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GREEK FOREIGN POLICY AFTER 1974: 
THE SHIFT TOWARDS EUROPEANIZATION 

M. Fatih TAYFUR * 

The objective of this study is to analyze Greek foreign policy in 
the period 1974-89. The study includes Greece in a semiperipherial 
category together with Spain and Portugal and emphasises the 
convergences in the political histories and similar policy orientations of 
these countries different periods of world history. Focussing on the 
period after 1974 this study analyzes Greek foreign policy in the 
framework of US-European rivalry and assesses whether or not Greek 
foreign policy has experienced a remarkable shift from unconditional 
Atlanticism to Europeanization in this period. The article concludes that 
the emergence of Europe as an alternative economic and political power 
bloc in the international political economy in the mid-1970s led to 
significant changes in the internal socio-political conditions and 
accordingly brought a shift towards Europeanization in the foreign 
policy orientations of the Greek state. 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The central concern of the study may be defined as whether or not Greek 
foreign policy experienced a shift towards Europeanization after 1974 within 
the framework of US-European rivalry, in fact if the politics of Southern 
Europe in the mid-1970s are examined one can see that not only Greece but 
also Spain and Portugal went through similar remarkable changes in their 
political structures. 
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The mid-1970s witnessed,together with Europeanization, the collapse of 
military dictatorships and the establishment of democratic regimes in all of 
these countries located at the semiperiphery of the world economy. Some 
scholars, though from different perspectives, have stressed that European 
ascendancy in the international system was the main factor that caused these 
three semiperipherial countries to leave blindly-devoted postwar Atlanticist 
policies dominated by the US. indeed from the mid-1970s onwards, it seems 
that these Southern European countries, while improving their relations with 
Europe considerably have tried to establish a different but compatible 
relationship with the US dependent on the promotion of mutual interests. 
Although I will refer to Spain and Portugal from time to time, I have not 
included Spanish or Portuguese cases into this study as the aim of this paper is 
to examine the shift from Atlanticism to Europeanization in Greece. In this 
context, I will examine the Karamanlis (1974-80) and the A. Papandreou 
(1981-89) periods of Greek politics. A second purpose of this study is to 
present an unusual paper for Turkey on Greek politics: We, the Turks, have 
always been preoccupied with Greece in our foreign affairs. Yet, our 
preoccupation has always been confined to bilateral relations. In other words, 
the studies, essentially limited in number,have been interested in either the 
Aegean dispute or other historical and conjunctural problems and conflicts 
between Greece and Turkey.Taking into consideration this uni-dimensionality, 
this study initiates a concentration on Greek foreign policy as a whole. In other 
words, I intend to concentrate on the other internal and external dynamics of 
Greek politics rather than the Turkish factor. 

Since I will use the concept of semiperiphery let us start with a 
discussion of the meaning and the relevance of this concept with reference to 
Greece, Spain and Portugal. 

2. THE CONCEPT OF SEMIPERIPHERY AND CONVERGENCES IN 
THE POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC HISTORIES OF SOUTHERN 
EUROPE 

Categorization is one of the techniques used in science in order to make 
generalizations about 4a set whose membership is determined by defining 
characteristics'. Hence the concept of semiperiphery is a categorization of a set 
of countries which reveals similar structural, historical and cultural 
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characteristics. Yet, originally the concept of semiperiphery is not an isolated 
concept. It is mostly associated with two other conceptual categories of core 
and periphery. The concept of semiperiphery, a derivation of the concept of 
periphery, is in fact an in-between category. Semiperiphery is used to identify 
those countries which are categorized neither with the rich Northern industrial 
states (Core: characterized by high-profit, high-technology and high-wage 
production) nor the poor Southern Third World (Periphery: characterized by 
low-profit, low-technology and low-wage production). The countries of 
semiperiphery, thus, fulfill the role of periphery for the core, and the role of 
core for the periphery (Williams, 1984:6). 

Perhaps the most influential scholar writing on the meaning of the 
concept of semiperiphery is Wallerstein (Wallerstein, 1985: 31- 39). He first 
describes states in the world economy in terms of the economic mix of their 
activities either with the core or the periphery. Yet, there are also some states 
whose economic activities reveal an even mix, meaning that much of the time 
they are the locus of peripheral ends of the various links, but the rest of the 
time they are the locus of core ends of the various links. It is these states that 
Wallerstein named provisionally as semiperiphery. In this crude form the 
concept of semiperiphery may not be useful unless it refers to certain political 
processes. The relation between economics and politics, here, is directly 
attributed to the relation between the policies of states' structures and the 
accumulation of capital1. Hence, to affect and to transfer the policies of these 
states becomes the vital concern of internal and external actors acting upon the 
world economy in order to orient the process of capital accumulation in their 
own interests. At this point, Wallerstein suggests that the more semiperipheral 
the state (that is, the more the economic mix of activities are even) the more 
immediately and directly the state's policies can orient the direction of capital 
accumulation. Thus, in the semiperiphery the state oriented political activity 
becomes the major concern of the various actors. Moreover, according to 
Wallerstein, these states, being both exploiter and exploited, become important 
actors in restructuring the world economy in times of tension among the core 
states, and furthermore they reduce the amount of non-core opposition to the 
core. At the end of his discussion on the meaning and relevance of the concept 
of semiperiphery, Wallerstein concludes that "if the concept of semiperiphery 
has any utility it lies primarily in isolating a zone of political analysis" 
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(Wallerstein, 1985: 36). Thus, I will concentrate on the political aspect of the 
concept of semiperiphery which remains mostly peripheral in studies of world 
economy and world system analysis. At this point it has also to be mentioned 
that my elaboration of the concept of semiperiphery limits itself to only those 
European countries of Spain, Portugal and particularly Greece rather than the 
economically stronger countries of Latin America, Asia and Africa. 
Furthermore, I am going to use the concept of semiperiphery and European 
periphery interchangeably when refering to those Southern European countries. 

Indeed, the concept of semiperiphery has led to controversies about its 
applicability to the European periphery as a unified region because of the 
different features of the members of the region (Arrighi, 1985: 11-27). Thus we 
are faced with the question whether the presupposed European periphery can be 
identified by the common patterns of political and economic developments that 
lead to an integration in the region. Despite some significant divergences, a 
cursory glance at the history of the region reveals similar political and 
economic tendencies. Throughout the 19th century, the region was subjected to 
peripheralization by the core powers (Wallerstein, 1985: 36). In other words, 
the nature of the relationship between the core and the region was one of an 
unequal exchange. Hence, from 1815 to 1914 Southern Europe did not share 
the economic and political developments prevalent in core countries, but were 
subordinated to their interests. Second, during the interwar period, each of these 
countries in our category experienced a kind of regime with varying degrees of 
authoritarianism: Metaxas' dictatorship in Greece, Salazar's in Portugal, and 
civil war and Franco's consequent dictatorship in Spain, coincided in the history 
of the region. Statist controls over the national economies together with 
authoritarian political regimes were the main characteristics of the region at the 
time. Third, after the Second World War the main aim of the US -the founder 
of the new global system- was to reopen these autarkic economies to core 
interests and the development of these economies in the world economy's 
division of labour (Wallerstein, 1985: 38-9). This was the policy of economic 
development and modernization. This development was slow at the beginning 
(during the 1950s) in the European periphery. Yet, it had accelerated by the 
1960s, primarily because many other states appeared which could play 
peripheral roles following the process of decolonization. Furthermore, there 
also appeared the problem of demographic pressures for the core zone which 
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could only be solved and balanced through expansion towards the 
semiperiphery. The very mechanisms of this policy were to link Southern 
Europe to the core in political and ideological terms, and this was put into 
practice through NATO and the EEC. The process of economic reconstruction 
in Southern Europe was directed towards the establishment of market-integrated 
national economies through building roads and communication networks and 
the development and the modernization of the agricultural sector. The South 
was considered to be in the US sphere of influence and the US began to control 
the policies of the states in the region in order to ensure the smooth functioning 
on the newly established global system.lt created an environment which could 
not oppose but would promote global American interests in these countries. 
Accordingly, a sort of (comprador) bourgeoisie appeared who were willing to 
promote American interests in their countries. As for the form of political 
structures, in Spain and Portugal, the authoritarian character of the Franco and 
Salazar regimes did not change (as opposed to the American rhetoric of 
democratization) but left the prewar statism in favor of market regulation. In 
Greece, we witnessed the establishment of unstable parliamentary regimes 
which would subsequently turn into military rule. During the period between 
1950 and mid-1970s, the dependency of the European periphery on the US 
brought unconditional Atlanticism to their economic, political and ideological 
orientations. Accordingly there was a striking similarity in the foreign policy 
orientations of the countries of the European periphery in this period. The 
foreign policy orientations of these countries were shaped in a way that would 
not harm but would promote the American political and economic interests in 
the global environment. In the context of cold war rhetoric the foreign policies 
of the European periphery were built upon anti-communist ideology with a 
strong pro-American orientation. All this was experienced during the 1950s and 
1960s under unconditional US hegemony. Fourth,the 1970s witnessed the 'crisis 
of dictatorships' and the subsequent establishment of neo-liberal parliamentary 
regimes that produced a new convergence in the region. Towards the second 
half of the 1960s, the economies of the Northern European countries began to 
liberate themselves from reliance on American funds. Thus, when the 
reconstruction process was completed and economies were strengthened, the 
Northern European states began to search for more political power and prestige 
in the international arena vis-a-vis the US. In order to achieve this, they began 
to extend first economic, and later political support towards the relatively poor 
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Southern region called the European periphery. When the industries of the 
North came to look for markets, funds became available to the South in the 
form of tourism expenditures and workers' remittances (Keyder, 1985:118). 
Thus, with the recovery of the European economies rivalry between the US and 
Europe came to the agenda, and gradually the Northern core asserted its 
primacy over the Southern periphery by supplying funds, and this in turn 
brought about the collapse of the unconditional support for the US hegemony. 
The reflections of these developments in the European periphery were the 
emergence of a Europe- oriented economic elite, the collapse of the 
dictatorships in the mid-1970s, and the concomitant changes in the foreign 
policy orientations from unconditional Atlanticism to Europeanization. In other 
words, not only in the economic relations but also in the political orientations 
of these countries Northern Europe became the primary partner and the 
reference point. From the European point of view, the Europeanization of the 
semiperiphery has meant two things; first a new market that could lessen the 
economic crisis in the Community; second a new zone that could make Europe 
politically much stronger in the period of US decline and the US- European 
rivalry. The convergence of the developments in Southern Europe has 
continued throughout the 1980s with the formation of socialist-led governments 
whose rhetoric is relatively radical vis-a-vis the US. Moreover, their accession 
to the EEC as full members came about in this period. Perhaps, another 
important convergence of this period was the will of the European periphery to 
improve their relative positions in the world economy and world politics which 
was reflected in the foreign policy orientations by pursuing multilateralism and 
playing the role of a bridge in connecting the EEC to the countries of the Third 
World. In this way while Spain and Portugal asserted their special ties with the 
ex-colonies in Latin America and Africa respectively, Greece turned towards 
Middle East as an intermediary. 

The following sections will show that after the mid-1970s, Greece, as a 
member of the European periphery, entered a Europeanization process. In other 
words, I will try to show that from this time onwards, with the emergence of an 
effective Europe-oriented economic group at state level, the American influence 
in Greek politics, especially in the foreign policy orientations has lost its 
dominance. Accordingly, the substance and the rhetoric of Greek politics 
gradually changed vis-a-vis the US which was unthinkable before 1974. 
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Consequently, I will mainly examine the foreign policies of Karamanlis and 
A.Papandreou periods and their policies towards the US and Europe. I will also 
try to emphasize the point that the change in the politics of Greece was realized 
in the period of Karamanlis governments between 1974-80. In other words, I 
will emphasize that it was not A.Papandreou but Karamanlis who established 
the main principles of the 'new polities' in Greece. The period of 'new polities', 
on the other hand, did not come suddenly and or in a vacuum. In other words, 
Karamanlis did not come from the outer space with a magic wand in his hand 
and made the change possible. On the contrary, the global and internal 
developments of the previous decade produced an environment more conducive 
to a transformation in Greece, And Karamanlis was perhaps the appropriate 
agent to carry out this change. 

3. THE POLITICS OF THE KARAMANLIS PERIOD 

The years of dictatorship (1967-74) left profound effects on the Greek 
people. Only in this period of Greek political history were not only the 
communists, socialists, and social democrats but also the liberals deliberately 
persecuted by the Colonels. Perhaps more important than this, it was in this 
period that the liberal-conservative political elites of the country began to 
question the terms of the postwar pro-American policies for the Greek state. 
These pol i t ica l e l i tes were mainly representatives of the so-called 
Europe-oriented 'domestic bourgeoisie'who were seeking a greater sphere for 
maneouvre in the state's structure vis-a-vis the American-oriented comprador 
bourgeoisie (Poulantzas, 1976: 41-76). The economic links of the newly 
emerged bourgeoisie were mostly with the Western European countries, and in 
order to increase their power and accordingly to promote their interests, they 
established good relations with Western Europe which have now become a 
significant economic and political power vis-a-vis the US2. In this way, when it 
became clear that traditional representatives could no longer promote their 
interests in the state structure and when their interests forced them to fight 
against their comprador counterparts, the domestic bourgeoisie directed its 
e f fo r t s over throwing the Junta -the pol i t ical representat ive of the 
American-oriented comprador bourgeoisie. Accordingly, the Europe-oriented 
domestic bourgeoisie began to emphasize the anti-American feelings of the 
masses and the relationship between the US and the Colonels'regime3 . 
Consequently towards 1974 a consensus appeared among most of the Greek 
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political elites, from almost all of the political spectrum and the Greek people 
that it was the US which had helped the Colonels to seize power on 21st April 
1967, and supported them afterwards4. Resentment against the US began to 
intensify as nation-wide repression by the Colonels increased, and reached its 
peak with the Cyprus crisis. The Greeks then began to accuse the US of being 
insensitive to the Turkish intervention on the island and supporting the Turkish 
arguments. All the events in Cyprus (especially the second Turkish 
intervention) further eased the task of the domestic bourgeoisie in exploiting 
the feelings of the masses and creating an ultra anti-American feeling in the 
country in their struggle to gain more power in the state structure. The domestic 
bourgeoisie also ensured the support of the working class and the middle 
classes in their rivalry with the comprador bourgeoisie. They successfully 
integrated the masses into their struggle by giving them the impression that 
they would be open to their demands, and thus were ready to pay the price of 
democratization (Poulantzas, 1976:56). 

When the Junta collapsed in Athens in the summer of 1974, anti-
Americanism was at the top of the political agenda of Greece. This meant that 
the domestic bourgeoisie had succeeded in determining the agenda of the Greek 
politics according to their interests. In this they depended heavily on the 
ideology of nationalism, and this nationalism appeared in the form of intense 
anti-Americanism. Furthermore the domestic bourgeoisie stressed the themes of 
TBuropeanization', 'Modernization', Development'as an alternative to the 
backwardness of the post-1945 period (Poulantzas, 1976: 73). Thus when 
Karamanlis landed in Athens in 1974, the country was not the country of the 
time when he had left for Paris. Indeed he came from Paris as the 'political 
broker' of the entire Greek bourgeoisie in order to ensure a new compromise 
between its domestic and comprador fractions (Poulantzas, 1976: 51). 

The Karamanlis period in Greece started both with doubts and hopes. 
There were doubts as to whether or not Karamanlis would succeed in the 
process of democratization after seven years of dictatorship. The army, feeling 
its power restored, might have again intervened in the political system provided 
if the civilian rule could not longer overcome the problems of the country. 
Fortunately the hopes for a democratic Greece were greater than the doubts. 
Karamanlis gradually began to implement the policies that the Europe-oriented 
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domestic bourgeoisie had promised during the Junta years. First of all, 
Karamanlis' democratic personality made him acceptable to almost all sections 
of Greek society. After being squeezed by the military dictatorship for seven 
years, the Greek people, irrespective of their preferences gave their full support 
to Karamanlis, the man who was considered to be the only politician capable of 
returning the army to their barracks and re-establishing parliamentary 
democracy. A second reason to be hopeful about the future was the stance of 
Karamanlis' old party ERE vis-a-vis the dictatorship between 1967-74. During 
the period, the conservatives of Greece had proved their difference from the 
far-right by their decisive anti-dictatorial attitude. The stance of the 
conservatives vis-a-vis the Colonels significantly affected the attitude of the 
Greek people of all strata after 1974 in such a way that a conservative-liberal 
administration was well ensured of a smooth path on the way to democracy. A 
third and perhaps a more critical development which increased the hopes for 
the future in Greece was a shift, again, in the right wing, now presented by 
Karamanlis' New Democracy Party (NDP), from an authoritarian to a more 
liberal stance. The conservatives with the personality of Karamanlis were trying 
to introduce the most liberal system since the foundation of Greek nation 
state.The right wing,for the first time in its history, was instead of excluding the 
left, trying to integrate it into the political system. The right to freedom of 
association was extended to all factions of the left. This meant a multi-party 
democracy where the left might come to power through free elections which in 
turn would contribute much to national reconciliation. The fourth and last 
factor on the road to democracy was the abolition of the Monarchy -an 
institution carrying the potential for instability by its very existence- by a 
referendum in favour of republic in December 1974. 

Perhaps the most radical shift by the beginning of the Karamanlis period 
occurred in the sphere of Greek foreign relations. Throughout the study I will 
call this shift 'neo-nationalism' in Greek politics. Under the influence of the 
French Revolution the early waves of Greek nationalism began in the early 
19th century to oppose the four hundred years of Ottoman administration 
through the Western-educated Greek intelligentsia and Greek diaspora 
communities. Although the ethnic Greek administrative elites of the Empire for 
a long time resisted the movement,independence was gained in the early 1830s. 
Yet the independence movement was not successful independently. Rather, the 
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major powers of the time -namely, Britain, French and Russia- whose interests 
converged around the Greek state in their sphere of influence decisively 
contributed to the success of the movement. Hence,as soon as it was 
emancipated from the Ottoman administration of four hundred years, Greece, 
despite its newly established parliamentary regime, was, both in external and 
domestic politics, under the heavy influence of foreign powers, especially of 
Britain. This was the natural cost of building up a state with the help of foreign 
powers (yet this does not mean that it would have been better if Greece had 
remained under Ottoman administration). The first period of foreign 
interference into the Greek affairs lasted up to the end of the Second World 
War. in this period (1830-1945) the economic, social and above all the foreign 
policy orientations of the Greek state were mostly determined by the global 
interests of Britain. After the Second World War, the policy priorities of Greece 
now began to be determined in accordance with the global interests of the new 
hegemonic power, namely the USA. From this time onwards, the determinant 
role of the USA in the civil war vis-a-vis the communists and later the 
extension of US aid in the context of Marshall Plan and Truman Doctrine 
legitimized American interference in Greek affairs. Only by 1974 did the heavy 
American influence in Greek politics begin to be eradicated. It took nearly a 
century and a half for the Greeks to complete their war of independence, and it 
is this movement which I call 'neo-nationalism'. The object of this 
neo-nationalism was to change the position of Greece and strengthen the state 
in the international arena. It was a direct result of the fact that for centuries 
Greece had been treated as a client-state whose behaviour had been mostly 
determined by the foreigners. Thus the movement of 'neo-nationalism5, started 
in 1974 by Karamanlis, was the beginning of a rejection the centuries long 
tradition of taking Greece for granted in international politics. That this 
objection of the Greeks to foreign domination in both external and internal 
politics was made possible and successfully manipulated because American 
hegemony was in decline and the European ascendency in the world politics 
and economics was an undeniable phenomenon. Accordingly, the Greek foreign 
policy makers from 1974 onwards have been trying to create a relatively 
independent foreign policy promoting Greek identity. 

Karamanlis came to power in 1974 backed by a wide range of political 
spectrum (Mavrogordatos, 1983: 74-5). There were two major problems in front 



METU STUDIES IN DEVELOPMENT 47 

of him: (i) the problem of democratization, (ii) the question of maintaining an 
independent foreign policy, in order to understand how Karamanlis handled 
these problems we cannot overlook the new character of the Greek right. The 
striking feature of the right-wing of the post-Junta period was the repudiation of 
its royalist, authoritarian and Atlanticist past (Mavrogordatos, 1983: 74). 
Accordingly, Karamanlis presented the New Democracy Party as free from the 
pre-Junta ERE (National Radical Union Party) by emphasizing 'breaking with 
the past'. The name of the party 'New Democracy' also reflected the new 
character of the Greek right. Furthermore, the program of Karamanlis' 
government in 1974 was practically identical with the program of pre-Junta 
Center Union Party of Georgios Papandreou (Poulantzas, 1976: 51; 
Mavrogordatos, 1983: 77). The distance taken by the NDP becomes clear when 
one remembers that the Center Union was accused of being open to 
communism at the time. 

4 THE PROBLEM OF DEMOCRATIZATION 

Three issues were critical in solidifying and strengthening democracy and 
all of them had been sensitive topics for years in Greek politics. 

The most important one was the question of the military. Although it was 
discredited by the Junta experience and the Cyprus issue, its position had to be 
transformed into a respectable status which would satisfy both its members and 
the civilians. The military would have to be disengaged from politics and their 
sphere of influence confined absolutely to the defense of the country against 
external attacks. The means at hand were used optimally by Karamanlis. The 
traditional and the most appropriate means -the rhetoric of the Turkish threat-
was used towards the realization of the ultimate end. Karamanlis, after purging 
the Junta elements from the army, directed its energy away from the internal to 
the external sphere, because of the so-called Turkish threat. Thus, he did not 
exclude the discredited army from the emerging consensus at the national level. 
It was assigned a role which satisfied both sides and thus the army was 
integrated and legitimized into the new political system. However, in the new 
constitution, the position and the duties of the army were clearly prescribed 
without giving any pretext for intervention. The army, which, for years, had 
acted as an active interventionist element in Greek politics, was, for the first 
time in its history subordinate to the truly civilian rule. Such was the end of 
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authoritarianism of conservatism in Greece. 

The second issue of democratization was the fuiure of the Monarchy. The 
throne which had not any aristocratic connection in Greece was established as 
the agent of foreign powers. The institution had always been a powerful force 
against progressive elements. The famous national 'dichamos' divided the Greek 
people into two hostile groups: Monarchists and Republicans (Venizelists). 
Thus, the Monarchy by establishing and changing alliances with the other 
conservative forces (the army and the comprador bourgeoisie) had always been 
a destabilizing force in Greek politics. In 1974, Karamanlis decided to hold a 
referendum on the question of the Monarchy. Yet in order not to harm the 
nascent reconciliation in the country he remained neutral on the issue. The 
Monarchy was abolished on 8th December 1974. in this way the conservatives, 
too, dissociated themselves from the old-aged Royalism. This also put an end to 
the struggle between Royalism and Republicanism. 

The third major question, perhaps the central one in solidifying the 
national reconciliation and the process of democratization, was the legalization 
of the Communist Party. The communists were the only organized force to 
resist foreign (Nazi) occupation during the Second World War. They had aimed 
at power during the civil war between 1945-49. Yet by the help of Americans 
and British, they were crushed by the (Westemist) nationalist forces. The years 
between 1949 and 1974 were full of bitter experiences not only for the 
communists but also for the other fractions from the left-wing spectrum. Under 
the severe impact of Pax Americana and in the context of the Cold War a 
die-hard anti-communism was the only political reference point among the 
conservative political elites of the country. Thus, throughout the period the left 
wing encountered continuous persecution and was excluded from political 
participation. By 1974 the three institutions -of parliament, throne and army-
and their common orientations Atlanticism, Royalism and Authoritarianism-
-which rejected a legally established and organized communist party- were 
either abandoned or discredited or moderated. In other words; when the army 
was d iscred i ted but in tegra ted into the poli t ical system through 
restructuralization; when the Monarchy was abolished by referendum; and 
when the conservative political elite shifted towards liberalization, 
emancipation of the left became inevitable. Furthermore a climate was created 


