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missars in trade unions, interest groups, and local organizations, and
tried to elicit their support through the use of force. Moreover, the
regime suspended several articles of the Constitution immediately after
its approval. These contradictory measures made a mockery of the
«‘iberalization process” and forced the regime to resort to more repres-
sion and violence.

4. The military regime failed to create a coherent ideology. Their
ideology consisted of an incoherent aggregation of values, borrowed
impromptu by Orthodox Christianity and ancient Greek tradition,
which did not add up to an adequate political formula. Moreover, the
unequivocal rejection of Fascism and military rule, in Europe in the
1960s, deprived the regime of another ideological weapon.®'

5. The split between hard-liners and soft-liners further undermined
the cohesiveness of the regime.

6. A growing number of acts, which included the student uprising
during the first months of 1973, a sharply worded statement by
Karamanlis from Paris in April warning of the “‘grave dangers’’ for
Greece if the military regime remained in power, and above all the foiled
countercoup in late May, which prompted the abolition of the monar-
chy and the proclamation of the republican constitution, consisted a
series of actions that placed the military regime on the defensive and
at the same time it emboldened its opposition.

Unable to bear the combined strain of liberalization and
simultaneous political mobilization the regime resorted to repression
and collapsed a few months later.

61The inability of a military regime to consolidate new political patterns of succession,
control, and participation, and forge extensive constituencies for its rule as well as its
inability to create a degree of “hegemonic acceptance’’ in society, have been identified
from the literature of civil-military relations as the major blocks to the institutionaliza-
tion of the military regimes. See Alfred Stepan, The State and Society in Peru: Peru
in Comparative Perspective, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1978) p. 292,

JOURNAL OF MODERN HELLENISM

.Separate Spheres: An Overview of
United States Policy in the Interwar Years
Toward Greece and Turkey

S.J. Raphalides

THE COMPLEX OF STRATEGIC AND REGIONAL CONCERNS AND
dc_ymestic politics in considering the relationship of the United States
W1tl} Greece and Turkey is properly placed in the post World War II
setting. However, even this contemporary triangular relation is affected
by the past, by the nexus of the intertwined Greek and Turkish legaci
anc! by America’s legacy. To what extent these pre-World WargIICI:;,
pgr_lences have influenced the contemporary triangular relations of thé
I:Tmted States, Greece and Turkey is admittedly a matter of interpreta-
tmr}. .C]e.arly, to focus on the United States and the revelant American
policies is one approach in assessing the early contacts involving th
thref: states_. But even this focus is dependent upon consideratiogn ?
the intertwined historical legacies of the Greek and Turkish nati .
and the states they have created. wh mations,
Tur{g;sistlé; dxs?rd that today affec?s the relationship of Greece and
W 2 e which ‘tmtedates {&r_nenca’s emergence as a post World
ar II superpower with strategic interests in Greece and Turkey. The
g;(;tr;zct? r}lla.ture of the discord is a manifestation of conflicting Greek
whichu:h ;s Ulnniiinc'ies;st attr:sce;ieég their intertwined historical legacies to
: me a party; first peripherally,
?elzst?\ztg;tis one actor in th? international system arI:d, t[;len, asy thg Spl:)If
o (i);lt state attemptmg to manage the conflict toward a rational
i erest of col‘lectlve defense.
involvinzliﬁo[sfn(')tf ::11115 brief essay is not to narrate play-by-play events
H e i ;3 States, Gr_eece and Turkey in the pre-World War
betwe’e i tweov; gfl gnwoverylew of United States policy in the years
ars in an attempt to frame the early picture
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of what later was labelled a triangle.’ In its observer role the United
States, had, on two occasions, experienced domestic political pressure
which sought direct participation in the affairs between Greeks and
Turks: the 1821 Greek struggle for independence and the Greek-Turkish
war of 1919-1922. In each instance the government rejected the pressure,
but the experience largely formed the American public’s perception of
Greeks and Turks and the reality of linkage.

In this essay, I wish to stress the ““doctrine of the separate spheres”’
as the underpinning of United States policy in the years between the
two world wars. Such is the thesis, in its simplist form, advanced in
the paragraphs ahead.

To Edmund Burke, the formation of the United States of America

was tantamount to the creation of anew and different political species.
Its newness was in its republican system — distinct from the polities
of Europe — its difference was in the American people’s attitude and
belief in their republican system as a portent of the future. For most
of American history, that is, until the Second World War, the prin-
cipal idea that shaped the American mind and the nation’s perception
of its place in the international setting was the “doctrine of the separate
spheres.”” It’s called a doctrine because it became a part of the American
mind, a creed separating politically, as well as psychologically, the New
World from the Old World and something to be taught to every genera-
tion. The doctrine, which George Washington helped define in his Pro-
clamation of Neutrality (1793) and Farewell Address (1796), was in-
corporated by President James Monroe in his State of the Union Ad-
dress in 1823. Thereafter it came to be called the Monroe Doctrine,
which is, perhaps, the most familiar — if not most celebrated — of
all the doctrines named after presidents who have come to symbolize
and particularize interests and objectives of United States foreign policy
(for example, the Truman and Eisenhower doctrines). Interestingly
enough, the Monroe Doctrine was not considered very important at
the time and certainly was not taken very seriously beyond America’s
borders. Nevertheless, it helped define America’s superintending interest
in foreign affairs even if it was little more than expedient t0 address
the diplomatic situation of the moment and the requisites of national
politics.

In the idiosyncratic context of nineteenth century American politics,
the doctrine of the separate spheres truly separated the so-called
“unregulated’’ polities of the Old World from the so-called “regulated”’
politics of the New World. The distinction was predicated on constitu-
tionalism: the regulated state was one with a constitution limiting

!See Theodore A. Couloumnbis, The United States, Greece and Turkey (New York, 1983}
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governm.ental power and protecting the rights and liberties of its citi
In p.ra'ctlce, tl}ls c-llstinction justified the President of the U i filtlzens.
dec,:lu'ung the invitation of the Czar of Russia (the unre ulnitfi Stﬁ}tes
to join the Holy Alliance. The declination underscoredgthEl ; 'po‘lltY)
European and An}erican polities (the Americas included the DrlHClp.lei
depe.ndent' republics of South America) should be kept oo e
p0§51ble in political affairs. In 1823, wh e Separat‘e i
e o ! _ G en several American
p . ggested direct United States involvement in th
struggle f_‘or independence, the government declined. Secretar el
;gtgl H(l);l(r:cy Adams(’ implacable advice to Prt—sider;t Monrog' ?fﬁ?;:
ican course (of neutralit i i :
portil?g the ‘dec!ination became ):)llznggifgrilﬁﬂeﬁ:g;(;;haﬁ’3.5111’)-
superlntenmng interest was carried into the twentieth ¢ nte Jmoms
The American _experience in the First World War movisd ?;Z i
from'[gnconcerr.l \.wth. Europe’s troubles through economic invole:x?on
to military partl(:lpat_:lon. And participation as the ‘‘associated er,l'f
in contrast to an allied power, was rationalized by the doctri POW: b
:;;1;?1-;?:5 Ss;:i:il' F(?:hmost Americans, United States entry in tr;1ee (z}rtel;:
wed with a sense of duty rather than enthusi
zxrlflz; ;:m; ;fslfwed p;\rnmpation as an adventure and sorrxaf:strl:ll‘li'n;r (c))fb:
- rou,tine T;:l?lrslsxatert;i 2::;1 eé(;)i:lr]ience as an interference with nor-
. le. , e war, most Americans dis
ngx ;?;;111;;31 inuirr'ilgledLZy the doctripe making congressional reﬁ:ﬁ§§2
filenem domi}; ! t? ague of Nations quite simple. It follows, then
e = doctrine iatl_onall_zed the government’s rejection of the Arme:
e e ?;1 ionalized non-entanglement in the Greek-Turkish
i oo itlie . obs<?rver status at the Lausanne Conference of
e~ Stata 1ona.lllz-ed a separate Turko-American treaty.* In
porar,y g s efs partmlpatlon_m World War I was viewed as a tem-
f 2 obe a;gn rlon} th'e doctrine. Despite the seemingly overall in-
- Succeeiisoda'tlomsql,_the several administrations of the inter-
et sucoes tcle] d in avoiding outright policies of parochialism
R it contf:xt that the question of the Greco—Turki-sh
o 1zi]me an issue tl}at the government faced in tandem
B oot :,a]:is l-;:last con_mderations: the Eastern Question and
o rk .-Amencan relations. The doctrine placed both
urkey within the old sphere of Europe and, therefore,

4
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separated them from the political interests of the United States. Their
relations and tribulations were characteristic of Balkan and European
politics. In principle, relations with each state were governed largely
by American economic and humanitarian interests. Turkey attracted
the interest of the business community because of its economic poten-
tial. Religious and educational groups were attracted too by the poten-
tiality offered them in Turkey’s heterogencous population. Com-
paratively Turkey was the focus of most of America’s economic and
humanitarian interests in the region.
vet of the two states Greece occupied the special place in the
American mind. During its conflict with Turkey, for example, an in-
fluential editorial hailed the ‘‘great opportunity”’ the Greeks had to
attain national unity and that for the *‘first time in eight or nine cen-
turies the world will see a Hellas really new and truly great.”S In May
of 1920, the Senate of the United States adopted a resolution calling
upon the Paris peace conference to award Greece not only the twelve
islands of the Aegean and the Greek portion of the western coast of
Asia Minor, but also Northern Epirus.6 The apogee of public senti-
ment in behalf of the Greeks was reached with the burning of Smyrna
in September of 1922 and the revelation of atrocities commited by the
Turks against the largely Greek and Christian population in Asia Minor,
especially after the retreat of the Greek forces.”

But neither the special regard for Greece, ancient or modern, nor -

the economic and humanitarian interest in Turkey was sufficient enough
to override the American disposition for separation. The United States
extended sympathy and humanitarian assistance to the Greeks, and
other minorities in the Ottoman state, and provided diplomacy in their
behalf. But it maintained the < American course’’ and adhered inflex-
ibly to it even as it practiced a curious blend of traditional idealism
and pragmatism. Consider, for example, the Harding Administration’s
goals at the Lausanne Conference: 1) capitulations; 2) protection of
American educational, philanthropic and religious institutions; 3) pro-
tection of American commercial interests;

5SNew York Times (April 26, 1920), p. 12. See, also, Senate Resclution 364 con-
gratulating the people of Greece upon the reintegration of their ancient territories: Con-
gressional Record, 6th Congress, 2nd Session, SR 364, 59, pt. 9 (1920), p. 7113

SCongressional Record, 66th Congress, 2nd Session, Senate, SR 333, 59, pt. 5, (1920),
p. 4210,

"There exists a plethora of eyewitness accounts (as well as heresay) about the burning
of Smyrna, the looting and atrocities committed against the Greek and Christian popula-
tion, and the «tyiolation’® of American property and institutions. For example, see George
Horton, The Blight of Asia (New York, 1926), pp. 126-54 and 275-92; V. Dabney, Dr¥
Messiah: The Life of Bishop Cannon (New York, 1949).

4) claims and damages;
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5) protection of minorities; 6) fr . .
contrc_)l; and 8) 31'Che010gi();ai ef:;‘:; :hf.gh;nSt:EI;ﬁ 7)ﬂ11nte;national
American pohcy in the 1920s was fixed on one questi(’m- ; ocus o L
hgmamtarlan 'and economic interests in the Near East.beow can its
without assuming correlative political responsibilities or enta protected

Although the United States emerged from World anlements?
cognized power in the world, its foreign policy of the intear I as re-
:ma; 1c:3f g:f ou;:l;]gzeral' approach to international responsibiﬁ:;vaéoyre:f

- casion, in 1924, an Ameri i sl
i;;lu]_r:?rg;;f()f Na;licogs conference aimefir;a:::iiztgiar‘lt;o:}ll:ilvr;lrig)e\l:;gi

1 ic, walked out of i ‘ N

I:initec.i Stafes recognition of t:ec (I)“I::gll;:eTrE;e?‘?fd? :;:gld implying
Flona‘llsm,’ as Joan Hoff Wilson describes the blerﬁl ofeilt g}t‘?rna-
idealism and pragmatism, underscored the general climat r? itional
of Europe while it permitted several administrations to ;0 distrust
that the I‘Jm_ted Stat_es was capable of fulfilling its moral em:nstr_ate
concepts in .mternatlonal affairs.” The United States . ?n e.thu‘:a[
clepende'nt 1nterna.ti.onalism selectively and at diffg::;tmfd its in-
econlo mic and political activity, as it scrupulously avoidede:ylils o
tan%'?memﬁ of the greater problems of international affairs ©
Stateswse:utglftrt?::sal :10 participate in the League of Nations, e Ui
P i bilatonalum 1.ts fc?relgn relations through a series of con-
e d in EO:;; 1arzl:utr;:ttlon and conciliation treaties. They were

Root (1905-9). Howeve e\flomd carlier by Secretary of State Elihu

of diplomacy- Amon er’lf ®y Wete ot very effective as instruments

American sen.timent \f' the more notable activities which engaged

B (19%6.32), and Ia:.s the F}eneral Disarmament Conference at

join the Pennane;r?r(lj the question of whether the United States should

e o portici 1c:J_urt of International Justice (World Court). Less

tional traffic in afr?lslo?lgégﬁng:ﬁes 1f0r l.:he regulation of interna-

B omi i 75305 imunications and transi <

of interrllgtsitc?ilslt;:iv( : 19 3 . .Countefeltmg currency (1929); COt;ifgcl::tziZ))r;

In sum, the United ét 30); and buoyage and lighting of coasts (1930)

economic growth as ititii);?ri;g?tligﬁe?on'eli]:tralism’ unilateralism anci

Concentrating on i itlon o' international stability.
and the Near East. ey 318 the exception of the Philippines)
» €ven as it vigorously pursued trade and investments
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in near monopoly fashion in Latin America, the' §eparate spherel. Wlth
widespread interests of a nonpolitical and nonnuhtary natu-re, rel :lmons
with Greece and Turkey were largely limited to various bllatgra »:Eat-
ters affecting private interests directly. Given Um.ted' States policy, there
were, clearly, no overarching issues seriously lullkmg the.t_hree states
in the interwar years. In the context of intern?mf)nal pOhthS', for ex}
ample, United States interest in Turkey was limited to. two issues 0
modest concern; the Kellogg-Briand Pact and the qu.esnon of pgss;’-.tge
through the Turkish Straits.!® In each case, neutrallls.m (gro.un. Pi in
the doctrine of the separate spheres) was the guiding principle in
j licy.
Am’i"rkigall(leﬁggg?miand Pact (1928) was the United States’ gr.eatest ;:011—
tribution to peace in the interwar years. Along with th.e bllatzrg ar-
bitration and conciliation treaties, it formed the “j.kl'ner%can su hsuutes
for the League.”’ The effort to secure Turkey’s'ranflcanon oft ; pact
was part of the diplomatic goal to internationalize the acco.rd an Pcc‘:;]rjl—
pensate for the American rejection of the League of Natlo_ns, Su : c
sentiment of the accord was very favorable begause the Um’t,ecé t;i ?s
¢¢once more had put its weight in the scales of nghtem:lspess. . ;1 t:1y
24, 1929, the representatives of Greece and Turkey ]ome.d- w1; V:Th?:r
counterparts of the other signatory states in a much publicize ite
n .11
HOI;rsletﬁ:r;aT: ois', the Turkish Straits, the Treaty of L'ausanne mandated
an international zone and commission for the str.alteglc _vnzatel:way. Ne]:'er
satisfied with the provisions of the treaty since 1.ts ra_.uflcat'lon, TltJ:I' 3
persistently sought revisions. The increase in tension in thv:a mternat 1(:11;t
arena of the 1930s provided the Turks with the .d}plomatm opr?o.r’ u“. y
to pressure the international community for rev1s101'1s. (Mussolini s, alril(i
discreet remarks concerning the Mediterranean as mare _nostrur{lt S
his undisguised ambitions in the Near East, t'ogether with ﬂ}l(? y f:loast
possession of the strategic Dodecanese Islands just off the Tur‘fls' o
filled Turkish leaders with grave anxiety.””'? Alarmed by Fhe alT ur f- .
the collective security system under the League of Nam.cms,h ::Hea g,
sought to receive «sdefinite support’’ for its request to rev1sel:t ela:med
from the Balkan Entente."” Since the Greeks were equally E;) "
about Italian designs in the region, Greece strongly.sppported the pr ¥
tion taken by the Balkan Entente.™ As a 1:esult, 1q the summren i
1936, both Greece and Turkey began to initiate cautiously prag

100/SFR, 1936, 3, pp. 483-86; USFR, 1938, 2, pp. 1031-43; USFR, 1939, 4, pp.5 ?32]:7
Upobert H. Ferrell, American Diplomacy, 3rd ed. (New York, 1975),1131535) o 13
2George Lenczowski, The Middle East in World Affairs (Ithaca, N.Y., i , 33'2_47.
BUSFR, 1936, 3, pp. 483-86; USFR, 1938, 2, pp. 1031-43; USFR, 1939, 4, PP-

l4rrerp 1026 3 nn. 524-25.
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diplomatic moves toward securing their mutual security interests in the
region.

The revision of the Treaty of Lausanne by the Montreux Conven-
tion, in July of 1936, was a major achievement for the Turks, since
it restored full control over the Straits to Turkey. Regaining the right
to remilitarize the Straits, Turkey strengthened its position in the Aegean
littoral and Black Sea region. The Convention also granted Greece the
right to remilitarize the islands of Lemnos and Samothrace. (It is in-
teresting to note that the remilitarization of the two Greek islands only
became a point of contention with Turkey in 1974, in conjunction with
its Aegean dispute with Greece an invasion of the Republic of Cyprus.)
When Italy refused to sign the Montreux Convention, Greek and
Turkish apprehensions increased, thus facilitating a period of recon-
ciliation between them. In sum, Italy’s behavior strongly influenced
the mutuality of Greek and Turkish security interests; a treaty of friend-
ship and neutrality between the two states was signed in 1938.

United States interest in the Montreux Convention was limited to
the principles of the 1830 Constantinople Treaty of Commerce and
Navigation and those of the 1923 Lausanne Convention. In the Con-
stantinople accord, the commercial passage of the Turkish Straits, and
the Black Sea for United States merchant vessels was secured.'® In the
Lausanne Convention, the international community’s freedom of com-
merce and navigation of the Turkish Straits were reaffirmed. Although
the United States was not a signatory state to the multilateral treaty,
it did sign a separate agreement with Turkey, in August of 1923.
Through Article X of the Turkish-American accord, commercial vessels
and aircraft and war vessels and aircraft of the United States enjoyed
“‘complete liberty of navigation and passage in the Straits of the Dar-
danelles, the Sea of Marmara, and the Bosporos, on a basis of equali-
ty with similar vessels and aircraft of the most favored-nation upon
conforming to the rules relative to such navigation and passage
established by the convention signed at Lausanne, July 24, 1923.”°%
To safeguard its interests, as well as its unilateral position in interna-
tional affairs, the United States sought from Turkey assurances that
the privileges contained in the Montreux Convention of 1936 were ex-
tended to all states — signatory and nonsignatory.” As a result of
Turkey’s positive response to American concerns, the United States am-
bassador notified the Secretary of State, Cordell Hull, that the United
States “‘need feel no anxiety about the continued enjoyment by our -

15
k. Annlals_ of Congress, 22nd Congress, Ist Session, House (1833), Doc. No. 250,
Negotiations of the Treaty of 1830.”

16
”USFR. 1923, 2, pp. 1151-71, passim.
USFR, 1936, 3, pp. 528-29,
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shipping of the benefits of the regime.””**

American concerns in Greece, beyond the strictly humanitarian and
cultural interests, were limited to Greece’s World War 1 debt to the
United States — which was part of the larger problem of interallied
war debt — and the question of naturalization.

In the aftermath of World War I, the issue of the interallied govern-

mental war debt became a point of considerable discord between the
United States and the debtor states of Europe. As a debtor state,
Greece’s obligation was small compared to that of Great Britain and
France. Nevertheless Greece was part of the overall problem. During
the war years of 1914-17, the allied powers borrowed heavily from
private sources in the United States. With United States entry into the
war, in 1917, the government provided additional loans to the Euro-
peans through its liberty and victory bond programs, Approximately
seven billion dollars was borrowed during the conflict and an additional
three billion after the war’s end. What had earlier appeared as an
understanding for repayment between creditor and debtor was, by the
mid-1920s, reinterpreted by the major allied powers, causing the issue
““to raise a wall of antagonism between the United States and its deb-
tor nations.”’"
Because of the severe economic problems of the debtor states, they ceas-
ed paying the interest on the governmental (public) loans until the rates
were reduced from the five percent level. The United States attempted
to deal with the problem by creating the World Foreign Debt Commis-
sion (1923-30) and by holding to the position that all nations must honor
their obligations. In the American mind, the sanctity of a contract was
inviolable, to be abided by as a matter of a nation’s honor and good
will. Subsequently interest rates were renegotiated and readjusted to
an average 2.135 percent, with the principal loan payable over a sixty-
two year period. In all, the principal and interest would have come t0
over 22 billion dollars.”

The general problem of the war debts was compounded for all the
parties because of its linkage to German reparations under the Treaty
of Versailles (1919) and the League of Nations. Raising more than 10
billion dollars, largely by the sale of victory and liberty bonds, meant
that the burden would fall upon the American taxpayer through the
increase of the public debt. That was considered politically unaccep-
table, as was illustrated by President Coolidge’s rejoinder to the United
States’ reparation delegation: ‘‘Remember you are Americans.’’* Not

¥1bid. pp. 512-14.
19z obert H. Ferrell, American Diplomacy, p. 509.

Ppbid. p. 510.
21hated in Robert H. Ferrell, American Diplomacy, p. 511.
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until the.: summer of 1931 did the United States accept a limited
mora.torlum on both reparations and war debts, while the allied pow ;
rema.med adamant in linking the two. As a consequence, with ]sh =
piration of_ the American moratorium on the semiannuai debt inset 61);-
ment, due in December of 1932, several states defaulted Only G et
Britain, Italy, Czechoslavakia, Finland, Latvia and Lithu;mia yaidrf;t
installment. And, after 1933, only Finland continued paying ilis debte
The reaction of the Congress was swift: the passage of the Joh .
Debt_Default {&ct (1934), which barred defaulting war debt states tl“l om
floating loans in the United States.? Thus Greece, as a defaultin sl;mtn
o'ver the war del_)t, would have been prohibited from floating an gadicll'e
tional loans until it complied with the terms of a repayment setti;me lt_
mutually agreed upon, in 1927, by the representatives of the Americzi1
and Greek governments. Approval by the Greek Parliament and thn
Congress Qf the United States was required, however ¢
As a signatory state to the Tripartite Loan Agreément of Pari
(@918), Greface: was subjected to the authority of the International Fin i
c1a_l .Commlssmn (IFC), which functioned as a political instrument i‘m-
British and Erench interests. To the Greeks, a settlement with the Unitoc;
‘States was v1'ewed as a means of counteracting traditional great y
interference in their domestic affairs.”® An earlier financial arll") nge.
ment between Poland and American financiers was considered a rﬁggz
by the Greeks. A comparable arrangement, they believed would repl
the IFC as the comptroller, relieving French and British polli)ti‘ccl:zj
fnr:;:u; (cl)r;ecs}liﬁeicxf :;113; i‘c‘lgregfly simplifying the tasks of the Govern-
. sul : erable economy as well.*?* According to th
American Minister in Greece, if the private sector were g ;
i(;at; :m ISSI:le of refunding bonds for Greece, American irizl;zlttti‘raldﬂi:
2 ?nvrexsieglon i\Ivould be Fnhancec_l. In addition to opening a new field
e Srgﬁrrxt orf Amerlc.an capital, the undertaking ‘“‘would bring
s ng; ;; ;I;ecli:;zidtfl;ate's more c}?nspicuously to the atten-
Hellenic finances entirely from th: dinrll;)iﬁ ;f ;ﬁige’e:;ld b}’ gl
" . O]
E:::ae?ttclr:he grar;ltmg of con?essions and the like frgm b:in;g:es;l??wlilig
galter gn other than strictly economic gounds.””
cbruary 6, 1928, President Coolidge approved the plan of

D2
Tbid. pp. 511-12.

or an i ign i i
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. »
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York, 1976) especi
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settlement. He recommended to the Congress that it provide the re-
quisite legislation authorizing the repayment settlement and new loans.
According to the President, the funds were “‘to be used exclusively for
construction work of great humanitarian as well as economic value.”
The loan to Greece, he declared, ‘‘discharges what the Greek Govern-

ment has consistently contended is a legal and moral commitment of

our Government.”*

The $12,167,000 loan proposed by Greece was 10 be turned over
to the Refugee Settlement Commission (RSC) in carrying out its work
with the Greek refugees of Asia Minor, the victims of the Greek-Turkish
war of 1919-22. Despite its humanitarian purpose, the support of pro-
minent citizens (for example, Charles B. Eddy, Chairman of the RCS,
Henry Morenthau and Charles P. Howland, a well as American business
interests lobbying ¢stheir friends in Congress,”27 and the recommen-
dation of both the Secretary of State and the Secretary of the Treasury,
there was some sentiment in the Congress in opposition to the propos-

ed settlement plan.”’” After considerable delay, the House of
Representatives approved the Greek war settlement, On December 10,
1928. The Senate passed the measure on February 9, 1929. It was sign-
ed in Washington, on May 10, 1929, by the Secretary of the Treasury
and the Greek Minister, Charalambos Simopoulos.”

In tandem with the issue of the Greek war debt was the difference
that emerged between the United States and Greece OVer American
citizens of Greek ethnic origin who acquired American naturalization

subsequent to January 14, 1914. In 1927, the Greek government regard-

ed as Greek citizens ‘‘all persons of Greek origin born in Turkish ter-
“persons born in the United

ritory’’ or territory annexed by Greece. And
States of Greek parentage whose fathers were not regarded as American
citizens at the time of their children’s birth (were also) held to be Greek
citizens.’’*® In short, the government of Greece was impressing men

% congregational Record, 70th Congress, 1st Session, Senate, Doc. No. 51, “Funding
of the Greek War Debt to the United States™ (1928), p. 2501; 70th Congress, 1st Ses-
sion, House, “sGreek War Debt Settlement,”’ Hearings Before the Committee on Ways

and Means, HR 10760.
2SFR, 1928, 3, pp. 48

2[pid. pp. 8-9.

2 pg of February, 1928, Secretary of State Kellogg was unable to guage the strength
of Congressional opposition to the settlement plan and so informed Robert Skinmer, the
United States Minister in Greece. Skinner responded with concern. Failure, he believed,
“«would be disastrous 1o the financial program of the Hellenic Government and . -
disastrous to our standing in this country.” Kellogg directed Skinner to give the Greek.

government assurances that the executive branch remained committed to the agreementé;
and only ‘‘the domestic political situation (was) solely responsible for the delay of Con-

gress in acting on the settlement.”” USFR, 1928, 3, pp. 8-10, passim.
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into their military service who, u ;
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ort i
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e o ,éi : ;’(ei;llt of. the Iobl:fying efforts of individual Greek:
decided to act befeor_e Iglerlcan societies, the Department of State
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In keeping within
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B et oo nitially to 8 bilaterl turalization trea
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Turke ho were Turkish subjects and renounced i i
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were excluded. In his rem 1‘(1 ralization as citizens of the United States
. . arks to th i o .
Secretary of State Kellog reasoned he American Minister in Greece,
to include such cases in a treat that it did “‘not seem appropriate
tedly nationals of eithe y concerning persons who were admit-
other.””* H r country before their naturalization i
: owever, the effort to ization in the
persuade the Greek government to

*'Tbid. p. 26
Frog :
33[]:)1(]. p. 27.
“Ibid. p. 30.
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change its policy f ailed. The problem was the absence of a consensus
in the Greek government, with the military adamantly opposed to any
change in policy for reasons of security.”*
As a result of the stalemate, the United States looked to the Hague
Conference of International Law (March-April, 1930) because both
Greece and the United States had signed its Protocol (Relating to
Military Obligations in Certain Cases of Double Nationality). Accor-
ding to Article I of the Protocol, ‘‘a person possessing two Or more
nationalities who habitually resides in one of the countries whose na-
tionality he possesses, and who is in fact most closely connected with
that country, shall be exempt from all military obligations in the other
country or countries.” It seemed the Protocol eliminated the major
points of difference between Greece and the United States. However,
the accord was not to take effect ‘‘until ninety days after the date on
which ratifications or accessions on behalf of ten members of the League
of Nations or non-members has been deposited.”” From May through
December of 1930, there were no rafitications or accessions. Despite
that fact the United States was encouraged by the common gound and
assumed that the Greek government was, “in principle, in agreement
with the American point of view on the guestion of military service”
and looked toward alternative arrangements until the Protocol came
into force.”

However, it was not until May 25, 1937 that the Protocol was
registered with the Secretariat of the League of Nations. In an interim
arrangement, the Greek government extended its unilateral policy of
«amnesty’’ (first granted on March 1, 1929) for the remainder of
1930.% Encouraged the United States requested the exemption be ex-
tended to include 1931. Greece complied. A similar request was denied
for 1932, in which case the State Department issued a travel advisory
warning to all American citizens of Greek origin and all naturalized
citizens born in territory that became part of Greece to inquire at a
Greek consular office in the United States about «information as to
their exact status with respect t0 alleged Greek military obligations.”37

To be sure, change in the international arena was occuring swiftly.
Alarmed by the turn of events and the idea that Germany and Japan
were contemplating a military alliance, President Franklin Roosevelt,
in 1938, requested and received from the Congress a billion dollar naval
appropriation to develop a two-ocean navy. Despite the administra-.
tion’s concern, most Americans continued to be preoccupied by the’

3 JSFR, 1931, 2, pp. 388-89.
351bid. pp. 387-88.
3]bid. pp. 385-86.
Mpid. pp. 389-92.
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process: continuity and change. They are rooted in the tension between
the demands imposed by the American ethos and legacy, on the one
hand, and the exigencies of a circumstantially dynamic world on the
other.

When President Harding declared, ‘“We seek no part in directing
the destinies of the old World (and) we do not mean to be entangl-
ed.”* he was simply amplifying a very confident, but exaggerated at-
titude in the nation’s ability to shape its own destiny in the interna-
tional arena. Within two decades President Roosevelt suggested a very
different picture, one in which the United States could no longer con-
sider its own problems of security a separate interest. That is why, with
the American government declaring Turkey vital to the national interest
of the United States and extending Lend Lease assistance, a new course
in policy for the United States in the eastern Mediterranean was made,
It aid the foundation for United States political and military involve-
ment with Greece and Turkey. At the time, the coefficient of friction
among the three states was negligible but that, as we have come to know,
was short lived.

“yUSFR, 1922, 2, p. 922.
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The Question of Waldheim’s Wartime Guilt in the
Balkans

HAGEN FLEISCHER

IT ISNOT WITHOUT HESITATION, THAT I HAVE DECIDED TO BEGIN
this lecture with a piece of personal biography. In 1971/72, while prepar-
ing my Ph.D on the Fascist occupation in Greece, I encountered the
name Waldheim in the records several times. The name in question is
not common in the German-speaking world, nevertheless this could have
been a coincidence. However, at the same time, I made dozens of in-
terviews with former Greek guerilla leaders as well as with veterans of
the Wehrmacht. In the course of discussion, two of the latter confirm-
ed to me that the young intelligence officer of the German General Staff
in the Balkans was indeed the same man as the ambitious politician
who at that very time was trying to further his career in Austrian politics
and then, after a setback in the presidential elections, had jumped back
to the international scene, successfully campaigning for the vacant post
o_f UN Secretary-General. From one of these officers, at one time his
d{rect superior, I got a photograph showing Waldheim, together with
his staff, in Athens — a picture which, in 1986, would go round the
world, since it is to date the only one known from occupied Greece.
However, I ’d made those inquiries rather out of personal curiosi-
ty, adding a piece to my personal collection of odd bits of information
about the curricula of famous people — just as I had noted that among
the Orthodox archbishops of Greece during the last half century one
hac} been a professional wrestler, another an outstanding figure in in-
telhgeqce work, a third had served in the dubious role of father con-
fessor in civil war concentration camps, while the incumbent dignitary
had been a guerilla fighter.
i Sf)mewhere in the same category I classified Kurt Waldheim. I was
nvinced, and my professor, whom I consulted, agreed with me, that



