangerous developments not only on a ]
world-wide scale but also in cur own immediate area. We

are particularly faced with the U.S. threat against our

very freedons,  _~the very democratic institutiof:s and tine

very course laid down by the fpeoples' movement in Greece

wnich, Jdespite ccontrary 0U.S. desires, _leads to the

victcry of the people and of EFASOK. [Ref. 5]

Indeed, as the 1970's progressed, it became appareat
that tne idea of naticnal independence with its corollary of
reacticn to perceived American dominance had been installed
as a persistent <feature in Greek political 1ife for the

indefinite future, its roots going back not only to the
events of the previous two Jecades, but reaching far into
the history of the Greek reputlic. Papandreou established
the U.S. as a symbol of the chronically foreign-penetrated
Greek state. In this light, his statement after returning
to Greece in 1974 seems politically realistic, perhaps even
calculating. Referring to the United States, his analysis
was that "They have lost the Greek people. It will take a
generation to heal those wounds." [Ref. 2] It most certainly
will take the duraticn of the period of Papandreou leader-

ship, i1f not much longer.
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3. PRolitical Development of PASOK, 1374-1381
a. Ideology

To political observers of this period, PASOK was
enigmatic. Lacking frecedernts in Greece anl concrete ideo-
lJogical 1links with any of the more common varieties of
socialisnm, it was, and has been, difficult to make
predictions as to where its politics would lead.
Papandreou initially labeled the party socialist based on
Marxist principies but always pointedly rejected even a
remote connection to Marxism-lepninism. He also rejected the
Eastern European bureaucratic state socialist nodel.
Opposed to this he asserted a sweeping pofpulist approach to
government and advocated decentralization. Indeed, tae
Marxist model does not apply well to the economic and struc-
tural views of Papandreou. ([Ref. 6: F(.111] Referrinyg to
various connections Papandreou cultivated, especially among
the Arab socialist states, PASOK was criticized from time to
time for advocating a one-party socialist state. However,
the PASOK leader has always emphasized the strictly demo-
cratic nature of his movement, placing it within the frame-
work of a multi-party system based on the present ({1975)
constitution. He Las not progposed any sweeping constitu-
tional changes. The most often mentioned structural change
has been a change in the parliamentary elections system--and
that cnly to a strictly proportional systen. Of course,
this change would have resulted in scme restructdring of
alignments, probably giving slightly g¢reater weigat to the
combined left representation. Attempts at finding paraliels
for PASOK have been undertaken, comparing PASOX to the
Swedish, Austrian, and Yugoslavian systems, to the Freuch
socialist party, and to some of his Arab H#editerranear
counterparts. However, each cf these comparisons is only

successful within very limited contexts. The teras
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populism, extreme nationalisnm, paternalisnm, and trade-
unionism in addition to socialism all apply to the PASCK
program; each, however, only to a limited extent.

Aa Featherstone has stated, and this is protably
the best summary, "PASOR's ideological roots are eclectic
and ambiguous." [Ref. 7: p.182 ] Perhaps this was the essence
of the party, especially if one added the terz "flexible" to
the list. For it is this ambiguity and flexibility which
gave the party the capability c¢f responding to an increas-
ingly broad spectrum of left-of-center public opinion, and
it is the eclecticism which has made it appear as ar indige-
nous movement and has given it its populist and nationalist
appeal.1? The ideolcgical flexibility of the party is
evident in that the term 'Marxist' essentially disappeared
from the party rhetoric gquite early in its development, and
even the term "socialist" has been used less and less [Ref.
6: p-1161]. The best description available of PASOK
socialism is that it is the triptych of these strategic
political goals: "pational inderendence, popular sovereignty
and social liberation™-in whatever concrete tactical form
they may take and whatever perceptual images they may create
among €lectoral groups. It is structurally as well as ideo-
logically significant to say simply that PASOK came to
represent increasingly larger numbers of voters who occupy
positions from the left side of the political center up to
(but not including) the far left, whatever their specific
desires may have been.

It is important, here, to mention what PASCX is
not, politically. First, PASOK is decidedly not a radical-
militant political movement, typical of some far left move-

ments. It showed itself, rather, a more evolutionary {but

.17Three very good theoretical treatments of the PASQK
Eolltlcal phehoménon in Greece  are  contained in
eatherstone, 28.181-185, Elephantis, in Penniman Chapter 5;
and Mouzelis, n the Greek Election."
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assertive) movement, content to allow its support to ruiid
through the "natural expression" of the wishes of the masses
(those people were seen by some as disenfranchised by the
domination of foreign interests and by the political
patronage system which, Papandreou would say, is the charac-
teristic of the rightist-monarchist-militarist Greek govern-
ments of the past decades). It appears by giving these
formerly "“enclaved® (that is, held in a group outside ard
without access to the political process) groups access to
Greek politics through the PASOK party structure, a "change"
would occur which wouid finally vindicate the PASOK posi-

tion with its democratic support. Papandreou and PASOK:

....never failed_to pledge that the road to change would
be peaceful, parliamentafy, and deaocratic, clearly with
the aim of minimizing adverse reaction from the conser-
vative middle strata...._ Above all, {PASOK] wanted to be
seen as a party striving for fre intejrity of the

country.... Papandreou carrijed this to "the point of
undisguised pateéernalism; always he was anxious tc
conviihce, to reassure. [Ref. 6 p.116]

This was politically realistic. It was near the center,
where the broad popular electoral base lay. Furthermore,
any return to radicalism could have risked return of mili-
tary rule.

This points toward the second thing that FASOK
was not --a socialist party which cared to embrace the far
left. From the outset, PASOK rejected the idea of forming
any close association with the long-established communist
left in Greece. Although the various comaunist and far left
parties of Greece contirually sought to form a jrand leftist
coalition with PASOK, lending support on some occasions to
PASOK candidates, especially in local elections, Papandreou
has continually refused to acknowledge tkese parties within
the PASOX sphere. While marny of the policies of the commu-
nist parties seemed well-matched with those of PASCK, this
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seened to Dbe viewed by Papandreou as merely coincidental.
This again had to do with Greek political realities. Ary
gairs PASOK may have realized 1n additiomnal political power
by associating with the left (e.g., in the Parliament) would
most likely have been negated Ly the loss of center votes to
New Democracy (the center not reing a powerful independent
force since 1974 and experiencing its final breakup in 1977)
and increased internal party ranagement problens. FASOK
ideology was already spread thin, from the more radical
Marxist PASCX youth, to the centrist parliamentary group.
The froad base which Papandreou sought lay toward the
cernter.

Two other considerations are important hLere.
rirst, there was the lingering legacy of the Greek communist
civil war which mitigated against support for the communist
left amorng certain constituencies. Second, ané aore impor-
tantly, the communist parties represented internationalist
tendencies and associations with "great powers" waica
Papandreou and his naticrnalism could not abide. rapandreou,
during this period, essentially rejected any form of inter-
natioralism for PASOX no matter what its flavor, ke 1t the
Marxist-lLeninism of the KKE, the Eurocommunism of the KKI-I,
tke Socialist International, European Social democracy, or
anything else. In 1980, althcugh Papandreoa had started a
dialogue with European Socialists, he asserted that each

party is free to choose its "own road" to socialisum. For

PASOK to exercise complete autcnomy over its policies for
Greece and not enter into any leftist coalitions was funda-
mental to PASOK ideology.

b. Structural Development

A detailed discussicn of the structure of PASOK
is not within the scope of this thesis. Nonetheless,

several structural aspects are important irn assessing the
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nature and strength of the party--thus its potential for
future power.

First, in addition to its novel leftist ideolo-
gical tasis, PASOK was also a unique structural entity. It
was the first Greek party, aside from the communists, to
organize a thorough vertical structure whick reached fronm
the central committee ali the way down to tue "grass roots"
levei. The party structure is ostensibly set up (on lires
very siasilar to typical communist organizational structure)
to provide a vehicle for the mass slectorate, the so-callei
"non-privileged Greeks," to express their political will,
whick PASCOF would then translate into political actiorn.
Extensive cadres were formed to bring ir "“farmers, workers,
wage earners, professional pecgple, scientists, intellec-
tuals, artists, as well as the jouth and womern, all of wiaon
are expioited by the foreign and domestic econazic
oligarchy." [Ref. 7: p.183] 7These strata were to form tiae
electoral base of PASOK. As they would break out froa their
“oppression" they could form an ever broadening base for the
movement. Indeed, this expansion became one of the main
Papandreou directives to his party cadres--to actively
recruit memkership participation among the voters. As ane
put it:

PASCK...has become the main and de~isive re;resentative
of the people's movement in Qur country. ...it opens up
an avenue which leads toward a new Greece after entire
decades of lost oppcrtunities for our geople. It is not
sufficlient...that "we are determine and militarnt,
..s+0Ur organization must uickly open its gates and
embrace olr people, the farmers, the workers, the
artisan the wage earners and the youth of our country...
The povement has deep roots_amona tae people and it is
we who will be responsible if w: are uinable to embrace
g%r people 1nd safely lead them toward...victory." {Ref.

The second purpose of the organization is to

Gestroy the 1influence of the "traditional" <Jreek politicai
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patronage systen, often referred to as "rousfetti." This
system relied on a small cadre of regional party bosses who
dispensed favors in return for support of the party. The
PASOK organizational scheme thecretically did away with this
and orened up the avenues of [fower to the amass electorate
through its participatory structure.

While this porpulist structural orientatioa
remained an ultimate goal of the movement, there is no doubt
that during the 1974-1981 periogd, a major portion of PASOX
support was actually based on 1its charismatic leader.
Andreas, during this formative fperiod, 1left little doubt as
to the centrality of the party and to the primacy of
Papandreou within that structure. Angelo Elephantis judged
that "Appearances not withstanding..., the party base does
not participate in any direct constitutive way in the forma-
tion of PASCK's political line, which is determined almost
solely by Papandreou...." [Ref. 6: p.107] In the initial
phases of the consolidation of party power and the reconcil-
iation c¢f dJdivergent political "mentalities" within the
party, the "connecting link is the President of the Movement
[Papandreou] and the Septeukter 3rd declaration™ [Ref.6:
p.108] And indeed, it has been the imposing figure of
Papandrecu which has been able to balance the divergent
trends (cne towards Marxism and oae towari the center) on
the basis oi his party centrality.

Notwithstanding the populist theory behind
PASOK's organization, the fact was that during the fcrmative

period tlke structure was instrusental in carrying the views
of Parandreou and the central party orgjans to the -—oters,
not vice versa. That the central party organizaticn was in
control of policy formation and that at least for an indefi- .

nite initial period, the rank nd file was expected to
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follow, was pointed out in a 1979 editorial discussing

bat

PASOK's alleged internal problems. "...the problem PASOx 53
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facing...could be easily solved if everyone understands that
decisions must be implemented and that the leadership is
determined to supervise this igplementation at close range.
All those who do not corform tc¢ tne decisions will have to
face tle consequences" [Ref. 9] Papandreou himself expressed
this several months later in guite concrete terms: "We nust
warn everyone that either they join our ranks with self-
sacrifice ard with miliitant spirit or else they shouléd get
off the bandwagon now sco that they may not have probless
later." [Ref.8]

That Papandreou intended to retain his position
as the undisputed head of the party and would, at least for
the time being, brook no encroachment: on his authority, can
be demonstrated by several examples of internal party issues

from the period.

e In June 1975, 42 PASOK officers published a declaration
which criticized Papandreou for considering himself "the
only source of power within the party."™ This acticn was
in response to a dismissal of 11 members of the PASOK
Central Committee. 37 of the 42 critics were disaissed,

15 of whom were members of the Central Committee.

e In the September 1977 repcrt of the PASOX Executive
Secretariat, Papandreou was acknowledged as the "crucial
parameter" of PASOK's existence. [Ref.6: p.108)

e The removal or resignation of a higjh PASOK official, ¥r.
Simitis, 1in 1979 was related to his "ideological grob-
lems," which he developed when he criticized Papandreou.
{ Ref.9]

e The alieged proposal by the editor of Exormisi (a PASOK
oriented newspaper) that a party congress should be
convened "for <the purpose of electing rew leadership®
was criticized. A party =spokesman responded that "the

time was not ripe" for such a move. [Ref. 11]

130

RTINS P .'.,-_-. .. el e e m el . . . Ve, et et o e e . e
St e . Wt e e e e T T e e e T e Te T, o . et Tt e et et e e T RSN
[ R D SRR B . PP S S PERPC TP AP AT AT S S EINE. JE S, L SR SR SRR IE R C R R T S JrE NS SRS N SR ST SRS S ey Y




e A general party congress was never convened; only
central committee meetings and "conferznces" took place.
Presumably the congress wculd iaave the authority to
chanje party leadership, incluiing its president, if it
desired.1s

One former associate of Papandreou stated that Athens was
littered with former friends of Andreas who had opposed Lim.

Papandreou has not denied internal problems, but
he had tc neutralize and control them. Especially after the
1577 electiomns, Papandreou undoubtedly was concerned with
holding the party together while pursuing the driftirg
centrist vote. This could best be accomplished by a certain
amount of policy flexibility which only a siagle-personality
party could offer. Papandreou contented that during this
criticai period of PASOK's rise toward power, tue party must
uniiy behind his leadership. This, ipn his mind, was impor-
tant for the short term but did not in any way affect long
range goals. In an interview with Exormisi, Papandreou

explained:

At this stage it is a _fact that PASOK is very closely
linked with _{hg name of Andreas Papandreoa. Indeed

this is how it is._  However, our entire course is suc

that even this wili be surpassed at some other stage and
PASQOK will become a movement that wiil be less identi-
fied with a sgec1f1c personality. This happens in nmy
case Lecause a2 the man who created the movement, ]
However, 1f one were to talk about the country's distant 7

future, our effort and ho is that the movement should
rely on our people's own orces...in the country's long
devélofpaent, which of course cannot be counted in 4-yearf
terms or even decades. [Ref. 12]

Thus, for the time being and for decades to
come, PASOK was expected to remain a single-personality
party in consonance with Greek political tradition.
Authority was to flow from the top down for an indefinite

i
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183 jeneral party congress was finally held in May 1984
and Papandreou was overwhélmingly reelected as chairmah.
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period of time, and the structure was to temporarily
subordinate itself to the support ©of the leader's policies,
giving Lhim the flexibility needed to take advantage oI thne
short-range Greex pclitical reality to eventually achieve
PASOK's goals. At least temporarily, "the organiza-
tion... was] assigned a secordary role, and the whole

mission of its rank-and-file entities [was] to cultivate the

leader's myth acd strecgthen the meabers' bonds with aim."™

[Ref. 6: p.109]
Cc. International Political Orientation

The centrality of foreiga policy to the PASCK
political line is 1illustrated in the description of a 1581
campaign poster: a claw hammer (representing PASOK) was
poised over a Greek flag nailed against a wall with three
nails, representing NATO, the EEC and the U.S. respectively.
The caption underneath read, "yith PASOK in power Greece
will belong to the Greeks and will have a foreign policy
independent, proud and respected." [Ref. 14] However, Greece
was not totally, self-sufficiently secure, and therefore
needed some support from outside sources. It is of course
this question which may have worried analysts the most about
Greece--would PASOK turn Greece away from the VWest
completely? And where--and to whom--would Greece turn?

The early views of EASOK indicate that a turn to
either of the two superpower blocs was ideologically out of
the gquestion, although the party's views concerning tae
Soviet Union were considerably more vagjue than those
concerning the J.S. Papandreou was guite adamant about the
"anti-imperialist" course for Greece. The Atlantic Alliance

and the Warsaw Pact were seen as extensions and mechanisas

of this super-power imperialism. He therefore took a more
"third-worldist" point of view, advocating an independent,
non-aligned course for Greece. Through the 1370°'s, in
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addition to regular contacts with Eastern GEuropean govern-
ments and Greece's Balkan neighftors, especially Yugoslavia,
he sought support from two important directions. First h-
maintained liaison with a selected Jgroup of the European
socialist parties (especially those of the Southern European
ard Mediterranean area), such as tne French and Belgian
Socialist Parties, the People's Socialist Party of Spain,
the Italian Socialist Party and the Labor Party of Malta.
[Ref. 6: p.113] Papandreou specifically excluded the possi-
bility of PASOK association with Zuropean Social Democracv
and the Western European Eurocoamunist movements as rein
collabcrationists to the super-power capitalist-imperialist
nexus, which was bent on exploiting "peripheral"” states such
as Greece [Ref. 6: rp.112-113°7, For Europe, he saw the
grand gJgoal as being the eventual elimination of the two
opposing blocs and a unification, not solely under Western
European auspices, of all European states (Zastern and
Western). This would eventually allow Europeans to pursue a
course free from the diverse infiuences of super-power spon-
sored East-West confrcantation.

A second important direction in Papandreou's
international politics was toward an establishment of a new
Mediterranean axis of cooperation. To this end, he sought
close relations not oniy with the Socialist parties of the
Mediterranean littoral, but with all regiomal "progressive"
forces. He actively supported and participated (even orgam-
ized) <conferences of the "Socialist Progressive" parties of
the Mediterranean, examples of which took place on Malta, in
July 1977, and Athens in 1979. In his speech at the former

conference, he:

... stressed that these parties [Mediterranean Socialist
and pProgressive] must struggle for the overthrow of
imperialist _depéndency, _for~ a radical change in thLe
international econcmic order, anl for the formation of a
Mediterranean community whicn ought to glay an important
part in the development of he North-South
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contradiction. = ror  this reason, these parties nust
coordinate thelir activities and promote fiediterranean
cooferation.

As he put 1it:

In North Africa and the Middle East, Al jeria Libya,
iraq and, of course, the Falestinian novement pake up
the progressive qcil—lmperlallst front. For ian our

era--tnhé dominant Ifcrm of class struggle 1s the struggle
betweern the capitalist metrcpolis "and the periphéry,
i.e. the struggle for national liberation. (Rek. :
pPp.113-114]

This concept naturally excluded such countries
as Israei and especially Turkey. They were seen as instru-
ments of the extension of super-power influence wuich-
trameled the national interests of Jdevelopiny countries. A
concept, which became common in Papandreou's ranetoric froa
the late 1570's on was that Greece was siaultaneously
European, Mediterranean and Ealkam. PASOK internded to
diversify its international guest for political support
toward all four cardipbal compass directions.-

The gJuestion remaipns as to the PASOK view of
existing European cooperation efforts, especially in light
of the ¥D-led Greek goverrment's dJdecisive EC-integration
poiicy. In the initial stages, Papanéreou was vehemently
opposed to Greece's integration within the EC. In 1974, the
general idea was that if PASOK were to come to power, ties
wita EC would be severed immediately and applications with-
drawn. As this issue evolved, the ©party line bDbegan to
include a referenduw on the issu2. PA5S0OK reasored that
broad anti-Western Greek sentiment would demand severance of
Greece-gC ties, which were instruments of external control
of Greek pational interests.

As the decade progressed, Lowever, Papandreou
was to begin softening or this issue. "By 1977, PASOK's

policy had developed to one of futtinjy Greek aeumbership to a
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referendum and of forming a sfecial relationship with the
cormunity." [Ref. 7: p.1832 There was, at that tinme,
pernaps a touch of reality «creeping into the PASOK program,
for it was pointed out that the Greek farasers (an important
source of PASOK support) saw the Coamunity as a panacea for
their economic problems and would 1look <forward to the
massive influx of development funds, were Greece to become a
full member [Ref. 15].

By 1980, when the efforts of the Karamanlis
government Ior Greece—-EC 1inrtejration had succeeded, a
decided change 1in PASOXK's Eurcpean relations position was
increasingly evident. 1In February, in an address to foreigr
journalists, pPapandreou appeared to Lke realigning kis

European policy. During this speech, it was reported:

de underlined a divergence_ of _ositions between Euroge,
particulari France, and the United States.... e
appeared  closer to the ositions of the Socialist
International (which he had_ formerly rejected] 4S
adopted in Vienna [andg,ne admitted his party doesS not
yan% to break off relations with the EEE bu that 1t
intends to propose an _agreement on special relations...
He accused the United States of wanting cold war and, ...
he stressed 1t is fortunate that tané Europeans, and
gartlcularly France, are separating their positions fron
hose of the United States...." [Ref. 16]

The decisive move <came 1in August when PASOK arranged a
meeting (August 20-21) of European socialist leaders.1!9 The
meeting was to have an open agenda, although (acccrding to
PASOK) it was ~convened to "coordinate action on peace,
detente, andgd, disarmament." [Ref. 17] In viewing the
meeting, Papaudreou in a September speech before the party
youth conference attempted to put the meetiny into perspec-
tive with PASCK policy:

19Attending were Zenito Craxl of Italy, Felippe Gonzales
of Spain,  Mafio Soares of rortuajyal auid Charles i#Hernu,
represenﬁlng the Frencn Socialist ar%y.
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It is open to guestion what PASOK actually had in
mind for the concrete 1inplemertation of its vocal Cyprus
rosition. One weapon 1t corntinually advocated was the
conplete severance of ties with NATO and the removal of 7J.S.
tases Zfror Greece. It is therefore understandable that the
1980 reintegratiom into NATO was condemned by PASOK as a
compiete sell-out of the Greek Cypriots and the future of
Cypriot independence under pressure £from WATO-member Turkey.

However, one nust also speculate that Papandreou's
plan of internationalization was an atteapt to ©place
Greece—-essentially excluded frcm the discussions, while the
Turxs sgoke through their tightly controiled Cypriot
yovernment--in a position of influernce ir the situation. 3e
that as it may, 1t was clear that Papandreou felt some sort
of close Greek attachment to Cyprus affairs and felt that
the situation demandsd rore assertive action from the Greeks
to vrotect not only Greea-Cyprict interests hut Greek inter-

ests as well.

4. Aegean Issues and PASCX Policy

It is in the Aegean Sea region that PASCK sees the
gravest danjer to Greece from the Turkish threat. It appears
that Papandreou and his follcwers are convinced of the
reality of their perception that Turkey has militant angd
agjressive intentions, supported by the NATO/US military aid
program, to expard its influence around, above and eventu-
ally on treek sovereign teriitory. Toward this eastern
“"iareat™ PASOX aas taken a particularly militart and intran-~
sigent attituide. In a parliamentary debate which mainly
turned on the Aegean issues, Papandreou characterized these

perceptions as follows:

.e..*he nation confronts a mcrtal threat. Cyprus for
years now has been under_ _the bestial Attila occupation.
In the Aegean since_ 1973 TJurkey unas gquestioned tne
entire rejime which fas been establisheld by
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The qravest mistake 1is that we, botn tne Cypriots and
the Greeks of Greece have aliowed th2 creation of tie
impression that the Cyprus issue is a aatter between two
communities, _ _the Gréek and the Turkish corTunities.
«..wneu I said that I do _not believe in  the intercom-
munal_ talks, I meant exactly that. This is an interna-
tional issue, it i1s an issve for tne {ynited Nationms.
Apart from the fact that it is an issue <Zfor the
igarantggo ower, 1t is also an issue for Greece. [Ref.
L0 P-

Implied here is that in addition to the plight of the
Cypriot people, there is a basic Greek ianterest which must
te protected in Cyprus.

Papandreou, contended that the real issue is that of
the "British-American bases" and the Turxish-NATO %froogs on
the isiand. At the core is the liberation of the Cypriot
people from the "yoke" of external intervention. There are
no real prolbl=ams between the two communities on the islang,
only rroklems of attempted external manipulation which had
¢ivided and destroyecd tihe island.

Papandreou adamantly warned bocth th2 leaders 1iu

Atherns ard in Nicosia that:

cees neither the ‘ngriot',gove;nment_ nor the Greek
government has the right to l1légalize faits accomplis in
order to end the Cypris probleim ia accordance with NaToO

interests.

Wwe are ready to support the Cypriot people's struggle,
we are ready to sugport the w0rk of tne Cypriot goveérn-
ment... Hdowever 1n no_way will tne Greek peogle.recc%-
nize the faits accompiis’® of Attila I _and Attila I
[ Turkish 1974 Cyprus operation code names]. %We must not
rorget that our own territorial ;ntegrltz and national
independence are s9iidly linked with the fate and course
of the Cyprus problem. "[Ref. 29]

Referring to the ongoing negctiations and proposals of
various types of federations for Cvprus, FPapandreou said
that concessions wnich would even hint that there was a
legitimate separate Turkish comrunity on Cyprus, if accepted

by the Greek Joverrnment, "would constitute treason."
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ultimately end wup in de facto division of the islarnd.
rapaandreou, ir a 1979 parliamentary Jdebate, stated "The
tug-of-war between Cyprus' internationalizatiorn aad nation-
alizaticn continpues." (Papandrecu prefered the former, the
latter Leing the UATO and U.S. sponsored 1lime.) He
rroceeded in typical iorm; "Immediately after the U.N. reso-
iuticn of November 9, 197821 that was so favorable to
Cyprus, the Americans publicized a new plan.... Its
goal...was to derail once again the Cyprus issue from its
irternational framework, to decrease the significance of the
U.N. resolution and create a framework of international
talks which would satisfy Atlantic interests." [E=2f. 27: p.
515]

Papandreou has adamantiy rejected, therefore, the
interccommunal approach to solution which was supported by
the Karamanlis governiment. He has seen it as an attempt at
"NATOization" of the froblem, leading to eventual jartition
of the island, the legitimizaticn of Turkish aggression, an?
the thwarting of Greek national interests. Under the pres-
sure of the more than 20,000 Turkish troops on the islarnd,
negotiations between the Greek ard Turkish Cypriot communi-
ties could not possibly lead to a just settlement ({according
to Papandreou). TFurthermore, any acceptance of ar agreement
nade under such conditions by the Greek government would
mean Greek capitulation and defeat. Conseqguently,
Papandreou and PASOK maintained a hard and vocal 1line on
Cyprus and its meaning for Greece's relations with NATC and
the U.S. The 1leader explained the PASOK position as
follows:

. 21Passed b¥ the gereral assembly, tais called for the
witndrawal of Turkish troops and 1insisted that the Securitr
council enforce this.

»
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The U.S. had a role in tihe 1974 anti-Makarios coup

and was taerefore largely responsiftle <Zor the
disaster.
2. NATO and the U.S. could Lave prevented the Turkisth

invasion, but instead, Lty not preventing it, tacitly
condoned Turkish actions and did not pursue a fair
settlement.

3. The affair made the whcle nexus of J.S5./NATO-Greex
reiations null, since it was through U.S. and WATO
arms and support that Turkey was able to Jdesecrate

an independent state and oppress Hellenisn.

b. The Turkish actions were concrete proof oi Turkish
relligerent and aggressive intentions against
Greece.

5. The whole fiasco was a direct contradiction of Greek

interests by NATO arnd the U.S. superpower in order
to secure a military rtase and exercise control over
the island for NATO purjoses.

PASOK Cyprus policy, then, was <fairly consistent over the
period. PASOK first demanded that the U.N. assembly resolu-
tion No. 3312 (November 1, 1974) be implemented immediately
and all foreign trocops be withdrawn from the islaad.
Second, independence and unity of the island must be
restored on a basis equitable to the Greek majority.
Papandreou has stated emphatically that Greece, as guarantor
of Cyprus security, nmust take a strong stand to achieve the
reunification and independence c¢f the country.

As to the framework for working out a solution,
Papandreou consistently called for the "internationaliza-
tion" of the problem--i.e. the convening of an international
conference including "third" (ncn-NATO) parties to arbitrate
the problen. The intercommunal talks under U.N. 3Juidarnce
were criticized as bteing efforts by the U.S. and NATO coun-
tries to effect a solution to the problem which woulil
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outside intervention in the region, even in the increased
"cold war atmosphere"™ of 1980--unless the corl wWar becase a
"hot one."

Toward the U.S.S.R., Papandreou was not as enthusi-
astic. Although he did not preclude reiations with almost
any country, bais attitude toward the Soviets was o« little
more reserved. The fact that the Soviets nad not incervened
in the 1974 Cyprus situation (as they had to some extent 1ua
the 1360's) and coerced Turkey to withdraw must nhave been
noted. That the U.S.5.R. and Turkey had ongoing econoaic
and political relations, guite extensive compared o tne
nascent Greek efforts, could alco not be overlookea. is a
result Papandreou viewed the Sov.et Unioi, beirg =he seconid
half of the cold war European arrangemenrt, with reserve. An
example of this is seen when he was asked to comnent on the
possibility of Soviet Y“bases" Geinj established in Greece

following the Greek-Scviet ship repair a:reeaents couclulded

ir. the late 1970°'s. He stated re was against forei4a bages
of any type in Greece and the Mediterranean. He apparently
did not. appreciate the growiny presence of tte 5Sth 5Soviet
Eskadera in the Eastern Mediterranean any morce than he did
the U.5. 6th Fleet—--both seen as ianstinrents of superpover

Su
infringement on the sovereignty of the regional states.

3. PASQOK and the Cyprus Issue

The 1974 invasion of Cyprus and 1its subseguaant
pacrtition provided a consistent und constant point zf 1

ture for PASOK policy. Papandreou's initial views were lzss
directed toward some conc¢rete solution of taw propien and
more toward expanding upon the 1implicartions of thwe affair
for internal and domestic policy.

Papandreou was probably the figure

no:st vogal in
keeping the "meaning" of the Cyprus invasion alive Helorfe a
large segqment of sympathetic Greek opirnion. The PASOXK PR

interpretation was that:

.
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Mediterranean, and the Middle East) for mutual support and
cooperation in order to secure independence and freedom fronm
Superpower hegemony.

For Tito and Yugoslavia, Papandreou keld a special
regard. The particular brand cf Yugoslav non-alignment was
inspirational to Papandreou and was exemplary of the sort of
position toward Europe and its international environment he
would envision for Greece. "Tito's presence in Yugoslavia,
and in the Balkans,"™ he said, "...as within the ron-aligrned
movement, is, without a doubt, a stabiliity factor. The
foundations for the unity of the people have been firmly set
in Yugoslavia. Its national defense, based on tae mobiliza-
tion of all its citizens, has effectively arned the country

against intervention from the outside." [Ref. 26

The supposed Turkish military threat was, to
Papandreou, the major threat to Balkan security. Fe
predicted that should Turkey implement this threat, the

Balkan balance of forces would be overthrown and a serious
regional crisis would develop.

Papandreou therefore sought much the same strategic
goals for the Balkans as he did for the Mediterranean
region—-the elimination of foreign bases and forces and the
establishment of a regional regiae. He foresaw Greece as
being a central force in the liaison between these peri;h-
eral regions. The ultimate goal would be the dissolution of
East-West bloc influence within the region--the eventual
expulsion of NATO and the Warsaw Pact--and the independence
of the Balkan countries.

This, of course, wculid be the most desiratle
security position for Greece. #ith a firm and growing
political and economic linkage between thie countries based
on similar national and regional interests, the "Northern"
threat would further diminish and regional disputes could be

solved on a bilateral Lasis. Jde foresaw no serious clash or
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With regard to the measures PASOK wlll take to imgplemernt

its natioral defense and foreigqn go icy ercu551oas
on_ the nation's _armed forces' Iig t‘ng dblLl { will be
taken into consideration. In no” case and with no step

will PASCK allow the downgradlna of tne readlness 0f tue
country's armed fcrces efenl us from foreign
designs." [Ref. 25: p.S

These conciliatory statements were apparently impor-
tant. Papandreou continually tied the PASOK program to the
support of a strong army standing for the same policies as
PASOK. Tf the predicted 1981 passage of government to the
socialists did occur, it would frobably be the most critical
change in Greek history, resulting in the first non-rightist
government of Greece. Papandreou knew that if ever there
was the possibility of a reassertion of a military rightist
reaction, it would be in the «context of an impending PASOK

victory.

2. EASOK and the Northern Threat

In 1light of PASOK's gmuti-dimensional program for
foreign policy, Parandreou couid hardly criticize thae
Karamanlis government's efforts to improve ties with the
Balkan states. Papandreou himself undertook to improve ties
with various Balkan and Eastern Europearn states, especially
with Yugoslavia. He viewed these countries as being in a
position similar to that of Greece (victims of the super-
power pclarization of Europe), and therefore saw the Balkan
community in particular as movirg toward a more independent
and mutuaily supportive regime, free of superpower influ-
ence. Concerning possible threats from tne area, Papandreou
iterated a common southern Eurorean there: "My view is that
no dangerous development should be expected in the Balkans
in the immediate future." [Ref. 26] Instead, he foresaw an
attempt to move the Balkans tcward more internal coopera-
tion, taking them out of the ccld war blocs and interacting
with other similar regional yroups (e.g. in the
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the army rightist junta elements was dropped from the
rhetoric soon after the elections of 1374 and the 1375
trials of junta leaders.

One departure from PASOK's laissez-faire attitude
toward military reorganization or similar measures came in
1979, when in a UOnited States interview he proposed what he
cailed a "people's militia"--keeping all eligible men in the
reserve security forces from age 20 to 50. This policy was
atcacked from several sides as aimed at <creating a private
PASOK party militia for enforcement of some future one-party
PASOX Greek state. ©PASOK said cf the criticism that "nohody
gquestions that the rcle of the armed forces is useful in the
defense of our country, but it is truly difficult for us to
understand why the Minister of Defense opposes universal
popular participation in +this defense when our country's
integrity is being threatened." [Ref. 24] Nevertheless,
this line was also eventually dropped £from the garty
ronetoric.

PASOK military policy became even more corciliatory
in the early 1980's, especially within the «context of
Papandreou's hyperbcie against NATO reintegration.
Referring to the armed forces .in a Rhodes Campaign speech,

(Aug. 1981) Papandreou emphasized what had become the
"proper" posture of the military. "Democracy in Greece is
indestructible," he said, "It is gquarded by the people and

country's armed forces, which are dedicated to their supreme
duty--the protection cf our national independence and of our
fatherland's territorial integrity." [Ref. 25: pp.S5-6] 1In
this same speech he accused the government of fueling righ-
tist alarmism over PASOK policies, serving the "circles of
anomaly" (a codeword used by Papandreou for the 7-year junta
government). Further, to reassure the military and more
conservative elements within the party, he stressed that:
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Criticizing the NATO reintegjration efforts of 1680
as detrimental to Greek Jefense development and deploywent,
Papandreou again reiterated the need for a speciiically
Greek-controlled defense progranm. Seeing procurement of
NATO military eguipment as 1ineffective against the "real"®
Turkish threat, Papandreou gsserted, "He wust state it
clearly, aircraft, missile boats, helicopters--this is the
type of equibment we will require to defend the land of our
fatlLers.... we must be in the position to mount an effec-
tive defense because it is the c¢nly way that the danger of a
Turkish invasion can be averted." ([Kef. 22] In short, in
order to meet what was portrayed as an imminent Turkish
theeat, PASCK program for defense was:

to arm the people comprehensively, build an arsenal that
is diversified in scurce and in scope, develop a sizable
de:ense.lndustr{ and secure nuclear weapoRs LOr usSe as
the uitimate deterrent of external agygressive behavior20
[Ref. 23: p.37]

To this end, priorities were ¢given in the PASOXK economic
proposals for the development of strategic industries,
including defense (armaments), energy and mining.

On the subject of the military <forces themselves,
Papandreou and PASOK, evolving from their 1974 cails for
drastic action against the junta elements of the military,
have taxen a supportive 1line. Papandreou's caution nct- to
attack the military may be at least partially linked to the
desire to avoid a return of the everts of 1967.
Consequently, he developed a line which usually linked tke
military with the preservation cf the Greek democratic state
from Turkish aggressors--attempting to continue to capi-

talize on the 1974 Cyprus invasion. The «call for puryging

e e e e i . e . et et .

20The last policy was maintained early in PASOK's career
and has reen modified with the development of Papandreou's
later peace and nuclear disarmament policies.
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It is tkerefore most valuable simply to survey 2PASOK
policies on the issues of defense, the northern threat, the
series of Greek-Turkish issues (Cyprus and degean) and the
issue of United States military bases. These will then be
related to one of the central issues which developed duriny
1974-1981, the guestion of Greek relations with the Atlantic
Alliance and, specifically, NATC.

1. Greek Defense and the Military

PASOF, despite its many calls for disarmament, denu-
i clearization and "zones of peace," continually supported an
aggressive defense effort to build up the country's armed
forces. The party never contested a ND defense budget.
This cccurred even though defense, in real terms, repre-
) sented an increasingly larger financial strain given a
declining Greek econcmy and rising inflation. Papandreou
continually maintaired that a strong Greek military defense
was necessary to deter the Turkish military threat. To this
1 end, he also saw the maintenance of the Aegean military
balance as critical. In a 1980 parliamentary foreign policy
debate, Papandreou recalled PASCK's support of the 1374 NATO
withdrawal for purposes of bringing the nation's defense
) forces under Greek ccntrol. He added that:

It is a fact that_it must be admitted...that during the
past 6 years [1974-1980] the armed forces were %rul
armed in"such a way that thez are in a position to dea
with any imposition against the nation. This was dc¢ne

) with the concurrent opinion of the Panhellenic Socialist
Movement. [Ref. 21] T

Indeed, Papandreou usually did not criticize the "Aegean

Arms Race" as the government had, and, instead, in line with {' 1
his other somewhat militant views vis-a-vis Turkey, he crit-
icized any sort of negotiations (e.y. NATO reintegration or
Aegean disputes) which might weaken the Greek military

position.
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Concerning the storg that PASOK will turn Creece_awa
from _the West, elieve that the wmatter is lace
wrongly. We want to have excellent relations with th

Fest. However, we do not cornsider that the ¥est is the
entire _world. ...0ne target is to_  turr toward all
cardinal p01nts. East, 7est, North, and Soutih. [Ref. 20]

It is this flexibility that had become important in Greek
poiitics, for " both government and opposition. The
Karamanlis-Brezhnev 1979 summit resulting in Greek-Soviet
agreements and the Papandreou turn to Europe mnight be seen
as two expressicns of a singie Greek political trend away
from the single great-power patronaje arrangements of the
past to a new political realism and diversification. In
foreign policy, +this could form the basis of the "indepen-
dence" (limited as it may be by international reality) which
both parties were seeking for Greece. It also may have been
the expression of a new centrist trend in Greek politics
which could form a more stable political basis for internal

Greek security.

B. PASOK AND SECURITY ISSUES (1974-1981)

PASOK policies relative tc Greek security issues can
also be seen as evolutionary. ds PASOK policy moved from
the declaration of September 3, 1974 to tke comprehensive
government program declaration cf July 1981, the realities
of becoring the growing voice of the oppositior under the
New Democracy regime influenced PASOK policy. This policy,
until tke 1981 program was published, was basically a compi-
lation of the various pronouncements of Andreas Papandreou.
In addition the policies were typical of parliamentary oppo-
sition politics-- they were often reactive to government
actions, often hypercritical, anil 1lacked the coacreteness
and specificity as to policies to be implemented within
existing realities.

139

T e o x

NP WY . Y

Dt
et L. .
ety . L.
S tationdd b Lt




R PP S TP SISO AL I ST RP SIS Nl

U A e e g i b ot Wl AIeL S B e e be s fren MU AR Btk JNGELGhAE Aro S dasen e ——— " e ————

Eurosocialism in any form and the immediate pull cut from
the EC) toward a policy of gqualified conciliation and coop-
eration with European forces. It is noteworthy that tlis
evolution was highly correlated to the growth in PASOK elec-
toral support--increasing voter support at the baliot box
was matched by increasing PASOK flexibility on European
relations. Some important reascans for this could hLave been:

1. A quest for greater respectability as the PASOK's
chances at victory increased.

2. A desire to retain contacts with the West, fron
where most of Greece's (economic and military)
support «came, in the 1light of limited tactical
alternatives.

3. A desire for more statesmanlike and centrist image
to lure more of the political center votes away fron
New Democracy.

4., The ability for PASOK to couch its policy in the
framework of the independent approach to socialisn
and. the Southern European commonality of interests--
separate from the Atlanticist-U.S. connection of the
Central Eurofpean bloc. This could appease the more
leftist voters.

While PASOK, by 1981, was advocating a foreign policy
program which it characterized as truly "multi-dimensional;
and which placed an "independent" Greece at tahe center of a
nascent Euro-Mediterranean anti-imperialism <coalition aove-
ment, it was obvious that the traditional European ties
would not be severed as early PASO{ policies had led sonme to
fear. Greece's position and security, according to
Papandreou, was to be based on "multiple external frops,"
each designed to sup;ort Greek intarests.

Shortly before the 1981 elections, Papandreou
put his external politics in perspective:
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4 Rapprochemert with the Socialist parties of Southern
Europe simply confirms PASOK'<s position that Greece is a

s Balkan, _a Zuropean and a dediterranean country.  PASOK
. has diligently cultivated _its relations in all_ taree -
. areas and it has played a decisive role in establishing '

permanent cpoperatioh both among progressive movements
of the Mediterranean and amcng sg9clalist parties of
Southern Europe.  As of 1 January 1981 it will glay an
active _ role in the socialist group o the
Europarliament.

It has always been PASOK's pcsition that the accession . .
of our country to the EEC is a mistake { economically]... '
In place of aCcession we_ uave proposed a special agree-

ment of the type recently granted to...Yugoslavia. It

has_always been PASCK's position that the Eeogle must be

called upon to judge--within the framework of a genuine

piebiscite-- Dbetwéen accession and a special ~“agree-

ment...

It has alwa{s been PASOK's pcsition that—-once vwe have

acceded to the EEC--we must gart1c1pate in all organiza-

tions of the community; that we should waae a _battle to

protect Greek interests....[Ref. 18: pp.S5-17]

This was to become the basis for the PASOK's EC policy. -
However, Papandreou in 1981 emphasized that PASOX did not '

intend to join the Socialist Intermnational despite

increasing contacts with the Eurosocialists. e character-

ized his position as an act of solidarity which conveyed the .
message that "PASOK is not alone in the European area," but
rather an integral part of a legitimate Turopean
movement—--"France is first, Greece second and Spain thirg"
in the socialist transformation of Europe. He also further .-
gqualified his stance cn the EC referendum, pointing out that
"We [ PASCK] believe that...Greece and the Greekx people have
the right to judge through a plebiscite. Thether this will
take place or not and whether it will be soon or 1late I
carnot say at this moment...."[Ref. 19]

Thus, within the context of Sreece's assurel
admission to the EC, the obvious short-term lack of any
meaningful Mediterranean cooperation, the continued divisive
Middle-tast situation, and the active detente policy of the
Karamanlis government, realistic political consideratious

dictated thLat the PASOK policy evolve (from a rejection of
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For _ PASOX, the FRekira meeting [witiL_ CSurosocialist
leaders) was one of the most iapoIftant milestones in its
6-year “history. This 1is because the five socilalist
arties of Southern Europe laid  the fourdations  for
ong-term cooperation and coordination of their activi-
ties in the strugyle ajainst _the rigyht, {and] in the
romotion of the interésts _of the ,geople of 'Southern
Europe..., _at the same time despite its youth, PASOK has
estabiished itself in the European area as a dynanmic
Eeople's party which is at the threshold of authority.
t apgears that... the great change 1in =Turope will come
grom he South, that he great “change wili begin iz
reece. ...

¢ PASOK, which has already congdgucted important activities
. in_the Mediterranean and Middle Eastern area, 1is today a
bridge between the progressive _national liberatiorn move-
mentS of the Mediterranean and para-Mediterranean areas
and progressive socialist forces of Southern Europe. In

this way it is dec1s;velg contriputing to the strength-
t; ening of the south in the North-South™ _ Jdialogue both in

Europe and, more generally, in the Mediterranean area.
[Ref. 18:; p.S9]

PASOK, then, 1in these expansive terms, was looking for a
+ more amiable relaticnship with Europe and Zurosocialisa.

This was perhaps because Greece inevitably would have fuil
accession to the EC on January 1, 1981, and PASQK support
' was growing, leading it <closer to attaining power. To
ii portray PASOR as a leading force in the mainstream of the
Southern European socialists mcvement would give the party
(previously associated with the pore peripheral

Mediterranean movements) a new image of international legit-

imacy. Cne would probably not doubt that this political
move was in part aimed at balancing the desires of the more
centrist PASCK elements for a less radical foreign policy
with more leftist elements of the party. The latter could
ke appeased in that PASOK was at the vanguard of an "inde-
pendent” Southern European movement aimed at confrontation
with the rightist Northern Eurorean-U.S5. bloc.

This evolution toward Europe spilled over into
the PASOK policy on the EC. Fapandreou sought to undercut
criticism of his apparent turn—-around on the Europe-EC issue
later in the September & speech cited above:

136




T :

international treaties and agreenents. With nuaerous
official statements Turke{ dedands the dlbarmlng oL tue
Eastern Aegeal islands; Le partition of airspace; tne
artition 0L the undersea area; the non- 1mpleﬂen1atlo"

us_cf the right to extend our territoriai watars to

miles,... With numerous hijh-handed and illegali acts
it has violated Greek airspacé, the Aegean continental
shelf and our territorial waters. [Ref. 30: p.S14)

PASOK continually criticized the efforts of the Karamaniis
government at negotiation and arnitration. As Papandreon
saw it, negotiation with Ankara over Aejean issues and even
appeals to bodies such as the International Court of Justice
(ICJ) <for an arbitration constituted a tacit adwmission that
perkafps there was sore validity in Turkish claians--an idea
which PASOK totally rejected. Additionally, belind the
scenes Papandreou saw both direct and indirect support of
the Turks by the U0.S5. and YATO in their efforts to create a
Turkish "fortress" in the Eastern HMediterranean--es;eciaily
in the context of the loss of Tran. PASOK therefore toox an
uncompromising line on the various sub-issues involved. An
urnfortunate aspect of opposition politics 1in the Aegean
situation was that not orly were the KXaramanlis efforts at
peaceful resolution of the situati.ao hampered by the agpar-
ently telligerent attitude of EASOK and the public sugport
it generated, but the same was cccurring within Turkey. The
"hard-line' pressure from the cpposition within both coun-
tries was alaost identical. (Particularly vocal in Turkey
was the Zcevit opposition to the more conciliatory Deuirel

government.)
a. The Contipental Shelf

It was this issue whkich sparked Athens—Ankara
controversy--and on this issue the PASOK policy was quite
confrontational. The party wholly subscribed to the inter-
pretation that according to the 1958 Geneva Conventiors, the

Greek islands off the Amnatolian <coast have their own
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continental shelf,  within wiich the 5reeks have brzad lzgjal
rijhts which shoul! nct be nejotiated. Tuarkise probhes iato
these areas were delilerately provocative, =zzcording to
FAS0K, and sihould have b=en 1et withi unilinchiag strengti—-
militarily if necessarv.

In the «context of the crisis situition created
Waters, rapandreou <called for 1its sinking. This ramous
"sin¥ the hora" speect !'Huza being the former naae of the
Sismik I) was to return to haunt him in the 1981 election
campaign, where it was used to insinuaate tie dengeronznass
of Papandreou's positions. Fe atteayted Lo dodyje this
charge bty saying that the government at the time had agreed
to the speech in order to indirectly pat pretsure on the
Turks. Be that as it may, this was a good examplz of
Papandreou's inflexibility on the issue.

Regarding the government's It=emptc to resolve
tie guestion through negotiaticiis and appeals to iaterna-
tional bodies (U.N. and ICJ) Papandreou vas zlso outspclken.
In principle he condemned the approach by “he governnment in
its somewhat inconclusive appeal to the Hague (ICJ) And its
simultaneous appeal +to the U.N. Security Council (1974).
"We [PASCK] stated, vright frqa the start, that we ogpnsed
the arpeal to the Hague. This is because, in tais 4aj;, we
recognized the gquestion of the Azgean as a matter ror adju-
dication." [(Ref. 30: p.S18] 7Thus the "fiasco of the Hajue"
represented admission that there was some guestioa about
Greek rights--the resolution of whichk could only result in a
change of the Aegean states gquo and Greek concessions to
Turkey. In this same view, the August 1976 decision of the
U.N. Security Council directing the two partiss to neygyotiak:
a settlement bilaterally could also lead to c¢oapromise of
the Greek position.
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Finally, Papaandreou denounced the November 1576 ‘
"Berne Protocol" which the governmen* had signe? wi“h Turkev
as giving Turkey an unrestrictel frauwewood to Jorsuliate
demands against Greek interests, without any £irm iimits
dictated by the Greek interpretation of the Geneva
Covention. "He characterized the Berne Protocol of November
11, 1976, as a legal void.... 'It means that there is no
obligation regarding principles. There is no specific legal
framework; that important rules of international law can be
ignored altogether--including certainly, the Geneva
Convention which has tke famous first three clauses which
define the continental shelf of islaands.'" [Ref. 30: p.3519]
However, the PASCK position was not totally
confrontational. Papandreou admitted that "no one can derny
that on the technical issue of the delineation of the conti-
nental shelf, there must be a dialogue. This is provided
for under the Geneva convention." [Ref. 30: p-S20] PASOX STk
believed that these talks should be based on the follcwinyg

Sea resolutions and the 1958 Gereva Convention, as

strict preconditions: . - .
1.  Advance acceptance by Turkey of the rules of law, T
including the U.N. Cecnventions or the lLaw of the ﬁff

the only basis for any negotiations. -
2. Public renunciation by Turkey in advance of the
"provocative" measures it mas taken in the region

specifically those of the 1973 Turkishk Aegean map,

1974 ceding of prospecting rights and the 1976
Sismik I cruises.

3. Statemeant of policy by the Greek government that if
Turkey persists in its "unilateral® 3elineaticn of
the Aegean, that Greek publish its own scheme and -
effectively solve the 1issue by extending Greek

territorial waters.
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Thus, in general, the PASOK policy has been to oppose any
Turkish claims in the region, by force if necessary, and to
criticize any negotiations which might apgear to concede
that Turkey has any rigats within the legal framewvork of

international law.
b. Aegean Airspace

Aith regard to the rroblem of the control of the
Regean airspace, PASOK has taken an egually uncomgromising
attitude. Papandreocu clearly stated the party's views orn

this subject:

Onder a decision of the International Civil Aviation
Organization, the Athens FIR (Flight Information
Reglong, as it _is called, was and has been defined to
cover Aegean airspace up to our £fastern frontiers....
with the announcement of NOTAM 714, the Turks attacked
this status_and exterded boundaries of their own FIR to
agprox1mately the middle of the Aegean. It is clear
that any extéension of Turkish airspaCe west of our fron-
tiers ihcludes Greek national territory. £ It mutilates
our <fatherland's airspace and adds® it to Turkey.
(Ref.30: p.S16]

With this rhetoric, Papandreou has slightly distorted the
actual legal and procedural mearing of the Athens FIR to
make it appear that it 1is somehow completely Greek territo-

rial airspace. “The Athens FIF coincides with our eastern
frontiers," hLe asserted in 19840, "This FIE cannot tLe
violated. Any violation of the FIR means an act of war in

exactly the same way that NOTAM 714 of 1974 was." [Ref. 31
p-S5S13] 22 This statement, 1issued during the NATO reintegra-
tion parliamentary debate, shcowed Papandreou's particular

. 221n reality, the airspace over the Aegean in mainly
international airspace, It  was agreed ty ICAOQ, of which
Greece is a member, that the Athens FIR "control the civil
air traffic for pragumatic procedural reasons. Territorial
airspace with defined vertical arnd horizontal 1limits
surround the Greek coastline and the Greek islands. This
has _been set at a limit__of 1MNM and constitutes "Greek
Territorial Airspace."™ All other airspace is supposedly
free tc air navigation subject to ICAO rules and procedures.
(See Chapter 2.)
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sensitivity about the airspace issue. One of his main bases
for «criticism of the NATO move was that by agreeing to
reentry without the guestion of the command and cortrol of
the Aegean airspace resolved, the jovernsent had essentially
acknowledged that Turkey had equal rights in the area.
Furthermore, the reduction, for NATO purposes, of Greek
island national airspace from ten to six nautical miles was
portrayed as a sellout under NATO pressure and Turkish
demands. de called this arrangement "a form of joint sover-
eignty over the Aegean," and, asing Rallis' own words, he
equated any reduction 1in, or ceding of airspace to the
control of the Turks as bordering on treason ([Ref. 21].
PASOK, or this basis, opposed any chanjes or readjustments
in the Aegean airspace from the pre-13974 status guo and
criticized the WATO reintegration arrangements concerning
the airspace as invasions by NATO and Turkey into sovereign

Greek territorial airspace.
c. Territorial Waters

The position of PA3SOK regarding the 1limits of
Greek territorial waters was coagsistent. Ia 1974, in
response to the Turkish Cyprus invasion and the 1974-1975
"provocative" acts of Turkey regardimgy the contineatal
shelf, Papandreou called unegyuivocably for the immediate
eitension of the Greek territoriai waters fros six miles to
twelve. Papandreou reiterated these demands cduring the 1976
Aegean crisis. He maintained this 1line, even thougk he
could not but Le aware that the Turkish government has
continually stated that this wmove would be viewed as a
deciaration of war. (To disregard tnese consequences by
deliberate provocation is only the [prerogative of the oppo-
sition party.) In 1979, Papandreou <clearly stated Lis

views:
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....Thé continental saelf issue would_have been jJreatly
simplified if Greece had used its inaliepable right to
expand its territorial waters to 12 miles. EleVven or
twelve Mediterranean countries have done so. 7Turkey has
alsg done so on tune Black Sea _and on its south coast.
«.-The argument that _this would turn the Aegean into a
closed seéa car ea511{ be 3dealt with _ throudh a  guar-
antee... | in regard to free international "“corridors.
PASOK is irrevocably in favor oI extending our territo-
rial waters to 12 miles. [{Ref. 30: p.S21)

d. Militarization of the Islands

PASCR supported the fortification of the Greek
islands on much the same basis as the yovernment, and irn
this resfpect there was 1little divergence between governuent
and PASCK policy. PASOK reserves for Greece the uitimate
right of self-defense regardless of international treaties
which ostensibly called for the demilitarization of the
eastern Greek islands. Strong defense of the 1islands was
necessary, according to PASOK, to ward off the Turkish
"menace," rcpresented Ly the creation of the Turkish Aegean
Army. "It is our duty to warr the government,"™ Papandreou
stated, "that demilitarization of the islands, which are
under the immediate threat of Turkish armed forces, would be

a nationally unacceptable act.” [kef. 32]
€. .=zJjean Balance of Pcwer

In response to aid efforts by the U.S. and NATO

to help Turkey modernize 1its military, PASOK continually
calied for "eguality of treatment" for Greece. Papandreou
characterized any U.S.-Turkish ayreements as further
evidence of tkhe U.S. "tilt" toward Turkey, U.S. and

Atlantic designs in the area, and support of Tirkish aygres-
sive tendencies against Greek interests. He described
Tuckish policy as "the spearhead of the United States and
NATO, which plays a role of the subiaperialist power in the

area. ...[{ therefore)] economic aid being granted to Turkey is
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of no interest to us Lbut...we are particularly interested in
military aid recause it threatens the balance of power iL
the degean." [hkef. 33] Conseguently, he viewed aid to
Turkey not in NATO defense terns, Eut in terms of possible
Turkish wuse of this military eguipment against Greek
interests.

With respect to usingy the military bases 1in
Greece as a vehicle for securing aid from the U.S., and ir
lignt of the signing of the Turkish-U.S.A. defense agreeument

in 1930, Papandreou clearly stated his position:

The new U.S.-Turkish 'defense' agreement converts Turkey
into a permanent U.S. _ strongndld Zor tke purpose ol
poiicing tae Eastern Mediterrafiean...with the additiornal
military aid furnished by West_ Germaany,...the balance of
Eower in the Aegean is completely destroyed. ..e.the
danger to our couintry is fatal. ...It is consequently
impeérative that we dJevelop our_ own war indusfry--it
cooperation with countries with advanced technology...in
two, three or even more directions-- and_it must hot be
in exchange _for providing military 'facilities' in oar
country. _Ref. 347]

-

5. PASOK and 0.S. Military Bases in Greece .

The PASOK calil for the elimination of U.3. bases in
Greece 1is almost legendary. From 1974 on, PASOK has fairly
consistently responded to any developments in Greek-Turkish
issues witn a call for the immediate elimination of the
bases {rom Greek soil. (This points out the apparent, out
publicly denied accegtance Lty BASOK of the Lases' value as
ieverage with the United States.) PASOK Las wused the

followiny reasoriny to justify its policy:
e The kases 4id not serve any Greek interest, as evidenced
by their ineffectivness in supporting any Sreek response
against what he pcrtrayed as Turkish "aggression."

e They were only important for NATO and J.3. 1interests,

particuliarly for interventions in Middle Eastern and

other non~-Y¥ATO countries rfriendly to Greece. ; - 4
’ 9
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e Considering the apparent NATO non-support of Greek.

security interests, the fases invited attack by the
Soviet Union in the event of an East-Fest conflict while
they were ineffective in guaranteeing Greek security
against the supposed Turkish threat in times of

East-West peace and Turkish “aggressivenpess."”

e They were residual enclaves of {J.S. interference 1in
sovereign Greek affairs and coul?l be used in U.S.

attenpts to reassert its former control in Greece.

e Since they were estabiished on the basis of the ¥ATO
treaty, and since NATO had lecome , in PASOK eyes, inef-
fectual <for Greece, the bases automatically becane
surerfluous.

Consequently, Papandreou during the later 1970's called for
removal of the ©Dbases in numerous specific contexts. On a
more yeanera>. level, too, elimiration oZ hases was an inte-
gral part of the PASGK philosoghy. Papandreou eaphasized
this fact in a 1979 statement: "Pasox is in favor of a non-
aligned indeperdent fpolicy. This means refusal orf foreiga
Lases no matter to which country they belony. If we were
the goverrment we could have impediately aubrogated and ended
the status of foreign bases."™ [Ref. 35] 1In 1930, he put it
even more empnaticalily (as a reaction to the Turkish-u.S.
DCA), by demanding that the government:

inform the United States tianat it does not
nd to sigyh any agreement on tie Dpases--ana it must
deadline, afteér which it will cease providing
ilities' to the armed forces of the United States
NATO. At the same time, the jovernment must warn
Urnited States that it pr041b1ts the use of these
cilities' for any form of intervention in the Middle
t, the Persian Gulf, or Southeast Asia [sic]. [Ref.
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Two additional aspects of the PASOK pnlicy on the
U.S./NATO bases should be mentioned. The <first is the

157

. D AL I S AL AP R TP M PR R . . . e -
P e 2w e e - . v e e e e T T T, 0. o e e T . N . . . .t ..
SIS ISP . Y LA P VLT IR Il TR IR St N W G I S i I S WPV ST U UE I G U AP NN PRGN G T D DUEPAE WO 1

-y
J ERTTEN

1
2 A

S
dhe b aa ot g




tangential issue of the storage sites in Greece for nuclear
weapons. rrom the beginning, ©FA30K claimed that the exis-
tence of the U.S./NATO nuclear weapoLs oL Greek soil would
be defensively irrelevant in any East-¥West conflict scen-
ario, but would serve to invite nuclear attack on Greece.?23
in addition, Papandreou's plaans ior regional independzence in
the Balkans and the Mediterranean, freeing them from foreign
Lases and nuclear weafpons, were jeopardized by the existence
of these weapons in Greece. The nuclear issue Dbecame a
point on which Papandreou could gain political prestige at
the expense of the government which was continually led into
emnbarrassing situaticas over the issue. This embarrassment
came to a peak in 1981 with the following incidents:

1. The "Drama incident,”" in waich the inappropriate
actions of a U.S. Army contingent exposed a nuclear
storage site near the tcwn of Drama, the existence
of wnich the government kad tended to play down.

2. The release of the "Mills-Chrisospathis note"™ of
1977 which seemed to guestion the honorakle inten-
tions of the ND government in nejotiating the 1576
Greek-U0.S. Defense <Cooperation Understanding by
showing that the Greek government nad privately
agreed to (.S. control of nuclear storage facilities
despite its pationalistic statements on ties with
NATO and the U.S.2% This series of events culminated

in the publishing within Elevtherotipia, a

PA3OK-oriented newspaper, particulars about four

U.S. nuclear storage sites 1in Sreece, including

230n Januarcy 20, 1981, Papandreou pointed out that "The
U5SR has warned Greece tikat for as lon? as there are nuclear
installations in our countr it would be a auclear tar§%§

-

in the event of a conflictybetueen the superpowers." (F
vii, 21 January, 1981, p.S1)

24papandregu failed to point out that "the continued
nuclear warlead stockpiling in Greece" was one of the public
points of the 1375 Greekh proposals for a NATC-Greer special
relationship. [Ref. 37
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their location, the nature of weapoLs stored, and

the nature of the American command. Jn the latter,

the article pointed out that f'"the four American
commanders only take orders from the U.S. Pentagon,
and disregard the Greek military authorities, as

happened in Drama recently." [Ref. 38]

Thus, ©PASCX was akle to make fpolitical mileage out of the
nuclear issue, playing oh the fears of the public tc the
discredit of the government.

The second nuance in FASOK bases [policy began to
appear as the 1981 national elections drew near. No longer
did the rhetoric include an unconditionul —removal of the
U.S5. kases. Rather, the bases issue was placeld in the vague
realm of indeperdence of all regional countries, Balkan and
Mediterranean, from foreign influence and association with
the "superpower politico-military blocs." [Ref. 25: £-53]
Couching a shift in policy in the terms of realistic
tactical deviation, Papandreou said, obR tae issue of the
U.5. bases, "We shall give a time limit for their removal.
In France's case this took one year, in Malta's three years.
How long this will be here, we shall determine after PASOX
comes to power." [Ref. 40] It was also reported that during
the interim, Papandrecu would also "want gnuaranteed Americarn
arms sales to Greece while the bases remaired. .«<'the
decisive issue for us is the full satisfaction of the coun-
try's defensive requirements....'" [Rel. 41] This consti-
tuted a considerable shift from the previous rhetoric. This
shift coincided with the shift c¢f PASCK, as the vocal oppo-
sition, to PASOK, with the real possibility of governing.

6. BEASOK and NATO

FASOK views on the Greece-NATO relationship are well
known and were a source of apprenension amonJ some Western

observers consideriny the continual gyains that PASOK was 3;;
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making at the polls during the period 1374-1981. It became
pact of party policy from the beginninyg that within the
concepts of Greek national independernce, of a united Europe
without the "cold-war blocs," and of threats to Greek
security, the Greex-NATO connectior was counterproductive.
The Cyprus crisis of 1974 supposedly had made it obvious to
Papandreou tiat NATC ‘"could or would"™ not support Greek
interests but rather would support Turkey in the event of a
Greek-Turkish dispute. He therefore called for the total
withdrawal of Greece from NATO. The anti-NATC andé anti-U.S.
theme found considerable surport amongy the populace.
Papandreou apparently recognized and reinforced this.
Througaout his political speeches, nardly an opportunity was
nissed to link WATO and the U.S. witan the Cyprus prolblem,
the junta government, support c¢f the Turks and thke invasion
of Greek sovereiynty. This xenophobic rhetoric touched the
nationalist feelings of a large segyment o0f the voters with
effective political results. .
As "evidence" of WNATO's undesirability, Papandreou
dwelled on the foilowing themes: .
1. NATO support, particularly from the U.S., during the
Greek junta in deference to Atlauntic interests.
2. NATO plans which were at the heart of the 1967 Greek
coup and the 1974 coup against Makarios.
3. NATO desire to partitiorn Cyprus and end 1ts indepen-
dent and, non-aligpel status.
4. MATO/U.S. support of Turkey with armaments and aid.
5. NATC arms used in the ‘Turkish Cyprus occupation and
deployed against the Eastern Greek border in the

"Aegean Army."

6. NATO support of Turkisi control or partitioning of - 4
Aejean seaspdce and airspace for amilitary control. ;E}{
Papandreou’s anti-NATO rhetoric reached a crescendo ' t;ﬁﬂ

in the months of government reintegration bargaining leading Lff&
-4
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up to the reacceptance of Greece into YATO in the Tall of
1980. The intricate, menacing connection between IATO, tae
U.5., tne EC and Turkey, and its designs on 3reek sover-
eignty were 1laid out clearly Lty Papandreou in 1979 before

Parliament:

Europe is deegly eroded by the political military apga-
ratus_of ©NATO. In exchangye I10r a protective Luclear
umbrella, Zurope has acceptéed the overiordship.

* e L ]
Strategic sectors_of the West European_econony, _of the
ZEC, are controlled by the U.S. multinatidonal busi-
nesses.

* e [ ]

Western Europe is truly dominated by the United States;

in all critical decisions the views Of the United States

nust be borne in wmingd. Our participation in NATC and

the presence of U,S5. and NATO bases in our country guar-

gﬁties continuation of our Jdependence on the “United
ates.

* o L)
EEC 1is nothin but another _aspect_of NATO, and the
history, of NATO in Greece is well known. NATC 1is
responSible for _the Cyprus tragedy. It is responsitle
for the 7-year dictatorshi It_1s responsible for tine

scandalous support of Turgish claims a our country's
expense. [kef. 30: p.S9]

The most vehement PASCK criticism of the Pallis
government's NATO policy surrounded the Parliamentary debate
on the "Rogers Agreement" (see chapter 3). In listing the
reasons for criticizirng the agreement, 2fapandreou revealed
the PASOK policies in regard to NAIO reintegration:

1. The agreement must be sSubmitted to the Parliament
for ratification as a new treaty (rather thlan the
vote of confidence proposed by the governuent)
gsresumably to both <change +the awmount of votes
required for passage (from majority to 3/5
majority) and to <force the gyovernaent to make the
ajreement pukblic. {NATC had classified the document

secret.)
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NATO membership would fcrce the Greek military into
depioyments less effective against the Turkish
threat. Defense would be "sacrirficed on the altar
of NATO interests."

The agreement puts in question the control of the
Aegean airspace and leaves it up to trilateral negjo-
tiation to set up zones of responsibility for the
6th ATAF (Izmir) and the proposed 7th ATAF (Larisa).
This PASOK lelieved was an acknowledyement of
partial Turkish rights 1n J3reek sovereign Aegearn
airspace waich PASOK defined partly based on a novel
interpretation of the meaninj of the ICAC/Athens FIR
arrangements.

In a clasn letween superpowers, NATO memlkership
would not protect Greece but would 1instead irvite
annitilation by the Soviet Unior.

NATO offers no automatic defense in case of attack
on Greece. It is conceivable that Turkey might veto
action to aid Greece or Turkey would be the
attacker, irn which case NATO wouid be at best in a
paralyzing dilemma or, at worst (for PASOK), would
side with the Turks.

Membership means "supplying useful information"
(intelligence) to Turkey which could be used 1in a
Turkish attack on Greece.

Cyprus becomes a "victim" of the ayreement. By
doing what the Greek government said it would never
do as long as Turkish troops were on the island, it
wouid be a sell-out and an ackmnowledgyement oI the
Cypras partition.

Greek sovereign airspace over lie Aegean islands is
violated by reducing airspace from ten to six miles
for NATO purposes, Jiving Turkish warplaces rights

within the former Greek ftoundaries.
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9. NATO command cf ‘"“seaspace" iun the Aegean under the
agreement reduced the authority of tane Greek admiral
and gave the U.S. aduairal in Naples power to ccntrol
forces in the area. [Rkef. 31: pp.S11-15]
One could reverse these points 1in expectation oi what PASOK
migat reguest as essential <for further continued particija-
tion in NATO. The one concrete proposal PASCK guaranteed
was tihat once it came to power (presumably in the next
election) PASOK "would be in a position to abrojate the
agreement, but, because we respect the Greek people, we want
to say something else; when we come into government we will
Eresent the TLogers agreement for consideration by the
Chamber of Deputies of that time so that the Chamber cau
decide in a sovereign manner." [Ref. 31: p.S18] It is
apparent by this and later statements that PASOK has shifted
away from the former unconditional demands of NATC with-
irawal to a more cautious and conditioral attitude toward
any beld unilateral moves once in jovernment.

it is understandable that Papandreou's views on JATO
were distressing to the Alliance. However, one nmust
remember that as the opposition party, criticism is "cheap"
and pclitically beneficial. One aight take the more opti-
mistic view that there were two political motivations behini
Papandrecu's NATO staance.

1. Papandreou actually put pressure on ¥ATO (albeit ir
a negative aud indirect manner) to force the alii-
ance to consider Greek positions regarding its
security issues, especially Cyprus and the alleged
Turkish threat. At least in keeping the NATO issue
in the forefrcnt of politics and public opinion, he

did not aliow the issue to die <quietly without

Greece asserting its own wishes. His opposition
politics, to sore extert, prevented the government
from accepting reintegration too hastily witnout

pressing Greek interests to the furthest degreec.
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previously criticized “capitalist imperialists” of Central
Europe. Cne cannot but imagine that Papandreou xept a
watchZul eye on the image Greece presented to the West bota
domestically and internationailj. As an economist of note,
Papandreou no doubt knew the importance of stabiiity,
internal security ard legitimacy for much-needed foreign

capital investments.

-

Z. SCK Internal Development

'm

Cne would have expected that once the party was
comfortakly in power, there wculd te considerable desire to
democratize the party and pursue 1its joals of decentraliza-
tion and popular control. This was to prove as elusive as
governmental decentralization. Papandreou has remained the
central fiqure and as yet has allowed little guestioning of
his leadership. In essence the phrase "PASOK is Papandreou"
still applies 1in many resgects, as many critics and
observers have gointed out.

The M"autocracy" of Papapdreou was indeed one criti-
cism. A pair orf events in the fall of 1982, @nmay serve as
examples. In July a law was introdaced which called for a
cabinet reshuffle. A new government, expanded and reorgan-
ized, was formed. As justification for tkis wmove, and
apparently in the face of criticism that this reorgarnization
was done primarily to comsolidate party control and weed out
party members not sufficiently responsive to party wishes,

Papandreou pointed out:

.-..tnat the important thiLy is a restructuring in tae
form of a caiinet that would insure complete Coordina-
tion and efficiency. As regards the persons, I" have
many times pointed” out that ¢ PASOK cadre should not
consSider themselves permanent either as members of the
party's Central Committee or the Executive Conmittee nor
as merbers of the cabiret. [ Ref.
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strength in pursuing the "national issues," and often
repeated the fact that they were a r[prereguisite for an
effective foreign and secuarity rolicv. However, Papandreou
definitely exhibited an incrementalist attitude in internal
reform.

Initial broad questiors were in relatively inconse-
quential fields. The more difficult econoaic and social
problens were found to be more stubborn. He preferred to
support private enterprise on a broad scale, concentrating
on the more critical, strategic industries for government
interventior. It was not untii the spring of 1983 that a
"socilalization bill" appeared in the Parliament. Government
administration proved to be an egually tough nut to crack,
PFapandreou having to admit after one year in office that he
had not achieved what he had expected. Finally, regardinj
the upions whom he had regarded as one of the pillars of
democracy, while he had reduced some restrictions initialiy
ard offered the workers considerable increases in wages and
benefits, by 1983 Le was reactinyg juite strongly against
disruptive strikes, introducing anti-strike legislation for
workers in strategic industries and was «calling for @more

productivity from the workers tc help stabilize the econonmy.

rfinally, it must be rointed out that the economy
played an increasing role in dictating (perhaps behind the
scenes) the complexion of Papandreou's foreign policy. Ties

with numerous countries were being fursued--most on the

Lasis of "businesslike" eccnomic cooperation lacking
specific ideological content. This was especially true of
relations with the Arab Middle Eastern states, selected

states in North Africa and with the Zastern Bloc. Above all
this, though, there was a significant shift irn PASOX atti-
tude toward the West, which was decidedly more conciliatory

not only with the Southern European states but also with the
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prospect of change within the domestic realm of economic,
social, environmental and emplcyment issues. Furthermore,
the prospect of ‘Ychange" per se offered by ©PASOK had a
certain appeal among Greek voters, many oif them being prod-
ucts of the great changes which nave taken place 1in Greek
society since the end of World wWar II. "Greek voters are
not resistant to change because in post-war Greece, chLange
has become an integral fact of life." [Ref. 2: p.93] Thus,
since things were going relatively poorly for the typical
Greek anyway, he might not be adverse to trying sometning
Lew Or sSeeking new opportunities. Ir subming up the trends
represented by the October elections, Jennifer ©Noyon
coements that:

Papandreou's eliecticn was of historic significance for
Greece, The <camrpaign was the first to be fought on
economic_and social iSsues and its results shifted Greek
poliitical equilibrium by legltlmlzlng the left-oZ-
center, Ffom now on even the conservative parties will
proktabiy give more attention to omestlc refora and
social justlce ard take a _more assertive stance on
forel%n po icy issuyes. The bi iest lesson however, both
domestically "and lnternatlonai uas not to take the
Greek voter for granted. [ Kef. : 93]

This last comment was to become a familiar refrain when

Papandreou talked of international issues.

B. THE POLITICS OF PASOK, 1981-PRESENT

1. PASOX Political Style

It is Zar beyond the scope of this thesis to deal
witn the vast array of domestic programs and actions waich
the PASOK government undertock. Inasmuch as dinternal
strength, wunity, and prosperity all form a firm foundation
for the intermnal security of the country, these programs ani
policies should not be £forgotten. 2apandreou repeatedly

acknowledged the far-reaching importance of Jomestic
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Europarliament representatives was more evenly matcred
{PASOK received 10 seats and ND 8 seats, the other six lteing
apportioned among four smaller farties). [Ref: 1, p.401] the
message to Papandreou was that there were still a number of
significant voter groups not willing to take the socialist
prunge, especially in the interpational arena.

Out of the 1981 elections, several jeneral observations
are important. First, this was apparently a concrete
expression of a general political trend in Greece which
began in the 1960's, rising out of the modernizing forces of
the 1950's and 1960's. The gradual political shift awav
from decades of rightist rule had now taken on a certain air
of permanence. Second, it seemed that the gap in the center
of the political spectrum which had opened arfter years of
political extremism was finally being closed and the radicai
rignt and left were moved out to the political fringes.
Teirdly, the traditional political mechanism aad apparently
ktroken Jown. Unable to modernize its political structure,
forced to increasingly rely on the old forms of political
patronage, and faced with a wmcdern, yrass roots political
machine, ND had succumbed and with it some of the loﬁg-
standing assumptions of Greek politics.2% Finally, there
seemed to be demonstrated a new ideological ingredient in
Greek politics, as people were able to accept the principles
of "change."

It must be pointed out that some <considerations served
to bring down ND over which PASOK had little control. Not
the least of these were the worsening economv, Wwith unem-
pioyment growing and inflation hitting 25%, ard deterio-
rating social dislocation. Indeed, most comaentators seem
to agree that Papandreou came to power mainly on the

260f course some c¢bservers would say that the last word
has not yet been writter on political modernization and
PASOK has and will revert to more traditional party-voter
ciientelistic relationshirps.

174

S T T O AT T e S TSNP T W I Yt
P i e S L R SN U P T SN
A LAY AR e, SR A N LA W L Sl A Sl Vol VA Sl VLAY Ul Vel W .

T T e e T T e e T T T N s T e
LIS, S . TR AR v S ol g & = o oa s

DR




O OGSt A A Ml S M St SR S B Sl At St RO AR i aen ~a it St Share it 4 A e/t el Jenth Jads ot T —— - ——TTT T T T T

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘

by the vote since the far right vote most likely switched to
ND. (The ©rational Rally had received 7% of the vcte in
1977.) With its lackluster cagpaign, lack of identiiialkle )
syecific party programs, and lack of a truly charismatic
candidate for Prime Minister, the ND vote was reduced to 36%
giving it 115 seats in the Parliament. It appears from the 1;2
election results that the loss was a result of the center ) -
group party moving left and Leing pickéd up by PASOX. Thus
tLhe PASOK campaign for a legitimate, moderate image had paid
off. 2ASOK received a comiortablie 42% giving it a sirglie-
party majority in the Parliament of 172 seats. )

Cf the other four siynificant contenders2S only the
Greck Communist Party (KKE) made any real headway. The KKE
picked up 10.92% of the vote and 13 seats (independently of
the other communist parties), a rise of 2% over its 1977 '
showing, Lut these gains were minimal since PASOK did not
need a coalition for support. This shows that while FASOX
picked up considerable support from the center vote, wihich
had been set adrift in the 1577 elections, the far-left
element of PASOK was jprobably not as inspired by the party's
increasingly centrist policies. This effect can be seen
even more vividly in succeeding municipal elections where

the XKE seems to be slowly increasing its support. Taus ,

the PASOK policy shift alluded to in the previous chapter

Aba

turned out to be a well-calculated risk for the time, but
loss of some of the left vote cculd not be avoided.

The election results, however, were not necessarily the
"landslide" that Papandreou has called them. As was evident
in the concurrent Europearn Parliament elections, there was

still hesitancy among the voters. The vote for the

PR
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25The main four here were KKE 10.92% Partg of the
Progressive 1.6%, KKE-Interim, $.37% "an _the bParty_ of
Democratic Socialism--Ayriculturai Eartg Coalition, = .72%. o
The latter three received no seats in the Greex Parliament, 's'}
tut each received one seat in the Europear Parliament.
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V. PASOK IN POWER, 1381-PRESENT

The political developments of 1974-1981 indicated

certain trends among the two proainent parties, New
Democracy (ND) and the Panhellenic Socialist MHoveaent
(PASCK). Cn this basis , some tentative conclusions might

be drawn. However, one must see what trends predominatel
after the watershed political morth of October 1931, when
PASOKX became the governing party--the first left-of-center
majority ever installed into Greek government during its 390
years of constitutional history.

A. THE ELECTIONS OF OCTOBER 1981

Culpminating a process waich Papandreou said began in
the 1960's, PASOK brought the left to victory on October 18,

1981. He bhad come to power on a platform of "allaghi"
{(change) based on a party progran considerably more
mcderate than the Marxist, third-worldist rhetoric of
PASOK's earlier years. (See Chapter 4 for details.) Zn a

campaign which stresseé economic and administrative refora
ard social justice at home and Greek national pride abroad,
Papandreou had apparently achieved his goal of isolating the
right, 1legitimizing the left and avoiding any association
with the communist far left. The election results show the
practical eifect of Papandreou's trend toward moderatior.
The right (New Democracy) was the big 1loser in the
campaign. Zvern the fact that the far right Naticnal Rally
Party decided not to contest the election in order to give
pore solidarity to the ant-PASCX vote, could not salvage
much for ND. It is clear then that the losses came from the
center side of ND, and may have been greater than indicated
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¥est, Greek participation witain the Atlantic structure
as well as within a nexus of tilateral defense alliances
(rossibly with the U.S.) is not precluded. This is a

considerable departure from former party rhetoric.

e Policies related to the refcrm of the military services
were disproportionate to the rest. They were ainmed
mainly at personnel program inprovemerts which would
give the military more reascn to support the governnent.
They also led toward a "democratization" of the military
services, breaking up pockets of power, providing more
promotion mobility, and attempting to improve the
general gjuality of the officer corps.

As is evident by these examples, the practical
side of PASOK in power was to be considerably more conserva-
tive (centrist) than some of the early leftist rhetoric
migat have predicted. The meaning of this could be seen
from two different angies:

1. That the mecre militant leftist policies and
%anti®"-views were toned down and softened to gain
votes and put the party in power without some
violent conservative reaction. PASOK might then
revert to more extreme policies once its power had
been consolidated.

2. That the reality of Greek politics dictated that to
come to power and remain there certain practicali-
ties had to be considered. Opposition parties could
afford to te criticai and at times acrimonious, but
the realities of governgent would dictate that poli-
cies be modified to match the particular Greek situ-
ation.

To discover which one of these applies, cne must
explore how these policies were implemented by PASOX in
government. This is the purpose of the next chapter.
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e In the Aegean, the rolicy remains hard-line.
Negotiations with Turkey are seen as non-productive and
leading to Greek concessions. "Dialogue"™ with Turkey
can only take place to the extent that inviolable, ©non-
negotiable Greek sovereigm fights are acknowledged.
Land, sea arnd air boundaries and the Greekx continental
shelf are not negotiable. There was con3picuously no
mention of extending Greek territorial waters, whkich had
previously been PASOK's firm policy.

e Cyprus for PASOK 1is a "priority issue." It 1is also an
international issue because of foreign (Turkish) occupa-
tiorn. Greece retains its "legal rights" as "guarantor
power" to support the Cypricts (ethnicity not specified)
in their efforts to remove foreign troops and bases and

return refugees to their homes.

e The Cyprus 1intercommunal talks are wvalid omnly for
producing a political modus vivendi for the island owuce
its territorial integrity is reinstated. They cannot
lead to agreements which would partition the island.
These views have remained ccnsistent for PASOK.

e PASOK foreign policy, based on tne three identities of
Greece--Balkan, European and Mediterranean--will be a
policy of "realism" not "isolationism." All obligatioms
will te made with provision for their abrogation if the

nationai interest so dictates.

e Regarding aliiances (presumably inclading the Atlantic
Alliance), M"there may be historic conditions that will
force our country to ally itself defensively with other
countries." They may be aprroved if thke alliance "truly
contributes toward national independence and defense of
territorial integrity.” Since the main Greek alliance
possitility foreseen in the near future is that with the
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Fcecriaerly PASOK called for total withdrawal from NATO.
Tkis has been changed to: "[PASCK] will bring the Rogers
agreement to the Chamber «c¢f Deputies for its akroga-
tion." This indicates that it is not the NATO involve-
ment per se that is undesirable, but tae terms of
involvenment. The only decisive move proposed is the

removal of NATO nuclear wearons from Greece.

The "peculiarity"™ of the Atlantic Alliance for Greece in
the Turkish threat problen. I this difficulty were
removed by securing Greece's borders against the
supposed Turkish threat and a balancing of Aegean power,
and if Turkey were restrained from its allegedly provoc-
ative acts, it follows that the position of Greece in
the alliance would not be so "peculiar," and would be

normalized.

"Foreign bases" {(not caliled U.S. bases any more) 1in

Greece '"create a direct interest by this <foreign frower

in ({formerly a threat to] our country's domestic

affairs."” They also cause local "social, economic and
cultural disturbances." Formerly, they were "enclaves of
imperialism and oppression." The terns used regardingy

the rases are considerably more conciliatory.

kemoval of bases will have a transition period. "For as
long as these bhases remain...within a specific timetable
for the withdrawal of these bases [time not specifiedl--
there will be guaranteed prerequisites that their opera-
tion will not be against our country's foreign
policy...." The Greek government is to maintain the
right tc suspend and control their operation. This is a
far cry from the immediate expulsion called for earlier.
The ©policy here closely resembles the proposed 1977
bases agreement, negotiated by the Karamanlis

Government.
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e Although gJoals will be set quickly, taeir implementatioa
will be a gradual process so that "insecurity is elimi-
nated." This bone was thrown in the direction of the

existing government structure and bureaucracy.

s "Absclute priority in expenditures®" is given for
national defense. For a fparty which promotes European

disarmament and independence from militant, arms-racing

Atlanticisn, PASOK seemed to subscribte to the older
basic tenets of the Atlantic alliance, deterrence and
military strength, to counter its threats within its

Aegean microcosii.
b. Specific "National Issues" [Ref. 43]

(NOTZ: The term "national issues" as used by PASOK reiers
to those issues which deal with the security and protection
of the Greek national interests, including defense and
foreign fpolicy.)
® The kasics are "a defensive arming of the country and a
genuine multi-faceted foreign policy."

s A general caveat is included: "while the strategic goals
are irrevocalkle, individual steps...will always bear in
mind the arms reguirements of the araed forces of our
country as well as the development of the balance of
power in the international area and specifically in our
own area." Essentially, this says that tactical PASOK
policies will be based on irnternational and regional

realities and security policy pragmatisnm.

e The strategic gdoal is "dissolution of both world war
blocs: NATO and the Warsaw PFact." Greek withdrawal fronm
the Atlantic Alliance is limited to this contingency.
The former call was for immediate exit from the erntire

alliance structure, military and political.
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strategy will be used by PASCK to counter this threat.
This "serious external danger...dictates the orientation

E : of our foreign and defense [olicies."

ﬁ e A secondary threat comes ZIrom "iforeijn aad monojpolistic
’. capital" over the affairs of the coantry. TIThe country's
i economic problems are the result of tUforeiyn ecornomic

hegenmony which must be broken Jown."

o e What PASOK called "National Issues" (e.g., the supposed
Turkish Aegean threat, Atlantic support of Turkey,
Cyprus occupation, NATO reintegyration, foreiygn Lases,
ard EC integration) are linked with "strategic gcals."
From the previous hard line on these issues, they are
now put in the realm of tactical maneuver toward long-

range greater goals.

e The "Strategic Goals"™ are three: (1) shaping of a

national defense policy, based on a strong defense

- organization and a “firm stand on national sovereign
rights™ to deter the threat and secure peace; (2)

shaping an indeperndent, multi-faceted Greek Foreign

Policy; and (3) active contribution to disarmament and

world peace (a new appearance in this priority slot).

e There is to be an incremental approach to change in the
ccuntry. The pace of this change must be keyed to the
balance of power as it is developing at every given
instance, the toulerance of the Greek economy and above

-

all the consent and participation of the peorle's

forces. Unilateral and drastic PASOR action, feared "
formerly by many, especially the more conservative f
branches of the party, is precluded. Tne guiding prin-

ciples are pragmatically Lased on political reality,
economic feasibility and the decision of the electorate.

. ", - . ‘n .
. s .v. ." . . oy,
b ameg a2’ 2’ 2t L e
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1581 BASCK Policy Declaration released in July, 1981, as a

statement of the party governitent rojraas will show some
Yg P

of

the examples of policy evclution as PASOK moved <fron

opposition toward power. The following points illustrate

some of the consistencies and divergences reflected in the

Policy Statement.

a. General ZIssues [Ref. 42]

Of the seven main goals listed, only one, the first,
deals directly with foreign security policy (listed
first in the order)--"national 1independernce and defense
of our territorial integrity." The rest are suitably
gJeneral, relating to economic development, «cultural and

social matters and the environment.

The three main "ideologicaln” foundations repain

unchanged from the original 3eptember 3, 1974 statenent.

On relations with European socialists, "The aovement
{ PASOK ] cooperétes closely with socialist and progres-
sive forces of every country," including the socialist
forces of Europe. Previously, the policy was non-

association with Eurosocialisrm.

"peaceful and democratic" processes of cihange are empha-
sized. "de will reach authority through peaceful and
democratic means...and we will decisively protect
peorple's sovereignty and the democratic institutions."
This has been a growing theme to allay suspicions of
radicalism formerly associated with leftist Greek
politics--calming the opposition and expressing modera-

tion.

Turkey remains as the arca-threat to Greece, "the
concrete, guided Turkish threat against our national

inteqrity and security." A different, hard-line
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municipal elections PASCK continued to gain strength. One
must conclude that at least part of tais support was due to
Papandreocu's policies.

FASCK's growing support Jdemonstrated other asgects
of the post-junta political realities in Greece. First, the
power oi a single charismatic leader with large crowd agpeal
appeared essential, as it bhad been for generations in
Greece. A new reality, though, was that tie people were
responding to a4 new political organization, one which
reached down from the top and tarough a well-organized and
pervasive structure, dissemirated the party message to the
masses. For the first time, a popular party had attempnted
to form an organization based c¢n participation rather than
on patronage. That this rparticipation was severely
restricted and uni-directional did not seem to matter at the
time.

The rise of PASCK in opposition, then, could be
attributed to these general supportive factors; the charisma
of the leader, the party orgamnization, and the perhaps
radical but intriguing change it offered in its ideology.

When observing PASOK policies, one must consider the
realities of the opposition syster. (Europeans are usually
retter able to do this than U.S. observers.) To be flambo-
yant, assertive, and critical, even a bit radical is fine
for an opposition party. But when it is faced with the
possibility of being the governwmert, other factors must be
considered, not the least of which is gaining a majority
base of support. The 1981 PASOK platform illustrates this
effect.

2. The 1381 PASCK Platform and Poiicy Evolatio

It has already been seen that a certain shift in
some o0f PASCK's policies had begun to take place as the 1981

election year approached. Pursuing this by analyzing the
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Papandreou gained tremendously in political support
because of his ultra-nationalistic views, unafraid
to question the "all-powerful" United States and its
NATO instrument. This not only prought him, as it
turned out, a continual Lase of political policy
support, but caused serious complications for the
government. He was able to sustain tnis 1issue in
speech after speech, toucking the nationalist sympa-
thies of the voters fcr seven Yyears, until bhis
election in 1980. The loagevity and vitaiity of the

issues were remarkable.

C. CHANGE IN THE PASOK PROGRAN

1. From Jnknown to Power

It took FPASOK barely over seven years to rise Iron
its very modest beginnings to a position of power. Ir
November, 1974, running on a platform of radical nationalism
and swveepiny refora, it polled only 13.6% of the vote and
received only 13 seats. However, this poor showing could be
accounted for, to a large extent, by the situation of the
tipe. The Greek people, having the buarden of the junta just
recently l1ifted, exhilited caution and restraint in 1974.

By the 1977 elections, however, running on the same
sort of platform, decidedly on extended issues with less
mention of economic refornm, PASOK increased its percentage
to 25.3% and received 93 seats, makxing it the majority opfo-
sition party. This seemed to vindicate PASOK in its claims
that the real feelings of the electorate were not adequately
expressed in 1974. Had the voters wanted only change, they
had other options in 1977, esrecially in EDIK, which held
many views similar to PASOK but not to the same extrene.
However, the shift went to Andreds Papandreou, not to the

center, and the center collarfpsed. Additionally, ir the

164

.........




vﬁ;vvvrs‘-,— -~ -

This was meant as a promise that PASOK would not start rcack-
siiding into typical Greek bureaucratic entrercnment, but by
some it could be seen as a threat.

Indeed, in the foliowing monta, Evstathios
Panagoulis found out whai this sort of statement meant for
those who chose to criticize the party policy. Tendering
his resignation in criticism of party policies, he was imne-
diately "struck" from the party by the disciplinary council.
"The Prime Minister and PASCK chairman togyether with the
movemert's ZIxecutive Committee, decided that the views Jr.
Panagonlis expressed in his resignation letter undermine the
government's task of charnge and of the movement." [Ref. 41
There was no doubt in tais <case that Papandreou was in
control, and by expressing disagreements within the rarty,
Panagoulis was allegedly attempting to create a kasis for
internal rebellion. lLater, 1in Deceamber, rapandreou also
ninted at forces within the party which aay be leading
toward some divisiveness. In response he felt it necessary
to reaffirm his role in the guidance of party affairs. 1In a
joint meeting of the two guicance bodies of the party, he
stated that:

I feel I have been awavy a lony time from my duties as a
member of the Executive Bureau and chairman® of the move-
ment. This is wnv I see my gresence toaa¥ in the joint
meeting of the ercatlve ﬁureau and he ercut ve
Secretariat as the beginnin C my more active partici-
patior in the movenment's affairs. EPef ]

Ceeing the reel fecr a new organizational c¢ampaign,
Papandreou, during this same meetiny, set a date for the
long~awaited first party Congress. It was to take place in
November 1983. (The long awaited congjress finally took
place in Hay 1984.)

It is then the party organization and to a great

extent Papandreou's leadership style which has maintained
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PASCX's strength, a style which 1is "marked by assertive,
flamnbtoyant and calculatedly ambiguous rhetoric coupled witl

caution in action. " [Ref. 2: Fp.91] e continues to pursue

nis "third road to socialism"27 refusing to form close links

with any other leftist or socialist movement. Specifically,

Vi un At a o
N

he has rejected any connections with the XKE, although this
h Greek communist party has contirnually called for a unity of
the left, and Las stated that Fapandreou will never be able
to comrlete his programs without full support and participa-
tion of the far 1left. As he fpoints out, "...some lealer-
ships relieve 1in an obsoclete dogma: that without their
presence there can be no change." [Ref. 61 He defined whon
he meant by this reference to cbsolescence later, 4Jgrowing
more adamant toward the increasing criticism and pressure
'. being put upon him from the far left. "The KKE," Papandrecu

b announced, "follows an arteriosclerotic strateqgy and obso-

lete tactics." [Ref., 7] Papandreou was mounting a counter
attack on those who would ccnspire to mase inroads on
PASOKR's ideological autonoay. Characterizing the opposition
as trying to hamper PASOK's independence as the only golit-
ical and ideological alternative solution to the country's
problems, he further stated tnat "for PASOK, a mild climate
does not mean political disarmament...a mild climate does
not mean slackening the conirontation and the struggle for
declared principles...and the vision of social liberation."
[Ref. 7] Papandreou 1intended to ally the @movement with no
one--PAS0K was to make no political deals. This may show
some insecurity, but with PASOK's majority and party

27papandreou defined his corcept of Greek "socialism" as
the "third road"--"for 2ASOK, socialism means a smaller role
for the state and a greater role for tne citizens within the
framework of local Self-government throuyh the implementa-
tion of decentralization and democratization orf workers' and
farmers' trade unionsism."™ To accomplish his economic goals,
incentives are used which are meant to stimulate especially
the small and medium businessmen-~"the backtone “of the
economy." {[Fef. ]
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control, combined with Papandreou's continual personal
popuiarity amorng the electorate,2® this insecurity is only
speculation until new elections are held.

C. PASOK FOREIGN AND SECURITY EOLICY, 198 1~PRESENT

1. General Foreign 2o0licy

The foreign poiicy of PASOXK, according to
Papandreou's November 22 policy statement before the

Parliament, is as follows:

The primary concern of the _gcvernment is the_ shaping of
ar 1irndepehdent, genulnelz .Greex multi-dimensidnal
foreiyn policy. Our _fira goal is development of friendly
relations on "a world widé scale and particulariy wit

thke Balkamns the people of the Mediterranear and with
Eu;oge-—ﬁes{ and East alike--and with the Arab natioral
[sic] which constitutes a dypamic factor in the course
of the wvorld. This is our firm goal: active contribu-
tlgg]to detente, disarmament and world peace. [Ref. 10:
p.

This policy 1is formed through two general considerations:
(1) that Greece 1is simultaneously a state of Europe, the
Mediterranean and the Balkans (@ recurrent theme in PASOKXK
rketoric), and (2) that Greece offers its support to any
developing nation in the pursuit of its own national inde-
pendence. In other words, PASOK places Greece theoretically
as a middle man between the third world, the “peripheral"
states and the industrialized ccurntries of central Furope.
Looking at the above statement and those that
Papandreou has issued in the past, the gquestion of non-
alignment could be raised. It 1is notewortay that no where
in the entire policy speech (nor for 'that matter in the

28 go ularity poll in May 1962 reported that Papandreou
continue o have  about 52% in favor of the way he handled
matters. This was up from the April percentage” (48%), the
maln increases were in the older, traditionally more conser-

vative agg groups while he 1lcst sugport among the 17-24
fgogdé] which has formed the mcre radical sectidon of PASOK.
ef.
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PASOK party platform) is there any mention of "uon-
alignment" for Greece. The term non-alignment is mertioned
only with reference to tae soliidarity with those countries
who are struggling against superpower influence and trying
to pursue a nonaligned course. Instead the questicn of
alignment is moved into the nebulous realm of sowe future
dissolution of tke two ylobal power forces, and the reversaili
of the effects of "Yalta and Eotsdam" in dividing Eurojpe.
In other words, Parpandreou sSees Europe in essence non-
aligning itself, but until that time he intends to base uis
foreign and security relations cn the basis of international
reality. Papandreou later acknowledged the limitations oZ
Greece in referring to his lofty foreigyn policy goals, "We
know that we are a small country and we have no high views
about the rcrospects available to a small country." [Ref.
11] Cne «could expect then that Sreece, being 1limited in
recal international power, must continue to rely on realistic
options until Papandreou's view of European utopia becomes a
reality and the "cold-war" bilocs melt away. As early as
November 2, 1931, Parandreou explained in an interview with

"a Frenca newspaper that "It is not that we feel tempted to

break ties uniting wus with Zurcpe. Greece is of course a
Balkarn and MYediterranean country but it is also, and above
all , a European country." [Ref. 12] This view evolved to
where in September 1982, it was reported that in an inter-
view with an Italian paper, Papandreou allegedly said that
"Greece relongs to the Atlantic Alliance." [kef. 13] While
this could bLbe a simple statement of fact, it 1is unusual
couwing from Papandreou and was reported in the Greek papers
as beinj a variatiom of the former Karamanlis aphorism that
"Greece Lelongs to the West.™ Finally, in 1983, Papandreou
made the plunge and stated that within the geopolitical
talance as it was established Lty the Yalta and the Potsdanm
agreements, Greece belongs to the West. [Ref. 14 ]

A Jhom i e Bvie mre Ban e see g




Papandreou's foreign pclicy since cowing to power,
as WNoyan has pointed out, has generally two pervasive
aspects: one pragmatic aand the cther ideological. The prag-
matic side nas to do with econcmic and political realities.
Papandreou's wmulti-dimentional contacts with a diverse
nunber of states--African, Middle Eastern, Eastern European,
Wwestern European and even with the United States--all have
definite economic overtones. In the plethora of agreements
that Parandreou has signed witk <countries of all these
regions, economic ccoperation is the key. They have to do
with cverseas markets and investments, providing for erergy
and new materials and development funds. The EC association
Lolds particular benefits in the latter respect. But impor-
tant also is Libyan and Arab «¢il, Balkan trade and elec-
tricity, Soviet o0il and gas and the 1like. All are desigrei
to sugpport the weak but developinj Greek econony.

Secondly, PASOK foreign policy is not devoid of its
ideological and abstract overtcnes. This side is seen in
the pushing of issues such as disarmament, European unity,
anti-nuclear initiatives and the peace campaign. But these,
too, must be measured with practical benefit:

1. They can enhance Greek security by bringing closer

association witn its Balkan neighbors and theoreti-

caliy reducing the critical Northern threat. )

2. They lend Greece a certain amount of international i:;;
prestige, or at ileast notoriety, which apreals to o
the Greek sense of national pride and improves the

party's public image.
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They allow 3reece to pursue tactical maneuver oL
sensitive issues by providing convenient caveats for
relations with the West. Strategic goals carn be
upheld while realistic policies can be rationalized
by citirg certain presertly unreachable pre-
conditions.29
The controlling element of political and econonmic
pragmatism may be missed by scme analysts as they become
immersed ir Papandreou's hignhn-flying rhetoric. Even in the
Novemker 22, 1981 pclicy statement it is evident, however.
Papandreout explained that:

....we will create a Greece waich will ke nationally
proud, with a national foreign policy wahich will be
indeperdent and mnultifaceted. We havée only.  one duty:
the national interest, «..Cur_ _ foreign policy 1s: " a
olicy of peace, a policy of reality, a policy of soii-
darity for the people struggilng for thneir national
independence.... [Ref.10: pp.51-37

This attitude even spills over into Papandreou's views omn
the United States--Greece's allejed former arch enemy. In
1983, in tke context of an an imainent bases agreemernt,

Papandreou explained that the primary issue was not the

presence of the bases themselves, but their value to the
Greeks. In a particularly conciliator; publiic tone, he
stated;

We [the PASOX govermment] always recognize--otherwise we
would lack realism--thaf the United “States is a _great
power, perbags even the greatest power, and that it has
strategic interests of primary importance in__the area.
We know what our _strenyth 1s "ard what its 1limits are.
Consequently, we do not aim fcr confroumtation,_ . Cur aim
is not to _gend the operaticn of U.S. facilities in
Greece] unilaterally, but in consultation with _the
United” States, provided it shows the minimum under-
standing and respect for the Greek people's independence
and sovéreignty over their territory. [Ref. 15: p.S2]

29Thus _Papandreou, puts his disassociation with the
Atlantic Alliance witnjn, the ccncept of the dissolution of
East-Yest blocs pulling out nuclear weapons with the
creation of a Balkan'Nucledr Free zZzone, and so on.
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The nmeasure of relations is now a wmatter of benefit to
Greece. Presumably, the reality of Papandreou's foreign
policy is that as long as Greece's actions do not visibly
violate any principles whick must be minimally guaranteed,
then associations may proceed on the purely pragwatic basis
of benefit to the Greeks.3¢ It is this basic "Realpolitik"
outlook which must be taken into consideration when viewing

the PASOK government's foreign and security policies.

2. 1The Greek-Europe Connection

As Las already bteen mentioned, Greek foreign policy
urder PASOK has demonstrated an increasing association with
the Vest. Supporting this new 2AS0X outlook is tae evolution
0of the Greece-EC relationship. Abandonirg its former posi-
tion which called for severance of EC ties, Papandreou has
sought advantayes within the European framework.
Immediately after the election, he reassured reporters that

relative to leaving the EC:

He have not reached that §01nt. He are not even asking
for the status of a mere orelgn external associate. We
are prepared to remain closer to our partners, but on
different bases which will have to be estab;lshed with
us. We must negotiate a special status for Greece which
%%ﬁec its econolic characteristics 1into account. {[Ref.

This view was reinforced in the Novewmber 22, 1981 policy
statement. In it he recalled that Greece has an obligation
to fulfill in relation to its accession agreement. However,
he did not totally drop his fcrmer ideas about the pleti-
scite on membership, stating that it was, however, the
Presidént's prerogative. He did not push the issue.

Ref 33For a good treatment of this idea, see PRef. 16 and
ef. 2.
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Instead, Papandreou, citing the British example, 1is
seeking to reneyotiate the terms of accession. To this end
he submitted a wmemorarndum asking that the ZC «consider
Greece's special situation and grotleas. This was acknowl-
edged by EC the in June 1982, He has also enlisted the o
support of other Southern Eurojean countries in <£forming a ]

bloc to deal with Mediterranean 1issues. Placing his poli-

cies toward the EC in the context of a growing North-South
division within Europe, Papandreou's initiative has gaized
him some notoriety and has also gained some acceptance
withoin the <comaunity. In speaking to the socialist

Furoparliamentarians, Papandreou reportedly explained that:

The _time has come for all ¢ us to thinx about tae

gOSSLblllt of a rapprochement between East and aest
urope, that when we refer tc North and South relations

we must mean_ not only relations between Euroge and

?ér;ca but also UNorthern Europe and Southern Eu:oge.
ef.

The extent to which Pagpandreou is prepared to seek
political and practical advantaye is indicated by iis
assumption of the EC presidency for the period 1 July to 31
December, 1983 and hLis commitment that, among other issues,
“"orogress should be made on the 1issue of coaplete
Mediterranean programs.™ [Ref. 17] Papandreou, tlhen, was
attempting to work within the European structure to gain
political and economic advantage. In the case of the

former, he stated his intenticn of brirnging the issue of

Cyprus before thne EC and attempting to involve the other
nine more heavily in support of the Greek-Greek Cypriot
position. (See Lelow.) As for the latter, the PASOK leader
has not let EC membership deter him in pursuing active
economic relations outside EC. Most notably, the 10-year

Greek-Soviet economic cooperation agreemeant signed 1in

o ihemtiadombe b ah ot

February, 1983, raised come Conmunity eyebrows.
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D. GREEK SECURITY ISSUES UNDER PASOK.

1. Defense and the Military

It was apparent from the beginning of the PASOK
admiristration that a strong defense was to receive priority
attention. This had been stated <clearly in the party
program. it was reemphasized when, on 21 October, 1381,
Papandreou took over the Mefense Minister portfolio himself.
In addressing the military after this action, Papandreon

stated clear.y the messaye to be conveyed:

My decision to take over the National Defense ¥inistry,
in additicn to the prime minister's office, stresses the
great importance I attach to the _country's armed_ £forces
and their sacred rcle of safequarding oufr national inde-
pendence. {Rei.18

There are possibly several reasons for this move.
Among them may be the following:

1. To emphasize the importance of defense in deterring
the supposed 7Turkish threat.

2. To keep close track on the streangthening of the .
armed forces and better coordinate this program with
kis foreign policy.

3. To be closely involved in military circles and keep
a wary eye on any political aspirations of its
senior officers.

4. To carry out structural and personnel plans he envi-

csions for the services.

5. To ailow himself dual erntry into the NATO structure,
pboth as head of state in NATO summits and as Defense

Minister in ministerial and committee meetings,

wkich would give him dcuble opportunity for polit-

ical maneuver and exposure.

In the November policy statement, Papandreou
outlined in more detail his defense prograa. The follcwing
points were emphasized:

I
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Development <¢f a firm <foundation £f£or a strong

1 military to deter aggression. Primary emphasis was
to be placed on "strict preparedness and pattlewor-
thiness. "

2. Coordination of foreign policy to support and "gJuar-
antee necessary nilitary preparedness." In addi-
tion, this coordinated effort was to be pursued
through interpal planning.and "correct" derloyment
of forces (obviously a reference to NATO and the
supposed Turkish threat).

3. Inprovement of military Ainfrastructure (materiel
organization, communication, and personnel support).

4, Military personnel prograaz reforas, including
changes 1in officer promotion systenms, improved
trairing and educaticn, jreater benefits for
servicemen, etc.

5. Military equipment modernization in conjunction with
diversified procurement sources.

6. Special attention to the development of a modern

Greek war industry and coordination cf other

economic sectors to support its development.

[Ref.10: pp.S2-3)]

These programs have bLbeen actively pursued by the
government with some small success. Diversified procureaent

has led to such programs as the cooperation in APC produc-

tion with Styr of Austria, procurement of Jjeeps fron
Remania, and involvement in the European consortium to
produce "Stinger" missiles. Finally, in deciding on an

upcoming major fighter aircraft purchase, he hLas irdicated
that it may be a mixture of U.S. ard European products,
although this may not be feasible.

Papandreou Las made it clear that in relation to the
military aid connected with the 1983 U.S. Dbases agreement,

Greece would like development and technological aid for its
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infant dJefense industries. Greece has also pursued the
developrernt of its owr industries but so far with little
impact, except possibly in naval shipbuilding (Greece has
produced and is producing its own aissile ©Loats.) Its
expanding aircraft industry rLow hLas contracts with European
aircrait industries and witkL the U.S. for repair of F-4
engines.

Papandreou'’s intentions for a strong defense, which
correlate well to bis hard-line regional policies, Treceive
constant attention and priority, even to tue detriment of

social and econoaic goals. As he stated:

A government like_ours wants_to Elace nealth, education,
social welfare and economic development in top priority.
Hdowever, we_ know that all these wiil be meagjer hopes and
aimless actions if we cannot secure peace "and territo-
rial integrity for _our country...walich means strong,
war-prepared armed forces that "can guarantee both olr
bogg%rs and peace, because these go together. [Ref. 10:
p.

With this 1in mind Papandreou launched his 10-year defense
plan in March, 1982, which was to be a coordinated effort to
strengthen the Jefense forces through the year 1991, and
included budgeting goals [Ref. 19: p.S1].

Lingering sensitivity about the military and its
nistoric potential in Greece tc involve itself in politics
partially prompted these measures. Concerns for tae
security of the demccratic system have led Papandreou to
keep a close eye on the military while attempting to gain
support through his gmilitary improvements program. However,
both PASCK and the populace still are nervous about the
military as a result of the 1567-74 junta legacy. In a
recent incident in Athens, the public was quite alarmed when
poclice and military forces held a night "exercise" 1in the
city. The government haid to gc out of its way to reassure

the fpeopie Also, there have been recurring rumors of rlots
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and coup attempts persisting up to the presernt. Occasional
large retirements from the Army serve to strengthen these
rumors.

Papandreou has maintained a firm policy on this
aspect of military discipline. From the day he took over
the Defense Ministry, he has praised the military for keing
the protectors of national independence and has actively
visited military insfallations around the country, speaking
to tke troops directly. This no other Prime Minister has
done to such an extent. However, he has always emphasized
directly to his forces their duty in the following, oftern-

repeated words:

I would like to assure you that all of you will find me
a sincere supporter of every just and Zfeasitle denrand,
{and]...of course, you ail have the right, as Grees
CitiZens, to _have yjyour political affiliatiorn. However,
it is go{h dangerous and impermissible for politics to
creep into the ranks of the armed forces,  which have
only one mission--the sacred uwission of defending the
natlon. [kef. 18]

2. The Nortanern Tareat

PASOR has gquite simply pursued an active policy of
bilateral associaticn with Greece's Balkan neighlors.
Agreements providing for unders+*andingy and economic, polit-
ical, cultural and technological <cooperation have FLeen
signed with all the Balkan <ccuntries (altuough they are
extremely limited with Albania) . Exchanjes of visits among
leaders and ministers are regqgular occurrences.

where Karamanlis hnad tried to encourage Balkan
muiltilateralism with limited cultural and economic coopera-

tion, Papandreou has launched his campaign for a "Balkan

zone of peace" and a Nuclear-free 2zone as the context for
intra-Balkan cooperation. That security is uppermocst in the :;{]

leader's mind was evident from the beginning:
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In_the Balkan area, the criterion for our foreign policy
will be pursuit of _firm fIleﬂdSnli and conStructive
cooperation. The Balkan area has always Leen an area
for. threats by foreign powers and superpowers, We
believe *he special Sensitivity of the area demands
creation of _a zone of peace soO that _the Balkans can
becowe a nucliear-free area, nct attached to a political-
mllltqrz .coalition, and we will direct our efforts
toward this_end. At the same time, we will strengther
ex1st1ng.pollt1¢al relations for tae purpose of creiting
Ens§1t%olonssghlch will guarantee permanent cooperation.
Ref. : Pp.

Aith this eifort, Papandreoua most likely hopel he
rad found a common ground which would bring the Balkans
toyether and thus drasticaliy reduce the threat to Greece's
torder. He also hbped he had fcund a cause which the Soviet
Union could support. In additior, he found a policy wuiich
could bring him international notoriety and within which he
could Lbury the sticky issue o©of nuclear weapons 1n Greece.
On 16 May, 1983, the formal letter went out from Athens. It
outiined a format of cooperation among "experts' leading to
an eventual summit meeting. Among the countries addressed
(komania, Hungary, fugoslavia, Turkey, Bulgaria and Albania)
only Albania rejected +the offer out of hand, while Turkey

remained cool but accepting.. The other countries were
enthusiastic. As of this writing the outcome of these
efforts is still in gquestion. It is difficult to speculate

as to tne reaction of the Soviets. They may take a dim view
oi any Balkan cooperation, as they have in the past (espe-
cially during the <efforts of the Xaramanlis government)
since it could be viewed as leadiny to more autonomy and
less Soviet influence in the area. On the other hLand, .a
Balkan nuclear-free~zone could legitimize the idea of such a
zone in Central Europe,which is a long-standing Soviet goal
ard would create acute problems for NATO.

A brief aention should be made here of the PASOK
government's relations with the rest of the Eastern Lioc.

Fapandreou has pursued increasiny contacts with the cther

190

P T T R P T T P P e T TP P S T S L SR T SRR SIS )
PAPRE W SRR S SPRE. SPNC L W 2. SR PR LIPS, S P PP S P AP S . WL K. R LI s W) PRI SR e

PR v

i~

. b P ot
v . PR
SR s

W

)
S e
PR OW A

Amdeadad i b




Eastern European countries. Most ol these relations have
centered on economic cooperatior. These contacts have been
made mainly in the light of pragmatic cooperation, gursuing
detente, and establishing linkagyes amony European couhtcies
in line witn the PASCK visiorn of European unity outside of
the military blocs.

%ith thLe Soviet Urnioa, contact has been vigorous.
These efforts have built upon contacts kegun by Karamarnlis
in 1979. Numerous agreements have been signed between the
two countries mainly dealing with econonmic, cultural and
energy matters. The enerdgy contacts include oil purchases,
gas deals, a hydroelectric project and electricity sales to
Greece. The culpination of this eifort came on February 22,
1983, when Papandreou and Soviet Prime Minister Tikhonov
signed a 10-year econoaic trade ayreenent 1in Athens.
Although this raised a stir in the West, especially in the
EC, a survey of the provisions of the ayreement as rerorted
shows that it 1is strictly limited to ecoaomic and cultural
matters. In spite of the Soviets' g¢grand rhetoric atbout
political cooperation and friendship with Greece, Papandreou
kept his views conservative. Fe also made it quite clear

that a basis of Greek-Soviet cooperation lay 1in the

continued support by Moscow of Greece's positions on the
Aegjean and Cyprus. And wnile the agreement looks great on
paper, Papandreou has proved to Le a hard bargainer in
respect to the implementation details of the agreement and
in protection of Greek economic interests. Consequently the
agreement has yet to be fully implemented.

on Soviet foreign policy, the PASCGK chairman has
made it cuite clear where he stands. He has uneqguivocally
condeaned the Soviets for the Arghanistan invasion. And
while some ‘%Westerners were put off by Greece's refusal to
support sanctions against Poland , Papandreou did, in fact,

strongly condean martial law in Poland. His positiocn on
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Poland, however, was meant to make certain points, among
them: (1) that he felt that tke sanctioans would not nave thae
desired effect or Moscow, would degrade East-¥est relation-
ships and would not help the peoplie of Poland; ard (2) he
chose to remind the FC and NATO that while they condemned
martial law and external intervention in Poland, t sey
supported it in Greece in the fpast amd continue to support
it in Turkey, while they have not taken a firm stand on
Cyprus, suffering nunder occupation of foreign troogps for

nine years. [Ref. 20]

3. Cyprus

PASCK policy on Cyprus has shown a change from the
previous government. That the Fapandreou regime intended to

involve Greece aore positively in the Cyprus issue, was

demonstrated by the numerous ameetings between the Greek
Prime Minister and Cyprus President Kiprianou. (At least

seven major summits have taken place up antil June, 1983.)

L
AN

In fact, Kiprianou was the first f"chief of state" to visit . .
Papandreou after the.election, and Papandreou, in March,
1982, became the first Greek cnief of state to visit the
island, a visit which was meant to vividly demonstrate Greek
solidarity with and interest in the problems of the

R S

Greek-Cyrriots.

Papandreou's policy has remained . very visible,
outspoken, assertive and uawavering. Some of the mairn
points of PASOK Cyprus policy are:

1. Greek National Interest In Cyprus this stems from
two sources: (1) Athens, as the "metropolis of

Hellenisr" considers "Cyprus Hellenisma as an exten-
sion of our nation [Greece],™ which Greece is bound -.
to support in its time of oppression; and (2)
authority comes from the as yet not officially abro-
gated London-Zurich Agyreement of 1959. ("e must
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never forget that Greece is a guarantor power.")
[Ref.21]
intercommunal Talks These are rejected by

Papandreou. "The dialoyue taking place in Cyprus is
feigned and nonexistent...it is a dialogue between
Nicosia and Ankara...[the latter of] which is pres-
ently there with a ccnsiderable modern military
force and is holding 36.4% of Cypriot territory."
[Ref. 22] Papandreou will recognize the dialogue
solely between Turkish and Greex Cypriots, only on
internal matters, and only after Turkish forces have
been withdrawn. Hde and Kiprianou (the Greek-Cypriot
leader) have had occasional Jdisagreements on this
point.

Internationalization. ©EFapandreou maintains that the

problem of Cyprus is ‘"basically a question of
foreign occurpation.” "It has developed into a major
interrational problem folliowinyg the Turkish invasion
and occupation of a large part of an iniependent and
nonaligned U.N. member state." Therefore, it is
Greece's duty as guarantor to seek international
support for the withdrawal of Turkish troops. This
is the prerequisite of intercommunal talks. [Ref.
10: p.S3]

The Cyprus Dossier The 3reek Prime Mipister has
pledged to ofen the "Cyprus dossier", which means
opening investigations into responsibilities for the
Cyprus affair. "This will happen because 1I must
confess that irrespective of wao then shoulders tais
very yreat historical responsibility, we mast
confess that our naticn, in order to free itself
from being a culprit, 1is compelled to proceed with
uncovering the issue." [Ref. 23]
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In pursuing the Greek Cyprus policy, Papandreou has
taker the iritiative whenever pcssible. Aithin NATC he has
FI trought it up in the <context of Greece's full reintegratioa ]
(as an indication of ZTurkish agjgression), and in connection
with the Polish and Falklands issues. In 1981, immediately
after the elections, Le announced that Greece would double
its aid to Cyprus, to the sum of 2 billion drachmae. He nas
made proposals that the U.N. fcrces be increased to replace

Turkish troops as protectors of the Turkish-Cypriot

minority, and for Greece to shkoulder the increased financial
burden rfor the additional forces [Ref. 247, Pith this
policy he has also offered the concurrent withdrawal of all
Greek forces from the island should the Turks respond like-
wise. There has also been indication of increasing military
support coming from the Greeks to the Cyprus government.31
Finally, Papandreou, during his 1983 presidency of the EC,
has brought the matter formally before the European
Parliament .and the ministers' meetings { Ref. 26].
A recent initiative in the U.N., sponsored by a
. group of non-aligned states, was passed concerning the

Cyprus situation. This was the most comprehensive statement
issued so far. Not only did it reaffirm previous U.N. R
resolutions calling for withdrawal of Turkish forces from
the island, but it also dealt with the problem of the former
property holdings of the Greek-Cypriot refugees, making void
all Turkrish deeds and claims against themn. It aprears,
then, that Papandreou's hard line has made some headway on
the Greek side of the Cyprus issue. It has at least brought
the issue back into focus and reasserted Greece's active ani

uncompromising role in its solution. It remains to ke seen, T

o]

310fficially there are 95C Greek natioral fo s
%yg;us plus a Greek-Cypriot National Guard force of
5

Ic
i

imates, however, oI the Greek forces go as high as
P

(] <
OO0

0
0
b

m\.

and there are reported indications that there is’a "po
incremental buildup of forces on both sides." [Ref. 2
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however, what concrete support Greece will be able to give,

F ’ Papandreou's new militancy and yreater involvement in the

¥
l.
[
>
,;
-

particularly in the light of [possiole Turkish reaction to

issue, the policy he has recently dubbed the "new mcbility"

on Cyprus.
4. Aegean issues

The sacond fundamental Greek security issue under
Papandreou's government and the issue which has received
continual attention is the perceived Turkish threat in the
Aegean Sea region. Papandreou's position has been rela-
tively consistent on this issue also. lNever has he wavered,
at least in his rhetcric, from his adamant line that the
issues involving Greek "sovereign rights" in the area, esre-
cially surrounding the islards, are fuandamentally non-
nejotiable. Common Greek fears, as tahey had been iterated
in the r[past, were supposedly strengthened in Papandreou's
eyes by the continual "violatiocns" of the air and seaspace
by the Turks.

Witk regard to possible negotiations between the two
countries Papandreou has publicly stated that " Le sees no
need to conduct talks with the Turkish government as iong as
it retains its designs on changinj the status quo in the
area and as long as it continues the use of military force
in Cyprus. The Iirm PASOK policy remains that in no context
will the Greek government concede "one iuch"m of Greek sover-
eign territory whether it be in, on, around or Lkelow the
eastern island territories of the 3reek motherland. He has
adamantly stated that he will protect the "laud of the Greek
ancestors" at all costs. He lays full blame for the seem-
ingly intractable situation on the revisionist attitude and

desiyns of the Turks. To enmrhasize his resolve, he has
travelled to many of the islands and spoken to the fpeople,

reemphasizing nis firm security guarantee of the islands. RS
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In addition to visits to the Dodecanese, he paid a mich-
publicized visit to the island of Limnos, which has the

I largest military contingent and is a continual source ol _
- controversy between Greece, Turkey and NATO over the problem

of island militarization. In addressing the troops, he
g said:

Exactly when the limnos issue is acjuiring international
importance and dimensions, we are visiting Limnos_and
this 1is the first time a prime minister has visited
Limnos. I really feel a great national emotion. I anm
here near the conscripted Sons of our people the armed
forces.... I am articularly moved by the existing
unity, what we cail reconciliation between the peorilé
ané tne armed forces....[Ref. 39]

>

In a change cf procedure from the policies of the
- last government Papandreou has publicly rejected any tilat-
eral discussions with the Turks. Instead, his approach has
been to link the Aegean issues with other issues which
invoive the Greek association with NATO and the U.S. The

three most important facets for Papandreou have become the

B ) BN

protection of the pre-1974 status Juo, control of airspace
and seaspace, and the critical preservation of the "balance
_ of power" in the region. The former two have been tightly
i linked to negotiations with and participation in NATO. The

latter has almost exclusively fteen linked to the negctia- _ e
tions over the status of the U.S. facilities in Greece. 1The fi%
connéctions“will be discussed in the appropriate sectious }ﬁf
below. -

The reality of the Greek-Turkish relationship (to a
great extent consumed by Aegean issues) is apparently not as :;f:
confrontational as it may seen. Indications of this can be _;?‘

S seen in occasional references made by the PASOX leader about '
possible points or conditions of a Greek-Turkisia rapproche-
ment. An example of this was the announcement of a "morato- : ;i;

riun" between Greece and Turkey after a series of twelve
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meetings between Greek and Turkish lower level ministers.
Announcing the agreemeunt publicly on 22 July, 1982, fin

Papandreou explained that: )

.-..a moratorium has_ been agyreed upon with Turkey. As e
you know since this spring [19€82] an efiort has_been .
started toward the moratoriuanm. +.-1 am particularly
pleased about thilis develiopment. It is truly extremely
simple., Both governments have agreed that ovér a perio

of a fev nonthS they wili not prdceed to make statements BRI
that are provocative or carry out violations that could v
undermine the climate, the ibrerative climate, 1if there T
is to be contact and dialogue around various aspects of S
certain issues. [Ref. 28] S

Showing his sensitivity on this issue and not wanting to
appear apreasing to the Turks, Papandreou felt the need to
fully gualify the event by saying:

I nmust_ stress that nothing over and _above this 1is

provided for under the agreemeants. In other wocds,
neither the one side--GreeCe--nor the other side--Turkey
have_ ir any way altered _their positions.... They were

simgly efrforts” to formulate and facilitate the context
of thls term, the truce the_moratorium.... The exact
context wili consist of a_ discussion of a framework
within which the two countries could, _perhaps,_ aove in

order to solve their differences peacefully. I wish to
conclude by stating that there_aust be no feellng that
the great "issues are_ being  solved. ...a climate has

been created which will perfait a dialogue....[Ref. 28]

The similarity of this framework to portioms of the Berne
Protocol are apparent.

This maneuver, in addition to acknowledging that
there prokably would be no proyress on the Aegean issues,
which were turning into a prohibitively expensive arms race

betweern Greece and Turkey, and other Greek <contacts with
Turkey were possibly meant to enhance tie Greek <claias in
the reyion. It also made cosmetic points for the Greeks in
that they now had a framework within which they could char- 1
acterize the inevitable Turkish "violations" as all the aore
provocative. Papandreou, therefore, did not rule out mean-

ingful ccntact with Turkey, although this possibility was
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strictly qualified. However, when he was asked by a foreign
journalist, who noticed on this apparent new attitude of
reconciliation toward the Turks, whether the party leader
envisioned a Sadat-style move in the future, Papandreou
answered dryly that he hLad never cared for the politics of
Sadat.

Thus, while Pasok had taken a firm and consistent
stand on the Aegean issues, the party position apparently
does not leave out a certain flexibility which was missing
in early party rhetoric. Specifically, by linkinyg the
airspace and sea control issues with NATO ard the Rogers
Agreement negotiatioas, there seems to be some chance at
resolution in the future, given <certain preconditions.
Also, the increasing dialogue, although usuwvally not plajyed
up, seemns to be an integral part of PASOK Turkish and Aegean
policy. It is noteworthy that to date, PASOK has not made
good its former calls for extension of Greek territorial
waters. Neither has it unilaterally abrogated any of the
airspace arrangements made by its predecessor government
which it had so severely criticized previously. It appears,
then, that PASOK intemnds to follow the line expressed in the
1981 policy statement:

We have clearly exrplained to Arkara our desire that cur
geople may live in fpeace and friendship. At long last,
he two countries must seriously think someday to put an
end to expense [ sic] armaments and to use the funds
spent on armaments_f£or health,_ education and the eleva-
tion of their people's standard of llvlni, But we have
also made it cledar that we are not iaclined to concede
even 1 inch of Greek territory. .The dialogue with
Turkey has sense and can be welcdmed in the meaSure that
it would rot concern unacceptable concession of natiomnal
sovereign rights as well as of arrangements tased on
international agreements which have delegated to Greece
urisdictions or authorities. «..1t must be made clear
oth to the neighbors and the Atiantic alliance that our
land, sea,_ and air borders as well as the Greek c¢onti- -
nental shelf limits in the Aegean are rot negotiable. -
Theg are safeguarded by internafional ayreements as well .
as by international practice. [Ref 10: p. S3] e
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5. IHE PASOK Government and U.S. Base

—— —-—

1]

Greek-U.S. relations have been centered aroundéd the
negotiation of a new defense <cooperatiorn ajreement which
would replace the 1952 agreeanent, pernaps amend some of the
hundreds of existing bilateral agreemernts and clarify the
role of the bases in Greece for the immediate future. As has
teen seen 1in the previous <chapter, the PASCK policy
regarding these facilities had Leenr that they should be
unequivocally removed. Therefcre, there was some guestion
and anxiety in the West as to wiat Papandreou would d&o to
effect their removal arnd what the timetable would kte. I
the 1981 policy statement the FASOX chnairman indicated that
he was not going +*o take any drastic uni,ateral aoves.
Instead, he indicated that their status would be the subject
of U.S.-Greek negotiations which would start in tle first
months of 1982. The negotiations were to take giace ian
phases. The first phase would set jparazmeters in which
future negotiations would take place. The secord phas=2
would be a political one, in which the definite guidelines
would ke worked out, and the third phase would produce the
specifics of the final agreenment.

According to 1981 PASOK policy, there were to be
tbree main considerations for amy operation of the bases on
Greek soil, while they were awaiting removail. The three

main considerations were:

1. Znsured Greek control and supervision of the
facilities.

2. Frovisions for annual review anl abrogation of any
agreements.

3. Proscription ¢f any activities on the bases which

would curtail Greek sovereign rights or in any way
affect tne interests of Greece, eitner Jdomestic or

external.
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As this position evoived, however, it became more clear.
Papandreou put this into perspective irn an interview with a

reporter Irom Der Sriegel as follows:

{The negotiations]...that started on 27 October have one
objective onlg, namely to agree upon a timetable for the
clOosure of these bases and to Iix and «conditions for
their operation until_ _then. We do not determine this
unilaterally; we will try to settle the matter, if
ossible, through arn agreement.  But _one thing is abso-
utely clear; if the negotiations do not ackLieve any
positive results in a period of time still to be deter-
mined, then the bases must disappear. [rRef. 29: p. S2]

Papandreou continually emphasized that the bases, with the
possible exception of the Souda complex which served the
U.S. and NATO-assigned Sixth Fleet, were only serving U.S.
interests. Therefore, during their limited tenure, they
would have to be brought more in line with Greek interests
and security needs. The direction of tais reasoning becane
apparent toward the end of 198&2. In the same interview
quoted above, the persistent German reporter asked
Papandreou directly about the ";rice" the U.5. would have to
pay to retain its Greek facilities. The PASOK 1leader
replied:

There is no question of a leasing fee as in the case orf
Spain. What matters in onr caSe is _national security
and this mnust be seen guite practically. ...d _vague
statement by the United™ States...would not Lbe of any
worth to us. A binding guarantee would reJuire a treaty
between Greece and the United States which woulid Lave to
be ratified by Congress...but this is not realistic.
ggqs deliveries are @much more realistic. [Fef. 29: p.

J

This direction became even more clear iL a reported state-
ment by the Foreign Minister Kharalambopoulos. In additiorn
to reassuring the press that Greece was merely corncerned
with its national interest and would not unilaterally remcve
the bases, he «connected this statement with the fact tiaat

Greece receives 80% of its military Lardware from the United
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States and would receive $280 million in U.S. military
credits in 1983 [Rref. 30]. It had become clear that within
the discussion of the U.S. bases, the matter of U.S. pmilii-
tary aid to Greece was to play a significant role. When the
negotiations started up again ir January, 1983, The issue
was made even more clear. Pagandreou pointed out that he
was definitely not asking for a "written guarantee”" fron the
U.S. against "Turkish expansionisa in the Aegjean," Lbut that
he expected the U.S. to maintain tne balance of power in the
region between Greece and Turkey [Ref. 31j. This phrase has
Lecome a code for the supposed equity of military aid in tke
regior, usually based on the 7:10 formula. Of protable
concern to Greece was tae 198C 5-year Defense and
Cooperation agreement signed between U.S. and Turkey, which
brought the ratio of aid to approximately 3.6:10 in Turkeyv's
favor. Through the leverage of the bases, Papandreou hoped
to change this.

The issue of aid came. to tihe forefrout in Fektruary,

1983. The Greeks had noted a significant disparity in
President FHReagan's 1984 Dbudget request. No matter how
Papandreou calculated the figures, they came up indicating

that there was to be a significant reduction of aid to
Greece ccmpared to that for Turkey. He therefore sent a
letter, released to the press c¢n February 5, which report-
edly read as follows:

. Mr. President the jroposals of the J.s.
Administration to tﬁe J.S. Ccngress in relerence to tne
program for economic and @military_ aid for the 1984
fisCal year have created, as expected, proiound dissat-
isfacticn among the Greek peorle.

. I wish to stress that &y overnment's concern has
increased as a result of" the fact that the y.s.
Administration appears to be drawinj away irom the lon

ractice established by the 1573 amendments to the 196

aw oL foreign aid which provides for the preservatiou
of the, balaice of  power in the Aegean. 8t  the same
time, it directly 1inks the amournt of aid to Greece with
the results of the negotiations_ Leing conducted for the
signing of a new agreément for defensé and economic aid.
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The Greek government cannct ignore the fact _that if
he balance of power in the area 1s not preserved,__then
he already fragile stability in our area will tLe
isrupted, with ufifioreseeable consegiences. _ o

As you are aware, this fact creates a clinate which
does not help the negotiations far the signing of a rnew
defense agreement ahd which couid have négative reper-
cussions “on the —relations between our twd countries.
[Ref. 32: p. 51

t
t
d

Fapandreou further clarified nis 1iatentions by stating that
he specifically "insisted" on maintaininyg tkhe 7:10 ratio.
He ipdicated that since the bases diid not serve Greek inter-
ests directly, they fell urnder the provisions of Article 28,
paragraph three of the 1975 Greek Coastitution waich linked
aid to the preservation of the Aegean balance. The Greek
government figured the aid to Turkey to be 3930 =zillicn,
while the Greeks were to only receive %280 aillion. fThe
figure for Turkey was calculated by including all aid--
military credits, military direct aid and economic aid.
This was to be matched by the U.S. to preserve the "jualita-
tive and guantitative" balance at a 7:10 ratio. [Ref. 32]
The response by the U.S5. President was to indicate that a
request, had been submitted to Congress which would, in the
event of. the signing of an agreement, increase security
assistance levels to Greece bty $220 aillion. This would
raise the Greek total to about 5500 million, about 7/10 ot
the military portion of Turkish aig.

A final set of requirements for the bases aygreement
was unveiled at the same time. Some of these had to do with
secret or sensitive informaticn and information shariny.
The Greek position was that all intelligence 1information
gathered by the U.S. zfacilities was to te shared with the
Greek military but that sensitive iaformation was not to be
shared with Turkey. Finally, the specific method of orfera-
tion of the tases, the legal status of the U.S5. [personnel
arnd specific methods of control were to be ajreed ugpon,
which would include the possibility of curtailing ojperations

in the event of 4 natiornal emergency. [Ref. 32: p. S2)
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Papandreou came urnder ircreasiug criticism froam some
of the mcre leftist elements as an ajreement with the 7.S.
apparently drew near. Iin the newspaper, I xathimeriri, an
editor [fpoiinted out that it was now time that Papandreou
would nave to deal directly with the public, ne would nct be
able to cover up his actions with "victorious verbalism."
"On the contrary, the outcome of these two unresolved issues
[U.5. Lases and the EC] will be interpreted as coniirmation
Ly the Greek socialist government of our country's rermanent
ties with the ¥West and interpreted as Papandreou's return to
the path of the %West." [Ref. 33: p. S33] The serntiment was
further expressed with numerous demonstrations calling for
the closing of the Lases. Althoughi Papandreou nrad appar-
ently become more flexible on the issue, it was possible
that his constituency was still thinking in termrs of his
former rhetoric--that he was perhaps about to becore a
victim of his own former policies. Sensing this, he was
repeatedly obliged to clarify bhis position. His statement
to a reporter from the perliner zZeitunyg was typical of his

reasoning:

The overwheliming magority of the Greek people have said
no to the bases. The gyoVerument also says nho. However,
there are differences between the two nosS; the agreement
cannot be implemented immediately. ...  We seek neithker
confrontation nor conflict with "the United States. We
simply want the United States to understand that tne
Greek reople are their own masters. They will allow the
bases,” but_only for a short time now. That 1s a_Jues-
tion_  of r;nc1Ple and the Greek Governmert will™ not
yield on this. [kRef. 34: p. S12]

These sentiments were echoed in the Greek press.

Zariy in the morning on July 15, 1$83, an agyreement
on the status of the U.S. bases initialed by the Greek and
U.S5. foreign ministers. After briefing the government and

the opposition, Papandreou, in a joint Greek-U.5. Dbroadcast
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VI. ANALYSIS

Considerable analysis of the details of Greek political
arld security issues has already been accomplished within the
previous chapters. It remains, however to take a broad
overview of the principal issues examined in order to relate
them specifically to the yuesticns proposed in the introduc-
tion. In this section, the general policy trends are
surveyed for the entire ten-year period. As an important
exampie, the issue of the United States facilities in Greece
is «covered in more detail. Finaily, the findings are

considered from a broader corncertual point of view.

A. THE ISSUES

A survey of the policies of the Greex governments
with regard to the Eastern bloc nations (Zastern Europe ani
the Soviet Union) shows.a single trend. From the break in
1974 ir the officially stroag anti-Communist policy of the
Jictatorship, relations have steadily been improved tarough
efforts «c¢f Loth the New Democracy jovernments (ND) and
PASOX. 1Ir recognizing the legitimacy of the Coamunist Party
in Greece, Karamanlis, in 1974, paved the way fcr the estab-
lishment of official relations wita the Eastern bloc. Cut
of security and economic considerations, Karamanlis pursued
an active <foreign policy with the 3alkan states to reduce
tension along Greece's northern Lorders and expand exchange
of autually beneficial goods and services. dis eifforts
culminated in his attempt to create intra-balkan cooperation
on tihe economic level, with the hope that Balgan unity could

te 1mproved. He was also the first Greek heal of state to
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governments. ror a ccuntry wrestiing with the problems of
modernization within an aging icuval systen and feeling
strains ktoth froa witain and without, edacn election and each
change of covernment becomes critical. Eacn successful,
peaceful change in Greece points to increased stability and
viability oI the maturing state.

In summing up the policies of PASOK i power, one

author nas roted tae rolliowinyj:

Pragmatic_  considerations Lave, to date, prevented
serious _disruptions 1in Greece's forelgn relations.
+++.1INn Athens, party supporters regyret that papandreou's
ideas  have ceen ‘'misinterjprete as ruigi _policy
prescraiptiors. They Dbelieveé that 3reece's” allies are
uncomfortable dealin with a man _of vision who openl;
declares his support for a _nonpoiar world, a unifie

Europe, a nuclear-free Balkau _zone, and a neutral
Greece. The fact that he [roclaims these g¢goals dces

not, for 2ASOK officials, mean they will pe realized in
the near future. Papandreou has no intention of Larmingy
his country's national interest, and will pursue only
those policies that protect Greece in the immediate as
well as in the long run, in their analysis. “hef. 25: p.

-

IL the end, perhaps his assertiveness, cougled with his
impeccavle nationalistic rhetoric, bhave brought him @more
success than migat have otherwise occured. At least he has
been able to preserve the Greek sovereign status gquo in a
cloudy international climate. O0f course, the deciding
factors 1in preserving the Greek state ifrom turmoil will
probably be largely economic. All programs hinge on this
and unfortunately the Greek eccnomy is extremely sensitive
to the international economic situation. Nevertheless,
Greece has come through one of the most momentous periods of
cLange in its history seemingly stronger, more stable and

more unified.
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how to reconcile his ideology with tne realities of yovern-
ment, and even rore difficult ncw to reconcile his golitical
hypertole (so eiffective while striving for powsr and a habit
hard to break) with the necessity of pulling together broad
and at some times diveryent views within the party. He must
accept that in trying to juggle the center and left ends of
his party toward the middle, bhe is goiny to lose supporters
here or there. Given the [resent lingering generally
cautious views toward the Soviets and their KK% representa-
tives of ilarxism-Leninism, the fpossible losses to the commu-
nists may not be too serious. However, to try to hang on to
the far lelit could be disastrous were New DeRocracy able to
create Ior itself a more centrist image.

But there is a third gart to this dilemma, and this
may well ke the most harmful tc Papandreou and Greek polit-
ical stability. This is the potential that PAS3K, by moviag
toward a more incremental apprcach on domestic 1issues, by
continually hedging on "maticnal Issues," oy claiming
tactical necessity for 1its [policy diversious, and by
softening his anti-West line, may become victim of its own
policies. While Papandreou initials agreements with the
U.S., the demonstrators continue to march outside the bases
and the Charker, «continuing to cahant the o0ld PASOK slogans.
As Papandreou continually must deal realistically with the
Greek situation, his leftist ofpgonents may start picking up
some of the o0ld PASOK slogans for themselves One must now
recognize that perhkaps the true concern for Western poliicy
makers 1is, and formerly should have been, not what will

nappen with PASOK in power,but what is the future general

direction for Greece. The trends to increasingly shorter
tenures Ifor Westerrn ygovernments and the increasinyg dicfi-
culty in governing in the face of increasiny international
and economic problems, are accentuated in Greece by the

tradition, yet to be troken, of single-lealer parties and o
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within the yreater international environaent. Indeed, it
may be that Papandreou's real virtuosity has been in his
ability to rflexibly use nhis authority to posture himself to
the createst advantage possible, within the realization that
Greece is a small country; is nct, at least for the present,
economically strong; 1s in the first stages of development
in many areas; 1is therefore usinj waat limited power it has
availakle to se:sure its positicn. One would be forced to
admit that in the face of rerceived danger, it could be
extremely detrimental to show sijus of weakness. It 1is
probably to a great extent true that Paparndreou believes
that Greece was and is stilil threatened ty Turkey arnd he has
shaped his security pclicy accordiagly.

Also, in the foregoing, one detects a strong element
of political pragmatism and fipesse. Papanareou has been
able to use his popularity and his strony party control tc
subtly manipulate the issues to his greatest advantage. He
has managed to encapsulate ard separate the 1issues to give
himself greater «capability for political wmaneuver. By
dividingy up the issues in this wmanner, he may appeal to all
practical and ideological issues in isolation and therefore
with greater effect. In encafpsulating tae nuclear weapons
issue in tihe nexus of Balkan relations and detente; the
Aegean frontier issues with NATC; the bases issue with U.S.
aid; and the Cyprus issue with the U.N. he has somewhat
deftly disentangled these issues so that he may seek a real-
istic posture concerning them. This is perhaps Papandreou's
most significant political contribution so far and it has

apparently brought results.

There is another side of this flexibiliity which zust
ke pointed out here. Papandrecu,who 1s now sitting in the
top seat lookiny out rather than standing in the square

looxiny in, is now faced with a dilemma. It is a dilemma of
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Similar issues presented themselves at the December, 1382,
ministerial. Aithough NATO Secretary General Luns tried to
play down the Greek gosition, Papandreou was again vocal
about Lis recording of reservations in the decisions of both
the joint communigue of the Nuclear Planning Committee, his
expression of the "Greek position” in the Defense Plarnning
Committee and the fact that Greece had reserved its support
for several jarayrapas in the pinisterial final communigue,
notably on the Euromissiles. He stated that Greek "reserva-
tions were general and our positions have both consisterncy
and continuity through our policy in support of detente,
peace and disarmament. ... Papandreou stressed that Greece
now has a viewpoint, something that tie ailiance was not
accustomed to, and that was time it did {sic]." [Ref. 39]
The Greek position on NATC membership essentially
turns on two issues: the special relationship Greece seecks
with the renegotiation of the Rogers agreement, and the
political forum and notoriety that Greece seeks in trying to
become an "equal" among its Furopean partners. At rresernt,
for purely pragmatic reasons apfparently, Greece remains with
NATO and no lonyer speaks of either full-scale exit from the

organization or non-alignment.
8. Sumpary.

In surveying the information presented here one

when he titled Lis article about the Greek Prime Minister,
"Mr. Papambiguous." Other columnists have «criticized the

new Greekx government sayingy that the oniy realchange"®
Lrought in by the PASCK party was the change in partv oli-
cies. There are several conclusions to be drawn from this '
information. First, despite the liberal rhetorical virtu-

osity of the party's leader, he has based his policies on a

realistic assessment cf Greece's problems and its situation
213 T
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October, 1583. A particularly sensitive issue between the
Greeks and the Turks relative to the exercises is the mili-
tarization of the island of Limnos. The Greek side demands
that the islard be included in the exercises since it is of
strategic importance to them. Turkey, however, rejects this
idea since they feel tkat it wculd be tantamount to admit-
ting to the island's militarization. This 1issue is not
novel, however, for the same arguments and the same pull-
outs were prevalent duriny the former Greek administration.

It is perhaps in the second aspect of the NATO
structure, the political side, that Papandreou has had the
most effect. While the issues of the Rogers Agreement are
relatively constant, Papandreou's persornal style withirn the
NATO political structure has changed the Sreek image drasti-
cally, sometimes to the irritation of the other members. A
good example of Papandreou's attitude and its effect was
demorstrated in the December,19€1 NATO airisterial, which he
attended as Greek Minister of Defense. It was the first
ministers meeting to fail to froduce a final communigue.
Since the Greek Prime Minister insisted that some language
ke included recognizing the Greek eastern threat, the
regquired unanimity was never reached. . Some observers saw
this as an embarrassment to the body. However, Papandreou
saw it differently. In a speech to the Greek press in
Brussels, he stated his positicn and gave an indication of
what was to come:

The Greek position clearly. [resented Greece's deferse
Eroblem to international opinion anrd was incorporated in
ATO's records [ the minutes of the aeeting]. = The Greek
delegation is _proud of the position it malntained at the
BrussSels meeting. Now, tae entire alliance understanis
that there is a“gquestion of Greece's rnational securlt%.,
At the _same time, it became afpparent that NATO is unable
to help on the question of our country's <frontiers.
{ Ref. 38: p. C3)
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according to the Greeks, in apeyaace. In a May, 1983 press
conference, Papandreou first dealt with the gjuestion of

control of the airspace. His views were gjuite clear:

The Rogyers agreement,..ccntains paragraphs which appear
to create thé posgibility of very different interpreta-
tions n{ Greece _in relation to Turkey.... LIt] envi-
sages he establishment of a headQuarters _in "lLarisa
whose area of operations control 1is to be determined.
These are practical issues. We maintain that this area
includces he entire Aegearn airspace that was covered
before 1974 To a great extent, this coincides with the
Greek Fllghi Information Regyion_ _[FIR]J. . No government

and certalnlg {pot} ours, Shculd ,uéstion the right o

control of the Aege€an ogeratlcnal area by the Greéx Air
Force. [Ref. 37: p. S5]

The priwe ainister then clarified the Larisa headquarters
issue »y stating that as lony as there is no agreement
within NATO that the demarcation line £for Greek airspace
control which is acceptable, the headgquarters will not be
established, and "the Rogers agreement 1is inactive at this
point." [Ref. 37: p.S5]

The Greek Ministry of National Defence interfprets
the 1issue of Aegean sea control #®differently"™ than WATO

officials and the Turks:

We do not acceprt what is called the task force.
...There will be further conseguerces. When exercises
are pregared in _the Aegean in almost all cases these
exercises are being preuare& by _NATO in order to create
grecedents.lg favof of Turkey and against Greece. Under

hese conditions we cannot pa;t1c1gate in common exer-
Cises. Therefore, my gepl¥.1s that to a great extent
the Royers agreement is inactive.

[ ]

Basically the issue can be resolved if the following

happened: Either Turke withdraws its claims_irn the
Aegean, or NATO ceases to support the Turkish claims in
the Aeygean. At jpresernt I "am not hopeful of either
happering. [Ref. 37: P §5]
In accordance with these views, the Greeks have pulled out
of numerous exercises in the past two years, notably in
Octoler and November, 1982 and in February, March and
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istic, was the fact that there was no mention of the UJ.S. in

conjunction with NATO, which was the standard line formerly.

i [kef. 10: P S4] In surveying the statements concerning

NATC, it is apparent that since the election there has Leen

a separation of issues: The United States is associated with

the bases and the Aegean "balance of power," and WATO is

l associated with the renegotiatior of the EKogers aJreement
and the Regean sovereignty issues.

As there are two general divisions of NATO, the

military and the political, so Greek-NATO relations can be

b viewed. Tue first consideraticn, that of military defense,

has specifically been linked with the Greek-Turkish issues

of the Aegean. These of course are most jenerally spawned,

ir Parandreou's view, by Turkish aggressive Jesigns c¢n Greek

) territory. Accordingly, Greek proposals for participatiny

Zully in the NATO military structure deal exclusively with

the percei#ed Turkish threat. Papandreou's first desire is

that NATC endorse his view that the overriding threat to

Greece comes from the East not from the Horth. He brings

this idea .up at every chance jossible and it has Leen the

object of considerable discomfcrture during UVATO minister-
ials where Papandreou'’s proposals are always met with coua-

i teraccusations from Turkish ministers. The often repeated o
Greek position is that in return for the full participation
of the country in the alliance, WNATO should guarantee all
borders Irom aggression from all sources.

) The specific details of the Rogers agre2ment negoti-
ations focus on the issue of ccntrol over areas which Greece :'-§
considers "sovereign." With the agreement of 1980 the ]
outstanding issues of Greek-Turkish disagreeuaent as to

) A command and control have been cbjects of discussion. The
Greek side maintains that until Greece is guaranteed full -\*"
coutrol over Aegean airspace and seaspace or until a reason-

able ccmpromise can be found, the Rogers agreement remairns, <
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arnd with certain types of older weapons becoming obsclete
and falling within the October 1983 NATO decision to with-
draw 1,400 nuclear warheads from Euroge, Parandreou would
prefer to avoid the issue <£for a while to see whether the
U.S. might decide to fpull them cut of Greece anyway.

7. NATO Integration

It appears from the preceding sections that
Papandreou has embarked on a very interesting policy devel-
opment proyram especially in the realm of security issues to
segment his policies in discreet packages. This is true of
the issue of NATO integration also. While the former fparty
policy seemed to call for definite reassessmernt of the Greek
association with NATO and specifically that Greece would
lean toward total withdrawal if the Cyprus issue was not
brought to a favorable conciusion it appeared that now the
issue had been narrowed down to the renegotiation of the
Rogers agreement which had brought Greece back in in 1981.
In his 1981 policy statement, Papandrecu toned down his
previous rhetoric _which hinted at a supposed NATO-U.S.
conspiracy against Greek interests. Instead, he firmly
placed the Greek position withir the concept of the dissolu-
tion of the two opposing blocs in Zurope--i.e., until such
time as the blocs disappeared, the practical thing to do was
to stay with NATO, but only urnder terms favorabie to Greece.
The actual text is interesting in that it points out some
new characteristics of the new Papandreou tendency to sepa-
rate the issues. First, the statement makes no mention of
NATO being the instigator of the events of 1967 and 1974.
Instead it merely states that NATO "supported" the janta,
wkich to a lianited extent it did. It also states that "NATO
did nothing to intervene to stop the Turkish invasion of
Crprus," which has scme truth to it, since NATO did not

overtly threcaten Turkey wWith reprisal. Most uncharacter-
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Instead, PASCK has lipked the issue of the with-
drawal of nuclear wearons from Greece with the issue of the
Balkan nuclear free zone proposai. (See above.) In the
Novemker, 1981, policy statement, Papandreou told the newly
€lected deputies that:

....as a first ster toward specific geoiraph;c areas,
the yovernment proposes creation of a nuclear-free zcrne

in the Balkans. reece, after the pecessary consulta-
tions,  will be  the first to impiement, and” in a very
short tinme, this principle_ for withdrawal of nuclearl

weapons from its territory. [Ref. 10: p. S35]

The actual reaning of this policy has been ambiguous during
the past two years. At one time it will te interpreted that
Greece will take the initial step to show jood faita and
strenygth of interest in creating the nuclear-Ziree zone. At
other times it is interpreted that the withdrawal of the
weapons is contirngent orn the establisament of the zone arnd
the removal of weapons such as may exist from other Balkan
countries.

Probably the best interpretation of the PASOK
nuclear weapons policy 1is that siace the Soviets could
destroy Greece with SS-20 missiles (and many other delivery
systemnms) located in the USSR, the guestion of nuclear
weapons in the Balkan area is iamaterial defensively.
However, it seems that Papandreou uas been hesitant to
renounce the weapons unilaterally Zor he may fear that this
would send the wrong signal tc both the Atlantic Alliamnce
and to Moscow. (This is seen in tne light of the welli-known
general proposal from the Soviet Union that it would agree
not to use nuclear weapons against any country which would
unilaterally renounce the weapons on its soil. This
proposal was specifically directed to Greece shortly arfter
the election of Papandreou.) Most likely, with the new
U.S/KATO intermediate range weapons beiny deployed in Europe

208

..‘..*
R
-3

P
et
.o

A aa 4 o0l

KR
L T
g




DA NG, aaahe s gns
Lt LT PR T R T

PASCK was Lound to see its further left branch beyin to
erode in the Juture, as continuing pressure from the peofle
demanded more "freedcm from tkhe U.S. imperialists." It is
ironic that Kharilaos Florakis, Leader of the KKE, turned
Papandreou's former rhetoric against him and called for a

nationpal referendum on the issue [Ref. 35: p. S6].

6. MNuciear HWeapgns in Greece.

The issue of NATO/U.S. nuclear weapons stored in
Greece las been linked in the past to several issues.
Specifically, PASOK tended to include them with their aryu-
ments concerning the bases and the U.S. violation of Greek
domestic and security interests. They therefore often
called for their removal and on more than one occasion
stated that they would be removed when PASOK came to power.
A significarnt shift has taken place on this issue since the
election of 1981. It is significant to examine this sepa-
rately since the 1issue affects several other security
issues. Not only does the issue have to do with their pres-
ence under what Papandreou has <called total American
control, but they also have to do with the general NATO
issue and with more general foreign policy issues, particu-
larly in the Balkans. This seems to be a ,uite clever
maneuver, and solves several ccnflicting policy problems at
once.

With regard to the Llases, by taking the nuclear
weapons away from this issue, Papandreou was allowed more
flexikility for negotiation while he could simultanecusly
expound on his anti-nuclear, anti-missiles and Balkan and
Mediterranean "zones of peace" [olicy. Furthermore, since
Greece remains within the NATO structure, the existence of
nuclear weapons, supposedly for NATO use against Warsaw Pact
forces, at present does not cause a policy contradiction as
they did when Greece withdrew from the NATO military inte-
gration in 1974.
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This is to include the major portion of the "secret
appendix" to the former aggreement. Some of the
former 108 individual agreements were either abcl-
ished or amended, and they were all to come under
review in the future. Specific new operating pgroce-
dures are to be develcped for each of the major
bases. New economic agyreements are to take the
place of the o0ld arrangements which would reportedly
include direct compersation by the U.S. for tneir
operation.

Papandreou presented this agyreement to the peocple in

the following general terms:

....the signing of this agreement constitutes_a historic
step in safeguarding our ccuntry's national indepen-
dence, in establishing the principle that--irrespective
of the size of gower ~of countries--Greece is_ an egual
meaber of the international community. [ Ref. 35: p. 54]

Trhe Soviet Union seemed to agree that this was the case and
in a ccmmnunique congratulated the government for its stronyg
anti-U.S. stand. The Greek left, particulariy the comnu-
nists, were not +thrilled by the announcement and asked
Soviet sources to retransmit the message thinking that a
mistake had been made, and questioning its authenticity.
(The same message was retransmitted.) In Ankara the reac-
tion was belligerent, and it informed the U.S. that there
must not be any direct or indirect allusion to Turkey in the
agreement. [Ref. 36] What is most striking about the new
agreement is that it seemed to finally fulfill the provi-
sions of the ayreement on the bases negotiated by the
Karamanlis government in 1976. Papandreou had succeeded in
perpetually linking the issue of aid to the longevity of the
tases, but had accepted certain political risks in doing so.
This action could now be held up by the slowly growing far-

left opposition as a gqualified sell-out of Greek interests.
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this, and (2) that the new ayreement will not ke
tied to any MNATO finarcing scheme thus eliminating
the need for the Greeks to share in the expenses of
their operation.

CONTROL The lases are tc¢ be only used for defeasive
purposes and therefore «cal.ct be used (theoreti-
cally) for rpossible U.SE&. activities in the #iddle
East or anywhere else the Greeks deea improper or
counter to their international interests. There is
therefore strict control over the kini of activities
as well as the use of their armaments. The Greek
government has tke right to suspend activities of
any kind on the bases in time of national emergency.
U.S.AID By the agreement the Americans are committeld
to grant military aid to Greece in return for the
use of the bases. Amounts are to be determined on
the basis of upholdirng the balance of military fpower
in the Aegean, and the agreement can be abrogated if
the Greexs determine that the U0.S. has upset the
talance in favor of Turkey. The figure mentioned,
3500 million, represented 70% of the military aid to
Turkey. This was presumably to set the precedent,
although the word Turkey was apparently stricken
later from the agreement in the process of
"translation."

STATUS OF FORCES The status of U.S. military foices
assigned to the bases was to be put more 1in line
with other ©NATO <countries. Extraterritoriality
privileges for the U.S. troops were to le severely
limited . and the Greek authorities would give up
legal jurisdiction over them only in very special
circumstances.

SOPERCESSION The 1953 U.S.-Greece agrecment 1is

superceded Ly the new agyreement upon its signiag.
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explained the provisions of the agreement.32 In his state-

ment, Papandreou declared that with <the siygning of the
agreement, "We [PASOK] keep the contract of ionor with the
Greek people. At the same time, we believe that critical

national interests are served in the best possible marnner."
[Ref. 35: p. S2]

The provisions of the agreement c¢an be Jdivided irnto
six major sectionmns:

1. TIMETABLE The agreement 1is to hLdave a restricted
five-year duration. Since it must go into efiect by
the end of 1983, this wmeans that the latest the
bases would remain in Greece 1is December 31, 1588.
At the expiration of this five-year period, there is
a 17-month dismartling period. The Greek government

is also reguired to give notice five wmonths 1in

advance of the agreement expiration date as to

= whether the agreement is to be terminated.

- Apparently, if this notice does not come, then the
U.S5. will assume that the bases are to reaain in
operation.

2. NATO CONNECTICE The agreement <disconnects any asso-
ciation of the bases with NATO interests. TLhey are
not to be considered NAIC bases nor are they consid-
ered as serving mutual defense ianterests of the two
countries. This accomplishes two aims: (1) that the
agreement can be abrcgated at any time wWwitaout
deference to any NATO reguirements whereas under the

1953 agreement Greece did not have tha right to do

32The official text was_to le released pendinj an acceg—
table translation which_would be approved and sighed by botk
parties. _ This originally was _to ap%en within 15 days, but
apgarent difficulties es ec1a¢l¥ in inling watuwally accep-
table terms in describing tlhe Aegean military " lkalance
pledge, _delayed tihe release. The "text of the "DECA were
signed flnall¥ on sertember 8 1984 and released to the
réss on_ tihe following day. fhe a?reement vas ratifiel by
he Greek parliament ¢n November 7, 71984.
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pay ar official visit to the Soviet Union, a vislt which
estakli.hed the bases for Greek-Soviet «cooperation and
economic exchanye.
L Fapandreou, who <cultivated relationships with the
f Eastern Bloc early during the formation of his party, has
continued this trend. He has kept up active relations with
the Soviet ©Union and has expanded econoaic cooperatiorn
between the two countries. He Las been very active in
seexiny agreements with most of the Eastern European coun-
tries and aas particularly focused on the continuation of
improved intra-Balkan relations, which have culminateil in
his arpeal to unite the regicn under the <concept o a
"Balkan Nuclear Free Zone."
In jeneral, then, there is no noticeable change in
the facts of Sreek-Communist blcc relations. They have been
continuvally developing within the frameworx of mutual advan-

tage. This can be seen as the result of a political outlook

rvvvvvr‘frvrrv- v—vﬂ

which has taken Greece into .the era of "detente" relaticns
with the East which are now on a par with those of many of
its Eurogean allies. It is reasonable to expect these rela-
tions to continue and not be greatly influenced in substance
regardless of right or left trends in Greek politics, given
no 4ramatic change in the world situation. It is natural
for Greece to turn economically to the countries of Eastern
Europe and to the USSR for trade. Beset by trade problens,
and having difficulty competing with the aore advarnced
Festern European econcmies especially in a peciod of general
economic difficulties, exploring ail advantajeous rade
routes is essential. One must also not disregard the polit-
ical advantages accrued from Greece's openings to the East.
Primarily, it diversifies Greek foreigr policy, =waking it
appear less dependent on ore =side within the world coammu-
nity. This enhances the appearance of progress toward true

independent state maturity desired by both parties as an
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ultimate goal for Greece. Secondarilv, 1t gJgives Greece
policy options which can also e used to possiply influence
Greek- Vestern relations and give Greece a stronger

bargaining position on important Greex issues.

2. The Cyprus Issue

There can be no doubt of the importance of this
issue to all the parties involved--particularly Greece and
Turkey. Both have made it centrazl in the.r dealings with
tiie Western Alliance, with the U.N. and in other interna-
tional issues. Cyprus has been the catalytic event which
opened this recent era in Greek politics and £inding a solu-
tion to the problem has become central in the security rpoii-
cies and relations of both parties. This is not to say,
however, that it is the 10ost volatile issue in the region.
Rather, it has become symbolic of the problems which Greece
perceives as existing within NATO, with its relations with
the United States, and the contentious issues in the Aejearn
Region. It was the seriousness of the isswe which caused
Greece to drastically alter its position within NATO. It is
its continued existence which has Lecome elementary in all
Greek foreign policy dealings and has become axiomatic in
the formation of Greek security policies. There can ke no
difference perceived between the general goals of either
party relative to this issue, only differernces in the
approach to the solution of the problen. Both parties LuLave
been equally emphatic about the need to end the partition
ard toth have sought support from any juarter they deemed
might be productive. It can be generally said, then, that
Cyprus, being a representation of some of the problems in
Greek-Turkish-NATO relations, will remain continually on the
top of the foreiygn and security policy agenda regardless of

political party governing, until a solutiorn is found.
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If Cyprus has become symbolic of regioral conflict, : S
the Aegean Sea issuves have Lecome the <concrete facts.
Arising out of the events of 1573-74, +the continual conten- e
tion between Greece and Turkey over the issues has become iﬁﬁ

basic to foreign and security policy <formation for both .

Greek parties. Both Greek parties have identified the zrin-
. cipal security threat to Greece as coming from the East
(Turkey) and have colored their dealings with all actors

within the area on this basis. They Lave both seen the ~
r "threat" in the Aegean as being one of primary national
{ importance. They nave both considered it an issue of terri-
L torial sovereignty of Greece's eastern island territories
and the rights which are associated witki them which Greece ——
attempts to protect. They have both categorically stated
that Greece is not prepared to make any concessions to
Turkey on the territorial issues or on airspace, seasrpace, ‘
or defense control in the area. "

4. ©NATO and U.S. Relations

The relationship of Greece to NATO and the United

States has been the subject of much consideration since the

= e T e

events of 1974, This jprobably has much to do with the

changes which have taken place in East-West relations since .

the founding of the alliance and the ensconcement of the U. }Gi
S. as one of its primary security guarantors. In the light e

of diminishing perceptions of an 1immediate and dangerous
threat from the Warsaw Pact which has begun to more and mcre
characterize the peripheral regions of the alliance,
regJional issues for Greece have appeared more important for
its security. The tendency has been to see the superpower
balance as more of an abstracticn while regioral issues have

become more concrete. Thus, Greece has questioned its rela- o
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tionship with NATO and sought tc readjust it to try to meet
its own perceptions of 3reek security reyuirements. Thus,
we have seen that the allegedly more pro-West jovernment of
New Denmacracy pulled Greece out of the military commanl of
NATO for six years. It spent the interim trving to renego-
tiate the position of Greece within the alliance, so that it
would take irto consideratior what Greece saw as its over-
riding security concermns. Full integration was never
achieved and the situation has not chauged sirnce the cuange
of government. Thus, while PASOK has always been vocaily
against the NATO alliance, it has not taken any steps to
conmpietely sever the Greek-NATO ties. Rather, Papandreou
continues to represert his country within the alliance and
is attemptiry to build a new "special" relatioaship with the
alliance which will take into <consideration wnat Greeks
perceive as their special security needs. Pespite the at
times acrimonious rhetoric against the alliance and the
Urited States, both of the parties have remained generally
2ligned with the West, have sought solutions to their grob-
lems through the use of the general alliance framework and
have never completely rejected the notion that attachmert to
the West, given present circumstainces, seems to still be the
best policy for the country.

5. U. S. Military Facilities in Greece

It might be assumed Lty someone who follows the
political action 1in Greece that there have certainly been
some sericus effects on this issue arising out of the 1981
chanye of government. It is generally assumed that the New
Democracy government was pro-U.S. and from the sometimes
caustic anti-American rhetoric of Papandreou onhe would
assume the opposite from his party. This issue, then, <can
serve as a good central example of the effect of the polit-

ical environment on one of the central security/foreign

221

.........

N

o4
R
9
[

¢

1

-

e e
. PPN
ﬁ IR




Pa Bie - S A St BN S N A . S I I - et S AT Rirendes

e den oy s Jown Aan Ban gl st Bude e

policy issues in Greece. Ey ccmparing the documentatiocn of
the agreements negotiated by the respective governments, the
difference should be apparent. For this pur,ose, I will use
the statenment of "Princirples to Guide Future Unitel
States-Greek Defense Cooperaticn" (State Department fress
release, April, 1976) negotiated by the Karamanlis
Government with the U.S. Department of State preparatory to
a new Defense and Economic Cooperation Agreement between the
two countries (which never materialized). This will FEe
compared to the text of the "Agreement of Defense and
Economic Cooperation"™ Letweea the U.S. and Greece, which was
negotiated early in 1983 and signed by the Papandreou
government oa September 9, 1383. {(These two docuuments are
included as Appendix A and Appendix B to this thesis,
respectively.)

The concept expressed in the first lines of each
agreement indicates that there is no thougat of a patron-
client relationship between the two countries, but that the
agreemert is based on mutual advantaje. Both agreements
emphasize that, for purposes «c¢f this relationship, Gr=2ece
and the U.S. are equal partners. The major <conceptual
difference here is that the 1576 agreement links the opera-
tion of the bases to the functioning of NATO while the 1983
one affirms the independence of the U.S.-Greece relationship
from any other considerations. Both agreements state that
the installations shkall be under a Greek commander. The
difficuities in this arrangement due to the nature of the
activities on some of the facilities have beer worked out in
the 1983 agreement by assigning specific authorities to the
base ccmmander _and providing for a consultative procedure
for control and review of the functioning of the two contin-
gents on each facility. Thus, the later agreement essen-
tially conforms to the general trend throughout the NATO
area that bases formerly belorginj essentially to the U.S.
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now come under national control of the hosts and the U.S.

forces nave a tenant relationship. Both agreements affirn

the concept that the operations and activities of tle rases
are strictly under the control ari limitation of the Greek
Government and in no case will they be allowed to carry out
wissions which are nct agreeé to specifically by the Greek
I covernment. Both agreements have provisions for the erploy-
ment of Greek personnel, although the 1982 one does not
mention any specific ratio where the earlier one insisted of
a minimum of 50F Greek manning. While the earlier agreement
N insisted on full sharing of intelligence data collected on
the facility, the 1983 agreement limits Greek access to
these facilities and does not specifically deal with infor-
mation sharing. In regards to general administratior, the
) earlier agreement simply stated that operation of the facil-
ities would be in the hands of the Greek coamander and was
not quaiified. 1In the later agreement, the Greex contingent

was given specific duties as iar as perimeter protection arnd

the rest of the authority was tempered by the operation of a
council which would represent loth sides to determine the
administration of certain porticns of the facility. Also,
all activities and provisions specifically set forth in the
i aanex to tke 1983 agreement were left open for renegotiation
with procedures specifically set up for this purpose. As
for the expiration of the ayreement, it was the intent ol
both governments to have the akility to review and renego-
) tiate the agreements periodically. There are obvious advan-
tages in this, especially since both ayreements are iinked
to econcmic and defense aid froa the U.S. to Greece.
However, the earlier agreement was to have only a four-year
p‘ term with provisions for its termination at an earlier date.
The later agreement has a five-year duration period with an
additional seventeen months given for removal of U.S. forces

if the agreement is terminated at the ena of this fperiod.
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There is no specific provision <for the early termination of
the later agreement except for the national emergency fprovi-
l sions under which the Greek government can cease all opera-
tions on the facilities as it sees fit. (This Joes not mean
withdrawal.) Finalily, both agreements mention military
assistance as being part of the relationship between the
I U.S. and Greece, meaning that Greece receives military aid
as a result of the agreement. However, the 1976 agreecment
included a figure, 3700 miliiomn, in the form of grants ani
loans which became the source c¢f the famous 7:10 aid ratio
i which was supposed to balance Greek and Turkish wmilitary
capatkilities in the Aegean Regicn. The later agreement does
not mention any specific ratio of aid vis-a-vis Turkey ror
does it stipulate that any of the aid be in the form of
grants. It does, however, outline broader U.S.-Greek
ecoromic cooperation in developing the Greek Jdefense
industry. Both agreements undertake to define the activi-
ties which are approved orn each of the facilities. The 1983
I agreement went further to define a new status for the United
States and associated forces assigned to the facilities.
However, although Papandreou has <continually inveigjhed

against the "Mextraterritoriality" of American troops in

I Greece, the 1983 agreement merely brings their status in
line with the status of forces in other NATO countries.
Indeed, except in special or severe circumstances, the U.S.
authorities continue to exercise guite a bit of control over Qfa
their troops.
In general, it appears that perhaps the agreemernt
envisioned by the "ccnservative" New Democracy government _ B
was perhaps more strict tharn the one put into effect by the '}J
PASOK government. This distinction is even more vivid when

one considers that in later negotiations betweern the Rallis

1
AT

New Democracy government and the U.S., reporters attributed

the breakdown of negotiations in mid-1981 to the fact that
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the J.S. could not agree to some of the Greek demands, which
reportedly incliuded a provision that tne agreement could be
abrogated by the Greek government at any time, that thre
facilities wouid be under the ungualified control of ‘the
Greek commander, and the U.S. formally accept and include
the 7:10 Greek-Turkish aid ratic in the agreement. [Ref. 1,
p- 80]

it therefore appears that, desrite his rhetoric, Papandreou
entered the negotiations with a very pragamatic attitude,
with the intent of trying to ¢et the best possible deal for
Greece given the situation, and d4did not let his anti-U.S.
rhetoric figure in his negotiating stance. Instead, the
present agyreement essentially provides for the needs of both
countries in an atmosphere of cooperation. It may be that
some of the recently uwmore outspoken anti-Americanism of
Papandreou is rartially a screen to placate the far left in
lignt of the continued existence of the U.S. facilities in

Greece. Couloumbis sums up the realities of the bases nego-

tiations in several succinct statements. Talking about the
bases negotiations under the Karamanlis Government, he
points out that "...ZIfor Greece, a bases agreement with the

Untied States remained the most important available
bargaining chip that it could link to other important objec-
tives such as re-entry into NATO (on acceptakle terms) and
the U0.5. aid balance to Greece and Turkey." [Ref. 2, p. 113]
Later, speaking of Parandreou's policies, he points out taat
“on the most vital issue as far as the United States is
concerned, the maintenance and continued operation of U. E.
bases in Greece, Parandreou also adopted an approach that
was built upon the Rallis government's position....
Papandreou's main concern has been that the bases be used to
mutual advantage, that Greece would retain enough control
over them...,and that future operations of these bases would
te linked to modernization of Greece's defense establishment
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in a fashion that would not disturb the ailitary eguililtrium
in the Aegean...." [Ref. 2, p. 9]

B. CONCEPTUAL ANALYSIS

It has become apparent from the data presented in this
thesis that a survey of the policies over the last ten years
indicates that there has been little concrete or drastic
change resulting from the change from an allejed "rightist"
government to one said to be "leftist."® Indeed, it seems
that generally, the parties, irrespective of their ideolo-
gical 'heritage or progyrams, have gyenerally seern fit to
modiiy their positions on the basis of some other force.
Thus, we Lave a New Democracy government, gererally corsid-
ered to Le pro-west and right-wing, withdrawing its troops
from NATCG , threatening the <closure of U.S. facilities in
Greece, establishing firm and long-lasting relaticns with
the Eastern Bloc, and generally taking a non-conservative
attitude with regard to its secdrity policies and relation-
ships. On the other hand, we see the leader of PASOK nmove
from being a violéntly anti-Fest, far-left oriented ideo-
logue in opposition; to a positioun of authority. I offiice,
ne has adopted positions essentially comparable to those of
his predecessor, preserving the basic Jesterrn orientation of
the country, pragmatically using the available resources to
achieve advantage for Greece without destroying arny of the
Lasic structure of its foreign or security policy. To
account for this, there must te another force within Greek
policy formation which transcends political ideologies and
governs rolicy practices, disregarding political labels ani
ieading the party practices to converge on a central naticn-
alist, Western-oriented track.

~“he concept I find useful here comes from the politicai

scientist Roy Makridis. When he speakes generally of the
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Greex [political situation, he attempts to deal with a
concept he labels the "Mediterranean Prozfile.” [EkKef. 3, p.
2] Referriny to the characteristics of the rations of the
Mediterrarear littoral, he describes the instability and the
problems of development of the nations which are in the
midst of the modernization process. To study this develop-
mental profile, according to Makridis, one needs to evaluate
the process and progress of mcdernization from two tasic
angles, economic (associated with social), and poliitical.
Although these two are intricately interrelated, it is the
latter which 1is of interest here. Makridis i1s thinxing
mainly of internal political matters wher he further diviides
the political modernization concept into three Fkasic divi-
sions: " (1yparticipation and participatory mechanisms
including ti.e formation of national and integrative polit-
ical parties, (2) the development of rational goverumental
and bureaucratic structures, and (3) rejige-accegtance--
legitimacy." (Ref. 3, p. 3]

However, when one 1is consideringy security policy in
relation to internal politics, which essentially deals with
how the specific country relates to its international polit-
ical enviromment, these divisions take on additional
meaning. For a country in a developinyg stage and not self
sufficient, the establishment and maintenance of particigpa-
tory mechanisms and participation 1in the extra-natiomal
comnunity and the further development of policies which will
inteyrate it into the larger community in a manner which is
acceptable Loth to the domestic perceptious of the country's
role and to the realities of the 1international systen,
become imperatives in the maturing process of the state as
member of this community. Penniman's second point applies
more to the process of internal change with which the two
ma jor parties nave been strugyling. The maturation process

in Greece has meant the modernization and rationalization of
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the governmental structure, which has 1lagged far behind
internal social and econonic reaiity. It is precisely the
resistance to change of these goveranmental institutions
which was partially responsible for the dowrnfall of the New
Democracy governaent and is proviry difficult to charge for
PASOK, On toe other hand, it is precisely these institu-
tions which the policy must coordinate with and secure.

However, it has been shown, I believe, 1in the last ten
years in Greece, that with the Jdestruction of the far-left
after the civil war in 1949 and self-destruction of the far
right with the fall of the jurta in 1974, that Greece is
generally in a new =stage of folitical developnent. The
political center has become the predominant force and the
source of political jcwer. It is this mass of opinion whick
I believe best expresses the slow movement toward maturity
of a state. It can Le seen as a broad beit moving upward on
a graph, toward which policies tend and toward which the
political parties gravitate if thev wisk to mairntairn the
support needed to survive in a democratic societv. In the
past, non-democratic forces basically prevented the fulfill-
ment of this process, and thus created the typical iansta-
bility and praetorianism of developing natiors. However, it
appears that no nation car remain static, and basic moveaent
toward a mature, stable state definition contirnues to occur.
For the developing rations, this movement expresses itself
internationally as well as internilly as amutual acceptance
of and by the domestic and international rejime or what
Makridis labels as legitimacy. It 1is this concept which
speaks most strongly to the present Greek situation.

Each country deveiops and matures at its own rate.
fiowever, ir the "“"free world" a pattern seems to be consis-
tent and almost unavcidable. It appears that Greece has
gone through many of the «commcn stages, that of colonial

subjugation, of revolution, of monarchy and dependence, of
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chaotic centrifugal political developments, of dictatorship

and finally of consermnsus. It is this last stage in which I

believe legitimacy becomes most important. It is in this

stage where the country tries to becouwe a truly indepeudent
actor and in which it is imperative in a democracy to have
the majority support of the pecple. Thus the developments
of the last ten years show not the former political acro-
ratics of Greek politics but a trend toward the attempt to
complete the final stages of state legitimization. Thus we
see leaders, disregarding their apparent political differ-
ences, attempting to accomplish the same general goal. The
need of the modernizatiou process in Greece appears to be
political stabilization, elimination of the d=2pendency which
frustrates the desires of the populace, and securing for the
state a legitimate, respected ard secure position within the
world community. Thaus pragmatism dictates that the leaders
of Greece guide the country frcm being acted upon to being
an actor in the international ccmmunity. This reguires that
Greece be integrated with international regimes while main-
taininy the political and economic strength to stay viable
as an entity. It is, then, this drive for nationral legiti-
macy that I believe 1is behind the ©policies of Greece and
forms the basis for its security policy, not the programs of
the party ideologues. Bounds of legitimacy have beern set
within the areas of both domestic and international toler-
ance, and while rhetoric may occasionally exceed these
bounds for political expediency, it is poliitically dangerous
to proceed outside these vague limits in action. Tiuus, we
have seen that there is a central tendency within Greek

politics which matches policy formation and whichk is

dictated by external and internal political, economic and
social realities which are part of the modernization
process. SR
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VII. CONCIUSIONS

The fpolitical changes tnat have taken piace 1irn Greece S
since 1974 have at times been cause Zor aiarm within Western -
and J.S. policy making circles. inleed, <the most recent 7
pronouncements of the Greex Prime Minister have causel a
small uproar within the ailiance and have done considerabie
vioience to United States public perceptions of Greece as an
ally. One therefore naturalily gquestions the direction in
whici Greece npay be heading. it Las been the purpose of
this study to explore in detail the political developments
in Greece as they relate to the formatioxu of Greek security
policy and therefore the Greex role within the Western
political and security regimes. It has been found that
despite the at times hyperbolic rhetoric cowing from the
leadin¢ politicians in Greece, their domestic jpolitical
support seems to be ccaming from the political center. This
is a sign of a trend toward jolitical stability within a
country which has in the past Fkeen plagqued by every manier
of political chaos and exploitation. It is apparent that
the true political extremes of right and 1left have been
relegated to a peripheral role. The two major parties have
vied for the center votes and have sought to maintain their

supgort by followiny very similar policies regarding impor-

tant facets of Greek internai and foreign policy.
It is therefore apparent that of greatest iamportance is
not the proclaimed ideolojies of the parties in question but

their actions in trying to move Greece into the modern era

PPN WO PP

as an independent arnd legitimate actor. The overriding
forces of nationalisa, independence and development are

characteristic of countries which are trying to shed their ::5

FOTTR LS

foraer client or protectorate status and move toward playany

- .
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an egual role within the intermational environment, wnile
expressingy the needs and desires of a populace which is
rapidly pusiking toward modernization. The basic needs of
this stage oi development have Dbeen perceived oy the polit-
ical structure, and it has begun to respond. The positive
resuit is that Greece is apparently maturing into a stable
democratic state, responsive tc the needs of its pecple and
aware of the 1international forces which must be considered
in the formation of its policies. The unfortunate side of
this development 1s that it has met with difficulties
arising from unresolved conflicts within the rejiorn which in
tiie Greek perception «continue to threaten the integrity of
tiie state, and from problems c¢f ecoaomic development which
are aggravated by the so-called Aegean arms race. This has
caused the policies of Athens tc diverje at times from thcse
of its allies, and has resulted in tense relations betweern
Greece and the United States.

T"he fact remains, though, that in defense plannirng no
critic or commentator has ever denied the strategic iapor-
tance of Greece to the West and to NATO. As Veremis points
out, "If Greece were lost to NATO the implications to the
Alliance would be serious:--the continuity of defence in the
Southern Region would be disrupted, --the defence of neigyh-
boring countries would become untenhable, --the Middle Eas*
would be isolated frcm the West." [Ref. 1, p. 72] Indeed,
wnile evern rost Greek commentatcrs admit that Turkey may be
overall even more impcrtant to the Alliance, the defense of
that ally would be much more difficult if Greece were lost
to the Hest. If Greece were to sever its relationsaip with
the ¥West, the results would be unprelictable for both the
NATC alliance ard for the generai stability of the Balkan
regyion. What has Lbeen shown by this stady, however, is that
this eventuality 1is highly wunlikely, barring otaer major

changes in the intermnational situation. Zven 2rime Minister
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assisting the Hellenic defense irdustry, and will encouraje
nev defense production projects anil two-way trade in defense
materiel.

3. Both Governments intend to facilitate the mutual
flow of defense procurement for their armed forces, aimed at
assuring a long-term equitable ralance in their excharges.

4. The Governments will permit the sale of defense
equipment produced under license, co-production agreeaents
and/or joint development projects to allied countries and to
approfriate third countries, subject to the Lprior written
ayreement of the governament that made available the defeuse
articles or technical data.

. Acquisition of items of defense egquipment Jdeveloped
or produced by either Party shall be on the most economical
terns and based on ccapetitive contracting procedures, and
based on agygreed procedures for defense industrial coopera-
tion.

6. The Parties shall promptly develop a framevork
agreement to facilitate the achievement of the purposes of

this Article.

ARTICLE X
The two Governments, ccnsidering the relatiomnsinip
Eetween defense «capability ani economic jrowth and

stability, #will exert wmaximum efforts to develop cooperative
economic, industrial, scientific and technological relations
tetween the two countries, including mutually agyreed Urnited
States tecinical assistance and, as conditions warrant,

other assistance.
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enter into communication concerning suchL aeasures. Thi

o

s
process of communication shall not derogate from the right

referred to in paragragh 1.

ARTICLE VIII

In accordance with the purpcses of this Agreement, and
consistent with 1its constitutional procedures, the United
States shall assist in the @modernization and maintenance of
Greek defense capabilities througlh the provision of defense
support to the Government of the Hellemniz ©ERepuktlic. Such
Urited States assistance shall also be guided by the prin-
ciple set forth in United States l1law that «calls for

preserving the Lalance of military strength in the region.

ARTICLE IX

1. The Governments of the Hellenic Republic and the
Urnited States will seek opportunities to cooperate in the
researck, development, production anl procurement of appro-
priate defense nateriel as well as in the related logistic
support. 3oth Parties undertake to encouragye joint invest-
ment in the aforementioned areas and to devote particular
attenticn to promoting new cooperative projects nd recip-
rocal procurement of defense materiel.

2. For this purpose the Government of the United States
shall assist the Government of the Hellenic republic in
matually agreed efforts aimed at enhancing ard research,
development, producticn, maintenance, repair and moderriza-

tion oI defense materiel aud eyuipment in 3reece and at
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ARTICLE ¥

3
]
1. With the exception of national cryptographic (code) +
roons, and Greek kepresentative shall have access to all
areas where technical operations and other Jrited States
activities are performed shall ke on a non-routine basis and - o
in accordance with agreed procedures.
2. The 1location of national cryptographic rooms and
classiiied areas will be identified by the two Parties, and
any change thereafter will be as mutually agreed. -

oy

ARTICLE ¥

[[B]

A joint Commission will be established to deal with and
to resolve ifI possible any <question or difference which may

arise concerniny the interpretation and implementation of

the Agreement. Any issue no resoived shall be dealt with by

the two Governments.

ARTICLE VII
1. Nothing in this Agreement shall be in derogation of g
the inherent right of the Government of the Hellenic 1

Republic wunder international 1law %o take immediateiy all

appropriate restrictive measures regquired to safeguard its

vital national security interests in an emer jency. ' 5;
Z. In the event that, in the view or the Government of

the Hellenic Republic, such an emergeccy exists, the afppro-

priate Greek and United States authorities shalli immediately
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authorities, who will issue <special identitfication cards

signed by the competent Greek authorities.

ARTICLE 1V

1. The Government of the Hellenic kepublic shall assign
Greek personnel to each of the facilities. The senior Greek

official so assigned to each facility shall be designated as

the Greek representative. The G3reek Representative will
exercise command and control of Greek personnel, and the
premises used exclusively by then, at each facility. The

Greek Rerresentative shall be responsible for liaison and
coordiration with arppropriate Greek authorities to include
those responsible for the security of, and maintenance of
order on, the perimeter of the facility. The Greek
Rep.esentative will Le responsible to report to the Greek
authorities on the implementation and observance of the
provisions of this Agreement relating to the facilities.

-

Ze The Commander of the United States forces at each

facility shall exercise command and control over the
facility ard personnel of the United States assigned
thereto, ipcluding their equiprent and material and the

premises used by them, and shall provide for the security
and safety thereof.

3. The Greek Representative and the Commander of the
United States forces shall, as required, report through
their respective authorities to the Joint Commission estab-
iished pursuant to Article VI of this Agreenent arnd sabnit
any questions or differences <concerning interpretation or
implementation of the Agreement or other arrangements tc the

Joint Commission.
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ogerate military and supporting facilities i1 Greece (herei-
nafter referred to as thke facilities) and to carry out
missions and activities at these facilities for Jeferse
purposes in accordance with the jrovisions of this
Agreenment. These facilities, missions and activities shall
be those identified and descrited wunder the Annex to this
Agreenment,

2. The major items of equipment, arms and amamunition
located at the facilities shall be idertified tc Greex
authorities, 1im accorlance with agyreed procelures. Any
expansion, change, modernization or replacement thereof
wnich will alter the missiorn capabilities of such facilities
shall be sutject to the prior concurrence of the Government
of the Hellenic Republic.

3. The missions and activities authorized by this
Agreement and its Annex include the periformance of technical
operations at the facilities., Such technical operations ani
related activities shall be manned by United States

personnel.

ARTICLE III

1. The status of the United States forces, members of
the force, members of the civilian component, ard dependents
shall be governed by the "Agreement between the Parties to
the North Atlantic Treaty Regardiny the Status of Their
Forces: and related bilateral arrangements between the
Governments of the Hellenic Rerfrublic and the United States
of America.

2. Members of the force, members of the civilian compo-
nent, and dependents shall te recognized to havse this

capacity only upon being officially announced to the Greek
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GREECE-UNITED STATES DECA, 8 SEPTE4BER, 1983

AUTHOR'S NCTE:

This is reprinted frcm the text sent to the author directly

from the U.S. Department of State. Format is similar to

the original but not an exact duplicate for typograghical
reasons.

AGRZEMENT ON DEFENSE AND ECONCMIC COOPERATION BETHW

£

td

N

=

£

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND THE GOVERNAENT OF THE
HELLENIC REPUBLIC

rm

ARTICLE I

The parties intend Lty this Agreement to restructure
their defense and economic cooperation based on their
existing bilateral arrangements and multilateral agreemerts,
and in accordance with the principles of mutual benefit and

full respect for the sovereigrnty, independence and interests
of each country.

ARTICLE II

1. In the <furtherance of the purposes of this
Agreement, the Government of the Hellenic Repuklic author-

ises the Government of the United States to maintain and
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to Greece of wmilitary assistance totaling 700 aillion
dollars, a part of which will Le grant aid. This commitment
will be desigrned to further develop the defense preparedness
of Greece and meet its defense needs in pursuit of North

Atlantic Alliance goals.
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3.) There shall be participation of GreeX personrel
up to 50% of the total <strength reguired for agreed
joint technical operations and related maintenance
activities and services «cf the facilities and there
shall be provisions for the training of such personnel

for this purpose.

4.) A1l ipntelligerce information including raw data
produced by the installaticns shali be shared fully by
the two Governments according to autually agreed proce-
dures. A joint use pian fcr the U.S. forces ccmmunica-

tions system in Greece shall be agreed upon.

(5.) The agreement shall remain in effect <£for four
years and there shkall be provisions for the termination
thereof Lefore its expiration, as well as for its

renewval.

(6.) H9ithin this framework there shall be annexes to

this agreement covering each major installation (Nea

Makri, Souda Bay, Iraklion), tiae U.S. element at the
- Hellenikon Greek Air Base, as well as annexes dealing

with status of forces (SOFA) and command and control.  223

(7.) The annex covering Souda Bay wiil bte a revision ~:jj
of the 1959 Souda Bay agreement. Meanwhile it is .
understood that U0.S. operations at this airfield will S
be in accordance with the 1959 agrecmert. lt“ﬁ

(8.) It is understood that, pending the conclusion of
the new agreement within a reasonable time, U.S. opera- '*q
tions now being conducted irom facilities in Greece,

which serve mutual-defense interests, will be allowed

e

to continue.

1v. As an integral part of the new defense cooperation

agreement, provision will be made for a four-vear commitment

s
Uy )

j-
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APPENDIX ]
STATE DEPARTMENT PRESS RELEASE NO. 180

DEPARTMENT OF STATE PRESS RELFASE QN BERINCIPLES 7O GUIDE -
FUTURE UNITED STATES-GREEK DEFENSZ COORERATION,  April 15, )
1976. 33

The Governments c¢f Greece ard the U.S. will complete as
soon as possible a new defense cooperation agreement to
replace the 1953 U.S.-Greek military facilities agreenert .
ard other related agreements. The J.S. Government will
submit this ayreement to Congress for approval.

II. The new agreement will be designed to modernize the
U.5.-Greek defense relationship refiectiny the traditionalliy ,
close association between the U.5. and Greece and the amutu-

ality of their defense interests in the North A.%antic

Alliance.
IiIT. This new agreement will define the status and =2t f—
forth the terms for orerations of military installations in

Greece where U.S. persornnel are present. It will be similar
to the U.S. Turkish agreement and will embody, inter alia
the following principles:

(1.) Each installiation will be a Greek military

installation under a Greek Commander.

(2.) The 1installations shall serve only purfposes
authorized by the Government of Greece. Their activi-
ties shall be «carried out on the basis of Mutuvally
agreed programs.

33The text is taken from Anrex K, United States L;l;ggg% "
Installations and Obvjectives in the HTediterTanean, FRepor -
Ior the  Surcommitt€e on Eurfope ahd the Hiddlie Tast of the ]
Comnittee on International Relations, 95th. Congress, 1st.
Session, March 27, 1977, p. 87. (No{ Original Format.)

237 S

< CASETE TN I e T L B I
- " R IR S YT I TPt S NPTy

" . R T R T S T S DL P PR PUNL U P S PN PRI
PR P A R SRR I SR B S, i S Myt Ra e ) : N




p——

EEE & I A

R R Ar

Lt . P e N T IR et e e e
SRR AU WSS AN W LU WP W W VAL LS U, Wk Y W LR PSR WA R W W WS PR WL I PR WIS P L)

DIV R aale /AR el anwie SASE g gl BUNE SrAs ARGt e Srat et anEEC A AN ol niNl oIt SRA Sbet St et NP it i A

-

Firally, as was mentioned in the introduction of this
thesis, to get an accurate perspective on the totality of
the security issues discussed, one would be forced to
consider them from other points of view. This of course is
the major dilemma of the United States and NATO in policy
formation-- that the regional actors temd to amirror each
other in their needs and policies. However, the general
findings of this study are applicable to many diverse situ-
ations and locales; that is, irn foraming policy one nmust
search for the deeper concerns and forces which motivate
policy formation in democratic countries. To deal with
these is to provide meanirgful assistance and build lasting
and secure relationships, to ignore them is to risk disarc-
fection and pave the way for growing difficuities and
dilemmas and ultimately policy failure and crisis--similar
to the situation in 1974. The latter scenario should not be
repeated.
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to say that the double standard between political rhetoric
and actual policy, such as is exhibited in Greece gquite
often, 1is not ultiamately dangerous. It can create undesi-
rable imreratives where the leaders become victims of their
own rhetoric in order not to lcse an artificially generated
support based on false percepticns. This has ard continues
to be a particularly persisternt problem among Western allies
and cannot but weaken relatiomns.

It has been the intent of this study to point oat
exactly tais fact and serve as a basis for consideration of
possikle alternatives in Greek-American relatiorns. It has
been shown that the security pclicies of the Greek govern-
ments have in practice shown consistencies based on the
realities of the Greek situaticn-- domestic, regional and
international. It is these rasic developmental needs which
mist ke attended to (Ly allies and Greek leaders) if a mutu-
ally beneficial relationship between Greece and its allies
is to te continued. One would expect that, were more assis-
tance brought to bear on the underlyinj sources of econonmic,
political and territorial threat perception, Greece could
divert more of 1its attention to more long-term security
considerations. _

In summary, this study has provided a great deal of
specific information on the basic security policies of the
two major Greek political parties, New Democracy (1974-81)
and the Panhellenic Socialist Movement (PASOK,
1981-present). It has shown that despite the apparently
great divergence of ideologies which some observers like to
point out, there has essentially been a confluence of policy
which has corresponded to the general preferences of the
populace in its percertions of friorities for Greece. It is
instructive that this seeks to indicate a poiitical matura-

tion which tends toward political <centrality and tends to 55§

preclude arbitrary pclicy formation.
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stability of the glotal balance, regional concerns must be
taken into coansideration. Wwe must realize that we caunnot
zpect a small, develioping ccuntry such as 3reece to have
the same priorities for policy formation as a large devel-
oped country like the United States. However, we can expect
that our aliies will also show some sympathy for the priori-
ties we must coansider in formation of our policies. In the
final analysis, if thke basic needs of each country and the
basic priorities were better understood and put into proper
perspective, it would be simpier to form a more mutually
beneficial relationship. This study has showz that behind
the actions of the various governments of Greece in the past
ten years, there has been a consistent set of national
priorities based on national aspirations and perceptions
which have determined the concrete policies (those put into
practice). It 1is this level which must be considered in
forming our policy toward Greece.
In a recent report to the Urited -States Senate Conmittee
on Foreign relations, it was =stated that the central issue

ir the continuing viability of NATO is:

waether , under todag's conditions, the alliance will be
able to accommodate 0.S. and European differences in a
way tnat «rehabilitates NATO's role as_  the coordinating
mechanism for Western security _fpolicies. The answef
will depend 1n part on how_ wei.l the United_ States_and
the allies understand the factors that lead to polic
and perceptual _differences, Any new consensus__whic
fails to_acknowledge that there are fundamental differ-
ences will be doomed to obsolescence....[Kkef. 2, p.1]

This same report continues by pointing out that it is impor-
tant to understand that "divergent perspectives are not the
product of malicious intent or irrational reactions. ThLey
derive from profound and, to some extent, iummutable factors
over which leaders on either side of the Atlantic nave
little control." [Ref. 2, p. 29 This is , of course, refer-

ring to underlying realities within the nations. it .s not
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taken no drastic action to force a solution of the Aegean
Sea and Cyprus issues tut has rather relied upon tue U.N.
and other negotiations to try to solve the probleas.
Indeed, it 1is probably an indication of the strength ani
success of NATO that Greece has felt secure to pursue its
national and regional interests to such an extent. it
Greece is to remain a strony ©member of the Western commu-
nity, then, given tle present international situation , it
must foresee an advantage gained by this association in the
anelioration of regional and internal issues.

For the United States I believe chat tais study has made
its policy course more clear. It is apparent tnat it is not
necessarily beneficial to dwell solely on political rhetoric
or react too strongly to political ideoloyies. It is grob-
ably more important to attend to the underlying <Lforces
witain a country--those forces which are trving to lead the
country into the modern age as an independent actor wanich
cat provide for the needs of its people and . play ar impor-
tant and productive role in the international community.
For Greece this means the reduction oi the perceived threat
from its ally Turkey, a diminution of the perception of fear
for the sovereignty of it Aegean island territories, the
soluticn to what 1is thought of as the unjust derogation of
the rights of the Hellenic ccmmunity in Cyprus and the
alteration of the national status of that country. Finally,
the c¢ourse must be toward a ypolicy which aids in the
strengtheninrg of the country economically and politicaily
with sufficient attertion to assistance which would insure
the further development of a stable economy and gyovernment.
These are the imperatives of Greek policy and Greek security
revolves arouand them, not around the superpower concerns oi
global bipolar politics. The apparent stalemate in the
global balance of power has made other concerns come tc the

fore within the varicus regions. Predicated on the general
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Papandreou, at times extremely critical of the United States
and NATO, predicates any drastic changye in the Greek-dest
relationship on the unlikely eventuality of the total disso-
lution of the East-West division in Zurope. It is thnerefore
apparent that we can expect no drastic changes in security
relations with Greece or in Greek security policy. What
must Le realized, however, 1is that NATO was formed during

considerably different circurstances tanan exist today and
that Greece acceded to the alliance under vastly different

internal and external conditicns. Ahat we must exfect,
then, 1is that no state can remain static and that its poli-
cies and reiationships must change with other aspects of its
development. It is therefore apparent that Greece 1is ot
trying to destroy its relations with the West but to caange
them to coincide more with domestic and international prior-
ities and realities. The political chanje in Greece thLere-
fore has not been the crisis that some foresaw. fhat is
apparent from this study of the past ten years of Greek
policy, 1is that Greece seeks to deal with what it perceives
as the realities of 1its existence while seeking the nost
benefit for Greece. It therefcocre seexs redefinition of the
relationship with its allies and within the European comnpu-
nity which will take into consideration special Greek prok-
lems and needs. This seems to follow the pattern of the
growing North-South debate which has begun to hLave effects
within Europe.

To those who fear the dissolution of tahe alliance and
the impendiny fall of Europe, perkaps this study is instruc-
tive. Greece, for ail its vacillations, remains tied to the
NATO alliiance, Athens is represented in the EC and continues
to piay an active rcle 1in the organizatioa, Creece still
retains strony defense ties with tae United States, the
military facilities of the United States now operate under a

new agreement with the Socialist government and Greece has
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RTICLE XL

1. Procedural and implementing arrangyeaents called for

unjer this Agreement, as well as such other arrangements as

°
o
»
.
.
K;
L_'

the Parties 3Jeem necessary for the purposes cf, and other-
wise consistent with, this Agreement, shall be addressed by
the Parties, through the Joint Commission as appropriate.

2. 411 terms and conditions relating to the use of
facilities under arrangements existing as of the date of
entry into force of this Agreement shall, to the extent
consistent with this Agreement and its Anrnex, continue in
force until modified or terminated by agreement, througk the
Joint Commission as appropriate. Previous bilateral
arrangenents related to the purroses of this Agreement shall
be submitted at the initiative of either Party to the Joint
Commission ifor review and mutual consideration. This
process of review will be completed within one year of the

signature of this Agreement. If necessary this period can

be extended by the Parties.

H ARTICLE XI~

- 1. This Agreement shall enter into force no later tharn

Lbf December 31, 1983 upon an exchanye of notes between the

_ Parties indicating that their respective constitutional

[ requirements have been satisfied. This Agreement is termi-
nable after five years upon written notice Ly either Party

é. to be given five months prior to the date upon which termi-
nation is to take effect.

2. The Government of the United States shall have a

period of seventeen months commencing of the effective date
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of termination within which to carry out the withdrawal of
United States personnel, property and ejuipment rfrom Grecce.
211 terms and conditions pursuant to this Agreement shall
apply duriry suchk period.

Done in Athens, this 8th day of September, 1983, in
duplicate, 1in the Greek and English languages, botia teuts
being equally authentic.

FCR THE GOVERNMENT CF THE UNITED STATES OF AAERICA
{signed)
ALAN D. BERLIND

Charge d'Affairs ad interinm

FOR THE GOVERNMENT OF THE HELLZINIC REPUBLIC
{Signed)
YIANNIS P. CAPSIS

Under-Secretary of State for Foreigm Affairs

—
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ANNEZX

IN TMPLEMENTATION OF THE DEFENSEZ AND ECONOMIC COOPERATION
AGREEHJENT
BEETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNLTED STATES OF AMERICA AND
THE
GOVERNMENT OF THE HELLENIC REPUBLIC

A. Articie I of the Agreenment

This annex 1is pursuarnt to Article XI of the Defense and
Economic Cooperation Agreement (hereinafter referred to as
the Agreement) and shall enter into <force and remain in

force contemporaneously with the Agreenent.

B. Article II of the Agreement
1. Consistent with the purposes of tae Agreement and purs-
uant of Article II thereof, the Government of the United

States is authorized to maintain and operate the military
and supportiny facilities currently used by the Govermnment
of the United States under existing arrangements, as identi-
fied below:

a. Nea Hdakri Naval Communications Statiom Complex,
consisting of : Headgquarters, support and operational
complex at Nea Makri; transpitting site ard micrcwave

reflector at Kato Souli; and water Zfacilities at

Marathon.
b. Iraklion Comamunicaticns Station Complex, Crete,
consisting of: BEeadgjuarters, support and operational

comylex at Gournes; transgitting site at Hani Xokkini;

and water facilities at Mallia.
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c. Souda Air Base, Crete, consisting of: Headguarters,
support and operational ccmplex (including the aaval
ccomunications detachment) .

d. Hellenikon Air Base, consisting of: Headquarters,

support and operatiornal complex at Hellenikon Airbase;

dependent educational facilities at Bari and Glyfada

and child care facility at Sourmena; excharnge facili-

ties, including annexes at Giyfada and Kastri, adminis-

trative offices at Argyrouroiis and warehouse and ofen
{ storage areas at Aegalecs; commissary facilities,
including conmissary store at Neos Kosmos, warehousing
and cold storage areas at Pireaus and administrative
offices at Glyfada; contracting offices ad
Argyroupolis; and Military Transportation Terminal
facilities at Pireaus.

e. Nodal Communications Sites, consisting of: _fff}

Facilities on Mount Pateras, dount Parnis, . Mount ;;;i

{ Hortiatis and Mount Ederi, and on Lefkas Island. P

: 2. Pursuant to Article II of the Agreehent, the Government ;f];

: of the United States 1is autihorized to carry out, at the i:%j
I facilities identified above, the missions and activities O

currently being carried out under existinyg arrangements, as :fibj

identified below: REa

? a. Nea Makri Naval Communications Station Complex !_-1

- Communications £for command and control and ]

administration primarily for United States g

; forces in the Mediterranean region. ;;

i - Supporting adaoninistrative, communications .'_ :

: {intra-and extra-statior), and logistic activi- -

E ties. jsﬁ i

:f R

B
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b. Iraklion Communications Station Complex
- Comnmunications and scientific research and anal- ;»;J
ysis and communication of data. L

- Supporting administrative, communications -
{(intra- and extra-station), including 1local

AFRTS present services, and logistic activities.
C. Souda Air Base
- Operations, maintenance and support of United
States maritime Patrol Aircraft.
- Operations, maintenance and support of airtorne J
logistic support missions. S
- Use as a carrier aircraft divert airfield.
- Storage, maintetance and assembly of preposi- -1
tioned mine stockpiles.

- Storage and mainterance of conventional |
munitions. '

- Communications i?'y
- Supporting administrative -and logistic _;;d
activities. ) ) - 4
d. Hellemikon Air Base Complex .ﬁi
- Operations, maintemance and support of airlift f?g
and logistic suppecert, including associated ‘;:;
terminal facilities. -~ e

- Stationing, operaticns, maintenance and support .,%q
of United States liaison aircraft. . 3

- Operationmns, maintenance and support of R

reconnaissance aircraft and conduct of technical -~

ground prccessing. -}f}

- Communications, includinyg ARFTS present
services. S
Admiristrative and logistic support. - 4

e. Nodal Communications Sites ?VS

- Operation and maintenarnce of ground-to-grouand L

and ground-to-air relay communicatious.
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- Administrative, communications (incluiling

television relay at Ederi) and logistic surfport.

3. Flignt activities associated with the military and |

supporting facilities shall ke 1in accordance with the
Technical Arrangement dated November 17, 1977.

L‘L,I. ‘. A. .A. L' Il

€. Article III of the Agreement

1. : Status of forces arrangements between the Jrnited

PO O ST SISO

States and Greece shall be implemented in the same manner
and spirit with which such arrangements are generalliy
applied by States Party to the North Atlantic Treaty.

2. With respect to the exercise of criminal jurisdiction: ;H;
- The Hellenic Republic recoynizes the particular ?fjf
importance of disciplinary control by the United States Eii‘
military authorities over the members of the force and i;i
the effect which such control has upon operational ffif
readiness. The competent Greek authorities, in accor- :,fﬁ
dance with the provisions of Article VII, paragraph 3 T ﬁ
(c) of the NATO Status of Forces Agreement, will there- :ffﬂ
fore except in cases they consider of particular impor- fﬁfﬂ
tance to then, in conformity with tleir sovereign T
discretionary right, give expeditious and favorable
consideration to the waiver of their criminal jurisdic-
ticn upon request of the United States forces.
| Requests Lty the United States authorities for a ‘q
waiver by Greece of its criminal jurisdiction shall be 1
processed ir accordance with the following procedures: ‘ﬁ

(1) A reguest shall be presented within a period ?ﬁ?
of thirty (30) days from the date the Urnited : |
States military authorities become aware of the %53
T
R
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initiation of crimirai proceedings against an
accused, to the Joirt Coamission extablisked under
Article VI of the Agreeuent.

(2.) The request shail be reviewed by the Joint
Commission which shall submit a recommendation to
the competent Greek authority within fifteen (15)
days from the submission oi the request.

(3.) The competent Greek authority shall bake a

decision on the request within thirty (30) days of

receipt.

{4.) If Greek authorities do not waive their »
jurisdiction, the case will be yiven preferential -]
treatment to complete the judicial proceedings in i

the shortest possible time 1in accordance witkh
Article VII, paragraph S (a) of the NATC Status of
Forces Agreement.

3. With respect to custody of aembers of the United -4
States forces: 5
a. The provisicns of Greek law pertaining to pretrial : i
detention or requiring confinement of the accused shail g
be discharged until the conclusion of all judicial Tjj
proceedings by a duly executed certificate of the o
United States military authorities assuring the appear- ij;

ance of the member of the force before the competent
Greek judicial authorities in any proceedings that may

)
t

require tLe presence of such person.

b. Woen a member of the force has been convicted by a

Greek court and an unsuspended sentence to confinement

]

is adjudged, the United States military authorities

. ‘ . . . !
ata’a t R ke A ddindoa al ok

shall maintain custody over the accused in Greece until

the conclusion of all appellate proceedings.
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4. Witk respect to the definition of civilian conponent:

a. The term "civilian comporent" as defined irn Article
I, paragraph 1 (b) of the NATO Status of Forces
Agreement, whick may include dependents, shall also
mean employees of a non-Greek and non-commercial orgjan-
ization who are nationals ¢ or ordinarily resident in
the United States and who, solely for the purpose of
contributing to the welfare, morale or education of the
force, are accompanying those forces in Greece, and
non-Greek persons enployed by United States contractors
directly serving the United States forces 1in Greece.
The number of positions for personrel to be accorded
the status of onmembers of the <civilian component by
virtue of this paragraph shall not exceed twenty-five
(25) more than those established as of June 1, 1983
without the express consent of the Goveranment of the
Helleric Republic. Such personnel shall not be consid-
ered as having the status of members of the civiliian
conponent for the purpose oi Article VIII of the WATO
Status of Forces Agreement.

b. Resident documents or work peramaits shall not te
required for the employment of irembers of the civilian
component in connection with the facilities.

5. With respect to labor provisioas:

a. For each facility or activity, two schedules of
positions shall be establishel, one for Greek personuel
and the other for CUnited States personnel, reflecting
the number of positions under each category as of June
1, 19383. Any changes in excess of 3% to the propor-
tionality reflected in these schedules will be mutually

agreed upon by the two Governments.
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k. Pursuant to Article IX, paragraph 4, .of the NATO
Status of Forces Agreement, the standards contained in
Greek labor legislation regarding coaditions of employ-
ment and work, in particular wages, suppleaentary
payments and conditions for the protection of employees
as applied in the private sector, will be observed with
respect to Greek nationals employed 1in Greece by the
United States. '

6. With respect to personal tax exeaptiorns:
Witah respect to Article ¥, and in accordance with
Article I, paragraph 2, of the WNATO Status of Forces

Agreement, members of the force and of the civilian compo-
nent shall not be liable to pay any tax or similar chargyes

in Greece on the ownership, possession, use, transfer

amongst themselves, or transfer by death of their tangitle
movable property imported into Greece or acguired there for
toeir own personal use. One motor vehiclie owned by a member , " .
of the force or of the civilian component shall be exempt L
from Greek circulation taxes, registration or license fees, ‘
and similar charges.

7. With respect to contractiung:

The United States forces may award contracts to comner-
cial enterprises for services or construction projects in
Greece. In accordance with its laws and regulations, the
United States forces may procure directly from any source;
nowever, they shall utilize Greek contractors to the maximua L
extent feasible for the performance of construction -
projects. :
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8. In accordance with Article XI of the Ajreement, it is
the intention of the Parties to conciude a unified technical
arrangement which will incorporate the provisionrs set rforth
ir this Annex and moderrnize gprevious ayreemeunts and prac-
tices concerning the status of the United States forces in

Greece.

D. Articie IV of the Agreement

The responsibilities of the appropriate Greek authori-
ties for the security of, and maintenance of order on, the
perimeter of the <facility stipulated in Article IV (1) of
the Agreement shall be carried out in accordance with agreed
proceduces. The liaison and coordination resporsibilities
of the Greek Representative under that Article shall include
liaison and coordination with <customs, law enforcement,

labor, immigration and muricipal officials.
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E. Article V of the Agreement

The agreed procedures referred to in paragrapu 1 of tkis
Article shall inclule case-by-case authorization by high
Greek authority, identification and appropriate clearance of
the individual, prorper protection of the inforamation gained
during access, and prior rnotification.

F. Articie ¥I o

hn
Tad
(=2
1))
}Z
L]
®
(]
B
o
o+

1. Both parties shall designate military and diplomatic
representatives to the Joint Commission.

2. In addition to such other functions as may be mutually
agreed, the Joint Ccommission shall receive information fronm
the Greek Representatives and the Cormanders of United
States forces at the facilities; address any guestions or
differences concernirg interpretation or implementation
these officials may submit; and transmit agreed guidance to
these officials through the respective Greek and United
States clains of command.

G. Article IX o

(IR

the Agreemert

==

The long-tera equitable balance in the matual flow of
defense procureaent for the armed forces of bota

Governments, referred to in paragragh 3, shall take into

consideration the relative technological level of such T

procurecent and be ccnsistent with their national policies. L
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Done in Athens, this 8th day of September, 1983, in

duplicate, in the Greex and Enjylish lanjuages, Dbpoth teits

—f

beiny eqgually authentic. '

L
., . .
A.‘_'.'.‘. AL

FOR THE GOVERNMENT CF THE UNITEL STATES CF AAERICA -ﬂff
(signed) '

ALAN D. BERLIND

Charye d'Affairs ad interim

b

4

FOR THE GOVERNMENT OF THE HELLENIC REPU3LIC :
L

.4

(signed) -
YIANNIS p. CAPSIS

Under Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs.
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