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ITPOAOT'OX

Me tnv mapodoa éxdoosrn to 18pupa 1 Bouine twv EXvAvey
vio Tov Kowvofouheutiows xot 1 Anpoxpotio Tpoceépet 670
%OLVO EvaL €pY0 QUGEVPETO, AROWLY) KoL GTLG TTUVETLGTYLLAXES
BrBrwobnnec e Ennddac. To BLBiio tou Nuixdhaov Kartoa,
Introduction of the Constitutional History of Modern Greece,
GUVLGTO GTTAVLO OElY e €pY 0L, TOU GUYYEdeNre artd KAV
emiaThLove Yo eva xalopd eVt ThATrpo —T7) GuvToY Lo-
Ten) totoplo TNe KAAdSac—, ameubuvbpevo 6e xowv6 extoc Ea-
ndoc. Ex360nne amd to Columbia University Press, 6tn Néa
Yépxn to 1940, avarurtmblnxe awd vo AMS Press Inc. 6711 Nea
Yépxn 1o 1970, adhd £yer eavtinlel amd ypdvLa.

O Kahtoac 0ev amooroTel 671 GUYYPLPT) LIS (XAXGLYASCY
ELGUYWYTIG GTT) GLUYTAYLATLNY) LGTOpLo TNG vebTeprc KAnadac.
Avtifleta, 6Toy0g TOL elvar 7 avayvLpELeTn xot avddelLy Tou
3e80LEVOL OTL KATOLOL EVOOYEVELS TTOLRPAYOVTES, GTTME ELVAL O
elvindc ahuTpwTLoRGOG %ol 1) onovopLnt) e£opTY 6T TOL VEOGU-
GTOTOV %PATOVG, OLadpapatioay xalopLoTing poho 6TV Teo-
vrotind doxnen e ehvierng wuplapytac. Ot Torpaddnia, 7
eEOTEPLRY TTOALTLNT RO OL AVAYKES TT)G —TEPOLY LOUTIXES 7 o~
vracloxéc— xalbbplooy Tig cuvTtaypaTinés efenilelg xoL et pé-
RGOV ALEGH RPLOLLES ATTOPAGELC.

[ Tov 6pepvd avayvaH 6Ty, To €070 aUTH ey £YEL L6OVO
wotopen) able. H 6dvdeor, yio mapadetypo, mov entyeLpel o



Kahtoog petall elvinne aveloptrolac nat otxovouiniec ge-
PEYYLOTNTAG EVHS KPATOVG, GUVOEEL TO £PY0 oL LE TO TOLPOY,
raOieTdvTog To Waltepo eTTinaLpO LEGK GTY) GNUEPLYT TTOAL-
TLXT) KOL OLLOVOLLLT GUYRVPLA.

dinrcrog [Tetodivixog

[Tp6edpoc t1¢c Boukiic twv EXMivov,
[Tpbedpoc Tou I8pdpatoc trc Bourie
v Tov KowoBovheutiowsd not w1 Anpoxpatio



Iegieyopeva

ITpoAoyog tov TIgoédgov s Boving
IMegieyoneva
Ewaynyn Ztégavog 1. Kovtoovumivog

Nicholas Kaltchas, Introduction to the Constitutional
History of Modern Greece

IL.
I11.

VI.
VII.
VIIL.

Preface, by Lindsay Rogers

Introduction

Sources of Constitutionalism in Modern Greece
The Constitutions of the Revolution

The Capodistrian Dictatorship

The Forfeiture of Sovereignty

The Limited Monarchy of Otho

The Limited Democracy of George |

o

a'-vot

[iii]

V-XVi

34
58
80
96
111

The World War and the Constitutional Crisis in Greece 137

Post-War Developments
Bibliography
Index

148
173
177



EIZAT'QI'H

O ~ithoc tou Bufitov Tou Nuxbhoov Kaktoa, to omolo emavexdi-
deta ajpepa amth o 18pupa tne Boving tov EAnvey Lo tov
Kowoouhevtiopd xot 71 Anpoxpartio,! lome o vo Tapamiavycet
Tov avuTtolasTto avayvmety. Kot tobto yiatl Sev mpbrertal yia
ULOL XAAGLYY ELGAY WY 6T GLUYTHYLOTINY) LETOPLO EVHE XPATOUG,
ev TPOoxELLEVL TY)G vehTepne EANdSac. Aev mpoxeitar, dnhady,
YLOL L0 GUGTYLOUTLRTY KL, XOTH TO SUVATOV, Y WELS XEVE XoL TTo-
POUAELPELS RPLTLXY TTAPOVGLAGT], LE Y POVOAOYLXY) GELPG, TOU GL-
VTOY LOTLROD QULYOLEVOD GE Lo DESOUEVT] Y Mpa, OGTIWE AUTH EL-
paviletar xLplmg Peca amd To GUVTAYULATE TNG oL T AOLTTY
—GUVTAYLATLIXOD EVOLAPEPOVTOG— VOILLXY KELLEVOL, KoL OEUTEPELG-
VTOE, N E6TW TUPANNNAMG, ATTO TLG TTOALTLXES 1) XOLYWVLXES eEEAL-
£eLg oL TAALGLOGAY TO XELLEVOL AUTE, ATTOTEADVTOG ELTE TNV 0L~
Tioe N TV agopuy, elte Ty duecT 1 éppect, cuvéretd toug. O
ouyyeapéas, 107 amtd TNy Ewsaynyr tou 6to Bifilo, amocapnvi-
Cer 611 ey elvar auths 0 6%omoc Tou. Avtileta, oxomde Tou Pi-
Brlovu elvar 1 avayvdpLer) evog dedopévou TTou yapaxTrpilet T
GUOY Y POVY) ENNTIVLRT GUYTAYLATINT LETOPL %ol 1) Vol TNGT TLY
emTmoeny Tou. To dedopévo -1 pebodoroyinn Booy tne épeu-
vog— elvat 6TL %4 TToLoL evd0Yevels TapdyovTes, 6K elvat o elvi-

1. H mpdht7 éxdoo7 Tou BLilov éyive amd To Columbia University Press, New
York 1940, avarurdOnxe e amd to AMS Press Inc., New York 1970. H mapotou éxdooy
amotelel QwToavasTUTIX AvaTITKGT exetvrc Tou 1970.



B’ INTRODUCTION TO THE CONSTITUTIONAL HISTORY

%6C ANVTPWTLELOG KO 1) OLXOVOULXY EEAPTYNGY) TOL VEOGVGTATOL
npatovg, Stadpapdticay xaboploTind pbho oTrv TpaypoTIXY
7 /. / y/ / /

aoxnor T elviene xuprapytog. Ot dnrad?, 1 efwtepinn ToAL-
TUIRT RO OL OVAYKEG TNG, TTEOLYLATIXES 1) pavTactaxés, xalooisoy
TLg ouvTay LaTinés ebehlfele nat e péacay APEsH %ploLUES ATTO-
PAGELG, OTCWS HTOY T.Y. 7] LOPPT TOV TOMTEOUATOS, 1) ETLAOYT)
6 duvasTelag N 7 cuvtaypatiey) xplen tov 1915-1917. 'H, 6-

L < (parieh xplon H,

o to 0étel o suyypagiac, 6To dimoho ebvixtopbe - GuvTay -
TLGLOG, 0 TTEMTOG LTIEPELYE TOV OEVTEROL. Hextvmvtas oo 17 0é-
o auty), o Kadtode eotialet 0y mposoy v tov pbvo 6T TepLd-
S0uc A T YEYOVHTH EXELVAL TTOU ELTAEXOVTOL QULEGO LLE OLUTTV,
AYYODOYTAS GARL, GUVTOLYLATIXOG EELGOV GULAVTLXY, TTOV GLUVOL-
moptilouy Ty totopunt) eEénEy. ‘KoL, yio mapddery o, eve mo-

/6 7 Y / 8 / 7
patthetan xot o oAACETAL EV EXTUAGEL 7) LOLWOTLXY) AAANAOYPXPLA
7ou Karodiotpra e Evpomalovg Tohitinole 1 e6tepnévoug yia

/ / / / /

v oy e EXMGSag, TapadelmeTot 1) 6oL oo AUTLRY) oVoLpO-
P GTOV XATAAOYO TMY ATOULKOY SIUALOUALTE®Y TOV ZUVTHYULATOS
Tov 1827, évay amd Toug TAnpéctepouc ¢ emoyne. 'H, eve yive-
TOL VPO RY 6TLS ATthPELS TV TPEGPBEVTOY TV Eévewy Avvduenmy
Yo TN SLALOPPOGT] TOV EVERYNTLIXOY EXAOYLXOD SLXALMULATOS GTO
Sovraypo Tou 1844, mopadeimetar evteA®s 0 exhoYIr6S VOO
Tov dtov étovg. 'H, téhoc, evdd mapovstdletor avahuTins To %ivy)-
woe Tou 1909 %ot yivetar o cusyetiopbs Tou pe Tic ekehilelg 6Tov
dielvi) eplyvpo (mbrepog tov 1897, Nedrovpxor, Kontind Thty-
Lo %.ATC.), OEY UTTALPYEL KATTOLYL GUGTYLOTLNY] TTLPOVGLALGY) TOV Toe-
preyopévou g avalbedonene Tov 1911.

H avrimapaleor auty elviniopod - cuvtaypatiopod teletm-
vel 6Tl apyéc g dexacetiac tov 1920. H Muxpaostatind xoto-
GTPOQT €YEL WG ATTOTEAEG YA TNV EYXATANELYT) TMY XAV TPWTLXMY
TAGEMY %L TNHY ETUKEVTPWEGT] TNG TPOGoYNS Twv ENAAvey ota
ecwTepLnd Toug TPofARpata. Tlapd e, Tadet vo uTtdpyet xo

A A / /
7 vopund) éwota Ty Eyyuntoidv Auvvdpemy yie mnv EArdSe, mou
Topelye ) vopuxy) Boor yio Tig TapepBooeig Ty Lévewy oTa
/ 7, 4 A /
ecwTeped ¢ ywpag. H eyrabidpusn tne Acdteprne Earnvixic
Anpoxpatios etvat, yio tov Kahtod, v mpdty pellov cuvroypmo-
i ’ (| I
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ety LetaBohy) Tou Yyiveton ywple TNy apecT) 1) Enpect) TopéuBo-
67 TLY EEVOV JuvdpEemy.
To BLfAlo, mou Eexwvd pe Tov eddnvind AwepoTtiopd xol Tig
4 / / / /
TN YEC TOV GUYTAYLATLELOY 6TV LTTHS0VAT EXhada, pbhaver cu-
/ / / ~ /
oTnpatied eyl xol Ty xpton tou 1915-1917. To tehevrtato
—67800— xeQaAaLo, TTOL aPopd Tic eLeiiets 6TNV Eahado tou Me-
GOTTONEQLOL, EYEL YPUPTEL Yo GANOY GXOTH, EYEL SLUPOPETLXT] [Le-
Dodonoyio xat, 6me Do Sodpe otny owxelo Oeor, Exel suumepiiy-
ozl 677 Exdoor pe mpwTofoviin TV exdotmy, netd Tov Hova-
/ 7 4 4 /
70 tou Kahtod. To dialtepo evdiagpépov Tou xegaiaion autol
EYRELTOL GTO OTL elval YR LEVO 606V TTapd AT Ao LE T YEYO-
voTa ToL Sunyeltol, pe 6,TL AUTO GUYETTAYETOL YL T Y P7NGLLY)
ATTOGTAGLOTIOLNGY) LLLOLG ETLGTTLOVIXNG Ypopldac.
Ao Kortoa A % GUY VS A
o7e, 0 Kahtodg Bploxer oyetind cuyvd tny euxoplo, pe
APOPPT RATTOLO YEYOVOHS TOL GYETLXE TtPOGPaToL TTope\lbvTog, vou
SLUTUTCMGEL YEVIROTERES TTONLTLXES GHEYELE YLOL TO TEXTALVOULEVOL
TYG ETTOYNG TOV, EVPLOXHBILEVOG TPOTOV TLVEL GE Evary SLopxy] dLdho-
vo pe oautd. O 1dtog To amodéyetor %ol To emionpaivel, 6TTebdo-
VToG GO Vo ToviceL 6Tt Ttposmdlroe va det To LoTopodpeva Ye-
YOVOTO ATTO AYTIXELLEVLXY) TTOATINY 6%OTLd. TLy 6V exTTT™oeLg
OTNY AVTIXELLEVLXOTY T, Yedpet, (Do mpémer va amtodoboldy o1y
YeVxbTERY) GTAGY %ol avTiANYY pov Yo TNy molTixy (my
general temper and outlook in politics).

O Nubraog Zradpov Kartsde (Nicholas Stavrou Kaltchas) yev-
vihlnxe oty wéhn Ztpavtla (Strandja) tn¢ Avatolurc ®paxrg,
7oL NTay T67e Edagoc the Obmpavinne autoxpatoplog ol chpe-
ea Tne Bovkyaploc, otic 30 Maptiou 1895 amd actiny ehhnvixy
OLXOYEVELO —0 TTULTEPOLG TOL LGXOVGE TO EUTHPLO GTNV AVATOALKY
Thevpd th¢ Kovetavtivodmodne. Hapaxorobbnoe pabqpata e
s oyohelo e Kwvetavtivodmoine xat 6t Poféprteto
2y on7 (Robert College), xat vrypétnoe ) Onreio Tov 670y oTpa-
76 ¢ Obwpavienc avtorpatoptac (1915-1918), dmov colace
otov Balupd tou umoroyayod. Arostpatedlnxe petd to Téhoc
wou A Hoyxocpion morépou xot, agod epydaTnre YLo Yo og
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SNPoGLoYPdpoc 68 EAAVEQLmVE xaL oy YAbEomva évtuTa T1c Kwy-
oTavTVoLToATS, épuye YL Tic Hvwpévee Ilohreies to 1919,
oreov 1o 1920 ypdotnre yio 6woudéc 670 Tunpa lotoplag tou [la-
vertiotriov Columbia. 'Exafe o Master of Arts tov lobvio tou 1921,
%KoL GUVEYLGE VLo eXTTOVNGY) ddantopinnc dtatpL7c, Tny omola
6LmG dev LTOGTTPLEE TOTE.

H vyelon Tou oy ®AoVLGLEVT) TTh TaL VERVLRE TOU ¥ phYLYL, KoL
wéypL T0 TEN0G TG LwNG Tou avoryxalbToy, elTe Vo Tepvd peydha
YPOVIXE SLAUGTALATO GE GOUVALTOPLA, ELTE VoL ETTLAEYEL TOV TOTTO T7)G
ETAYYENLATINAS TOV dpaoTneLbTnTog e 3A6Y) TO XAl TG TTe-
Loy g 6TTOL eTpOneLTo Vo gpyasTel. Kivow yapontrnplotins 67t T0
1929 8ev xatbpbwee vo wapet tnv uotpopio Guggenheim yio vo
ohoxdnpdoel 1 STl Tou, STl 1) Kmtutpomy) éxpuve 61, evdd
elye bho To eTLOTYLOVIRG Y€y VL, dev NTay xafbhou BERato bTL
7 ®oteeTsT, TG LYelas Tov Oa Tou eméTpeTe va epyaGTEL P0G
TOY 6%0TTH aLTH —IAAWGTE, 0 13Log BetordToy 6T0 GavaTOELO GTOY
elye vofdier Ty altnon Tou. To 1923-1924 epydotrne we diev-
Buvtic Tou Npagelov Tomov t1¢ Earnvinng [pesfeioc oty Ouvd-
oLY%XTOY, evO 6TT) cuveyeta didake, pe evtoly Sidacnaiog, ot
ravemioTHle TN¢ Montana xou tov Michigan, xabme %o 670
Sarah Lawrence College w7¢ Néac Yopurng. To 1932 tou amovens-
Onree, amd tov Hpdedpo tne ExAnvinnc Anpoxpatios ANEEavdpo
Zatpn, o Apyupode Xtanpdc Tou ZOTAPOS VLo TNV EXTOULIELTLXY)
Tou mpoopopa. ATeBlwoe 6t Néa Y'opun otic 25 OntwfBeiov 1937,
oe nhxlo 42 eTdv.

1o lpdro Kepdrato (6. 9-33) o Kartodg avalnrel tig «lly-
YEC TOV GUYTAYLATLELOY 6T7) vebTepr) KAAadan, xat Tic Bploxet
otov Adapdvtio Kopat), 6tov Phya Oepato, otny L6vio Tlohurelo
rat 670 xabecTME TN TOTIKNAC AVTOBLOLXYGY)C GTOY TOLEXOXPO-
ToOpeve et 1 wpo. Ovumtoffxes Tmwy %o TpwTwy %ot oL To-
padbGeLs Ty 800 dhhwy avlicay xat Edmwoay xapTode ety EX-
Mo pe T dnpLovpyle xol v avodo g asTieng Takng, Eva
AOLVWVIRG QULYOUEVO GTT) GNLAGLOL TOV 0TTOLOL ETTLUEVEL LOLALTEPO
o ouyypagiac. Tormoletel e, amd Tig TpWTES GeALdeg ToUL BLPAloy
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7oV, Tov L3Ldlovra AVt AtrpmTiops Tou 180v amvae 6e avtL-
napdfeon pe v mapddoor tne Tovprorpatioc. «Autol [ew. oL
Stapwtiotéc] cuvélaBay v 18éa ¢ TposTolnastag [ewv. yia
v e£éyepon] we dvay avamposavatohowd e elvixic onére
ath T BulovTive %o TNV EXXANGLAGTINY) TTROG TNV XAAGLXT TTo-
0ddoo [...] Spdovrac 8o eE6Soic ayorela [...] mou oxdmevay
v, ehevlepdoovy Ty exmtaldeusy amh TV xupLapy Lo ToL xATEL-
KANLGLOY... ).

Elvo 670 onpelo autd yoportnpLteTing xoL To YEYOVHS 6TL TO
TEWTO 6ToLYElo TNG Ldeohoyiag Tov Adapdvtion Kopat, wov ave-
MeTaL 61T GuvEyELa, elvat 0 avTiehrpetxailsbs Tou. O Kopaig,
ratd Tov Koitod, 6 6A7 tou 11 Lon), e pio 0U6Lodme ooy
TpocéyyioT, agtepwinxre oty avlpmmivy xowvmvio xot Tov dy-
Dowmo o byt 6tov Qb 7 T perétn Tou ebumavtoc. AvtipeTm-
milovrag v Avatohnd Op06d0En Exxineio pe to xprtpLo ¢
ROLVOVLXNG Y PNGLLOTNTOG, TNV xuTadixase pe «BolTatpiey) o-
GTNEOTNTAY, OyL LOYO YL T7) (GROTASLETINN) EXTALOSVTLRY TNS
TEONLTLXT, ARGl =% 0L OUTG EVOLALPEPEL TILO AUEGOL TOY LEAETNTY) TV)G
GUVTAYLOATLXTG LETORLOLG— Ol VLo TNY ETTLAOYY) TY)G VO UTTOTAYEL
rat vor supoppnlel pe v obopavind tdly, pe Bdon Ty amo-
Soyh g deac g Oelog xataywyhe xabe eovslog, xabustep-
VTG ETGL TNY TOVELPLATLXY TTPG0J0 %ot Ty oLty arteheubépm-
o7 Tov eEAALol €0voug. Mia Tveupatind) ©p60d0 1) oTola, xaTd
7ov Kopat), Oa émpere va wpomnynlel tn¢ emavastasys. O Kopa-
NG, LE TNV (AQENELR TOV ATOTRAPBNYLEVOL AT ToL EYXOGULA GTO-
yooth (with the naiveté of the cloistered theorist) amwodidel ahro-
67TE TLC ELPVALES SLLUE)ES TG ETUVAGTATIXAG TTEPLOOOY GTTY TTVEL-
patexd) xot N0 AVETOLLOTN T TWY CUUTATELOTOY TOV.

O Kopatg, xatd tov Kartod, dev frav Balidc Tohitinde 6to-
LACTHG %oL, GLyovpa, TOV ATy LIANOY adLLPORO Vo TTROTELVEL
APEGH EQUPPLOGLUES XoL AETTTOUEPELG AVGELS GYETLRE [LE TT)V TOAL-
T 0pYaveer) T¢ artehevlepwpévnc Tatptdag. Eyovrag uiobe-
TNGEL L0 XPLTLXY) TTPOGEYYLGT] TG G OAAG TOL QUGLXOY dxalov,
rafoptler Ty TOALTIXY TOL QLAOGOGL e xoT opYAY aEVYTLXS
wpbonwo. Eylobtnrta mpog tny hnpovopint) apLetorpatior —6Teg
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/ 7 4 / / / /
TNV ElYE AAMGTE YVmplaeL xat 0 3Log 6T LTS Tous Evetolg 16-
i vioLd—, dueTLeTlo TEOS TNV oAtyapyle Tmv EAMAvey yoto-
ATHROVOV ol apvrTind) Tpodidlesy yioa Toug Pavaprdtes, «oL
oTtolol Tou Noay SLTThe arteybels, wg Stenduertés e PulavTivie
xANPOVORLAG ol we uEpétes e Obwuavinhe xulépvnongy.
'Empere bpme vo TpoTELVEL, E6TM %Al EV GTLEQUATL, TO GTOLYELX
exelva wou O uyrpotodoay T cuvtaypaTied T4 Tou Véou
%pATOVS. ATORELTITOVTHS TOY ATOALTOEYLOWG, atodéyeTal, E6TW
/ / / A A /
(G VALY HULO KAXO, LLOY ENANYINT) TTOLRUANALY Y] T1G YOI G Xdtp-
Tog Tou 1814 (dpor puior TEPLOPLOULEYT —GUYTAYLALTIRN — LOVOLEY Lot
BoGLEUEVT 6TV AVTLTROGMTELTLXY 0pY 7)), 6TT0V bpog ot EAy-
7 / / 4 /
veg O elyay emiréler oL (3oL Tov Baciiéa Toug %o 6TTOL 0 TEAEY-
Totog oiyovpa dev Oa Nray 'Eadnvac —pe drho Moyio, Povaprd-
/ / / 7 / /,

TNC— AAAL LENOG EVOG eX TwY Bastiinmy olxwy t1¢ Evpmmrc.

O vop.olétne, téhog, natd tov Kopat, Oo émpeme va emiréye-
ToL aTth oL o elvo LENOG TG Pecatog TAENG, TV TTAEOY EYEQR6-
Vo 37 ToTY, pLog TaErg Ttou arey OdveTor Tig axnpb Ty TEG
nat glvort (TLo edxola 087y oLy 6T Aoy (most easily amen-
able to reason). K3 0 Kaitodc dev mapadeiner vo emiommaver xat
rdrotes Dempntinég avaxohovbics 617 cuvTaypaTIXY GXEYY TOV
Kopar), avaxorovlics tig omoleg amodidet 6ty Enrewdr, t660 Oew-
PNTINNAG VTTOSOWULTIG YLOL TO GUVTAYLOTLNG LI TALATO, OGO %O TT0L-
ATIUTG TIOALTLXY)G EULTEELPLOG.

/ A /7, / A

H avagopd otov Kopat) tedetmver pe pua shvropn meptypog
Ty 6y€cewy Tou pe tov Kamodiotpla, oyéoeig mou Lexlvnoay amod
Tov artbiuto Havpacpd (tov cuyxplvel, wg ameheulepmty, e Tov
TLrohéovTa TV Zupaxous®v), Yo Vo xaTaAE0uY, AoYo %ol 716
o7ed6v maboroyixnic pwsogofioc Touv Kopar, 6ty dxprty aro-

/ / / / A /
Soyh e Dewplog bt v Tpaypatind uedbuvy v T dohogovia
Tou KuPepvty eiva 7 lepd Zoppoylo «wou tov E6TeLhe YLo Vo

/ g E / 8 A / T A
vrotalel Ty EANdSa 67ov pdoino Luyom. Twpa wia, 6e mpoym-

/ / / / 4 / 4
enévn 707 nhxto, o Kopae apvelror anbpn xot w0 avoryxalo
naxb Tou elye xamote amodey el yio Tig Simhmpatinég avdyreg
Tou AvOva, SNAAST TT) GUYTAYLOLTINT LOVOLRY L CoAURGULT) KoL 0LV
A / / / A A /

Nray urh Tov Mapxo Avpniton, apnver v ovoiy ot Babid ptlo-
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wéveg pemovpmiravixég wemtollnoeig Tou xat 6ty Oéor Tou emL-
Aeypévou arh toug Evpwratoue Obwva potipd, yio ) Béom tou
«abodnynThy», Tov Lafayette.

H 1660 Sapopetint) TpocomindThTo ahhd 1ol TOALTLXY) GToL-
drodpoptla Touv Phyo meprypdpeton not avaldeTon amwh ToV GUY-
YoopEn 6TY) GLVEYELR GE avTLOLAGTORY Ye exelvy) Tou Kopor.

To molutind bverpo Tou Phya Oepalov, dmwe Tpondmrer nu-
Plwe ath ToL YPUTTTA TOV, ElVaL (Lo EVPVTERY) AVAXATAGHELT) TNG
Ofmpavieng autoxpatoplog 68 (Lo ONULOKEATINY KOLVOTTOALTELL
AV TLY QuA®Y xat Ty Oproreutindy TioTewy, Baciopévy
o1y Tolvtied) ehevleplon ot Ty xovevix? Siatosbvy,.

Opwe o Phyag Oepaiog, wpoloy xal auths ToL evpwTainod Avr-
QWTLERLOY, (elval €vag ToATAELSELEVOE TTLPUTHEYTTS, EVaLG deL-
VS UEAETTTNG TOV BAAXAVIXEOY TPAYLATWY XL EVOLG EUTELPOC
STAWPETNG, EXTOULIELPLEVOG GTLE QUVALPLITINESG KAYREAAQPLES TMY
TopadouvdBioy Teryrimdtwyy. Nvwpellet étol 611 To eTavasTo-
TIn6 TV Gpapa, Tou Do Aoy To aTOTEAEG LA PLaG ETUVAGTAGTY)C
TOUTOY POV TTONTLXYG, XOVLVLXNG %ot uTtepebvixyc, Sev elvor Su-
vorToy, LTH TLg eTrpatovees cuVlxes, v peTappacTel 6g Eva
Tpbypappa duesrs dpacnc. Kot todto, Suott atrplletal ot xa-
ToLeg elhelmovses mpobmoliseic. Kat’ apyny, o pia Basuer mo-
ATLOLLXY) EVOTNTO, TTOEOLOLY LE EXELYT TY)G YANALXTE XOLVMVIG
ey a6 to 1789, 1 omola froy TARpwe amodea 1660 ot Thy O-
Do povien autoxpatopio we 6Uvoho, 660 xal aTth TLG ¥ PLETLOVLXES
GUVLGTMGES TG A%, 68 Lo atod0y 1) TV EAAYLXOD NYELOVL-
%0V pbhov 6ty TtpocTabeta, xatL xabbhov BERoto, Tapdro oL oL
vrérotol elvixtopol Tov Badxavioy Berondvrovsay axbuy o
efpuoxnh) xatdesTosy 670 TEhos Tou 180u armva. Téhoe, o pia
GTAOY) TOVALYLETOV AVEXTIXOTT TG %ot eupevols diablleamg, av Gyt
evepyol oTNpLing, ex LEPOUE TMY EVPMTAIXMY AVVALEWY, TOV
Nray emiorng Tpofanuatiny. 'EtoL, evdToy Tou suyrupLaxrol o-
7o) adtelbdov, o opapatiothe Phyac diver 7 Oéom Tou 6oy mo-
ntied Phyo xow 6t Soxtpaspévn amh tov ypbvo TaxTind 16
ETAVUGTATLIXNNG ovortopoy G, To peyahbmvoo 6y EdLo uoy wpel Tpo-
COPLYE Y EpLY EVHC TELO GPLEGOD %Ol GUYKEXPLLEVOD GXOTIOV: EXEL-
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/ A A
vou 16 Tahvoplwene Tou EAAnviopod oty TohiTtiny tou ave-
Eoptnota xot nyepovie. Egpdoov emtiteuylel o mpdtog autdc 676-
%06, 0 TEOQNATNG TOL poLavTLxoL %ot gLiehedlepou elvixiopod
axpadayto TLeTEVEL GTL Xorl TO LELTEPD 67 E0L6 Tov Do ooy pa-
Tororrlet.

H dum avtyn otpatnyinn tou Payo e&nyel, xatd tov K-
T6d, xor Tig nhernuéveg avaxorovbics TmV TEOYPALLATIRGY TOL
TOATIXOY xelnévov. Av xot v Néa [lodetixy) Avolxnois apops

/ A / / /
Toug xatoixovs ¢ Pobpeine, T Muxpdc Astag, Tov Mesoyet-
/ 4 / /

wv Ncwy rat e Bhayoproydaviag, n Xdpta tou tautiletor
ne T amomtepes emdiwiets Tou EXviopob. Hapbpote, 1 amé-
Soomn 6 Lot T Tou EXva xot Tou ToAlTy 6t 6ToLov opLAEL
€ty &y A Ty Eavueyy yadooay [L..] dc Sratpify xal elc
ToVG AvTimoducy avtamoxpivetal 6e pio amd Tic Depehtddderg 1oé-

/ A / / A
¢ Tov eEMVLo) elviniop.ol, S1Aad? The evbTrTog TOU EAANVLXOY
ool TEpa auth Yewypaped chvopa. Téhoc, 7 EMherdn TpwTOTL-
oG TOY GUYTAYLATIXGY L3e®Y Tou Phya, Tov awotehody 6171y
ovuela gpavicpato artd To cuVTdYpate e Iahhierg eravacTto-
676, amodidetal amh Tov ouyyeagén oty xalopd weelipLeTINT-
renotpoblnpnh eruacio Tov o L8Log 0 GLUYTARTYE TOUE TOVG ATTE-
d1de. 'Hroy mpomaryavdioTind xelpeva Tou amocroTod6ay 6TnV
TPOETOLULAGLY XOL TNV ToyVTERY) SUVATY) ExPNET TNG ETAVAGTAGYC
%ol OYL OAOXATPWPLEVES TTPOTAGELS YL TNV TOALTLXY) 0pYEVOGT)
TOU PEMNOVTLXOD %PHTOVG.

Metd toug 8%0 exmpos®Tovg Tou eENANVLXO) ToALTLIX0Y ALa-
PWTLELOV, OL TTNYES TOV EAATVLXOD GUVTOLYULATLELOY GUUTIAY PG -
vovTow ot Oy Lol Tepa ETEVELG Va0 pEs GTa oS0y Lrd TTOAL-
Txd oueThpate Tmv lovioy NMewv xat 6tovg Oeopols Tomixrg

/ A / / /
autodLoixnere The Tovpxoxpatoduevne Eanadag. Xdpn, dime,
6ToVg TeheuTalons, oruetwvel o Kahtoog, o eyt habg Htoy
owxelog pe Tig Tpobmoliseig nat Tig TeyVLIKéC TN AVTITROGWTTEY-
Tinne StaxuPépvnemg, dpo Lopovee xat vo artodeybel, xatd

/ / / /, A
Sidpxeta Tov TOAEROL TG amtereviipmare, Ta TpdTo Yyt
LG TEOALTLXTG %O SLOLKNTIXNG 0pYAVOGNS TNG Y Wpog. ATH Thy
AT pepid, BEBoa, vt 7 cLotelmor) ToL Aol e TNV TOALTLXY
) pepids, , o 7 pe 7
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A / / A A ! /
TR TLNY] SLeEURGALYE %A TE TOAD TLG ELPVALES SLoidy €6 %ol ETTE-
Tpede 6e aUTES Vo ALPB0OVY TETOLX EVTAGT) (MGTE VoL ATTELAT)GOLY GO-
Bopd Ty TEhLn?] ExPoar) TOL YV

To Aedrepo Kegdhoro tou BLilov elvat aprepwp.évo ot «Xu-
vrdypata e Eravdstasney (6. 34-57). Ou apyinéc otpatimTL-
%€¢ emLTLYlEC TV ETavasTATYLEVLY KA VLY ve7iyopa Eoepoy
GTO TEOGKNVLO TNV OVAYRY] 0pYAVOGYG UL LORYNG XPATLXNS
ebouclog, £6Tw %ol 68 TPMTOAELX LOPET), 6T 04T EXELVAL TTOV,
elte etyov 107 amerevlepwbel (dpa yperalbtay évae Tpbmoc xa-
TOYPAPNG TTG RATAVOUTNG EE0VGLMOV), ELTE ATOTEAOVGAY TTROVO-
piax6 7edto cupBolrc TEoRoAne TV eTLILWEE®Y TOL YEVVG-
LEVOL %PATL®OV ENNTVLGPLOY.

To woditevpa mov to Luvrtdypata trc Enavdetacne xabdpd-
ovv xafoptletar amd TpeLg TapdYOVTES: ATt TLG ETLTAYES TNG OLe-
Ovoic xatdotacnc, amd Tic 6y EcELs TOV LTTAEYOVY ) dNULOLEYOYL-
vroL LeTaE) TMY %OLYWYLROY SUVALEWY XL TOY TTOALTLXMY GUL-
LAY LOY TOY ao%xoOVTOV TNy e5ousia -1 Tov Tpotllépevmy va pe-
TAGYOLY GTNY Ao%YGH TNG, ol To ToTlo elvort efalpeTind peu-
OTO— %O OUTTH TLG ETMAVAGTUTIXEG LOEEC AL TO OLAPOPY TLRHTUTT
avTLTpocmTeELTIX®MY Despdv mov etedyovTtal amh Tltes Y dhpec,
wdtar e exelveg e Avtintg BEvpomne. O Kakrtode mapatnpetl 61
cuvilme To Xovtdypote auTd avTLeT@wTilovTaL ®ol avahiovToL
LG THY TELTY) OTTTLXY) YOVio, Xol aVaTOTRETT AaBavouy EToL
TV LOPOT) EPAGLTEYVILGMY TTPOLOVTMY %axoy wVelévmy DempnTL-
%Y TEOTHTTILY. Eav bpwe 1) mposéyyLer yivel vTth Ty oty
TOL TLPWTOL AT TOUG AVMTERE TTLPAYOVTA, ExElvoL T7)¢ Stelvoic
TOALTLXNG, TOTE eLpavilovTol »¢ amtdTeLpes e5L60pROTNoNE 6TO
TEVTOPEVD 6%oLvl Tov dibhrov efmTepixy) elvinh) avelaptnoio -
ecoTepLey) ToATLeY) ehevbeplo.

Me dedopévy 1 otpatiwtind toyd g Obwpoavinhe autoxpo-
Toplog, 7 emLBlooy 16 emavicTosY g eLapTdTo 68 TON) LEYANO
Bl amd v nakh) Oehnon Ty Eévov Suvdpewy. H EArdSa ¢-
TpeTe va xataxthcel T1 cupmdbeta —TovhdyLoTov- Tt Eupo-
TG, GE €V YEVIXOTEPO AL Oy L oLl TEPOL EUVOIRG YL ALTTV: he-
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¢ ) o) emavdotasy tov 1789 xar toug Namwohebvretong
TOAEROVG, 1 Bupmy oy cagpne Suyacpévn avdpesa 6Tig “emo-
vooTatinég” not Tig “avtidpactinég” duvduers. Alyo ypbvia pe-
7o 7o Bateph xot v 2uvinn tre Biévwre, 1 EXAnvins emavd-
GTOGY) ATOXTOVGE GUULBOALKY) GLaAGLa %ol VLot TOUG ey («avTe-
wiheann) xow yroe Toug e («emavasTaTinGs xivduvoon). Apa, 1 Ei-
NS ETPETE VoL LETOVGLAOGEL GE GLASAANLGLG TLG ETTOUVALGTOUTIRESG
TAGELG TNG ETAVATIONEOVTELALG ETTOY TG, L WPLG VoL TLPOXANEGEL KoLl
TN LAY TV avTdpas Ty xufBepviicewy, Towtilovtag TNy
eOvunen) elévepon pe v evpwmaing eravdotasy. 'V autd xaL 7
A" EOvueny Zuvédreuen, 611 Awaxpviy 17 "Avebapryoiac (tny o-
molo 0 Kahtode amodidet 6tr ypapido tou AréLavdpov Mavpo-
%0p3%TOV, TOU TLO JUTLXOTEAPOVES TOALTIXOV T7G ETOYNAS, GTMG
TOV ATTORANEL), KAVEL PNTY) AVALPOPOL GTO PUGLRE BLXALY TWY ETTOL-
vasTaThevey EAvey xat, xuplog, vroypapmilet 67t «6 xota
v Tobpxwy mohepwog Huey, paxpay Tol va otrpiletol el dp-
LS TLVOLG STULAY WYLXAS %ol GTAGLMOELS §) LOLWQEAELS LEPOLC TL-
vog 1ob ebpmavtog Ernvixoed "Ebvoug oxomode, elvar mhiepog
elvinde, Torepog Lepbc, ToAepoc T HTTolov ) nbvr altio elvou 1)
AVARTNGLE TGV Sinalomy T7e TposnTixnTc Loy Ehevleplog, T
Sroxtnelog xol i TLefe... ». Hoapddhnia étor ebnyelron, xota
Tov Kotod, xat 1 oyedév eyfown otdon e Ebvosuvérevsrc
mpoc w1 G Etowpelo, domtng oo pdtior Tmv TOALTIXGY oA~
N %ot TV EEVEY SLTAMULATMY Lo UTTOYELES TTANY GAPELS TEOTL-
unoeLg ot ptlocTacTixég (jacobinistes) Oéoztc.

H evayovia avty mposmdleia twv EAAAvov avdyhugpo wpo-
AOTCTEL oL oTth TO CNTHROL TG ETLAOYNG TNG LOPPTIS TOL TTOALTEY-
LOTOS —ONAAdY) TNG LOVOLPY LIC— %Ol TOU TTROGMTOL TOU EANOYTL-
%00 povapyy, ayarnuéve Dépata tou Katod aduoonve ot pe
71 Baounn) pebodoroyia T cpyastiag tou.

2oppeva Le Tov euyYpagén, oUTe 7 Bosthevopévn obTe 1 oo~
GLAZUTY] LOPPT TOV TTONTEDLATOG ATOTEAOVGUY LEPOC TG TTOALTL-
S GLYELdTGNG TOL EAAVLXOY Aol xaTel T7) SLdpxeta Tou Ay d-
vor. Auté wou M0ehe o emavasTaTEVOG Aahg ey «évar “aheThue”
mou Do €duve 670 emtavastatp.évo 'Elvog Tohtind ot oTtpatim-
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i) myesio xon Toautoy pove o Exapte Ty ebovslo Twy emtl pé-
poug oALyopy L. H hotwh) Tpotiwmoer 61y povapyLxd tdéa —xot
UaALG T e ahhodaTtd yepovevovta oixo— Hhlbe GLyd oLyd, peta
TNV TTAARY) ATTOTVY LY TG TOTURNG TYETLXNAS OLASAG, KoL EYLVE KL=
plapyn pete w1 Sorogovia Tou Kufepvrty Kamodiotera, wg povy
dtefodoc amd Ty avopylo. [lopddinhe, BeBoa, 1 povapy o Aoy
YLEAGLLY %ol OLTAWPATING, OC EVOLG TPOTOG Vo YIVEL aTtodexTh
ATTh TLG EVPWTTAIRES AVAES TO VEO XPATOC Kol VoL EEYAGTOVY ETGL 0L
emavasTatinés Tou xataBorés. 'Etol bpoc emépyetor pia tadTL-
o7 tov elvixod pe o SuvasTind GLLEEPOY, 1) oTTolo, BV KoL GTO
dpeso nerov Do umopodee vo amodmeoet ndmota —L3leg Yewypo-
pLrd— 0@éNT), pnoaxporpblecuo amoterodoe TEGBAT L YIo TY) VX
rpatiet) ovtotyTa. Me Bdon tic Topamdve oxéders xot Stam-
stweeLs, 0 Kadrtode Dempel 611 70 (mtpocwplvéy» Tov Tohiteduo-
7o¢ e Emdodpou Nray xabapbe Simhopatinds ehypos Tov K-
NV, xot 87 Tov peahteT? xot @riofpetavod Mavpoxopddtov.
"Evog ehyp6g mov aoopodoe movo tny —aBacihentn— Lop@? Tou
TOALTEDLOTOC XOL TIOU TTPOGPERHTUY (G TTROUVALYYEANOLEVY) TToL-
PALYMPNGT EVAVTL TYG AVAYYMPLGTS TNG TIATPOVS avebapTholag
¢ EMadac xor tn¢ vtbeyesne the tereutalog 6Tt o TohiTey-
Ozt pe «adgppova erevlepion.

2OVETtE, %atd TNy avehuer) Tou Kaktod, v tov Mawpoxop-
3310 70 %ploLo Simhmpatind LT 0ev oy 1) Lopeh TOU To-
nredpatog (mov o xatéhnye capns ot povapy e, VoTEPo oTTh
apotBaieg vToywpenoeLs xot emttedlels 6Ty WV) Al 1) ETLAOYY
7oL BaGLAEYOVTOC 0iX0V aTTO XATOLE ATTh TLE EVPMTALKES ALAEE,
2oy 00TMS N AAABE NP.eduTt Mor dev uthpye. ATd Tig auAES
auTég, 1) BpeTavixd) —1 xdmoLo gAY TpoorelLevy, 6o Aovdivo—
Ooc Aroy 1 nahdtepy Suvary) Mor, ool 7 Ayyiie, Tépay Tnc
OTEATLWTIXNG KOl SLTAMPLATIXTG TNG LEYV0C, ELYE ROl LAXPT GU-
VTOY LOUTLRT TOLPAO0GT), %A TL TIOU TAPELYE TaL €Y EYYVO ATTOQUYTIC
¢ emiPBoinc evic amohuTapy ol xabestmroc. Enavepybpevoc
oLV 670 opy e SLToAo TN AVEALGTC TWY SLTAMUATLNMDY KOLL
TONTIXOY 6Toy 0V TN¢ Enavdstasrg (eEwtepuen elviny avelop-
Tnotlo - ecwTepuet) Tohtied) ehevblepla), o Kahtode suvodiler b7u
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ot 'EXmvec amodéyovray tehind T povapylo og avoryxolo uo-
LOPTGT 6TV avTL-peToLUTALXoVIXY) Evpdmy adda wévo pe 60-
VTOYLOL, GpoL ATTOOEYOVTOY [LLOL LLOVOLRY Lo TLEPLOPLGLLEVT] Gy L oLTTh
TV Ot T06 TN BoVATGY %ol LOVOUEPOG, AAAL aTTh TNV Ao%YGT)
716 eLovatog evhe xuplapy ov %pdTous.

Ov apyixée tov pebododoyinée emthoyéc 0dnyodv tov Kairtod
vor v avoepeplel ev entdoet xot pe xpLtind Tveduo 6To TEpLEY6-
UEVO TMV ZUVTAYRAT®Y ToU AYOver, 0)TE TMY TOTULROY TONLTEL-
LATOV 0UTE TV Zuvtaypdtony Tou 1822 tou 1823 %o tou 1827.
ApXELTOL 6T Lo GUVOTITIRY TEPLY PALQLYT) TTALROVGLAGY) TWY KVPLO-
TepmY SLTAEEMY AL GE (Lo TEPANNTAY) VALDORE GTOL LETOPLYS. YE-
vovota ou Tteonyhlnray the YheLeme Tou nabe Xuvrtaypatoc, h
7oL GLVERTGAY ®aTd TNV eQopLoYH Tou. ATh TLg Myeg emipépoug
AVOLPOPEC, LOLLITEPD EVBLAPEROY EEL ) ETLLENLUYGT] TOL GUYYPUPEN
vio T GLYTEEY LG apRodLoTy T BovkeuTtinol xatr Extelestinod
oty extolner 4 vrolnxrevsn Tov ebvindv xtyuaTov (dnhadn T
axivrtng olwpavinhe tepLovsiog, 1 omota mepriile 670 Eblvog pe
v amtotivasy Tou obmpoavinod Luyod). Zyetind emtiong pe o Xo-
vroypa tou 1827, o Karode umoypoppiler To yeyovoe 6L umhpye
ULO XATAGTAGT EXTOUXRTNG VALY NG YL T1 6L TTplo Tov Aydva, 6T
dnotetnne evo elye 131 Lnrnlet 1 Bpetovien emidrontroto yroe Ty
Toder) Ty gyfpompalidv xa Tig etpveuTinée Srampaypatedoets,
nat elye 7o avorrelel 1 apytoTpatnyio 68 ahhodamd 6TPATLOTIXG
%ol T0 VTTaTo Al TV XPATOVG 6ToV eTLYuvEsTERo EMva trg
AwacTopde, Tov lwdvwrn Karodietpra. Metd bpog 0y emiroy Tou
tehevtatou, v I Ebvixr Zuvélevsr éomeuoe v teptopioet oy Ku-
Bepvhtn 6c evay pbho evtehas TalnTind, nate Ty emipovy drody
7ou Kahtod, xatl mou Sixatohoyel, 6To LaTio Tou Uy papén, xal
To TpTa LéTpo Tou Kamodiotpra pnetd tnyv spién tov. [lop’ 6ha
ouTel To LovTarypa auto, Bvnoryevée xatd Tov Kadted agpod «itoy
o) @uieredlepo xo ONULonpaTIRG VLo VoL ATTOTEAEGEL EVOL ALTTOTE-
heopoatind epyadelo StoaxuPépvnone tne xplemoy, meplelye Evoy
AATIAOYO ATOULXMY SLUALOULATODY TTOL LTTNPEE (TO TTLO LY VPG 6-
7ho Thg ehevlieplog EvavTiov ATOALTIEY LMY TEARTIRMY YL EXATO
ROLL TTEPLEGOTERA Y POVLAL ENNTIVLXTG LETOPLUCY.
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Evdiagpépovses, téhog, elvar xat oL Topatrprcets Tov Kartod,
GTYV TEAELTALO TTOLPAY PAPO TOU XEPAAALOV AUTOV, GYETIXE LE T7)
LOPPT TOU %PATOVG —EVLALO 7 OLOGTIOVILAXG— TTOU ETTENEYTY) ATh

’ A 4 4 / /7
woug EXnvec. B, lowe, palvetar xat v éupes enidpacT mou
elye ) LLEPLUAVLLY TLOALTLNY) GREYY) XOUL TTPAXTLNY GTOV GUYY PO~
4 7 A A ! 4 I
péa. 'Etor, xata tov Kaktoa, ey oL emavastatnuevol 'Ealnves
ely oy TNV TOMTEAELO TNG NPEWLTIS GUEYTIC RAL TG LAKPOCHUOTILANS
Ocoonc Twv dedopévamv (the long view), Oa émpere, lowe, vou ety oy
ratahnier 6Ny dody 67TL oL LaLTERpGTYTESC TWY SLahpmY TE-
PLOYOY TG Y MPAG, ATTOTENEGLAL YEMYPAPLAMY MRS KL LGTOPL-
ROV TREAYOYTOY, TV TO LOAVLXS TTPOATTULTOVUEVD YLOL LAY OLLO-
GTCOVOLOKT 0PYAVWET) TOL XPATOVG, 1) 0oL, BoUGLELEVY) XL GTLS
auTodtotnTinés Topadooelg Tou mapellbvroc, Do cuvelsipepe
ATOQPUGLETIXG € (Lo peyordTepy) elvinn evétyta. Ou avayxes
OLLWS TNG LLEGT)G BpAGT)G, HTEWE ETTLEY)G TO TUPASELY L ThHE ETTO-
vaotatieng ol xot To YevindTepo Tvedpa N6 ETOY NG XoTH
/ / A / 7’ / /

70 0TT0L0 1) 0POGTOVILIX T LoPET) dey TTposLdLALEL 6T ULepd %pATY,
00N YNGOY GTNY ETLAOYY] TOV EVLALOV XPATOUG.

H mtpmty éxminiy tou avayveety oto Teito Kegdhowo, Tou
elvar agLepmpévo 6tov TpmTo KuBepvhty tng Eanddac, elvar o
t8tog o tithog tou: «H xamodiotorany Suetatoptan (5. 58-79).
XapantnpLopbs TOMTEVULATOC (LE GAPES ALPVNTLNG TLROGNLO oLTTH
Evoy GUYYPALPEN 0 0TT0L0G BLVEL TROTEPALOTTTA 6TV LETOPLXN-TTO-
ALTLXY) TEPOLY LOLTLROTNTO EVAVTL TNG ATTONUTO GLUYETTOVS VOULLXYIC
oporoyiag. Me authy tnv mtpodidbesr), 1 Exmthnin Tov avayvaHoTy,
evtelveTol 6TLC eTOPEVEG 6eNLdEg OTToL, Lésa amth evdeheyelc ot
0ZVVODGTATES TOUPATYPNGELS XL AVOADGELS, TO TOETEULTO TOV
KuPepvhitn avadetevietal tedwnd pe Oetind mpbonpo. O entl pé-
POVG ETTLPLAAEELS Lo TTPAEELG 7) TTLPAAELYELS EVHG TTOALTIXOY TTPO-
cOToL pe 10 07olo 0 Kahtede el mpopavdg Tohd peydhy etot-
retwor Oupilovy apory) oriaypd ey 670 @6VTO evhc Tivaxa,
CHRLUY PAILILLGT TTG OTEOLAG TTRMTEVMY AGY06 VTTapé g elvat 7 ovet-
deLly) TV 68 TPAOTO TTALVO Y APAXTTPLETIRMOY TOU LOVTEAOL.

To xepdhoro Eenwvd pe pio vevbipiey o plo yevindtepy
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ropathpenor. H veviipion awopd 1 ypovoroyins Sradoy ) Tomv
veyovoTov: petall the emthoyne tov Kamodictoia wg Kufepyy-
) (Ampiitog 1827) xow tn¢ dorEvc Tou otry Eardda (lavoudprog
1828) pesordfroay 1 YheLer tov Zuvtdypatoc tov 1827, 7 Zuv-
O%en Tov Aovdivou xat 1) vawpay o Tou Navapivou. Me dho 16-
VLo, TO GXVIRG PeTaL) TG GTLYUTG T1)G EXNOYNG KL TG GTLY-
WS NG A@LETGC SLEPEPE GNULAVTIRE, [LE HPOVUG GTPATLMTLXOVE, OL-
TAMUATIXODE ROl GUYTOLYULATIX0VG, qpo %ol LE 6pous Yuyoloyiog
TV eTovasTATNLEVGY EAAAvmv. Me 1 yevinbtepy mapatiernon
o Kotodg emavépyetar 6e piov amodn wou £yl 107 SLaTUTOGEL
67O TROYYOLPEVO xeaato: Ta TteptlmpLa Spdame naL auTevép-
verog wou draféter o KuBepvntre amd to Lovraypa te Toolln-
VoLG ELVaLL EVTEAMG TTEPLOPLOULEVOL KAL GEOL AAATAAANNGL YLOL VOL [LTCO-
péoceL va yeLpLatel T 0Vexoly cuyrvpla. Evdmiov autod tou meo-
Brnpatog, o Karwodiotprag dev Siotdle va pitket o Bdpoc Tou
GTNY AVTLLETOTILGY) TG AVAYRNG, TopaepllovTas TLg LOEES TOV
pLherevlepLopol %ol ToL GUYTAYLATLEUOY, GTWE TOLALYLGTOY
SUTEC TTOY XATAYOYNTEG GE EXELVO TO TPMTO TETaPTo Tou 19ou -
VoL, LUVETTNG e TNV ETTLAOYT TOL ALTY GTO EGMTEPLXS TTedlo, 6To
efwtepind edlo o Kamodiotplog delyvel vo epumiotedetol Simhm-
LoTed TEPLEGGTERO TNV auToxpatopixh) Posla amd tnv xowvo-
Bovievtixs Meyany Bpetavia. Emihoyég mou otolyteay otov Ku-
Bepvntn oxhnem xpLtixy, Ty orola o Kaktode Do wposmalvoet
vor v TEEYEL, 1) TOUAGYLGTOY VoL LETELOLGEL.

O ouyypagéac mapabéter avahutind, 6T1 GUVE)ELRL, TNV TOAL-
ety Sradpouy) Tov Kamodiotpio ey ot tny qgLén tov otny Eahd-
dot, naet T ToALTINéS TeToLOMoeLs TTov nésa aTth T Sradpo ) o-
) oynuatice. To mohtind auto credo wopartifetor améd tov K-
TGO e GYEDGY ETTLY PULILATINTY GAONVELL XL TIATPOTHTOL: (ATE-
1010 Tpog Ty emavdotasy), avrifiesr Tpog To ancien régime ot
TOV %oVOVOL TNG XANPOVOULUNAG APLETORPATLAG, VTTOGTAPLEN T7G
BoOprotog xot pe Ta&n TOMTINTS JELPAPETNONG TMV TAPLY WYL~
1OV TdEemVY TN ROV LVLNG, Py NG YLVOULEVT S aTth TY) Pecala To-
£1), TLOTY GTNY ATOTEAEGUATIXOTNTO TNG EXTALLOEVGYG KoL TTe-
rollnom 67L v eppovh oty Tapadocianty Opnoxelo xoar 6Tny xok-
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Mépyela NS eAANLeng Yhwooas Do cuvelsoipouy ta pévioTa
oty dwthpror e ennvxdc ebvotyTaon. Hapatnpodue 6ti v
ewova oauth Tou Karodiotera amd tov Kated eivat evoc «megpom-
TLGUEVOL N YEROVO) Tou 190u addvar pe dnpoxpatinés —ahha GyL
ATCOLPOLTN T XL XOLYOBOVAELTINEC— TAGELG.

H mohttien aut? grrocopio tou Karwodiotpta cuvodeubtoy
AT VoY EVTOVO TRy ATLOLG ot Lo Stapnd Letptomdleta. «O
Kamodiotprac elye supnabeia yio tic 1déeg ¢ emoy v Tov, -
plc breme vo phdver péypL Tou anp.etou va suyywpet Toe Aol Tovon,
KOUTE TN ELQUT ExPPasT) ToL GOV eovoy Tov KuBepvhtyn AvstpLa-
700 Sirhwpatyy Philip von Neumann, wou emixaheitar o Ko-
toac. O mpaypatiopos tov Karmodictoia, e cuvdvacud pe Tig
OVLULAVLETIXES TOL xaTaBoAée, Enyoly Tny évtovy avtintdled Tov
TTPOC TLG OLAPOPESG LUGTIXEG ETAVUGTATINES ETULPELEG, %ol LBLmE
poc T Duxny Etopela. Téhog, o nospomolitiomés Tou ahhd
%ol M) axAGVY T TTLETY TOL 6TL To LEANOY TY¢ EANddag Hray pia
LOPU ULXPOY EYYELWY LOLOXTNGLMY, dev elval Eéva 617 6y edbv
rabohnd aduvapio Tov vo suvewvonlel, T660 e TOoLE GTPATLMTL-
®oVg Nyétes The Emavietasrg, 660 xal pe Toug peyahoyaton T
noveg t16 ofwpavieng weptodou. H avadiavopn e ebvieng yne
(«évar 6096 naL oo ITOG avaryxalo Teoypappa elvinie avacu-
vrpbTNemon, xotd tov Kadtod) eyive pe évav 6Tevinapdo xotl
Y PAOELOXPATIXG TPGTO TTOL LTTOV6ELGE T7V etLTuy Lo Trc. H Te-
PLPEOVNTIXY) 6TAaY) ToL Yo 6Aouc Toug xal’ otovdnToTe TpOTO
vnyevels ekéyovrtes Tig emoy s (6TpaTimTiXods, ®xoTtlapnTdcTdEC,
SLovo0VEVOUS %.4&.) TOV ELTTOOLGE Vo BPEL TOVG AVaYXaLlOVE G-
Uay 0VG, HToY TOUG elye avdyry. AtdoTtinteg Tvehiés pLog olvle-
16 TPoc LTS TYTAG o€ évar chiaroscuro, 6o o Kahtoac emuyet-
el Tny ey Suxatmwaor, Tou Kufepyvhty.

O Kamodicterag yvmptle 611 Onreio tou wg KuBepvhtn frov
vetafBatier. Ko av elye apyixd xamoles apgiBoiies, 1 Xuvdid-
oxedr) Tou Aovdivou tou 1830 Oa mpémer va Tov Tig apalpese. Me-
TofoTinol, xoTd GUVETELY, NTOY xaL 0L 6TOY oL auThG T16 OnTeloc,
7ou 0 Kahtoog toug cuvoilel we eing: o) Tepatmor ToL Tohé-
wov te Avelaptnoloc ot dtelvig avayvmpiern tov véou xpd-
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oG’ B) ecmTERLNY AVASLOPYEVMGT] TOU XPATOVE" AL, ) TEOG-
SL0pLo LGS TG LOPPTC TOL TOATEDLATOC. 2E GYEGTY) LE TOY TEAEL-
Tolo 67630, o Karodiotprag avayvmptle 6t v drevlétney tou
NTov AT cVaETHLEVY pe T dtebvy Simhowpario. Ko wi-
oteve 6TL 1 KAAdda Oa émpeme vau yiver éva anbpy —véo— roLyelo
6 debvoic tdZme nat otalepbrrnTog. Ltov véo authy pdlo, To
evdetxvuopevo, amod xdle mhevpd, moAltevpa yioe TV VEOTTOYY
APOATLXY) OVTOTTTOL NTOY 1) LOVOLEYLOL, %Ol LIALGTOL 1) GUYTOLY LOUTL-
wh) povapyto. Ko 670 omnpeto autd o Katode Oter —xon avorder
dielodixd— 1o axbrovlo epwtrpa: Hrov o Kamodiotplag ethixpt-
VG 6Ty adhoYpaplo Tou pe tov Meppavd wplyrima Asomérdo
7ov Coburg, 6tov TepLéypage pe T660 LEAAVE Y PWULALTE TNV ELXOH-
va T emavasTatruévne Kanddog ot dtav {nrodoe amd tov
exhexth e Zuvdidoredrng Tou Aovdivou yio Tov ehhnvins Opdvo
VoL UTTEPREPALGEL TLG ATTOQAGELS TN TeheuTalog ot vo artodey Oel
70 GTERP VTG TNV TROUTO0EGT) LLog TTEOXATOUERTINTC =% oL [LOVO-
nepolc— déapeuaic Tou 6Tt Do Baciredoer we suvtaypaTinds pLo-
vépyne; H Séopeuon yia dva advraypa Do froy, Snrads, to “36-
ropo” yroe vo yiver amodextéc o AcomoAdog amth Tovg LEANOYTL-
%00¢ LTNXGoVE ToV. MATOG, TENXE, ATOTEPOS 6Ty 06 Tou Ku-
Bepvhty Hraw va apvnlel o Acomtordog Tov Opbvo nat —ywplc auth
vor Aéyeto T oumh Tov cuyypagéa— vo emtitevy fel oL, pe Tpo-
70 LotoBENnG, pia LR ARLYGT) T1)6 wLBepvnTixtc Tov Orteiog;
To epddtnpa dev etvar evtedarg Dewprntind, drav oxepbel xdmorog
OTL €vag SITAMPATNG e TNV epmeLplo xot Ty epBéheta Tou Ka-
TodloTpLa Teolardel 6Tov AgomdAdo 1 deroia uTOGTYELELLY
amodn) 6T ToL amoTeENEG AT TS ZuvdLdoned e —dpo xot ) ot
opy v ETLAOYY) ToL TeheuTalou— dey Do wopodoay v yivouy amo-
dextd amth Tov eAANVIXG Aad, emeldr) 1) eAAnviny) xuf3épvne) dev
EYLVE SEXTN VO GULUETAGYEL GTLG SLaTtparykatelseLs 670 Aovdivo.
Mo xuBépvnem, S1rad7, oucLasTind P1 avayVmELGUEVY) aTth %ot-
vévay, ®xLBEpVT oY eTtioN G evhg —e5lo0U OLGLAGTING, AAS KaL (LE
6poug Tou dtelvoic Suxalov Tn¢ emoyfc— avimaprTou xpdtouc. O
Kahtode amopedyel vo SOGEL GopT) amtovTYGY GTO ERWTNHLL TOU
o tdrog Oérer, teproptlopevoc va mapalécer yeyovoTa xon onéders
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mou Do pmopodcay vo utosTnelEouy, T660 Pl xaTaEATINY), 66O
KoL LLOY VN TLXY) aTtavTYoY). Bival péca amod TLe Yk és Tou
reLévou nat oo 1) Oéppn pe Ty omola Tapovstdlovrol To exo-
tépwlev emiyetpuata, Tou Stapatvetarl 1 Tehwh) —OeTinh yio Tig
rahécs mpobiseig Tov KuBepvntn— dmoln tou suyypapéa. O dua-
GTLXTEG TILVEALEG 6TLS 0Ttoleg avarpeplnxae xon o Tavo. ..

To tehevtalo pépoc touv Toitov Kegadatlov eival aprepmpévo
6TV ecwTepLt) TohTLe?) Tov Kamodictete. Koo Lhtypa elva,
BeBota, n Tpoomdeta xatavdneTe T MY MY TOL LTOY PEMGAY
Tov Kuepvhty va {nticer pe v oy touv oty Eadade tny
AVAGTONT EQUPLOYNAG TOV ZuvTayRatos e Tpotlhvac. Ko wdn

i > I
o Koitodg otpépetal otov dielvi mepiyupo xat onpetdver 671 to
Sdvraype tou 1827 strpiletor ot pra mpobmdlesy), v ool elvor
\ 9
de jure kat de facto avbmoprty: 671 uTdpyEL ENNVLXS XpdTOC, TNV
AXEPALOTNTO TOV OTTOLOV LAALGTO ovorhattBaveL Vo TTpOGTATEYGEL
o KuBepvhtye. Exelvy 1 otiypy, 1 suvoindtepn v toug Einy-
veg Stelviig TRoOTTTIN: ATOY 1) VALY VMPLGY) PLLoLG ©HROV LTTOTEAOYS
EXnadoc urtd tnyv emxvptapyio tov sovitdvou. H Siebvic avty
TEAUYLATIXOTN T UTTOY pEmGE Tov peaiioth Kamodiotoio vo Ln-
TNGEL X0l Vo ETLBAAEL TNV AVALGTOAT TOU ZUVTAYLATOSC KAL TO OL-
%6 Tou chaTpa Sraufépvrone. 'Eva cletrua mou xatapyolce
i I
%ot 0LGLoY TN SLEXELGT TMY EE0VGLMOY XL THY LTEROY T TNHG VO-
/ / A t / 7, [13 /"
ofletintc eml T exteresTingc ebovalac. Apa pro “Suetatoplo
l 16 €
(2ot Etot EavaBploxovpe ToV TLTAO TOU XEQAUAXLOY, TTOU Lag e&é-
TAnke), 1 omola bpoe, 6Teldel va onpetmoet o Kahtode, Hrov
wo Suetatopio 67ov 0 KuPepyvhtng elye novo xat’ amovouny ap-
i 0 v
0dLotnTee, elye Ontela mepLopLopévre ypovinyc Sidpxetog ot Do
’ i { I
TOY VTTOAOYOG, LETE TO TEA0G TN OnTelag Tou authg, evdrmiov pLa
) )
véag elvosuvérevsrg, we 6,7t BeBata oL deopeloelc autéc Yo-
poveay vou orpaivouy yioe Ty EAAddo tou 1828.
TehevTtale Topdypagog Tov Kegahalov avaxepahotmver e

H ten Keoon A
Tov xahOTERO duvarté TEOTO 1Y) 6TaeY) Tou Kaktea évavte tou Koa-
modicteta. Ag Ty mapaxorovlicovpe: «To xupLbtepa ornpeto
auThe TG emiandmarg Lew. g namodiaTeLanic mepLédon] pmo-
poVy Twpa v suvodishodv. O KamodicTerac Siéxpive xalapd pe-
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ToE) e Suenic Tou StanuBEpvrore, Tou T Dewpoloe we éva inter-
regnum, %o T7¢ LOVLLYG LOPPTS TOL TOALTEDLATOS TNG Vel dp-
/ / A / / /

e EMSac. Egboov 1 mpdtn [ewv. 7 Sueh Tou ebovatal] Aray
natd xOpLo A6y Lo xUBEpvn o ExTanTne avdyxrs, o Karodi-
GTPLUG TV 0pYEAVMGE PE TV LLOPET LG VOULUNS dtnTatoplog
(legal dictatorship), 1 omolo elhnve pev 0y elovsla T amhd, xot
Nray utedluvy TEoE, TOVE AVTLTPOGHOTOVE TOL Ao KAl VTEXELTO
o€ SLad oy éC AVAVEMGELS TG EVTOANG, L wpls bLme v BoloxeTo
UTCO EVay GLVEY T ENEY Y0 oL Lo xowvoBovheutind emontTelon. Ao

/ / / / 1% /
TNV &) peptd, o Kamodiotoiag amodoxipale tnyv amohutopyiny
SLoxuBEpVn oY e LOVLLO GVGTYLA AGRNGNG TNHG E50VGLAG, KoL TTi-
oteve 671 10 €0vog Do émpere va TpooTabfeeL va Stapurdiet To
LLENAOY TOU GYL EXYWPMYTAS TO KUPLALEY UG TOU OLXALMD LT AN
TOLYAVTLOY AGXMYTHG ALTE ULEGH ATThH AVTLTRPOGMTELTIX0VE De-
cpove. 'V autéy tov Moyo xat Tpowlnoe plixéc otnovopinéc pe-
Toppubuioeie Tov 6xoTé elyay Vo TEOGEEROLY To LG LTHRabpo
o pLoe Todntind) Snpoxpatio. Ko evdd Oeopolityoe ta Sidpopa
amAGOG GLULBOVAELTIXE cwpaTe Tov Aertobpyrnoay ot OnTela

/ / A / /

Tou, Tapdhinho axorovlnee pe Opnoxeutind cuhdfera vopixrég
not xowoBovhevtinég Sradixacies, e oo v cuvrlicel Toug
"Eadnvee 6Tic amorthoelg hertovpylag evic ehedllzpou xat vro-
TOYLEVOD GTO XPATOG SLKALOV TTOALTLX0D GUGTNLATOO).

Yto Téraprto Kegarato (6. 80-95), vt tov ebyhowtrto titho
«H agalpesy tng xupLapylag), 0 GUYYPAQENLG ETAVEPYETUL GTO
Boaoind pebodoroyind tov Inrodpevo, dnhadn tny avalntnen tne
TNYNAS THG XVPLUPY LIS —ECMTEPLUTG KoL EEMTEPLUNG— GTO G-
LPOVO ENATVING XPATOC. LUGTNUATING, TO XEQPIAALO AVTH XAAD-
TTTEL TY) Y povixT) Tteplodo amd ) dohovovia Tou Kamodictola pé-
yot v agiin tou Obwva. Kat’ ouslay amoteel pioy emiondmy-
67 TOV TPOTIOU ULE TOY 0TOLO 0L £éveg —eupmTmainéc— Auvapels ¢
emoy NG aVTLUETMTLLOY TO TATNHULO TG EAANVLXNAG KupLaLpyLog. 2o
TporyoLpeve xepdiate, o Kadtods pehétnoe xaL Topovcioce tig
Oéoeic TV EXAveyv, 6mtog autéc exppaotnray, cite néco oo
Tou LOLOL TOL GUYTAYLATLXG KELLEVAL, ELTE LEGH ATTH TT)V TLPOGMTILYY
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TOALTLXY) TEPOGOTLROTTTOY 67w 0 Kamodistoiag. Edw, 7 omttL-
wh yovio elvor oty Ty Eévay. Tuemdiwxrovy, tL amodéyovral Te-
A%d, GE TL GLPLOEWYODY 7 Srapwyody xat yLatl. AAhwoTe, omh
ECMTEPLXT) GUVTAYLATIRY) GROTILY, 1) TTEPLODOG UTT OV EYEL VoL ETTL-
detfel wopd To pndemote epaprochéy Lovapynd Ldvraype Tov
1832 %o xamolo Ynelopato TmY TUpoYEVOY KaL ATEAEGPOPWY
elvindyv suvedredoemy T emoy v, oL o Ldtog o Kaitode o yo-
paxtnpller 1G TO XIRVELD AGLA TOV ENANVLXOD GUVTOLYLATLGLOY
¢ Eravdorasnc.

Me v et exgpasy The TAhpous Stebvoic xupLapylac e
Eanddog, dnprad pe to lpotonorro tou Aovdivou tou 1830, o
Koahtode onpeimvel xow v éxntmer) 6t Dépata eomtepinne no-
prapytoc. Hpdymatt, To xelpevo tou Oefpovaplov Tou 1830 vrer-
oépyetal 6t eowTepind Oépata, dmwe elvar 1 wovapyten Lopen
Tov moALtedpatos, 7 0éom g Kalohwerng Exxineloc oty EXhe-
da 1) 1) Dpnonevtiny wobtnro o1y yopeo. H aknbewa elvar, mopats-
et 0 Kadtode, 671 n mhhpne wuptapyioe tne EAMLSag, ecwtepinn
roul eEWTEPLXT, OTIWE AVTY) TULPOVGLALETOY GTOL ETAVAGTATLNG. GU-
VTOY LTINS KELLEVAL, ELyE 6TV TtpdLr TtepLopLoTel artd Toug t3Loug
Toug 'Ernvec 107 amtd to 1825 pe v «mpaly vrotéhetaon (“Act
of Submission”) wpoc 1 Meydrn Bpetavia, pe to [lpwtdrolro
¢ Aylog Hetpodmohng Tov emopévon étoug xallde xat pe tny éx-
xhne, Tevto Tpog To Aovdivo, yia SrapesorafSner (meditation)
arth T I Ebvinn) Zuvéhevor, elvind bpyoavo wov asxodee mpomto-
vevi) cuvtoxtiny efovsio. 18lmg pe tny teheutalo Tpdly), 0 ehhy)-
VXGOS ALGG, LEGE TMV AVTLTROGMTMY TOL, Elye TPOPEL 6t exy wpr-
67 TG GLUVTARTIXA G eEovaiog Tou elye aorhoeL 6e GAT TN SLdpreLo
e Eravactacne. BéBala, ou mpdelg avtéc apopodoay dlog v
dielviy uTthoTaGT THG Y WES, AVAYVOELET) VTG BhLpaVLKT eTTLIy-
pLocpylor oy Lndt, TTANET ®LELUEY Lo apYOTEPM, LETH TNV EXPoGT) TOV
Poootoupxinod mohépov, ywplc avagopd —pnTi 1) £6Tw ELUEST—
oe Dépata eowTepinnc xupLapylag, 6TLE elvat ) LoPEH TOL TOAL-
tedpatoc. Opoe, ov (Sieg autéc “Simhopatinég” nivicelg Tomv
EXfvov eppmvebovtay amd Tig £éves auhég evTelg SLopopeTind.

Yt Tteplodo mov axoiovlel w1 dohogovia tov Karodistpra,
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oL xWhoeLg TV %o mantdv (EAAnves xow Eéveg aviéc) 61 ono-
népar axorovfody pdihov acdumrwtes Tpoytés. Ov 'EXhrvec,
€Y0VTAG TTAEOY Lol XATTOLOL LGQAAELL YL THY TEALXT ExBoGT) TOV
Oépatoc e Siebvoig avaryvmpLerg ToL %PATOVE, XAVOUY Evar OL-
GTanTIXG ARG 6oV Tind BApe. Me 1o alvtaypo mou exmovody,
TEOVOODY VLo TEWTY Qopd (e TNy e5alpesy) ToL TOTTLXOY TOAL-
tebpatoc ¢ Nopxijc Awatabews t7¢ "Avatorxic Xépoou ‘E-
Acd0g, #ELLEVOL EVTEAME TtepLopLlokévys dtelivolc onpaciog) Lo
wLoe suvTaypatind] (eposov o sbvtaypa Do Tpobnhpye Tou po-
Vapy ™), %OLYOBOVAEUTIXNY oL LOVAEY LAY LOPPT) TTONTEDULUTOC,
TTOU KOTOL T GANS ELQOPELTOL ALTTO TLG TUAELGTANLE LU PUY LEVES
apyéc tne Eravdotacye. H slpmvelo tn¢ totoplog, omuetdvet o
Kotode, elvat 6TL 10 ouVTAY Lot 0TO 67 EDLO OAOXATPMVETOL
TNV LBl GTLYWY OV 0L EVPWTAIXEG AVVAUELS TTOPALY WPOVY GAY)
v wopLapyio 6tov Obwve.

ATh Ty dANT) pepLd, TEdYLOTL, 0L EVPMTAIXES auhES BENouy
v xAeloouy 1o xepdrato Eadc. H dielvrg Oéor tne teheutalog
et amopactotel. O ZEvoL 8ev LTTalvouy %oy 6TV XOTT0 VoL oG 0-
Wn0ody o vo Thpovy 0o, eite 670y oyediacpd xot Ty exTtovy-
G TOU LOVOLRYLKOD GUVTAYLATOC, ELTE 6E Evar GANO LNTTPa TTOU
TOVG ATAGY OhEL GG LOLalTEPO, oY %ol aTth AART) GROTTLE, ONAAdY)
7o ThTnpa tne Stavopnc Tmv evindy yormy.

H pevoty auti) xatdotacy whpe Téhog pe T Xuvihxr tou Mad-
ov tov 1832, 6mov v Eahada Bpelnxe «umd v xupLapyta tou O-
Dovo pe Ty eyydney Tmy TeLmy Auvdpewyn, eve TopdAAn A TRO-
Bremdray éva ddvero pe emayfeic yio Ty EAndSa dpoue xaldg o
7 eyrxatdotacn 6ty EAdSa PBavopiedv otpateupdrtwy, eLo-
Thopévoy xot piebodotodpevmy amé to eNnvind xpatog. «Etot,
%) Topd ke Teov KA vy TTpog Toug £Evous yia avebpesT) nYeo-
Vo LETaTRATTXE 6E amtahhoTelwet ebvindc xuplapyioc. H EAndSa
eywve aveldpTnTn dvavtt 1 Obwpavieic avtoxpatoplog uTd T7V
wndepovioe TposTATIdMY Auvdpeny, ot omoleg petalifBasoy TnV
noptapyto Toug auty) 6tov O0wve. H EAdSa eyive ecmtepind nat
eLwTepnd Bovapind TEOTEXTOPATO, LTH TOY ELULEGO ETLLRVELUEY L
%6 EheYy0 TLY TELOY Auvdpewmvy, erpetdvet o Koatode.
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Or tehevtales yoappéc Tou Kegahalov yia tnv xatadniy tnc
eAAnVLenG TTepLTtéTeLag 16 amtehevlépmanc amd Ty Obwpavien
auToXpoToplo elvat YeRATES ATth Evay e peaiiopo: «O 6T6-
yoc authe [ew. n avelauptnoia tne EangSac] emitebyOnxe pe pe-
YEA0 %66T0g. OUVTE 0L TEGELS %L OL AVEYXES TOV TTOAELOD, OVTE 7)
TopérPooy pag ovstastind ey fptene Tpog TV eTavdo TG ROl
novapytene Kupdmre, foav euvoirée yio Ty avdmtuly Tou Gu-
VTOYLOTLGLOY, TOU PETOVUTTALXAVLGILOY %Ol TNG ONLOXEUTLOG
o1y Leonropévny Eanado. 'Hroy suventde avamtbopeunto oL 6Tpo-
TLOTIXEG %ol SLTAPULaTIXES eTtLTLY Leg The Emavactasyg vo efo-
YOPAGTONY LLE NTTEC 6T0 eomTEPLXs YLETwTo. Ko ftay enicorc
AVULTIOPELRTO 1) AVEEAPTNGLAL AL 1) EGWTEPLXT XVPLAEY LA TOV VEOD
%PATOVG VoL LETPLAGTOVY aTth TV ey yUner Ty llpostatidwmy Au-
VALEMY, [LE OAEG TLG AGUPELG GUVETELEG T7)¢ TeAeuTalac. Téhog, 6
Evary Aot XOVPAGULEVO UTTH TOY TTOAEILO %ol TLG ELQUALES GLPEdLeLS
—0Tt G TROGAAWPBOVE T YEYOVOTA 1) EVPWTTAIXNY) KoL TUYHOGULY
KOV YYOUY THe emoyc— 1 amotivaln tou olwpavixod Luyod
Ty arthd Lovr) e éva hapmeptd xatoploma wov Ou yivétoy de-
%TO E ELYVOROGUVY, E6T® %L EXY OV GUVOOELHTAY ATTh TOV
TANEY e0vind auTOTROGSLOPLGUG ) TNV TTANEY) ECWTEPLXT] AVTO-
dualeomy.

'Hd7 ard tnv Ercayoyh tou o Kahtede elye wpoidedoet tov
aVOYYOGTY 6TL TO %elpevt Tou dev Do Eyel 1 wopeh pog xhoot-
KA ELGAYOYNG GTN GLUVTAYLATIRT LoTOPLoL, kA GTL TO eVdLoLpE-
eov tou Oa emixevtpmbel emihenTina o opiopéva Opata pe Baoy
71¢ pebodonoyinég tou mpoemihovéc. Xty eLioTbpnen TwY Yeyo-
voTov ¢ ETavdotasts, oo mponyodpeve xe@diate, 0 TpOTOC
AVTOS YPUPNAG EYLVE AVTLANTITOS ATTH TOY AVAYVOGTY Ao TO OTL
ETTLAEYOVTOL VO TTOLPOLLELVOLY GTNY LPAVELY GHLAVTIXEG TTTUYECS,
70U GLILGTOVGAY T GuVTHYLoTL? eEENEN 6Ty KANLSo artd Tnv
eEéyepo) LEYpL TNV GTTOLYL AVOLYVMPELGT) T1)G AVELXPTNGLIG AL TNG
eOvinne wuprapytac. [lop’ 6o avtd, Statnpeitor o Bacinde ypo-
VOAOYLXOG ®aBolg %ot SeV TapaTPOVVTUL GTUAVTING Y POVIXE
yaopoto. To terevtaio apyilovy va eppavilovrar 6to [lépmTo
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Kegdhato, vt tov titho «H meproptopévry Movapyta tou O0w-
va (6. 96-110), 67ouv 0 Kahtode xdver évar ypovixd ahpo Shdexa
ETOVY 1oL EVOL GUGTNLATING GALA EVHC TTOALTEDUATOS. LUYRERPL-
wévar, arth Ty emIAOYY aTth TLg TpooTaTdes Auvdpets Tou Obmva
70 1832 mepvd xatevleioy ota yeyovita tou Xemrepfplov Tou
1843, mopaheimovtag €T6L TNV 0pYAVMGY %Al TNY AGRNGT TNHG
etovsiog uth o xalestme g ambiuTne Lovapytlag. Krot, dev
viveTor xopion avapopd 6Ty eLENEY TG EGWTEPLNNAG TONTIXTG
Lwng ot ypovia Tne AvtiBacilelog ahhd 00T xoL LETE TNV EVY)-
MxLo67) Tov veapol wovapyr). To mohtind yeyovota, 1 avtidpo-
o vt Bavaporpatio, o Babpiatoc Tapayromviopbs piog pe-
YEANG pepldog OTARPY YOV %L TROVYOVIWY GTo Y pOVLEL TV
Eravdotacne, o mpoomdleies —Ayotepo 1 meptosbTepo emitu-
LOLEVEC— YL TNV 0pYEAVMGY) TOV ENANVLXOD XpATOUE, OL LGOPEO-
TILEG 0L OL OLVTOY WVLGPLOL VELLEGO GTO EVPMTAIRG GUYKEVTPMTL-
%6 TEGTUTO %ol TNV AUTOBLOLXYTIXY) Ttapad067) TN Tovproxpo-
Tlog, oL apprtaravtedeets Tou Bov tov Obwva, byl wévo dev
oyohdlovroL, ahh 00Te pynuovedovtal xav. O Tapadeldels o-
Tég LTOpEL var elvat avaupevopeves nat suvetels pe T nelodohoyi-
wh APETTPLAL TOV GUYYPAPEN, OEV THOLY GLLKG Vo BUGYEPALYOLY
1) SUVATOTNTA XATAVOTGNG TOV AVAYYWGTT), LOLWG EVHE aANodo-
700 xowod 670 omolo galvetor xat apy 7y va areubivetal 1 ep-
YoGlon Lo TLG TPaY LoTLXES oLTles %ot To LaToptxd uTtHBalpo ToV
aVaAGPEVOY 6TY) GuYEYELn YeyovhTmy. O Kadtode éyet, Belata,
e cuvalslnen Tou yeyovitoc autol. Etot, oeddet o (Siog va
Sreunpuvicel (617 6. 96) 6TL 1) TANPNE aVEALGT) GAWY TOV %pLEEMY
(2ot TV suvemtaxthovlov suvtaypatiemy {ntnudtmy) Tne To-
Nt G LoToplog e oUYyeovne EXhadag Oa Aoy mépay Tou oxno-
7ol ¢ pehétrc Tou. Ko va wpoeidomoLoet tov avayvmeTty 6L
oL eTOpeves 6eALdEG (SNhadY To emthpeva Tola xepahota) o apre-
pwlody amoxhetstind 6Tov pbho wou emanioy 6L Stadoynés npl-
GELG OL TPELS GUVLGTWGES TG cuvtaypatinys devdétyone tov
1830-1832, 3nnradn ou [lpostdridec Avvdperg, 7 povapylo xot o
eMNNTVIXGC hobS —0 TEAEVLTALOG TPOQPAVOS VTG T7 SLTTAY EvvoLa T6-
G0 TNG EMMVIRAG XOLYWYLAS GGO %Al TOU 0RYAVOL-TNYNG T1S
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ebovcloc oe éva dnponpatind mohltevpo. Me dhho AbyLa, oL xpl-
oeig Ho Tapovstastodv xat Oa avarubody pove vtd 1 cuyrexptL-
UEVT GXOTTLE —nal LOALGTOL YL GAEG OL %plGELS, AANY [LOYVO EXELVES
GTLC OTCOLEC XATTOLOV PGAO ELY Y XOL OL TEELS GUVLGTMOGES TY)G TTPO-
Brnpotinic.

H mpdtn amd tig xploeig autéc elvar ta YeY0ovHTaL TOU e
mrepfplov Tou 1843, ta omola 0 Kahtode evtdooet, ywplc tdial-
TEEY) YopLxt) avahueT) etvat ahnleio, oty natryoplo Ty Teakt-
xomnudrey (coup d'Erat). H mapovsiasn twv ent pépoug Sroutd-
Zewv tou Zuvtdypatog tou 1844, wou axohovlel, Tapovoialet
v e&hc Wopopolo: Oehovrac va avadetier tn BastpbtnTo Tou
Bootxnod ey eLpNLUTOS TOV, XATE TO OTTOLO GTOV ETLULEPLGLS TMY
opodLoTNTLY LeTaE) LLOVEPY T %ol AVTLTPOGMOTEVTLXOY GMLIL-
TOG 1) TAAGTLY YO EYELPE ATOPAGLETLXG LTER TOV TEMTOY, 0 GUY-
YRAPENS APLEPOVEL TO LEYAADITEPO PEPOG 6TLS exatépmley mpo-
ToseLs ov TeonyNinray the dnelene wal oty ExBacn Ty dro-
TEUYLATEVGEMY ALTMY —LLo euxotplo, yia Tov Kodtod, va asyo-
el xar pe T vopuxh @U6T Tou ZUVTAYLATOC. TNUELMVETOLL,
NoLmhy, xat’ apy Ny 6TL T LovTorypo auto o propodoe dveto va
ratnyoptomornlel mg oOvTaypa-cuveddaype, wo cofooy we-
TaE) Tou povapy oL Tou Aaod. Opwe, To Yeyovhe 6TL 7 AT Suo-
TPAYLATEVGT] EYLVE ETCL eV6¢ 6 ediou T 0TTOLo TPOEPYGTAY oTTh
L. GUVEAEUGTY] LE ETAVAGTUTLXY XATAY WYY (EYV0EL, TRoQavVOG,
UE TPMTOYEVT £0Vaio) Kol TRORTIXE TO TEALXS XELUEVO ETTLBAN-
Onxe eml evic ampbbupon (reluctant) povdpyyn O propodce va
oTnpllet nat TNV amodn 6TL TEALXE TO TOVToya ouTh Ao TEREL
éxgpact N “yevinhc Bovinene”, elvar ooy TNg Aainng wu-
prapytog. Arhe 6twe suvhfiog supfaiver 6to BifBiio tou, o Kah-
T6ac amogpedyel va tortoletnlel opLoTing nat TexprpLePEVe 6T0
VOULXG EPOTTUA, 0LPOY GE TEAEUTULA AVIAVGY) OEY TOV ATTAGY OAEL
7660 1 vopwxh Dedpmorn Ty YeyovoTwy, 660 1) TEAYLLTLINT Ko~
Tavops) Tne eLovclog, ) oTolo Elvet LTTER TOV LOVAEY T, APOV:
o) N GLOT) TOL LUVTLYULATOC VLo THY TNy T T76 eEouaiog 0d7yel
oty amodoyh Thg “0p06d0Enc” dmolng mepLopLapévre movapytag,
OTL ONIoLST TO TEXUTHPLO ALPULOSLOTYTAG TTLPULEVEL GTOY LLOVEPY Y’
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B) »dbe avabempnon touv Zuvtdypatoc wpobmoliter abpowyr
BoOATGT) TOL LOVAEYY) KAL, ) OL EXTETAULEVES APULOBLOTYTES TOU
novepym Tov 0€touy uTtepdvem ®dle dhov xpaTinod opydvoL.

Ohow vt 037700V Tov Kahtoo vor suyrplvel xot vo 6mpetdoet
TNV OROLOTNTO TOV TOATELLATOS TToL L3plel To LOVToypo Tou
1844 pe exeivo g yoadhwene povapylog tou loviiov tou 1830.
E3¢ pahiota o cuyypapios, eviehds TapadoLwe, 6NUELMVEL LOL-
ALTEPOL MC ROLVG Y UPAXTTPLETING XL TV 0)0 TOMTEVUATOV T7V
ATCOPEXPUYGT) TOLG ATTG TNV EQUPILOYN TNG 0pYhS «o Baciieds Po-
othevet ahd dev xuflepvan (the King reigns but does not rule), »a-
TL OV ELVOLL VORLXE aTtOAITOME ALTOVONTO, QoD 1) GUYRERPLUEVT
opy ) VAPEPETUL GTO TTOATELLLA TG BoGLASVOPEVY)C ONULOXPATLOG
%ol GyL 6€ EXELVO TY)G GUVTAYLATLXAG (TTepLopLoévnc) povapy lag.

Evo, bpmc, authe ftay 0 pbhog g povapytog xot Tou Aoob (8-
MO TOV AVTLTPOGWTIMY TOL, TNG LUVEAELGYS), TOLOG NTAY PONOG
NG TElTNG GVILETOGS, dNAadY Twy Evyuntotdv Auvvdpewy, 6ta
veyovota tou 1843 xow 677y exmbynoer) Tou Zuvtdypatos Tou 1844;

H Bdon emdvem otny omota xwvhlnxay ot Auvvapets avtée oy
vopxd pev 1 2uvlixn tou 1832, mohitixd 3¢ oL ecwtepLrés mpo-
TepatbTrTeg Tou xabe xpdToug xat o Siebviig Teplyvpoc ev pécw
TOV ELPOTTULXOY AVTAYWVLGLOY gLrhehenlepiopod evavtiov amou-
Topytas. Aapfovovtag naAeTo apoppy awh ToV TEAELTHLO, O
Kartode wpofatlver oe pro xalopd voxeipevins Tohitins Tpo-
Boln Tov amodedy Tov Lo T 60YyeovY Tou dtelvi emixatpbTy-
To. Tpetevet, hotdy, 671 «auth [ev. 7 Sueyepiic xow ebbpan-
ot 0éom e EMEdac ot Sielvi oxnvi] mpocépepe v 18iaté-
POE TTPOGPOPO TTAALGLO YLOL TV LTTOXPLTLXY) LOSOROYLXT SLapldy T
Tou uiehevbleplopod xat Tov GUYTEYUATLELOY EVaVTLOY TG ATTo-
Mtapylag, n omole TponYHlnxre xatd exatd axplBac ypdvia
uLog oavahoy e Stelvoie Suapdy e petald dnponpatiog xot goct-
op.oY, 6o eva Bohxd TPocmTELo Yo T1) Ldy N eLouclug avdpEs
GTO LEYANITERU EVPWTULXY XPATT).

H 6tdom tov 1843 fray, xota v drodr tou Kadtod, umo-
otneLlopevy), av 6yt xabodnyoduevy, amd 1 pwoinn avrimdbera
mpoc tov Obwva. H avtimdlera avty eiye tic pilec g byt PBé-
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Boa 67OV amohuToRY LG TPOTO StanufEpvrarg Tou Bawapo) po-
Vapyn —Lome auTh Vo oy %ok To Lovo Oetind yio Ty Avyio [le-
TPOVTOAT— AAAG GTTV EXXANGLAGTIXY TOV TToATIx:. 660 7 emL-
pov? Tou O0wva (adrd ot Tov adehpol xot dtadbyov Tov Aourt-
TOAS0V) vor v asTtasTody 10 0p0630E0 dbypa —xal EToL va TTapo-
Tnpeltol To Qovbpevo evag xallohinie povdpyme va nyeiton g
Exnnvixie Op068087c Exrnotloc—, b6o xow to Oépoata twv oy é-
=4 9
oeov ¢ Exxnolog g EArddoc pe to Hatpiapyeio Kwveravri-
VOUTTOAEMG, TPOGILHPLEAY, AT TOV GUYYPAPEN, TNV avTimdleto
A V/ / A A /

aut?. Opowe 1 pwoinh otden Sev o froy apreth yio vor eminpo-
TNGoLY T660 EXX0AA OL GTAGLAGTES TNS 31¢ LemTeBplov, av dev
UTTHPYE 1) JPOVIXY GUEGTY) LTOGTNHELEY TOUC aTth TLg dV0 dAAEG
Eyyunretec Avvapeig. Moty oy y s wot 1) Yohhixt) uTOGTY-
oLEy), 0 cuYYpapéac TEoPahhet evay DemprTind nol Evary TRAXTIXG
10v0. O Bewprrindc Moyog elvar T0 amoALTHEY X TTOMTEV AL, TTOL
dev talprale (e TLE GUYTAYATIXEG LOVPYLES TMV 800 Avvdpemy.
O mpaxtinds elvat 1 e£uTTrpetnen TV 6pmY Tou davelov Tou 1832
rol N xotd TNy dmodr toug dletporty atasy tov Obwve ot
LTTOGTNPELET TOV OLXOVOLLKOY TOUG GLLOEPGVTMY YEVIXOTEQN.

Or oetixol 6pme autol AdyoL ypetalovTal %ot pia vouLxy Bac)
—1) €67 eTLOUGT— TOL VoL SLxatohoYEL %ot vo 6Tptlel Ty emép.Po-
67 TV LEVWY 6To ECWTEPLXY LNTALATA eVHG aveldpTnTOU TAEOY
roet Stebvidg avoryvepLopévon TepLechTepo amh tio dexactio %pd-
touc. H Pacy auth Bpenue oty eppnveio wou 860mxe amd Tug »u-
Bepvnoeig Twv Eyyuntetdv Avvipewy atoug 6poug t1¢ Xuvlixne
Tou 1832, Ldppwva pe 0y eppnveto auty, oL AvVapELS EYYLOYTO
UEY T7) LOVOLRY XY LOP®T) TTOATEVUATOG, ARG Ol OTTOXAELGTLXA
GTNY aTmoATARy) LT TG exdoyh. Apa, avaryvdptlay otoug Eihnvec
70 SualwPo ETOUVAGTAGT S, VTTO THY auTover Ty BEBotor (aAAd %ot
Lowe TEPLTTA VLo TNV emoy 1) Teobmolesy) bt To véo Toiteupa dev

A / A / / /
O Nrov afasinento. H avaryvddpren auty) epmepléyet, wg v 4Ry
6y Tou voplopatog, xal Ty emBeRalwor) TOU SIXALMUATOC TMY
Avvapenv yio TopepfoucT 6To ecwTEpLS TRAY AT TS Y wprs. H
ruptapy o The Erhadag eZoaxorovlel va elvar y ...

Ye 6y £GT e TO TIEPLEYOILEVO TOL ZuvTayLatog Tou 1844, ov Ey-
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vurTetes Avvapers (Tepioabtepo 1 Ayyhio xo 1 Nodhlor ot Av-
v6tepo 1 toapinh) Pwola) dev avtipetdmicay tdiaitepes Suono-
Meg, 000l 1660 T0 6YE3L0 TG LUVEAELGTS 6GO %ol 1) TEALXY LOP-
@7 Tov Luvtaypatog (pLetd Tic Tapatrensels Tou Obwva) oy
EVTOVOL ETTTPEAGLEVE ATTH TLG BRETAVIXES ATTHUELS VLo EVaL GUVTY)-
ENTING GUYTAYULATLOWG, 6TTmG ToV amoxadel o Kadtode. X210 o7)-
nelo auTh, evdLLPEPOY TTPORAAEL TO YEYOVOE GTL, EVE 0 GUYYPULEE-
oG AYAPEPETAL EXTEVOG GTLG aTOYELs TwY Lévwy Tpécfewy 670
Ocpa e nalohbryTac Tou Suatmpatoc ¢ Yigov (oL Bpeta-
Vol VTTOGTNELLAY (Lot AEAOYLOULEVY) ETTEXTAGY) TOU OLXULMDLUTOS 0=
700, 0 Y wpls uTEPPohéc nat 6e xdle TeplnT™ET 6T GUVLETYGY,
UE TNV RATOYY) LG LOPPNG LOLOXTYGLAG), 6T GUYEYELXL OLYVOEL
TUVTEAMS TOV EXhoYL%o Vopo Tou 1844, o omolog pdhieta Ynol-
GTNAE ATCH TY) ZUVEAELGT) TNV Lol NLEPEL e TO LOVTUYLA, 6TLe 18
Moption 1844. O vép.og authe, eyxabidpbovrac xat’ ousloy Tny no-
Oonuen Yngopopio («to Suatompo ToY Yngopopely dvixel elg Ghoug
ol &vtoc Tob Basieton yewnOévrac "Eigvac, %) tode dmoxthoo-
vTog T Suxalwpe ToU ToALTou xata Toug xabesTtdTac Nbpovg, ou-
uTAnpmeavTag 0 25 £tog Th NAloc Twy, EovTog TPOGETL LLo-
RTNGLOY TLVOL EVTOG THG Emapy oG, HTT0U €Y 0VGL TV TOALTLXTY OLo-
LOVAY TV, 7 EE0o100vToG &V adTY] OTTOLOVONTIOTE ETAYYEAL T) Gve-
Eaprnrov emtndeupon - 2pbpo 5 tou Nopov wept exhoyre Bovien-
TeY), ealvetal pev va axorovlel tiTole Tig suaTdoeis Twv Bpeta-
VY, avoLpel GULemS %t 0UGLAY TO TEPLE) HILEVS TOVG.

Kémoa yeyovota, pe to omolo 0 Kahtode xhelver To xeodhoto
auTh, Selyvouy To asap Gota the ebvixtc xuptapytog T EXng-
dog nat 677 debTEET AL TY) TEPLodo Tou ohwvixol xalestdToc.

Mo 9 —lowe xat 1 Lovadih— o enLyelpnoe To LovTory-
no Tou 1844 e oyéom pe to TepLeybpevo g Luvhxre Tou 1832
elvat exelvy) Tou agopoice To HonoxeuTind Sbypa Tov Enpere v
meeafedouy ot dtddoyor Tou ehhnvixod Opdvou. Evd v ZuvOrnxy
7ou 1832 dev avégpepe timote oyetind, to dpbpo 40 tov Zuvrdary-
natog TeoPrémer 6t «lldg Stddoyog 10D Errnvinol Opbvou é-
roteltal va tpesBedy thy Opnoxetay T  Avatorxdg ’Ophods-
Zov 100 Xptotol "Exxdnsiocn. H Siapopd avty éleoe 1o Thnmnpa
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TNG VOULXTNG 6YEGTE TMY OO AELLEVMY KL TTG UVTTEROY NG LeTat)
’ / / ’ 10~MN 2

TovG. Xe TpanTins entinedo, To LhTrua Alnxe o 1850 drav, pe-

T& TNV &pVneT ToL TemToL TN Tdiel Stadbyou Tou atexvou Obn-

vor 20ehpod Tou Aouttmoadou v eyxataheldel tov xalolutowsd

rat va. astactel 10 0p063080 dovpa, To Sualwpa Stadoyng weto-

péplnxe 6Tov vebTepo adedps Tou ASalBEpTo, TOL EXdNAWGE TTY

/6 / / 6 / 8 C / / 6 ’ 8 8 /
mp6lean Tou va yiver 00680 0c brav EnbeL 1 mpo trg Sradoy e, Xe

/ / / / / M~
vouxb eminedo, 1) taly amoxatastalnxe pe v Zuvhiny tov 1852
/ / / / /
yvroe 71 Stadoy 7 Tou ZTEppatos e KAddag, Tou vréypaday exToc
ard Tig Tpets Eyyuhtpiec Auvapetg xon o Bactieic tn¢ Bavaplog
A / / / A
rot T EMNddag. Znomde tne Luvhinng autic 7roy vo evappove-
otel 1) Zuvbnxer tov 1832 pe «rny ratdotact wov dnpiovpyninxre
atd 1o &plpo 40 tou EXnvixod Xuvrdypatoon. Etot, 1 ehhnvins
KVPLALPY Lo AVOLYVWPLET%E, E6TM UL ELUEGKG, UE T CLULLOPY®-
o7 Lo diebvoig suvlinne mpog To elvind Edvroyp.o.
/ / / / A / /

Amtd v &MY peptd, 1) wopLapylo auth appLolnTeitol évtova
KOLL ELTIRARTMS GTOY TIPORELTOL YLOL TT)V UTTEPAGTILGY) TOV GULYE-
POVTMY TV Avvapemy atd Tpaels 1) TopahelPYels TG ENANVIRAS
wBépvnomnge, 6TwS 6Ty TEplTTWeT TV Teptonp.ov «llateLorL-
%OV, ToL 0ol 0 GUYYPAPERs wynLoveleL atAng (the notorious
Don Pacifico case) ywplc xaplo mepaltépwm Tapousiosy Twy Ty -
patixov TeptetaTixov. «H eyyinen tov Avvdpewmvr, eruetdvet

/ / 6 / / 8 / ; /

o Kadrode, «ekehiyOnne o1yd oryd o wdiaitepy cacpdiien Tmy
daversTwy (safeguard of the bondholders) wr¢ Exiadoc. To pdfn-
wo ebvort GTL Lo Ever odVvoupo nat gdnoia TtLelHLevo xpdTOG, 1) TO-
ey avelopTrolo 8ev Sty mptleTol ATt TNV 0LKOVOULXT PEPEY-
yootnTo. Ko 6oy éve étoto xpdtoc emifBapdvetar pe éva pneyo-
o eEmTEPInG YpEOC, TOTE ) XUPLAEY L TOV ATTOTEAEL GE LEYAAO
BoOpd proe bevdatslnony. Eve axbpn amd to mohtind oy oiie
ub u . B % 7
wou Kohtod, yio ta omolo elye {ntioet, 6og eldoe, Tny xoto-
Vo167 TOL AvVaYVGGTY 107 ath Ty Eisoyoy.

O tithog tov 'Extouv Kegaraiov, « H mtepropiopévy Snpoxnpa-
tioe Tou M'ewpyion A’y (6. 111-136), exmifcoer xammwe Tov avo-
YVOGTT %ol Y pNLEL LoME XATOLOY TEpalTép® dteuxpvicemy. O
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/ / / [13 / / 2
Koatode ypnoipomolel tov bpo “mepropiopévy dnponpatio” pe
7V évvora Tow Tov dtvet o N. N. Zoplmodog, TopaméumovTas p1)-
T GE AUTOY oL AVALTILPAYOVTOG T7) BAGLXT TOV ETTLYELRTLATONO-
vio. Mpdyporte, o peydros EXmvag cuvtaypatordyos €ypoupe
(‘EArpvixoy Xvvraypoatixoy Alxowov, topoc A’ AO7vee 1915, 6.
56 em.): «To obvraypa tob 1844 xabiépov iy cuvtaypatieny

/ b o~ \ A ~ b3 ~ 3 7
povapytoy, Eviy T0 chvtaypa tob 1864 amotedel eldog TohiTel-
patos 6hme SLdpopoy, 6TNeLlbuevoy Tl Thc xupLapylog ToU Au-
oY, v Basciievopévny dnpoxpatiov, v “Démocratie royale”,
¢ Eneyov &v lannio xate 70 1789. “H “EArdg, xota 16 olvrory o
700 1844, dretéher TepLwplopévny pLovapyloy, Ve kot TO 6U-

~ ) b ~ /7 / 3 3
vroypa tob 1864 dmotehel dnpoxpatioy mepLwptouévny. Qg év
T TEpLmPLoREVY) Lovapy it 6 nuplapyoc Lovhpyne TepLoplleTo
v 17 ELaonNCEL TOV SXALOUATOV adTOD DTTO AVeLapTATOV AT
070D GpYdv™Y, 18lekg HTO Thg KT ToD ool Exheyopévrs “dvTi-

/7 2 3/ 3 ~ / / 4 4
TpocoTeing”, oltwg &v 1 Teptmptopévey Anpoxpatie 6 xuplop-

\ I IN/ A 4 / b / \

706 hatg Teepropiletal 1dla Povinoet, L3pdwy i66PLov xal xAnpo-
vopweoy Basihéa, 66tig, dmoterdv Gpyoavoy Tob Kedtoug évteidg
avelapTNTOV, TEPLGTEAAEL TNV Loy LY T Thetovoynglag, ToD Aa-
oY, 6otig elve “povapyoc aivletog el ex TOMAGY”, (g Aéyel 6
b / \ K (] / 3, o~ 3 / ~
ApLoTotélnge, nal 00Tvoc 1) EEoucia elve LaAAov Emeivduvos Thg
3 )\ / bl ; 4 e\ / O K / 6 4 _
amoliTou gZouatlag Evog povdpyoun. O Kahrtodg mapalite to oye
6 amboTacpa, 6 ayyiuy BEBota amtdocT), TapaelmovTog
6LmE To TEhELTALO PéPog ToL Yia Tov Balud emintvduvéTyTag T
hotveng xupapylog. Me tov Tpbo authy, 137 pe Tov TiTho Tou %e-
QUAXLOV, O GUYYPAPENS (LOG ELGAYEL 6T LOPYT TOU TTOALTED LA
To¢ o eyxabidpder To Xdvraypa tou 1864 %ot 670 Lntrue Tou
opEa TG ®LELAEY Lo EVThg Tou TohTedpaTog auTol. H éxminiy
/ / / / e / /

Ope Tapopével, xat pihoTo Sty Kot apyny, yiott o Koa-
T66c TEOTLUG TOY 6p0 “Teptoptapévy Snmoxpatio” avtl Tou TAE-
0V €0 7)GTOV KoL YEVIXHTERA % P7|GLLOTIOLOVUEVOD BacLigvopévy
dnponpatia”. M eEnynoyn Do Arav 671 o Kakrooe emyetpel v
dnpLovpyroet éva eldoc understatement Yo 7 SLQOPI TGOV TOAL-
Teupdtmy Tou 1844 nat tou 1864, “mailovrac” pe Toug Tithoug
TV OVTLETOLY WV XEQUAALWY: 7] TEPLOPLOULEVY) LovVapy Lo EVoVTL
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TG TTEPLOPLOLEVTS dTULOXpUTLOG, TO TEPAGULA ATTh THY XLELOLEY Lot
TOV LOVAEYY) GTNY ®upLapy Lo ToL Axol, SOGULEVD E TPOTO AV TL-
oTeTind. Kve 6pog n eEhynem auth xahdmtTeL evdey opevms Ty
ATTOPLOL, TTOLPALULEVOVTOLG €T GE EVa ETELTEESO GYESGY LYONOYLXG, 7)
’ / / / / /
dehtepn ExTtAnLn €L %ol VOIS TTEPLEY HILEVD. 2TV TEPLOPLOLE-
/ 4 / / /
V1) (GUVTOYLOTIXY) LOVALPYLE TO TTROGWTIO TOU LOVAEY T EYEL LOL-
altepy) onpacio, apod auTHg Elval 0 YUBLXHE POPENS TY)C XVPLUE-
yloc. Mio suvtarypotind) povopyio yopantnelletot, vouixnd %ol
LGTOPLXY, OLTTH TOY LLOVEPYY) TNG. Apa, ) (TTepLopLoévy) Lovapy lo
7ov Obwvor elva Evag TITAOC %ol LETOPLXI-TEPAYLATOAOY LIRS oA~
/ / A / / /
ne raet vopuxa axpl3nc. H Bacihevopévy dnpoxpatio, bpme, dev
yopotnplletol, 00TE GUYTAYLATIXG 0UTE LoToPLXd (exTOG €AV
UTTAPYOLY EEALPETING YEYOVOHTAL), ATTH TO TROHGMTO TOL EGTEULUE-
vou apyNYod Touv xpatouc. O Tehevtaloc elval Eva athd GuVTE-
Toypevo Gpyavo g llodirelog e ouyxexpLpéves appodiotnrec,
/ / 2 A 3 \ \
rol LoAGTo e aprodtoTrTa %ot amovouny («‘O Basuiedg dev
s/ bl ,; / b \ o ~ 3 / ~ \ A
EyeL &g ELovctag, elp) Ho0g TG ATOVELOLGL PNTMEC TO -
\ ¢ / \ b ) / / / /
vToy o ol ol suvESovteg TEog adTo taitepol Nopow, dploo 44
/ / / A / _
Yuvt. 1864). Xvvertme, 1 vpohoyied eEhyney mov Tpotdlnre avem
Tépw ywhalver e3¢ vopird. ANwote, obte o ['edpyiog A') w¢
LOTOPLXY) TTROGWTLXOTNTA, LTTOPEL VoL yaporTnploel Tny Tteplodo
veta o 1864, obte namora chyxpion-avtinapablesn propel va
viver petal) Tou O0wva xat tov Newpylou, TovhdyLeToy 6e emi-
7ed0 cuVTaYLaTIXnS tetoplac. H amoplo, hotmwdy, Topapévet.
676 otic avaryyerleioes pebodoroyinés Tou TposeyyioeL,
o Kohtode petapépetal amd xplor 6 xploy, amd To YeYovoTHL
Tou XemrepPplov Tou 1843 %ot to Ldvroypa tou 1844 e exelva
’ ‘e ’ ’ /
7ov OxtoBelov Tov 1862 xat ot boa axorodlncay wéypL xor 0y
dnoLem Tou Xuvtdypatog tou 1864, aotepmvovTas yio T0 LeGo-
oot LLapLey) L6vo cehldo. Exel amhde xotaypopovTol oL
mTolTinés TpanTinés Tou Obwmva, o Tapapeptonos Thg ToALdg To-
ATLXTG QPOVPAS, LE TOV SLOPLEUG TNG GE TULTTIXES TIATV LAX PO
7oL %EvTPov TN¢ eLouclag Déaelg, naL To LTOUYNL.AL TOV YNEALOD
Kovotavtivou Kavapn yio toug bpoug oynuatiopod v autév Ku-
Bepviceme, Tov lavoudpro Tou 1862.
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To mpdhto Lhrnpa wou avtipetoriler avoruting o Kahtods
elvoll 1) 6TAGY) TWY TELOY GLUILGTOGOY TNG EPELVIS TOV ATTEVAYTL
ot yeyoveta tou 1862 ot 61tny £mar) Tou Obwva. Ta yeyovbTa
yopontneilovrar we pio Tovebvind hoitwr xivner, dpa we doxr)-
67 TTPWTOYEVONE GUVTAXTIXNG eLoualag oo o €0voc. H avtidpa-
67 TOL, 0UTOE N GAALE avpTopou vo avtidpacet, Obwva Tepto-
otleton 6710 SLdYYEA LA ATOY WPTIGEWS %L GTY) 1) LTOBONT TToL-
paltnone amd tov Opbvo. ot dpme elvat 1 671467 TV TELOY
Ipostdtidwy Avvdpewy amévavtt 677 p1Th Stexdinney ¢ &-
oUNONG GUVTOXTIXYG eEouclag amth Tov EAAnvies hab ot 611y,
UE ATTOOUGT TOV, EXTTTLET TNG BavapLxtc duvasTelog;

O cuyypagéag Tapatnpel xat apyfy 6T 7 ekévepor tou O-
ntofelov tou 1862 meétuye Toug dpesoug 6ThyoUC TNG YLoTl, 6
TeEAEVTUL AVIAVGTY), 1) %pLeT) TOV ENANVLXOY Aaob Yio T 00wy
#a0e6TME GUVETLTITE —GTTY TEAYUATIXOTHTO NTUY EVTOVOL ETTTPE-
AGULEVY— E TNV ETLUTYOPL TwV TELOY Avvapemyv. Anhad?, o
Obwvag dev Hray Suvatov va Bpet wovlevd suptapactdtes 6Ty
Tuy6v TtpooTabeld Tou v emLBLdoel TOMTING. TV GUVEYELY, O
Kotode e£nyetl toug Sidgpopoug, xow cuyve avtitilipevous peta-
20 toug, Abyoug ¢ 6TaeTc auTthg Yo xabe i ourtd Tig Auvapets.
H Powola elye, 6mog eldope 787, TpoPAnua pne 0y etepodolio
7ouv Obwva, yu” auth not oL grhopmoixés duvapets 6tny EXndda
rposmabolsay va Tpowbnsovy 6ty Stadoy v Tov TposTaTELGPEVG
Toug aderp6 1 Bastiicous Apahioc. Opme, To xHpLo TpoBAnua
Twv Phowv fray Théov 1 evlzpuy vostnpely and tov Obwva
¢ Meydhne [8¢ag, 1) omola epydTtay 6 6hyxpovey pe tov [av-
chafLopt, xevtpind akova TNe pwotnic ToALTLXTS Yo Tor Baxd-
vio peta tov Kpupoind mérepo. H Toadia tou Naworéovro I Su-
omiotovee amévavtt 67ov Ofwve wou tov uroralétay wg uro-
YELpLo TNG TOMTIXNG TNG AVGTRlog AAAE Kol WG EXPEAGTY KoL
VTCORLYNTY) LG AAVTPOTIXYS EEEYEpa)c 6T Baknavixy yepabvy-
60, 1) oTtolo amtethodoe TNy edapint) axepordTrTo The Obwpoavinrg
avtoxpatoplac. H apyied ouiinh wpog tov O0wve Meydan Bee-
Tovion, TENOG, ELYE, %ol ALTY), TNV LOLXL OUGLAGTIXE APOPULT] VoL TOV
e eynataheider, apod axbur xor to “Voropa” Tng TopoyWET-
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on¢ Tov loviey Niewy 8ev fitay aprettd yio vo Teloel Tov popo-
VTG LOVEEYY) YOL 1Y ETCLLELVEL GTLG LOEEC TOV VLo EVOLY (TTOLVEANT)-
vio elvinopdn. ‘Etor, 1 yio Stepopetinodc Aoyoug ahhe e %oty
ratddngy eyxbpbtyTa TV TpLdv Auvdpewy Ttpog Tov Dbmva tov
elye xatacthcel hvixd Bdpoc. «H tpayiny) etpwvelon, ypdoet o
Kodtoac, «etvar 671 1 enpavtindtepn ovtio e ey bpbrntog ou-
he Troy 1 mabiaespévy othelly amd tov Obwva prag efotepintc
TohTiens Baciopévne ot Meyahy [8éa, xor 1 ambpush Tou va
TowTioe T BaGLhelor TOU LE TNY LXAVOTIOLNGY] TMY GALTPOTLXOY
0PALUATY TOU EAANVLXOD AoOV).

Y1 cuvéyeta, o Kahtode avaoépetar pe eZavthntind xoL awo-
KAELGTING TEOTO GTNY TOMTIXY TWY TEL®Y AVVAUE®Y EVAVTL T7)g
EMGSac w0 1862, ot 610 Tt anplBars evvooiee 1 xdle plo urh
Tov 6po “eyyunThc Tou Opbvon” | Tapalitovtoc ot hemTopépeteg
™6 Simhwpatieng Stehxuativdac. H eyydnern avth agopolse
UOVO TV LOPPT TOL TOMTEDUUTOS 7) ROl TV GUYXEXPLLEVY) duva-
otelo; Ko, epboov yiver dextd b1L v eyydnoy emétpene Ty oh-
hoyh Suvasteiog, Twe yetplotnxe 1 wale Advour iy emiroyy
7oV VEOL povapyT; Mio xatd ypdp o spumvela Tou 6pov T1g Xuv-
O9%ne Tou 1832, xata Tov omolo o véog povapyme dev Do émpene
vo oyetileton (to be connected with) pe xdmora amd Tig TpeLg ov-
Mg, 0oVGLAGTING aTtéxhele 6oV Toug duvapel utodrplovs. 'Etot,
oL QLA PATEG %A TEANEY TNV EpUNVEL HTL ATTOXAELOTAY LHVO 0
NYEROVOC, ) VTTOUNPLOTYTA TOV 0TTOLOV OeV EYXPLVETAL ATTO %o~
moLo a6 TLg Avvdpets. Me Boor) Tehind auTthy Ty gpurvela EyLve
rol 0 amoxelspoc Tou Bpetavod mplyxima Ahgpédon, tnv Lot
emoy 1 LéhoTe Tou 6ty EAAdSa to Snpodnotsua tou Noepfpt-
ov Tou 1862 7tov avadeixvue we¢ ToV EXAEXTO TNG GUVTELTTIXAS
mhetoynoioeg Twv EXvey dnoogbpmy. Hldvtwe, 1o atotélespa
7oV SNUOYNELELATOS, (TTOV NTAY ) EXPROUGT] TNHG APEAOVS KoLl
amepLbELE TG TG TYG TOL eENANVLX0Y Aol 611 Bpetaviny) ayalo-
gpylon ot TNV Exgpasy Tou Kadtod, evicyvoe 1) Srampaypo-
Teutxd) 0éem) Tou Aovdivou, Tov yvbToy TAEOY €T6L O ATUTIOC EX-
TPOGWTOC Twv EAANvemy.

"Evo tehevtaio vouinsd Lntnpo mov émpere v emihulel amd tig
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! /. A ’ / /
Tpetg Auvdipets apopodoe Ty Loyl Ty Stebvdy suvlnrdv. Ego-
sov 0 Obwvac, obre elye enionua Topartnlel, odte elye amomoly-
Oct Ty 6moLtmy Brédewy Tou olxou Tou emtl Tou Aoy Opbvou,
7 6TOLYELMOONS TTPOoPVAAET TOV Stadby ov Tov eTERBaAe Vo v TLXo-
tostalel 7 2uv0ixn tou 1832 pe puo véa 3relvyy suvlfnn wou Oa
NTOV GE GULEWVLN e T7) VEL XaTAoTaGT) Tov elye dnuLovpyr el
oty Eanddo. ‘Etor, Tov Mawo tou 1863 670 Aovdivo oL wpésfere
TV TpLmV ALVapeny amopdoioay 6TL oL oy eTinés TeolAedets T
2uv0nxng tou 1832 dev Aoy Suvartdy vor eap.oGToy YLor AoYous
avetépag Blog (owing to an event of force majeure) o ot Auvvg-
neLs dev Seopedovtoy TAEOY aTth auTEC. TUVETMS, 6TV ETOLEVY)
GUYAYTNGT TOUG, 0L TEEGRELS XAAEGHY %ol EVAY EXTIROGMTO T1)G
Savixhg nLBEPVNGTGC, TROXELLEVOL Yo TROY W P7GoUY Lall 6e pLo
/ A A 7 / / /
véa S1elvny ouvbnuy v omola Tomoletoloe 6Tov enhnvinsd Opdvo,
«Petd amh ambposy Tou ehhnvixob E0vouon Tou elye o Anglel

/ / 4 / / /
ard v Ebvosuvéhevs), tov wplyxima Noviehpwo tn¢ Aaviog urd
70 dvopa ['edpyroc A’ Basihele twv EXvemy.

Agod mepLéypade avaluTtind, xuplowg amd 7 diebvh oxomid,
To yeyovéTa wou Epepay tov empyio A’ otny EARdSa, o K-
T64c TEoalvel 6 i GUYRELET) TWY TEPLTTMGEMY V630U GTOV

/ / A / /
ennvin6 Opbvo Tmv dbo esteppévmy, Tou Obnva xat Tou Newp-
viov. To 1832 o1 'Eddnves amwhme emindpmoay Ty emLA0YH TV
EEverv, 6TOUG 0TT0L0VE GAAMGTE ELY oY SOGEL XL TV GYETLXT EVTO-
n1. To 1862 Sev vtple naplo Tétota evtoly Teoc Tpitov. Me to
Yhouspo tov 'Ebvoue, v evtohh) emhoyic Baciréa d60nxne oty
Ebvosuvérevor, pall pe exelvny yio xatdpTior VEOU GUVTAYLO-

/ / / / / ’

706. Aev uTtdpy el AoV xapla apLBoiia Yo To ol BeloxeTol 1

/ / / / 4 7
nopLapyto 670 MG xpatos. H emihoyn Tou Ahgpédou eiye
viver arth Ty wuplapyy Boviney tou 'Elvoue, o (Sio »at 7 véa
EVTONT] VLot AVEVPEGT], GUYTAYLATIXOD BoGLAén, EVE 0L GLUYEVVOT)-
oeLs e Toug £€voug (xuptmg ) Meydiy Bpetavio) elyoy w0y év-
VoLa TG alTNGNG ATTANG GULTOPAGTAGY S, Bonleiag, 67y emtio-
v rwete xoplo petaliBact cLovolac 7 appodiothtwy. Etot, 1
eOvinn wuplapyta emifBelatdvetor Sittme: xot pe v exbpbdvioy
6 TP TS duvaaTelog ot e T emhoyh-evlpovien e dedte-
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ene. EEdnnou, 1 véa XuvOxr tov 1863 elye we Bdor tig Tpobno-
Ocoeic mou elye 77 Ocoer v EOvosuvéreusr, xon étol avayvdptle
enTd Ty utepoyh ¢ elvinnc Bodinorne ot cuvTarypaTied Cn-
whpato. Téhog, xat oty Zuvbhnyn tov Maptiov touv 1864 pe tnv
OTTOLOL YLYOTOY 1) AVOLYVMELGY) TNG TTapoy 1 pmome Twv loviwy Niv-
cwv 6ty EAndda, ou tperg Avvapeis emavahdpBavay avtorelel
71 Stdmwen the Xuvhnxre Tou 1863. Béfara, orpeimver o Ko-
7666, 6NV Lo auTh) uvlnxy Tou 1863 ov Auvdpers, apevic pev
SLatnEoVGaY 6 Loy TLG OLXOVOWLLXES LTIOY PEemGELS T7)6 KA Sac
70V TEoExVTTTAY artd T Zuvlnxy Tov 1832 (ko wov cuvieTodoay
ToLg wpdypaoty évay cofapb mepLoptopd g elvixfc nupLap-
YLOC), EGT KAL OV OL UTTOY PEMGELG AVTEG TEAOVGAY GE QUULEGT) GU-
vaptnon pe wio Bastiedovsa oty EAndda duvastela, 7 omwola
dev LTty e ThéoV. AgeTépou Ot emteléTeLvay TOV EYYLYTIXG TOUG
POAO YEVLXOTERO GTY) (GUVTUYUATIXOTNTO TOV EAATVLXOY %pd-
Touey (constitutionality of the Greek state), dnuLovpymvrag étoL
) vopund] Bdem yia Tig Spastixnéc Toug emepfdoeig atov A’ 1la-
Y66 L0 TTOAERO, 6TTm¢ o extelel avaluTtind 670 embpevo xepo-
howo. I'épupa Tpog T0 emhLeVo xe@dhaLto aTTOTENEL %ol (Ll O
ropathenon Tou Kaktod, pe 0y omola tehetwver 1o 'Exto Ke-
©AALO. ZNULELOVETUL OTL 6T SLoSLUaGLoL VLol TNV XATAPTLEY) TOV
Zovtaypatoc Tov 1864 v mapathprer tov Iewpylov oyetind pe
v Wayévera Tou xalbohiod xifpou Eytve Sexty ard tnyv Ebvo-
GUVEAELGT], avaryVWELLOVTHG ET6L ELUECWS OTL TO LTEULA VOULL-
Lwe LTopovee va £yet drody entl suvtaypatieoy Depdtoy mov
ATTTOVTAL TNG EEWTEPLXTC TOMTIXNG, eTtLyelprpa Tou omotou Do
vivel emtindnen oty xplon tou 1915.

H embpevn vplomn 10U ehAAnvLxo) TOALTIXO) GLUGTALATOC, EXEL-
vy Tou 1909-1911, Sev epmhiénet 1 pio amh TLG TPELG GLUYLGTMOGES
¢ avahuers Tou Kahtod, tov Eévo mtapdyovta, v’ oauthd %ot dev
amoTelel avTixelpevo dialteprg avahuene 6to 'Efdouo Kegpa-
hoto, o eépet dAAwate Tov Titho «O [oyxbopog 11depog not
7 ouvTayLaten) xpter 6ty EXnadon (6. 137-147). O cuyypoapé-
ag Ty eketdlel evtehdig GUVOTTIXE, ®Lplng DéhovTog Vo Tapou-
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oLaeeL To xApo 6T Y hpo LEyeL TNV evapkt Tou Meydrou [lone-
[LOV, XOLL ¥) TTROGOY 7 TOU ETLXEVTRMYETAL GTLG AAAES 3D0 GUVLGTM-
6EC TG TPOLBANULATIXNAG TOV, TOV Aab (LEG® TMY AVTLTPOGHOTTMY
Tov) xot 1o réppa. Otav bpmc 7 Tapovsiact elaver 6t Stade-
nacto avabewpnone tou Zuvtaypatos tou 1864, o Kahtsde,
ooy ETLENULALVEL TLE SLAPOPES ATOXALGELS T7)G Stadixasiog Tou
axohovOnlnxe amod exclvny mov mpocliere 1o gplpo 107 Tou Xu-
vrdypatos tou 1864, mposléter 1L xat’ ouslay 7 avabledpnoy
ATOQPUGLETINE GE PLot GVGKEYT) TOVY TTOALTLXMY 0Py NYOY LTTO TNV
mpoedpio Tov Bactiéa. To yeyovhe autd Topaflasce nal To ypdp-
Lot ARG %ot TO TTVEDLOL TOL 2uvTayLatos Tou 1864, Tou améxiete
nabe avapelln tov Opbvou oty avabewprntiny Sradeasio. To
veYovog auth —6TL dnAad”) 1) Tohitind Taky amtodey Onne Ty evep-
v6 Topépfocy) Tou Baothéo—, pall Le TOV GUYTHEYNTIXG Y opUXTY)-
e T avalledpromg, elye WC ATOTENEGPLOL ATTh [LLOL 0LEY LKL ALY TL-
duvastind xplom vo eLéller telind v povapylo pue avavewpévy
LoD, CLaeT), ®XLPLME, GTOVEC ATOPAGLETLXOVE YELPLGULOVE ToL Be-
vilérovn. Otay oe auth mtpostelodv v haogiiia Tou Staddyov Tou
Iewpylov —=nyétn TV vixneoeny Badravinmy Tohépov— xat «r
LUGTIXLGTIXT UTEOGYEGY, ToL 0vopatos “Kwvetavtivos”n, To mhal-
oo elye telel yio T peydhy Tolvtind xplor mov axorodlnoe.
[epvivrac oty xpiorn tou 1915-1917 xabavtiy, o Kaktodg
tortoleteiton eubig €€ apy e Tave ot éva xploio ChTnpe. Avope-
peL HTL 0 TOAEROG Edwoe Ty eunatpla va avorttuy el TN we 1) To-
p0306Lox T TADTLET) THG SUVAGTELNG [LE TO XPATOG XL 7] GLYARHAOU-
0 mrpwroxabedpia Tov Lréppatog ota Oépata Sielbvav oyéoemv.
(ETo TEOGOATOS SNULLOVEYTLEVE Bahrovind e Ty}, %ol LOLMS 6TV
Exnddo, 1 ydpa o edoptioTtoy mEpLe6bTEPo amth Gheg amth TV
nakd) 0ERNGT TV eupeTAlr®Y duVdLe®Y, 1 LoYYe VT TwY de-
ouov 15 Avvasteioc [ew. oyetind pe v xabodhynon tne cko-
Tepunhc TolTINe] NTay T660 adtegthovixnTta Sedopévy, wate 7
avTihnyn Twe To ZTERPo atoTENOVGE TOY TEASUTALO XAT EQPEGLY
rputh (a court of last appeal) yioo 0y efwtepuen mohTiny va Eyel
ofdoer vo avaryvmptletor we pLo a6 tig suvhires Tov Xuvtdypo-
7o¢ (to be recognized as one of the conventions of the constitution)».
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H Ocon avtd tou cuyypagén dev avarnticoeTor TepalTéPw,
00TE YLVeToL ETTIXAYGY] RATTOLOY TOPADELYLATMDY TTOU VoL 6TTpL-
Couv 1y dmodn OTL Pl YEVIRMS VOEPTIOVGA AV TLAT YY) Yia TLg LoL-
altepes oyéoels Tou Bpdvou pe ta Hipata efmtepinng TolTINGC
elye petatpamel, av Oyt o wio xabopd vouLxr), ToLAdyLGTOY 6E
ULot EVTOVEL TOALTLXT SEGILEVGTY) TMY TUPAYOVTOY T7)G TOALTINAS
Long. ANw6Te, 1 vy oY h €6TO %ol EVHE GUYKEXPLULEVOL TTROT)-
YOLUEVOL —elval ARG THTHLL 1) GUYVT %ol Y wple eLolpéaels emo-
vérnyn— e mpobmbleor yio T SnpLovpyio cuvONnng ToALTEY O
TOG ATULTEL TO TTRONYOVUEVO aUTG Vo €yl GUUPBEL TG yoPaX T PL-
oTég entantes aLVOTRES, TOL Vo dLxatohoYoLY TNV ATTOULOVKGY
TOV %ol THY avadetEh) TOL GE lo TTOALTIXY GUULTIERLPOED VLYV~
PLOLLEVT) %ol aTtodenTy) ath Ghoug. V't autéc Tig suvlixes v Do)
7ov Kahted, 1 onpacio tnc 0molog YLo ToV VoUL®S Y opaxTneLe Lt
TWY YEYOVOTOY XL TMY ALVNGEDY TOY TROTAYWMYLGTOV GTTY %pl-
o7 tov 1915 elvat Tpogavrc, Topaével, amh GUVTAYULATINY GRO-
LA, Y WpLG ETAPRMG TELGTLNY) TEXULY)PLLGT).

H »piom tov 1915 eppavictyre, 6TTwe elvat Yvooth, amd xot-
vofovievtiny dmoly, pe Tig wapartioels tou TewlhumToupyod
Exevbépion Beviléhou, Tic alhemarinhes Stahdeers w6 Boviice
xoL Tov 8LopLob T véas xufépvnerg. O Kahtode, apol avagpep-
Ot 6ty eoaywy? g “apymc Tne dednhwpévne” naL oty epop-
LOYH TG PEYPL TOTE, XATAANYEL GTO GLULTEPAGLLA GTL ) OLEALGY)
716 Boukng pécsw wufepynoewy petoynglog 4oy yYeviroe amode-
TH, LOVOV EQOGOV Elye w¢ 6ThY0 v amtoxatastalel 1) TadTioY
7ov Kowvofoviiov pe ) hoix? Boddney ot 6yt va tpowmbnlel we-
polTEP ™ 1) TONTIXY ToL Bpbvou. Me Bacr T avertépm, 1 TpWTY)
dtdruey) The Bovkne amd tov Kwvetavtive xat ov exhoyég Tou Mop-
wtou tou 1915 éywvay, xatd tov Karted, o suppovia pe to X)-
VTOY Lo, AN %ol TO ouvTaypatixd 0o, apod oxomos Toug
Nray v Sobel 0 Moyog 6Tov (310 Tov hah Yo Eva THG0 nplotpo -
TR 6TOE ) ELe0d0g TNG Y Meag 6Tov ToAewo. H amodoym e O&-
onc awtng Tou Kahtod cuvaptdrtor amohitog, 6Teme elvat Quat-
%6, UE TO TTPOYNYOVUEVLG LTtosThpeLy OévTta amd autdy Tepl ude-
Lewg prag ouvlinne Toltedpatos, TTepl TG ApLOSLOTYTAG, LE
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AR AGYLOL, TOV 0LpY YOV TOU XPATOVE VoL EYEL %ol VoL UTTOGTY)PLLEL
TONLTLIXG T OLxY) TOV &0 Tepl e5MTEPLURAG TOALTLXTSG.

Mo w7 Sedtepn dtdhuen tre Bouine o tig exhoyéc tou Ae-
nepfotov Tou 1915, 7 0o tov Kahtoa eivar mtio asagre. O cuy-
YPAQENS KATAPEVYEL, OGTIWS TO EYEL Lavaxavel, 6Tryv Tapaleoy
TV 000 SueTdUEVeLY amtodemy, amodidovtag pnopgés xut Bolono-
VTG ENLPEUVTLXG %ot GTLG OV0 peptés. Katahhyer de pe pLo yeve-
wbtepn mopathenern: « H xplon yio tic 0éoere nar tov tprdv [ewv.
Ty mpaxtind Tou 'ewpyiov A’ yio 1 Sidivey trg Boviie xat
Tic enatépmbey amdleig Tou Kwvertavrtivou xow tou EX. Bewilé-
rou] xabopiletar amd Suvdperg xar cuyrupieg Tov Poloxovtal
o) TPy TT)G SLUVATOTYTUG EAEYY 0L TOVG arth Tov Basthéa, Tov
I pwOumovpyd nat Tov eAAnvLxd hoor.

Avth 1 parhov grrocopunn xataxheldo odnyel tov Kaktoa
AUL GTOV TPLTO TULRAYOVTA, TNV TPLTY GUILGTAOGA TN TTPOBAT Lo~
Tiehc Tou: Tug Géveg Auvvdpets. Metd tny uvrevbdpiey 6t ta Tola
neyaha xpaty ¢ Entente ftay xat oL eyyuntéc Tou Sielvoic xot
cuvTaypatixol status ¢ EARdSacg, evey amd tnv Ay peptd
LTTNPY OV OL 6TEVOL dea .ol Tr)¢ Suvasteiog pe tn [Neppavio, o cuy-
YPAPENG TTEPLY POULPEL TO GTRATTYLXY GLLEEPOVTH TN ®abe wiog
Advapne arth Ty €£0d0 e EAAadac 6tov Tohepo ot tig neblo-
S0UC %L TOLE TPGTTOVE TTOV AUTECS Y PNGLLOTIOLYGOY VLo VOL TO TTRO-
©0noovy xat vo to emifBdhovy. [Sraltepa avotnpdec e Toug Ay-
YAOYEANOLE 0L TTopeBooELg TwY oTolwy 6Ty EAAada elyav wg
amotérespa Tov TAReY efofeitopd g elvinde wupLapyloag, T
eQUPIUNG AXEPALOTNTAG XUl TNHG OLOETEPOTNTUC TTG YWPUC— O
Koahtode Bplonet e3¢ tny euxotplor YLor Loty o6 LT] UTCORELLEVL-
HH-TOMTIN T pEXPBocT), e TTPoLBoNY) 6To 6UYYPOVE TOU YEYOVH-
To: «H éxtoon tov Topepfdocwy Tomv %o xat’ Loy Liehen-
Oépmv %ot dnpoxpatindy duvdpewy Tpodieypade TNy TEYVLXY
716 Stebvoiic avop.lag ov teretomornlrxe 300 Sexactieg apydTe-
poL ATh TOL GVLXAVOTTOLYTO, OVTLONULOKEATIXNG Kol QLAOTTOAELY

, , , ,

RPATT), RO ATCEVOLYTL GTT)V OTEOLOL TOL LXOLVOTTOLT|LEVOL XL OUGLAGTL-
%O QLAELRTIVIXE ONLORPATIXE XPATY) SELYVOLY QVIXAVOL VoL ETTLYOT-
GOLY ATTOTENEGLATINOVE TPOTIOVE XOLVAG dpuvay (6. 146).



EIZATQI'H wl’

Ot mapepfaceis bpmeg autéc Tmv Ayyhoydihoy dev atnply O7-
%oy LOVO 6TV OWY 1pNom Blog, ahhd xot, TOALTIXS, GTY) GUYXo-
tdeom) evhe peydhov PEpoug Tou eNhVLXo) haol TToL TTLGTEVE, po-
0t pe tov Exevbéoro Bevilého, dti dmoLog xow edy ftory TeAL%d 0 vi-
e, 7 Ko Oa £y ove, edv mopépeve oudétepr), now 6L Empene
voe suvtay Ol pe tnv Entente, 1660 Moyo e Topadostontc gritog
LLE T XPATY) TTOL T GLYXEOTOVGAY, 660 %ot Lo Vo euodwlel TehL-
KO TRAYLATOET TV 6ToY Y 16 Meyanne [déac. «Etot, o EX.
Beviléhoon, ayondler mnpbyora o Kahtode, «o omolog Eexlvnoe
WG 0 VTTEPUGTILETNG TOU LUVTAYUATOG ATEVAVTL 6T0v Bastiéa, xo-
éhnke va 1o mopafialel xaTdpwpo e eVEPYELES HTTWE 1) TTP6-
GAANGY) TTEOG TOLG LVULULLY0VG Vo aTtoPLBacouy 6TpaTedpato 677
Oeo60hovixT nalL 1) —ETLTUY NLEVT— VTOXLYNGY) ATOGYLEYC TG hL-
onc emxpatetas. OuEéves Suvapets, eynhmPLopéves ot LoLeg 6e Pl
waeyn Long wow Bovaton, dev Do nmopolcay va voLdheouy ot peyd-
hoVE eVd0LaGLOUE GTO VoL AV TLLETMTLGOVY T7V EARGSa (g uoTely
YL Opa, 6oy 0 Lo TRolBeBAnévog TOATIRGS TNG AV paC, LTOGTY-
orlbpevoc amh éva peydio pépog Tou TANHuerol, Nty o Tedhupoc
oLVERYATYS Toug %ot dev diotale va Ousideer Tny xupLapyio The
LOPAE TOV VLo Vo EEAGPAMGEL TNV ESAPLXT TNG AREQULOTNTO KOLL
voe TpowlneeL T Yewypaouny Tng eEdmhmeTy.

To Oydo0o Kegddaro, pe tov 0udétepo titho «(Metamorepinéc
efehileon (0. 148-172), Sev ypdotnne and tov Kaitod we éva
O LEPOG TG GUVTAYPATLXTS TOU LoToplac. 'Kyet cuvray et
w¢ &va report yio T apepiravixy) Foreign Policy Association Inc.,
rat dnpoctetlnxe tny v Xemrepfpiov 1936 we v’ aptlp. 12
retpevo otov Tépo XII twv Foreign Policy Reports urtd tov TiTho
«Post-War Politics in Greece». To xelpevo dnpostedetar 6o PBi-
Brlo pe mpwToRovAio TMV EXJ0TOY, 0L 0TTOLOL GNLELDOYOLY GTL 0
Kahtede elye endnrdioer mny mpbleon va to ypnoLpomorycet, pe
TLG XATAAANAES TTROGAPLOYES, ws Emidoyo 670 BLPAlo Tou, ahhd
dev Tphrae.

[Mpdypott, To xe@diato auth Stotrpeel Loy autovopla 6e oyé-
o7 pe To ubhoLo BLfito, ot oo pelodoroyinn dmody xow amd
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amoyn avtixetpévou. Omtwe onuetdver o (3og o cuyypagpiac,
o%0ThHS TG LENETG Elvart Vo avahIGEL T YEYOVGTA TTOV 00N~
ooy 61Ny Taawvbplnsy g Pastieloc to 1935 %o va e&nyoet,
7660 TNV amoxAer) The EANGSae amth T xAAGLXG LETATOAELLYS
LOVTEAD TOY ELPMTAILEMY TTOATIYOY TRAYLATOY, 660 XL TLG SLA-
Ny EC OV EYLYOLY GTNY EAANVLXT) ELMTERLXT TONTIXY te To xalbe-
6TO6 NG afaciheutrg dnponpatios.

Eyratoneinetar, cuvernme, 1 webodoroyinh wposéyyien T
GUYSLAGULEVT S AVEALGTS TMV TELOY GLILGTLEOY (Kyyunteteg Av-
VALELG, LOVAEY NG, habC) Lo TNV xaTavhTer The eEEMEYS TOV GU-

ToyLoTixo) Qovopevou oty Edde. Aev umdpyet, emiong, o
UECOC GUVDEGLOG (LE RATIOLO GUYXEXPLULEVO YEYOVOC LOLaiTEPTC GU-

Toy Lot onpastog (ahhay? TohTednaTos B etlwy ToALTIY
%pl6m), N XATOUVONGY) TOV OTCOLOV VoL ETTLY ELPELTAL LE TO GUYKEXQLUE-
voe pefodonoyind epyodelo. Terog, xat authd elvat QuoLnd, dev avo-
Unreltol 1) GUVEYEL TOV GUYTAYLATIXOD QULYOLLEVOL, EGTM KL LEGHL
ATTO TLG %PLOELS, (MGTE VoL SLOLOAGYELTOL, O XUL EV PEPEL, O TLT-
hog Tov BLAlou wg «ouvtaypatint tetoplo the Eahadacn. Xpovi-
%4, 70 xewdiono tormoleteiton petald Ty yeyovotewy Tou Maption-
Amotniouv Tou 1935 xat ¢ 4ng Avyodetou tou 1936. H mpocéyyL-
67}, LEALGTO, TNG TENELTOLOLG ELVOLL EVTEAMG ETLLPUVELAXT], %Ol OV
TG YPOVIXNG EYYUTN TG TR0 T YeYoveTta —To dpbpo dnuociedetal
MY 6TERO ath Evay pnva petd Ty eyralidpusy Tou xabestdToc.

Qc¢ etoayoyh 6o yeyovota tou 1935 yivetor pwio sdvTowy ovo-
Spout) 6To TOALTLIG YEYOVOTA ath TNy TeTpactio Tou Beviléhov
1928-1932 xot evredlev. Onmg 1 TpocwpeLvy amoy®encn Tov
Kentinod mohitinod amh w0y Tohttie?) oxnvy) cuvéPoale 6Tny
aTO-TPOGOTOTLNeY Tou xablestdToc e alaciievtrc dnpo-
%paTlog, ETGL, XUTE TOV GUYYRAPEN, KA 1) COAXT) ETEVOD0E) TOU
Bevilénov emavataitics To ToAlTELRA pE TO TROGwTO. KTt Tou
Tpotévnoe Susopla 6ToUS AoLTtodg TohLTLXoNE NYéTtes Tou Kbp.-
noatos Ty Gureheviépnv (.. Nedpyiog Kapavrtaprng, AreLov-
dpog lamavastacion), 7 amopdnpuve evTehds ®ATOLOLE GANOVG,
6mtwe Tov 6tpatny6 Nempyio Kovdvar. H vixy tou Aaixod Kép.-
natog 6TLg exhoyéc tou 1933 xataypdgetar whvTHE amtd TOV
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Kartod wg amodonipacio tne tehevtalog Bevilehnng tetpoe-
Tlog xot Oyt g ALPLERNTNGT TNHG LOPPTIC TOU TOALTEDLATOC UE
avaflooy evog prhofactiteod gpovipatoc. [lap’ dha autd, To
amoTUYHLEVO TTpalinbmrme Tov Nuxdhaov [Thacthpo tig tieg pe
TLG EXNOYEG NLEPES ETAVEQPEPE GTO TPOGKAVLO TV ToALE SLoLpdy )
(ETTl TOV TOALTEDLATOON, Lall e TLG TTUALES LTTOYLES Lo oV TLYY)-
noxpotinés evépyetes Tou Beviléhou.

210 onpeto auth, 0 Kahtede avapépetal %ol 6TLg ETavaAnTTL-
%ég exhovés 671 Ocsoaroving otic 2 lovitou 1933, tic omoleg yo-
poaxtrptler «oppiforne vourpbtntacy (of questionable legality)
yople Tepotépm ebnynoeie. H agopiotiny auth xpler tov K-
764 elval oMoy TteplepyT), Ldlwe epdoov Tomoleteital 6e vopxd
emtimedo. O emavahnmTinés exhoYés EYLvay UGTERa oth aTbQosT)
Tov aprbdiou xatd to Zovtayua (elpo 43) Ewdixed Awastrplon
(e, 13/1933), 1o omolo éxprve wg avtilety pe 0y apy? T
LebTToG THG Yo Ty UTtapd ) EEy mpLteToY EXhoYLXo) GUAAGYO
lopaniitdv (Srapopetinol exhoyixol xatdhoyor), Snhad7 ddxpLsy)
Ty exhoYEnv pe Bacr to Dpfiorevpa. AveldptyTa amd TNy TOAL-
TN GTOYELGT) TG VTLPENG TETOLMY XATAAGY WY 7) TOV €LdL%o) TTo-
MTL0) Bopoue TWY ETAVAANTTIXGOY EXAOYOY KoL TOU ATOTEAE-
oRaTHS TOUG, dVonoha wopel vo utosTrpLy Ol 671 v dAy Sradura-
olot TV ETOVANTTTTIXGY EXAOYOV Ty alplBoAne YouLLOTY TG,

Avetrpoc amévavtt atov Bevilého elvar o Katode xot yio tig
ATCOLLTTGELG TOU TEAELTALLOV, TTPOXELUEVOL var atodey el Ty uTo-
dmoLotrTa Yo Ty Teoedpla e Anpoxpatios. H mpoimsleo
7ov ébeoe o Beviléhog, va Staléter dnradh, we [lpdedpoc trg Ay-
noxpatiog, e£ousieg avdroYes Tov ALepLravod GUVASEAQOY TOL,
Oyt LOVOV EVOLVAULWGE TNV ATOPAGLETIXOTNTA T7)¢ —PLAOSBoGLAL-
wihc— wufépynene va avtitay el oty uTodmoLbTyTd Tou, AL
EQEPE GTO TTPOGHAVLO %ol TOUS POBOVEC GTL TUY OV AVaLEELY NG TOV
Beviléhou 670 Vrato akiopa wc [lohtreiog O 0d7yodee to wo-
AMrevpor ath TNV x0woBoVAELTIXY 6TV TEOESELXT) TOV eXS0y Y.
YuvéTeta Tou aTLyoUc auToY yeLpLaol Tou Beviléhou ATav 7
erovexhoyh Tou AréZavdpov Zatpn oty [lpoedpla tn¢ Anp.o-
rpatiog 6tig 19 OntwBpetov 1934.
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H oe1pd tov yeyoviTemy mov 087y o0y dpeso 6Ty TaALv6p-
Owom e Paotielog Eextvd, QuoLxd, e TO AToTLYUEVO TpabL-
nomenpo Bevilehxmv atopatiedy to Mdptio tou 1935. O Ko-
T66c Tovilel 6TL, VO 6YEdGY 6oL oL ToOALTIXOL TYETES TNG d7jpo-
HPATIUNG TAPATAENG XATASLRAGHY TO %IVNUOL, 7] TOLALYLGTOV
Sraopomorhlnxay amhd avthd, 7 ooy acaphs 6TdsY) Tou Beve-
Léhou elye mg AmOTEAEG LA (O TTOALTLXOS OV 6T £LX0GL TOV EYLVE
YVOGTOS G ETMAVAGTATTS VoL %LYOUVEVEL VoL XAELGEL TNV TOALTLXY
TOL XAPLEPXL GTTWE TNV GPYLOE, WIS e TOA) TTLo oL N TroLy
Suxotohoyio.

Evdiagépovsa elval 1 TpoGEYYLeT TOY ATOTEAEGLATWY TOU
dnuodmetopatoc tne 3mc Noepfptlov 1935, to omolo o cuyypapé-
ac yopoxtrpllel TavTo) we TpocomTixs (plebiscite), amogpedyo-
VTOG GUGTHLATING T7) Yp767) Tov Gpou referendum. Ta aptOprTe-
%& oToLyeto (Teplmou L6 exaTopulpLo TEPLeGhTEPES UTpoL ah
TO PEGO 6p0 YNPWY TV TPONYOVUEVMY EXAOYLXMDV AVALULETETGE-
V) dev emLTpémovy apoLa PNt TNe wuPepvrTinhc Tpocsmdlet-
o yroe por TeoPBrédia Oetind Yo, e dAha AoyLa Lo ExTETO-
uévy) vobeto. Opog to Tehixd amoTéhecpo LTEP TG ETAVHS0L TOU
Fewprylov elvor xot 6ty Tpaypatied Tyt aubllevtins, Lemepvor-
vrog Toug apthurTinoeldc wivares TV amotehespdtmy. 'Kotm nat
VTG TNV TTleon TV LETPOY TNG xulEpvnere Kovdiny yia o 8-
LOYNOLELOL, 7] LETAGTROMT) TOU EXAOYLXOD QROVALLTOC TV 01~
LOXPATIXGY NTay oy otiey). O AGY0¢ aUTHG T1¢ LETAGTPOPNS
Ty 7 eATTido 671 v emavepy bevy Bacthela Oa elvar TouTtody pova
nat elvinh) xo suvtaypatiny, Teospépovtac étol pia SLéZodo
a6 T QaTplacsTind dwetatoplo Tou emtBARlnne 6Tov eAAvLns
ot aeh Toug L8Lovg Toug uTosTYELXTéS TG Tahwbpbnenc. Me
daAha hoYLeL, 0 6Tt Yos Kovdiine uvtiple 0bpa g emituylog
TG LOLOLG TG TTOALTLXYG TOL YLt TNV €TTdvedo Tou ['empyion, apod
To Deopating amoteréopota Tou Spodnolopatog VTTEp TG emTo-
v600L Edweay 6Tov I'edpyLo éva TpocwTinsd hatnd EpeLaLo yLoL Vo
coapuboel pray ebicou Tpocwrind Tohtiny. H molvties e oty
elye TpeLg aPesous 6ThY0LE: TY) GLULGLALLGT e Tov Bevilého, v
hinh) 6TheLEY 670 TEGGMTO ToL Bactiéo (rat Gyt %ot avd YNy



EIZATQI'H vor

670 Aot Kbppa) xot 1 phén pe Toug 6xAnpomuenvinole LTo-
OTNPLRTES TOU, XATL TTOL UETUPPAGTIXE UE TNY TUYVTATY) LTTO LI
%puveT) Tou 6Tpatn Yol Kovdiiy ard trv Tpwbumovpyla.

To veyovéto amtd v Tadwbpbwen wéypl Ty 4n Avyodsetou
aodl30vTaL pe TPOTO ATAd TTEPLY PUQLXG, Rl Oy L TTAVTH TTANEY)
(TopohelmeTol, YL THEASELY L, TO GVULPOVO ZOQOVAT) - LrAd-
Bowvar), eve 1) emifBoih tne Suntatoplog Topatiletor ywplc navé-
vor Vo6 ) ahho 6y 6ho og egng: « Ty 47 Avyodstou 19367,
DGTEpOL UTTh TPELS LAVEG ALEAVOULEYTC OUGROALAS GTT GUVEPYALGL
Tov pe Ty xowoBovieutixy emitpory), o [lpwbumovpyic, emiva-
NOVPEVOG TNV aTtelhy) Yevixne amepylog pe Ty urottlpevy umo-
oThpLly Tov xoppovviety (allegedly sponsored by Communists),
ex)puie T L OPU 6E RATAGTUGY) EXTURTNG AVAYRNS EY OVOLLOVY
TG ATORATAGTAGTS TNG ONoGLas TaEYS, nat dtéhuae 1 Bouhy
Y ople v oploet Nuepopnvio VE®Y EXhoYhYY.

Me v mahwvbpbmer e Pacihelog xor Tig Yevirég exhoyéc
7ou lavovapiou tou 1936 éxheroe, xatd Tov Kahtod, évag emava-
oTaTix6c xOxhoc oty EXMdSa mou elye avoiZer to 1915, Ko
OLmE, Topd Tor v pLeBRTHTY onEddio dNULonpa TR OpLaAG-
TNTUS, TO ®OWOBoVAELTIXG GUGTA dev LTthpese Vo avoardyet
Thhpwe. H Bouly) tou lavouvapion tou 1936 dev xatoplmeoe va avo-
deifel xuBEpvNoY %ol VoY RAGTYHE VO TopASWOGEL TLG oLpodLOTY -
Téc TG 6e pLoy emitpoTy), xalde nar va oTpawel 6Tov apynYH
ev6¢ LnPOL XOUUATOC LE AVOLPLEBATYTES avTIxoLYOBoVAEUTLXES
TaGELS, 0 0Ttolog ypwaTolee 1) 0éom Tou TTepLesbTEPO GTYY epTL-
6To60VY) Tou Bpdvou, Tapd 61N paihov amtpoluur vrosThELiy
¢ Bouine. Elvar annbera, vrevbupiler o Koatodce, 61i o lwdy-
v1g Metaldg oudémote éxpule Tic averedlepec amdderc Tou, ano-
wow ot TELY ot Ty emtBory) Tou dixtatopirod xalestmTog e

3 -
O GUYYPOPENG AVOLPEPETOL, KOl LAALGTO ETAVELANLULEVEG, 6T0 (xaleoTmg
116 5ng Avyodotoun. Edy Sev mporeital yia emavodaBavopevn TuToYpogLny
afredio, 1 Ehynon lowg va Bploxetal 610 6Tt 0 Kahtode avagépetal 6ty
NUEPOUNVLL EXDOGNG TV APEPLRAVIXMY T) EVPMTAIXOY EPTMUEPLd®Y ot bTTou
TANPOQOpEiTaL TO YEYOVHC.
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4ng Avyodotou. To copayiopa TmV XOLpATIXOY Yeagelwy, 1
emtBol) hoyoxpLotiog Tov TOHTOL, V™ o Gha, GG, oL VoL
/ 7 / /
rpBavopeves mpoosmdbeiee dnpLovpyiag plog TpocmTINAG ho-
Tpelog TTPOC TOV NYELGVA %ol GANEG ATTOTIELPES (LLLYGY)C TMV QAL
TGOV nol avTdNLoxpaTiv®dy xalestdtmv Ayeg apoLBoiies
apnvay Lo Tig Tpaypatixég tpobéseis Tov Tpwbumovpyod. Me
v 41 Avyodetou 1 EXdSa eiofile oe pua véa mtepiodo oly-
%POVGTNG, SLUPOPETINNAG ATTO EXELVY TWY TRONYOVLUEVLY ELXOGL
eTOY. CAVTH 7 Ldym) netalb Snuonpatiog xot avTldpasron, Yeo-
pet o Kahtoae, «n omota potdler entt Odpate otny EXnade, dev
/ / / / / /
otpégetar evbime natd trc Movapyloc. H Oéon tnc terevtalog o
emrpeachel cofapd pévo eav o Basthéag, £yovtag suvarvéset 6o
rpakixomnpo tou Hpwbumovpyod Metald, emitpéder 6tov eautov
TOV Vo TV TLETEL 68 Loy BacT pe T duxtatoplo Tow To TeakL-
rnomnpa auth oromedel v emtBahew. [lapatnprceig diaitepo ev-
Srapépovoeg, xaldc ypdpovtat ev Oeppw, eve o oyohalbpeva
/ t / / / A
YEYOVOTA EEEALGGOVTAL, GTTV GAAY) TTAELEE TOV AThavTLX0D.
Emiotpépovtac, 670 TENOG TOU REQAAALOV, %L XAT ETEXTAGT)
670 Téhog Tou PBLPrlou, 6to ayampévo tou Dépa g emLppoc
Tou dtelvolc mapdyvovta 6ty cuvtaynatiny eEénEn tne Eang-
¢ mapdy 1 rparueh £énln e
dag, 0 Kahtodc anpeimverl 6TL Yo TpMTY Qopd 6To EANAVLRE TT0-
ATLXE TTPAYLOTO, 7] ETTLEEOY auTh fToy apeintéa. H e&hymon
mou Tpowlel o suyypaniac v auTh elvar o pLlinbde eTmavaTpoco-
/ / / A /
VATOMGLOS TG ENANVLXNG EEMTEPLXNS TTOALTIXNAG GTA Y PGVL TG
A / / A ’ /
Aedtepng ENvnvinfe Anpoxpartiog, agold v medTn 9opd «to
EAANILXG XPATOC NTOY TILO GTUAVTING ath To ehAnvLxd E0vog Té-
poy Tmv cLYGpmw). Kot authd ogeiietal 6tny tta Tov 1922 xat
GTLS GLVETELES TG, ®UPLMG e emimedo Blatne petaxivnerg ThY-
A A A / /
Ouopdv, xabde nat 6ty owovopxh) Tapaxps Tou EAAnvLGLo)
g Avacmopag 1 oty Babuialo peloen tov asbipatoc tng “cuy-
véverag” mov Tov évemve pe ) Mytépa [latpide, suvémeian Tov
/ 7 4 / / A
weyahowy ahhoywv touv Mesomorépon, 6twme etvae 1 Poourr ema-
véotasn (Yo Tov EMgviopé tou [lévton), n avdmtuly tou aryv-
/ VANA / /
710l e0vinta ol 7 0 TEPLOPLELGS TG LETAVAGTEVGY)S TEOG TNV
/ / / / /
Apepuer). AuTh 1) eTEVTPOGT) TOU EVOLAPEROVTOG 6T EVTHS TMY
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GUYOPMY TEXTALYOUEV %ol 1) cLVar6AoLlT eyxatdherdn Twy duo-
POPOV ETEXTATLXMY G ESLWY, 7] ELHSWEY TWV OTTOLWY elye wC Plo
a6 Tig Tpobroliseie Tne v evpevy Sdblzon Twv Meydhmv Avu-
VAULE®Y, ElYE OC ATOTEAEG LA VoL AT NAALYEL 1) EEMTEPLRY TTOALTL-
wh TG Y OPAS ATh TNV EVTOVY EEAPTNGY) TNG ATTH TOUG GULLIL-
Y0VG, PO KoL VOL TEEPLOPLETEL KATE TTON) —EX TMV TTEOLY LATMV— KoL
7 SuVaTHTYTA TOY TEAELTALOY Vo TTapeBalvouy 6To EAAVLXG
scwteped Cnrhpata. 'Eret, Mooy, oL Bacelg T7¢ véug ehNNvixic
eEomTepLeng TOMTIRAS Nty TAEOV 0 GERBAGPLOS GTO YeEWYPAPLXD
status quO %ol 7] 0PYAVOGY) TG AGPAAELAG GE AUGTN PN TEPLPEPEL-
axn) Baen), pe 1 cuvand ol dovnor enTAOXTC THE Y MRS GTLS
oTtoLeg cuYrpoLeels Twv Meyahwy Avvdpeny 1 ce deopeldoets
7ou Eemepvoloay Tov 1 mpo T1e Badravixic yepcovhicou 1, é6tw,
e Mesoyeiov.

Yrépavos 1. Kovtoouumivag
em. xo0nyntic ot Nopxs Xyoly
tov [avemieryuion Opdnrng

péroc g Emu e T L
| - tng Emiotypovinhc Y'rempestog
716 Bouriic twv EAAAvemy
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Preface

THESE PAGES on the constitutional history of modern Greece—
pages that are brilliant both in matter and in manner—will
interest several classes of readers. Here those who know and
love Greece will find an authoritative account of her constitu-
tional development, which, given the author's thesis—"the
influence of foreign policy on domestic politics”—must needs
be (and was) written by “a good European.” Students of
public law and institutions, for whom few political phenomena
are without pertinence, will now have a volume which will
not feel abashed if it finds that on the shelves its neighbors
are works on constitutionalism in classical Greece. Then there
are those readers who—subject apart—are always fascinated by
the play of a fine mind on materials which it has mastered and
which it can illumine.

There is, finally, a large group of readers who share one or
more of the interests I have mentioned, but who will handle
this volume reverently because they knew and loved Nicholas
Kaltchas: f{ellow countrymen here and abroad, teachers, col-
leagues, students. It is to them, as one of them, that I address
this Preface which they have privileged me to write. 1 devote
it not to the following pages on constitutional history—a lily
needs no gilding—but to its author, who, as brilliant a student
as T have ever had, became my warm friend.

Nicholas Kaltchas entered Columbia University in the
antumn of 19zo—a year before I joined the Faculty of Political
Science. While his ‘chief interests were in the Department of
History, he also took courses in sociology and economics and
must have worked hard, because he wrote an excellent essay on
“The General Election of 1906 in England,” and the degree
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of Master of Arts was awarded him in June, 1921. During
the following academic year, completing his residence for the
degree of Doctor of Philosophy, he took several courses in the
Department of Public Law, and it was then that 1 came to
know him. IHis presence was such that an instructor's eye
could not pass him by: short, stocky, almost swarthy; a shock
of black lair; an expressive face, with a closely clipped mous-
tache and flashing eyes, and sensitive hands. Silent, he was
a striking bgure. Participating in class discussion, he at once
demonstrated a superior intelligence, broad knowledge, and
an uncomrnon ability to marshal it and make it become
wisdom. One who has taught for a quarter of a century has met
many classes. Some are soon forgotten. Others remain vivid
because they contained groups of outstanding students, or,
more rarely, because of a single student of exceptional hrilliance
and sympathy, who could, without seceming to play a stellar
role, serve as a yeast cake which made the binding dough of
mediocrity arise to unexpected heights. T am not yielding to
the tempiation of lapidary exaggeration when I say that
Kaltchas’s class has never ceased to be vivid to me, not alone
because of him but also because of others who were his friends
and became mine.

As a gradunate student he had, of course, great advantages.
Classical Greece and her literature were his natural heritage,
in him flowering in intellectual cultivation and tolerance of
mind and heart. The world had already been harsh to him.
Later it was to be even harsher, because he was rarely out of
a shadow cast by ill health and made darker because his purse
was never full. His day ended too scon and suddenly, but it
was a day which was bright for his fricnds and was not bereft
of satisfactions for himself.

Since in 1921 the world had already been harsh, it was no
wonder that, even though no older than his fellow graduate
students, he scemed more mature, Born in Strandja, Fast
Thrace, Turkey, on March g0, 18gr, Nicholas Kaltchas attended
the Greck schools of Constantinople and in 1g14 received his
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Bachelor of Arts degree from Robert College, with a record
as brilhant as any previous student had ever made. Inducted
into the FTurkish army in 1915, he served for three years and
reached the rank of licutenant. IHis military service did not
advantage his health, which had never been robust, and he
served without the solace, which so many millions of youths
of his age had, of fighting for his own country. The war over,
he engaged in newspaper work in Constantinople: on Chronos,
a Greek daily; as a political writer for the Orient News (an
English daily); and later as editor of the Spectator. In 1919
he came to the United States with an unofficial diplomatic
mission of Thracian Greeks, and the next year, as I have said,
he registered as a student at Columbia University.

When warm personal friendship began to dominate our
relationship I cannot say; but in Qctober, 1922, he was writing
to me from Saranac, where he would have to return again and
again: "I need not tell you that it is a great nuisance, this
enforced idleness, and an even greater nuisance to find how
casily one gets accustomed to it and allows it to degenerate into
indolence. I am fighting this tendency as strenuously as my
health will permit me and I hope that the end of my stay here
next spring will not find me a confirmed idler.”” He was
anxious about the safety of his family, who lived on the Asiatic
side of Constantinople: “1 am afraid my father’s business in
Thrace will be ruincd as a result of the fighting that is sure
to take place there just as it was ruined during the first Balkan
war.”

I venture to quote further at some length to show the flavor
of his mind and the warmth of his heart: “The revolution in
Greece has been beneficent only insofar as it has established, or
will establish, a stronger government. It is naive to believe
that the abdication of Constantine will placate France. She is
committed to the hilt to support the Turkish claims in Europe,
and it 15 hard for her now to wiggle out of her engagements to
Kemal even if she wants to. She will have a good excuse for
doing so if Kemal insists on Russia’s participation in the Con-
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ference, but then it will be too late. The Turks will already
be in military occupation of Thrace, where they will serve as the
vanguard of Soviet Imperialism, a revival of Czarist Imperialism
in a deadiier form. Lloyd George and Churchill have brains
and imagination enough to see the implications and conse-
quences of the present trend of events, but they are hampered
by a factious and unscrupulous press and by an electorate, espe-
cially the Labor part of it and also the Wee-Tees of the Asquith
and Grey and Philip Gibbs type, that is very short-sighted and
uneducated and stupid in foreign affairs. If Europe really
desires peace—think of Poincaré as a pacifist!—the best way to
secure it would be to keep the Turks in Asia with the Sea of
Marmora and the Bosphorus and the Dardanelles between.them
and Europe. Once they are allowed to cross into Europe, there
will be no peace in the Balkans. But no, that is not the way
of the Allies! They will purchase peace at the price of the
Turks, especially since it so happens that the price will be
paid by Greece.  Why did they not follow the same procedure
in 1914 and avoid the Great War by giving Serbia to Austria
and allowing Germany to annex Belgium? But then the Ger-
mans were ‘barbarians’ whereas the Turks ought to be given
a chance to try their administrative abilities and exert their
civilizing influence in Thrace just as they have done in Asia
Minor! And speaking of Asia Minor, think what a howl would
have gone up if Smyrna, instead of being a Greek and Armenian
city, was inhabited by & more civilized race! French propa-
ganda is still rife over Louvain and Rheims and the devastated
regions. But the Smyrna horror, which was perpetrated only
yesterday, has alrcady been forgotten. Indeed, the French
Foreign Office has actually accused the Grecks of Smyrna, on
Turkish oflicial evidence, of having burnt their own houses
and left the Turkish quarter of the city intactl And to think
that only five years ago, in France’s darkest hour, the Greek
people made a revolution, from the consequences of which
they are still suffering, in order to help save France from her
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cnemies, of whom the Turks, whom she has now befriended,
were not the least tenacious. And now they talk of blockading
Greece in order to coerce her into evacuating Thrace. Why a
blockade? Let them send Foch to do itl”

There followed a word of apology for fear he had bothered
me at too great length. “But I have to talk to somebody or 1
will ‘bust up.’ And then it may interest you to know how a
Greek, who Is not a very narrow nationalist, feels about it all.”

By the following year he was well enough to serve as director
of the Press Bureau of the Greek legation in Washington.
While at Saranac he had regretted that he had not taken his
oral examinations on the subjects at the conclusion of his resi-
dence at Columbia University in 1922. He had then thought,
too modestly I assured him, that he was not sufficiently pre-
pared. In the spring of 1924 he took his examinations and
passed them brilliantly.

Doctoral examinations were then somewhat more formal than
they are now, but less formal than they had been when the
Faculty's "founding fathers” were present in the flesh rather
than simply dominant in spirit. Irrespective of the formality,
for the average student the examinations were and are an
ordeal: two hours of questioning, not on courses taken, but on
fields of major and minor interest, by four 1o eight professors,
with perhaps even farther-ranging questions posed by repre-
sentatives of the departments under the Faculty in which the
candidate had not been a student. They attend to restrain the
possible tolerance of the chiclly interested departments.

Some of these “orals,” unhappily, are gall for the student and
wormwood for the examiners. The two hours Kaltchas spent
with his examiners were a causerie rather than an examination.
There was talk between equals rather than between a student
and teachers. Only once or twice in my experience of these
examinations has a committee ever paid the candidate the com-
pliment of having no discussion of his performance and of mak-
ing an immediate announcement of the result of the examination.
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That, T recall vividly, was the case with Kaltchas., That he
could write a brilliant dissertation was plain. When he would
be strong enough to do it was uncertain.

Anxious for a university carcer rather than for one in journal-
ism or with his government, he accepted an instructotship in
modern European history in the University of Montana. He
was not too happy about this “from the strictly academic point
of view,” but the climate “is just what I need to recover my
health completely.” His health did improve, but knowing his
intellectual capacity, he was eager to climb the academic ladder,
and so when an opportunity came he moved to the University of
Michigan, which he thought “loomed big and forbidding after
Montana.”

Whether he overworked or whether the Michigan climate
did not permit as much activity as Montana’s had, I do not
know, but the result was another breakdown, and in May, 1926,
again Saranac. At Michigan the historians had been much pleased
with his teaching, and they held his post open for him. Writing
to me on February 4, 1g29, he said, “I am much better now,
though far from completely well, and I intend to stay here until
September, by which time I hope to have recovered sufficiently
to go back to Michigan.” But he feared the Michigan climate
and knew that tcaching again, so soon after his illness, would
not be good for his lungs. In March he was reading the third
and fourth volumes of Winston Churchill’s The World Crisis
and noting that they “lacked the literary finish” of the earlier
volumes, but “were intensely vibrant and absorbing reading.”
Using the short intervals which were his daily allowance for
“work” he completed a review which had “literary finish” and
was “vibrant,” but which avoided both presumption and petti-
ness in its judgments.

Then the clouds showed a silver lining. Columbia Univer-
sity’s few fellowships under the Faculty of Political Science are
ustally reserved for “graduate students.” But Kaltchas was an
unusual person, and even though he had been away from the
University for five years, we awarded him a Gilder Fellowship
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so that he might complete his dissertation. If heaith permitted,
he was to go to Greece; it did not, so Kaltchas remained in this
country and worked as much as he could on a monaograph
which had the tentative title ““The Republican Constitution of
Greece.” Meanwhile his pen was not idle in other directions.
He prepared for the Foreign Policy Bulletin an interesting re-
search report on Roumania. “Another Little Entente Crisis?”
and published in Greek a short introduction to the History of
the United States (1928). Meanwhile he was not winning the
battle against bad heaith. In November, 1929, he was at the
New York State Sanatorium (less expensive than Saranac) and
was helping the research members of the sanatorium staff by
transiating and abstracting medical papers from French and
German. With the support of his Columbia friends, he applied
for a Guggenheim fellowship. He hoped to go to Greece in
order to complete his monograph. His application was unsuc-
cessful, not because there was any doubt about his ability, but
because the committee on awards naturally had misgivings
about the possible state of his health. They accompanted the
rejection of his application by word that if his health improved
a future application might stand a much better chance. "1
think,” he said, “the committee’s reluctance entirely justified
{March, 19g0)."” But assistance came promptly from another
quarter. In May the Columbia Council for Research in the
Social Sciences made him a grant which, we hoped, would
permit him to complete his monograph, and he sailed from
New York in September.

In Athens, even though during November the weather was
“unseasonably warm with the sun shining all day and the
famous Attic sky perfectly cloudless,” there were handicaps. “I
have not felt very buoyant lately; and, I am afraid, it T permit
my present mood to dictate this letter, T shall ruin irretrievably
my reputation for ‘cheerfulness’ and ‘courage.”” He had '‘one
nasty cold after another. They are mere pin-pricks, of course;
but, combined with my permanent ailment, they impair my
efficiency and sap my morale.”



xii PREFACE

In May, 1931, he was cabling that he was “feeling fit. Anxious
work autumn,” but his friends at Columbia could not turn up
an academic post. That summer we missed seeing each other in
Europe, but in September he was writing again from Saranac
and assuming “that unless you have decided to attend the
Geneva ‘metry-go-round’ to the bitter end, I assume you are
now back home.” Work on his monograph was proceeding. The
first two chapters were drafted. He had assurances from the
Michigan authorities that he could return there if he felt that
he could stand a full-time schedule, but he was “perhaps un-
reasonably afraid of Ann Arbor, having broken down there
twice.” During the autumn he was in New York occasionally,
and we saw a good deal of each other. The next year recognition
came from his native country. M. Alexander Zaimis, the last
president of the Republic of Greece, awarded him the silver
cross of the Savior—"for scholarly work.” Kaltchas wrote an
article on the “Catliphate in Moslem Unity” for the Sunday
New York Times, and he continued to make his expenses by
tutoring and lecturing on Furopean politics.

Heavy shadows fcll over the Weimar Republic. The Bruning
cabinet was struggling to preserve it and was governing by
emergency ordinances under the famous Article 48 of the Re-
publican Constitution. Kaltchas translated and analyzed the
more important ordinances, and we published an article over
our joint signatures in the Pelitical Science Quarterly. There
was some discussion of whether he would join the Columbia
College staft in history—the only obstacles were New York City's
climate and his health. Then a post in history and politics at
Sarah Lawrence College became vacant. Kaltchas was appointed,
and his friends were confident that this academic marriage
would prove to be a happy one. We were not wrong.

Strength had to be husbanded. Summers had to be spent
quietly in Saranac and Goshen. Work on the monograph had
to he subordinated to teaching. In the autumn of 1935 Kaltchas
took an apartment near the Grand Central Station in New
York (commuting to Bronxville), and his New York friends
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were able to see him more frequently. He was anxious to go to
Europe again, and there were proposals that he might write
some articles on the Balkan conferences which the Carnegic
Endowment for International Peace had sponsored. We thought
that an examination of their organization and of their results
by a scholar who was thoroughiy familiar with the permutations
and combinations of Balkan politics would be well worth while,
But the proposals fell through.

The following summer (1937), however, he was able to go
to Europe. From Switzerland (it is dreadfully lonely here")
he wrote in August that “somehow the world does not seem
so agitated and so near the brink of disaster {from Gstaad—or
even from Paris—as it does from New York. I wonder if the
much more efficiently sensational way we have in America of
presenting the news has something to do with this.” He spoke
of Blum’s overthrow by the French Senate (mentioned in his
Introduction) and underlined his belief that more and more
domestic politics and international relations were becoming in-
extricably connected, as Arnold Toynbee's last volumes of his
Survey have argued in great detail. Returning to the United
States two wmonths later, he reported that his thesis “was nearly
finished” and that he “would need about two week-ends to
write a brief epilogue and as many more to verify my ref-
erences.” Just three weeks later he died, on Monday morning,
October 2. The previous Friday he had as usual met his
enthusiastic group of students.

Sometimes, I think, he must have lamented the [fact that his
talents were not being used by a great university for the train-
ing of graduate students. But no word of complaint ever came
when he saw men mentally weaker, but physically stronger, rise
to posts higher than the one he held and on whose tasks he spent
himself to the limit. During those last years his students at Sarah
Lawrence knew him best and admired him in full measure. He
admired them, also, and frequently told me how keen and intel-
ligent the best of them were. One of the latter must have written
the tribute which appeared in the college paper The Gampus:
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“Nicholas Kaltchas will no longer teach at Sarah Lawrence
All that we can do is try to reconstruct a precise, clear picture
of the man, and, taking the values which he believed and lived,
try to incorporate them more fully into our own thinking. This,
not mourning, is what he would wish.

“Nicholas Kaltchas often appeared to be a man who stood
above the battle. In a deprecating way some of us used to call
him ‘that liberal. Some would despair, ‘How can man kunow
so much and still refuse to take a stand with us!’ But Kaltchas
had a stand that he took and a line that he perpetually held.
It cannot be described simply by the word ‘liberal’; no one
worked more earnestly nor adroitly than he to go beyond
political labels to social realities. We must try to {ollow his
example and discover the nature of his hard, lonely battle. For
Kaltchas™ students, Roussean, for instance, became more than
a writer of French fairy tales; he taught us to analyze Rousseau’s
writing until we saw that the beautiful concepts of the General
Will and Social Contract could easily lead to Fascism. Though
he hated Fascisin as much as any of us, Kaltchas hated it for
different reasons. He was not content to condemn it merely on
the grounds of the vulgarized practical application, or the hys-
terical ‘Mein Kampf' philosophy; he insisted that we go back
to its roots. We had to read factual accounts of the breakdown
of Social Democracy and the lofty philosophical origins in
Spengler and Moeller von der Bruck before we were justified
in condemning. In the same way he did not want us to feel
Justified in judging Communism before we had read Marx and
Engels and Lenin and Trotzky.

“His whole theory of knowledge tied in with his rare art of
teaching. His students were never bored or frightened by his
erudition, since he had so well mastered his own field that he
could popularize it and reduce it to our ewn terms. But we
never found that he used this art unscrupulously by using de-
Ceptive oversimplification. When Kaltchas commented on a
book or an idea he would always give a frank discussion of his
own viewpoint on the subject and a concise report of it at face
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value. We felt that he had such a genuine respect for us as
students, that lie was content merely to give us diverse presenta-
tions of a truth and let us work out our own convictions.

“To know before one judged was the lesson that Kaltchas
taught us. Last year the war and unreasoning hate of the world
pushed into the campus. Some of us wondcered if Kaltchas was
not indulging in an incxcusable luxury, with his insistence on
a reasonable analysis when the world was {alling apart. We were
irritated because talking to Kaltchas often made us realize what
an emotional basc many of our convictions had. Privately our
irritation was tempered by a deep admiration for the man and
the things Ite stood for. Unfortunately it was always easter, since
we live at the periphcral level of political argument rather than
personal velations, for us to convey our resentment. Now we
cannot help hoping that in spite of his acceptance of our ap-
parent resentment toward his viewpoint, Kaltchas was able to
understand lrow much he mcant to us. Through Kaltchas we
learned that the values that he lived for were never more needed
than they are today, when nations and well-meaning men are
doing their best to destroy it. '

"Kaltchas was a Greek in the alicn Tand of Amcerica. But his
isolation was more than that of a modern Greek patriot. ke
brought us the old Greek virtues of moderation and a belief
in a certain inviolable truth. In the ‘Apology’ Plato has Socrates
compare himself to the gad-fly that stirs the dull horse of the
State into action. Today, when too many gad-flies are stirring
the States and their inhabitants into unpremeditated compul-
sive action, another type of philosopher js needed along with
the disciples of Socrates. Kaltchas was such a man, with the
virtues of skepticism and restraint. He had a long, deep knowl-
edge of cities and men.

“The death of Nicholas Kaltchas takes on a terrible symbolic
meaning when we consider how few people are left in the world
with the courage to live an intelligent, far-seeing, unimpas-
sioned life.”

As his teacher and friend, 1 can here find no exaggeration.
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Those of us who still teach should hope that when our day is
over, some student of ours, sincerely, understandingly, and elo-
quently, can give us as glowing an epitaph.

To Nicholas Kaltchas the world was the opposite of lenient.
He lived most of his short adult life on the battlefield and in
the hospital—-not in universities or newspaper ollices or chancel-
leries. When, too frequently, hard circumstances oppressed him
and his friends grieved, he was not depressed; when, too rarely,
the wave of fate carried him upward and his friends rejoiced,
he was not exultant. Ofttimes triteness is so true that it cannot
be improved upon, and so I simply say that Nicholas Kaltchas
was a gentleman and a scholar.

LinpsAy RoGERS
Columbia University
August 8, 1940
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Introduction

In oNE of his suggestive essays, Professor A. F. Pollard contrasts
the victory of constitutional and parliamentary government in
England with the contemporaneous triumph of monarchical
absolutism in France and attributes this difference to the com-
parative security which England derived from her geographical
situation. Implicit in this thesis is the recognition of the close
relationship between the international position of a given
country and the development of its political institutions. This
relationship was brought home to the average citizen during the
World War of 1914-18, when the all-absorbing preoccupation
with national security engendered even in the most liberal states
an unprecedented expansion of governmental authority and
the virtual suspension of constitutional government. It has been
strikingly illustrated by such phenomena of post-war Europe
as the rise of fascism and national socialism in the dissatisfed
and the defeated countries, and more recently by the admit-
tedly important part which the critical international situation
played in inducing Premier Blum and the more responsible
of his followers to accept defeat at the hands of the French
Senate in the summer of 1937. But perhaps nowhere has the
influence of foreign policy on domestic politics been more con-
sistently and hence more impressively demonstrated than in the
history of modern Greece.

This history, so far as it is the product of non-material forces,
has been shaped by two parallel ideologies—nationalism and
constitutionalism. The former has been motivated by a con-
sciousness of distinctness and superiority reared upon the glory
of classical Greece and the grandeur of the Byzantine Empire
and reinforced by the acknowledged primacy of the Greeks
among the Christians subject to Ottoman rule. Hence, when
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translated into a national policy, it has aimed to effect the
political restoration of Hellenism to 2 status worthy of its past
and in keeping with its contemporaneous cultural importance.
Greek constitutionalism, on the other hand, has been grounded
in the traditional association of the classical city state with lib-
erty and democracy and, more substantially, in the long prac-
tice of commumnal self- government nnder the Ottoman Empire.
It emerged, sitnultanecusly with the national insurrection of
1821, in the theoretical verbiage made familiar on the Conti-
nent by the French Revolution, and it found a propitious soil
in the speculative bhent of the Greek mind and in the increas-
ingly middle-class composition of Greek socicty. But while a
consistently potent and at times an cxplosive factor, constitu-
tionalism in Greece has been essentially subordinate to na-
tionalism. For about one hundred years the Greek people have
believed that the raison d’étre of independent Greece was, not
the welfare of her citizens, but the liberation of the much larger
Irredenta beyond her borders from alicn rule. This conviction,
which was rooted in three thousand years of Greek history, was
largely responsible for a foreign policy quite beyond the re-
sources of the country. In the face of Turkish resistance, Euro-
pean antagonism and rival Balkan nationalisms, an ambitious
program of territorial annexations and cultural penetration was
pursued by a state whose territorial exiguousness, lack of eco-
nomic self-sufliciency, and exposcd geographical location made
it more easily amenable to coercion than any other country in
Europe. This disparity between aims and resources made for
such a high degree of dependence on international develop-
ments, that {or a century the course of Greek politics has been
determined by the exigencies of foreign policy rather than by
the correlation and clash of forces within the nation.

This generalization applies especially to the fundamental
constitutional issue of the Greek state—the determination of its
form of government. At frst, the monarchy was accepted as
the surest guarantee of viability and respectability in a mili-
tantly monarchical European society; and the value of each
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dynasty to the nation was primarily gauged by its effectiveness
as an instrument of diplomacy. Prince Leopold of Coburg, the
brst serious candidate for the throne of Greece, was prompted
by sound potitical instinct when he insisted upon an extension
of boundaries as a prerequisite to his acceptance. The over-
throw of King Otho, who incarnated Greek nationalism in its
most romantic phase, was motivated less by popular indignation
at his incorrigibly unconstitutional course than by the fact that,
having forfeited the sympathy of the protecting powers, he had
become a national liability. By the same token the popularity
of his more hard-headed successor and of the Gluecksburg dy-
nasty in general increased with the successes and waned with
the failures of foreign policy. It ran the entire gamut of popu-
lar sentiment, from the enthusiasm that greeted King George's
accession because it was accompanicd by the annexation of the
Ionian Islands to the anti-dynastic clamor which followed the
defeat of 18g% and was exacerbated by Young Turk truculence
into the Republican movement of 1909.

The paramount influence of international factors on the do-
mestic development of Greece made it inevitable that the war
of 1914, which raised the issue of national expansion more
urgently and inescapably than ever before, should provoke a
proportionately violent political and constitutional crisis. ‘The
first phase of this struggle between King Constantine and Pre-
mier Venizclos included the establishment of an insurgent Ven-
izelist Government in Salonica, the expulsion of the King by
the Allies, his replacement by his second son Alexander, and
the triumph of Mr. Venizelos's interventionist policy. The sec-
ond phase terminated with the parliamentary elections of No-
vember, 1920, when, despite the victorious outcome of the war
and the rich rewards of the Treaty of Stvres, Mr. Venizelos was
decisively defeated, and by an overwhelming plebiscitary vote
King Constantine was restored to the throne which had been
vacated by Alexander’s sudden death. A third and decisive
landmark was reached in September, 1922, when the prosecu-
tion of the campaign in Anatolia after the withdrawal of Allied
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support led to the defeat of the Greek army, the establishment
of the Plastiras-Gonatas military dictatorship, the King's defini-
tive abdication and banishment, and the influx of more than a
miltlion refugees. Their pronounced Venizelist and anti-mon-
archist sentiments enabled the Republicans 1o cut short the
reign ol George [ and to proclaim the Republic by a vole of
a partisan assembly and ratify this action by the plebiscite of
April, 1924.

The fact that the anti-monarchist movement originated in a
conflict over foreign policy and triumphed as a result of mili-
tary defeat is a striking demonstration of the influence of in-
ternationat factors on the political and constitutional develop-
ment of Greeee. At the same time, the establishment of the
short-lived Republic of 192425 was the first change of regime
in one hundred years that was effected without the intervention
of those powers whose diplomatic and military assistance en-
abled Greece to achieve her independence from Ottoman rule,
The legal basis for this intervention of Great Britain, France,
and Russia in the internal affairs of Greece was provided by
the “guaranice” attached,by the three powers to the treaties
which recognized the independence of the Greek state, deter-
mined its form of government, and endowed it with a dynasty.
The fact that Greck independence was no soconer won than
it had to be qualified by the "guarantee” of the protecting pow-
ers cpitomizes, as it were, the subordination of the domestic
politics of Greece to the exigencies of her international situa-
tion.

The recognition of this fact and the desire to explove its
implications have determined the plan of this study. The first
three chapters deal with the intellectual and institutional ante-
cedents of constitutional government in Greece and with its
developmnent during the decade of revolution which began in
the spring of 1821. Chapter 1V advances the thesis that simul-
taneously with the attainment of independence from Ottoman
rule Greece forfeited to the monarchy and to the protecting
powers the internal sovercignty she had enjoyed throughout the
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Insurrection. The effect of this alienation of sovereignty and
especiaily the implications of the “guarantee™ for the constitu-
tional status of Greece are examined in the subsequent three
chapters, This inquiry is mainly historical. It does not attempt
to determine g priort the juridical meaning of the Greek "'guar-
antee.” It examines, rather, the actual policy of the “guarantor”
powers on the successive occasions on which the “guarantee”
was invoked, and it attempts to deduce from their behavior a
pragmatic conception of this elusive diplomatic instrument and
of the extent to which it impatred the sovereignty of a nominally
independent state. A brief cpilogue gives a summary review
of Greek politics from the formal abolition of the “guarantee”
in August, 1920, to the establishment of the Metaxas dictator-
ship and indicates some lines of further inquiry into the con-
stitutional history of modern Greece.

The parts of this study which impinge upon the history of
Greece since the outbreak of the World War of necessity touch
upon certain intensely controversial topics. Needless to say, 1
do not presume to pass judgment on these issues. For while 1
was as partisan as any other Greek at the time when they were
most acute, I have long since outgrown any specific bias in
connection with political developments in Greece. Such lapses
from objectivity as I may have been guilty of in the course of
this study should therefore be put down to my general temper
and outlook on politics.






Chapter One

SOURCES OF CONSTITUTIONALISM
IN MODERN GREECE

I

THE prrESERVATION of Greek nationality was favored by the
peculiar social and governmental system of the Ottoman Em-
pire at the height of its power. For both the theocratic doctrines
of the Sacred Law and the hscal needs of an essentially military
state dictated a status of ecclesiastical and cultural autonemy for
the largest group of Christian subjects who, debarred by their
religion and political subjection from governing and fighting,
performed the indispensable functions of 2 wealth-producing
and tribute-paying class. But while the peculiarities of the Ot
toman system saved the Greek nation from extinction, it was
not until the second half of the eighteenth century that Greek
nationalism became a menace to the integrity of the Empire.
Contemporaneously with and not entirely unrelated to the
decay of Ottoman institutions and the definitive ebb of Otto-
man conquest, both the material conditions and the collective
consciousness of the subject Greeks underwent those changes
which have since come to be recognized as the basic prereq-
uvisites of militant nationalism.! The most decisive factor in
this transformation was the rise of the Greek bourgeoisie to a
position of economic and financial dominance in the Erpire
and its consequent assumption of the cultural and political
leadership of the Greek nation. In alliance with its traditional
by-product, a mentally alert and politically restless intelligent-
sia, it promoted an intellectual revival which indoctrinated more

*For the decay of Otteman institutions (feuda]ism, child-tribute, ete)), sce
John K. Kordatns, Political History of Modern Greece, Vol. 1.
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or less effectively all classes of the Greek people and prepared
the national temper for decisive action.?

The minds of the Greek middle class and of the intelligentsia
were largely formed by their contact with Western Europe
during the period of intense intellectual ferment which culmi. -
nated in the French Revolution. The upheaval caused by the
impact of subversive ideas upon the social order of the ancien
régime strengthened their conviction that an analogous intel-
lectual preparation must precede the political rehabilitation of
Hellenism. Influenced by the prevalent attitude of worshipful
genulflexion before classical antiguity and the equally fashion-
able denigration of the “Low Empire,” they concetved this
preparation as a reorientation of the national mind from the
Byzantine and ecclesiastical towards the classical tradition.
Hence the numerous schools founded by wealthy Greek mer-
chants and the more public spirited of the Phanariots and
staffed by teachers educated at their expense in the West, aimed
to free education from the dominance of clericalism and scho-
lastic pedantry by introducing the study of mathematics, the
natural sciences, and contemporary philosophy and by stressing
the substance rather than the mere grammar of the classics. And
just as they derived this essentially secular outlook and educa-
tional program from the Enlightenment, they found in the
French Revolution a congenial political philosophy which could
serve both as an incitement to insurrection and as the ideo-
logical foundation of the new state. The most representative of
these transmitters were Adamantios Koraes, the scholar, and
Rhigas ol Velestinos, the man of action. Their writings, how-
ever crude and unsystematic, contain the basic political ideas n
which Greek constitutionalism is grounded and are therefore
an essential introduction to the constitutional history of mod-

ern Greece.
11

The main factors of the Greck intellectual revival of the
late eightcenth century—mercantile wealith in the service of

', Thereianos, Adamantios Koraes, Tntroduction.
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education and scholarship and the impregnation of both with
the thought then prevalent in Western Europe—are strikingly
exemplified in the career of Adamantios Koraes. His family, in
which the pursuit of learning had been a tradition for several
generations,® had emigrated from Chios to Smyrna, where he
was born in 1748. Entering his father's firm at an early age,
he was sent, in 1772, as its representative to Amsterdam. But
he soon abandoned business for the study of medicine in Mont-
pellier, whence he moved to Paris in 1788. e remained there
until his death in 1833, only tepidly interested in the contem-
porancous scene, because he was absorbed in what he conceived
as a labor of scholarship and patriotism: the editing of the
works of classical authors, which he published with the help of
a regular subvention from the brothers Zosimadai, a Greek
firm, of Leghorn, and periodic contributions by other Greeks
of the mercantile class.

Though his direct contact with Western Europe began in
the reign of Louis XV and ended in the third year of the July
Monarchy, he never threw off the influences of his formative
years. Having absorbed the dominant spirit of the age of rea-
son, he concerned himself throughout his life, not with the
universe and God, but with human society and man.* This es-
sentially secular outlook manifested itself in his consistent anti-
clericalism. Applying to the Eastern Orthodox Church the cri-
terion of social usefulness, he condemuned it with Voltairean
severity because by its obscurantist educational policy and its
exhortations to resignation to and acquiescence in Ottoman
rule on the ground of the divine origin of all authority, it re-
tarded the intellectual progress and the political liberation of
the Greek nation.® At the same time, he shared the prevalent
contemporary faith in human perfectibility through the ability
of reason to convert knowledge into both virtue and power, and

* His p;itcmal grandfather, Antonios Koracs, was one of the leaders of the
ciducational movement early in the eighteenth century.

“ }le also kept up a veluminous and far-Rung correspondence and translated
Becearia's Crimes and Punishment.

* Thereianos. ofr. ¢it., I, 42.
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he therefore regarded education as the prime molder of human
destiny. The result of these convictions was his lifelong effort
to lay the groundwork of a system of secular and utilitarian
education which should inspire the Greek people with the will
to freedom and equip them for the good life as a free nation.
This effort was directed into two main channels: reform of the
language, intended to provide a common literary medium as a
prercquisite to political unity;® and familiarization of his coun-
trymen with the thought of their ancestors through the pub-
lication of a monumental series of the Greek classics. The
extensive prolegomena to these successive editions, and par-
ticularly to Aristotie’s Politics, which appeared six months after
the outbreak of the Greek War of Independence, contain the
most coherent exposition of his political philosophy.”

Koraes was by no means an idolatrous worshiper of the an-
cients. He contrasted the elevation and wisdon of their think-
ing in the fields of ethics and politics with the ineptitude of
their statecraft; but being essentially a moralist, he overlooked
the environmental causes of this discrepancy between thought
and action and was inclined to attribute the failure of the
Greeks to achieve political urity to their faults of character, of
which he considered envy the worst because it bred injustice
and dissension. Since he detected the same shortcomings in the
modern Greeks, he had grave misgivings about their ability to
live in peace and unity after the attainment of independcence.
But true to his perfectibilist faith, he was convinced that these
defects, which he believed had been aggravated by centuries of
subjection to Turkish rule, could be remedied by education.
With the naiveié of the cloistered theorist, he ascribed the

* He sought to effect a compromise between the “Atticists.,” who wanted fo
restore classical Groek, and the advocates of the spoken tlongue as a literary
medinm. By purging the vernacular of post-classical accretions and by adapting
it 10 ancient grammatical forms, he created the “Katharevoussa,” which became
the official, but ncver the spoken or the lecrary, language of modern Greece.
Tts gradual amalgamation with the spoken idiom has produced the mixed
language of the educated dasses which is becoming increasingly prevalent and

seems to promise a solution of bilingualism.
? Adamantios Koraes, ed., FProlegomena to the Politics of Aristotle.
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internecine strife which attended the War of Independence to
the intellectual and moral unpreparedness of his countrymen;
and he would, therefore, have preferred to postpone the Insur-
rection until the middle of the nineteenth century in order to
allow the educational effort begun in his generation to bear
frait.

With this predisposition to stress the human factor® in social
change, he combined a rather uncritical acceptance of the Nat-
ural Rights school of political thought. He adopted the hypoth-
esis of a pre-social state of nature and the contractual origin of
society, and borrowed from all three of its main variants, ap-
parently unaware of their contradictions. Hobbes, Locke, and
Roussean jostle one another in attempts at political theorizing
such as the statement that “men were united to form civil so-
ciety in order to escape the daily conflicts and the injustice re-
sulting from the untempered freedom prevalent in a state of
nature”; the assertion that when they effected this union “they
gave up only a small part of their unlimited freedom in order
to preserve the rest in peace”; the definition of liberty as “the
authority enjoyed by every citizen to do everything not for-
bidden by the law, which means, not whatever he will, but
what he willed when he first joined his fellow citizens to form
a political society”; and the definition of law as “the expression
of the general will of a group of men” who, in order to set up
a state, “have bound themselves by means of a political com-
pact.”® With regard to equality, he held that “though nature
has endowed us at birth with identical senses, passions, and
nceds,” the postnatal development of every individual diverges
more and more from that of his fellows. He described the re-
sultant inequality as “born of necessity” and “nature’s handi-
work,” and he concluded, citing Aristotle, that the only perma-
nent equality is founded on merit.’® He warned that equality

"It is a misfortune that we have revolted at a time when public education
had hardly begun.” Koraes to Jefferson, July 10, 1823. Manuscript in U. §. De-
parement of State, Washipgton, 1. C. Letters to Jefterson, Series 2z, Vol. XXIIL,
Mo. 10g9. See also F. Argyropouloes, Adamantios Koraes, p. 168.

* Koraes, op. cit. 1w i bid.
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before the law (isonomia) must not be confused with equality
of status (isolimia); and in a somewhat ambiguous passage,
which seems to hark back to Sieyés's classic distinction between
active and passive citizens, he maintained that in all “legally
constituted states there must be both those who govern and
those who are governed, those who contribute the funds needed
for public expenditure and those who allocate these contribu-
tions.” 1

These theoretical views, applied to the realities of Greek
politics, explain Koraes's hostility to the hereditary aristocracy
which had developed in the Ionian Islands under Venetian rule,
his distrust of the landowning oligarchy of Greece proper, and
his contempt for the Phanariots, who were doubly odious to
him as claimants of the Byzantine heritage and as servants of
the Ottoman Government. But though his love of democracy
and equality often betrayed him into pedantic vagaries, he was
on solid ground when he strongly deprecated the selection of a
dynasty from the native aristocracy of Greece. For this opinion
did not merely rellect his anti-aristocratic prejudices but also
was based on a shrewd appraisal of the egalitarian temper of a
people singularly averse to elevating one of themselves to a
position of unique eminence, which thereby becomes inacces-
sible to the rest.1?

Koraes's opinions become increasingly moderate as he pro-
ceeds from generalities to specific prescriptions. The more rad-
ical phases of the French Revolution must have bred in him a
fear of democracy, “the polity of the foolish,” which he rejects
as decisively as he rejects oligarchy, “the polity of the cunning.”
His reiterated advice to his insurgent countrymen is that they
follow *“‘the middle road.”** The lawmakers must be selected
by and among the most “sagacious” citizens. “And since these
men of sagacity are to be found neither among the very rich
nor among the excessively poor, the majority of the legislators
should be recruited from the middle class,” which, he charac-
teristically adds, “is the most easily amenable to reason.”’ 14 He

L fbid, 2 Ihid. B Ibhid. v Thid,
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conceives the aim of “good legislation” to be the welfare of the
majority; and he dismisses the troublesome problem of the
rights of the minority with the sanguine assertion that “what-
ever is for the good of the many cannot be detrimental to any
of the few.”?® Though convinced that “man is an acquisitive,
just as he is a political, animal and that he would never have
become civilized without the institution of private property,”
he deprecated the accumulation of wealth and believed that,
given the absence of both an aristocracy on the West-European
pattern and a plutocracy and the preponderance of people of
moderate means, Greece had a sound social basis for what he
considered a sensible form of government. He capped this Jef-
fersonian doctrine, appropriately enough, with a panegyric of
agriculture, the source of prosperity and the breeder of “virtue,”
to which he therefore urged his countrymen to devote themselves
even before they engaged in “commerce and the arts,” in order
to repair the material and spiritual ravages of the Insurrection.’®

With regard to the form of government to be adopted by the
new state, Koraes either wavered between his theoretical pref-
erences and what he conceived to be the exigencies of the inter-
national position of Greece or refrained from detailed prescrip-
tion, possibly because he did not feel at home in the field of
constitutional theory. The only settled convictions discernible
in his writings are a strong aversion to absolutism and a daunt-
less faith in constitutional and representative government.
Though he was apparently not opposed to monarchy on prin-
ciple and, indeed, regarded it as a necessity for "‘populous and
large states,” he deemed it an expensive luxury for a small and
poor country and asserted that “subjection to a king” would
be tantamount to “a second conquest.”’'” But realizing that

* Ihid.  Jhid.

U Compare Lombardos™ speech, Feb. 25, 1874 (addressing the King): "Mon-
archy has rone of the reasons for existence obtaining in the rest of Europe.
Nevertheless, you will remain stable if you understand this, we are all republi-
cans, and we also love equality more than liberty. And we don’t recognize any
Greek as above the rest of us. Hence a republic is impossible for the present.”
Cited by G. Philarcios, Notes, 1848-1923.
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post-Napoleonic Europe would hardly tolerate both an inde-
pendent and a republican Greece, he conceded the advisability
of establishing a monarchial form of government, provided it
was limited by a constitution patterned alter the TFrench Char-
ter of 1814 and the Greek people had a voice in the selection of
their first ruler. At the same time, on the not unreasonable as-
sumption that once this selection was made Greece would be
committed to the power or group of powers most closely related
to her dynasty and estranged from the rest, he urged the ex-
pediency of <lclay in the hope that “as long as they remain
without a king, the Greeks will have all the Christian monarchs
for their protectors.” 8

Disappointed in this hope and distllusioned with Europe, he
turned, two years later, to Jefferson with a request for his ex-
pert advice. He was rewarded with a dissertation in the happiest
Jeffersonian vein “on the subject of national government,” in
which the veteran theorist and statesman commended the
Greeks [or having begun “at the right end,” that is, with edu-
cation, and, after stressing the relativity of political éystcms and
declaring that the governmentatl principles of Atheus and Lace-
dacmon “are not the doctrines of the present age,” proceeded
to expound federalism and states’ rights, the system of checks
and balances, the advantages and dangers of a bicameral fegis-
lature, the difference between the collegiate and a single execu-
tive, the importance of providing for amendment of the con-
stitution, and the need of incotporating in it a Bill of Rights
for the “protection of the life, liberty, property and safety of
the citizen.” As regards the basic form of government, while
insisting on a single in preference to a collegiate executive, he
left the question whether this “cthnarch” should be elective
or “more stable” and “his office more permanent” to be deter-

"Iy is a misfortune for us”” he writes 1o Jefferson, July 1o, 1823, ebviously
rveferring to the post-Napoleenic reaction, “that we are the neighbors of sclf-
styled enlightencd nations at a time when they are passing through a crisis;
and even iE this crisis terminates in the triumph of the litile freedor they are
enjoying, we may fear that they will grant liberty to Greece only in.so far as il
is compatible with their interests.” Manuscript in UL 8. Department of State.
Washington, ). C. Letters to Jefferson, Series 2, ¥ol. XXIT. No. 1o,
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mined by the position of Greece "among the warring powers
of Europe.” Finally, he recommended a unitary rather than a
federal state as more suitable to the probable size of Greece,
and strict adherence to representative government, a device
which gives modern peoples a “'signal advantage” over the
ancients® These views were the more acceptable to Koraes
because they supported his own conviction that the reasons for
the downfall of ancient Grecce, apart from the faults and vices
of the people, were the territorial and political disunion of the
city states and the direct participation of the citizens in govern-
ment.?® It was obviously with Jefferson’s reservations regarding
federalism and his advice about representative institutions in
mind that he urged Mavrocordatos “to do all in his power to
organize the new Greek state on the Anglo-American pattern.”

Deeply distressed by the domestic strife that attended the
Insutrection almost from its inception, he at first greeted
Capodistrias as a liberator, comparable to Timoleon ol Syra-
cuse, who would put an end to factionalism and anarchy and
salvage the hard-won independence of Greece. But, as was to be
expected from a doctrinaire liberal who surveyed the situation
from his ivory tower in distant Paris, he soon joined the ranks
of the president's enemies and accused him of having “abol-
ished the Constitution, united the three separate powers of the
State in his own person and . . . dared to smash the most effec-
tive weapon of liberty—freedom of the press.” At the same time,
inveterately Russophobe even after Russia’s decisive contribu-
tion to the independence of Greece, he accepted uncritically the
theory of Capodistrias’s subserviency to Russia and laid the
ultimate blame for his assassination at the door of the Holy
Alliance, “which sent him to subjugate Greece to the Russian
yoke."?

With a corresponding revival of his lifelong faith in the

# Jefferson to Koraes, Oct. g1, 1823. H. A. Washington, ed., Writings of
Thomas Jefferson, V11, 318-24.

® “The more similar the Constitution of Greece is to yours, the more your
interests will be favored in preference to those of other countrics.” Koraes to
Jeffesson, Jan. zo, 1828, ® John Mavrogordata, Modern Greece, p. 12.



8 SOURCES OF CONSTITUTIONALISM

relative disinterestedness of France, after the passing of Capo-
distrias Koraes urged that Greece should place herself under
French protection and reorganize her governmental system un-
der Trench guidance. As to the nature of this system, he appar-
ently no longer felt compelled to sacrifice his republican sym-
pathics to international exigencics: a king would be "the worst
thing for Greece even if he were the cqual of Marcus Aurelivs.”
Characteristic of this last phase, during which he clung to the
ideals of a liletime with the querulous tenacity of old age, was
the opinion, expressed apropos of King Otho’s designation by
the powers, that Greece would be far better off with Lafayette
as a "guide” than with a2 mere “kinglet of cighteen” as a ruler.
This preference for the statesman who carried the libertarian
tradition of 178g down to the reign of Louis Philippe came
very fittingly from this contemporary scholar who, himself a
survival of the Enlightenment and the Revolution, had been
throughout a long life their foremost interpreter to renascent
Greece.
111

Vastly different were the personality and the carcer of
Rhigas of Velestinos, a contemporary of Koraes and, like him,
a product and a leader of the intellectual preparation that pre-
ceded the Greck War of Independence. His brief but chequered
life and the manner of his death stamp him as a combination
of drcamer and man of action, bent upon the immediate
achievement of independence and hence inclined to the short-
cuts of agitation and counspiracy rather than the slow processes
of education as a prelude to insurrection.?” The indictment of
his Austirian captors, wlto handed him over to the Ottoman
authorities to be exccuted (June 12, 1798), accused him of
conspiring “‘to bring about an uprising of the Greek nation . . .
against its Jegitimate ruler and to establish a popular govern-
ment patterned on the French Constitution.”?® While this is

* Born in 1757, Arrested by the Austrian police in Trieste, Dec. 19, 1797
handed over to the Turkish authoritics and execuled (probably) duting the
night of June y1-12, r798.

# Report of Vieona police to the Minister of the Tnterior, Thee. 28, 1797,
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an accurate description of his immediate aim, a study of his
most effective writings, the revolutionary battle hymn and his
Constitution, discloses a political program of much larger
scope: the reconstruction of the Ottoman Empire into a demo-
cratic commonwealth embracing all races and creeds and
founded upon political liberty and social justice. That Rhigas
was not a harrow nationalist, but a generous-hearted humani-
tarian who abhorred oppression irrespective of its racial or class
incidence, no student of his life and of his writings can doubt.
But as a widely traveled observer, a keen student of Balkan
conditions, and an experienced diplomat trained in the Phana-
riot chancelleries of the Danubian principalities, he must have
known that his dazzling vision of a revolution which was to be
at once political, social, and supernational could not, in the
prevailing circumstances, be translated into a program of action.
For it postulated a basic cultural unity, similar to that enjoyed
by France for centuries before her Revolution, which was no-
toriously Jacking both in the Ottoman Empire as a whole and
among its Christian subjects; it presupposed the acceptance of
Greek leadership, which was by no means certain, despite the
as yet embryonic condition of the other Balkan nationalisms
at the end of the eighteenth century; and it assumed an attitude
of aloofness and acquiescence, if not of active support, on the
part of the European powers, which was equally problematic.
Nor could Rhigas have been unaware of the inconsistencies and
contradictions of his revolutionary gospel. Though he intended
it for all the peoples of the Empire, “Christians and Turks”
without distinction of religion, “for all are the children of God
and descendants of Adam,”?¢ he preached it in the name of the
Cross and made St. Sophia its symbol and its goal. Even if
he had confined it to the Sultan’s Christian subjects, the effec-
tiveness of its appeal was impaired by the fact that it was
couched in the Greek language, was largely inspired by Greek
history, and voiced essentially Greek aspirations.

Tt is therelore apparent that Rhigas adopted in his hortatory

n Konstantinos Amantos, Documents emicerning Rhigas of Velestinos, p. 29
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writings the time-honored technique of revolutionary agitation.
While his vision of universal brotherhood within a regenerated
Ottoman Empire was no less sincere than Mazzini's dream of
a European union of free peoples, he had, like the great apostie
of Italian unity, a more immediate and pressing aim: the res-
toration of Hellenism to its political independence and primacy.
This was the program of Rhigas the statesman. But since all
existing discontents are fish to an agitator’s net, Rhigas the
agitator addressed his impassioned revolutionary call to all the
incipient separatism within the Empire, firmly convinced, like
all the prophets of romantic and liberal nationalism, that uni-
versal brotherhood would inevitably result from the liberation
of his own nation. Nor were his efforts entirely wasted, for his
revolutionary gospel let into the Balkan peninsula the new
winds of doctrine blowing from the West and to that extent
sowed the seed of future change. At the same time, within the
narrawer ficld of his immediate endeavor, his precept and ex-
ample created a legend which contributed potently to the
growth of the militant national conscionusness that launched the
War of Independence a generation after his death.®

It is evident from the map (significantly surmounted with a
picture of Alexander the Great), which Rhigas circulated “for
the enlightenment of the nation,” that he intended the terri-
torial extent of the new state to conform to the extreme his-
torical claims of Hellenism. On the other hand, he patterned
its public law and political institutions upon those of Revolu-
tionary France, His New Polity of the People of Rumeli, Asia
Minor, the Mediterranean Islands and Wallacho-Moldavia,*®
while revealing the author’s familiarity with most of the con-
stitutional fiterature of the Revolution, is largely borrowed
from the democratic and republican Constitution of the Year 1.
It begins with an explanation of the origin of socicty, and the

* Rhigass “Battle Ilymn.”

™ He was private secretary (o successive Phanariot governors of Maldavia and
Wallachia and was engaged becausc of his French and republican sympathics as
“dragoman” of the French consuiate in Wallachia, See Phanis Michalopouios,
Rhigas of Velestinos.
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state, which is a popularized and somewhat fanciful mixture of
Rousseau, Hobbes, and the Natural Rights theory. He attributes
the abandonment of the state of nature and the founding of
civil society to the desire of men to safeguard their natural
rights, “of which no one on earth may deprive them,” and
which are equality before the law, liberty, and security. The
ensuing Declavation of the Rights of Man, being an instrument
of propaganda addressed to a heterogeneous and variously op-
pressed constituency, is more diffuse and explanatory and at the
same tirme more broadly humanitarian than its French proto-
type. Tlus, it does not mention private property among the
natural rights, but recognizes it implicitly by including it in
the concept of security and by prohibiting expropriation except
in case of public need and aflter due indemnification. On the
other hand, the provision (apparently borrowed from Byzan-
tine law and the seisachtheia of the Greek city states) * author-
izing cancellation of all debts after a five-year period during
which the creditor has received the equivalent of his principal
in interest, shows little respect for property rights and the letter
of contractual obligations.?® Further, the Declaration signifi-
cantly stresses the absence of religious discrimination as part
of the concept of cquality, defines law as “a {ree decision made
with the consent of the entire people,” and prohibits its retro-
active application, grants the franchise to “the mass of the peo-
ple” {and not merely to “the rich and the notables”), guaran-
tees freedom of speech, of the press, and of assembly, lays down
the principle of universal, compulsory, and free education, pro-
vides for due process of law, rejects summary cxecution even in
cases involving conspiracy against the state, and proclaims the
right and duty of resistance to oppression.

# Fustel de Coulanges thinks it applied to the freeing of clients from the
cupatrids {emabling them to own land). “Ceux qui sur cette terre subissaiont

ia crnelle servitude et tremblaient devant un maitre, je les ai faits libres.” La

Cité antique, p. 315,

= Th. Tsaisos, “Nolcs on Rhigas's ‘Polity,” " in Amantos, of. cit. Mr. Tsatsos
infers from this provision, which points to an extremely high rate of interest,
ihe great scarcily of liquid noncy in Greece toward the end of the cighteenth

century.
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The Constitution proper, by declaring “a Greek and a citi-
zen” any one who speaks the vernacular “even if he resides in
the Antipodes,” subscribes to one of the basic ideas of Greek
nationalism, the unity of the Greek people irrespective of ter-
ritorial boundaries.® It also recognizes the cultural dependence
of the new state on its more enlightened Western ncighbors by
conferring cttizenship and special honors on Europeans who
transplant to Greece the “wisdom and the arts” of the West.
For the rest, it follows faithfully the Constitution of the Year I,
except in the provisions for a bicameral legislature and a col-
legiate exccutive of five members, which are adapted, with slight
variations, lrom the Constitution of the Year I11.

This cclectic borrowing, necessitated by Rhigas's lack of
originality as a political thinker, was also dictated by his aims.
His self-imposed task was not to draw up the fundamental law
of a state that was yet to be born, but to hasten its birth by his
propagandist writings. It was with a view to increasing the effi-
cacy of his call to national insurrection that he attempted to
formulate the principles of natural rights, popular sovereignty,
representative government, and the unitary state, which were
basic to the constitutional development of modern Greece.?

v

Quite independently of the educational work of Koraes
anedl the revolutionary agitation of Rhigas, the ideas of the
French Revolution, having made their way at the turn of the

® Rhigass preference for the spoken tongue, which he uses to the best of his
ability in his writings, is chagacteristic of his democratic temper, his skill as an
agitator, and his wisdom as a statesmran.

® 1t can hardly be mainiained. however, that Rhigas’s constitution exerted
much direct influence on the Greck Revelution. For though Rhigass constitn-
tien was doubitless known 1o his contemporaries and seems to have inspired The
Grech Monarchy, wrillen by John Kelettes in 1806 and dedicated to Rhuigas, it
cannot have had a very wide cirenlation during the following generarion, be-
cause it was among the documents confiscated by the Aunsteian police at the time
of his arvest. The text I have used was first published hy P Chiotis in 1871 in
the Greek periodical Parthienon and was reissued in pamphblet form in 1524,
On the other hand, the Preamble was much more widely known, having heen
circalated as part of Rhigas's “"Rattle Jlymn.” For a detailed discussion ol
Rhigas's writings sce Amantos, op. cil., Introdaction.
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century to the westernmost region of Greece in the wake of
the French armies, brought about social and political changes,
the repercussions of which were eventually felt by the entire na-
uon. The lonian Islands (otherwise called Heptanesus on ac-
count of their number), have played an important part in the
history of medieval and modern Greece. Their location made
them a bridge for the cultural traffic which flowed mostly from
East to West in the heyday of the Byzantine Empire but re-
versed itself after the Latin and the Ottoman conquests. En-
joying among the regions of Greece the unique distinction of
freedom from Ottoman rule, they developed in the course of
their long contact with the West a culture which, except for
their {irm adherence to the Eastern Orthodox Church, was
largely derived from Italy. During four centuries of political
association with Venice,® they built up a tradition of strictly
conditional and oligarchic but effective self-government func-
tioning in a society which was structurally akin to the classic
pattern of the ancien régime and politically dominated by a
small and proud aristocracy.?? Relatively untouched by the con-
servative influences emanating from distant Constantinople and
in close contact with the cducational revival and linguistic re-
form carried out in the cities of the nearby Epirotic mainland,
they initiated early in the nineteenth century the most original
and creative literary movement in modern Greece, and thereby
helped to establish the spoken tongue as the dominant medium
of modern Greek literature. Finally, their proximity to the
West, their political vicissitudes from the end of Venetian rule
in 1797 to the union with Greece in 1864, and the structure
of their society, which included, besides a masterful aristocracy,
a wide-awake and militant bourgeoisie and intelligentsia and a
far from supine artisan class and peasantry, made them a labora-
tory of political experimentation and a school of leadership for
the entire nation. It was during the troubled period following

® 15861797,

2 Of the four major islands, Corfu (the capital} and Zanta were most aris.
tocratic, the number of families entered in the latter's Golden Book being only
nincty-three; whereas Kephalionia and Santa Maura were more democratic.
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the French incursion into the Heptanesian archipelago that
John Capodistrias, a native of Corfu, won his spurs in diplo-
macy and statesmanship. While serving under the French, Rus-
sian, and British armies of occupation, Theodore Colocotronis
and other free lances from the mainland lost some of their un-
critical admiration for European omniscience and omnipotence
and gained an insight into European diplomacy which con-
vinced them that the liberation of Greece could not be achieved
by the favor of this or that power, but through the self-reliant
and resolute exertions of the Greek people. The encouragement
of education under British rule, in conjunction with the long
fight against the British protectorate, produced an intelligent
and politically-minded citizenry whose representatives in the
Greek Parliament after the union brought considerable intellec-
tual distinction into Greek politics. The extent and variety of
their influence can be gauged by the fact that they included
men as different in outlook as George Theotokis, the most aris-
tocratic of Greek prime ministers, Constantine Lombardos,
whose liberal constitutionalism did not always conceal his re-
publican convictions, and Roccos Hoidas, one of the two con-
sistent Republicans to enter the Greek Parliament before 1909
and a good deal of a socialist as well.

The impact of French ideas upon the Islands produced po-
litical convulsions analogous to those in other parts of Europe
where the revolutionary armies had carried the explosive trinity
of liberty, equality, and fraternity. Until the coming of the
French, the Heptanesian archipelago had formed a vestigial
part of the Venetian Empire, but it had enjoyed a large degree
of autonomy under the rule of the local aristocracy. The Sig-
noria of Venice contented itself with the exercise of general
and supreme control through its appointed agents: a governor
general, with a three-year term, a2 governor for each of the
islands, a grand judge, and three “inquisitors” sent out period-
ically to investigate conditions and report on the conduct of
all public officials. The actual rulers were the Heptanesian aris-
tocracy, registered in a Golden Book like its Venetian proto-
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type, and acting through its representatives who constituted the
Grand Council. This body, meeting annually, elected and dele-
gated its powers to “little councils” for cach of the Islands; and
these in turn discharged their functions through two elective
bodies: (a) the syndics—a collegiate mayoralty—, and (b) the
judges, who assisted the grand judge in a consultative capacity.
Apart from these permanent organs, the Islands had direct ac-
cess to the home government through special emissaries who
could be sent whenever necessary to present grievances.

This oligarchic regime was brought to an end when the Is-
lands were occupied by a detachment of Bonaparte's troops
after his first Italian campaign and the preliminaries of Loeben.
Though the French occupation lasted less than two years, it
brought about a decisive transformation in the temper and
considerable change in the institutions of the Heptanesian peo-
ple. The overthrow of the oligarchic government, the burning
of the Golden Book, Bonaparte’s proclamation from Milan
decreeing the abholition of feudalism,* the democratization of
the municipal bodies, the freeing of the peasantry from com-
pulsory labor in the government salt works, the reform of civil
and eriminal justice, and the extension of educational facilities
released popular forces which would henceforth have to be
reckoned with regardless of the political regime or the interna-
tional status of the Istands. The attempt made by the oligarchs
after the French had been driven out by the Russians to restore
government by the principali ¢ notabili provoked popular up-
risings against what was characteristically dubbed the “Byzan-
tine Constitution.” Following the departure of the Russian
troops this democratic temper found expression in the stillborn
Constitution of 1801, which proclaimed in its preamble that
natural rights confer “perfect equality” and hence “the equal
right to participate in making the social contract and the laws
required -for its functioning, and to elect represcntatives (o
whom the totality of citizens delegate their power.” Somewhat
less daring in its provisions, it combined universal suffrage with

# Seventh Brmmaire, Sixtly Year of the Repnhlic; not immedialely enforced.
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indirect election and made eligibility to the “Executive Coun-
cil" a privilege of only the “best citizens” (aristot), that is,
landowners who had reached their thirtieth year:—a restriction
apparently intended to conciliate the aristocracy and showing
that its long rule had bred in the Heptanesian people a defer-
ential and trusting attitude toward their “betters.”

Owing to the opposition of the conservatives, these provisions
remnained a dead letter until the change in the international
status of the Islands brought about by the Treaty of Amiens
necessitated a new constitutional deal. The ensuing Constitu-
tion of 1803 was a rather conservative bourgeois document cast
to large extent in the institutional molds of the Venetian re-
gime. It created a more elastic electorate based, not on heredi-
tary privilege, but on individual—mainly property—qualifica-
tions. At the same time, it showed a distinctly egalitarian bias
by disfranchising bachelors under sixty in order to discourage
celibacy as a means of averting the parceling out of property.
Under its provisions the assembly of each island, composed of
the active citizens and meeting every two years, elected its quota
of representatives to the Heptanesian Parliament, which con-
sisted of a fower House and a Senate with a membership of forty
and scventeen, respectively. The former, during its annual ses-
sion of two months, elected the President of the Republic, the
severi members of the supreme court, the chiefs of the admin-
istrative departments, and the auditors. The Senate, on the other
hand, of whose membership half were re-elected annually, func-
tioned as the executive branch of the government and was
therefore presided over by the President of the Republic. Both
the chief executive and the Senate were under surveillance of
the auditors and subject to impeachiment by the lower house.
Finally, a judiciary was set up independent of both the execu-
tive and the legislature; ability to read and write Greek, which
had been officially banned under Venetian rule, was made a
requirement for holding public office, and a process of revision
was devised for several Articles designated as “‘non-essential.”

This constitution of the first independent Greek state since
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the fall of Constantinopie, in the dralting of which the youthful
John Capodistrias took a prominent part as secretary of state,
secured for the Islands a period of orderly and peaceful seif-
government until their reoccupation by French troops under
Marshal Berthier in accordance with the Tilsit agreements put
an end to Heptanesian independence and closed a decade of
intensive constitutional experimentation. Reconquered by the
British in 1814 and converted {by the Treaty of November 5,
1815) into a British protectorate, “the United States of the
Ionjan Islands” were compelled to observe an official neutrality
during the War of Independence and to wait until 1864 for
their union with Greece. Though they kept up increasingly
close economic and cultural relations with Greece throughout
this period and indirectly cxerted considerable political in-
fluence, they were obviously unable to give the new state dur-
ing its turbulent formative years the full benefit of their recent
experiments with political institutions.

v

While familiavity with the political thought of the West
was confirted at the outbreak of the War of Independence to a
very small educated minority, the bulk of the Greek people
were not entirely unpracticed in the rudimentary processes of
scif-government. They owed this training to the large measure
of autonomy they enjoyed under Ottoman rule®* This regime,
which was fostered by the peculiar predilection of the theocratic
Ottoman state for dealing with its non-Moslem subjects as cor-
porate units rather than as individuals, had two aspects: funda-
mentally ecclesiastical and communal, it embraced the entire
“Romaic Nation,”" that is, the Christian subjects of the Sultan
who belonged to the Eastern Orthodox Church; at the same
time, in the p:‘eponderantly Greek regions of the Empire, it
assumed a territorial character and developed concurrently into
municipal and provincial selb-government.

Because it was granted by a theocratic state, the autonomous

® N @, Moschovakis, Public Law in Greece under Turkish Rule.
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status of the “Romaic Nation™ was itselfl a theocracy. The Pa-
triarch of Constantinople was not merely the religious head of
the Eastern Orthodox community but also, subject to the ulti-
mate control of the Imperial Government, its political chief.
By virtue of his spiritual authority he was vested with far-
reaching temporal powers—judicial, fiscal, and administrative,
which were delegated to the ccclesiastical hierarchy, from arch-
bishops down to village priests, and were exercised with the
codperation of elected lay councils.® The erection within the
framework of the Empire of this autonomous entity which was
coterminous with the Greck Church, enabled a Mohammedan
state to stand atoof from the governance of those of its subjects
who were outside the ambit of the Sacred Law and, at the same
time, to secure their allegiance by transferring responsibility for
their good behavior to the shoulders of their ecclesiastical and
lay leaders. The latter were cnjoined, in the words of Sultan
Mahmud II, "to watch day and night over those entrusted to
their guidance, to observe their conduct and to discover and
report their lawless actions to my government”; in short, to be
the agents of the paramount power in perpetuating the subjec-
tion of their Mock. The execution of Patriarch Gregory V with
several prelates and lay dignitaries in April, 1821, because of
their failure to avert the outbreak of the Greek Insurrection is
a classic illustration of the manner—both preventive and re-
pressive—in which this system of government by hostages was
intended to function and accounts for the political conservatism
of the Greck Church quite as much as its inherently authori-
tarian and anti-revolutionary bias.?®

The samce principle of corporate relationship between rulers
and ruled was applied by the Ottoman Empire to the fiscal obli-
gations of jts Greek subjects; but the burden of collective re-
sponsibility was shifted from the Church, which represented the
“Romaic Nation" in its entirety, to its component units, that
15, the autonomous communes. Hence, the regime of municipal

* Ihid., pp. 62-64.
* See §. Tricoupes, Hislory of the Greek Revolution, Vol, 1L



SCURCES OF CONSTITUTIONALISM 29

autonomy, which existed in most parts of Greece during the
Frankish and Byzantine periods, was maintained and expanded
after the Ottoman conquest, because it not only fitted into the
Ottornan system of indirect government but also served the
peculiar needs of fiscal administration. These arose basically
from the prevalent method of raising revenue, whereby the
contribution of cach province to the imperial treasury was fixed
in advance and the task of collection was turned over to the
provincial authorities, who in turn found it expedient to invoke
the codperation of the representatives of the subject race in
order to distribute the quota among districts and communes
and transler to them responsibility for full payment. This pro-
cedure was acceptable both to the Ottoman authorities, because
it concentrated responsibility and facilitated the exertion of
pressure, and to the Greek taxpayers because it reduced contact
with Ottoman officials to a minimum and promoted self-gov-
ernment. Thus, in the preponderantly Greek parts of the Em-
pire the commune functioned not merely as a component unit
of the “"Romaic Nation™ governed by its lay elders and the
clergy in accordance with the privileged status conferred upon
the Greek Church but also as a full-fledged municipality having
complete charge of its internal administration and as a buffer
between its individual members and the organs of the central
government.

Upon this substructure of municipal self-government was
superimposed a regime of provincial autonomy which, dictated
as it was by strategic, cconomic, and often purely personal con-
siderations, varied enormously from one region to another and
was repeatedly modified by the changing exigencies of imperial
policy. Thus the dour and inaccessible region of Maina enjoyed
virtual independence under the most tenuous form of Ottoman
suzerainty, symbolized by a nominal tribute; and even after
the abortive insurrection of 1770, except for the appointment
of its headman by the Admiral of the Fleet {Capoudan Pasha),
and the raising of the tribute from four to fifteen thousand
piastres, it retained intact its peculiar social organization and
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its institutions of sell-government. The Aegean Islands, which
were held much more firmly within the imperial framework be-
canse of their economic and strategic importance, were gov-
erned by their native oligarchies of “primates”; and though the
Admiral of the Fleet, who represented the central government
in the great majority of the Islands, could oppose his veto to
all the decisions of the local authorities and had exclusive juris-
diction in the field of criminal justice, he gencrally refrained
from interference as long as they were not in arrears with their
taxes, kept the peace, and did not attempt to sever their con-
nection with the Empire. Continental Greece, on the other
liand, which was largely rural and pastoral and in its moun-
tainous scctions a hotbed of chronic insurgency, was under the
direct control of the Imperial Government except for a few
isolated regions, the most remarkable of which were two fed-
erations of industrial and commercial communities in Eastern
T'hessaly. Finally, the Peloponnesus, after the Venetians had
been driven out in the first quarter of the eighteenth century,
was placed under an elaborate hierarchy of Ottoman officials;
but having at the same time retained and expanded its autono-
mous institutions, it presented on the eve of the Insurrection the
clearest pattern of their relation to and co-ordination with the
central government.®

The main {unctionaries of the Imperial Government in the
Peloponnesus were the Governor General, a Governor (Voi-
vod), mainly concerned with the collection of taxes, a judge
(Kadt), a treasurcr, and a chief constable for each of the
twenty-four districts, But they were by no means the sole or
the absolute rulers of the province. They were aided, checked
and somctinies overridden by the representatives of the local
population, Moslem and Christian, with the latter—the so-called
“headmen” or primates {kodjabashis)®® of each district—play-
ing by far the more influential role both as spokesmen for
the much larger constituency and as the lay leaders of a com-

» For a description of Provincial autonomy see A. Mamoukas, Documents Re-
lating {o the Greek Renaissance, Vol. X1
* On the powers of the kodjabashis sce Mamoukas, of. cif, pp. 314-15.
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pact fragment of the "Romaic Nation.” Elected annually by
the elders (demogeronts) of the communes, the primates
were the Intermediaries between their constituents and the
paramount power. Though two of them, “the most powerful,”
sat permanently on the Executive Council of the Governor
General, he convoked the entire group annually as an advisory
body in order to deliberate with them concerning the needs of
the province, draw up its internal budget, fix the amount of
its contribution to the imperial treasury, and distribute the
burden among the districts. The sccond step in the devolution
of functions and responsibility was the transmission of these
decisions to the regular annual meetings of the district assemn-
bly, composed of the elders of the communes, which, under the
presidency of the Voivod, reviewed the administration of the
outgoing primates, elected theitr successors, and after adding
to the estimates of the domestic needs of the district its share
of the imperial tax load, apportioned the total among the com-
munes. Finally, the task of raising the sum allotted to each com-
mune devolved upon the elders, who, after making an estimate
of municipal expenditures assessed the individual taxpayer for
both according to their capacity.

Concomitant with the responsibility borne by the elected rep-
resentatives of the subject race, was commensurate influence
and power.

"The primates had the right to arbitrate and even to try all cascs
of whatever nature between rayas (non-Moslems), and no Turkish
official could intervene if both litigants were satisfied with the de-
cision. No distribution of the tax load or the collection of the taxes
could be effected without their authorization and advice. It was
through them that all petitions of the towns and villages were trans-
mitted to the Turkish authorities. Even when imprisoned, Chris-
tians could resort to them in order to regain their freedom.

In short, under normal conditions, they wielded greater power
than the Poivod and the other officials of the central govern-
ment. Conflicts arising between the two parallel authorities
were as a rule threshed out before the district assembly, which,
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if necessary, convencd in extraordinary session, And only in
case of failure to reach settlement was the question at issue
carried to the Governor General for adjudication. But though
“they were accountable to him only for their stewardship and
he alone had the right to mete out to them rewards or punish-
ments,” even his decisions were not final. For the Peloponnesus
shared with Chios the privilege of maintaining in Constanti-
nople resident ambassadors who assiducusty cultivated the favor
of the mighty and, thouglt often more concerned with their pet-
sonal intercsts than with the welfare of their constituents, were
able because of their proximity to the source of power to secure
the redress of grievances and curb the arbitrary velleities of
provincial officials.

Though they held office by election and during good be-
havior and were subject to removal by the Governor General,
the representatives of the subject Greeks inevitably developed
into a ruling class. In the first place, the primates were elected
indirectly by the elders of the commune, who in turn were
chosen by acclamation, that is, without the saleguards of se-
crecy, by a more or less limited number of voters. But more
than the franchise, which was far from uniform, and electoral
procedure, the very nature of the office tended to confine eligi-
bility to the “most prominent with respect to wealth and in-
flucnece.” Enlightened self-interest dictated that those who were
vesponsible for the fiscal obligations of the community should
be recruited among its wealthiest members. And since in the
last analysis they functioned as mediators and intercessors on
bebalf of a subject race rather than as representatives of a free
people, their cffectiveness was increased by the prolongation of
their tenure (through re-election or confirmation by the Gov-
ernor General) , which enabled them to strengthen their ascend-
ancy over the Ottoman authoritics. Nor were the Peloponnesian
landowners, from whom the primates were mainly drawn, re-
luctant to accept a position of responsibility which they could
use [or the furtherance of their economic interests. On the other
hand, though essentially imbued with the mentality of a pos-
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sessing class and often inchined to be haughty and oppressive
toward those whom they were elected to protect, the egalitarian
attitude of the Ottoman Empire toward its Christian subjects
reduced their civil status to the level of their lowliest co-re-
ligionists. Their economic interests and the exercise of power
may have induced in them a feeling of closer affinity with the
corresponding class of the ruling race. But, as the Insurrection
of 1821 was to prove conclusively, solidarity with their fellow
Christians and responsibility for their conduct was thrust upon
them by the fundamental law of a theocratic state which recog-
nized religion only as the decisive line of cleavage among its
subjects.

Thanks to this regime, which at its best enabled two parallel
authorities to function concurrently by consultation and ad-
justment, the Greek people were acquainted with the underly-
ing assumptions and the mechanics of representative govern-
ment and were able to set up, during the War of Independence,
the rudiments of political and administrative organization. At
the same time, the domestic struggle which arose from sectional
and economic differences and was aggravated by personal pas-
sions, would probably have been less violent if the insurgent
Greeks had not been made politically minded by the long prac-
tice of conditional self-government under Ottomnan rule. And
though this ceaseless preoccupation with politics obstructed the
progress of the Revolution and endangered its outcome, it con-
tributed powerfully to the building of a libertarian and consti-
tutionalist tradition. For a closer view of this tradition we must
now turn to the constitutional experiments of the Revolution.



Chapter Two

THE CONSTITUTIONS OF THE REVOLUTION

1

THE INITIAL SUccESSES of the Greek insurgents in the Pelopon-
nesus, the Aegean Islands, and continental Greece confronted
them with the urgent task of setting up a new government
which would fill the void left by the overthrow of Ottoman
rule and undertake the military and diplomatic conduct of
the prospective struggle. The pature of this government was
determined by (a) the exigencies of the international situa-
tion, (b) the social forces and the shifting political align-
ments of insurgent Greece, and (c) the revolutionary ideas
and the excmplars of representative institutions imported from
Western Europe. Because the constitutions of the Greek Revo-
lution reflected most olviously, in their borrowed concepts and
terminology, the third of these factors, they have been dismissed
as mere verbal exercises of complacent and half-baked theo-
rists.? But when they are considered in relation to their back-
ground of international and domestic politics, this impression
of pretentious irrelevancy is effaced and they emerge in their
true significance—as the desperate gropings of a people at war
with a mighty Empire and torn by internal dissension, after
a form of government which would have sufficient strength to
win independence for the nation, with ample safeguards for
the freedom of the individual citizen. In short, the dual con-
ception of liberty—as freedom from alien rule and from domes-
tic autocracy—which runs through the history. of modern
Greece originated with the Revolution; and the conditions that
shaped the course of the struggle for independent statehood

1"The Grecks at Epidaurus did much to deceive Evrope but litde to or-
ganize Greece."—G. Finlay, History of the Greek Revnlulion, 1, 2gp.
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affected almost equally, though not as obviously, the quest for
free government.

These conditions derived in the first place from the inter-
national situation. Being engaged in an unequal struggle
against the still powerful Ottoman Empire and therefore de-
pendent upon the good will of the neutral nations, insurgent
Greece was much more imperatively committed to “a decent
respect to the opinions of mankind” than were the American
colonies. Moreover, under the impact of the French Revolution
and Napolcon the tolerant temper of the late eighteenth century
had yieided to a spirit of grim partisanship, the line of cleavage
between revolution and rcaction had been sharpened, and both
governments and pcoples had become much more keenly aware
of the international implications of revolutionary movements
than they were when the French monarchy and nobility blithely
espoused the cause of King George III's rebellious subjects.
Six years after Waterloo the attitude of world opinion on the
Greck Insurrection was no more exclusively determined by its
intrinsic merits than were the post-Versailles emotional align- .
ments with respect to such movements of protest against the
status quo as Turkish and Indian nationalism and the Russian
Revolution. Because the uprising of the Greeks synchronized
with the most rigorous phase of the post-Napoleonic system of
peace by repression, it assumed a symbolic significance. To those
who were dissatisfied with the Vienna settlement it epitomized
the counteroffensive of revolution against reaction; and, by the
same token, it was viewed with alarm by the governments of
the great powers. Not only to Mectternich, the leader of the
reactionary International, and to the impressionable Alexander,
but also to the relatively isolationist Castlereagh, the Greek
revolt appeared “in its organization, in its objects, in its agency,
and in its external relation as in no respect distinguishable from
the movements in Spain, Portugal and Italy,” and hence “deeply
and inevitably tainted with revolutionary danger.”? It was

® The Cambridge History of British Foreign Palicy, ed. by Ward and Gooch,
1. 8.
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therefore the task of Greck diplomacy to convert into active
Philhellenism the rebeilious and revisionist trends of the post-
Napoleonic ¢ra and, at the same time, to avoid exacerbating the
reactionary governments by a too-close identification of Greek
insurgency with the cause of Furopean revolution.

This sccms to have been the guiding principle of Alexander
Mavrocordatos, the most western-minded politician and the fore-
most diplomat of Greece until the advent of Capodistrias. As
president of the first National Convention he was the chief
artisan of a republican and democratic constitution, the ex-
pression of the general will of the sovercign Greek people. But
he was also the author of a proclamation intended for foreign
consumption, which sought to justify the Insurrection as a
defense of natural rights and, at the same time, emphatically
dissociated it from “demagogic and revolutionary principles,”
and stressed its “national” character and aims?® The same
anxiety to avoid the compromising appearance of affinity to
Jacobinism—reinforced by his aversion to secret societies and his
antipathy to Demctrios Ypsilantis—actuated his implacable
hostility to Hetairia Philike, whose political eclipse was con-
summated in the course of the same convention largely throngh
Mavrocordatos's efforts.* And even after the menace of the
formation of a united reactionary front against the Insurrection
had bcen averted, he was at pains to explain to Canning,
Castlereagh’s reputedly more liberal successor, that the form
of government adopted by insurgent Greece was not inspired
by Carbonari ideas, but was determined by the fact that the
condition of equality in which the Greeks found themselves
after the cxpulsion of their Turkish masters lent itself most
readily to republican institutions.”

* Mamoukas, Documents Relating to the Greek Renaissance, 11, 45. For
the Proclamalion of the Third National Convention see ibid., VI, 62: also
Great Britain, Foreign Office, British and Foreign State Papers (hereafter cited
as B.ES.P), XIII, 1062,

¢ Mavrocordatos’s letter to Ypsilants, quoted by Kordatos, Political History
of Modern Greece, p. 270, and the Memorandum of the Metropolitan Ignatious.
ibid, p. 27s.

® Mavrocordatos's letter to George Canning, Aug. 20, 1824, Dragowmes, His-
torical Reminiseences, 1, 296,
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This lively sense of what was diplomatically expedient in the
international ambiance of the times was reflected even more
strikingly in the course pursued by the Revolution on the
question of the monarchy. Contrary to the assertions of rival
controversialists, neither royalism nor republicanism was part
of the political consciousness of the Greek people during the
Insurrection.® The armed masses who made it, so far as they
were articulate, did not formulate anything more precise than a
demand for a “'system’” which would provide the nation with
unified political and military leadership and at the same time
curb the power of the sectional oligarchics.” The conviction that
the monarchy, embedied in a foreign dynasty, was the best means
of achieving national unity grew pari passu with the attrition
and deterioration of native leadership;?® but it was only after
the interregnum of Capodistrias, the outstanding Greek of the
Dispersion, ended in tragic failure that the monarchical solu-
tion proposed by the protecting powers was hopefully accepted
as the only way out of anarchy. On the other hand, the useful-
ness of the monarchy as an instrument of diplomacy was dis-
cerned from the very beginning of the Insurrection. For it was
realized that the importation of a king with the indispensable
consent of the European Concert would entail the international
recognition of the independence of Grecce, efface the possibly
embarrassing memory of the revolutionary origins of the new
state, and secure for it the most favorable territorial settlement
through the identification of the dynastic with the national
intterest.

It was this anticipation of changes dictated by the paramount
exigencies of foreign policy that prompted the first National
Convention to frame only a “provisional” constitution and
shaped Mavrocordatos's subsequent policy. Recognizing that

*The ablest royalist interpretation of the Revolution is advanced by T.
Pipinielis, Political History of the Greeh Revolulion. For the thesis that the
Revolution was republican sce J. Aravantines, Constitutional Law of Greece,

?'They were quite ready to accept such a system from a “master,” ie., a teader
of the entire nation. Hence 1heir support of Ypsilantis and later of Capodistsias,
hoth of whom were hostile to the local oligarchies. Sce Kordatos, op. eit., and
Kart Mcudelssohn-Bariholdy, Geschichte Griechenlands, Vol. L.

® Pipinelis, op. cit., pp. 182, 183
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under the circumstances attending the birth of the Greek state,
the question whether it would be a republic or a monarchy
was primarily an international issue, he sought to extract from
the manner of its settlement the maximum beneht for the
national cause. Rebufled by the European Concert while it
prcserved an unbroken reactionary front, he was quick to take
advantage of the rift caused by Canning's advent, and during
the crisis of the Egyptian invasion he made a strenuous effort
to commit Great Britain to a thoroughgoing espousal of the
Greek cause by thrusting upon her the role of supreme arbiter
on the question of the form of government and by identifying
her more closely than any of the other powers with the selection
of the future dynasty of Greece. With characteristic realism he
pleaded with the British Foreign Secretary for the creation of a
viable state, not as a requirement of abstract justice, but as a
European neccssity and, more particularly, a British interest;
and he affirmed the Greek pecople’s readiness to make such
changes in their governmental system as would be nceded to
allay the fears of the European chancelleries in exchange for
the two prerequisites of wiability: integral independence (as
against the Russian scheme, that is, three principalities under
Ottoman suzerainty), and a constitutional regime of “‘wise
liberty.”?® Playing upon Canning’s aversion to Metternich’s
policies and his profound distrust of Russia, he expressed the
fear that, deprived of British guidance, Greece would run the
risk of having foisted upon her a ruler “sccretly chosen by the
Holy Alliance, whom it would be impossible to reject.” And
since a native dynasty was not a practicable alternative, he
strongly urged the British Government either to bring forward
its own candidate, or to make the continuance of the existing
republican regime possiblc by extending to it the necessary
moral and material support.?

® Letter to Canning. Aug. 20, 1825, Dragonmes, op. cit., p. 278. For Aloxander’s
Eilrr.;]ar of Jan. 12, 1824, scc The Cambridge IHistory of British Forcign Policy,

’”’-I?u'eucr to Spcliades Spaniolakis, Reminiscences of the Greeh Rewolution,

I, 348-49. cited by Kordatos, op. cit, p, a30. Scc also Tricoupis. History of
the Greek Revofution, TH, 198, and [l Yemperley, The Foreign Policy of
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Yet for all this resolute courting of British tutelage,
Mavrocordatos deprecated what seemed at the time its logical
culmination-—the so-called “Act of Submission,” by which a
representative group of leaders, speaking for the Greek people,
placed “the sacred deposit of its liberty, its national independ-
ence, and its political existence under the absolute protection
of Great Britain.”"*' As an intelligent diplomat he could foresce
Canning's rejection of a course which would antagonize the
other powers and disrupt what was left of the European Con-
cert.!?> But while he deplored the diplomatic ineptness of the
move, he shared the faith that inspired it. He was convinced
with the majority of the Greek people that both their inde-
pendence and their liberty were safer in England’s keeping than
they would be in the hands of any other power; that just as
England could be trusted to save them from the menace of
dismemberment inherent in the Russian plan, she could be
equally relied upon, because of her long adherence to consti-
tutionalism, to oppose the saddling of the new state with an
absolutist system of government.!® For whether the Greeks
wanted the monarchy as the best guarantee of internal unity
and stability or regarded it as a necessary concession to the anti-
revolutionary and anti-republican bias of the European govern-
ments, they were agreed that it should be constitutional, that 1s,
that its authority should be limited, not by its own will, but
through the exercise of the power of the sovereign nation.

Canning, p. 341. The choice of Prince Leopold was regarded by the Greeks
as “the accomplishment of the wishes cxpressed by themselves through the
Deputation which they sent to England at an early period of their Revolution.”
Letter of E. J. Dawkins, Minister at Athens, to Lord Aberdeen, April zo. 1830,
Inclosure in Letter of Aberdeen to Leopoltd, May 8, t83o0, Doc. No. 41, BFESP.,
XVII, goo.

3 For the English text of the Act of Submission, June, 1825, see ibid., XII,
oG,

2 Temperley, ofr. ¢il., pp. 341—42; sce also C. W. Crawley, The Question of
Greek Independence, pp. 45-47.

¥ See the significant allusion of the Act of Submission to England’s frec insti-
tutions. In presenling the Act of Submission to Canning, the Greek Commis-
sioners (Spaniolzkis, Orlando, Louriottes) cxplained that “it was an act of faith
in England rather than as Metternich described it, 2 ‘renunciation of their
political independence’: at least they had not signed an Act of Submission to
the Sultan.” Crawley, ofr. o, p. 47.
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This condition was first formulated in the provisional Con-
stitution of eastern continental Greece, the only constitutional
document of the pre-Capodistrian era which explicitly envis-
aged a monarchical form of government;** during the same pe-
riod it was stressed whenever the monarchical solution was
broached;'® and it was reiterated during the Capodistrian re-
gime, when the fourth National Convention warned both the
aspirants to the Greek throne and the European powers that
the definitive constitution of Greece must be founded upon the
principles laid down by the assemblies of the Revolution.'
Nor was this insistence merely a matter of decrees and formulas.
That constitutional government had a meaning for the common
people was revealed to President Capodistrias when a Pelopon-
nesian peasant defined the constitution as “an agreement which
prescribes our duties to you and your duties to us.”"*" And that
absolutism would be uncongenial to the Greeks was recognized
even by the ambassadors of the protecting powers, who were
sent to Greece in the autumn of 1828 in order to devise a com-
mon policy {or the execution of the London Treaty of July 6,
182%.18 The diplomatic representatives of Tory England, Crarist
Russia, and Bourbon France could not, of course, endorse the
Greek people’s revolutionary claim to the constituent power.
But they admitted that it would be “unfair and dangerous” to
depart from the representative system to which the country had
become accustomed under Ottoman rule and which had dom-
inated the successive attempts to organize the state since the
outbreak of the revolt. They therefore urged that the hereditary

% TThis sectional copstitution describes the natiopral Parliament as the locum

tenens of the future king of Greece, whom the nation will acecept from Europe
provided he submits to the pational laws. For the treaty see Mamoukas, of. cit,
I, s1g.

* A. Londos to his constituency; P. Notaras to Londos, cited By Fipinelis, op.
cit, p. 183.

™ Resolution of July 22 (August 3), 1829, Mamoukas, op. cit, 11, 147

" Mendelssohn-Bartholdy, op. cit,, I, 71. Also Dragoumes, op. cit,, Vol. I.

* By the London Treaty of July 6, 1827, Great Britain, France, and Russia
offered their mediation to the belligerents on the basis of the recognition of
Greece as a tributary state under the sovereignty of the Sultan. For the text of
the treaty see BFS.P, XIV, 63z ff.
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monarchy, which they recommended as the most desirable re-
gime for Greece, should be tempered by “the representative
principle.”1®

1

This predilection for constitutional and representative gov-
ernment cannot be satisfactorily explained without reference
to the internal conditions of insurgent Greece. For though
primarily—and more obviously—a nationalist movement, it had
two aspects. It was an effort to shake off alien rule and, concur-
rently, a struggle for power destined to determine the character
of the nascent state. This conflict of sectional loyalties, class
interests, and fierce personal antagonisms became increasingly
confused as it gained in acerbity; but at the outbreak of the
Insurrection it presented a fairly intelligible pattern.

Its tnitial phase was the clash between Helairia Philike, rep-
resenting in the main the bourgeoisie and intelligentsia of the
Dispersion, and the indigenous owning and ruling classes. The
secret society which inherited the tradition of Rhigas and prop-
agated with greater conspiratorial ingenuity and success his gos-
pel of immediate action had been too intent upon the imme-
diate task of launching the Insurrection to formulate either
long-range military plans or a program of political reconstruc-
tion. Its grandiose dream of a resuscitated Byzantine Empire
through a Pan-Balkan uprising under Greek auspices came to
naught with the defeat of Alexander Ypsilantis, because it was
based on two false assumptions: the unwarranted reliance on
the assistance of Russia, and the equally groundless expectation
that the Rumanian peasantry would flock to the banner of a
leader whose nationality, class, and name they associated with
alien, that is, Phanariot, oppression. But while the agitation of
Philike found a more propitious soil in Greece proper, it was
handicapped by the vagueness of the plans and promises of its
agents and by the resistance of those who were the Jogical lead-
ers of the prospective revolt. With a vested interest in the exist-

B Protocol, London, July 1, 1830, Doc. Neo. g3, ibid,, XVIII, 6og.
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ing order and mindful of their personal accountability to the
Ottoman Government for the loyalty of its Greek subjects, the
indigenous ruling classes—Peloponnesian landowners, Hydriot
shipowners and merchants, and higher clergy—hesitated to
plunge into insurgency at the behest of rootless idealists and,
at worst, irresponsible adventurers. Moreover, having experi-
enced as late as 1770 the tragic consequences of trustful reliance
on Russia, they were unimpressed by the studiously vague prom-
ises of support from the same quarter. Nor was the insistence
of the agents of Philike upon the necessity of surrendering all
power into the hands of a mysterious "Supreme Authority”
calculated to reassure those who had to all intents and purposes
governed Grecce under Ottoman rule. And their uneasiness on
this score was intensified by the eager response of two other
elements of the population to the propaganda of immediate
action: the chicftains of the armed irregulars and the common
people, to whom insurrection held out the prospect not only
of national independence but also of economic and social bet-
terment. But those considerations of self-interest were ount-
weighed by the solidarity born of veligious affinity and the
essential equality in subjection which was the lot of all the
Greeks in relation to their Ottoman masters. Hence the leading
Peloponnesian notables compromised themselves irretrievably
by becoming initiated into Phitlike. But, distrustful of the most
reckless of its agitators and filled with misgivings, they decided
as late as February 8, 1821, that “even if the expected pleni-
potentiary of the Supreme Authority arrived, the Peloponnesus
would not move before the other parts of Greece.”2 This re-
luctance was even more pronounced in the case of the upper
class of the Acgean Islands and, especially, the masterful Hy-
driot shipowners, who, though destined to become the financial
and maritime bulwark of the Revolution, were driven by pop-
ular pressure into joining it one month after its outbreak on
the mainland. It would, therclore, be reasonable to conclude

* Tricoupis, op. cit, 1, 25, and A. Dasealukis, Causes and Factors of the Greek
Revolution of rfa2r, p. 8o
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that the Insurrection was prepared and instigated in the main
by the Greeks of the Dispersion and was begun by the spon-
taneous and isolated action of local milttary chieftains sup-
ported by the common people—the peasants of the Peloponne-
sus, the shepherds and graziers of continental Greece, the sailors
of the islands and the lower clergy. The upper clergy and the
ruling oligarchy, confronted with the dilemma of answering
with life and property for the insurgency of their humbler co-
religionists?t or of blocking the path of national liberation, were
virtually compelled to assume the leadership of the revolt. But
they did so with the perfectly understandable expectation that
national independence, by removing the control of the Otto-
man Government, would consolidate rather than impair their
traditional primacy.

Thus, shortly after the initial outbreaks in Achaia and
Maina insurgent Greece had achieved an essential unity of pur-
pose. The acts of insurgency against the Empire were irrevoca-
ble, and there was ne alterpative to the prosecution of the
struggle for any class or section of the nation. The next urgent
task was to implement this spiritual unity with the requisite
political institutions and military instruments; and to this task
Demetrios Ypsilantis addressed himself, as soon as he arrived
in Greece as the “‘plenipotentiary” of his brother Alexander
and hence the most proximate incarnation of the more or less
mythical “Supreme Authority” preached by Philike. He pro-
posed to organize Greece, beginning with the Peloponnesus,
along unitary lines by (a) creating a national Parliament vested
with both legislative and executive powers, (b) making him-
self its President, and, (¢) in that capacity, both the chief exec-
utive of the nation and the commander in chief of its armed
forces, and (d) setting up in every one of the existing adminis-
trative areas a committee of elected officials (ephors) to act
both as local administrators and as the agents of the central

#The invitation of the Pcloponnesinn notables to Tripoli early in March to
“confer” with the Governor left no doubt in their minds that they were to be

keld as hostages.
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government.” Pending the creation of a national parliament,
he recognized the sectional council of notables which called it-
self the Peloponnesian Senate, but he rejected its interference
in the conduct of military operations except those involving the
dispatch of Peloponnesian troops beyond the Peloponnesus,
which he agreed to undertake only with the Senate’s consent.?

This plan, which aimed to lodge supreme power in one man
and to provide him, by popular election, with the necessary
instruments of centralized control was pawurally unpalatable to
the ruling oligarchy. Yet their counter proposals were remark-
ably conciliatory. Tliey rejected the abolition of the Pelopon-
nesian Senate; but they offered Ypsilantis its presidency, with
concurrent powers® and the right to break a tie with his vote.
And on the question of the high command they yielded to the
extent of nmaking him the chairman (with a casting vote) of a
war-council ol three appointed by the Senate.?

Had Ypsilantis been an experienced politician, he would
have either immediately agreed to this compromise or mobilized
sufficient mass support to coerce his opponents into acceptance
of his terms. For the common people, instructed by the agents
of Philike, were cager to follow his leadership, resented the op-
position of the Peloponnesian oligarchy, and on at least one
occasion were prevented from drastic resort to direct action only
by the timcly intervention of Colocotronis, who dispersed an
armed mob about to attack the notables with the warning that
internecine strife would create the impression in Euvope that
the Greeks were “Carbonari and agents of disorder and lawless-
ness.” 2 But while Ypsilantis was probably the most disinter-
ested leader of the Revolution and was to prove himself re-
sourceful and fearless on the battlefield, he was neither a poli-
tician nor a tribune of the people. His claim to supreme power
had been weakened by his brother's defeat in Wallachia and

* Mamoukas, ep. cit., I, g.

2 Hoid., p.17.

* "Neither the Prince shall undertake anything without the Semate’s consent,

nor the Senate without the consent of the Prince.” Ihid., p. 13.
T Ihid., p. 6. #* See Mendelssohin-Bartholdy, op. cit., I, sgo-_52.
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could only be revalidated with the consent of the Greek people.
Had he placed himself at the head of a popular movement in
order to wrest this consent from a recalcitrant and powerful
minority, he would have disrupted the unity of the nation and
converted what he conceived to be a war of national liberation
into a domestic class-struggle. This course, which was urged
upon him by his more radical lieutenants and agents of Philike,
he refused to follow. He retained the nominal leadership of
the Revolution until the meeting of the first National Con-
vention; but his failure to strike at the decisive moment con-
demned him to gradual political eclipse, which was accelerated
by the impairment of the prestige of Philike and the rapid shifts
in the balance of power among the contending forces. Though
he was eventually elected to the presidency of the Peloponnesian
Senate, the sectional constitution framed by that body conceded
to him much less than the compromise originally proposed by
the notables. The primacy of the national Parliament was rec-
ognized in theory; but the extensive powers retained by the
Senate presaged a regime of “dual sovereignty,” which strength-
ened Peloponnesian particularism and sowed the seeds of civil
war.”
44

That unity could not be achieved by the concentration of
power in the hands of a rank outsider and the relegation of the
indigenous leaders to a subordinate position was clearly dis-
cerned by Ypsilantis's fellow-Phanariot and bitter rival, Alex-
ander Mavrocordatos. The foremost of the intellectuals of the
Dispersion, he had no class attachments in Greece and hence
no vested interest in the preservation of the existing order. His
preference for a unitary system was therefore dictated both by
the ambition to play a prominent part in the revolution and by
the conviction that unity was a political and military necessity.
But being as good a politician as Ypsilantis was a soldier, he
recognized the futility of attempting to browbeat the ruling

= Gonstitution of the Peloponnesian Scnate signed Dec, 27, 1821 (Jan. g, 1832),
Mamoukas, ep. cit., 1, 107,
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aligarchy into abdication by a mere flourish of credentials. On
the other hand, he perceived that while refusing to surrender
to a dictator, the Peloponnesian notables might not be averse
to a unitary state in which, given the existing balance of forces,
they could reasonably expect to retain a controlling influence;
and he realized that the only eftective retort to this Pelopon-
nesian cJaim to primacy was the mobilization of the political
and military resources of the other sections of Greece.

With this end in view he secured ¥Ypsilantis’s permission to
organize continental Greece, thus providing himself with a ter-
ritorial base for his prospective political career. And he further
strengthened his position by assiduousiy cultivating the ship-
owning and mercantile plutocracy of the Aegean Islands, who
were the natural opponents both of the landowning Pelopon-
nesian oligarchy and of the popular elements that constituted
the potential following of Ypsilantis and Philike. These politic
moves and his incontestable intellectual distinction secured for
him a dominant position in the first National Convention
which, under his presidency, attempted to organize a “political
system,” that is, to draw up a constitution, for the whole of
insurgent Greece,™

‘This system was, in the last analysis, a compromise between
the ideal of pational unity and the stubborn realities that
blocked its translation into institutions. Even the most sec-
tionally-minded oligarchs agreed with the intellectuals that only
a central government, acting as the instrument ol a sovereign
national state, could prosecute the war successfully and con-
duct an cflective foreign policy. But the compulsive power of
this conviction was reduced by contact with such facts as sec-
tional patriotism, the temper of the ruling classes, the vague
but potentially explosive aspirations of the common people,
and the inveterate insubordination of the local war lords. The
result of this conflict of interests and confusion of motives was
a constitution which postulated a unitary state and a central

® Letter of the Hydriots to the Peloponnesian Senate urging immediate con-
vecalion of a Natinnal Convention, quoted by Kowdatns, op. cil,, p. 271
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government but at the same time was inspired throughout by
fear of what must have seemed to its framers the most obvious
concomitant of political unity—the concentration of power in
any individual, group, or geographical section. Though the pro-
visions and the terminology of the constitution were borrowed
from the constitutional literature of the French Revolution, its
substance was clearly intended to reduce to a minimum the
sacrifices of those already in power. Hence principles and de-
vices such as the separation of powers, a crude system of checks
and balances, a collegiate executive, a preponderant legislature,
and annual appeals to the electorate were resorted to because
they all made for a diffusion of power and in the last analysis
nullified the theoretical acceptance of the unitary principle by
impeding the exercise of unitary control.

These generalizations are borne out by an examination of
the main provisions of the constitution. It set up a unicameral
legislature, elected annually, which checked the executive at
every step without, however, being exposed to the retaliation
of dissolution. The legislature was empowered to initiate legis-
lation, vote the budget, and confirm all military appointments.
Its consent was necessary for the declaration of war, the con-
clusion of peace or of any other treaty, the contracting of a
loan, and the mortgaging or expropriation of “national prop-
erty.”? It could initiate irnpeachment proceedings and by a
vote of four-fifths of its members could depose and hand over
to the courts for trial any member of the executive accused of
high treason or other “political crimes.”

As regards the executive, the constitution® provided for a com-
mittee of five elected annually outside the membership of the
legislature by an ad hoc assembly. Tt performed its administra-
tive functions through a ministry of eight, headed by the Sec-
retary of State. It shared the legislative initiative, participated
throug'h the appropriate ministers in the legislative process,

» The Turkish: landed and other property, public and private, which was
transferred to the nalion as a result of the overthrow of Turkish rule.

® The text of the constitution is in Mamoukas. ap. cit, 11, 13. See atso Aravan-
tinos, of. cil., p. 156
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and was vested with the veto power. Its collegiate composition
{obviously adapted from the Constitution of the Year III), in
conjunction with the shortness of its term of office, was designed
to raise a barrier to individual ascendancy and at the same time
to make the central government representative of all the four
sections of insurgent Greece.?! But the relations of the sectional
governments to the central government were not defined,
though the supremacy of the latter was explicitly aflirmed.®
The sccond National Convention recognized the incompati-
bility of the sectional governments with a unitary system and
decreed their abolition.? At the same time, plagued by the
insubordination of the military chieftains and by the demand
of Colocotronis for the permanent high command of the Pelo-
ponnesian levies, it attempted to formulate with greater pre-
cision the doctrine of the supremacy of the civil government.
“In accord with the example of the wise nations of the world,”
it laid down the principle that (a) “the command of the na-
tional land and sea forces being vested exclusively in the central
government, the title of commander-in-chief either for Greece
as a whole or for any of its sections is absolutely inacceptable
to the Greek nation”; and {&) “such a title may be conferred
by the government for a specific campaign, at the end of which
the incumbent must resume his previous rank.”3* The price of
this defiance of the military was another concession to section-
alism. For in order to equip the central government with suffi-
cient authority to enforce its writ the Minister of War and the
Sccretary of the Navy were replaced by two committees of three,
representing, respectively, the Peloponnesus, continental Greece
and Maina, that is, the parts of Greece which were most active
in the war on land, and the three “maritime islands” (Hydra,
Spezzia, and Psara}, which bore the brunt of the naval opera-

. The sectional distribution of the first Executive was as [ollows: A, Mavro-
cordatos, President {Western Continental Greece). A. Kanakares, Vice President,
and Papayannopoulos (Teloponnesus), J. Orlandos (Islandsy and J. Logothetis
Eastern Continental Greece), Mamoukas, op. cit,, 11, 52,

# Article CI, ibid., pp. 13 fi.

" Decree of March go (April 12), 1823, Mamoukas, op. cit., 1L, g8,

* Decree of March 2g {(April ). 1823, ibid, p. 8.
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tions.® But while these administrative changes might have
strengthened the central government, two constitutional amend-
ments enacted by the Convention tended to reduce it to im-
potenice. The first of these curtailed the legislative initiative
of the executive and reduced its power to stop legislation to a
suspensive veto;®® and the second—deliberately patterned after
the analogous powers of the American Senate—conferred upon
the legislature concurrent powers in the appointment of pre-
fects, a concession which was extended in practice to every rank
of government officials.??

The inevitable result of this confusion of powers was an in-
cessant conflict between the two bodies, which, aggravated by
sectional antagonism, the insubordination of the military chief-
tains, and bitter personal feuds, produced a state of virtual
anarchy. The civil war toward which the country had been
drifting broke out in the late autumn of 1824, when Coloco-
tronjs and the Peloponnesian notables, that is, the military and
the political elements of Peloponnesian particularism, united
by their common grievances, openly defied the central govern-
ment which was dominated by the Hydriots and Mavrocordatos.
With the help of the hardy Rumeliots (the troops of conti-
nental Greece) under John Kolettes, the government won what
turned out to be a Pyrrhic victory. For the defeat of the Pelo-
ponnesian forces and the imprisonment of Colocotronis, who
combined military ability of high order with extraordinary ca-
pacity for popular jeadership, left what was by all odds the most
important province of insurgent Greece defenseless against the
invasion of Ibrahim’s modernized armies. The ensuing disasters
had farreaching political repercussions. The resignation of the
executive headed by the Hydriot George Coundouriotis termi-
nated the ascendancy of what might be called the constitution-
alist party of Mavrocordatos and the shipowners of Hydra and
Spezzia, who, intermitiently supported by the democratic ele-

 Ihid.

= Article XVII of the revised Constitution.

* Decree of April 1§, 1823, Mamoukas, op. cft, IT1, 8, and Dragoumes, op. ¢il.,
1, 31,
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ments of continental Greece, had attempted to assert the su-
premacy of a central government representing the entire na-
tion.?®

The failure of this attempt, synchronizing as it did with the
most disastrous phase of the war, marked the nadir ot the Revo-
lution. When the third National Convention met in the midst
of the Egyptian invasion and on the eve of the fall of Messo-
longhi, it recognized the futility of protracted constitution-
mongering at a time when the very existence of the nation was
in doubt. With a view to “concentrating the executive power”
in order to meet the desperate military situation “with efficiency
and dispatch,” 3 it set up an emergency government consisting
of two commissions, the first of which was entrusted with inter-
nal administration and national defense and the second with
the conduct of foreign relations. A scries of carefully drafted
decrees (which showed greater familiarity with procedure and
a keener sense of constitutional propricty than did previous
similar documents) defined the functions of these bodics, laid
down the principle that they derived their mandate from and
were accountable to the Convention, directed the Commission
on Foreign Policy to invoke British mediation with a view to
terminating hostilities, and gave it precisc instructions for its
guidance in negotiating peace.

This emergency regime, which was dominated by the Pelopon-
nesian noiables under Andrew Zaimis, proved unequal to the
herculean task of unifying the country and resisting the invader.
Though the Insurrection was revived in continental Greece by
the brilliant campaign of Karaiskakis, it was rednced to a spo-
radic and intermittent flicker in the Peloponnesus, where rival
factions and rump assemblies cisputed from sheer force of habit
for the control of a country that had been almost completely
overrun by the Egyptian stcam roller. When the third National
Convention finally reassembled in Troczene, the conviction
that polyarchy spelled anarchy and impotence had been borne

® Pipinclis, op. cit, pp. 171, 172, 17%.
® Prcambic to the Decree of April 12, 1826, Mamoukas, op. cit, IV, 103.
W Ibid., 1V, 76. 80, go—110, and ¥V, 16,
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in upon the most recalcitrant.*’ A new humility, born of ad-
versity, made submission to unitary control all the easier be-
cause, owing to the attrition of native leadership, the supreme
power could no longer be claimed by any of the prominent
political or military figures of the Revolution. This contrite
spirit was reflected in the acceptance of Colocotronis’s proposal
to surrender the high command of the army and the navy to
rank outsiders (the well-meaning but inadequate Church and
the self-sceking adventurer Cochrane) and to elect the foremost
Greek of the Dispersion to the presidency.*?

The constitution drafted by the Convention after the election
of Capodistrias was designed to avert whatever dangers might
inhere in a single executive by a precise delimitation of its
powers. The president, elected for a term of seven years, was
made “inviolable,” that Is, his political responsibility devolved
upon the ministers who composed his cabinet and whose con-
stitutional status was defined in (a) the provision requiring the
countersignature of a minister to all state documents, and (b)
the liability of ministers to impeachment by the legislature.®
Denied access to the legislature except at the opening and at
the closing sitting of every session, the president was repre-
sented in that body by the ministers, who, though not eligible
to it, were admitted to all its sittings, introduced the budget
and other bills of executive origin and answered questions and
interpellations concerning the government's policies.*!

The legislature was made completely independent of the
executive. It was elected for a term of three years, and one-third
of its membership was replenished annually. It convened on
the first Monday of October for its regular session of “four to
five” months and was not subject to dissolution by the president,
who could, however, prolong its regular session or convoke

# Spe, for instance, the Memorandum addressed to the Convention by Coloce-
ironis, ikid., VII, 1038

 Proceedings of the Third National Convention, Maich go (April 12}, 1827,
ibid., pp. g4-103.

@ Artictes CVI, CXXVII, CXXX, CXXXIIl; for text of the Constitution of
Troezene, May, 1827, see ibid., IX, 128 ff, and BFS P, XV, 106g ff.

® Articles LXXVH, CXVII, CXXVI, CXXIX, loc cit,
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.

it to a special session “depending on the needs of the state.” "
He shared the legislative initiative and exercised it through his
ministers, But while he could not introduce government bills
after a third rejection by the legislature, he could not withhold
his assent from a measure initiated by the legislature if it was
passed for a third time over his veto.*®

It is evident from this summary analysis that the Constitu-
tion of 1827, apart from the innovation in the matter of the
presidency, reflected the same aversion to a strong executive and
preference for a preponderant legislature that characterized its
predecessor; and it gave much more precise expression to this
essentially democratic temper by a stricter application of the
principle of the separation of powers. At the same time it
marked a distinct advance in (a) its explicit affirmation of the
principle of popular sovereignty,t” (b) its recognition of the
distinction between the legisiative and the constituent process,*
and (¢) its kecner awareness of and elaborate provision for civil
liberty. The Bill of Rights which was attached to it guaranteed
equality before the law, equal eligibility to public office, se-
curity of life, liberty, and property, Ireedom of speech and of
the press; it outlawed slavery, banned titles of nobility, ex-
cluded the clergy from public office, insured freedom of wor-
ship for all religions, and, except for the provisions which made
the Eastern Orthodox Church the religion of the state and ad-
herence to Christianity prerequisite to citizenship, followed the
most advanced declaration ol the French Revolution.*® Designed,
in the words of its framers, to “establish and guarantee the
rights” and to "exercise the sovereignty” of the Greek people,®®
the constitution was stillborn precisely because it was consid-
ered too liberal and democratic to be an effective instrument

© Articles LVII, LVIX, LX, CX1V, [oc. cit.

" Articles LXXIN and LXV, foc. cit.

T Article V, foc. el

# Areicle LXCIV, loc. cit.

“® Articles ¥V and XXVIIL, loc. ¢it.

® Proclamation of the Third Natioral Convention accompanying the Promul.
gation of the Constintion, Mamoukas, ef. cit, IX, 58 Sce also B.FSP, XV,

1067 fF.
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of crisis government. But its Bill of Rights, which embodied the
ideal of the rule of law and respect for the rights of the citizen,
has survived as the strongest weapon of liberty against autocracy
through the many political changes of more than one hundred
years of Greek history,

' W

‘While the concepts and terminology of the pre-Capodis-
trian constitutions were borrowed from Revolutionary France,
the principles of representation and the methods of election fol-
lowed during the same period did not depart materially from
indigenous custom. The first National Convention was not
elected by direct popular vote. It was composed of delegates of
the Aegean Islands and the three scctional assemblies (the
Peloponnesus, Eastern Continental Greece, and Western Con-
tinental Greece) ; and these assemblies in turn had been elected
by the customary methods prevalent in each section under the
Ottoman system of communal autonomy.* Hence the member-
ship of the Convention consisted of the lay and clerical leaders
of the various localities before the Insurrection; and except for
the relative preponderance of a new element, the intellectuals
of the Dispersion who had flocked to Greece after the outbreak
of the revolt, it could be said to be as representative of the
nation as if it had been elected directly and by means of a more
uniformly democratic franchise. This was probably less true of
the legislature of thirty-three members, under the presidency
of Ypsilantis, which the Convention sct up without recourse
to a national election in order to expedite the organization of the
government.*?

The second National Convention, on the other hand, seems
to have seated many would-be delegates without insisting on the
authenticity of their credentials;®® and it admitted to member-
ship not only government appointees but also any members of

" See chap. 1. supira, pp. 28-20; Mamoukas, op. cil, 1, 83—123, and Drageumecs,
op. cit, I, 28. For Capodistrias’s teply to the Conference of Ambassadors see
Mamouka3, op. cit., 11, g29.

* Ibid., pp. 53-50.

* Dragoumes, op. ¢il., p. $5.
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the incumbent executive and legislature “who desired to con-
tribute to its deliberations and sign its decrees.”"®* The result
was a fluctuating membership which reached the staggering
total of two hundred and sixty-five signatories of the revised
constitution, as against fifty-nine who had signed the original
promulgated by the first Convention.® The anti-oligarchic and
egalitartan temper of this motley assembly was reflected in a
constitutional amendment apparently intended to safeguard the
“national estates’” against wholesale purchase by the big land-
owners,*® and in an additional “interpretative decree,” which in-
ferentially placed an embargo on the sale of land by enumerating
the various items of national property that could be acquired
by individuals.®

The “Provisional Electoral Law,” of November g (22}, 1822,
“enacted by the legislature and ratified by the executive,” was
the first attempt to establish a uniform franchise. Tt distributed
the seats in the national legislature on the basis of one member
for every twenty-hve thousand of the population, but allotted
seven members to the “maritime islands” (three to Hydra and
two each to Spezzia and Psara) in recognition of their impor-
tance as the naval strongholds of the nation. It provided for in-
direct clection of members of the legislature—by delegates of
the communes who composed the electoral college of each dis-
trict (e¢parchor) . Tt conferred eligibility to the legislature upon
Greek citizens twenty-live years of age who were either natives
of the district or residents for five years and owners of real
property.®™ Both in its adherence to the principle of indirect
election and in its vagueness with regard to the qualifications
of the voters the Jaw was mercly a rather crude codification of
the prevailing electoral practice. Its only important innovation,
the article which provided for the election of the five members

" Mamoukas, of. cil, p. gL.

™ Itid., p. 148, and Dragoumcs, op. cif, p. g6,

® Article XXXV of the revised constitution, Mamoukas, op. cil., p. 127.

¥ Thesc items were houses and vacant lots, stores, inng, public baths, mosques,
and adjoining schoolhouses {medressé), bakeries, and oil presses. Decree of April

14, 1823,
B Articles B 1Y, IV, and V, ibid., 11, 6g.
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of the executive by the legislature, betrayed the intellectual
confusion of its authors—whether viewed as a violation of the
constitution or as an unconscious usurpation of the constituent
power.®®

The same conservatistm characterized the administrative sys-
tem of the Revolution. The fundamental principle of munici-
pal and provincial autonomy under Ottoman rule had been
the devolution of local administration upon locally elected offi-
cials who were ultimately accountable to the central govern-
ment. This relationship was maintained during the Insurrec-
tion with the basic difference that the state was no longer an
alien despotism but was a more or less democratic republic
deriving its powers from the sovereign Greek people. The sec-
ond National Convention promulgated an amended “law for
the organization of the provinces of Greece,” which had been
enacted by the first legislature. Tt divided the country into com-
munes, townships, and eparchies. It entrusted the administra-
tion of the two smaller divisions to elected elders and of the
eparchies to five officials, two of whom, the controller of reve-
nues and the controller of cxpenditures, were elected, and the
other threce, the prefect (eparch), the secretary-general, and
the chicf constable, were appointed by the central government.s®
It provided that the eparch could not be a native of his eparchy
—a prohibition apparently intended to prevent the lecal oli-
garchies from further entrenching themselves and to strengthen
the authority of the central government over its agents of pro-
vincial administration. It decreed that each eparchy should pro-
vide onc-third of its constabulary, conferred extensive powers
on the c¢lders of the communes and townships, but placed them
under the jurisdiction of the eparch, whom in turn, along with
both the appointed and the elected officials of the eparchy, 1t
made responsible to the Minister of the Interior representing

® The law was apparcotly the work of Theodore Negsis, a rather uncritical
theorist, the anthor of the Provisiona! Constitution of Western Continenlal
Greece. The decrce was signed by Negris, as Secretary of State, and in the ab.
sence of Mavrocordatos, the President of the Exceutive, by A. Kanakares, the
Vice-President.,

% No. 12 of (he Code of Laws, Mamoukas, ep. cit, T, Bo.
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the central government. This combination of local initiative
and administrative decentralization with ultimate responsibility
to the center and centralized control was an adaptation of the
system of communal autonomy to the new conditions created
by the abolition of Ottoman rule. The revision effected by the
third National Convention, except for the superimposition of
larger administrative units, to which were given the Byzantine
name Themes, did not depart materially from these principles.®
And though the measure finally voted by the Panhclienion, the
first legislature of the Capodistrian regime, expanded the juris-
diction of the central government, it was not as destructive of
local autonomy as it has been represented by the President’s
critics,b?

Even if the leaders of insurgent Greece had been masters of
statecraft, they would probably have proved unequal to the task
of creating a state in the midst of a desperate struggle to wrest
recognition of the nation’s right to independent statehood. Had
they been permitted to indulge in calm reflection and to take
“the long view,” they might have concluded that the particu-
larism of the various sections, which was the product both of
the geography and of the history of Greece, was the ideal pre-
requisite to a federal form of government, and that a federal
system, evolved gradually and grounded in the sectional loyal-
ties and the institutions of local self-government inherited from
the past, would make ultimately for greater national unity. On
the other hand, the immediate organization of the nation along
unitary lines was dictated by the compelling exigencies of war
and diplomacy; it could be justified by the example of Revo-
lutionary France and supported by the consensus of contempo-
rary opinion, which considered federalism as quite unsuited to
small countries. The gaping discrepancies between the actuali-
ties of insurgent Greece and the coustitutions and the laws de-
signed to create a unitary state, should not completely obscure

* Dceoree of May 1, 1827, ibid, IX, 123,

® Decree No. 1947, ibid., 11, 395; Capodistrias’s instructions, ibid., p. 396,
Dragoumes, op. cit, I, 107, is to be contrasted with Argyropoulos. op. cit. See
chap. iii, infra.
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the ideological significance and the educative influence of these
documents. For though essentially derivative, loosely drawn,
and often contradictory, they translated into constitutional and
legal concepts the democratic, liberal, and egalitarian temper of
the Greek people. It is because they were, despite the imitative-
ness of their form, essentially indigenous in substance, that they
laid the ground work of a liberal and constitutionalist tradition
which, after making itself immediately felt against President
Capodistrias, was to endure and grow to the present day.



Chapter Three

THE CATODISTRIAN DICTATORSHIP
1

Berwren the date of the election of Capodistrias and bis arrival
in Greece the Insurrection had been salvaged by two decisive
cvents. The London Treaty of July 6, 1827, committed Great
Britain, France, and Russia to mediation on the basis of a set-
tlement favorable to Greece; while the victory of the combined
British, French, and Russian fieets at Navarino reinforced this
commitment and marked the beginning of the end of the Egyp-
tian invasion. Nevertheless, President Capodistrias was still
faced with a formidable task—diplomatic, political, and admin-
istrative. The basic constitutional problem of his administra-
tion arosc from the fact that the active leadership which the
nature of his task called for and which he was eager to exercise
was quite incompatible with the passive role assigned to the
president by the Constitution of Troezene. In the conflict pre-
cipitated by this incompatibility Capodistrias ranged himself
against liberalism and constitutionalism as currently understood
in the nineteenth century; and in his foreign policy he relied
more on autocratic Russia than on Tory England or legitimist
France. That these circumstances contributed materially to the
harsh judgment passc(i upon him by liberal and Russophobe
historians is a reasonable assumption. Their disparaging esti-
mate has been summed up in characterizations indicative of
their bias—such as the reproach that he was “born under the
Venetian oligarchy and brought up in a despot’s court™ and
the charge that the policies he pursued in Greece were worthy
of “a former minister of the Tloly Alliance”? and “'a Russian

t Mendeissohn-Bartholdy, Geschiclic Griechenlands, 11, 18_¢q.
*Georg Gottfried Gervinus, Geschichle des neunzchnten Jahrhunderts seil

den Wiener vertragen.
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pro-Consul.”"? A reappraisal ol his statesmanship, however, both
before and after he asswined the presidency of Greece, calls for
considerable modification of this summary verdict.

To such a reappraisal three phases of Capodistrias’s career
before 1824 arc especially relevant: (@) his political novitiate
in the Ionian Islands during the turbulent first decade of the
ninecteenth century; (1) his mission to Switzerland as the rep-
resentative of Czar Alexander; and (c¢) his share in shaping
the foreign policy of Russia alter the defeat of Napoleon. In
the course of this varied activity he developed an increasingly
consistent political philosophy, which decisively influenced the
policies he devised for the governance of Greece.

Though an aristocrat by birth, Capodistrias did not align
limself with his class in the struggle which was precipitated by
the French occupation of the lonian Islands. He made his
political début in the course of the popular outbreaks against
the so-called “Byzantine Constitution” of 1800, by which the
aristocratic party, taking advantage of the expulsion of the
French by the Russians, attempted to restere the ultra-oligarchic
regime of the Venetian era.f As one of the imperial commis-
sioners entrusted with the restoration of order and, immediately
afterward, as Provisional Governov of Cephalonia, the most
democratic of the Islands, he impressed upon the people that,
while hostile to reveolution inspired by the French example, he
was equally opposed to the restoration of the social and political
system which had been overthrown by the French occupation.
Ile gave concrete expression to his political views when, as
Secretary of State, he contributed decisively to the drafting of
the Constitution of 1803, which deprived the hereditary nobil-
ity of the monopoly of power by admitting to the electoral col-
lege the propertied and cducated classes, recognized Greek as
the official language, and made the Fastern Orthodox Church
the state religion of the Heptanesian Republic.® And though he

®* Mendelssohn-Dartholdy, loc. cit. See also Finlay, History of the Greek Revo-
tution; J. A. Gobineau, Deux dludes sur la Gréce moderne; Capodisirias, le
royaume des Iellénes.

*Cf p.ozg, sufrra.

* For other provisions of the Constitntion of 18og sec p. 26, sufra.
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subsequently consented to certain concessions to the conserva-
tives calculated to placate Russia, e strenuously resisted the
aristocratic party’s efforts to restrict the franchise and to regain
its political supremacy. Thus by the time he left the Islands
{becausc he refused to serve under the French to whom they
had been ceded by the Tilsit agreements) Capodistrias had de-
veloped a political creed from which he did not materially
depart in later life. Its main articles were: hostility to revolu-
tion, Jacobinism and Bonapartisor, opposition to the ancien
régime, and the rule of the hereditary aristocracy, advocacy of
the gradual and orderly political enfranchisement of the pro-
ductive classes of society, beginning with the middle class, faith
in the efficacy of education, and the conviction that adherence
to traditional religion and the cultivation of the Greek lan-
guage would contribute powerfully to the preservation of Greek
nationality.

Capodistrias’s mission to Switzerland was in its essentials a
duplication on a larger scale of his work in the Ionian Islands.
The defeat of Napolecn and the violation of Swiss neutrality
by the Austro-Russian armies having brought te an end the
regime established in 1803 by the Act of Mediation, the aristo-
cratic party undertook, under the aegis of Metternich, to re-
store the status quo anterior to the French occupation and the
establishment of the Helvetian Republic. But such a complete
surrender to reaction was opposed by Czar Alexander, who was
then passing through the liberal phase of his international Mes-
sianism, and whose Swiss policy was largely shaped by the in-
fluence of La Harpe, his former teacher and the boldest ex-
ponent of democracy and nationalism in Switzerland. It was
because he was known to be equally opposed to the restoration
of the ancien régime that Capodistrias was entrusted by the
Czar (first as his semi-official diplomatic agent and later as min-
ister plenipotentiary of Russia) with the congenial task of
checkmating Metternich and the aristocratic party.® “'I desire,”

*“11 est de Corfu; par conscquent tépublicain, Eu c'est ta connaissance de ses
principes (i me 1'a fait choisie.” Correspondance d' Alexandre et Leopoid, Im-
pevial Russian Archeological Socirty, 1, 44. See also A. M. Kdromenos, I. Capo-
distrias.
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ran Alexander's “special instructions” to his Minister, “that the
happiness of Switzerland should derive from the welfare of all
classes and of all cantons. I will not allow any ancient institu-
tions to stand in the way of these principles and of these views.”"
Capodistrias faithfully strove to carry out these instructions in
the midst of an extremely fluid and complicated situation.
His policy was based on the theory that “the spirit which
brought about the revolution in Switzerland had made itself
felt long before the ountbreak of the French Revolution, and it
arose from popular discontent caused by the aristocratic insti-
tutions of monopoly and subjection.”’® But while he thus disas-
sociated the transformation effected since 1798 from the French
Revolution, he accepted both the social reforms and the most
fundamental of the political changes, that is, the admission to
the Federation of the democratic cantons created by the Act of
Mediation, as essential to the reconstruction of Switzerland.
Equally hostile to the two extremes—-the loose federalism of
the aristocratic cantons and the Jacobin centralization of the
Helvetian Republic—he advocated the formation of a closely-
knit federal union comprising both the old and the new, the
aristocratic and the democratic cantons, with a strong central
government.? The Federal Pact, which emerged from delibera-.
tions of the “Long Diet,” 1 on August 16, 1819, disappointed
him to the extent that it created a loose confederacy of prac-
tically sovereign cantons with a powerless central government—
a return to the state of things anterior to 1798.1* Nevertheless,
at the Congress of Vienna, as the chief Russian adviser on Swiss

7 William Martin, La Suisse ei U'Kuropie, 1813-1814.

* Memorandum to Committee on Swiss Affairs (in Congress of Vienna), 5 T,
Lascaris, Capodistrias avant Ia Révolution grecque, sa carriére politique fusqu’en
1823, dtude d’histoire diflomalique et de droit international, p. 71.

¢ Memorandum to the Diet on the Swiss Constitution, April 21, 1814, Lascaris,
op. ¢il, p. 5o. See also von Muyden, Histoire de la nation Suisse, 11T, 1G8.

» o Clest en offet Capodistrias qui avait requ ia mission de surveiller les débats
constitutionnels de la Ditte, o1 d'aider a 1a confection du nauveau Pacte Fédéral,
dont elle poussait péniblement le travail.” Edovard L. M. Guillen, Napotdon
et ln Suisse, 18031815, p. 202,

t Gonrague “de Reynold, La Démacratie et la Suisse, p. 221. In his farewcl]
address to the Diet, he declared that the constitution was bad, but expressed
the hope that with good faith on all sides it might work—"car ce sont les
hommes plus que les constitutions qui sont V'affaire importante dans le gouverne-
ment."” Lascaris, op. cif., p. Go.
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affairs, he vigorously upheld the inclusiveness of the Pact, de-
fended the integrity of the new cantons, and successfully re-
sisted their mediatization by the aristocratic cantons in the name
of the principle of legitimacy.'?

The same moderate liberalism, compounded of equal hostil-
ity to revolution and to reaction, inspired his recommendations
to the Czar with regard to the reconstruction of Europe after
the fall of Napoleon. He strove, not without success, to persuade
Alexander that the policy of leniency toward France should be
persisted in cven after the Hundred Days. With respect to the
future regime of that country he was, as an enemy of Jacobinism
and Bonapartism, a convinced legitimist; but at the same time,
he advocated “‘a constitution which would establish the power
of the king's government firmly on a national representative
body and would identify the interests created by twenty-five
years of revolution with those of the monarchy.”'* He contrib-
uted to the early readmission of France into the European Con-
cert; but lie vigorously combated the so-called “Congress Sys-
tem,” which in final analysis placed both the custody of the
international status quo and the governance of the lesser states
of Europe in the hands of the great powers. fo Metternich’s
consistent interventionism he opposed the view that the govern-
ments of the leading powers “should not permit themselves to
decide on any affair which concerned the other states unless
[ormally invited, and should then admit them to their delib-
erations.”'* At the Congress of Troppau, which brought the
conflict of the two diplomats to a head, Capodistrias objected to
the dispatch of Austrian tfoops to Naples unless they went as
a “Furopean army” and promised to establish “in agreement
with the King, a form of government which would ensure to
the Neapolitans the peaceful enjoyment of two-fold freedom—

2 Lor memoranda of Nov. 12, 1814, and Jan. 16, 1815, {0 Commitiee on Swiss
Affairs see Lascaris, ibid., pp. 70-73.

" Memorandum of July 28, 1815, Eascaris, op. cit, p. 77.

% Quoted by Lascaris, op. cit, p. gn, as found in F. de Martens, Recueil de
trailés et conventions conclus par la Russie, VII, 206,
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national and political.”™ In other words, he advocated inter-
vention on behalf of liberalism and nationalism; and he envis-
aged the Concert of Europe, not as a consistent defender of the
status gno, but as a mediator between monarchs and peoples,
aiming to avert revolution by combating reaction, that is, by
satisfying popular aspirations to political liberty and national
independence. Hence, it is not to be wondered at that Metter-
nich regarded the Czar's “more Greek than Russian minister”
as an “‘ardent champion of doctrinaire liberalism,” and singled
him out as his most redoubtable opponent in the struggle for
the mastery of Alexander’s soul.*® When the Austrian Chan-
cellor confided to his Memoirs that his antagonist was "“not a
bad man’ but "‘a complete, a thorough fool, a perfect miracie
of wrongheadedness” and that he lived in “a world to which
our minds are often transported by a bad nightmare,”!? he gave
vent to his exasperation at Capodistrias’s tepacity and to the
anxiety he felt over the influence of such a minister on the
impressionable Russian emmperor. “"The struggle between Gapo-
distrias and me,” he wrote on another occasion with character-
istic complacency, “is like the conflict between a positive and
a negative force.’1® The Austrian chancellor’s victory in this
struggle was due precisely to the fact that Capodistrias did not
possess the attributes of a “minister of the Holy Alliance.” He
had endeavored instead to be a good European, and it was
more than a coincidence that his ascendancy synchronized with
Alexander’s liberal phase, while the decline of his influence

 Memorandurn to Troppau Cowgress, cited by Stern, Geschichte Furepas,
It, 130.

" “Capodistrias, Metiernich felt, stood hetween him and Alexander. . . . Capo-
distrias, who had no Austrian sympathies and who disliked Metlernich even
before Metternich had done him any harm, was able, ambitious, and far-sccing.”
Hélene du Coudray, Metternich, p. 104.

1 Memoirs of Prince Metlernich, cd. by Prince Richard Metternich; tr. by
Mrs. Alexander Napier. p. q04.

® " Since the world began was there ever such a mam” Ibid, p. 566. “The
struggte between Capo DIstria and me is like the conflict between 2 positive
and a negative force. . . . But for such a tontest what patience is needed.” Fhid.,

p- 571
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and his retirement from the Russian service marked the Czar’s
complete conversion to reaction.'?

11

The ontbreak of the Greek Insurrection and the task of gov-
erning insurgent Greece offered a challenge to the two tenets
of Capodistrias's political creed which had most consistently in-
fluenced his FLuropean policies: his abhorrence of revolution
and his hostility to tle oligarchic rule of hercditary aristocracies.
Edncated in Western Europe during the eventful last decade
of the eightcenth century,® he had absorbed the humanitarian-
ism of the Enlightenment but remained impervious to its phil-
osophic and political radicalism. “He sympathizes,” wrote an
Austrian diplomat in 1819, “with the sentiments of the age
without going so far as to agree with its errors.”*! Regarding
himself by birth and achievement as a member of the élite,
he was imbued with a sense of responsibility for the welfare of
the community and solicitude for the common man. But he
doubted the efficacy of popular movements, and the aversion
to revolutionary violence which he showed early in his career
was intensified by his European expericnce. His implacable
hostility to secret revolutionary societies and the delicacy of his
position as a minister of the Czar prompted his vehement re-
jection of the leadership of Hetairia Philike.?* The outbreak
of the Insurrection filled him with misgivings. As a former
Venetian subject, a cosmopolite, and a statesman of interna-
tional reputation he could not fecl the need of national libera-
tion with the same passionate urgency as did the Greeks brought

w» The Corfiote had the East at heart, 2nd subsequent events proved how con-
sistently he had dirccted Russian policy in the Levant, and how great was his
failure to make it cffective. . . . In the person of Capodistrias, Metternich fought
the independence of Russian politics, for Capodistrias stood not only for liberal-
jsm bat lor a Franco-Russian ialerpretation of the European Concert.”—Du
Coundray, ofr. cit, p. 195, ,

® As a student in Padua (1794-98), e witnessed Bonaparte’s Jtalian campaign.

M Dinry of Philip von Neumann, Austrian Chargé d’Affairs in London, Sept.
1, 1819, quoted by Crawley in The Question of Greek Independence, p. 233.

ZIn 1R16 and 1820, 1L was after the scrond rejection that the teadership was
offered to AL Ypsilantis.
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up under Ottoman rule. At the same time, he was far from
indifferent to the plight of Greece and was not averse to strik-
ing a blow for her independence. But being essentially a diplo-
mat, he hoped to achieve this aim through diplomatic action,
culminating, if necessary, in a Russo-Turkish war, and he was
opposed to launching a revolution against the mighty tide of
post-Napolconic reaction.?® He preferred, in short, to have na-
tional independence, like political reform, granted from above
rather than wrested by pressure from below.

But though his attitude toward the people was essentially
that of an eighteenth-century benevolent monarch, he fancied
himself free from the rationalistic delusions of enlightened des-
potism. He believed that “the statesman who introduces into
every country the same institutions regardless of its people’s
life and culture is as inept and destructive as the physician who
prescribes the same diet for every patient, no matter what his
constitution and ailment”;?* and he prided himself on govern-
ing Greece in accordance with her needs rather than with ab-
stract principles of universal validity. His policies were designed
to cater to the needs of those he called “the brave and good
people” in order to win the allegiance of the middle and lower
classes and to curb the power of “first families, military chief-
tains, European-minded politicians, and intellectuals generally,”
who had constituted the ruling class of Greece before and espe-
cially during the Insurrection.?® He envisaged Greece as a na-
tion of small proprietors, and as a first step toward the establish-
ment of this regime he advocated the distribution of the “na-

@ Dragoumes, Historical Reminiscences, 1, 80, 11g. CE Finlay, 4 History of
Greece, V11, 3034, and Driault, Histoire diplomatique de la Grece, 11, 49-51.

% This statement of Capodistrias's general position is not incompatible with
his memorandum which was delivered to Czar Nicholas e¢arly in 1829 by his
cmissary Count Vaulgari. He was, after all, writing to the champion of ab-
solutism, and as a courticr and z dipiomat he stressed his adherence to the
monarchical principle, his distrust of democracy, and his detcstation of revelu-
tionary violence—on all of which he and the Czar were in agreemcent. Sec Letter
ol Count Voulgaris to Comte de Nesselrode, Pores, Dec. 14, 1828, Annex Caa
with Protocol of Conference, London, March 22, 1829, Doc. No. 17, Great Britain,

Foreign Office, British and Foreign State Paprers, XVIL, 151.
= . Skicros, Contemporary Problems of Hellenism, p. B1.
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tional domain” {that is, the land, buildings, and othcr property
of the Ottoman Government confiscated during the Insurrec-
tion) among the discharged veterans of the Revolution.” That
this was a wise and imperatively needed program of national
reconstruction is indisputable. Yet the statesman who conceived
it, though he professed to be a hater of doctrinaires, brought to
its execution a stubbornly doctrinaire temper aggravated by
the meticulousness of a conscientious bureaucrat. Like the most
“enlightencd” of the eightecnth-century monarchs, he ignored
traditional leadership and attempted to ride rough shod over
vested interests. Ever mindful of his European eminence, he
looked down with haughty condescension upon those who could
lay claim to any sort of eminence in Greece. Toward those
proud men wio had been the leaders of the insurgent nation
for seven years and whose co-operation was indispensable in the
organization of the new state, he often adopted a tone of didac-
tic omniscience and sclf-righteousness; and he inflicted upon
them the petty tyranny and the incompetence of his brothers
and protégés to whose glaring inadequacy he was pathetically
blind.2" Because his efforts to establish orderly and frugal gov-
ernment through an efficient bureaucracy were impeded by the
inertia of strongly entrenched oligarchs, the trucuience of milii-
tary chieftains, the hair splitting of would-be political theorists,
and the sniping ol journalists and other intellectuals,®® he al-
lowed his initial prejudice against these groups to crystallize
into indiscriminate and undisguised hostility. “He called,”
writes Tricoupis, who had been his Secretary of State, “the
notables, Turks masquerading under Christian names; the mili-
tary chicftains, brigawds; the Phanariots, vessels of Satan; and
the intellectuals, fools. Only the peasants and the artisans did

" A Andreades, Siudies in Poelblic Economy, p. 24.

¥ He wrote of his brothers Agostino and Viaro, and of his protégé Gennalas:
“The mote 1 ean have of their ability, the more T can hope for a little order

in this country.” Letter to Mustoxidi, April 26, 1828, |. Capodistrias, Gorres-
pondence, 11, 36.

= Many of these were disappointed officeholders, for in his passien for econemy
he reduced the seven ministrics and 18g secretaryships of the central Govern-
ment to one Sccretary of State and eleven clerks. Sce Andreades, op. cit, p. 28,
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he consider worthy of his love and protection, and he openly
declared that his administration was conducted solely for their
benefit.” He was often betrayed by his hostility against the nota-
bles into acts of injustice, such as his rebuke to the brothers
Coundouriotis, who had impoverished themselves in order to
finance the Insurrcction, for their allegediy small contribution
to the founding of a national bank;? and he was driven to com-
mit disastrous indiscretions, as when he assured the king of
France that the Greek people longed to be delivered perma-
nently from “the tyranny of the primates and the military chief-
tains.””3® This attitude drove to sullen opposttion numerous in-
fluential leaders who bad initially acknowledged his authority
and bowed to his higher competence. Abetted by the diplo-
matic agents of Great Britain and France, who fought Capodis-
trias as the reputed catspaw of Russia, these leaders did not
shrink from armed rebellion against his heroic effort to habitu-
ate insurgent Greece to the rule of law and to organize a cen-
tral government capable of enforcing its writ. The insurrection
of Hydra and Maina, which was the immediate cause of his
assassination,® might have been averted if he had known how
to avoid adding insult to injury; in other words, if, instead of
ostentatiously exalting the Jowly and abasing the proud, he had
stooped to conciliate those whose ascendancy was threatened by
his policies.

But while Capodistrias had a rather low opinion of the lead-
ers of the Insurrection, he did not underestimate the difficulties
against which they had had to contend. Much as he deprecated
their constitution-mongering, he approved its basic aim—the
organization of a unitary state and a strong central government.
He recognized that failure o achieve this aim was due, not to
the representative institutions of insurgent Greece, but to the

* AMessage to the Panhcllenion, March 11, 1828, Capodistrias, Correspondence,
1, 425. Letter to L. Coundouriotis, March (22 1828, {bid., p. 484.

» Letter to Count Loverdo for transmission to Charles X, Dec. 15, 1828, ibid,
I}, 454.

M He was assassinaled on Och 0. 1831, by the son and ihe brother of Teier
AMainiol, chief of the Mainiot Clan.
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financial insolvency and consequent impotence of the central
government, which enabled the local oligarchs to preserve their
power.®z 1is objection to the Constitution of Troczene was,
not that it was democratic, but that (a) it provided a weak
executive, and (b) it had becn framed without regard to the
fact that independence had not yet been won and before the
boundaries of the new State were determined. In order of their
urgency, he conceived the tasks confronting Greek statesman-
ship to be: {a) the liquidation of the war, with full independ-
ence and the most favorable territorial settlement; (b) the
economic and social reconstruction of the country; and (c) the
determination of its definitive form of government.®® While he
concerned himself with the first and second of these tasks, he
proceeded to organize an admittedly provisional regime de-
signed to promote “orderly government” and to serve as part
of the Greck people’s apprenticeship toward full-fedged con-
stitutionalism. He discerned that it was essential to the mediat-
ing powers that Greece should become an element of interna-
tional order and stability; and he realized that a monarchy,
largely because it would be deemed to fulfill this condition,
would secure for Greece the most favorable territorial settle-
ment.3t He insisted, however, that the monarchy should be
constitutional. ® He repeatedly urged the candidacy of Prince

® Circular of May 19, ¢Bzg, Capodistrias, Correspondence, 115, 50,

» [nsiractions to Commiltee on the Constitution, Feb. 16, 1830, ibid., 111,

477
% preamble to the Decree of July 23 (Aug. 5), 1829, of the Fourth National
Assemlily, Mamoukas, Documents Relating to the Greek Renaissance, XI, 57.
See also closing message of Capedistrias to the Fourth National Assembly, Aug. 6
(19), 1829, ibid., p. 125,

¥ To a deputation of Hydriots who waited on him to urge the drawing up
of a dehnitive constitetion in accordance with principies of the Revolutionary
assemblics, Capodistrias replied: "Of rourse, but that is not an wrgent matter.
Do you take me for a Turk? Am [ an cnemy of constitutions? 1 desire 2s much
as you that Greece should be governed by a constitution. 1 have said and re-
peated it ofien. But is this the time to bring it wp? The existence of Greece
depends entirely on her foreign policy. and it s to her relations with the powers
that she must devote her attention.”—Driault, op. cit,, 11, y. While there was no
explicit mandace for establishment of a monarchy, there was explicit mandate
from the Senate for choice of a monarch after Leopold's rentunciation {Protocol
of Conlerence. London, Sepl. 26, 185:) . On the other hand, sec Voulgaris's re-
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Leopold of Coburg on the British Government;®® and long be-
fore the Tondon Conference announced its decision, he laid
down a general line of policy [or the Prince to follow and in-
structed him “by a formal act to come to an agreement with
the nation on the principles which should govern the adminis-
tration of the state.”? He pursued this line vigorously in his
correspondence with the Prince aflter February 3, 1830. He be-
gan his reply to the Prince's announcement that he had accepted
the offer of the powers by protesting against the refusal of the
London Conference to admit the Greek Government to its ne-
gotiations and its apparent determination to impose the settle-
ment embodied in the Protocols of February 3, 1830, rather
than allow the Greek people to accept it by orderly constitu-
tional procedure. He drew the Prince’s attention to the fact that
the Protocols did not contain “a single word about the public
law of the Grecks’; and he offered as alternative explanations
of this omission either that the powers held the view that the
monarch “absorbs and concentrates in his person” all the rights
of his people or that it had been lelt to Leopold’s initiative to
recognize these rights by a solemn declaration before his acces-
sion. He added significantly that he had held out the promise
of such a declaration to the Senate and the people, who had
been disturbed by the silence of the Protocols on the constitu-
tional issue; and he ended by advising Leopold to announce
immediately that he intended to govern constitutionally, to
invite the participation of the people in framing a dehnitive
constitution, and to base it, in accordance with the decree of

port to Crar Nicholas, which would seem to saise doubts about the sincerity of
Capodistrias's constitutionalism (sce Note 24, supra).

* He first spoke guardedly to Stratford Canning at Poros about a German
prince. He spoke to Ganning again of a German prince and, alter the report was
signed, disclosed his meaning. “The person whom he designs for his German
prince is ne other than Prince Leopold, and he has assured me in confidence
that the Prince is willing and that he had sounded H.R.H. when in England.”
Canning 0 Aberdeen, Stratford Canning Papers, 20, as cited hy Crawley, op. cil.,
PP 143, 149. Canning reported 1o Alexander, Capodistrias’s expressed intention
to retire, ibid., p. 150

? Memorandim to Leapold, May go, 1Beq, Capodisirias, Correspondence, TN,

154
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the fourth National Convention, on the principles laid down
by the three constituent assemblics of the Revolution.®

It has been asserted that Capodistrias’s insistence on the need
of a constitution and the gencrally gloomy picture of conditions
in Greece which he presented to Leopold were intended to
[righten him into declining the offer of the London Conference.
It has been pointed out that, though Capodistrias had been the
first to suggest to the powers Leopold’s candidacy,® when it
seemed that Greece would be no more than a principality under
Ottoman suzerainty, he reversed his stand after the independ-
ence of Greece had heen recognized because “he knew that he
would have less influence over a sovereign than over a vassal
Prince.” The fact that Leopold eventually renounced the Greek
throne and that his action was undeniably influenced by the
unfavorable reports he had received from the highest authority
in Greece,*® can be adduced as strong ex fost faclo cvidence
against Capodistrias’s sincerity. His harping on the popular de-
mand for a coustitution to be Framed in collaboration with a
national asseinbly must have had a particularly deterrent effect
on a prince who considered himseif “at full liberty to give or
not to give such institutions as, compatible with a monarchy,”
he would in time “find necessary for the welfare of the new
state.” 41 On the other hand, it may be urged on behalf of Capo-
distrias that his communications to Leopold were less pessimis-
tic than his private letters to intimate friends;* that his account
of conditions in Greece and of the state of public opinion was

* Letter {Particular) of Capodisirias to Leopotd, March 25 (April 6). 1830,
Endosure B with Leller 10 Leopold to the Plenipolentimies of the Three Allied
Courts, May 15, 1830, Doc. Na, 39, BES.P, XVIT, 4496

™ Crawley. afr. ait, p. 17,

" Sce Leopold's letter of renunciation to the Plenipotentiarics of the Three
Allicd Courts. May zr, 18gn, Thoc. No. 42. BFSP., XVII, gon.

“ Leopold’s memorandum to Wellington, Feh. g, 1830, Doc. No. 7, ibid, p.
459. CI. Doc. No, XLVIH in Srrupp, ofs. cit., pp. 101-t04.

2 Letter of Eynavd to Lord Sinart de Rothesay defeicding Capodisirias. en-
closed with letter of de Rothesay to Aberdeen, May 28, 1830, Dioc. No. 4,
BFSP., XVI. 514. Sce also Capodistrias's letters to Eynard, April & and 24, 1830,
sub-enclosures A and B, ibid., pp. s22. 524. Capodistrias: “Je démontre 3 5.AR.
que ses devoivs. comme ses intéréts les plus chers, doivent engager 4 se rendre

sans aucun retard en Grice.” (Especially in otder to supervise long and arduous
task of delimitation)
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supported by the testimony of disinterested foreign observers;1
that far from desiring to influence Leopold adversely, he re-
garded the Coburg prince’s accession as an all but accomplished
fact, addressed him as his sovereign “"who had definttely and
positively accepted the crown,” repeatedly urged him to hasten
his arrival, and begged him, in the meantime, for a kingly ges-
ture that would strengthen his own position;* finally, that his
reports about popular dissatisfaction with the decisions of the
London Conference, particularly with the silence of the Proto-
cols on the constitutional issue, were fully confirmed by the
resident envoys of the three powers.*
I

But when all is said, the most valid test of Capodistrias’s sin-
cerity is provided by his own record. In his recommendations
to Prince Leopold he upheld the sovereignty of the nation, de-
fended the people’s right to be consulted with regard to their
fundamental faw, and advocated constitutional and representa-
tive government. To what extent was this precept consistent
with his example, that is, with the policies he pursued as presi-
dent of Greece?

His first act was to suspend the Constitution, which had been
drafted by the third National Convention, and within whose
limitations it was the intent of its kramers that he should con-
duct his government.

This decision was prompted primarily by the conviction that
the urgent tasks which confronted him—the negotiation of a
favorable peace and the internal reconstruction of the country
—could not be carried out under a constitution which had been
deliberately fashioned to curb the exccutive.*® But even if he

# Letter of Falrequette, paymaster of the Greek army in Modon, to Eynard,
April 26, 1Bgo, sul-enclosure C with Letter of de Rothesay to Aberdeen, May 28,
1830, Doc. No. 4. ibid, p. 525.

“ Letters (lwo) [rom Capodistrias to Leopold, A and B, May 24, 1830, attached
to Protocol, London, July 26, 1830, ibid., pp. 615, 617. These letters were writien
three days after Leopold had made known his decision to decline the offer of
the powers.

“ Resident Fnvoys' Report, April, 1830, marked A, with Protocol, London,
July 1, 1830, Doc. No. g3, i&id.,, pp. 6ob-11.

“ See p. g1, supra. Also Capodistrias's answer to 28th question of the Envoys,
Mamoukas, op. cit., X1, gz7-36.
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lhad been willing to acquiesce in the restrictions which hedged
in his office, he could not have governed within the framework
of an organic law whose fundamental premise had no de facto
or de jure validity. For both the Constitution {Article CXXV)
and the presidential oath attached to it assumed that the Insur-
rection had already attained its goal and solemnly charged the
president with “the defense and preservation” of national in-
dependence at a time when the utmost that had been conceded
to Greece was tributary autonomy under Ottoman suzerainty.*?
Being a stickler for legality, Capodistrias wouid probably have
been satisfied, under the circumstances, with orderly and par-
tial revision designed to expand the powers of the president and
to remove the glaring discrepancy between his duties and the
international status of Greece. But since no provision had been
made for an amending process, he secured from the legislature
immediate passage of an Enabling Act setting up a “provi-
sional” government, subject to ratilication by a national assem-
bly which he promised to convoke within two months.*® He
implicitly admitted the unconstitutionality of this procedure,*®
but invoked the exigencies of a national emergency, stressed the
fact that his provisional government was [ounded on the prin-
ciples laid down by the three assemblies of the Revolution, and
undertook, by the terms of the presidential oath, drafted by
limself, to govern in accordance with these principles—a com-
mitment which he repeated in all subsequent state papers per-
taining to constitutional issues.”

Granted that the emergency regime established by Capodis-

" Article 125 of the Troezene Constitution; and p:'csi(lcmia] ozth attached to
the constitution, BSF.F., XV, 1077, 1081,

“ The presidential proclamation was daled Jan. zo (Feb. 2), t828. The con-
vocation of the Assembly was set for April. Ibid., p. o8y

“ e repeatedly expressed regret that they had not heen authorized to vote
amendments 1o Lhe constitulion, Article g4 expressly forbade the legisiature to
amend the constitution, and this probihition was reiterated by Section 2 of a
constitutional reselution of the Third National Convention, which enjoined the
Legislature and the Government “from legislating or acting against the consti-
tution.” Mamoukas, op. eft,, IX, 151,

® The President’s Message to the Legislature, Jan. 17 {30), 1828 resolution
of the Legislature, Jan. t8 (31}, 1828; the President’s Proctamation to the Nation,
Jan. 20 (Feb. 2), 1828. Jbid., X, 38-47.
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trias was imperatively needed and that it was set up with strict
regard to such Jegal procedure as was available, to what extent
was the claim warranted that it was based on the liberal and
democratic principles enunciated by the assemblies of the Revo-
lution? An answer to this guestion is supplied by (a) the pro-
visions of the Enabling Act of January 3o, 1828, {b) the amend-
ments made to it by the fourth National Convention, (¢) the
Prestdent’s views on the franchise and on electoral procedure,
and (d} the changes he introduced into the system of provin-
cial administration and local self-government.

The Enabling Act of January go, 1828, dissolved the legisla-
ture which had been elected in accordance with the Constitu-
tion of Troezene and transferred its powers to the President and
a body of twenty-seven members appointed by him and “par-
ticipating with him in the work and responsibility of govern-
ment.” This body, which was called the Panhellenion, was
divided into three sections—{inance, interior, and national de-
fense—and performed both legislative and administrative func-
tions; and though it could only act in an advisory capacity, the
independence of its members and Capodistrias’s scrupulous ad-
herence to the procedure of consultation and adjustment made
it a far from pliant instrument in the President’s hands. Con-
tact and co-ordination with the Panhellenion were secured
through the secretarics of the three sections, who were ap-
pointed by the President; while the administration of the va-
rious departments was entrusted to decidedly subordinate min-
isters headed by the Secretary of State. This provisional regime
may be fairly described, then, as a presidential dictatorship
which violated two principles that had been embodied in all
three constitutions of the Revolution—the separation of powers
and the primacy of the legislature over the executive. But it
was a dictatorship of delegated powers, limited in duration and
accountable to a national asscmbly on the expiration of its
mandate.

That such was Capodistrias’s conception of his administra-
tion is evident from the proceedings of the [ourth National

st Article I1, Section 1, of the Enabling Act, ibid.
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Assembly, which met at Argos on July 23, 1829, alter repeated
postponements. He submitted to the Asscmbly, through the
appropriate ministers, detailed reports of the work of his gov-
ernment in the fields of foreign affairs, public finance, internal
organization, and national defense.”? After these reports had
Deen examined by ad hoc committees, the Assembly endorsed
the President’s record and proceeded te renew his mandate.
This additional grant of powers was made in the form of thir-
teen resolutions which directed the President to deal with as
many specific questions—from foreign policy to the preservation
of the archological treasures of the nation—and laid down the
general principles that should in cach case govern his action.®
The sccond of these resolutions dealt with the constitutional
issuc. It accepled the President’s request for prolongation of
the provisional regime on the ground that the main reason for
its existence—the undetermined international status of Greece
—was still valid;™ it amended the Enabling Act ol January 3o,
1828, with a view to modifying the machinery of the provisional
government; it formulatect the basic princip]cs of the delinitive
Constitution and directed the President to draft it in collabora-
tion with the Senate (the successor of the Panhellenion); and
it prorogued itself after a short session of less than a montl,"
but stipulated that it should be reconvoked in order to ratify
the Constitution and the linal peace settlernent.®

The revision of the provisional government, obviously in-
spired by the President, was intended to make it more efficient
and pliable. The Panlellenion, which had proved recalcitrant
on several occasions, was replaced by a Senate with the same
number of members, of whom six were appointed directly and
the remaining (wenty-one selected by the President from a list
of sixty-three candidates drawn up by the Assembly and repre-
senting proportionately the three main sections of Greece.”

@ Ibid., XI, 26, 30-33, 223, 383-40¢. 405-547. 2 Ihid., pp. 139-200.

& Resolution No. B, ibid., p. 144. President’s Farewell Address, ibid., p. 126

® July 11 (24} to Aug. 6 (1g). 1829,

= Resolutions Nos. [ and II, ifid., pp. 130-48; No. XIIL ikid., p. 197.

“ The President’s Message to the Asscmbly (Hellenic State Document {state
papers of the Greek Government, hereafter cited as H.S.D.] No. 13591). Avg. 2
15), tB2q. ibid., p. Bezs.
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Unlike its predecessor, this body was vested with clearly deflined
powers. All money bills and all measures dealing with the dis-
posal of the “national domain” were subject to its approval.
On -the other hand, while it had the right to be consulted on
all other measures, except strictly administrative ordinances,
its consent was not essential to their enactment. In case of dis-
agreement they were promulgated as executive decrees and
thereby became law subject to final ratification by the next
National Assembly.®®

After re-emphasizing that the definitive constitution must not
deviate from the principles which inspired the constitutions ol
the Revolution, the Assembly instructed the President and the
Senate to include provisions dealing with citizenship, naturali-
zation, the franchise, and electoral procedure; to create a ju-
diciary, with life-tenure for the judges, and a bicameral legis-
lature; and, significantly enough, to fashion the executive “in
the spirit which dictated the acts of Troezene,” subject to such
modifications as might be rendered necessary by the fnal set-
tlement of the international status of Greece.® The President
accepted these instructions and pledged himself, pending recon-
vocation of the Assembly, to “work unremittingly in order to
prepare the nation for the enjoyment of stable well-being under
constitutional government.” %

With regard to Capodistrias’s views on the franchise, a dis-
tinction must be made between the principles he applied to his
own provisional regime and those he intended to embody in the
definitive constitution of Greece. The assemblies of the Revo-
lution were clected by an approximation of universal manhood
suffrage and a system of indirect election whereby the initial
voters chose the so-called hrst degree electors, who in turn
voted for representatives.®! Invited by the President to formu-
Iate the electoral law more clearly, the Panhellenion submitted
a series of amendments which proposed to disfranchise “heter-

™ Resolution No. IT, Articles 27, ibid., p. 147,

= Resolution No, I, Pare 2z, ibid.

® The President's Farewell Address, tbid, p. 126,

" Law No. XVII, ibid, TI1, 6g. Cf. p. 54. supra; and H.S.D. No. 7495, ibid,
X, K.
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ochthonous” (non-native) Greeks, domestic servants, and the
upper clergy, subject first-degree electors to stecp property qual-
ifications, raise them still further for representatives, and make
persons with a prison record ineligible in either capacity.®? The
President rejected these proposals, pleading his lack of author-
ity “to make any laws whatsoever, and particulatly a law de-
signed to abridge the right to vote, which the Greek people
flatter themselves that they have enjoyed heretofore without any
restrictions.”’ % The Panhellenion retorted that acceptance of
this ultra vires argument would invalidate all the legislative
measures passed by the provisional government since its incep-
tion; but it hastened to uphold the validity of these laws by
citing the provisions of the Enabling Act of January o, 1828,
which empowered the President to issue not only executive
ordinances but legislative decrees as well “on all matters that
have not yet been provided for by law.”% Though the Presi-
dent’s position was theoretically untenable, he had his way on
the substance of the controversy, after a protracted debate, with
only one minor concession; and the elections were conducted
by what amounted to manhood suffrage (all citizens who had
completed their twenty-fifth year being entitled to votc}, and
with no property qualifications for either first-degree electors or
members of the Assembly.®

Capodistrias's defense of manhood suffrage was largely in-
spired by political cxpediency. He had been consistently op-
posed to the doctrine of natural rights, and he felt toward the
people the philosopher-king's solicitude for, rather than the
demaocrat’s faith in, the common man. Recognizing the demo-

™ Also heppnrs, insane persans, and criminals, Panhellenion Secries Doc. No.
1z, ibid., pp. 53-Go.

s The President’s seply to the Panhellenion, HS.D. No. 8874, ibid., p. 74.

% The Paphellenion's repty to the President, Panbcllenion Serics Doc. No. 13,
ibid., p. 77

% He accepred the Panhellenien’s proposal that persons imprisoned for civil
offenses should be released on bail in order to vote or, i need be, perform their
duties as electors and members. Sce Proceedings of the Panhellenion and Cor-
respondence with the President, ibid., pp. 8o.go (including footnotes). H.8.D.
Nos, 10049, 10050, 10051, ifidd., pp. go-1no. Instructions to Provincial Authori-
ties, ibid., pp. 1097,
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cratic and cqualitarian temper of the Greek people, he at-
tempted to consolidate his regime on an alliance with the mid-
dle class, the artisans, and the peasants; and he conceived the
electoral systern as the most effective device for curbing the
power of the ruling oligarchy. But because the politicat im-
maturity of the Greeks was just as axiomatic with him as the
ineptitude of their leaders, he was forever spreading over the
untutored democracy the protecting wings of enlightened and
benevolent government. Thus, while he opposed the least cur-
tailment of the [ranchise and was even inclined to dispense
with indirect elections as a mere formality,® he insisted on such
meticulous supervision and guidance of the voters as to lend
color to his opponents’ charge that he was aiming at government
control of the elections. He alienated irretrievably the orthodox
constitutionalists and caused the resignation of Tricoupis, his
Secretary of State, by condoning the election to the Assembly of
instructed members wio had received an imperative mandate
from their constituents to endorse his past course and to ap-
prove his plans for the future.® With the ostensible intention of
maintaining ovder, but aiming in reality to deprive the locai
oligarchs of their influence over elections, he proposed that the
electoral colleges, that is, the meetings of the first degree elec-
tors, should be presided over by government officials; and it
was only after a long debate with the Panhellenion that he con-
sented to a compromise whereby the chairmanship of the elec-
toral college was entrusted to one of their members selected by
the government.®

On the other hand, Capodistrias’s views concerning the fran-
chise provisions of the definitive constitution were derived from
his conception of the most desirable social organization for
Greece. While he believed that, since the duty to fight confers
the right to vote, no individual or class should have been dis-

o The Tresident’s Girotar 1o Trovincial Authorities, HS.D. No. 12369, ibid,
p- 147

o Diragoumcs, op. cit., I, fe.

® proceedings of the Panhellenion, Jan. 25 (Feb. 7}, 1829, Mamoukas, op. €it.,
X. 8o (footnote). "The President’s Circular of Maych 4 (17), 1829, ibid., p. 101,
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franchised during the Insurrection, he wanted to make prop-
erty the decisive qualification in time of peace. But he was pro-
foundly dissatisfied with the existing distribution of property.
Precisely because he was conviuced that only those who had a
material stake in the country should exercisc the positive func-
tions of citizenship, he envisaged Greece as a nation of Ianded
proprictors. e therefore invited the collaboration of the Senate
in framing the necessary Jegislation for the immediate distribu-
tion of the national domain in order to give political independ-
ence "'to the vast majority of the citizens of the state.”
Capodistrias’s “provisional” system of provincial administra-
tion was an attempt to graft the ncwly created organs of cen-
tralized control upon the existing institutions of local self-
government, that is, the communal and the district councils of
elders. The communal councils varted in size, consisting of one
elder for every hundred families, but not exceeding a maximum
membership of four; and while they werc elected by all the
qualified voters of the commune, only those who “were nost
heavily taxed' and had completed their thirty-fifth year were
eligible to them. The district councils were formed by combin-
ing the council of the capital city of the district with representa-
tives of its rural sections elected by the communal councils.™
These arrangements did not differ matcrially from the tradi-
tional system of local self-government which the Revolution had
inherited from the Ottoman regime. Nor did Capodistrias in-
novate when he attached these elective bodies, both in an ad-
visory and in an admimstrauve capacity, to the prelects ap-
pointed by the central Government;™ for this arrangement had
been adumbrated in the “Provistonal Electoral Law” of Novem-
ber 22, 1822, and endorsed by the third National Convention,”
Moreover, while repugnant to orthodox exponents of local
autonomy, this combination was both economical (since it re-

* H.S.1. No. 1747, Decree of April 16 (2g), 1828, ibid., XI, 395.

™ 11.8.1%. No. 1883, Decree of April 19 (May 2), 1828, ihid., p. sonn.

™ Sce pp. 550, sifra. Resolution of May t (14}, 1827. Proceedings of the Third
National Convention, ibid., X, 121.

 Mendelssohn-Bartholdy, of. eit., 11, 248.
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duced to a minimum the provincial officials employed by the
central Government) and conducive to administrative coheston
and stability. Less defensible was the dominant part played by
governnient officials in the election of both communal and dis-
erict councils. Enjoying the right to preside over the electoral
assemblies and to supervise the lists of eligible candidates, they
tended to substitute governmental favoritism and pressure for
those local influences which, however abhorrent to Capodistrias,
were indispensable to the proper functioning of local self-
government.

The main points made in the course of this survey may now
be briefly summarized. Capodistrias distinguished clearly be-
tween his own administration, which he regarded as an inter-
regnum, and the permanemtform of government of independ-
ent Greece. Because the former was essentially an emergency
government, he organized it as a legal dictatorship, which de-
rived its authority from and was accountable to the representa-
tives of the people, but was governed by successive mandates
rather than under constant parliamentary supervision and con-
trol. Nevertheless, he deprecated anthoritartan government as
a permanent regime; and he believed that the nation should
seek to safeguard its future, not Dy surrendering its sovereign
rights, but by exercising them through representative institu-
tions. Hence he envisaged radical economic reforms designed to
provide the material foundation for political democracy. And
while he initiated or inspired most of the measures of the con-
sultative bodics which functioned duving his admiunistration, he
adhered scrupulously to legal methods and parliamentary pro-
cedure in order to habituate the Greek people to the processes
of free yet lawful government,



Chapter Four
THE FORFEITURE OF SOVEREIGNTY

1

Turouctour the long struggle for independence insurgent
Greece was internally sovereign. IHer government, though pal-
pably deficient by all the essential tests of governmental efficacy,
left nathing to be desired with respect to its origins. It was the
expression of the general will, insofar as the general will could
be ascertained and expressed under the circumstances. The
third and most elaborate of the constitutions purporting to
embody 1he will of the nation was set aside by President Capodis-
trins mainly because its validity was contingent upon full inde-
pendence, which had not yet been achieved, that is, interna-
tionally recognized. This condition was fulfilled two years later.
But the same diplomatic instrument—the Protocols of February
g, 1890—which made Greece independent, namely, sovereign
with relation to other states, delivered a blow at her internal
sovereignty by prescribing the [orm of government of the new
state and by dictating to it on important aspects of its public
law. The London Conference of Ambassadors, arrogating to
itself the constituent power of the Greek nation, decided that
its government should be monarchical; it conferred on the
Catholic Church in Greece—its bishops, its property, and its
missions, “‘the rights and privileges which it had enjoyed {(in
the Ottoman Empire) under the patronage of the Kings of
France'; and, actuated by “benevolent solicitude” for Greece
and the desire to save her from the evils of religious dissension,
it decreed that ““all the subjects of the new state, whatever their
religion, shall be admitted to all public positions, functions and
honours and treated on the basis of complete equality .. . in
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all their religious, civil and political relations.”"! What warrant
was there for this action; to what extent did it impair the sov-
ereignty of the new state; and what were its consequences for
the constitutional development of Greecer?

The intervention of the three protecting powers in the Greek
Insurrection can be traced to the “Act of Submission’ by which
a representative but not duly constituted group of notables
invoked the “exclusive protection of Great Britain” in order
to save Greece lrom the fury of the Turco-Egyptian invaders
and from the putative designs of the other powers.? While refus-
ing lor cogent reasens to accept tlis complete surrender of sov-
ereignty, George Canning, the British Foreign Secretary, cven-
tually deduced from it an appeal for mediation and held out
the promise that “there might be a point in the contest when
Great Britain would promote a fair and safe compromise.”?
The St. Petersburg Protocol of April 4, 1826, associated Russia
in this mediatory action which was to be based on the recogni-
tion of Greece as an autonomous state under Ottoman suze-
rainty.® The adherence of France was secured by the London
Treaty of July 6, 1827, which, after reiterating that the media-
tion was undertaken at the urgent request of the Greek people,
reaflirmed (he tertns of the St. Petersburg Protocol.®

In the meantime, the Greek appeal for mediation had been
repeated more explicitly and authoritatively. The third National
Assembly, duly instructed by Sir Stratford Canning, British Am-
bassador in Constantinople, empowered him to “negotiate and
conclude a settlement that should satisfy the honor and the in-

* Protocol (3) of lenipotentiaries of Great Britzin, France, and Russia, Lon-
don, Feb. 3, 1850, Doc, No. 25, Great Britain, Foreign Office, British and Foreign
State Papers, XVIIL, zoz—g. Cf Sir James Wrycliffe Headlam-Morley, Studies in
Diplomatic History, pp. 126-30.

z Act ol the Provisional Goverminent, July 24, 1825, B.F.S.0., XII, go4—6.

* As quoled by Grawley in The Question of Greek Independence, p. 47.

! Protocol (1} of Rritish and Russian Plenipotentiaries, St. Petersburg, April
4, 1826, BFS.P., XIV, f29-32. Also Doc. No. [ in Strupp, cd., La Situation in-
ternationale de la Gréee, pp. 3-4.

® Treaty for the Pacificalion of Greece between Great Britain, France and
Russia, London, July 6, 1827, BY.S.P., XIV, 632-39. Alse Doc. No. Il in Strupp.

ed., op. ¢it, pp. §-7.



R THE FORFEITURE OF SOVEREIGNTY

terests of the Greek nation and be commensurate with its sacri-
fices for freedom’™;% and while the Assembly’s instructions to its
diplomatic commission contained the maximum territorial and
economic demands of Greece, they accepted the political terms
laid down by the mediating powers, namely, Ottoman suze-
rainty and, in token thercof, payment of tribute.” It is true that
these instructions were inferentiaily contradicted by the assump-
tion of complete independence which was basic to the constitu-
tion subsequently framed by the same Assembly. But this incon-
sistency was removed when the authorized spokesmen of the
Greek Government accepted the powers” offer of an armistice
within the terms of the London Treaty.® Under the status of
vassalage which insurgent Greece thus accepted as the basis of
her “pacification,” her freedom to determine her form of gov-
ernment was limited by the rights of the suzerain power. Inas-
much as the retention of the Qitoman connection impaired
both the international independence and the internal self-de-
termination of the new state, the mandate authorizing the pro-
tecting powers to negotiate peace may be said to have involved
a surrender of the constituent power which the Greek people
had exercised throughout the Insurrection.

The British, French, and Russian Governments proceeded on
this tacit assuraption. Their ambassadors in Constantinople,
who were sent to Greece with instructions to submit recom-
mendations [or implementing the Treaty of July 6, 1827, con-
cerned themsclves not only with the territorial, economic, and
financial terms of the settlement, but also with the political
regime to be established in the autonomous state. They re-
garded President Capedistrias’s government as temporary, took
for granted the right of the powers to determine its definitive
successor, and helieved that Greece could not “ursurp the in-

* Finiay, Fistory of Greece, VIL, 11. Foownote @ slatcs that the Decree and the
letter to Canping are given by Mamoukas, Documents Relating to the Greek
Renaissance, IV, g4. 132,

" Finlay, {nc. eft. Sce also Article II, Treaty, London, July 6, 1827, BFS5P,
XV, 635.

* proclamation of the Provisional Government of Greece accepting the Armis-
tice, Aug. 21, 827, BFS. P, XIV. (048,
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itiative of the Courts,” since she depended on their good will
lor her existence and restoration to statehood. What should be
the permanent political regime of the new state? The ambassa-
dor’s approach to this question was primarily international.
Assuming that the aim of the mediating powers was “to make
the tranquillity of Greece one of the elements of the tranquil-
lity of Europe,” they urged the need of “giving the Greeks the
indispensable means of achicving that degree of internal
strength” ‘'which was essential to appeasement. They made a
keen diagnosis of the political instability of the Revolution and
pointed out that the Greeks turned to Capodistrias only alter
they had become convinced that it was impossible to form a
government of native leaders without raising against it ""a co-
alition of numberless rival powers.” And they concluded that
the cultural legacy of Ouoman rule, the geographical and cli-
matic variety of the country, and the resultant “diversity of
local interests” made it imperative that the new state should be
founded on the hereditary principle which was the best guaran-
tee of its prosperity and independence, and hence "a lasting
safeguard of the tranquillity of Europe.”? '
Moreover, the ambassadors argued, hereditary monarchy
would reduce the interference of the suzerain power to a mini-
mum. Whereas under an elective magistracy the Ottoman Gov-
ernment might claim the right to veto every presidential elec-
tion, under a hereditary regime it would only exercise the right
of investiture whenever there ocaitrred a change of dynasty,
and would thus “participate in the devolution of power™ at
much rarer intervals. Finally, with regard to the probable atti-
tude of the people toward a monarchy, the ambassadors called
attention to the fact that the Greeks had been accustomed to
municipal and cultural autonomy under Ottoman rule and to
representative government throughout the Insurrection, and
conrcluded that the proposed hereditary regime would add to
its stability if it were tempered by representative institutions.!®

" Annex “F," “Suzerainty.” Protocol, Paros, Dec. t2, 1828, ibid.,, XVII, 428-31.
v ihid., p. 430.
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The London Conference, by the Protocol of March 22, 1829,
endorsed these recommendations and decided that the govern-
ment of Grecce should be “assimilated as much as possible to
monarchical forms.” ¥ But the situation was altered by the out-
come of the Russo-Turkish war, which not only compelled the
Ottoman Government to accept the Treaty of July 6, 1827, and
the Protocot of March 22, 182g, and to “subscribe entirely” to
all future decisions of the London Conference,?? but helped to
convert the British Cabinet to the principle of full independ-
ence for Greece provided it was accompanied by a niggardly
territorial settlement.!® Yet despite her progress from vassalage
to sovercignty, Greece was still denied the right to determine
her form of government. By a very broad construction of the
mandate they had received from the Greek people, the mediat-
ing powers decided that the new state should be a monarchy,
hecause “only a monarchical and hereditary government offered
the guarantees of stability” and, hence, the assurance of “paci-
fication.” This assumption of “implied powers,” however tenu-
ous may have been its legal warrant, was doubtless the most
expedient course politically and was amply justified by the de-
cisive part played by the three Governments in the creation of
the new state. The Protocols of February g, 1830, were accom-
panicd by a stern reminder that “Greece owed its life to the
assistance lavished upon it by the three powers”; that they had
“liberated, taken it under their immediate protection, and
saved it from inevitable ruin™; and that these services entitled
them to ““positive rights and to complete deference” on the part
of the Greek nation!* Finally, the protecting powers could
claim witly justice that they had ascertained the needs and the

W Sugerainty.” Metocol. London, March 22, 1829, ilrid,, XVI, 10g7. Also Doc.
No. XXXV in Sirupp, ap. cit., p. 8.

¥ Annex “B,” Declaration of the Porte, Scpt. g, 1829, Protocol {1), London,
Fel. g, 1fizo, Doc. No. zg, BFS P, XViL, 1g5.

* Article |, Protocol (1), London, Fel. g, 1830, Doc. Ne. 23, ihid, p. 192, and
Annex “H.' [ostructions to the Plemipotentiavies of the Three Courts in Con-
stantinaple, ibid., pp. 199-200. The latter also Doe. No. XEVIT in Strupp. ofn.
cft, p. oft, CL Crawley, ap. cil., pp. 167, 173

“Annex ). Instructions to the Rosidents of the Three Comis in Greece,
Protocol (3}, London, Feh. 3, 1830, Doc. Ne. zg. BYS.P., XVII, 200,
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public sentiment of Greece through an inquiry conducted on
the spot by their envoys; and that their decision on the question
of the regime, while dictated by their proncunced monarchist
predilections, was not contrary to the national will.

II

This cannot be said, hosever, of the failure of the protecting
powers to impose, in accordance with the recommendations of
their envoys, a minimum of constitutional limitations on the
monarchy which their will had called into existence. The Gov-
ernment of insurgent Greece, such as it was, had been organized
and conducted on the theory that sovereignty resides in the
nation; that the primary manifestation of sovereignty is the
exercise of the constituent power with a view of providing the
state with a written constitution; and that the main object of
a constitution should be to reconcile authority with liberty—
to organize the power of the state and, at the same time, to
safeguard the rights of the citizen and to make government
amenable to popular control through representative institu-
tions. Despite the wide gap between the theory and the realities
of government in the midst of war and invasion, internecine
strife, financial insolvency, and foreign intervention, the tradi-
tion of constitutionalism which developed during the Insutrec-
tion was a definite reality and should not have been ignored
by those who undertook to dictate the fundamental law of the
new state. Paradoxically encugh, the delense of this tradition
devolved upon President Capodistrias, whose unorthodox cou-
stitutional policy had driven the constitutionalist party to fierce
opposition.’ The solicitude for the sovereign rights of the
Greek people, which characterized his foreign policy, was largely
prompted no doubt by what he understood to be the exigencies
of a diplomatic struggle which he had to wage while completely
deprived ol force—the indispensable complement of diplomacy.

® Annex “T." Memoramdum of the Provisienal Government of Greeee to the
Residents of the ‘Uhree Courts, April 16, 1830, Protocol. London, May 14, 1830,
Doc. No. 20, ibid., pp. 218 220, Sce also Finlay, op. eit, VI g2-33: fo i, and
chap. iii, supra.
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He must have known, {or instance, that the pnrticipation of an
insurgent pcople, who had begged for mediation, in the delib-
erations of the mediating powers was juridically inadmissible
and politically impracticable; and that, hence, his “reiterated
requests” for the admnittance of Greece to the London Confer-
ence could not be granted.’® ke must also have known that at
a time when the mediating powers were congratulating them-
selves on having saved Greece and preserved the peace of Eu-
rope, they would not be greatly impressed by the fact that the
fourtlt National Convention had forbidden acceptance of the
peace settlement by the President without previous ratification
by the representatives of the Greek people.’” But when he
affirmed the people’s claim to the constituent power, he was
on much firmer ground. He pleaded with Prince Leopold to
recognize this claim by promising to govern within the limits
of a constitution framed with the collaboration of the nation
and in accordance with the principles promulgated by the con-
stituent assemblics of the Revolution.'® He doubtless inspired
the thinly veiled protest of the Senate, which, after announcing
that it accepted the powers’ decision concerning the regime be-
cause it was dictated by considerations of “high policy,” ex-
pressed the hope that Prince Leopold would “validate the na-
tional liberties which Greece bas consecrated in four national
assemblies and which she considers as necessary and precious as
her very cxistence as a nation.”'® Finally, he pointed out to the
resident envoys of the three powers that “the absolute silence”
of the Protocols on the constitutional issue would “compromise

® Letter (Corfidentialy of Capodistrias to Leopeld, April 8, 1830, Inclosure
“A” with Letter of Leopold to the Plenipotentiaries of the Three Allied Courts,
May 15, 1850, Doc. No. g9, BES.P. XVII, 48g. See also Doc. No. 1. in Strupp,
af. cit, pp. 1078

7 Article 111, Deeree of the Fourth National Assembly. July 22 (Aug. 3). 1829,
R.F5.P, XVI, 8g8. Sve also note 16, sufprt.

™ Letter (Particular} of Capodisirias to Leopold, April 6, 1830, Inclosure “B”
with Letter of Leopold to the l’lcnipm(-miaries, May 15, tRan, Dor, No. 30. ibid.,
XVH, 494-9b6.

® Memorandem alirming the Ohservations of the Senate on the Motorol nf

Feh. 3, 1830, inclosed with Leopold’s Letrer to Lord Aberdeen, May 23. 18g0,
Ioc, No. q.4. fihd., p. oy,
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the future of the country” and made it impossible for him to
fulfill “the engagements contracted with the nation” concern-
ing its definitive form of government.*

The protecting powers, however, were determined to exclude
from the international agreements which created the Greek
monarchy any commitment concerning its constitutional limi-
tation. “In making Greece an independent and monarchical
state,” ran their reply to the Greek Senate, “the three Courts
have abstained from anticipating the nature of the institutions
and the laws to be derived from this form of government. They
believe that under the auspices of the future sovereign these
institutions will be suited to the true interests, the real necds,
and the legitimate wishes of Greece and will secure for it a
long future of peace, order and happiness.”?! The issue was
thus clearly joined. The Government of Greece believed that
the monarchy should be limited by a constitution stemming
from the constituent assemblies of the Revolution and con-
sented to by ruler and people. The protecting powers, on the
other hand, insisted on unconditional acceptance of the mon-
archy, apparently believing (in the words of Capodistrias para-
phrasing Hobbes) that the sovereignty of the nation had be-
come “‘absorbed and concentrated” in the person of the mon-
arch.

During the period of anarchy and civil war which followed
the assassination of Capodistrias, tlie protecting powers placed
Greece under their undisguised tutelage. They advanced the
claim that, having contributed decisively to Greek independ-
cnce as “the only means of establishing durable peace in the
Near East,” they had “‘not only the right but the obligation”
to intervene in order to pacify the country internally as well.??
This claim, which would no doubt have heen gratefully upheld
by a long-suffering people, was amply warranted by the com-

= {tem 4, Anacx “A," Report of the Residents of the Three Courts in Greece
to the Plenipotentiaries in London, April 19, 1830, Protocol, London, July 1,
1830, Doc. No. g3, tbid, XVIIF, 6.

™ Protocol, London, July 1, 1830, Doc, No. 33, ibid., pp. 6ng-6.
* Protocol, London, March 7, 1832, Toc. No. 42, ibid,, XIX, g-10.
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plete breakdown of authority in Greece.®® The Capodistrians
and the constitutionalists had formed rival governments,
convokcd rival assemblies, and had thus reduced national sover-
eignty to an abstraction. And since the election of an indisputa-
bly representative assembly was impossible under the circum-
stances,? the protecting powers constituted themselves the
trustces of national sovercignty pending its transmission to the
king whom they undertook to select after the withdrawal of
Prince Leopold as a candidate.®

That this was the powers’ conception of their role was shown
by their determination to block any action, until after the
King's arrival, on two vital issues—the drafting of a monarchical
constitution and the distribution of the national domain. De-
spite their fierce dissensions. the two rival factions were sub-
stantially agreed that the King, before his accession, should enter
into a compact with the nation by signilying his adherence to
a constitution drafted by a National Assembly. The first at-
tempt to (rame such a document was made by the so-called fifth
National Convention, which represented the Capodistrian party
and was convoked at Argos in December, 1831, by Agostino
Capodistrias, the deccased President’s brother and would-be
successor. The Constitution which was submitted to this assem-
bly in March, 182, by a drafting committee of considerable
intellectual distinction aimed to adapt the political principles
of the Revolution—civil liberty, national sovereignty, and rep-
resentative institutions—to the monarchical form of govern-
ment.2® Beginning, as usual, with provisions about the state
religion, citizenship, and naturalization, it proceeded to a com-
prehensive and Jiberal formulation of the “rights and duties of
the Grecks.” It declared that the state exercised its authority
“through the various agencies of government as the representa-

»A " Conhdential Memorandum on the State of Greeee by Stratford Can-
ning lo Agosting Capodistrias, Dec. 28, 1831, with Protocol, London, March 7,
1832, Doc. No. 42, ibid., pp. 1113,

* Jbid.

= {bid,, pp. 910

= Alex. P. Couclelis, Les Regimes gouvernementaux de la Gréce de 1821 &
nas fours, pp. z5-20.



THE FORFEITURE OF SOVEREIGNTY 8¢9

tive of the nation”; and it defined the Greck State as a “heredi-
tary, constitutional, and parliamentary monarchy.” It vested the
legislative power “jointly in the King, the Senate and the House
of Representatives,” and the executive power in the “hereditary
Chief of the nation,” to be exercised through ministers ap-
pointed by him, but responsible to the legislature. It provided
a five-year term [or the lower house, indirect election with pro-
gressively steep property qualifications, and annual renewal of
its membership by one filth. It conferred on the Crown the
right to appoint the members of the Senate for life, to dissolve
the House of Representatives subject to reconvocation of its
successor within tliree months, and to exercise a suspensive veto
over measures originating with either branch of the legisiature.
It provided for a procedure of consultation between the execu-
tive and the legislature as well as between the upper and the
lower branch of the latter, gave to both the right to amend or
to reject government measures, but authorized their reintro-
duction in the following session. Finally, while it conferred
parity on the two houses in all other respects, it confined legis-
lative initiative on financial and economic measures to the
Hlouse of Representatives.?” '

This Goustitution, whose completion synchronized with the
designation of Prince Otho of Bavaria as king of Greece, was
stillborn. The Assembly accepted it as the “fundamental law
of the nation,” instructed the Government to submit it to the
King, and authorized the legislature to amend it in accordance
with his “observations” in order to secure royal assent to its
promulgation.?® But belore these instructions could be carried
out, the Government of Agostino Capodistrias collapsed and
was succeeded by an unstable coalition in which the constitu-
tionalists became increasingly dominant.

The fourth National Convention (which was reconvoked by
the new Government with a view to emphasizing the illegality

* ibid., p. 25. Details are given by Aravantinos in Constilutional Law of
Greece, p.o 333m

= [bid., p. 2. Footnote ¢ states that action of the Assembly is giver by Aravan-
tinos, op. cil., p. gEER.
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of its immediate predecessor) unanimously ratified Prince
Otho's selection and proceeded to take action on the distribu-
tion of the national domain and on the Constitution. But its de-
liberations were halted by a note from the three powers, which
denied the Assembly's competence to “draft or even to discuss
a constitution” or any other fundamental law “without the
codperation of the monarch,” and contended that such action
“would be at vartance with the Greek people’s mandate to the
three Courts” to designate the King of Greece.?? While a mi-
nority of experienced members advocated a more positive rec-
ognition of “the right of the Crown to participate in Jegislation
and even in the framing of the constitution,” the majority up-
held the Assembly’s initiative with respect to the latter function.
Its reply to the powers’ note called attention to the fact that
“even President Capodistrias had invariably recognized the As-
sembly’s right w the sovereign power,” admitted that the estab-
lishment of the monarchy had modified this power “with respect
to fundamental Jaws” and that the constitution was therefore
subject to revision by the King or the Regency “after their
arrival in Greece,” but insisted that the initial drafting of the
constitution was the duty of the representatives of the Greek
people.3?

This protest was the swanspng of the constitutionalism which
had been dominant during the Insurrection. The Assembly
which so proudly pitted its sovereign power against the will of
the European Concert was soon afterward dispersed by the
unruly Rumeliot soldiery. The passing of the last elected body
of the Revolution symbohized the transfer of sovereignty from
the nation to the monarch. In defanlt of a constitution drawn
up by the representatives of the people and conferring certain
powers on the Crown as one of the several organs of the state, it
was now left to the initiative of the Crown to decide whether

* Decree of Fourth National Assembly, Pronia, Aug. 8, 1832, BFS.P, XIX,
1251. See also Coucletis, np. cit, p. 27. Footnote g states that the text of the
Residents’ reply to the Fonrlh National Assembly, Aug. 10, 1832, is given by
Aravantinos, ofy. cil, p. 344n.

¥ Couglelis, ofp. cit., pp. 27-28. Details are given by Aravantinos, of. cit., p.

§44n-
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and to what extent the nation wouldd be admitted to a share in
its own governance. This transler had already been formally
registered in an international transaction. By the Treaty of
May %, 1852, “the hereditary sovereignty of Greece™ was offered
“by the Courts of France, Great Britain, and Russia, duly au-
thorized thereto by the Greck nation,” to Prince Otho with the
title “King of Greece,” and was accepted on his behalf {owing
to hts minority) by his father, the King of Bavaria. Greece,
“under the sovereignty of Prince Otho and the guarantee of
the three Courts,” was erected into a “monarchical, independent
State’; and it was stipulated that pending the King's majority,
“his rights of sovereignty” would be exercised ““in their entire
plenitude” by a regency of threc members appointed by the
King of Bavaria.®

The Treaty of May %, 1832, was negotiated and signed by the
British, French and Russian Governments “exercising the power
to choose a sovereign for Greece bestowed on them by the Greek
people.”** Completely ignoring the pronouncements of succes-
sive national assemblies, the three Governments assumed that
this power was "“‘unconditional” and that it implied a priori
acceptance of their candidate by his future subjects. They read
into their mandate more “implied powers” when they agreed,
on behalf of Greece, to provisions regulating the succession and
the King's majority, authorizing the King of Bavaria to estab-
lish a regency, and making detailed stipulations about a loan
to be contracted by “Prince Qtho of Bavaria, as King of Greece,
under the guarantee of the three powers.”® The implications
of this transaction were prejudicial to the fiscal independence
of Greece. For the treaty further provided that interest and
amortization charges should have first lien on the receipts of
the Greek treasury, gave the diplomatic representatives of the
three powers the right to supervise the execution of this stipula-
tion, and carmarked the proceeds of the loan for possible com-

M {A)—Conveniion Relative to the Sovercignty of Greece between the Three
Allied Courts and Bavaria, London, May 7, 1832, with Protocol, London, May 7,
1832, Doc. No. 45, BFSP, XIX, 35-41.

=2 1hid., p. 33. * Articles X and XTI, rbid., pp. 37-30-



a2 THE FORFEITURE OF SOVEREIGNTY

pensation to the Ottoman Government in return for a more
favorable territorial settlement.® Finally, the treaty invaded the
domain of national defense by authorizing the recruiting of a
Bavarian corps of g,500, “equipped and paid by the Greek
State,” to replace the troops of the three powers stationed in
Greece.® Thus, owing partly to the anarchy that besect Greece
eleven years alter the outbreak of the Insurrection and partly
no doubt to the eagerncss of the three Courts to choose the
easiest and the most congenial way of settling the Greek ques-
tion, the mandate to select a king uitimately led to the aliena-
tion of Greek sovereignty. Greece was declared independent of
the Ottoman Enpire, but was placed under the tutelage of the
protecting powers who in turn, by the Treaty of May 7, 1832,
transferred their charge to the King of Bavaria and through him
to the Regency and to King Otho. For all her “independence,”
Greece thus became both externally and internally a Bavarian
protectorate™® under the suzerain control implicit in the am-
biguous “guarantec’ of the three powers,

13}

The first consequence of this alicnation of sovereignty for the
internal governance of Greece was the transfer of the constitu-
ent power from the nation to the monarch. What use would he
make of it? The unrepresentative and impotent assemblies of
the post-Capodistrian period had failed to reduce the Crown to
the status of one of the organs of the State through a constitu-
tion of pepular origin. Could the Greek pcople now expect at
teast an instrument similar to the French Charter of 1814 reg-
jstering a voluntary grant of power by the Crown to the nation?
Though the constitutional question was broached in the course
of the negotiations, the Treaty of May 7, 1832, was silent on
the self-limitation of the monarchy. On the other hand, the
proclamation of August 30, 1832, issued by the London Confer-

* Article XU, ibid., p. 30.

* Article X1V, ibid., p. 89

*® Articles NV, XVL and XVI, ihid., p. 40. See also Treaty between Bavaria
and Greeee, Nov, 1, 183z, ibid,, XX, 731.
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ence on the completion of its labors, called upon the Greek
people to “rally round the throne” and to “assist their King
in the task of giving the State a definitive constitution.”3” The
implication of this appeal was in agreement with the more ex-
plicit promise given by the Bavarian Government. Its note of
July 81, 1832, addressed by M. de Gise, the Foreign Minister,
to S. Tricoupis, Greek Secretary of State, began with a firm
rejection of the Greek people’s claim to the constituent power.
It asserted that the exercise of this power would violate the
Greck mandate to the three Courts, since it contained '‘'no men-
tion of a definitive constitution of the state drawn up before
the election of the monarch and without his assistance.” After
thus affirming the sovereignty of the Crown, however, the Ba-
varian note concluded with the declaration that one of the first
matters to claim the attention of the Regency would be the con-
vocation of a “general assembly of the nation” to collaborate
in drawing up a definitive constitution.’

The Regency not only failed to redeem this pledge, but it
gave short shrift to the suggestion of several constitutionalist
leaders that it call a national assembiy for a short session in
order to receive from it a mandate to govern similar to those
repeatedly given to President Capodistrias.® “The Regency,”
wrote approvingly Prokesh-Osien, the Austrian Minister in
Athens, “made its début with a measure that was both necessary
and correct by rejecting the claim that the sovereignty of the
people is the source of royal authority.”” And if there were still
any doubts left on this score, they were dispelled by the first
royal proclamation in which “Otho, by the grace of God King
of Greece,” pledged himself to protect the religion of the coun-

" Declaration [of the Allied Couris} (o the Greeks, Aug. go, 1832, ibid,, XIX,
126354, Annex "D,” Protocol, London, April 26, 1832, Doc. No. 44. ibid., XIX,
2526,
= Finlay, op. cit., VI, 115, Note 2 states that the letter of Baron de Gise, dated
315t July. 1832, js printed in Recueil des traités, acles et piéces concernants la
fondation de la royauté ¢n Gréce et le tracd de ses limites (Nauplie, t833) . p. G2
An excerpt is quoted by Driault, Histoire diplomatique de la Gréce de 182r &
nos jours, 11, 86-8y. Sce also Arvavantinos, op. cil, p. 356, note 62, as cited by
Couclelis, op. cit., p. 29.

* Driautt, op cif., 11, 120-31: 137; sve also p. 72, supra.
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try, to uphold the laws, and to “preserve inviolable . . . the in-
dependence, the Jiberties, and the rights of the Greek people,” 4
but sedulously avoided any commitment on the constitutional
issue. It was apparently settled that the sovereignty of the Greek
people was henceforth to be vested in the monarchy which
seemed determined to remain unfettered whether by restric-
tions of popular origin or by self-imposcd limitations.

The primary aim of the Greek Insurrection—the overthrow
of Ottoman rule—was attained after nearly ten years of bitter
war against the Sultan and his Egyptian vassal, and thanks
largely to the armed intervention of the three most powerful
European Governments. They made it unmistakably clear that
they intended the independence of Greece from the Ottoman
Empire to be genuine and complete when they rejected the
Turkish Government’s request for (a) the limitation of the
Greek army and navy to the minimum necessary to internal
order, () a pledge of perpetual neutrality on the part of
Greece and her citizens in all future wars against Turkey, and
(¢) the surrender of Turkish subjects who had participated in
the Insurrection and after the end of hostilities had taken
refuge in Greece. In reply to these demands the three powers
pointed out that the maintenance of armed forces free from
foreign control and participation in any war breaking out be-
tween third parties are rights “inherent in the independence
of a state” unless it has been “‘constituted and declared per-
petually neutral”; that the independence of Greece "and all
the rights inherent therein” had been recognized by the London
Protocol of February 3, 1830, to which the Ottoman Govern-
ment had fully acceded; and that the surrender of political refu-
gees was a matter of domestic concern on which they would not
presume to dictate to the Government of independent Greece.**
This frustration of the last Turkish attempt to limit Greek
sovereignty justified the Duke of Broglie’s triumphant declara-
tion: “Greece exists, she is independent, all Europe recognizes

# Excerpt {rom Othe's Proclamation, June 1, 1835, Driauit, op. cit, II, 137,
< Item 2o, Protocol of the Three Protecting Powers, London, Aug. 3o, 1832,
Doc. No. 52, BFS.P., XXIT, 033.
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her.”*? But this goal had been reached at considerable cost.
Neither the strains and stresses of war nor the intervention of
the essentially anti-revolutionary and monarchical European
powers were favorable to the development of constitutionalism,
republicanism, and democracy in insurgent Greece. It was there-
fore inevitable that the military and diplomatic success of the
Insurrection should have been purchased with defeat on the
domestic front; and that both the independence and the inter-
nal sovereignty of the new state should be tempered by the
“guarantee’” of the protecting powers with all its vague impli-
cations. Yet to a people weary with war and civil strife—indeed
to contemporary European and world opinion—deliverance
from Ottoman rule was so brilliant an achievement that it was
gratefully accepted, even though it was not accompanied by
complete national self-determination or by internal self-gov-
ernment.

1 Address of the Duke of Broglie in the French Senate regarding the affairs of
Greece, May 18, 1833, Doc. No. LX1V, Strupp, op. cit., p. 155.



Chapter Five

THE LIMITED MONARCHY OF OTHO

1

Tng comrroMise described in the last chapter—the impairment
of sovereignty and the surrender of self-government in ex-
change for complete independence from Ottoman rule—did not
prove permanent, Its revision during the next hundred years
was incidenal to the successive and morce-or-less-violent shifts
ol political power which have punctuated the history of modern
Greece. A full discussion ol these periodic crises, which were,
as usual, due to international as well as to domestic factors,
would be outside the scope of this study. What will concern us
in the following three chapters is merely the part played in
them by each of the three participants in the constitutional
settlement of 1830-32, namely, the protecting powers, the mon-
archy, and the Greck nation.

The first of these crises was essentially a revolt of the disaf-
fected politicians who represcnted the ruling oligarchy of the
War of Independence against King Otho’s system of autocratic
government by Bavarian bureaucrats. It originated in the coup
d'état of September, 1843, which enabied the leaders of the
revolt, effectively supported by the Athens garrison, to supplant
the hereditary ruler as the source of authority in the state and
to take a scries of steps designed to convert the Othontan re-
gime of monarchical absolutism into a limited monarchy. This
revolutionary change was effected, in the name of the sovereign
people, by the Council of State—King Otho’s solitary and grudg-
ing concession to constitutionalism during the first part of his
reign.! “Compelled by the irresistible force of circumstances to
assume extraordinary powers,” this body prescribed a new oath

! Letter of M. A. Metaxas, President of Council of Ministers to Sir Edmund
Lyons, Sept. t6, 1844, Inclosure 2 with Letter of Lyons to Lord Aberdcen, Sept.
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for the armed forces of the state, which transferred their alle-
giance “to the constitutional throne and the constitutional in-
stitutions to be created by the National Assembly”; and having
thus anticipated the course of events, it demanded “immediate
and full acceptance” by the King of an implementary program
which included principally: (2) the formation of a new min-
istry under A. Metaxas, the chief of the “Russian” party and
the political leader of the insurrection, and {b) the convoca-
tion within a month of a National Assembly “to deliberate and
to decide, in agreement with the Crown, concerning a definitive
constitution.”?

In so far as King Otho's acquiescence in these revolutionary
proceedings implied recognition of a higher authority than his
own, he had sufficient reason to complain to the envoys of the
protecting powers that he had “abdicated his royal prerogatives
and was no longer King.”? At the same time, while his “per-
sonal inclinations were unavoidably coerced,”* and the royal
signature affixed to the decree which convoked the National
Assembly symbolized the surrender of sovereignty, the terms
of the same decree, by stipulating that the Assembly would
collaborate with the King in framing a constitution, secured
for the Crown a share in the exercise of the constituent power.®

As a matter of fact, the Constitution of 1844 was for the most
part the work of a National Assembly dominated by the con-
stitutionalists, who had been in eclipse since the Capodistrian
dictatorship, under the leadership of the veteran Alexander
Mavrocordatos.® It was originally drafted by a committee of
twenty-one, of which Mavrocordatos and S. Tricoupis, the lead-

17, 1843, Doc. Ne. 2, Great Britain, Foreign Ofhce, British and Foreign State
Papers. XXX, g42. Sce also The Cambridge History of British Foreign Policy,
edited by Ward and Gooch, II, 592-93.

= Address of Council of State to King Otho, Sept. 15, 1843, Inclosure 4 with
Letter of Lyons to Aberdeen, Sept. 17, 1843, Doc. No. 2, BF.S.P, KXXIT, 943

1 Drianlt, Histoive diplomatique de la Gréee .. .. 11, 240.
¢ Letter from Aberdeen to Lyons, Oct. 25, 1848, Doc. No. 5, BF5.P., XXXII.
0947

s Ordinance convoking a National Assembly, Athens, Sept. 15, 1843, Indlosure 5
with Dec. No. 2. Letter of Lyons to Aberdeen, Sept. vy, 1843, ibid, p. 944.

* Letter of Lyons to Aberdcen, Oct. 10, 1843, Doc. No. 6, ibid. p. 94g. See
also Finlay, 4 History of Greece . . ., VII, 1Ao.
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ers of the “English” party, John Kolettes, the leader of the
"French” party, and D. Kyriakds, the foremost constitutional
lawyer of the Assembly, were the most prominent members:
and having been debated and revised by the Assembly, it was
submitted by the dralting committee to the King, who was
invited to make such “observations’” as he “might dcem neces-
sary.”? A comparison of these observations with the draft of
the Assembly and the definitive text of the constitution shows
that the King made a determined, and not wholly unsuccesstul,
effort to retain the major part of his power under the forms of
constitutional government.

With a view to avoiding the “false interpretation” that the
rights of the Grown were limited by the articles which defined
the King's authority, he proposed that the executive power
should be described as belenging to the King “who exercises it
through responsible ministers appointed by him.” But the As-
sembly insisted on its own version, which named the King as
the source of the executive power, but entrusted its exercise
to “responsible ministers,” thus giving them independent con-
stitutional status and raising them above the level of mere
executive agents of the Crown. Simiiarly, the Assembly refused
to make the Crown the “source of the judicial power.”” It re-
tained its original draft which declared that “the judicial power
is exercised by the Courts,” but inserted in another place the
innocuous statement that the King is the “source of justice.”
Further, while the King desired to confine ministerial counter-
signature only to those of his acts which “pertained to the pub-
lic service,” the Assembly disallowed this qualification. It also
rejected the King's suggestion that the safeguard of ministerial
countersignature be dispensed with in the case of a change of
ministry and wrote into the constitution the provision that all
the decrees relative thereto must be countersigned by the incom-
ing premier after he has been nominated and sworn in.®

T Adidress of the Deputation of the Natioral Assembly charged to lay before
the King the Project of the Constitution, Inclosure 4 with Letier of Lyons lo
Aberdeen, March 2, 1844, Doc. No. 2g, B.F.S.P.. XXXII, g7q.

* Note addressed by King Otho 1o the National AssemDbly, Feb. 28, 1844, Tn-
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As regards the treaty-making power, the King and the As-
sembly distinguished between treatics of peace and alliance,
which it was agreed should be concluded by the executive and
communicated to Parliament only in case the interests of the
state pérmitted publication, and commercial treaties which re-
quired legislative implementation or imposed individunal bur-
dens on citizens, and for which the consent of the Chamber of
Deputies and the Senate was stipulated. With respect to the
power of appointment, however, there was serious and signifi-
cant disagreement. The King proposed the excision of the pro-
vision forbidding nomination by the executive to an office not
previously created by law. He contended that this prohibition
might prevent the Government from meeting unforeseen ad-
ministrative needs, and he argued that the limitation inherent
in budgetary appropriations would be a sufficient safeguard
against possible abuse of the appointive power. But the Assembly
remained obdurate and retained the restrictive clause. On the
other hand, it accepted several amendments to the articles which
dealt with the King's relations with Parliament. 1t conceded
to him the right to convoke the chambers in extraordinary ses-
sion at his discretion and in ordinary session once a year, and
the right of dissolution followed by new elections within two
months and convocation of the new chambers within three. It
also expanded, at the King's suggestion, the royal right to par-
don, so as to include the right to grant an amnesty “on the
responsibility of the entire ministry.” And though it had orig-
inally fixed the Civil List for the duration of the reign, it ac-
cepted the King's request for a more flexible arrangement de-
signed to “ensure the independence of the Crown,” and made
ten years its minimum duration. At the same time, certain pro-
posed modifications of the royal oath which reflected a rather
exalted "divinc right” view ol the monarch’s station were re-
jected by the Assembly; and so was the request for the excision
of the article which provided for a temporary regency by the

ctosure 5 with Letter of Lyons tn Abcrdeen, Maveh 21, 1844, Doc. No. 29, ibid.,
pp. 980 IE.
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ministry in the event of the King's death during his minority,
or the absence of a successor, and pending the swearing-in of
the fawful regent.®

More significant was the King's attempt to limit by consti-
tutional provision the membership of the elective Chamber of
Deputies, and at the same time to remove all restrictions to his
right to nominate members of the Senate and to dispense with
the ministerial countersignature of all appointments to that
body. The Assembly fixed the minimum membership of the
lower and of the upper house at eighty and twenty-seven, re-
spectively; and while it limited the King's power to appoint
senators to a maximum of one-half the members of the lower
house, it lcft the size of the latter to be determined “in pro-
portion to population,” by legislative cnactment. On the other
hand, it accepted the King's proposal to confine the counter-
signing of senatorial appointments to the Prime Minister with
the proviso that his signature would be construed to express
concurrence of the entire ministry. Furthermore, at the King's
request the Assembly extended the privilege of appointment
for life to those members of the Court of Accounts who sat in
a deliberative capacity, but, contrary to the King's suggestion,
it withheld life tenure from justices of the peace. Despite the
King's cogent representations, it alse remained adamant on
the repeal ol laws and decrees contrary to the constitution and
on the exclusion of non citizens from public office—a provision
which did violence to King Otho's Panhcllenic nationalism 2

The Constitition of 1844 can thus be called a negotiated
instrument—"a compact between King and nation”—since 1t
was produced by the concurrent exercise of the constituent
power adl it was signed and promulgated by the King.** At
the same time, the fact that it was initiated by an Assembly of

® Note of the Assembly on King Otho’s Observations (Ar. XXIT et al), In-
ctosure 6 with Tetter of Lyons to Abevdecn, March 21, 1844, Doc. No. 21, ibid.,
pp. ofy-A8.

™ Articles [T and CIIT, Constilution of 1844, ibid, p. oRB.

1 Eetter of Lyons to Aberdeen, Dec. 21, 1843, Doc. No. 18, ibid., pp. gbe-G1.
See also Proclamation announcing King Otho’s acceptance of the Constitution,
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revolutionary origin and that it was practically imposed upon
a reluctant monarch, would seem to make it also an expression
of the general will, the product of popular sovereignty.’? But
whatever the “literary theory™ as to the origins of the Consti-
tution of 1844, the fact remains that within its framework the
monarchy retained the major part of its authority. In the first
place, the silence of the Constitution on the question of the
source of sovereignty amounted to acceptance of the orthodox
view of limited monarchy, according to which tlie monarch,
notwithstanding the constitutional restraints on his authority,
remains sovereign and, hence, retains all the powers he has not
explicitly yielded and can do everything that the Constitution
does not expressly forbid. Moreover, the King's participation
in the framing of the Constitution established his claim to a
share of the constituent power and made his consent a pre-
requisite to revision, At the same time, the extensive powers
he retained, which Included an absolute legislative veto, the
right to appoint and to dismiss his ministers, to nominate the
members of the Senate for life, to dissolve the Chamber of
Deputics, and to issue executive decrees, secured for him a
predominant position over all other organs of the State. In
short, the regime established by the Greek Constitution of 1844
was, both in its constitutional and in its broader political as-
pects, very similar to that of the July Monarchy in France. In
both, the existing political order, which was based on the prin-
ciples of Jegitimacy and monarchical sovereignty, was over-
thrown by insurrection. The outcome was in both cases a
quasi-legitimate regime of limited monarchy; and the limitation
was effected by mcans of a Constitution which, though dictated
{(by a parliamentary caucus in France and by a National Assem-
bly in Greece), was euphemistically called a compact between

March 16, 1844, Inclosure 11 with Leiter of Lyons to Aberdeen, March z1, 1844,
bBoc. No. 29, fbid.. pp. 10001001,

12 Constitution as voted by the National Assembly and accepted by King Otho,
March 16, 1844, Inclosure 10 with T.etier of Lyons to Aberdeen, March 21, 1844,
Doc. No. 2g, ibid., pp. g8g-1000.

= Ibid.
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the monarch and the nation. Like the revised Charter of 1830,
the Greek Constitution of 1844 conferred on the Crown ex-
tensive powers quite at variance with the principle that “the
King reigns, but does not rule,” which presumably summed up
the political philosophy of its French prototype. Finally, in
both countries these powers were further expanded by the man-
ner in which the monarchs interpreted their respective consti-
tutions and conducted their governments. And since no pro-
vision was made for au amending process and since neither
Louis Philippe nor Otho would take the initiative of orderly
constitutional revision, the two regimes were eventually brought
to an end cxtra-legally, by the higher power to which they owed
their existence—the general will expressing itself through in-
surrection.ts

II

The attitude of the protecting powers toward the insurrec-
tion of 1849 and the ensuing constitutional settlement should
have been determined by what they conceived to be their obli-
gations as sighatories and “‘guarantors” of the Treaty of May 7,
1832, which placed the Bavarian dynasty on the throne of
Greece. But these legal obligations were tempered—in fact dom-
inated—by the exigencies of political interest. Greece was a
small and weak state, in the founding of which the Concert of
Europe had played a decisive part. To a greater extent than
any other independent country, she was dependent on the good
will of the great powers, and her domestic politics were largely
dominated by their rivalries. She therefore provided a pecu-
liarly propitious stage for that ideological sham battle of lib-
eralism and constitutionalism against absolutism, which antici-
pated by exactly one hundred years the analogous international
conflict between democracy aud fascism, as a convenient dis-
guise for the struggic for power among the major European

" Letter of Mr. P. C. Scarlete, British Minister at Athens, to Lord Russell,
Oct, 24, 1862, Doc. No. ¥, ibid,, LVIIL, 101417, and Letter of Russell to Scarlete,
Nov, 6, 1862, Doc. Neo. zo, ibid., pp. ro27—28. Russell's letter also Toc. LXVI in
Strupp, La Situation internationale de la Grice, pp. 162-63.
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states. Though their policy on the constitutional issue in Greece
was considerably influenced by the personal vicissitudes of
Greek politics, it may be said that on the whole, Great
Britain and France, the two liberal powers, had been fairly
consistent in urging King Otho to grant a constitution. “The
habits and genius and geographical distribution of the nation,”
wrote Palmerston in 1835 to Sir Edmund Lyons, the British
Minister in Athens, “their ancient history and recent strug-
gle; their national assemblies during the War of Independ-
ence; the expectations they have been encouraged to form—
all these things combine to make it impossible that they can
be contented to go on under an absolute monarchy.”!s At the
other extreme stood Prokesh-Osten, the Austrian Minister in
Athens, who did not represent one of the protecting powers yet
who exerted greater personal influence over King Otho than
did any of his colleagues. Though opposed to constitutionalism,
as befitted a diplomatic agent of Metternich, he was less con-
cerned with doctrines than with the King's interests, and there-
fore ended by advising him to accede to the wishes of the nation
in order to enhance his popularity and consolidate the position
of his house.’® Finally, Russia, the third of the protecting pow-
ers, while inclined to look favorably on Otho’s absolutism, was
antagonized by his eccelesiastical policy. The Erastian Decree
of 1843—a virtual Act of Supremacy which severed all connec-
tion with the Patriarchate of Constantinople and subjected the
Church of Greece to a Catholic monarch—was not calculated to
strengthen Russian sympathy for the Bavarian dynasty; and the
situation was exacerbated by the steadfast refusal of King Otho
and of his brother and heir Luitpold to follow an illustrious
precedent and declare the Greek throne well worth a Mass.
That the coup d'état of September, 1843, was encouraged, if
not inspired, by Russian hostility to Otho, is evidenced by the
fact that its chief promoter was, as we have seen, the leader of

® The Cambridge History of British Foreign Policy, 11, §8q. quoted from Sir
S. M. Eardley-Wilmot, Lifc of Vice-Admiral Lord Lyons, pp. 77 ff. Ci. Finlay,
A History of Greeee, VI, 230.

™ Drianlt, op. cif,, 11, 240.
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the “Russian” party. But Russian hostility couid have been
more than checkmated by British and French support. As a
matter of fact, the insurrection was immediately endorsed by
the other two protecting powers, because, apart from their
theoretical aversion to Otho’s abselutism and their desire to
have in Greece a regime created in their own image, they
expected the constitutional ministries to show greater solicitude
than King Otho for the bondholders of the loan contracted
under Article XII of the Treaty of May 7, 1832, and for British
and French interests generally.t?

It would appear then that from the standpoint of political
interest the protecting powers were far from hostile to the
change initinted by the coup d'état of September, 1843. What
was their Jegal position as signatories and “guarantors” of the
treatics which had created the Kingdom of Greece? These trea-
tics decreed that the government of Greece should be a mon-
archy, but did not stipulate that it should not be constitutional.
1lence, even if they had not condoned—or abetted—the Insur-
rection, the protecting powers could justifiably claim that its
ultimate outcome—the constitutional settlement of 1844—did
not violate the international agreements which recognized the
independence of Greece and conferred upon her a monarchical
form of government.

This was the position taken by the British and French Gov-
ernments. The first dispatch which Lovd Aberdeen, the British
Forcign Sccretary, sent to Sir Edmund Lyons after receiving
the news of the coup d'état, while mildly deprecating “'the forci-
ble waode by which the change was effected,” praised the Greek
peaple for having conducted themselves in a manner “so differ-
ent from the cxample aflorded by countries more advanced in
civilization,” ITis FLordship then procceded to define the role
of the three “guarantor” powers., "It may bLe necessary,” he
wrote, that they should “exert themselves to moderate the proj-
ects of the Greek patriots; since . . . it is by no means impos-

" Letter of Aberdcen Lo, Lyons, Oct. 25, 1843, Doc. Noo g, BFS P, XXXIIL
a47. Scc also Articde XIE, Trealy of May 7, 1832, ibid., XIX, g8-34.
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sible that crude, exaggerated, and impracticable propositions
may be brought [orward at the meeting of the National As-
sembly. . . . But it will also be cur duty to impress upon the
King the wisdom, and indeed the necessity, of strictly adhering
to his promises and of religiously fulfilling the pledges which
he has given to his people.” 8 Acceptance of the fait accompli,
coupled with counsels of moderation to the Assembly and of
constitutional behavior to the King—such was the British ¥For-
eign Secretary's interpretation of the powers’ duty under the
“guarantce” in relation to the crisis of 1843. The Greek peo-
ple’s right to insurrection was not denied; but at the same time
the protecting powers’ right to intervention was unequivocally
affirmed.

The form which this intervention should take was elaborately
prescribed in a subsequent dispatch from the same quarter.
Lord Aberdeen began by announcing a serious rift in the Con-
cert of the three powers. “Although,” he wrotg, “a difference
of opinion may exist between the Courts of Great Britain and
France and that of Russia on the constitutional question . . .
we anticipate no opposition on the part of Russia to the pro-
ceedings of the Greek Government and the National Assernbly.”
He was able to give similar reassurance concerning the attitude
of the fourth signatory of the Treaty of May 4, 1832—the King
of Bavaria. But this promise of non-interference was accom-
panied by His Majesty’s urgent recommendation “that the royal
authority should be fixed on a broad and solid basis and that
such checks should be placed on the tendency to undue exten-
sion of the democratic principle as shall prevent any encroach-
ment on the just power of the throne.” The British Foreign
Secretary proceeded, with obvious relish, to expand this text
into a sermon on constitutional orthodoxy with the concur-
rence of the French Ambassador in London, though not of his
Russian collcague, who had becen “prccluded from taking any
part in such questions.” He expressed, it is true, some qualms
about the propriety of foreign powers appearing to impose

¥ Fhid., XXXII, g47-48.
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upon the King and the people of Greece “a constitution ready
prepared for their acceptance”; but he hastened to stlence these
misgivings with the reflection that it was after all “incumbent
on the protecting powers to watch over the progress and com-
pletion of that constitution which, by their repeated declara-
tions, the Greek people have been led ta expect at their hands.”
Thus reassured, Flis Lordship "“recommended,” on behalf of
the British and French Governments, that the following prin-
ciples should be incorporated in the constitution:

the inviolability of the King; the nomination by the royal authority
1o all offices, both civil and military; the exercise by the Crown of
equal power in making laws with the other branches of the legis-
lature; the cxistence of two Ghambers, onc clective, the other, of
which the members should be hereditary or for life, to be nomi-
nated by the King. The right of the Crown to summon or to dis-
solve the Chambers, subject to the control possessed by them, from
the necessity of their concurrence in the estimates and votes of
supply for the public service.

After adding to this list that the legislature should meet annu-
ally, and that all money bills should originate exclusively with
the Crown, Lord Aberdeen instructed Sir Edmund to discoun-
tenance “wild theories or extravagant notions respecting the
extension of the democratic franchise,” to point out the dan-
gers of a unicameral legislature, and to suggest the advisability
of an clective franchise “widely extended” yet “founded on a
representation of property.” The note concluded with the
timely advice to confine the franchise to Greek citizens, for
“its extension to subjects of the Porte would afford just cause
of umbrage to the Turkish Government.”

The principles laid down in this revea]mg document are
precisely those on which the constitutional settlement of the
insurrcction of 1848 was founded. In view of the fact that the
most influential members of the Assembly and of the drafting
committee were the Jeaders of the “English” party,® that they

® Letter of Aberdeen to Lyons, Nov. 25, 1843, Doc. No. 8, ibid., pp. 950-54-
# Letter of Lyons 1o Aberdeen, Dec. 6. 1843, Dac. No.o 16, ihid,, p. o59.
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were in constant consultation with the British Minister, and
that the latter followed the constitutional debates with extraor-
dinary diligence and discussed them in frequent exchanges with
his Chief,?! the conclusion is warranted that, while the Consti-
tution of 1844 was drafted by the Assembly and slightly
amended by the King, its ultimate source of inspiration was
the conservative constitutionalism of the British Foreign Sec-
retary. “We desire,” said His Lordship, “to establish no British
influence, and we equally deprecate the establishment of any
other exclusive national influence in Greece.”?? Despite this
disclaimer, it was Great Britain—and to a lesser extent the
France of Louis Philippe and Guizot—that exploited politically
the insurrection of 1848, whatever may have been their re-
sponsibility for its outbreak. Lord Aberdeen must have been
deeply gratified. For in his final dispatch he dropped for once
his customary tone of stern didacticism, commended the “ad-
mirable temper” displayed in Greece throughout the crisis, and
concluded with the fulsome comment that “such self-command
in a popular Assembly convoked under very exciting and criti-
cal circumstances is highly creditable to the Greek nation.”?®
The Russian Emperor, on the other hand, was correspondingly
disappointed Ly the turn of events in Greece; and he signified
his displeasure by recalling his Minister in Athens who had
allowed himself to be outgeneraled by his British and French
colleagues.?4

But the recognition of the Greek people’s right to change its
form of government even by recourse to insurrection did not
exhaust the international implications of this change. The part
of the Constitution of 1844 which dealt with the regency and
the succession, while on the whole patterned alter the cognate
provisions of the Treaty of May 7, 1832, deviated from them in

1 1bid., pp. 9471003 fassim.

= etier of Aberdeen to Lyons, Nov. 25, 1845, Doc. No. B, ibid., p. 953.

= ] etter of Aberdeen o Lyons, April 11, 1844, Doc. No. 31, ibid., p. tooz.

* Letter of Lyons to Aberdeen, March go, 1844: “The Diplomatic RBody was

invited to the ceremany, and all the Missions were present excepting that of
Russia,”” Doc. Ne. go. ibid., p. 1002,
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one important particular—the stipulation that the beir to the
throne must embrace the faith of the Eastern Orthodox
Church.®® This provision, which was inserted in response
to all bul unanimous national sentiment, raised the ques-
tion of primacy as between the international agreements
to which King Otho owed his throne and the “compact” he
subscquently made with the Greek nation. The King of Ba-
varia was not disposed to ignore the issue. But the half-hearted
endorsement of his reiterated protests by the three powers
which werc the co-signatories of the Treaty of May 7, 1832, and
the strength of Greek sentiment on the religious question, con-
vinced him that, whatever the strictly legal merits of his case,
continuwed intransigence would be inexpedient. A family com-
pact, made during King Otho’s sojourn in Bavaria in the sum-
mer of 1850, transfcrred the right of succession from Luitpold,
who had categorically refused to abjure Catholicism, to his
younger hrother Adalbert, who promised to comply with Ar-
ticle XL of the Constitution at the time of his accession.?® The
protecting powers followed suit. “With a view to consolidating
the order of succession to the throne of Greece placed under
their common guavantee,” they concluded with the King of
Bavaria and the King of Greece the London Treaty of Novem-
ber 20, 1852, the purpose of which was to bring the Treaty of
May 4, 1832, into agreement “witlt the situation established by
Article X1 of the Hcllenie Constitution.”?7

1
But while Greck sovereignty was implicitly recognized
through this adjustment of an international treaty to a national
constitution, it was treated with scant respect when it clashed
with the interests of the protecting powers. Their interference
and dictation was in fact intensilied after 1844; and in the
" Article N1. Constitntion, voted by the National Assembly and accepied by
King Otho, March 16, 1844, ibid., p. 403,
* Miault, ep. cit, 11, 366-67.

7 I'reaty hetween Great Britain, Bavaria, France, Greere, amnd Russia, relative
ter the Succession to the Crown of Greece, London, Nov, 2o, 1852, BFSP., XLI,

5698,
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notorious Don Pacifico case, as well as in the Crimean War, it
ran the gamut of coercion from financial pressure to naval
occupation.?® Moreover, though the powers accepted the modi-
fication by constitutional enactment of Article VIII of the
Treaty of May %, 1832, they insisted on a strict observance of
Article XII of the same Treaty. In a long and minatory dis-
patch, dated October 2, 1845, Lord Aberdeen instructed Sir
Edmund Lyons to call the Greek Government's attention “in
language which can no longer be misunderstood or set at
naught” to the failure of that year’s budget to provide for the
service of the foreign debt of Greece; and to declare that this
omission was a violation of engagements “clearly determined
by Article XII of the Convention of May %, 1892, by virtue
of which the Kingdom of Greece was established under the
Bavarian dynasty.” The British note warned that “in default
of ratification of the Convention of September 14, 1843,
Great Britain would insist “as one of the guaranteeing powers,
on the strict execution of the engagements which flow from
Article XII above mentioned.” These “engagements,” which,
it should be noted, were entered into by the King of Bavaria
and the protecting powers, amounted to foreign dictation on
financial policy and by implication on such vital matters as
foreign policy and national defense. In 1832, as we have seen,
the protecting powers rejected Turkey's proposal to limit the
armed forces of Greece; and they based this rejection on the
principle that the maintenance of an army and navy free from
any foreign control is a vight “inherent in the independence of
a state.”3® Yet this right, which was so stoutly affirmed against
Turkey, apparently had no deterrent effect on the protecting
powers themselves. “We shall not cease,” wrote the British For-
eign Secretary, ‘‘to urge and require the introduction of a sys-

* Correspondence between officials of the Governments of Great Britain and
Greece te Don Pacifico’s claim on the Greek Government, 1847-49, ibid., XXXIX,
332 fl. Cf. The Cambridge History of British Foreign Policy, 11, 33081, 596-99.

= Letter of Aherdeen to Lyons, Doc. No. 1, BFS.P, XLV, g57.

# Protocol of Plenipotentiaries of France, Great Britain, and Ruossia, London,
Aug. 30, 1832, Doc. No. 52, Ttem 2°, fhid,, XXIJ, g33.
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tem of rigid economy in the different branches of the service
of the State, and especially in that of the War Department,
which is still altogether disproportionate to the real wants of
the State . . . and we shall continue to insist on the necessity
of administrative reforms and the reduction of the armed forces,
as the ministers of the guaranteeing Powers did by the last acts
of their Conference in London in 1843.” This contrast be-
tween the powers’ precept to Turkey concerning “the rights
inherent in the independence of a state” and their-own policy
toward Greece strikingly illustrates the ambivalent nature of
the sovereignty achieved bv that countrv in 1830 and 183e.
Greece was completely independent so far as Turkey was con-
cerned. But the commitments made on her behalf in connection
with the loan provided for in Article XII of the Treaty of
May %, 1832, impaired ber independence with relation to the
“guarantor’ powers, the more so because in this instance they
seemned to construe their “guarantee” primarily as a safeguard
for the bondholders.

Out of respect for the independernce of Greece {concluded Lord
Aberdcen] Great Britain is unwitling to interfere with her internal
affairs. But it is manifest that if Grcece desires to be exempt from
external control, she must place herself in a position to discharge
her own financial obligations without having recourse to the aid
of the guaranteeing Powers.*!

The British Foreign Secretary’s warning drove home the
jesson that for a weak and easily coercible state, political inde-
pendence is inseparable from financial solvency; and that when
such a state saddles itself with a large foreign debt it renders
its sovereignty largely illusory.

® [eiter of Aberdecu to Lyons, Ot 2, 1845, Doc. No. 1, ibid., XLV, £58_59.



Chapter Six

THE LIMITED DEMOCRACY OF GEORGE i
I

A FAR MORE DECISIVE test of the policy of the protecting powers
and of their obligations under the "guarantee” was presented
by the revolt of October, 1862, the dethronement of King Otho,
and the expulsion of the Bavarian dynasty. Unlike the coup
d'état of September, 1843, which was engineered by a handful
of politicians and army officers, the insurrection of 1862 re-
flected a nationwide popular movement.! It was presaged by
garrison mutinies and street-riots in important provincial cen-
ters, and it culminated in an uprising in the capital which was
50 timed as to synchronize with the King's absence on a pro-
tracted tour of the provinces. This uprising was organized by
an incongruous combination of veteran politicians, led by the
hard-bitten Hydriot oligarch D. Voulgaris, with university stu-
dents and middle-class intelligentsia, who were inspired by the
eloquent young tribune E. Deliyoryis, to emulate the revolu-
tionary role of their peers in Western Europe and especially
in nineteenth-century France. The connivance of the army in-
sured the success of the insurrection in Athens: and the end of
the Othonian regime was speedily accepted by the country at
large because of widespread discontent with the King's internal
and foreign policies.

In the field of domestic politics this discontent was due to the
fact that King Otho had perverted the Constitution of 1844
into an instrument of monarchical autocracy by a combination
of methods which included lavish use of the appointive power,

' Letter of Scarlett 1o Russell, Oct. 24, 1862, Doc. No. 7, Great Britain, Foreign

Oflice, British and Foreign State Papers, LXVIIL 10i4-17: sce also The Cam-
bridge Hislory of British Foreign Policy, 11, 593, Goy.
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the building up of a party of King’s Friends, managed elections,
and extra-parliamentary ministries. It was because John Kolettes
was adept at these practices (as well as an exponent of a reck-
lessly nationalistic foreign policy) that he had been during
the 1840's the King's favorite Prime Minister in preference to
the orthodox constitutionalist Alexander Mavrocordatos. But
even the pretense of constitutional and parliamentary govern-
ment was abandoned after the death of Kolettes and the ap-
pointment of such independent political Ieaders as Mavrocorda-
tos, S. Tricoupis, and A. Metaxas to safely distant legations.®
Throughout the fifties Greece was governed by a succession of
royal ministries headed for the most part by illustrious figure-
heads. 1t was the most illustrious of these, the aged Admiral
Constantine Kanaris, who attempted, on the eve of the insur-
rection of 1862, to convert the King to a more constitutional
course. When invited t» form a government, in January of
that year, he outlined his conditions in a comprchensive mem-
orandum which is an accurate picture of the perversion of
constitutional government during the latter part of King Otho's
rcign. The Admiral told the King bluntly that what Greece
needed was a complete change of governmental system. To that
end he proposed {a) that the Crown should confine itself to
the nomination of the Prime Minister and allow him to select
the rest of the Cabinet in accordance with the balance of power
in Parliament; {b) that with a view to making the parliamen-
tary situation an approximately accurate rellection of the state
of the country, the system of managed elections should be abol-
ished, the King's power 10 nominate senators should be used
more moderately, and the officers of the Royal IHousehold
should be excluded from the Senate; (¢) that (following the
precedent cstablished by Sir Robert Peel when he compelled
Queen Victoria to part with her Whig ladies-in-waiting) several
of these officers should be removed from the King's entourage,
presumably because they encouraged him to persist in his un-

2Ibid., p. Bol. Deiault, Histoire diplomatique de la Grece de 1821 4 nos jours,
11, 133-84. and Finlay, 4 History of Greece, VI, 206-56.
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constitutional course; (d) that the “Palace Camarilla,” which
was virtually a super-government and was regarded by public
opinion as a “harrier between the people and their King,”
should be suppressed; and (¢) that the Crown should conform
to the implications of the constitutional doctrine that the king
can do no wrong, leave the tasks of government to responsible
ministries, and thus arrest the attrition which its authority had
suffered as a result of too active participation in politics.* When
King Otho, having accepted these conditions and nominated
Admiral Kanaris to the premiership, compelled him to resign
shortly afterward by expressing disapproval of several of the
new ministers, he demonstrated for the last time his inabtlity
to act as a constitutional monarch; and before the end of the
same year he had ceased to be King of Greece.

The decree issued on October 24, 18062, by the leaders of
the insurrection (a) abolished “the royal rule of Otho and
the regency of [Queen] Amalia by unanimous decision of the
Greek nation,” (b) convoked a National Assembly for the
purpose of framing a new constitution and electing a new
king, and (c) set up a triumvirate consisting of D. Voulgaris,
president, C. Kanaris, and A. Rouphos, to govern the country
provisionally pending the mceting of the Assembly.* The first
article of this decree terminated the dynastic slatus quo estab-
lished by the Treaty of May %, 1832. Yet the protecting powers
—the signatories of that trecaty and presumably the “guarantors”
of its dynastic arrangements—not only refrained from protesting
against its unilateral abrogation but also took positive steps
calculated to ensure the success of the uprising. The British,
French, and Russian Ministers, acting apparently on their own
initiative, decided to impress on the King the futility of re-
sistance; and tlieir action was tacitly endorsed by their respee-
tive Governments.® This unseemly haste, which under the cir-

* Ibid,, pp. 250-58.

‘ Proclamation of Lhe Provisional Government at Athens, Oct. 29, 1862, In
closure 1 with Leiter of Scarlett to Russell, Oct. 24, 1862, Doc. No. 7, BFS.P,

LVIIL, sor718.
* Letter from Scarlett to Russell, Oct. 24. 1862, Doc. No. 7, ihid, pp. 1o14-17.
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cumstances amounted to connivance with a violent challenge
to established authority, was not motivated by any partiality
of the protecting powers for the doctrines of revelution, self-
determination, and popular sovereignty. Though their temper
had undergone considerable change since they prescribed a
monarchical system {or Greece, the British, French, and Rus-
sian governments still abhorred democratic revolutions, be-
lieved in the monarchical form of government and paid lip
service to the sanctity of treaties; and they could have invoked
these principles and saved King Otho, despite his many and
grievous constitutional sins, if they had considered his dethrone-
ment prejudicial to their interests. But they took no such view
af the situation; and the uprising of October, 1862, achicved
its immediate purpose because, in the last analysis, the judg-
ment passed by the Greek people on the Gthonian regime sub-
stantially agreed with—and was in fact powerfully influenced
by—the verdict of the protecting powers.

The attitude of Great Britain, France, and Russia toward
the Othonian regime was repeatedly modified during the event-
ful peried which inclnded the revolutionary cycle of 1848, the
Crimean War, and the Italian people’s successful bid for na-
tional unity; but by 1862 it had crystallized into implacable
hostility for various and often contradictory reasons. The obvi-
ous reluctance of the King's brother and heir to comply with
Article XI, of the Constitution (which made his conversion to
the Eastern Orthodox faith a prerequisite to his accession)
created a condition of chronic mistrust on the part of the Rus-
sian Government; and the situation was aggravated by recur-
rent intrigucs of the “Russian” party designed to transler the
succession to the Duke of Oldenburg, Quecen Amalia’s brother
and the putative protégé of Russia. Morcover, King Otho’s
inveterate though largely visionary attachment to the dream
of Panhellenic expansion was viewed with deepening suspicion in
St. Petershurg, because the Irredentist aspirations of Helienism
were essentially incompatible with the Panslavist movement
which became after the Crimean War a decisive factor in Rus-
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sia’s Balkan policies. Napeoleon 111, oscillating as usual between
revolution and reaction, a revisionist in Italy yet at the same
time a defender of the integrity of the Ottoman Empire, dis-
trusted Otho both for his alleged subservience to Austria and
as an inveterate instigator of Irredentist insurrection in the
Balkan Peninsula.® Russtan and French hostility, however,
might have been neutralized by British friendliness if Otho
had been willing to pay the price—a solemn pledge to respect
the integrity of the Ottoman Empire, which was the dominant
preaccupation of Great Britain's Near Eastern policy. But even
the atluring bait of immediate annexation of the Ionian Islands
could not induce that romantic monarch to commit Greece
to permanent renunciation of the ideal of Panhellenic nation-
alism. The rejection of this offer, which would have been
eagerly seized by a more politic or a less scrupulous ruler,
marked Otho definitely in British eyes as a potential disturber
of Balkan peace and settled his fate. For it enabled the British
Government of that day to adopt toward the King of Greece
a policy which was determined by a happy and rare conjunction
of interest with principle. The spectacle of one more nation
treating its king in accordance with the classic Whig precedent
of 1688 was doubly welcome to Lords Palmerston and John
Russell—those zealous missionaries of constitutionalism and na-
tional self-determination, in partibus infidelium; for the victim
of the Jatest emulation of England’s example was a monarch
at once inveterately unconstitutional and autocratic and singu-
larly unamenable to British dictation in the field of foreign
policy.” It may be said then that, his constitutional sins apart,
King Otho was dethroned because, having incurred the hostility
of all three of the protecting powers, whose benevolence was
indispensable to Greece, he had come to be regarded by the
Greek people as a national liability. By a tragic irony, the most
potent cause of this hostility was his passionate attachment

* Finkay, A Iistory of Greece, VI, 250.
T Letter of Russell 1o Scariett, Nov. 6, 1862, Doc. No. 20, BFS.P., LVIIL
1027-28.
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to a foreign policy inspired by the “Great Idea,” and his deter-
mination to identify his reign with the fulfillment of the Greek
people’s Irredentist aspirations.

i

With this general view of the attitude of the three powers
in mind, we must now follow the development of their policy
during the crisis precipitated by the Insurrection of Qctober,
1862, in order to determine what they conceived to be their
“rights” and “obligations’” under the “guarantee” which gov-
crned their relations with the Kingdom of Greece. The British
CGabinet’s first reaction, as interpreted by Lord John Russell,
the Foreign Secretary, was unequivocal approval of the insur-
rection, In his instructions to the British Minister in Athens,
he cited the "unsuccessful endeavors” of the DBritish Govern-
ment to impress upon King Otho the need of careful observance
of the constitution, remarked that his “anticipations” as to the
consequences of the King's unconstitutional course had been
“realized” by the uprising, and formulated a policy of non-inter-
vention int the {ollowing terms:

The Kingdom of Greeee having by the transactions of 1832 been
acknowledged as an independent state, the people of Greece are
entitled to exercise the rights of national independence; and one
of the rights which belong to an independent nation, and of the
exercise of which the history of Europe aflords many examples,
is that of changing its governing dynasty upon good and sufficient
cause.

Since in dethroning King Otho the Greeks had merely exer-
cised this undeniable right, the British Government could see
no reason why “any foreign Powers should interfere” in order
to compel them “to revoke” their decision.?

What then became of Great Britain’s “‘guarantee” of the
international agreement which placed King Otho on the throne
of Greece? When asked that question by Baron Cetto, the
Bavarian Minister in Londgn, Ilis Lordship replied with neat

" fhid.
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gloss that Article IV of the London Treaty of May 7, 1832,
“gave a guarantee to Greece, under the sovereignty of Prince
Otho of Bavaria, but no guarantee to King Otho personally.”
He added that “a guarantee to maintain King Otho on the
throne against his own people, and in spite of any faults he
might commit,” would be "at variance” with the principles of
British foreign policy; and that the use of force to restore the
deposed ruler was therefore not to be considered. Equally in-
admissible would be the “support by force” of the claim of the
Bavarian princes to their brother’s succession in case he should
formally abdicate. For the Treaty of 1852 (which was also in-
voked by the Bavarian diplomat) “evidently contemplated a
peaceable demise of the Crown on the part of King Otho” and
presumably laid no obligations on its signatories and guarantors
in the event of violent deposition ?

But while the British Government recognized in effect that
national self-determination included the right to abolish a dy-
nastic status quo created by treaty, it was intensely preoccupied
with the possible international repercussions of the Greek crisis.
It was especially concerned lest the disillusioned and militant
nationalism which provided much of the motive force of the
insurrection should vent itself in a recrudescence of Irredentist
activity directed against the integrity of the Ottoman Empire
and the peace of the Near East; and it was equally determined
that the change of dynasty in Greece should not redound to
the advantage of etther of the other two protecting powers. The
fear of complicattons that might arise from Irredentist gestures
was easily allayed; for it would have been foolhardy for any
Greek Government to ignore Lord Russell's reiterated warning
that “no Assembly containing depstties from Turkish provinces
would be recognized by Her Majesty as lawfully representing
the Kingdom of Greece.”'* But the British Government'’s eflorts
to safeguard its position of virtual primacy in Greece were re-

® Ietter of Russell to Lord Cowley, British Amhassador in Paris, Nov. 1, 1862,
Doc. No. 6, ibid., p. ro13.

® Eeiters of Russcll to Seavieir, Nov, 6, Doc. No. 17, and Nov, 7, 1862, Doc.
No. 21, ifid., pp. woefi, 1028,
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sisted by France and Russia; and io the course of the ensuing
battle of diplomatic notes the three Governments were led to
define the limitations on national sovereignty implicit in the
“guarantee” which they had conferred upon the Kingdom of
Greece,

The British Foreign Secretary, as we have seen, recognized
the insurrection and flatly refused to intervene in order to miti-
gate its consequences for the dynasty. Moreover, he warmly
applauded the proposed convecation of a constituent assembly
for the purpose of framing a new constitution and selecting a
new king. But while he disclaimed any intention to influence
the Greek people’s choice, he reminded the Greek Government
that by the agrecements of 1830 and 1832 “between England,
France, and Russia, no person connected with the Royal or
Imperial Tamilies of either {sic] of the powers could be placed
on the throne of Greece.”!* He addressed the same reminder
to the French and Russian Governments, called their attention
to the fact that the promise of the powers not to seek "“exclusive
influence” went back to the St. Petersburg Protocol of April 4,
1826, which initiated their concerted action in Greece, strongly
urged that there should be no departure from this principle
even by comman consent, and suggested that a joint démarche
should be undertaken in Athens with a view to lorestalling the
choice of a King “connected with” any one of the three reigning
houses.’? He proposed, in short, to invoke the self-denying
pledge of the protecting powers as a curb on the freedom of
Greece in selecting a new ruler; and at the same time he wanted
this pledge to be construed so broadly as to exclude any candi-
dates who might be undesirable from the point of view of
British interests.

This proposal was opposed by France and Russia, though,

" Letter of Russell to Scarleit, Nov. 6, 186z, Doc. No. 20, ifid., p. 1028,

? Letters of Russell o Lord Napier, British Minister in $1. Petersburgh, Nov.
15, 1862, Doc. No. 40, ihid., p. 1042~(Nete: “A similar dispatch to Lord Cowley.")

—and Nov. 17, 1862, Doc, No. 6, ibid., p. 1051, Letter of Nov, 55. also Doc. No.
LXVII in Strupp, ed, La Situation internationale de la Gréce (1821-1957),

pp. 1hg-fiq.
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obviously, for diffcrent reasons. Napoleon 111, whose rule orig-
inated in revolution, was consolidated by a coup d’état, and was
confirmed by a plebiscite, could hardly have failed to sympa-
thize with an insurrection which had deposed a legitimate
dynasty. Moreover, when he was not hampered by a conflict
between his principles and his political interests (as, for exam-
ple, in the Roman question), he showed himself a sincere
democrat and an ardent champion of national self-determina-
tion; and ke could uphold these principles quite unreservedly
in connection with the Greek crisis because, unlike Great Brit-
ain, he bad never regarded Greece as a field of primary im-
portance for French foreign policy. He therefore instructed
Drouyn de Lhuys, his Foreign Minister, to reply to Lord Rus-
sell that while his Government would be willing to participate
in a joint démarche calling the Greek Government’s attention
to the self-denying ordinance which the three powers had 1m-
posed upon themselves when they established the Greek mon-
archy, it could not “indefinitely refuse to recognize a prince
whom the Greek nation, without taking these declarations into
account, might elcct by its free suffrage.” For the position of
the three powers with respect to Greece was no longer the same
as it was in 1830. At that time, they were acting “by virtue of
an explicit mandate from Greece when they selected a king.
They were therefore able to place certain restrictions on their
choice and thus formally to exclude certain candidacies.,” In
1862, however, Greece was exercising her rights “directly”; and
it would be “a denial of these rights,” and hence “contrary to
the public law of France,” to coerce the Greek Government
into excluding this or that candidature by threatening to with-
hold recognition of a ruler elected by the sovereign Greek
people simply because his election contravened “agreements
made by the powers among themselves.”®

Unlike Napoleonic France, Russia was as vitally interested in
Greece as was Great Britain: and Prince Gortchakoff, the Rus-

] etter of Diouyn de Lhuys, French Forcign Minister, to Cowley, Nov. 2o,
1862, with Annex—Verlhal Note, Doc. No. LXIX, ibid., pp. 165-66.
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sian Chancellor, viewed the Greek crisis as another of the peri-
odic tests of strength between the two great powers which were
contending for mastery in the Near East throughout imost of
the nineteenth century. Because he did not love Otho, he was
at first inclined to concede “the right of the Greek people to
determine their own destinies.” ** But neither did he rclish the
violent defiance of constituted authority in the name of popujar
sovereignty. Hence, his gratification over the deposition of an
obstinately Catholic king from the throne of an Orthodox na-
tion was tempered with regret because the removal had been
cffected through recourse to insurrection. In his conversations
with the British Ambassador in St. Petersburg and in his in-
structions to the Russian Ambassador in London he “animad-
verted with some austerity” on “the principles of popular
rvight” which had been invoked by Lord Russell to justify the
insurrection; and shrewdly discerning the main reason of the
British Foreign Secretary’s sympathy with it, he “contrasted
unfavorably the character of revolutionary agencies and of the
revolutionary authorities in Greece with that of the instruments
of the English Revolution of 1688.” 1% With regard to the British
proposal of a joint démarche at Athens, the Russian Chancellor
was obdurate. He objected that to rule out the candidacy of
any prince “‘connected with” the three royal houses “would
exclude all the princes in Europe, who are all connected,”
would make it impossible for the Greceks to find a king, “cast
them into disorder and drive them into republican notions
or to the choice of a native sovercign who would have no au-
thority in the country.” He pointed out that the terms of ex-
clusion in the original treaty were of a “more distinct and
limited character”; but he indicated that even if the defect of
the British proposal on this score were remedied, he would still
refuse to make “the desired declaration by anticipation in
Athens,” because, apart from its possible disastrous conse-
quences, such a step would be inconsistent with the position

" Letter of Napier to Russell, Nov, 4, 1862, Doc. LXVa, ibid., pp. 16182,
** Letter of Napier to Russell, Nov. 1g, 1882, Doc. No. 65, B.F.S.P., LVIIL, 106y,



THE LIMITELY DEMOQCRACY 121

already taken by Lord Russell toward the Greek insurrection.
For whereas in his first dispatch his Lordship “recognized the
principle of popular sovercignty and opened a wide ficld of
freedom to the Greeks,” he now “proposed to subject them to
premature restrictions.”*®

Having laid himself open to a lecture by both Napoleon 111
and Prince Gortchakoff on the tneaning of popular sovereignty,
the British Foreign Secrerary did not press his original pro-
posal.’” But the further unfolding of Russian policy permitted
him to return to the charge move directly. *“The obligations of
treaties and rights still existing,” said the Russian Chancellor
to the British Ambassador, “must be respected and not lightly
cast aside.” Starting from this premise, he proposed to ask the
Bavarian Government “whether they still claimed their rights
under the existing treaties having reference to Greece”; and if
they did, “whether they had a prince ready, in the conditions
of the treaty, professing the Greek faith.” The Greek throne
would be considered vacant only “in case the Government of
Bavaria abandoned their rights” or “if they did not abandon
their rights but gave a hesitating or evasive reply on the ques-
tion of religion,” since the effect of such a reply would be to
“annul” the succession. “But if a Bavarian prince was brought
forward, fulfilling all the conditions of the existing treaties,
and especially the stipulations regarding religion, then the Rus-
sian Government would offer the prince to the Greek nation,
without peremptorily pressing or imposing him.”!® In short,
the Russian Chancellor based the defense of a fundamental
Russian interest—the placing of an Orthodox king on the throne
ol Greece—on the principles of legitimacy and the sanctity of
treaties; but in order to strengthen his case, he did not hesitate
to invoke also, somewhat incongruously, the primacy of the

 jetters of Napicr to Russell, Nov. 14, 1862, Doc. No. 53, and Nov. 19, 1862,
Doc. Na. 65, ibid,, pp. 1054, 100263,

7 Letter of Russell to Cowley, Nov. 24, 1862, Doc. No. g7, ibid., p. 1o57. Also
Doc. No. LXXI in Strupp, ed., of. cil, p. 167,

* Jetters of Napier to Russell, Nov. 1q, 1862, Do¢, No. 65, and Dec. 7, 1862,
Poc. No, wof, BFSP. LVIIL, 106y 1099.
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national will with respect to the religion of the future kings of
Greece as embodied in the Constitution of 1844 and interna-
tionally recognized by the London Treaty of November 2o,
1852.

What made the declaration of Russian policy ominous to the
British Government was the fact that a candidate who could
meet all these qualifications was known to be available. The
Duke of Leuchtenberg, son of the daughter of the late Czar
Nicholas, was “a Russian subject by birth, residence, baptism,
and official declaration”; but he was “possibly also” a Bavarian
subject “according to the laws of Bavaria, in virtue of his
Bavarian father and his Bavarian title.””'® The facts that he
belonged to the Orthodox Church and that he was created
Prince Romanoflsky shortly after the ratification of Article XL
of the Greek Constitution by international agreement?® gave
rise to the suspicion that he was being groomed as Russia’s
candidate for the succession of King Otho. And this suspicion
was confirmed by Prince Gortchakoff's violent objection to
Lord Russeil’s broad construction of the self-denying pledge of
the threc powers. For the extension of the ban to all princes
“connected with” any of the three dynasties would obviously
rule out the candidacy of the Duke of Leuchtenberg even if he
and his sponsors were able to prove that he was not immediately
related to the Russian imperial family.

Blandly assuming that the candidacy of the Duke of Leuch-
tenberg would be sponsored by Russia, Lord Russell proceeded
to state the British attitude toward such a contingency in un-
ambiguous language. He contended that even if a less inclusive
wording (than “connected with”) were to be substituted for
his proposed terms of exclusion, they would still apply to Rus-
sia’s putative candidate.

W Letter of Napicr to Russedl, Nov. 20, 1862, Doc. No. 66, ihid., pp. 1066-67.

* Ukase of the Czar to the Governing Scnate, Dec. 21, 1852. Inclosure 2 with
Letter of Napier to Russcll, Nov, 20, tB62, Doc. No. 66, ibid, p. 1068, and
Treaty of the Three Protecting Fowers with Bavaria and Greece, London, Nov.
20, 1862, ibid., XLI, g6. Sce also Letter of Russell to Napier, Nov, 28, 1862, Doc.
No. Gg, ibid., LVIIL, 1070, and Lelter of Russell to Cowley Ilcc. 3, 1862, Doc.
No. 84, ¢bid, p. 1080,
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As a question of policy [he added] 1 desire to state to Prince Gor-
tchakoff that Her Majesty's Government . . . have no desire to see
an English Prince on the throne of Greece, but that we have in-
surmountable objections to seeing a Russian Prince on that throne;
that his being King of Greece would place us in direct antagonism
with Greece, . . . and in fact would greatly endanger the peace of
Europe.

And he concluded with the solemn warning that the British
Government would 'take every fair and honorable means to
prevent the Duke of Leuchtenberg from becoming King of
Greece." 2

The Russian Chancellor could afford to yield to this threat,
because he had won what he considered an important point.
Though he probably had not intended to push the Duke’s can-
didacy, by encouraging the belief that he did he had elicited from
the British Government a self-denying pledge with respect to
Prince Alfred. As he had strongly suspected the sincerity of
British protestations of disinterestedness and had complained
to the British Ambassador that the Prince’s election (to the
throne of Greece) “was agitated and impelled” by the British
consular authorities and "in a variety of ways, 22 he was the
more gratified to receive from the British Foreign Secretary
direct and binding assurance on this score. He therefore in-
structed the Russian Ambassador in London to declare to Lord
Russell that the Russian Government acknowledged the validity
of the commitment concerning the exclusion of members of the
three reigning houses; and that, consequently, it was ready to
enter with the British Government into a “mutual agreement”
whereby both the Duke of Leuchtenberg and Prince Alfred
would be excluded in case they were called to the throne of
Greece “by the wishes of the Greek nation.”# This proposal
amounted to acceptance of the British thesis that under the
self-denying pledge of the three powers, the putative Russian

1 Letter of Russell to Napicr, Nov. 28, 1862, Doc. No. By, ibid.,, p. 1071,

= Letter of Napier 1o Russell, Nov. 22, 1862, Doc. No. 76, ibid., p. 1077.

2 Letter of Baron Brunnow, Russian Ambassader at London, to Russell, Dec.
4, 1862, Doc. No. 85, ibid, p. 1081,
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candidate was quite as ineligible to the Greek throne as was the
English prince. The way was therelore cleared for a joint dec-
laration to the Greek Government, though much more re-
stricted in scope than that originally proposed by the British
Foreign Secretary. Instead of a blanket ban on all candidates
“connected with” the three dynasties, the protecting powers
notihed Greece that the exclusion clause of the Protocol of
February g, 1830, applied specifically to the Duke of Leuchten-
berg and to Prince Alfred, and that they were therefore pre-
cluded from consideration as candidates to the throne vacated
by King Otho's deposition.*

By this declaration a major objective of British policy was
attained. For the British Government was determined not to
allow an Lnglish prince to ascend the throne of Greece. It
knew, even before it was told by an authorized Greek spokes-
man, that Prince Alfred’s election was associated in the minds
of the Greck people with a “patient expectation that . . . Thes-
saly and Epirus on the one side, and the Ionian Islands, on the
other, might be peacefully united to the Greck Kingdom.”?
It agreed with the French Foreign Minister's grave warning®
that the intimate association of the English royal house with
the struggling Hellenic kingdom was intended and in the end
would be bound to commit Great Britain, the staunchest de-
fender of the Ottoman Empire, to the support of Greek Ir-
redentism, the most persistent threat to that Empire’s territorial
integrity. Yet, however unpleasant this prospect, the accession
of a Russian prince was an even more unpalatable alternative.
For it would enhance Russian influence in Greece; and since
Russia was notoriously not committed to the integrity of the
Ottoman Empire, it might provide the land-starved little king-

" Joint Note of the Three Trotecting Powers 1o the Provisional Government,
Dec. 1§, 1862, Inclosure with Letter of Seartett to Russell, Dec. ap, 1862, Boc.
No. 124, tbid., p. 1107,

= Letter of Russell (o Scarlett, Nov. 29, 1862, Doc. No. 74, i&id., p. 1075,

» Circular dispatch of De Lhuys to the Diplematic agents of Franee, Dec. 4,
1862, Inclosure in letter of Napier to Russell, Dec. 26, 1862, Doc. No. 134, ibid,,
pp. 1113-18. Also Doc. LXXIY in Strupp, cd., op. cil, p. 174.
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dom with sufficient Russian assistance to encourage an effec-
tively aggressive foreign policy. Hence, the removal of both of
these unpleasant alternatives through Russia’s consent to con-
sider the Duke of Leuchtenberg equally ineligibie with Prince
Alfred, was a diplomatic victory for Great Britain; and her
position of virtual primacy among the three protecting powers
was further strengthened by the overwhelming majority which
Prince Alfred secured in the plebiscite that was held despite
the reminder concerning his ineligibility.?”

The prince’s election, though obviously invalid, was not
without significance. For it was an expression of the naive and
unlimited faith of the Greek people in British beneficence; and
it placed the vacant throne of Greece, as it were, in Britain’s
special keeping. In response to this gesture the British Govern-
ment discharged its obligations of guardianship by taking the
intiative in all the subsequent transactions connected with the
settlemnent of the dynastic and constitutional crisis, by eventu-
ally selecting for Greece a prince who was—and remained
thronghout his long reign—peculiarly susceptible to British in- -
fluence, and by associating his accession with the annexation
of the Ionian Islands—a long overdue sop to the Irredentist
aspirations of the Greek people and a timely bid for their good
will toward the new dynasty.

Lord Russell’s diplomatic victory spurred Prince Gortchakoft
to new efforts. His policy, as we have seen, was motivated by
reluctance to legitimatize the violent overthrow of a dynastic
settlement made by international agreement and by his desire to
avail himself of the expulsion of Otho in order to place an
Orthodox king on the throne of Greece. Having been com-
petled to rule out the Duke of Leuchtenberg, he sought to ac-
complish both his ends by appealing to two documents—
the Treaty of May 4, 1832, which, “under the guarantee of the
three Courts,” invested Prince Otho of Bavaria with the

v Letter of Scarleit to Russell, Dec. 17, 186z, Doc. No. 126, RFS.P, LVHI,

1109-8. CI. The Cambridge Fistory of British Foreign Folicy, 11, Gog: and
Finlay, 4 History of Greece, VII, 286n,
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“hereditary soveceignty of Greece,” and the Treaty of Novem-
ber 20, 1852, which ratified the stipulation of Article XL of
the Greck Constitution imposing on King Otho's successor ad-
herence to the Orthodox faith. But when it was pointed out
to him that "the Greeks were free to modify Article XL of
their Constitution, as they could alter any other article,” that
the Treaty of 1852 “had merely reference to the presumed suc-
cession of King Otho in the ordinary way,” and that it could not
“be held to apply to a new sovereign of another family,”*® he
retreated from his position. He admitted that the religious ques-
tion was the domestic concern of the Greek people, but hinted
that the stipulation of the Treaty of 1852 should be reaffirmed
since it was “‘substantially based™ on the conviction of the pro-
tecting powers “that the tie of common religion should exist
between the sovereign of Greece and his people.”

At the same time, the Russian Chancellor stuck to his original
view that the Treaty of May 7, 1832, gave the Bavarian royal
family a lien on the throne of Greece (provided always that
it accepted the prescription of the Constitution of 1844 and of
the Treaty of 1852 on the religious issue). His proposal that
a “'combined overture” to this effect be made by the three pow-
ers to the Bavarian Government had been prompted, he said,
“by the respect due to the House of Bavaria and . . . to inter-
national engagements.”® He strougly deprecated the other two
powers' haste to accept the annulment of the treaties “concern-
ing the cstablishment and succession of the Bavarian dynasty
. .. by the breath of a popular revolution in Greece.” And
he argued that “if those trcaties were to fail, they might be
dissolved in a regular and orderly fashion.” 3! This would obvi-
ously mean inviting Bavaria (the fourth party to the Treaty
of 1832 and the fifth to that of 1852) to negotiate a new agree-
ment. Bavarian and Russian diplomacy worked hard to secure
sucit an invitation; and the British Government was given to

= Letter of Napier to Russeil, Nov. 22, 1862, Doc. No. 75, BESP., LVITL, 1076
® jbid.

* Letter of Napier to Russcll, Dec. 7. 1862, Doc. No. 106, ibid., p. togg.
 Ibid.
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understand that a new settlement was easily feasible on the
basis of King Otho's formal abdication in exchange for the
retention of the Greek Crown in the Royal House of Bavaria.*
Such a settlement, however, would imply that King Otho, de-
spite his deposition by an insurrection which presumably re-
flected the nationat will, and for all the unanimous confirmation
of this action by an Assembly possessing a fresh mandate from
the nation, still preserved the rights conferred on him by inter-
national treaties and could barter them away for the benefit
of his family. The refusal of Great Britain and France to com-
mit themselves to this doctrine practically eliminated Bavaria
as a party to the new dynastic settlement. The note which de-
fined the British Government's position, after pointing out that
no effort to recall King Othe had been made by the Greek
nation since October, 1862, and that no intention had been
“manifested in any quarter to attempt restoration by a foreign
force,” concluded as follows:

In these circumstances, Her Majesty’s Government think it incum-
bent upon them (o state without reserve to the Court of Bavaria
that they consider it an nrgent and imperative duty on their part
to endeavor to replace Greece under a Government conformable
to the monarchical principle, which they have an intercst to main-
tain in a state to the foundation of which Great Britain, in concert
with other Powers, so greatly contributed.®

It appeared then to be the view of the British Government
that while the “guarantee” of Britain—and of the other two
powers—had lapsed as a safeguard of King Otho and of the
Bavarian dynasty, it was still valid with respect to the monarchy
and might presumably have been invoked to prevent the estab-
lishment of a republic. But since the Greek people remained
steadfastly attached to the monarchy,® had invited an English

3 Letter of Napicr to Rnssell, Dee. 21, 1862, Doc. No. v21, ibid,, p. 1106

u 1etter of Russell to Lord A. Loftuns, May 16, 1863, Doc. No_ a1, ibid., LIV,
38-30.

# Proclamation of the Provisional Government ol the Kingdom of Greece,
Qct. 23, 1862, Inclosuve @ with Telter of Scatiett to Russell, Oct. 24, 1862, Doc.
No. 9, ibid., LVIIL, 1018,
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prince by an overwhelming majority to be their king, and on the
Dritish Government's refusal to sanction their choice had com-
missioned the protecting powers to search for a suitable candi-
date, the way was clear for restoring in Greece a government
“conformable to the monarchical principle,” except for a serious
legal ohstacle. Because King Otho had ncither formally abdi-
cated nor renounced all ciaims of his House to the throne of
Greece, it was a measure of elementary precaution on behalf
of his successor to supersede the Treaty of May 4, 1832, by
an international agreement which should register the dynastic
change cffected by the insurrection of October, 1862. The Con-
ference of Ambassadors which met in London during the
months of May and June, 1863, addressed itself to this task and
invited the signatories of the treaty which was about to be in-
terred to attend the obsequies® When the Bavarian Govern-
ment refused, the representatives of Great Britain, France, and
Russia, the other three signatories of the Treaty of May 7, 1832,
proceeded to declare it terminated. At their meeting on May
27, 1863, they decided to insert in the Protocol the reservations
made by the Bavarian Government {in accordance with Article
VIII of the Treaty) in favor of minor branches of the Bavarian
dynasty. But they immediately added that the stipulations of
Article VIIT were impossible to execute owing to "an event of
force majeure” for which the protecting powers were in no way
responsible; and that the three Governments, considering them-
seives “released {rom their mandate by circumstances which
the Convention of 1832 had not foreseen,” could not indefi-
nitely delay placing the Kingdom of Greece, “which had been
founded by their united cfforts,” under a new dynastic regime.®®
They accordingly invited to their next meeting a representative
of the Danish Government in order to make the necessary
treaty arrangements for the accession of Prince William of

® protocol (1), London, May 16, 1863, ibid, LIII, 144-45 Alse Doc. No,
LXXVI in Strupp, ed., ep. cit, pp. v76-77.

= Protocol (2), London, May 27, 1863, BFS.P.. LIIT, 145-46. Ao Doc. No,
LXXVIT in Strupp, ed,, op. et pp. 177-78.
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Denmark, who had been called to the throne of Greece by de-
cision of the Greek nation.®

I

This procedure differed essentially from that followed in
1852, when the Greek people merely ratified the choice of the
protecting powers after giving them a mandate to select a king.
No such authority was delegated to the powers in 1862. The
decree of October 23, which deposed King Otho, entrusted the
task of finding a successor to a National Assembly, the first part
of whose mandate was the framing of a new constitution.?®

The throne [wrote the well-informed British Minister in Athens
to his chief] will be oflered to a Prince ready and willing to sub-
scribe to the conditions of the constitution. . . . It is for this reason
alone that the election of a sovercign is not to precede the estab-
lishment of the constitution under which he is to reign.®

In point of fact it was found impossible to maintain this order
of precedence. Yet the procedure that was followed in the elec-
tion of King Otho's successor removed the constitutional am-
biguities of the Othonian regime. The insurrection of 186z,
by laying down the principles that the new monarch should be
called to the throne by the voice of the people and that his
authority should be derivative and limited, that is, confined to
the powers conferred upon him by a constitution in the making
of which he was not to participate, intended to leave no doubt
as to the location of sovercignty in the Greck state. These prin-
ciples were not deviated from throughout the crisis. The Na-
tional Assembly’s Decree of February 5, 1863, which unani-
mously confirmed the plebiscitary election of Prince Alfred,
stated significantly that he had been “elected constitutional

* Protocol (g), London, June 5, 1863, BFS.P. LIII, 146-48. Also Doc No.
LXXVII in Strupp, ed, op. cit, pp. vi8-79.

= proclamation of the Provisional Gavernment, Oct. 23, 1862, Inclosure 1 with
Letter of Scarlett to Russell, Oct. 24, 1862, Dec. No. 5, B.FSP., LVHI, sor7.
See also Letter of Scarletl to Russell, Nov, 8, 1862, Doc. Neo. 44, hid, p. 1050
Cf. Finlay, A History of Grecce, VIL, 315.

® ] erter of Scariett to Russell, Nov. 8, 1862, Doc, Ne. 44. BFSP, LVII, 1050
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king of the Greeks by the sovereign will of the nation.”4° And
when Great Britain, invoking the Prince’s ineligibility of which
the protecting powers had already reminded Greece, vetoed his
election, the Assembly authorized its commission on foreign af-
{airs to cooperate with the Government in the search for an-
other candidate. The Government in turn appealed to the
protecting powers, especially to Great Britain, for guidance.
But this mandate, unlike that of 1832, was strictly limited.*!

We have not received [declared Lord Palimerston, the British Prime
Minister] plenary power from the [Greek] people to select a sov-
ereign for them. They are to exercise their own choice. All the
British Government can do is to suggest a person who may appear
fitting on the one hand, and whom they would be likely to accept
on the other. 2

The search {in which Lord Palmerston took a lively personal
interest) was rapidly concluded. And when the Greck Govern-
ment announced to the Assembiy that the new candidate was
Prince Willitam of Denmark, it stressed his “constitutional up-
bringing” and recommended lis unanimous election on the
strength of indications that he would respect the law of the
land and make a good “constitutional king.” He was thereupon
elected by acclamation; and a decree of the Assembly named
him “constitutional King of the Hellenes,” under the name of
George 1, stipulated that his heirs must profess the Eastern
Orthodox faitl, and instructed a delegation of three (of which
Admiral Kanares was appointed chairman) to proceed to
Copenliagen in order to offer him the crown on hehalf of the
Greek nation.?

Thus the doctrine of national sovercignty was aflirmed both
in the deposition of the first dvnasty and in the accession of the

Y Einlas. A Hidony of Greeee, VI 276,

Y fhid.. p. 2Ry, and Drimudt op. . 1L 55257,

“ jord Palmersion in the House of Commons. March 16, 1863, Hansard.
comp., Parliamentary Debates, CLXIX, 1530,

“ Decrec of the National Assembly, March go. 863, BFS P, LIV, 39_40. See

alse Letter of Sir A, Paget to Earl Russcll, June G, 1863, Doc. No. 2, ibid.. pp.
so—qo. Cf. Finlay, 4 History of Greece, VII, 292,
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second. Whereas King Otho was chosen by the protecting pow-
ers by virtue of a mandate they had received from insurgent
Greece and immediately transferred to himself the sovereignty
of the nation, his successor was elected by a Nattonal Assembly
after it had been reassured concerning his political tendencies,
and was pointedly designated “constitutional King of the Hel-
lenes,” That he and his advisers understood this designation to
be an essential condition attached to the offer of the crown was
clearly intimated when in his speech of acceptance he stressed
the fact that hie had been “born and educated in a country in
which the rule of law went hand in hand with true constitu-
tional liberty."** Morecover, unlike the Treaty of May 7, 1832,
which was necgotiated without consultation with the Greek
people, the Treaty of July 13, 1863, by which Denmark and the
protecting powers established the second dynastic regime of
Greece, adhered to the conditions Jaid down by the National
Assembly and recognized the primacy of the national will in
the constitutional field. In compliance with the decree of the
Assembly already alluded to, it conferred on him the title “King
of the Hellenes,” declared Grecce (under the “guarantee” of
the protecting powers) “‘a monarchical, independent and con-
stitutional state,” stipulated that his heirs must belong to the
Eastern Orthodox Church, and (unlike the Treaty of 1832
which regulated King Otho’s majority) recognized the National
Assembly’s right to terminate his minority before the actual
atiainment of the age of eighteen prescribed by the Danish
dynastic law.* Finally, by the Treaty of March 29, 1864, which
registered the annexation of the lonian Islands to Greece, the
protecting powers rcaffirmed their “guarantec” in identical
terms with those of the Treaty of July g, 1863, Thus the inter-
national arrangements which attended the installation of the
Gluecksburg dinasty complied with—instead of dictating to~
“Rt'p‘ly.ol the King of the Hellenes to a Greek Delegation, Indlosure with
Letter of 8ir A. Paget 1o Russell, June 6. 1865, Doc. No. z, BF5.P., LIV, 42.
% Article 11, Treaty between Great Britain, France ateel Rurssia, with Den-

mark. relative to the accession of Prince William of Penmark to the Thrane of
Greece, London, July 13, 1863, BFS. ., LTI, 28-31.
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the national will. They recognized both the dynastic change
effected by the insurrection of October, 1862, and the will of
the nation to lve under a constitution; and they stretched the
“guarantee” of the powers to cover also the “constitutionality”
of the Greek state, thus establishing the legal basis for their
drastic intervention during the World War.

But while the protecting powers conceded to the Greek peo-
ple the right to tear up an international agreement which regu-
lated the dynastic status of Greece and substantially deferred
to the national will in making the new dynastic settlement, they
stoutly upheld the immutability of treaties in so far as they
affected their immediate interests. The treaty which placed
Otho on the throne of Greece was dead. Yet Article XI of its
successor provided that “the accession of Prince William to the
Greek throne shall in no way modify the financial obligations
undertaken by Greece by virtue of Article XII of the London
Treaty of May 7, 1832." The Greek Government could reason-
ably claim that since these obligations were defined in a treaty
signed by Bavaria and the protecting powers and were the
financial concomitant of the establishment of the first dynasty,
need for a revision of their most oncrous features at the time of
the accession of the second dynasty was strongly indicated. Need-
less to say, 1o such reviston was made, even though, as we have
seen, Article XII of the Treaty of May 7, 1832, scriously im-
paired the sovereignty of the Greek state.’® The insurrection
of October, 1862, successfully asserted the right of nationatl self-
determination in the dynastic and constitutional fields; but the
financial obligations to which Greece had béen committed by
four foreign Governments retained their full rigor even after
the violent overthrow of the regime which had contracted them
on her behall.

The primacy of national sovereignty was also recognized by
the Assembly when it finally addressed itself to its second im-
portant task--the framing of a new constitution. The resolution

® Article X1, Treaty of July 13, 1863, ibid., p. 301 and Articde XI1, Treaty of
May 7, 1Rz, ibid., XIX, 38-3p.
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of October 22, 1863, which defined the authority of the King
during the interval between his accession and the going into
effect of the new constitutional charter, transferred to him “the
royal prerogatives and the executive power” as defined in the
Constitution of 1844 in so {ar as they did not conflict with
the decrees issued since the insurrection of October, 1862, The
same resolution made all the measures enacted by the Assem-
bly in its legislative capacity subject to the royal veto; but it
expressly ‘exempted the constitution and thus cxcluded the
Crown from the concurrent exercise of the constituent power.4
In his first address to the nation King George indicated his
acquiescence in these arrangements. Unlike his predecessor,
who called himself “by the grace of God King of Greece,” he
acknowledged that he had been called to the throne by the will
of the Greek people and pledged himsell to faithful observance
of the laws and “‘above all of the Constitution, the cornerstone
of the new Hellenic polity.”4®

But while the King accepted the principle of non-interference
with the constituent functions of the Assembly, he was com--
pelled by its dilatoriness and the growing restlessness of public
opinion to intervene decisively in order to expedite the restora-
tion of political normality. In a message addressed to the As-
sembly in October, 1864, be called attention to the anomaly
created by the concentration of both the legislative and the
constituent power in the same body, submitted a draft (coun-
tersigned by the ministers) of Articles LXXII-CVI1, which
comprised the unfinished part of the Constitution, and peremp-
torily demanded that the Assembly wind up its labors within
ten days or shoulder the responsibility for the consequences.*?
Conironted by this thinly veiled threat of abdication, the As-
sembly rejected a motion to debate the King's right to intervene
and speeded up its work in order to comply with the time limit

« Resolution of the Greek Asscmbly, Oct. 22, 1863

o proclamation of King George to the Greek Nation, October 1863, ihid.,
LIV, s0.

«® Message of Ring Geoige to the National Assembly, Oct. 6 {18), 1864, ibid.,
LV, 886_87. See also Drizult, op. cit, T, 9q.
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set by the royal ultimatum. At the same time, by refusing to
substitute the King's draft for that of its own committee, it
showed its determination to vesist all attempts to encroach on
its constituent functions. It is true that it adopted, by a ma-
jority of only one vote, Articles LXXXIIH, LXXXIV, LXXXYV,
and LXXXVI of the royal draft, which revived the early Otho-
nian institution of the Council of State. But so strong was the
opposition that the stipulation was made (in Article CVIII)
that the articles in question could be revised by a three-fourths
vote of the Chamber of Deputies; and a resofution abolishing
the Council of State was accordingly passed at the next parlia-
mentary session and was signed and promulgated as law by the
King.®® When the completed Constitution was submitted to the
King, he requested reconsideration of Article 11, which made
Greek citizenship compuldory for the secular clergy of the
Roman Catholic Church, and of Article CVII, which dealt with
the subject of revision. With regard o the first of the disputed
articles, the issue was raised by the French Government's claim
that it violated the London Protocol of February g, 1830, which
guaranteed civil and religious liberty to Roman Catholics. The
Assembly. recognizing that the Crown could legitimately con-
cern itsell with constitutional matters when they itmpinged on
the domain of foreign policy, amended the article in question
so as to make it conform to the international obligations as-
sumed by Greece contemporaneously with the recognition of
her independence. But it relused to yield on Article CVII
{(which prescribed a rather complicated amending processy and
advanced the excuse that it had been unable to find a more
satisfactory version™
v

The Constitution of 1864, so far as it was founded on experi-
ence, was inspired by the object lesson of the emasculation and
the distortion of its predecessor into an instrument of monarch-
ical autocracy. In order to avert a repetition of that failure, it

" Avticle GVIIT, Constitution of 1864. Finlay, 4 HHistory of Greece, V1L 357,
St Artide CVII, ibid., p. §36.
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abolished the Senate, which had proved a prolific source of
autocratic power under the QOthonian regime, and it attempted
to remove a basic misunderstanding concerning the location of
sovereignty which had vitiated the constitutional development
of tle Hellenic state ever since it was founded on a monarchical
basis. This was the purpose ol the declaration of Article XXI1
that “all powers arc derived from the nation and are exercised
in the manner prescribed by the constitution.” The new Con-
stitution was not, in other words, like its predecessor, even
theoretically a2 compact between the sovereign monarch and the
nation, but an instrument of government devised by a sovereign
people, which defined the status and the powers of the Crown
as merely one of the scveral agencies of the state. As the late
Professor N. N. Saripolos, its foremost Greek commentator, has
pointed out, it was based on a more advanced literary theory.®?
The ostensibly voluntary surrender of some of the authority
of the sovercign monarch, which was recorded in the Constitu-
tion of 1844, was intended to establish a regime of limited mon-
archy. But the selflimitation of the sovereign people through .
the Constitution of 1864 was designed to create a limited de-
mocracy, in cflect a “royal republic,”® with a chief of state
enjoying lifelong and hereditary tenure, but exercising (in the
words of Article XLIV) “no other powers than those explicitly
conferred upon him by the constitution and the special laws
made in pursuance thereto.”

The {act that these powers did not include a share in the
aruending process is conclusive evidence of the subordinate po-
sition of the Crown and of the derivative character of its au-
thority under the Constitution of 1864. While the legislative
power was vested in the king and Parliament, revision of the
“non-fundamental™ clauses of the constitution could only be
initiated by Parliament and carried through by a specially
elected revisionist Assembly.®* The King could neither prevent

“ Nikolaos N. Saripolos, The Publie Law of Greece, I, 56, 6265, as cited by
Cougielis, Les Réghmes gouvernementaux de lo Gréee .. ., p. 97

? Article XIL.1V, Finlay, A History of Greece, VI, gn0,

™ Articles XXI11 and CVIL ibid., pp. 348, 356.
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the initiation of amendments, since the annual convocation of
Parliament was constititionally prescribed, nor postpone their
enactment, as with ordinary legislation, through the exercise of
the veto power.™ Ilis share in the revision—as in the original
framing—ol the Constitution was confined to the formality of
signing and promulgation, which was construed to mean not
ratification, that is, consent, but acceptance.® Thus thirty-two
years after the last Assembly ol the revolutionary period was
prevented by the ministers of the protecting powers from draw-
ing up a constitution without the collaboration of the king,®
another Assembly of revolutionary origin was able to produce
a monarchical constitution founded on the principle that the
constituent power belongs to the sovercign nation.
" Article XXXVIIL, ibid., p. 340

® Acticle CIX, ibid,, p. 357, and Ariicle XLI1T, ibid., p. g48.
“ Avticle XX, ibid, p. 348, Sce also p. gn, stfira.



Chapter Seven

THE WORILD WAR AND THE CONSTITUTIONAL

CRISIS IN GREECE
1
THE crists of 1gog-1g11 did not involve the protecting powers
—the third party to the constitutional development of modern
Greece—and is therefore outside the scope of this study. Never-
theless, it deserves brief consideration because it provided the
occasion for the only relatively orderly revision of the constitu-
tion since the founding of the Greek state and was the prelude
to the fateful conflict which arose four years later over the ques-
tion of Greek participation in the World War. It began in
August, 19og, with the sudden incursion into Greek politics of
the so-called Military League—a group of mostly subaltern army
and navy officers who staged a mutiny of the Athens garrison
and demanded a series of drastic reforms beginning with the
removal from the army of Crown Prince Constantine and the
other members of the royal family. Though partly motivated
by personal ambition and considerations of professional pre-
ferment, the action of the Military League reflected also pro-
found popular discontent with both the international situation
and the internal condition of Greece. Deeply wounded by the
humiliating defeat of 1897, national sentiment had become in-
creasingly exacerbated by the inability of Greek diplomacy to
cope with the pressing problems of foreign policy created by
the Young Turk insurrection of 1908, the rapid progress of
rival Balkan Irredeuntisms in Macedonia at the expense of Hel-
lenism, the Cretan question, and the indifference or hostility
of the Europcan powers. The [ailure of Greece to make her
weight felt in the field ol international relations, and the slow
pace of her domestic progress in comparison with that of other
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Balkan states prompted anxious questionings about many as-
pects of Neo-Hellenic culture and produced a signilicant litera-
ture of criticism and revolt, the most obvious targets of which
were the political leaders and parties, the parliamentary system,
the dynasty, and the monarchy itself. The suggestive theory that
this malaise was symptomaiic of a somcwhat belated drive of
the Greek middle class for political power is perhaps too simple
an explanation of a complex phenomenon. It is nevertheless
true that the new ferment was prevalent in the urban centers,
that it affected the mercantile and professional classes and the
more advanced intelligentsia, and that it finally crystallized into
a revolt of “new men,” that is, a younger generation of mostly
middle-class politicians, against the oligarchy of quasi-hereditary
sectional clans which had managed to retain throughout the
nineteenth century a disproportionate share of political power.

This movement, which was anti-oligarchic, anti-dynastic, po-
tentially republican, and intensely nationalistic, was diverted
by Eleutherios Venizelos into the relatively harmless channel
of constitutional revision; and having thus been made to shed
its violence, it applied its energies to the unprecedently con-
structive elfort made by the Greek nation under the leadership
of the Cretan statesman during the brief period which preceded
the outbreak of the World War. Mr. Venizelos’s recommenda-
tion to the Military League when he was called to Athens in
December, 190g, as its political adviser, was that it should dis-
solve itself after obtaining from the Government a promise that
it would sponsor the revision of the constitution. This policy
was eventually adopted, by George I and the majority of politi-
cal leaders. The amending process was initiated (on March g,
1910) by a vote of more than the required three-fourths of the
Chamber of Deputies, which was thereupon dissolved. It was
succeeded (in accordance with Article CVII of the Constitu-
tion) by a Revisionist Assembly at the opening mecting of
which the Dragoumis Ministry—the third since the outbreak
of the military revolt—submitted its resignation. Aflter a minis-
terial crisis which lasted a week and showed conclusively that
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the old political leaders were unwilling or unable to govern
under the new dispensation, Mr. Venizelos was invited (on
October 18, 1910) to form lis first Government. He rmmedi-
ately dissolved the Assembly, although it had given him a some.
what grudging vote of confidence; and in the ensuing general
election he secured a resounding victory which enabled him in
less than six months to push through the second Revisionist
Assembly filty-four amendments to the Constitution of 1864
and thus to terminate in June, 1g11, the political crisis pre-
cipitated in August, 1gog, by the revolutionary action of the
Military League.

Though this revision professedly followed the elaborate
amendiug process prescribed by Article CVIY, it deviated from
it in certain essential points. In the first place, it did not orig-
inate in the Chamber of Deputies, except as a matter of the
merest formality. In point of fact, it was initiated by extra-par-
liamentary pressure and was decided upon at a meeting of polit-
ical leaders presided over by the King. It thus violated the
literal theory of the Constitution of 1864 wlich excluded the
Crown from the exercise of the constituent power. Moreover,
the resolution to amend the Constitution was passed by the
Chamber of Deputies only once instead of in two successive
sessions; and there was considerable divergence between the
amendments it proposed and those that were finaily enacted.!
At the same time, the revision did adhere to Articte CVII in
that it was scrupuiously confined to the “non-fundamental” pro-
visions of the constitution. Ft thus achieved the essentiatly con-
servative purpose of its chief sponsors, King George 1 and Mr.
Venizelos, who used it as a sop designed to emasculate the poten-
tially revolutionary movement ol August, 190g. From this in-
itially anti-dynastic crisis, thanks largely to Mr. Venizelos's mas-
terly handling, the monarchy emerged with renewed strength.
And when King George's successor added to the ample consti-

t Constitution of 1the Kingdom of Greece, Qctober, 186, revised by the Sccond
Revisionist Assembly, June 1, 1ge1, Strupp, ed., La Situalion internationale de
fn Gréee . . ., pp. 250-56; scc especially the Amendments,
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tutional prerogatives of the Crown (which had been left intact
by the revision of 1g11), the popularity of a victorious war lord
and the mystical promise of the name Constantine, the stage
was sct for the struggle betwecen the King and the Prime Minister
which usherced in the longest revolutionary cycle in the history
of modern Greece.
IT

The subordination of the domestic development of Greece
to the exigencies of her intcrnational situation was conclusively
demonstrated during the political and constitutional crisis
which was precipitated by the World War. What aggravated
this crisis was the peculiar position of the Crown as the supreme
arbiter of foreign policy. The traditional identification of the
dynasty with the state, and the concomitant Jeadership of the
Crown in international relations was a potent reality until
the outbreak of the World War even in the constitutionally gov-
erned countries of Western Europe. In the newly created Bal-
kan states, especiaily in Greece, the most dependent of all on
the good will of the European powers, the potency of dynastic
ties was so unquestioningly assumed that the conception of the
Crown as a court of Iast appeal in the conduct of foreign policy
had comc to be recognized as one of the couventions of the
constitution. It was thercfore inevitable that the divergence of
opinion on the question of the entry of Greece into the War
should resolve itself into a conflict between the King, who
claimed to be the authentic voice of that mystic entity, the
nation, and the Prime Minister, who was the leader of the
ephemeral parliamentary majority in a constitutional state.

Granted that the strict letter of the Constitution set no limits
to the right of the King to "appeint and dismiss his ministers,”
and to dissolve parliament, should not this power be qualified
by the basic assumptions of constitutional government founded
on the principle of popular sovereignty? To this question, which
sums up the constitutional issue between King Constantine and
Mr. Venizelos, the practice of the preceding half century of
constitutional government afforded a fairly clear answer. Dur-
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ing the first ten years of his reign King George I, undeterred
by the fate of his predecessor, attempted to govern through
minority or extra-parhiamentary ministrics on behalf of which
he made lavish use of the weapon of dissolution. The conse-
quences of this ill-advised course were ministerial instability,
scandalous governmental interference with elections, adminis-
trative paralysis and corruption, and an alarming increase of
anti-dynastic sentiment due to the fact that the Crown was
closely identificd with the successive ministries and was there-
fore held responsible for their lawlessness and incompetence.
These unmistakable storm-signals proved an cfective warning;
and when the ministry headed by Demetrios Voulgaris, the
worst offender against constitutional government, resigned in
May, 1875, the King displayed almost for the first time that
sagacity which distinguished him both from his predecessor and
fxrom his successor and called to the premiership Charilaos Tri-
coupis, who had been an outspoken critic of his unconstitutional
course. But while it was true that the combination of minority
or extra-parliamentary ministries with frequent dissolutions had
resulted substantially in monarchical absolutism, the principle
laid down by the new Prime Minister, according to which no
party or group leader should be invited to form a ministry
unless he enjoyed the “declared” (dednhanérn) conlidence of the
majority of Parliament,? would nullify the Crown’s right to
dissoive by depriving it of the means of dissolution, and would
thus tend to establish a partiamentary tyranny during the four-
year term of each Parliament.® In point of fact, neither Tricou-
pis hor Alexander Koumoundouros, who shares with him the
distinction of having consolidated constitutional and parlia-
mentary government in Grecce, insisted on strict adherence to
this principle. Throughout the reign of George 1 the King's
legal right to dissolve the Chamber of Deputies through a mi-
nority ministry was recognized; but it was understood that dis-
solution should be resorted to in order to bring Parliament into

® GCouclelis, Les Régimes gouvernementaux de la Gréve de 1821 & nos jours,
p- 1z, *loid., p. 113
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larmony with the will of the nation rather than as a means of
promating the policies advocated by the Crown.#

Hence, after Mr. Venizelos had resigned in March, 1915 (de-
spite his parliamentary majority) , because he had been unable to
secure King Constantine's consent to Greek participation in the
Gallipoli campaign, the King acted in accordance with hoth
the law and the custom of the constitution when he called to
the premiership Demetrios Gounarts, one of the leaders of the
opposition and decreed the dissolution of the Chamber of Dep-
utics. For he thereby exercised one of the most important func-
tions of the Crown—that of initiating an appcal from the repre-
scntatives of the nation to the nation itseif; an appeal the more
urgent because it involved the vital issue of war and peace,
which had arisen since the election of the tast Parliament. But
though the Iiberal (Venizelist) Party won the general elec-
tion ol June 13, 1915, by a reduced majority, its leader was not
recalled to power until August 23; and he was dismissed once
more by the King on Octoher 5, immediately after he had
obtained a vote of confidence from the Chamber at the close
of a momentous debate on foreign policy. The Government of
Alexander Zaimis, who succeeded Mr. Venizelos in the premier-
ship, depended on the support of the Venizelist majority;
and when this support was withdrawn and the Zaimis Govern-
ment was replaced by the extra-parliamentary ministry of Ste-
phen Skouloudis, which procceded to dissolve the Chamber,
Mr. Venizelos claimed that this second dissolution within less
than a year over the same issue was unconstitutional and refused
to participate in the general election of December 19, 1916
This fatelul decision drove the largest political party in the
state into extra-patrliamentary opposition and thus exacerbated
the constitutional conflict into a veritable revolutionary situa-
tion. Yet it was, under the circumstances, the only possible an-
swer to a policy which tended to establish the supremacy of
the Grown over Parliament and virtually abolished constitu-
tional government. It can be argued, in defense of this per
version of the constitution, that it was politically imperative

PHhid., pp. 11328,
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because it was designhed to prevent the premature and uncon-
ditional participation of Greece in the World War. King
Constaniine’s apologists, however, have also claimed that it
was unassailable on constitutiona}l grounds since the right of
the King to “appoint and dismiss his ministers” and to dissolve
Parliament is unlimited.® This claim, as Mr. Venizelos has
conclusively shown, can be refuted by a correlated reading of
all the articles of the constitution pertaining to the powers of
the Crown, and is, moreover, contrary to the custom established
by half a century of constitntional government® But while
George 1 had been content during his long reign to substi-
tute influence for power in domestic politics, he had enjoyed
undisputed primacy in the field of international relations.
Hence, his successor had likewise the custom of the constitution
on his side when he insisted on a decisive voice in the most
vital issues of foreign policy that had ever confronted the Greek
nation. At the same time, he must have been aware that his
constitutional irresponsibility would not immunize him against
the political consequences of his course. He repeatedly defied
Parliament because he was acconntable to the nation, to God,
and to history. The judgment of all three was hastened by the
accelerated tempo of a world erisis; and it was determined by
forces and circumstances quite beyond the control of the King,
the Prime Minister, and the people of Greece.

HLN

While nentral Greece had a large stake in a war which was
bound to effect profound readjustments in the Balkans and in
the Meditcrratican countries, her strategic position made her
attitude a matter of vital concern to the belligerent powers.
And becausc the three major states of the ane belligerent group
were also the guarantors of her international and constitutional
status, while she was hound by close dynastic ties to Germany,
the leader of the other group, the constitutional conflict over
forcign policy between her King and his Prime Minister was

= Areles NXNID and NXXVIT, Constionion of 186 G, Finlay, ffistory of
Greece, VI, 348, 340.
® Avticles XXIN_XLIV, Consitiutiom of 18G4 ihid, pp. 248-50.
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merged in a world-wide struggie for power. What distinguished
Greece from all other participants in this struggle was the fact
that she was driven into it long before she formally abandoned
her neutrality. She was rent into two increasingly irreconcilable
factions which were hypunotized into the belief that the interests
of the nation were identical with those of the group and the
“cause” they happened to champion. Subjected to propaganda
and to pressure from both sides, she made so many concessions
to their real or alleged strategic necds, that her territory and
her territorial waters, while still nominally neutral, were among
the major theaters of the war. Because of her strategic im-
portance, her relative defensclessness, and the passionate par-
tisanship of her people she was exposed to intervention by the
two belligerent alignments which were contending for world
mastery. But unlike Spain in 1986-39, she suffered infinitely
more at the hands of the coalition dominated by the two
Western powers which claimed to be fighting for democracy
and national sclf-determination and which were also the chief
guarantors ol her indcpendent statchood.

It should be pointed out, however, that not all the members
of the Franco-British coalition were equally active participants
in the coercion of Greece. Czarist Russia, the third of the guar-
antor powers, followed the French and British lead with obvi-
ous reluctance both beeause of dynastic solidarity with King
Constantine and because she feared that Greek participation in
the war might be rewarded by the sacrifice of vital Russian in-
terests, Moreover, after the March Revolution, the Kerensky
regime refused to associate Russia with the coercive measures
ol the Western Allics, condemned intervention as an “inadmis-
sible™ interference in the domestic affairs of the Greek people,
and urged radical revision of the policy of the Entente powers
toward Greece.” Italy, the fourth major member of the Entente
coalition, rad no legal grounds for intervention because she was
not one of the guarantor powers. Nevertheless, she proclaimed

Y Drianlt, Histoire diplomatique de la Gréce de 1821 4 nos jours, V, zgo-p1,

209. Sec also documents in the Hussien White Book, and Phocas Cosmetatos,
The Tragedy of Greece, irans. by E. W_and A. Dickes, pp. 279, 281, 290,
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Ier “moral solidarity” with whatever diplomatic action her
Allies considercd necessary against Greece and “actively partici-
pated in the blockade of the Greck ports and all the measures
agreed upon by the General Staffs of the Allies with a view to
ensuring the salcty of their troops on the Macedonian front.”?
In point of fact, though she contributed to these coercive meas-
ures, Italy hoped that they would not compel Greece to abandon
her ncutrality. While Great Britain and France blew hot and
cold about the usefulness of Greece as an ally, Italian diplomacy
was unswervingly opposed to Mr. Venizelos's effort {so reminis-
cent of Cavour's offer of Piedmontese support to the Western
Allies in the Crimean War) to range his country on the side of
the powers which were fighting against its traditional enemies
and which he was unshakably convinced would dictate the
peace. For the hard-headed directors of Italian policy realized
that whereas Greece could be treated with scant consideration
at the Peace Conference if she remained obstinately neutral,
as a member of the victorious coalition she not only would ad-
vanice an irresistible claim to the Dodecanese but also would
secure restoration of the Greek territory occupied during the
war by Italian troops for ostensibly strategic purposes. Hence,
Italy was able in all sincerity to proclaim her sympathy for
King Constantine and for his policy of neutrality; and though
she pocketed (and, unlike Great Britain and France, could be
suspected of hoping to keep) the not inconsiderable territorial
benefits of intervention, she escaped the odium incurred by her
Allies with the royalist and pro-neutrality section of the Greek
people.

Thus it was Great Britain and France that took the initiative
in enforcing a policy of cumulative intervention and coercion
which violated all the aspects of independent statehood that
might have been conceivably included in the “guarantee” they
had given to Greece. They occupied parts of Greek Macedonia
and Epirus and severat of the Aegean and Ionian Islands. They
made repeated landings in other parts of Greece, including the

* Driauit, op. cil.. pp. 25777, and Miller, A History of the Greek People, 1821~
1921, p. 154



L6 WORLD WAR AND CONSTITUTIONAL CRISIS

capital. They resorted to what amounted to a hunger blockade
in order to compel the Greek Govermment to accept such de-
mands as the disarmament of the light units of the Greek navy,
the withdrawal of the large part of the Greek army to the Pelo-
ponnesus, and the surrender of its equipment, the control of all
means of transport and communication to the Allies, and free
passage for their troops through Greek territory. They estab-
lished a Franco-British superpolice in Athens and an elaborate
Intelligence Service throughout the country, They proclaimed
through their generals and admirals martial law in Greek cities,
and secured the deportation of Greek citizens and the expulsion
of the diplomatic representatives of the Central Powers with
which Greece was officially at peace. They dictated to successive
Greek Governments on such Fundamental matters as the holding
of parliamentary elections and the choice of ministers, military
commanders, and administrative officials. And they ended by
deciding the fate of the Crown and imposing their decision on
a hopelessly divided nation.” These increasingly punitive meas-
ures, which amounted to “undeclared” war, impaired to the
point of extinction the sovereignty, the territorial integrity, and
the ncutrality of Greece. That they should have been resorted
to by the powers which were admittedly the most liberal and
democratic of the belligerents of 1914-18 is a sufficiently dis-
turbing phenomenon, Still more disturbing is the extent to
which the mecthods they pursued foreshadowed the technique
of international jawlessness which was evolved two decades later
by the unsatisfied, anti-democratic, and warrior states, and
against which the satisfied and essentially pacific democracies
secm unable to devise effective means of common defense.
While this interventionist and coercive pelicy was made pos-
sible by Franco-British control ol the Mediterranean and the
extreme viinerability of Greece to superior sea power, it would
be a mistake to regard it as entirely founded on brute force.

* Driault, of. cit., pp. 289, 295-305. For the collective note addressed to the
Greek Goavernment by the Allies and the Government's reply, see Great Britain,
Forcign Office, British and Foreign State Popers, CX, 8go and Rgz. CE Fenizelos,
PP 301—2; Ieadlam-Morley, Studies in Diplomatic Tistory, p. 140, and Phocas
Cosmetatos, ofy. cit., pp. 187.-Rq. 259 80,
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It derived whatever moral sanction it had from the consent of
a large section of the Greck people. It was in fact approved,
encouraged and even instigated by those Greeks who believed
with Mr. Venizelos that whichever side won the war Greece was
hound 1o lose if she persisted in a policy of neutrality; that she
should therefore align herself with the Franco-British coalition
and thereby also support her Balkan ally Serbia, even though
her treaty obligations did not commit her to such support in
case of -extra-Balkan hostilities;'® that whereas her territorial
integrity might be scricusly menaced if at the end of the war
she was not a member of the victorious coalition, her timely
alignment with it would enable her to fulfill the Irredentist
aspirations of Hellenisim; that France and Britain were ani-
mated by their traditional friendship for the Greek people, and
that their coercive measures were dictated by the exigencies of
a desperate struggle and directed against a wrongheaded and
badly advised king; and that the impairment of sovereignty and
liberty, which these measures entailed, respectively, for the
Greek state and for its citizens, should be giadly consented to
for the sake of the great benefits to be derived by the entire
nation, both within and beyond the borders of Greece, from
partnership with the victorious powers. It was this line of rea-
soning that drove Mr. Venizelos, who had begun as the defender
of the constitution against the King, to viclate it flagrantly
Ly such acts as the invitation to the Allies to land troops in
Salonica and the successful incitement of one-half the coun-
try to secession.!! Foreign powers engaged in a life-and-death
struggle cannot have felt much compunction about treating
Greece as a vassal state, when her foremost statesman, suppm‘ted
by a large part of her people, was their eager accomplice and
did not hesitate to sacrifice her sovercigniy in order to save her
territorial integrity and to promote her expansion.

" The Cambridge History of Hritish Foreign Policy, ed. by Ward and Gooch,
IF, 511, and Gibbons, ep. cit, p. 214,

E Driault, op. cth, pp. 260 [, and The Cambridge History of British Foreign
Pafirv. HI, gai. GE Gibbons, op. cif. pp. 278-300; Cosmelatos, op. cit.. pp.
z19-25: Miller, op. cit., pp. 157-58.



Chapter Fight

POST-WAR DEVELOPMENTS!
1

Tue rREsTORATION of George II to the throne of Greece, in
November, 1935, closed a crowded chapter of Greek history,
which began more than twenty years earlier, when his father,
King Constantine, opposed the plans of Premier Venizelos to
intervene in the World War on the side of the Allied powers.
The first phase of the ensuing struggle included the establish-
ment of an insurgent Venizelist government in Salonica, the
expulsion of the King by the Allies, his replacement by his
secontd son, Alexander, and the triuwph of the interventionist
policy of Venizelos. The second phase terminated with the
general clection of Noveniber, 19zo, when, despite the victori-
ous outcome of the war and the rich rewards of the Treaty of
Sévres, Venizelos was decisively defeated and, by an overwhelm-
ing plebiscitary vote, King Constantine was restored to the
throne vacated by Alexander’s sudden death. A third and de-
cisive landmark was reached in September, 1922, when the
prosecution of the campaign in Anatolia even after the with-
drawal of Allicd support led to the defeat of the Greek army,
the establishment of the Plastiras military dictatorship, the
King's definitive abdication and banishment, and the influx of
more than a million refugees. The pronounced Venizelist and

*This reproduces, with minor ehanges, a report cntitled “Post-War Politics
in Greece™ prepared by the author for the Foreign Policy Association, Inc., and
published by it on Sept. 1, 1936, as No. 12, Vol. XIL “"Foreign Policy Reports.”
‘Thanks are duc to the Association for its permission to reproduce the paper.
The author intended to reword the material in this report so that it might
serve as an Epilogue to the present study, He died before this could be done.
The editors have left the text nnmadified, except for slight editorial changes
and the emission of the last three pages, which are nol related to the subject of
this hook, Relevences in succeeding faotnotes ave not jnduded in the Bibliog-
raphy.—The cditors.
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anti-monarchist sympathies of these vefugees enabied the Re-
publicans to cut short the reign of George I1, to proclaim the
Republic by the vote of a partisan National Assembly, and to
ratify this action by the plebiscite of April 13, 1924.

Thus the Greek monarchy, like the Austro-Hungarian, the
Prusso-German. the Russian, and the Ottoman monarchies, may
Le regarded as a victim of the war and its revolutionary after-
math. But, while in other countries where the monarchical
regime succumbed to deleat and revolution the reaction against
democracy and republicanism has taken the form of essentially
anti-monarchical dictatorships, the revolutionary cycle in Greece
led eventually in 1935 to the restoration of the monarchy with
the constitutional impress which it bore before the Constantine-
Venizelos conflict. It is proposed to anatyze the events which led
to the restoration and to explain the deviation of Greece [rom
the apparcntly normal post-war pattern of European politics,
and also to indicate the changes which have taken place in the
traditional foreign policy of Greece under the Republic,

It

The Greck Republic was not grounded in widespread pop-
ular opposition to the monarchy as an institution. It emerged
from a military disaster which marked the end of a century of
Irredentist expansionism, and for which King Constantine was
Iteld responsible by a large part of the defeated army and the
Greek people. Because of its origins, the Republic became iden-
tified with the statessnan who since 191y had been the King's
foremost antagonist. Yet Venizelos had never been a doctrinaire
Republican. T1is opposition to Prince George, who was High
Commissioner of Crete from 1898 to 1906, did not make him
an enemy of the dynasty. When he left Crete in 1910 to assumne
the Greek premiership, he made it unmistakably clear that he
regarded constitutional monarchy as the ideal form of govern-
ment for Greece; and he adhered to this conviction despite his
bitter personal hostility to King Constantine. In 1923, while he
represented defeated Greece at the Lausanne Conference, he
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remonstrated with the revolutionary Government for banishing
King Constantine’s successor. But when he recognized, during
his brief premiership early in 1924, that the Republic might
conceivably be a way out ol the revolutionary situation created
by the Asia Minor disaster, he urged that the issue be decided
by a plebiscite vather than by a decree of a so-called National
Assembly in the eleciion of which the royalists had not partici-
pated. Although his advice was rejected and the plebiscite of
April 13, 1924 was merely confirmatory, the Republican majority
of 758,762 was overwhelmingly composed of his followers, just
as the 323,424 votes cast for the monarchy belonged to the nor-
mally anti-Vienizelist section of the country. Precisely because
to the Republican rank and file—possibly more than one-half
the Greek people--the Republic was synonymous with Vem-
zetos, it did not command the allegiance of the other half,
whose loyalty to King Constautine’s memory was as intense as
their hostility to the Crelan stalesman.

Hence the retivement of Venizelos from active politics was
destred both Dy his enemies and by the more independent of
his {ormer lieutenants, who were anxious to depersonalize the
Republican regime i order to make it acceptable to the voyalist
section of the Greck people. The coalition government of party
leaders under the premiership of M. Zaimis, which inaugurated
the return to parliamentarisim after the shortlived dictatorship
of General Pangalos in September, 1926, made considerable
progress in that direction and brought the revolutionary period
to a close by completing the drafting of the Republican Consti-
tution in June, 19e2y. But like most coalitions, it proved an
increasingly cumbersome instrument of government and was
alrcady in process of disintcgration when Venizelos, aiter an
absence of four years, suddenly returned to active politics and
resumed the leadership of the Liberal Party. Appointed to the
premiership by President Koundouriotis on July g, 1928, he
dissolved the Chamber of Deputies, abolished proportional rep-
resentation by presidential decree and held a general election
on August 19, which secured for him a majority over all other
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parties and enabled him to govern during four turbulent years
whose balance sheet showed considerable constructive achieve-
ment.

The re-emergence of Venizelos not only exasperated the royal-
ists and slackened the pace of adherence to the Republic, but
also alienated MM. Kaphandaris and Papanastassiou, his former
lieutenants, and marked the beginning of the rift with General
George Kondylis which was to grow into irreconcilable enmity.
These Republican leaders naturally resented their relegation
to a secondary role and the highhanded change of the electoral
taw which reduced their groups in the Chamber to virtual im-
potence. The Republican front was thus broken; and during
the four years of the premiership of Venizelos the royalists, who
combated him not only as head of the government but also as
the embodiment of the Republican regime, received aid and
comfort from his former followers, who were much more Re-
publican than he was. The Republic was thus reduced once
more to exclusive dependence on the Liberal Party and its
leader, and the situation became the more precarious because
the deRationary and restrictive measures necessitated by the
repercussions of Great Britain’s abandonment of the gold stand-
ard undermined the Premier’s popularity and made renewal of
his mandate for a second four-year term extremely problem-
atical.?

Fears that the defeat of Venizelos might endanger the Re-
pubiic were dispelled when Tsaldaris, the leader of the tradi-
tionally royalist Populist Party, promised unequivocaily to rec
ognize the regime and to conduct his government within its
framework. In the general election of September zj, 1932,
which followed this declaration, the Liberal Party secured 102
seats, in contrast to g6 seats [or the Populist Party (Tsaldaris) ;
15 for the Progressive (Kaphandaris); 11 {or the Farmer-Labor
Party (Papanastassiou) ; 6 for the Agrarian (Mylonas) and 6

For a discussion of the measures raken hy Creece to meet the situation
created by England’s abandonment of the gold standard cf. Arnold J. Toynbee,
Swurvey of International Affairs, 1931, p. 122,
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for the National Radical Party {(Kondylis). Protracted negotia-
tions having failed to produce a coalition government, Tsal-
daris, who had in the meantime reiterated his pledge of loyalty
1o the Republic, formed on November 5, 1932, what was in
effect a minority government, which Venizelos agreed to tol-
erate. The truce lasted only untii January 13, 1933, when Veni-
zelos attacked the Government's financial policy and compelled
Tsaldaris o resign and throw off his irksome tutelage. Venizelos
resumned the premiership, dissolved the Chamber on the ground
that its composition prectuded the formation of a strong gov-
ernment, and decreed what was to prove a fateful general elec-
tton,

The outcome of this election, held on March 5, 1933, showed
that Venizelos had misread the trend of public sentiment as
disastrously as he had in November, 1920, His party’s strength
was reduced from 102 10 g6 members, while the Populist Party
secured 185 seats, a clear majority in a total membership of 248.
On the assumption that all the votes cast for the Populist Party
and for Gencral John Metaxas's Free Opinion Party were royal-
ist, the royalist vote aggregated 40.33 percent of a total poll of
1,141,831.% But in view of Tsaldaris’s reiterated pledges of loy-
alty to the Republic, the increment of the royalist poll was
conceivably derived from normally Republican votes and might
indicate dissatisfaction with four years of Venizelist rule and
several months of tortious mancuvering rather than a sudden
recrudescence ol royalist sentiment.

This view, which prevailed among Republican politicians,
was not shared Dy the faction of Republican soldiers led by
General Nicholas Plastiras. His attempt at a military coup on
March 5-6 was a dismal failure and was liquidated by a military
directorate under General Qthoneos, which made way four days
later for a parliamentary government headed by Tsaldaris. But
this abortive resort to illegality in behalfl of the Republic rad-

*This compared with 55.89 percent of 1,171,637 in November, 1932 33.03
peteent of 1,017.281 in August, 1928: and 34.87 pereent of g2t.226 in September,
1526,
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ically altered the complexion of Greek politics. Although aimed
at Tsaldaris and designed to deprive him of the fruits of his
electoral victory, the coup occurred while Venizelos was still
in power, was led by his most faithful henchman, and hence
exposed him to the charge of weakness for failing to forestall
it or, worse, the suspicion of connivance. Besides discrediting
the foremost Republican leader, the re-emergence of General
Plastiras, the head of the revolutionary government of Septem-
ber, 1922, revived passions which had been largely appeased by
the orderly functioning of the Republican regime, and played
into the hands of the irreconcilable royalists. It also drove Plas-
tiras's old enemy, General Kondylis, the leader of the rival
faction of Republican soldiers, definitely into the anti-Veni-
zelist camp. By making Kondylis Minister of War and Admiral
Hadjikyriacos, another anti-Ventzelist Republican, Minister of
the Navy, Tsaldaris offered tangible proof of his claim that his
government, although anti-Venizelist, had no designs against
the Republic.

The consequences ol Plastiras's abortive coup dogged Tsal-
daris’s premiership and largely determined the course of Greek
politics during the pext two years. A motion to impeach Veni-
relos on the ground of complicity with the coup was made by
General Metaxas in the Chamber of Deputies. While the storm
it provoked was at its height, an attempt was made on the life of
Venizelos, on June 6, 1983, which resulted in the death of his
bodyguard and the wounding of his wife. This crime brought
about the reconciliation of Venizelos with his former lieutenants,
the reconstruction of a united Republican front, and the re-
vival of the irrepressible conflict over the regime. On July 2
the reunited Republicans defeated the government's attemnpt
to increase its majority by capturing the twenty Republican
seats of Salonica through a by-election of questionable legality.
At the same time, the opposition’s charges that influential mem-
bers of the Populist Party were implicated in the attempt on
Venizelos's life and its insistence on a fearless inquiry and a
speedy trial, engendered intense bitterness and made the adjust-
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ments and compromises necessitated by the Government’s lack
of a majority in the Senate increasingly difficult.

This was particularly the case with two major government
measures: a new electoral bill establishing the majority system
of election by single-member constituencies, and designed, ac-
cording to the opposition, to alter the balance of power by
gerrymandering normally Republican constituencies; and a bill
providing for radical revision of the cadres of the army, navy
and air force. The Republican opposition claimed that both of
these measures were fraught with menace for the regime. Their
rejection by the Senate, which had retained its Venizelist ma-
jority owing to its peculiar composition,* provoked a violent
outcry among the ministerialists against the alleged obstruction
of democratic government by that body. The ministerial cam-
paign for abolition of the Senate produced, in turn, opposition
charges that this intended violation of the Constitution was
designed to remove the most formidable obstacle to the over-
throw of the Republic. When the bills were finally passed by
the Chamber over the Senate’s veto, President Zaimis refused
to heed Republican exhortations to exercise a veto power he
did not possess; and this refusal aroused in certain Republican
quarters opposition to his reélection and revived agitation in
favor of Venizelos’s eandicacy. The latter’s intimation that he
might accept the presidency if it were endowed with powers
similar to those of its American counterpart® not only strength-
ened the government's determination to oppose his candidacy
but also aroused misgivings among those Republicans who feared
that the assumption of the highest office in the country by the
strongest personality in Greek politics would convert the par-
liamentary into a presidential Republic. The government’s
promise to replace the pending electoral bill with one more

4 Ninety-twa members of the Scnate were elected for nine years and rencwed
by one-third cvery thice years; 18 were elected by protessional groups for three
years; and ten were elected by both chambers in joint session for the duration
of the term of the Chamber of Deputies.

* Letter to Fleftheron Vima (Athens), Sept. 22. 1934, quoted in The Times
{Londen}, Sepr. 23, 1934.
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acceptable to the opposition induced seventeen Senators to trans-
fer their votes to President Zaimis, who was accordingly re-
elected on October 19, 1994, for a five-year term in a joint ses-
sion of the Chamber of Deputies and the Senate, by 197 votes
out of the total g65, with 112 biank ballots, presumably cast by
the Republicans.®

The relaxation of political tension which followed Zaimis's
reélection and the return of the Republican opposition to the
Chamber was terminated by the opening of the long-deferred
trial of the persons who were accused of the attempt on Vent-
zelos’s life. Before the trial could be completed public attention
was diverted from it by the sudden ocutbreak, on March 1, 1935,
of a large-scale mutiny of the armed forces, which produced
violent political repercussions. ‘The revolt was organized by
Republican officers who had been placed on the retired list
since the Plastivas coup or were determined to avert such a {ate,
which they felt to be imminent. Convinced that their shelving
was part of the Government's plan to de-Republicanize the
armed forces and thus prepare the way for the restoration of
the monarchy, these officers identified their professional inter-
ests with the Republican cause; and far from regarding them-
selves as rebels, they lelt that they were the true defenders of
the Republic against the designs of a crypto-royalist adminis-
tration.

The insurgents’ appeal to Venizelos to assume the political
leadership of the movement confronted him with a fateful
choice. By his own admission, he had known ol the preparations
of the naval officers to seize the fleet, and he had already with-
drawn his objections to such action in December, 1934, but
had advised his followers to wait “until they [the Government]
attempt to restore the monarchy.”7 It must have been this com-
mitment, without which tlie revolt might conceivably not have
broken out, rather than, as he claimed, his indignation at the
premature suspension of the Constitution by the Government,

® The Times (London), Oct. 15, 20, 1934
"1nterview with the Afanchester Guardian iVeekly, June =1, 28, 1035,
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which compeiled him to throw in his Jot with the insurgents.
The situation created by this decision gave the revolt a striking
resemblance to the “National Delense” movement organized
by Venizelos in 1916 to compel King Constantine to abandon
his policy of neutrality. But this resemblance was superhcial.
Whereas in 1916 Venizelos's interventionist stand on the war
had evoked passionate mass support and he was able to operate
from Salonica under the protection, although with only the re-
luctant support, of the Allies, he was now faced by a strong
Govermment and a hostile nation. For even those who had fol-
lowed him blindly for years were bewildered and antagonized
by his latest move and substantially agreed with the Govern-
ment's description of the revolt as “an attempt made against the
legal State by a minority of dissatislied officers.”® But the char-
acterization of the insurgents as “friends of the opposition” was
not quite accurate, for not only did all the Republican leaders
of any prominence deplore and denounce the revolt, but even
those Republicans who were convinced that the Government
was heading toward the rvestoration of the monarchy did not
believe that the rebellion of the armed forces was the best
method of averting that danger.” Thus, Venizelos, who was a
Cretan revolutionary in his twenties, exposed himseif to the
charge of “ending his career as he began,”® but with much
more dubious justification, Because he had failed to darify the
issue and prepare public opinion [or his action, he found him-
self at the head of a military and naval mutiny which, com-
pletely lacking popular support, speedily collapsed before the
superior forces of the Government.

The revolt of March, 1935, was a repetition on a much larger
scale of the Plastiras coup of March, 1933. That first attempt
to nullify by force the anti-Venizelist electoral victory precipi-
tated an anti-Republican campaign and provoked a series of
measures which within two years drove their more immediate

* Quoted by Venitelos in the Afanchester Guardian Weekly, June 21, 1935.
v Kathimerini and Proia {(Athens), March 2, 3, 5935 Atlentis {New York},

March g, 7, 30, 1035.
18 The Times (London), editorial, March 9, 1035,
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victinis to a second attempt to “save’ the Republic, The failure
of this second resort to itlegality accelerated the process it was
intender to ebeck and created a revolutionary situation which
culminated, within the short space of cight months, in the very
event the insurgents were determined to avert—the restoration
of the monarchy.

1]

The immediaie political problem of the anti-Venizelist par-
ties, whiclh were now left in complete possession of the field,
was how best Lo capitalize the anti-Venizelist sentiment pro-
duced by the collapse of the revolt. General Metaxas, who bad
joined the Government as Minister-without-Portfolio at the out-
break of the revolt, urged that, since it was led by Venizelos
and was organized in delense of the Republic, the logical con-
sequence of its failure should be the political extirpation of
Venizelisin and the restoration of the monarchy. Premier Tsal-
daris and General Kondylis, whaose prestige had been immensely
strengthened by the suppression of the revolt, favored, at first, a
policy of greater leniency toward the insurgents and caution
on the issue of the regime. Owing to this divergence of views,
General Metaxas resigned from the Government, placed him-
sclf at the head of the restorationists and, by holding over Tsal-
daris's head the threat of disruption of the Populist Party,
goaded him into a policy which linked the liquidation of the
revolt with the fate of the Republic.

This policy was formulated in three constituent acts submit-
ted to the Chamber when it reassembled on March 29, with
only 40 Republicans present, and passed on April 1. The first
of these acts. “taking cognizance of the expressed will of the
Greck people to consolidate the Republican regime,” decreed
the dissolution of the Chamber of Deputies and the abolition
of the Senate, the appointment of a committee to draft a new
Republican constitution, and the ratification of this document
by the new Chamber. The sccond constituent act suspended the
permanency of judges and public prosecutors in order to enable
the Government to purge the judiciary; and the third, with the
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same end in view, suspended the permanency of civil servants.!!
Thus, while the Government moved, on the one hand, to revise
the constitution with the professed aim of strengthening the
Repubiie, through the operation of the second and third con-
stituent acts it deprived the regime of its essential foundations.
For the retitement of 1,200 oflicers and thousands of civil serv-
ants—from diplomats, university professors, and members of the
Council of State to elementary school teachers and justices of
the peace’’-created in effect an “anti-Venizelist State” and
placed the Republic in the keeping of its enemies.™?

The influence of the royalist die-hards was exerted most ef-
fectively during the campaign for the election of a new Na-
tional Assembly. The first constituent act of April 1, alchough
it violated the constitution by abolishing the Senate, expressly
stated that the contemplated constitutional revision was de-
signed to strengthen the Republican regime. Yet this uniequivo-
cal declaration did not close the issue, for the Government
could not afford to hand over to General Metaxas the exclusive
championship of the monarchist cause. Tlence, in the course
of the campaign not only Tsaldaris but also Kondylis, whose
presence in the Government both before and after March, 1935,
had been regarded as guarantceing the safety of the Republic,
repeatedly promised that in case a majority of the National
Asscinbly favored a change of regime, provision for a plebiscite
would be made by the Government.1? 18

Although the issue of the regime was thus ciearly raised both
by the Governmment and by General Mctiaxas, the Republican
leaders urged thetr foliowers to abstain [rom the general elec-

W Kathimerini, Prote, The Times {London). April 2, 1933,

¥ The Timres (London), Nov, 4, 1035,

¥ he pressure of the irreconcilables was strikingly reflecied in (he treaument
of the insnrgents. The leaders of the revoit, including Venizelos and Plastiras,
were sentenced to death in absentia; and (hree essentially retalintory death sen-
tences were catricd out. On the other hand, all the Republican leaders who
had not fled were acruitied exrept B, Gonatas, president of the Senate, who
received a prison sentence of five years.

¥ 28 Campaign specches of April 26 and May 19, 1935, The Times (London},
April 27, May g1, 1935,
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tion of June g, claiming that the continuance of martial law,
press censorship, and other repressive measures made free elec-
tions impossible.® Hence the election narrowed down to a con-
test between the Tsaldaris-Kondylis coalition, which obtained
a popular vote of 671,925 out of a total of 1,074,479 and 287
seats in the Chamber out of a total of goo, and General Me:
taxas's “Royalist Union,” which secured 144,245 votes, with only
7 seats in the Chamber*?

The outcome of the election was hailed by all the Republican
leaders as a “resounding repudiation” and “the definitive burial
of the monarchy.” General Metaxas, on the other hand, claimed
that his party's poor showing was due to the fact that the bulk
of royalist voters had been coerced into voting for Government
candidates and that the huge Government majority was there-
fore predominantly royalist. He accordingly called upon Tsal-
daris to dispense with the formality of a plebiscite and proceed
to restore the monarchy by a “sovereign act” of the National
Assembly, "in accordance witht a mandate it had just received
from the Greek peopie.”!®

Tsaldaris was now faced with a difficule choice. Had he been
resolutely determined to defend the Republic, he could have
found in his triumph over Metaxas ample warrant for inter-
preting the clection as a Republican victory and declaring the
issue of the regime closed. This, however, would have driven
the militantly royalist elements of his own party to join either
Metaxas or Kondylis, who had already made a determined bid
for royalist support by announcing in unequivocal terms his
conversion to the monarchy.’” On the other hand, should Tsal-
daris adopt General Metaxas's suggestion, rule out the plebiscite
as redundant, and restore the monarchy by decree of the Na-

" A, Mihalacopounlos in Eleftheron Vima, June 5. 1035,

¥ The rest of the pell was distributed among the Communisis (86.674) and
all the anti-Venizclist Republicans, led by Philip Dragoumis {70,719}, with
47,5714 Mank ballots, Official returns, FEleftheron Vima. June 11, 1085,

" Sratements by Republican leaders and by Gencral Metaxas, Eleftheron Vima,
June 11, 1985,

" Interview with the Avala News Agency, Flcftheran Vima, June 21, 1535.
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tonal Assembly, be would be violating the palpable verdict of
the efection. The Premicr attempted to escape from this di-
lemma by proposing a plebiscite, a course which both he and
General Kondylis had considered during the campaign only
it the event of a widespread popular demand for restoration.®
On July g he submitted to the National Assembly a resolution
which provided for a plebiscite, to be held before November
15, to decicle between the maintemance of the parliamentary
Repubtic and the restoration of “constitutional monarchy under
a system of parbiamentary covernment’”; and decrced, in the
event of a verdict favorable 10 the monarchy, the return of the
Gliickshurg dynasty Vin the recognized male line of succes-
sion.” !

The vesolution was passed by a comfortable majority aflter
an unexpectedly spirited debate which, in effect, inaugurated
an anti-Venizelist campaign in defense of the Republic. The
most spectacular aspeet of this campaign was the defection from
the monarchist ranks of prominent men belonging to the
younger generation of anti-Venizelists, whose family antecedents
shhowdd have made them Dbitterly hostile to the Republican re-
gime.® These conversions were symptomatic of a widespread
popular movement on behalf of the Republic. In the course of
the simnier a mounting volume of pratest against the Govern-
ment’s policy and expressions of devotion to the regime came
from many quarters—professional and business groups, organized
labor, even the wadittonally royalist peasantry, and above all
“from the intellectual and discerning classes of seciety.”?® Fear
that this mobilization of Republican sentiment might jeop-

Sl 4 IR TRET7)

2 Eleftheron Fima, July q. 1435,

#Fhese cleventh-hour converts inchudedl Professor P Kanellopoulos of the
niversity of Athens, a nephew of D Gounaris, the founder of the Poputist
Party and a victiin of “le\'nhitiml:iry ftistice™ i Navember, 1gzz; M. A_ Stratos,
whose father, Nicholas Stracos, shared the same fate. and who resigned his seat
in the Chamber beeause he Tele that he had been clocted under 1the erroncous
impression that he was a monacehizt; aned M. P Dyagonmis, whose brother, Ton
Dragonmis, the foremust intelleatnal leader of anti-Venizelism, was a victim of
police brutality during the World War,

#Hestia {(Athens). quoted in The Times {London). Sept 6. 10935
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ardize the outcome of the plebiscite impelled the militant res-
torationists among Tsaidaris’s followers to tirn to General Kon-
dyhis as the ideal Teader for a “dynamic” settlement of the issuc.
This alliance between the encrgetic ex-Republican and the
ultra-royalist politicians and soldiers was cemented while the
Premicr was taking his annaal “cure”™ in Germany. Uulizing to
the full his position as Minisier of War as well as Acting Pre-
mier, General Kondylis made the necessary military prepara-
tions for a preliminary coup designed to fTorce the Premier to
abandon his neutralicy. When General Panayotakos, comman-
der of the Athens gurison, attempted to checkmate these plans
on the very day of Tsaldaris’s reeurn, General Kondylis accused
him of insurbordination and tendered his resignation, The Pre-
mier missed his last epportunity to rid himself of his dangerous
associate. In order to induce the War Minister to withdraw his
resignation, he removed General Panayotakos from the com-
mand of the Athens garrison, thus yielding control of that cru-
cial position 1o the restovationists, and on September 11 he
followed, after a threc-month delay, in General Kondylis's foot-
steps by announcing his adherence to the monarchy, This sur-
render cost him the support of the Republicans without win-
ning over the royalist die-hards, who still differed with him on
the all-important question of procedure. For although finally
compelled to vepudiare the Republic, Tsaldaris clung stead-
fastly to the terms of the dearee of July g which provided for
the settlement of the question by a plcbiscite. T1is position with
respect to the restoration of the monarchy was, in other words,
the same as that of Venizelos carly in 1924 with regard to its
abolition. The ultra-royalisis, on the other hand, like General
Kondylis and the other Republican extremists in 1924, inststed
on abolition of the Republic by decree of the National Assem-
bly, to be followed by a confirmatory plebiscite.

It was on this issue that ‘Tsaldaris fought his last battle and
made liis final surrender. Successive dismissals and transfers,
which had been aceelerated since the revolt of March, 1935, had
removced not ouly Republican but even mioderate royalist oflicers
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from the highting services, and the way had thus been prepared
for a successful royalist coup. On October 10 a deputation of
officers consisting of General Papagos, commander of the Athens
garrison, Rear Admiral Economou, and Colonel Repas, com-
mander of the air corps, confronted Tsaldaris with the alterna-
tive of capitulation to their demand for immerliate restoration
or resignation. The Premier resigned under protest. General
Kondylis immediately assumed the Premiership, convoked the
National Assembly, and submitted a scries of resolutions which
decreed abolition of the regime of “uncrowned democracy”
(that is, the Republic), holding of a plebiscite on November 3,
the appointment of the Premier as Regent, and restoration of
the constitution of 1911 pending the constitutional revision
necessitated by these changes.®

Despite the relative oncsidedness of the Assembly, due to
the abstention of the Republican opposition from the general
election of jJune g, General Kondylis was unable to muster a
majority for these decrees. They were passed on the same day
by what was, in effect, a rump Parliament, consisting of a
minority of about 100, the majority having followed Tsaldaris,
who withdrew alter a speech of protest. The Premicr-Regent
then called on President Zaimis to announce that his office had
ceased to cxist, and on Gctober 11 M. Simopoulos, the Greek
Minister in London, waited on the King to notily him of his
restoration,? _

The new Government proceeded to organize the plebiscite
with a view to removing all danger of a verdict favorable to
the Republic.?® But though the govermment's thoroughness
made an aflirmative vote a foregone conclusion, the outcome of
the plebiscite was startling. The total poll of 1,727,714* ex-
cecded by nearly half a million the average of the elections held
during the preceding eleven ycars. Assuming that, despite the
cxhortatious of Republican leaders, the abstention of Republi-

= Eleftheron Fima Oct. 10, 11, 1935.

=™ The Times {London), Oct. 11, 1535.

® George Weller, New York Times, Nov. 2, 1035.
T The Times (London), Nov. 4, 1955.
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can voters was negligible, and that the vote of the armed forces
accounted for a considerable part of the increment, these figures
reveal a degree of cocrcive and repressive control unprecedented
in Greek politics. This impression is heightened by a compari-
son of tle million and a half votes cast for the monarchy with
the gg,000 cast for the Republic, and by the fact that in Crete
and western Thrace, strongholds of Venizelism and Republican-
ism, the Republic received, respectively, only 1,214 and 1,296
votes as against 50,655 and 72,723, for the monarchy.?®

Yet in the last analysis, there was an element of genuineness
in the outcome of the plebiscite which eludes statistical tabula-
tion. The very ominousness of the situation which made these
figures possible was already producing a revulsion of feeling
among Republicans which must have contributed materially to
the huge size of the monarchist poll. The motive of this reversal
was the hope that the restored monarchy would be both na-
tional and constitutional; that it would, in short, offer an
escape fromi the factional dictatorship foisted on the Greek
people by its restorers. In view of the notorious incompatibility
of kingship with post-war dictatorship, the very completeness
of General Kondylis's trimmph spelled bis ultimate defeat. For
he now had to deal with a King, who, thanks largely to his
exertions, had received an overwhelming popular endorsement,
and was apparently detcrmined to restore the unity of the na-
tion and the rule of law which had been shattered in the process
of achieving his restoration.

v

Both before and after the plebiscite the King had given in-
creasingly clear indications of his intentions. le went out of
his way to give Venizclos the necessary assurances through
Greek and foreign intermediaries?® and to invite the codpera:

= The exact figires were b.qn1ggz for tie monarchy agrinst 32454 for the
Republic and 1.268 spoiled ballots. The Times (Loodon), Nov. 4, 1935.

2 One of the inlermediaiies seems to have been M. Laval, the French Premier,
te whom the King communicated bis intentions for transmission to Venizclos
when he stopped in Paris on his way back 1o Greece. The Times (London),
[rec. 2. 1935.



164 POST-WAR DEVELOPMENTS

tion of the extled and proscribed Republican leader toward a
policy of reconciliation ancl appeasement. These advances, and
the fear that continued Republican opposition iight make
the King the crowned head of the “anti-Venizelist State” which
had restored him,* jnduced a radical change of front on the
part of Venizelos. In a letter 10 M. Rouphos, ove of his former
ministers who had remained a monarchist, he prescribed for
his followers an attitude ol benevolent toleration toward the
King, provided he granted a general amitesty and restored con-
stitutional govermment and civil liberty.® These conditions
were met by the King's promise to devote his energies to the
welfare of “all his people . . . to forget the past,” and “to secure
equality and justice for all.”* The popular response evoked
by this promise and by Venizelos's endorsement impelled the
other Republican leaders to follow his lead;* and the restored
ruler resumed his reign with the increasingly enthusiastic sap-
port of those who had most vehemently opposed his restoration.

By the same token, he disappointed those who had hrought
it about. The firvst clash between Premicer Kondylis md the King
occurred over the fate of those who were connected with the
revolt of March, 1995. 'The King inststed on a general amnesty
for all the civilian, and a general pardon for all the military, in-
surgents. The Promier and the majority of his anti-Venizelist
Cabincet, however, contended that the amnesty should not be
extended to Venizelos, Plastiras, and al! the others who had
been sentenced as leaders of the revole® This Grst test of
strength between King and king-maker resubted i the King's
favor. George 11 was not intimidaied by demonstrations staged
by the Prenwier’s ultra-royalist supporters; he demanded and
promptly received pledges of Joyalty from General Papagos,
cormmander of the Athens garrison; and abeve all, he bad be-

® The Times {Londony, Dec. s wggs. and leter of Venizclos to the Natinnaf
Herald {New York), Dec. a2, i945.

" Elejtheron Vima, Nov, 16, Deel . vggs The Thnes {1ondon). Nov. 29, 1935.

» First Royal Pioclmnation, Eleftheran Fima, November 2h, 1935

2 Exeept Mo Papamasiassion, wha promisced to operate within the framewnrk

of the 1cgime without, however, recogntzing it formally.
 Eleftheson Pima, Nov, 28, nsrn.
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hind him a solid and growing body of both monarchist and
Republican sentiment. General Kondylis was therefore com-
pelled to resign, and on December 1 the King called to the
premiership Constantine Demerdjis, professor of civil law at
the University of Athens, who at the head of a non-party Gov-
ernment took the frst steps toward liquidating the Kondylis
dictatorship.

He began by “granting full amnesty to all the civilians and
full pardon to all the officers and public functionaries who were
sentenced for participation in the March revolt,”® and he made
a promising start toward the abolition of the “anti-Venizelist
State” by recinstating large numbers of civil servants, judges,
and university professors who had been deposed by the Tsal-
daris and Kondylis Governments.® The next important step in
this process—the holding of {ree elections—was recommended to
the King not only by the ex-Republicans, who were not repre.
sented in the Chamber of June g, but also by Generals Kon-
dylis and Metaxas, who hoped to increase their strength by a
new election, The Popuiist Party, which dominated the Cham-
ber, beld, on the other hand, that as a constituent body the
National Asscmbly was not subject to dissolution by royal de-
crec and that it would dissolve itsclf only after it had framed a
constitution for the restored monarchy.? The circulation of a
round-robin signed by 166 deputics of the Populist Party, call-
ing on the Speaker to convoke the Chamber over the head of
the Government, brought matters to a climax. A royal decree,
accompanied DLy an explanatory proclamation to the people,
dissolved the Chamber, ordered a general election for January
26, 1936, “with the participation of all parties,” and defined the
task of the new parliament as “'revisionist,” that is, confined
to the amendment of the non-essential provisions of the mon-
archical Constitution of 191138

* Premier Demerdjis's slatement to the press, Eleftheron Fimia, Dec. v, 1635
New York Times, Dee 2, 14935.

® Eleftheron Vima, Jan. 20, 1936

¥ Tsaldariss speech to the Topulist party caucus, Eleftheron Fima, Dec. 16,

1035.
W The Times (London). and Eleftheron VPima, Dec. 18, 1935.
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The general election of January 26, 1936, which was con-
ducted by the Demerdjis Government with the utmost impar-
tiality under a modified system of proportional representation,
may be said to have terminated the revolutionary situation be-
gun in March, 1933, which brought about the restoration of
the monarchy, and the Chamber which emerged {rom this elec-
tion was by and large a replica of the Chamber returned by the
equally free clection of September, 1926, which closed the revo-
lutionary situation that attended the birth of the Republic.
The most startling feature of the election was the complete re-
covery of the Liberal Party, which secured 126 seats, and the
strong showing of the Communists, who obtained 1% seats. On
the other hand, the Populist Party, the Liberal Party's tradi-
tional rival, was definitely split. Its ultra-royalist right wing,
under M. Jolin Theotokis, combined with General Kondylis
to form the "Radical Union,” which won 6o seats, while Tsal-
daris’s following was reduced to p2 scats. The balance of the
300 scats was distributed among seven small groups.®

Preciscly because the new Chamber reflected so faithfully all
scctions of opinion, the task of forming a parliamentary gov-
criment proved extremely arduous. Since no party had obtained
a clear majority, it was gencrally recognized that either an ecu-
menical {all-party) government or a coalition of the two major
partics was indicated. The latter solution was urged by the lead-
ers of the smaller parties except M. Theotokis, General Kon-
dylis’s ally, who pointedly recalled the fate of the 1928 coalition
at the hands ol Venizelos, and asked for guarantees against his
return to active politics.*® The coalition plan was agreed to
eagerly by Thenustocles Sophoulis, Venizelos's successor as the
leader of the Liberal Party, and somewhat more rcluctantly by
Tsaldaris, the Populist leader, who pointed out the difficulties
of his position in the face of criticism from his anti-Venizelist
lollowing.*' But after protracted negotiations, in the course of

= Third and finat halloting. Fleftheron Fima, Feb. 25. 1036,

“ Minutes of the Crown Councit nf Feh. 13, 136, Elefthieron Pima, Fely g,
196,

1t thid,
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which both leaders made considerable concessions, it was found
impossible to agree on the distribution of the three defense
ministries and the allocation of the Ministry of the Interior.®?
Behind this disagreement was the profound divergence of the
two camps on the all-important question of the reinstatement
of the Venizelist and Republican officers who had been retired
since the Plastiras coup of March, 1933. M. Demerdjis, who,
largely because of his Jack of party affiliations, had already made
an excellent beginning with his herculean task, was therelore
asked to carry on; and he reconstructed his Government on
March 14 by appointing General Metaxas to the War Office
and the vice-presidency of the Council. After M. Demerdjis’s
sudden death on April 1§ and the faiture of a sccond attempt
to form a Liberal-Populist coalition,”® General Metaxas suc-
ceeded to the premiership. Although the leader of one of the
small parliamentary groups, he appeared before the Chamber
with a comprehensive program, the most important part of
which was his promise to “restore internal peace and the rule
of law"; and he presscd for immedtate passage of a resolution
adjourning parliament for five months and transferring its legis-
lative functions to a permanent parliamentary commission of
forty members, on which all parties were to be proportionately
represented. After a long debate the Enabling Act was passed
by 249 votes against 16, and M. Metaxas was authorized to gov-
ern under its terms until September 30, 1936.4 But the situa-
tion underwent another change before the expiration of this
time limit. On August 5, 1936, after three months of increas-
ingly difficult collaboration with the parliamentary commission,
the Premicr invoked the threat of a general strike allegedly
sponsored by Communists, declared a state of emergency pend-
ing the restoration of public order, and dissolved the Chamber
without fixing a date for ncw elections.

 Eleftheron Vima, Feh. 23, 1936
v ibid., Aptil 24. 1936,
“ Ibid., April 28, 1936.
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v

With the restoration of constitutional monarchy, the general
election of January 26, 1936, and the relative appeasement
achieved under the Demerdjis and Mectaxas governments, the
revolutionary cycle begun in 191y appeared to be drawing to
a close. By an impressive coincidence which provided a fitting
conclusion, the three leaders who epitomized this period—Veni-
zelos, its dominant figure, Tsaldaris and Kondylis, the protag-
onists of its last phase—dicd within half a year alter the plebi-
scite of November 4.4°

Yet, despite unmistakable symptomns of normality, the par-
liamentary system had not been completely restored even at the
time of Premier Metaxas's coup of Angust 5, 1936, The Chamber
efected on January 26 showed itsell incapable of producing a
government and was compelled to delegate its functions to a
commiission and Lo turn to a Premier who was tie leader of one
of its smallest groups and who owed his position more to the
conlidence of the Crown than to the more ov less reluctant sup-
port of Parliament. The parliameniary leaders vesented this
anomalous position, while the Premier, in turn, was increas-
ingly irked by the commission’s vigilant control over a Govern-
ment which was essentially non-parliamentary. Actually, the
coup of August 5 proved a prelude to permanent dictatorship
by General Metaxas.

General Metaxas does not belong to either of the types that
had dominated Greek politics during the preceding twenty
years. He is neither a parliamentarian like Venizelos, Gounaris,
and Tsaldaris, nor a fighting general like Plastivas and Kondylis.
He first came into prominence as a brilliant Gencral Staft ofhi-
cer during the Balkan Wars {1912-13) ; and his political activi-
ties have been guided by shrewd opportunism and accurate
catculation. Though onc of King Censtantine's closest military
advisers during the World War, he disapproved of the post-war

“ General Kondylis died on Jan. gr, Venizelos on Mareh 28, Premier Demerdjis
on Aptil ra. and Tsaldaris on Mav 1y, 1936,
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campaign in Anatolia, dissoctated himself from it, and thus
escaped its disastrous consequences. After his presumably mon-
archist attempt against the Plastiras dictatorship in 1923 had
been put down by the then Republican Kondylis, he turned to
parliamentary politics. But while he made a creditable record
as Minister of Communications in the Zaimis coalition Govern-
ment, he displayed neither the gifts nor the temperament of a
democratic and parliamentary Icader. Caught between the Pop-
ulists and the Ventzelists, he was unable to build a strong party;
and after his defeat in the Venizelist landslide of August 1g,
1928, he retired from politics and did not reémerge until the
general election of March 5, 1933. Tollowing the suppression
of the revolt of March 1, 1995, he was supplanted by Kondylis
in the leadership of the extreme restorationists and seemed con-
demned to a secondary réle as the leader of a small parlia-
meniaty group. But the depletion of the political ranks caused
by the snccessive deaths of Kondylis, Venizelos, Demerdjis and
‘Vsaldaris, combined with the King's favor, helped to elevate
him to the premiership.

It is clear that Premier Metaxas's temperament, military
training, and disillusioning experiences with parliamentary pol-
itics predispose him toward authoritarian government. Even
hefore the coup of August 5 his attitude on the question of
restoration of civil liberty and the policies of Colonel Sky-
lakakis, his Minister of the Interior, left much to be desired.*®
He has included in his Cabinet, as Minister of Finance and
Vice-Premier, M. Constantine Zaviisanos, a veteran but dis-
gruntled parliamentarian who has made no secret of his pref-
erence for dictatorial rule. The closing of party headquarters,
the imposition of press censorship, above all the Government's
paternalism—its reitevated professions of solicitude for the
masses and the offer of economic security in exchange for lib-
erty and self-government—these and other palpable imitations

# ¢f, memorandum of the “League for the Defense of the Rights of Man and

of the Citizen,” signed by cminent representatives of all classes, Eleftheron
Vima, July 31, 1930
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of the Fascist and Nazi dictatorships should leave little doubt
about the Premicr’s intentions. It is evident that the coup of
August 5 has ushered in a new period of conflict along lines
quite different from those of the preceding twenty years. This
struggle between democracy and reaction, which seems im-
mincat in Greece, does not impinge immediately upon the
monarchy. Its position will be seriously affected only if the
King, having acquiesced in Premier Metaxas's coup, allows hitn-
self to become permanently tdentified with the dictatorship it
was designed to establish.
Vi

If it is true that the degree of independence enjoyed by a
given nation is determined in the main by its size, its material
resources, its geographical location and certain traditional be-
liefs and attitudes which are the residue of its historical devel-
opment, the independence achieved by Greece in 1830 was
largely nominal.

This generalization applies particularly to the antecedents of
the Republic, since, as has been pointed out, the movement for
the abolition of the monarchy originated in a conflict over for-
eign policy and triumphed as a result of military defeat. On
the other hand, the contribution of foreign policy te the res-
woration of the monarchy was much less decisive. Though the
restoration synchronized with the Anglo-Italian conflict over
Ethiopia, there was no pro-British or pro-Italian paity in Greece,
and the pattern of 1gt5-20, when the Venizelists and potential
Republicans were pro-Ally and the royalists pro-German, was
not repeated in 1935-36. While the assumption is warranted
that the restoration was favored by Britain both {or dynastic
reasons and because a united Greece was needed on the anii-
Italian fvont, it is difficult to determine to what extent British
wishes in the matter influenced Greek opinion. All that can be
said with any certainty is that the longing for national unity
in the midst of a perilous international situation must have
contributed to the restoration of the monarchy and that its
consolidation was due in some measure to the feeling of security
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engendered by the reconciliation of the King with the nation’s
foremost statesman and diplomat.

An explanation of the relatively insignificant part played, for
almost the first time since 1830, by international factors in a
major political change may be found in the radical reorienta-
tion of Greek foreign policy under the Republic—a reorienta-
tion made possible by the fact that the Greek state has a¢ last
become more important than the Greek nation beyond its bor-
ders. Two factors have contributed most decisively to this
change: the defeat of 1922 and its consequences—the end of the
century-old policy of Irredentist aggrandizement and the de-
portation of the Greek subjects of Turkey to Greece—and the
economic decline of the Greeks of the Dispersion or the gradual
loss of their sense of kinship with the mother country, due to
such post-war developments as the Russian Revolution, the
growth of Egyptian nationalism, and the stoppage of immigra-
tion to America.f” Thus, because Greece, after a decade of war
and diplomacy (ig12-22), has gathered the bulk of the Greek
people within its borders, the security of the state, rather than
the liberation of the “unredeemed” part of the nation, has now
become the major objective of its foreign policy.

The shift of objective from aggression and aggrandizement
to defense and security has enabled Greece to rid itself of its
dependence on the great powers at preciscly the time when the
Greek people became disillusioned both with regard to the
benevolence of their intentions and the efficacy of their support.
For a hundred years attachment to a given great power or group
of powers had been a cardinal maxim of Greek foreign policy.
The “Russian,” the “British,” and the “French” parties which
fiourished during the reign of Otho were succeeded by the
dynastic diplomacy of George I, who was expected to use his
family connections for the furtherance of the national interests.
This tradition, which culminated in the passionate pro-Ally

% For a discussion of this aspect of the post-war international posilion of
Greece of. A, ]. Toynbee, “The East after Lansanne,” Foreign Affairs. Sept. 15,

1923,



152 POST-WAR DEVELOPMENTS

and pro-German partisanship of the World War, was practicaily
kilted by such post-war developments as the desertion of Greece
by the Allies, the successful defiance of the Allies by Turkey,
the fluidity of the post-war international alignments, and the
growing assertiveness of the smaller states made possible by
regional combinations and the League of Nations.

The new foreign policy, which has been built on these foun-
dations of fact and national psychology, is therefore guided by
the following principles: opposition o revisionism, which
means vespect for the territorial siatus quo, whether established
by victory (Treaty of Neuilly with Bulgaria) or by defear
{Treaty of Lausanie with Turkey) ; aid organization of security
on a strictly regional basis, and consequent refusal to become
entangled in the conflicts ol the great powers or te be drawn
into any commitments beyond the Batkan peninsula and the
Mediterrancan,
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149: restoration (o throne, 148, 163;
cobperation with Venizelos, 103;
contests with Kondylis, 164; policies,
164 [T, see also Monarchy

George, Prince, 149

Germany, royalists pro-German, 143.
170

Gise, Baron de, 93

Gluecksburg dynasty, 5 instailation,
13t; return of, proposed, 6o

Golden Book, 281, 24, 25

Gold standard, Great Britain's aban-
donment of, 151

Gortchakofl, Prince, 119;
of Russian policy, 120l

Gounaris, Demectrios, 142, 16on, 168

Great Britzin, legal basis for inter-
vention, 6; influence in Ionian
Islands, z4, 27; efforts of Mavrocor-
datos to commit her to Greck
cause, §8; Act of Submission placing
Greece under protection of, 39; op-
position to Capedistrias, 67; atti-
tude toward Othontan regime and
constitutional settlement of 1844,
103 fF., w15 §F; development of policy
during Insurrection of 1862, né i
selects ruler susceptible to Pritish
influence, 125; policy during World
War crisis, 145—47: abandonment of
gold standard, ip:; restoration of
monarchy favored by, 170; see also
Protecting powets

Greece, history shaped by ideologies

declaration

INDEX

of nationalism and constitutional-
ism, gfl. influence of foreign
policy, and of Frredentist move-
ment, on domestic politics, §. 4
conditional self-government  uader
Ottoman rule, 4. 9. 27-33; sources
of constitutionalism, g—33; relation
to decay of Olloman institutions,
g, 32; reasons for downfall of an-
cient, 17; Jonian Islands’ part in
history of, 23-27 (see also Ionian
Islands); bases of representative
government and political and ad-
ministrative organization, 3§§; con-
stitutional  experiments of the
Revelution, 34-57; internal condi-
tions with reference to predilection
for constitutional and representa-
tive povernment, 41 fE; unity of
purpose achieved. 45; dictatorship
of Capodistrias, §8-7g; forfiture of
sovereignty and surrender of self-
government in exchange for inde-
pendence from Ottoman rule. 8o
05: robbed of internal sovercignty
by Protocols of Feb. g, 1830, Bo;
erected into & monarchical independ.
ent state, n1; hecomes a DBavarian
protectorate, g2; coup d'détat of
Sept., 1848, of; limited monarchy of
Otho, g6-110; Insurrection of 1852,
111 dL; limited democracy of George
1, 130-36; constitutional revision
during crisis of igog-11, t57-40;
poditical and constitutional  crisis
precipitated by the World War,
1§0—47; importance to the belliger-
ent powers of her strateglic posi-
tion, 143; post-war developments,
148-72; evidences of a reoricnlation
of politics. 168; state at [ast more
important than Irredentist aggran-
dizement, 171; bulk of Greek people
now within own horders, 171; end
of dependence on great powers, 1714
principles  guiding new foreign
policy, 172

— continental: a propitious soil for
Philike, qv; organized by Mavrocor-
datos, 40; commitiee rcprcsenting,
48 Insurrection revived in, s
membership  in National Conven-
tion, 53
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Greek Church, see Eastern Orthedox
Church

Greek Monarchy, The (Kolettes), aan

Grecks of the Dispersion, 37, 41, 43,
5%, 58, 171

Gregory V, Patriarch, 28

Hadjikyriacos, Admiral, 153

Hellenism, see Irredentist aspirations

Helvetian Republic, 6o, 6

Heptanesus, 23; see also Tonian Islands

Hetaivia Philike, 46; political eclipse,
hostility of Mavrocordatos, 36; ob-
jectives and activities, 41 [ class
affiliations and clashes, 41, 427 re-
lation to Ypsilantis, 44, 45; leader-
ship rejected by Capodistrias, 64

Hoidas, Roceos, 24

Holy Alliance, 17, 38

Hostages, system of government by, 28

Hydra, 48, 49, 54. 67

Hydriot shipowners, 42, 46, 49

Hobbes, Thomas, 5, 21, 87

tmplied powers, assumption of, 84

Independence, War of, see War of
Indcpendence

Insurrection, 13, 17, 33, 50: digni-
taries executed because of failure
to avert, 28; waorld opinion on, 35;
meaning of, to people and to ruling
classes, 42; those who prepared, in-
stigated, and began, 43: relatienship
between local officials and central
government maintained, gg;  sal-
vaged by London Treaty of 18¢7
and victory of flcets at Navarino,
58; refation of Capodistrias to, 64,
67; intervention of the three pro-
tecting powers, 81 {f; primary aim
of, attained, g4

— eoup d'état of Sept., 1843, of, 1oz,
108 £, 107, 111

— rtevolt of Qct., 186z, 111 [f; articles
if decree issued, 113; development
of protecting powers’ policy during
crisis, 118 {f; conditions governing
monarch, 129, 132; full rigor of
financial obligations retained, 132

— {Young Turk) of 1908, 137

— see aiso Revolution; War of Inde-
pendence

Intelligentsia,

influence, g: factors

181

causing formation of ideas, io;
tepresented by Hetairia Philike, 41;
anti-oligarchic movement preceding
crisis of rgog—11, 138

International situation, relation to
political developtuent, 3, 4 fl; con-
stitutions of Revolution considered
in relation to, 34; conditions in-
fuencing set-up of government after
freedom from Ottoman rule, 35 .,

By ff.; leadership of Crown, 140,
143; see alse Foreign policy
fonian Islands, annexation, 5, us,

128, 131; mportant part in history,
23-27; twullure, 23; government, =3y,
24-27; Capodisirias’s activities, =4,
27, 59; outstanding men, 24; con-
stitutions, 2y, 26, 27, 59 relations
with Greece, union it 1864, 27
irredentist aspirations of Hellenism,
4, 10, 20, ti4, 116, 117, 125, 147
as threat to Ottoman Empire, 124;
Irredentas in Macedonia, 137 end
of century of expansionism, 149, 71
ftaly, influence in lowmian lslands, 23,
z4, 26; policy during World War,

144

Jefferson, Thotnas, Koraes's Jefterson-
ian docirine, 15 correspondence
with Koraes, 16§,

Judiciary, permanency of, 157

Kalichas, report prepared for Foreign
Policy  Association, 148n; death,
148n

Kanakares, A., 48n, gz

Kanaris, Constanling, 113, 130; invited
to form government, his proposals,
112; resignation, 013

Kanellopoulos, P., i6on

Kaphandaris, 151

Karaiskakis, campaign of, 50

“Katharevoussa,” 12

Kephallonia, 2gn

King, see Monarchy; alse name of
king, c.g. Otho

Kodjabashis (primates}, goff.

Kolcttes, John, 49, 08, 112; The Greeck
Monarchy, zan

Kondylis, George, 151, 152, 155, 157,
161, 166; provision fer plebiscite on
change of regime, 158, 162; assumes
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Kondylis, George (Continyed)
Premiership, 162; defeat [ore-
shadowed, 183; contests with George
I, 164; resignation, 16s5; death, 168,
16g

Koraes, Adamantios, 10; family, «ca-
reer, 11; outlook and opinions, 11-
18; mzin channels of efforts, 12;
educational work of, 12-18; Jeffer-
sonian doctrine, 15; correspondence
with Jeffesson, 16 f.

Koracs, Antonios, 1101

Koumoundoures, Alexander, 141

Koundeuriotis, President, 150

Kyriakds, D., g8

La Harpe, 6o

Landowning oligarchy, 14, 26; atti-
tude toward Philike, 41, 4%; toward
the Insurrection, 42; national es-
tates safcguarded against, g4: pri-
mates drawn from, 3z

Language, rcform of, 12, 23

Laval, M., 163n

League of Nations, 172

Legislature, constitutional provisions,
47, 40. 5. 52, 73, 133, 135 sct up
by first Convention, 53 member-
ship provisions, law of 1822, 54

Leopald of Coburg, Prince, 3, 3on,
Gg-71, BG, BB; quoted, 70

Leuchtenberg, Puke of, 122 fF,

Lhuys, Drotyn de, 119

Liberalism ws. absolutism, 102

Liberal Party, 142, tgo, 151, 152; de-
pendence of Repubidic on, 151; re-
covery, 16G; Liberal-Populist coali-
tion attemnpted, 166 L.

Liberty, Koraes on, 13 dual concep-
tion of, 34

Literary movement, lonian, 23

Literature of criticism and revole, 138

Loan contracted by protecting powers,
9!, 104, 110, 132

Locke, John, 13

Logothetis, J., 48n

Lombardos, Coostantine, 24; quoted,
5

London Conference, Gg, 71, 110, 128;
decrecs form of Greck government,
Bo, 84; Ottoman Government to ac-
cept decisions of, 84; requests for

INDEX

admittance to, 86; proclamation of
Aug. 30, 1832, on the monarchy, gz
London Protocols, see Protocols
Loundon Treaty, see Trcaty
Louis Thilippe, King, 102, 107
Luitpold, Prince, 103, 108
Lyons, Sir Edmund, rog, 109

Macedonia, Irredentas in, 157

Mahmud II, Sultan, quoted, 28

Maina, self-governtoent, zg; insurrec-
tion, 29, 43, 67; commitice repre-
senting, 48

Mainiol, Peter, Gyn

Map circulated by Rhigas, =0

Maritime istands, three, 48, 54

Mavracordatos, Alexander, 17, 48, 551,
97, 112; guiding principle, §6; ideas
and policies, 36-59; efforts to com-
mit Great Britain to Greck cause,
88; ideas and objectives, ¢5: rule of,
46 .

Mazzini, Giuseppe, 24

Mcediation, Act of, 6o, f1

Merchants, 42, 46; wealth in service
of education, 10, 11

Mctaxas, A, g7, 112

Metaxas, John, t52, 187, 158, 159, 165,
168, 170: dictatership, 167, 169,
career, policies, 168 [; predisposed
toward authoritarian government,
169

Metternick, 35, 38, gun, 6o, 103; con-
flict with Capodistrias, 62, 63, 64n

Middle class, drive for poswer, 138

Military afairs, Peloponnesian cle-
ments, 48, 4g; telations of Capodis-
trias toward chieftains, 67; recruit-
ing of Bavarian corps, g2; rejection
of Turkey's proposal to limit armed
forces, g4, 109; Athens garrison, g6,
111, 37, 161, 164; allegiance trans-
terred to constitutional institutions,
o7: reduction of armed forces de-
manded by powers, 110; connivance
in insurrection of 1862, 111} T1E-
moval of royalty from army de-
manded, sg7; attempt at coup of
1933, 152, 156, 167; bill re revision
of the cadres of army, navy and air
force, 154; large-scale mutiny of the
armed forces, 1035, 155. 156: officers
retired, 158; pardoned 16y
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Military League, composition of, 137;
revolutionary action, 137-3y

Ministries, minority or extra-parlia-
mentary, 141

Ministry, dissolution of, 141 f

Monarchy, [orcign policies undertly-
ing acceplance of, 4; why selection
from native aristocracy deprecated,
14; Koraes's opinions, 15, 18; course
pursued by Revolution on question
of, g7, 38 (T, selection of ruler by
protecting powers, 38, 88, o1, 18-
20; fifst constituticnal document
envisaging, 4o0; Capodistrias's stand
on, G8 ., 86; hereditary, decreed by
powers, B83; powers avoid commit-
ments re constitutional limitation,
8y; rights in respect to constitu-
tion, go; sovereignty transferred
from nation to, g0, 9z [; limited,
of Otho, g6-110; status as defined

by constitutions, ¢8 ., 133, 185,
139; constitutionat  provisions re
regency and  succession, 109;  re-

ligion of ruler, 122, 126, 130. 131
conditions laid down by Insurrec-
tion of 1862, 12q; doctrine of na-
tional sovercignty, 1go0, 132 limited
democracy of George I, 13036
identification with state and leader-
ship in international rrlations, 140,
143; weapon of dissolution, 141 £;
anti-monarchist movcment, t4g[E,
6; restoration of, 149, 150k, 162;
votes cast for, 163 contribution of
foreign policy to restoration of, 170
see  also  Alexander; Constantine;
George; Otho

Municipal self-povernment, 28Bf, g5,
56

Mylonas, 152

Napoleon I, 25, 35

Napoleon INI, 115, 119, 121

National Assembly, see National Con-
vention

National Convention, first, 36, 45; con-
stitution framed by, 36, 37, 46 K
membership, methods of election to,
5

- iccond: attempts to yemedy mis-
takes of Constitution, 48 f.; seating
of members, kg  constitutional
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amendment, g4; “law for the or-
ganization of the provinces,” gp

~— third (182627}, 78, Bi; sets up
emergency government, 5o; Consti-
ration of 18z7, 51 £, 71; revision el-
fected by, 56 instructions to diplo-
matic commission, 82

— fourthk (July, 1929), at Argos, 4o,
70, 73 E; action by, 86, 8gf,; last
elected body, dispersed by soldiery,
go

— fifth: Constitution framed by, 88 £

— (of 1B43), Constitution of 1844, 97

— (of 1862-63), Decree of Feb. 5,
1863, 12g; election of King, 150, 131;
stipulations, 130, 131; Constitution
of 18G4, 133 fi.

National Defense movement of 1916,
156

Nationalism, ideology of, § [.; menace
to Ottoman Empire, g unity of
Greck people a basic idea of, 22

Nationality, preservation of, favored
by Ottoman system, ¢

National property, transferred by
Turkey, 47n; safeguards, 54: dis-
tribation, 66, 78, B8, go

National security, European preoccu-
pation with, § :

National sovereignty, see Sovercignty

Natural rights doctrine, 13, 21, 25, 76

Negriz, Theodore, ggn

New Policy of the People of Rumeli,
etc., {Rhigas). zo; see also “Batile
Hymn"

Nicholas, Gzar, 122

Officers, retirement of, 158; pardons,
165

Oldenburg, Duke of, 114

Oligarchs, see Ruling class

Orlandos, |., 48n

Orthodox Eastern Church, see Eastern
Orthodox Church

Otho, King, 18, 131, ty1; reasons for
overthrow of, g, 102, 115 seclection
of, as King. 8g, go; lean to be con-
tracted by, g1; hereditary sovereignty
of Greece offered to, gti first procla-
mation, g3; limited monarchy of,
g6—110; acquiescence ir revolution-
ary proceedings, 97, 98; Constitution
a compact with nation, 100 [; de-
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Othe, King {Continued)
thronement, 10z, 111, 113 Russian
hostility to, 1og: attitude of powers
toward, o3 f., 114 f; abandens
pretense  ¢f constitutional govern-
ment, 111 f; question of Ffamily
rights to throne, 127; see also Mon-
archy

Gthoneos, General, 152

Oitoman Empire, conditional  self-
government under, 4, 9, 27-3% at-
tainment of indcpendence from, 6;
decay of, and changes in Greek con-
sciousness andd conditions, g lack
of a basic cultural unity, 1g: Ionian
freedom [rom rule of, 25; method
of dealing with non-Moslem sub-
jects, 27; rule in the Peloponnesus,
j0—33; government after [reedom
from rule of, g4 .. §6; insurgency
against, irrcvocable, 43; property of,
confiscated, 6G; suzerainly accepted
by Grecks, 82: payment of compensa-
tion to, 82, gz; effects of Russo-
Turkish war, 84; forced to subscribe
to decisions of London Conference,
84; Greece declared independent of,
g2; how frecdom from rule of, at-
tained, g4 [.; Great Britain's concern
for integrity of, 115, 117, 124

Owning class, see Ruling class

“Palace Camaritla,” 113

Palmerston, Lord, 115 quoted, 103,
130

Panayotakos, General, 16

Pan-Balkan uprising, dream of, 41

Pangalos, General, 150

Panhellenion, 73, 74. '77: expands juris-
diction of government, 56; replaced
by Scnate, 74; franchise preposals, 75

Papagos, General, 162, 164

Papanastassiou, 151, 164n

Parfiamentary system reviewed, 163

Parties, political, 142, 15053 passim,
157, 159, 16or, 165, 166, 167; elec-
tions and polls, 159, 162, 166

Patriarch of Constantinople, 28, 103

Peloponnesus, the, under Ottoman
rule, go-gg; ruling class attitude to-
ward Philike and the Insurrection,
qz f.; efforts of Ypsilantis to organ-
ize, 48, 44 {; Senate, 44. 45: notables,

INDEX

rclations with government of Mavro-
cordatos, 46-49; domination of
emergency regime, yo; membership
in National Convention, 53

Phanariots, 14

Philike, see Hetairia Philike

Philippe, Louis, 107

Plastiras, Nicholas, 6, 148, 152, 153,
164, 168, 16y

Plebiscite of royalists, degree of con-
trol revealed, 162 f.

Political development related to inter-
national pesition, g, 4 It

Politics, Revolution obstructed by
preoccupation with, 339

Poltard, A, F., 3

Populist Party, 151, 152, 155, 157, 16on,
165; split, 166; Liberal-Populist co-
alition attempted, 166 f.

Post-war developments, 148-572

Powers, see Protecting powers

Preammble (Rhigas), 22n

President, constitutional provisions, 5t

Primates (“headmen™), so{f.

Frokesh-Osten, 103; quoted, g3

Property, private: rights, 21

Property qualification for voting, 26,
78

l‘mportional representalion, 150, 166

Protecting powers, treaty “puarantees”
the legal basis for intervention of,
6; by London Treaty offer media-
tion, 40, 8; ambassadors recognize
desire for representative government,
40; recommend tempering monarchy,
4r; naval victory at Navarino, 5B;
part played in creation of new state,
81~g5 passim; decree hereditary
menarchy for new state, 83, By
attitude rtoward copstitutionalism,
85, By {L; conception of their vble,
88; selection of monarch, 88, g1, 138
29; powets re choice of sovereign
and establishment of regency, gi £
loan contracted by, g1, 104, 110, 1325
frustrate last Turkish attempt to
limit Greck sovereignty, g4, obliga-
tions tempered by political interest,
102; attitude toward insurrections,
108, 104, 11, 11g; attitude toward
constitutional settiement of 1844,
10§ fi; attitude toward Othonian
regiroe, 108 ., 114 f; right to in-
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tervention, 105, 13%; interference
and dictation intensified, 108; dicta-
tion on financial pelicy. 109, con-
strwe guarantee as saleguard for
bondholders, 110; development of
policy during Insurrection of 1862,
116 fi,; policies during Wosld War
crisis, 144 f; dependence on, and
its end, 11 F.

Protocols, of March =2z, 1829, 84; of
April 4. 1826, 81, 118; of Feb 3.
1830, 69, 7t, Bo, 84, g4. 124, 128,
134

Provincial administration,” provisiopal”

system of Capodistrias, 78
Provincial autenomy, 29, 55, 5O
Provisional Electoral Law, 54, 78
Psara, 48, 54

Radical Umnion, 166

Reaction, vs. revolution, 35; democracy
and, o

Reason, age of, 1t

Refugees, influx of, 8, 148; sympatties,
140; deportation of Greck subjects
of Turkey, 11

Regency, King of Bavaria authorized
to cstablish, g1; attitude toward con-
stitution and sovereigniy of people,
g3: provision for temporary, 99;
constitutional provisions, 107

Religion, as ornly line of deavage
ameng  Ottoman subjects, 33; of
monarch, 108, 122, 126, 130, 131

Repas, Colonel, 162

Representative government, acquaint-
ance with, 33: see alse Constitution-
alism

Republic of 1g24-25, establishment of,
6, 140; whether new Greek state
would he monarchy or, §8; identified
with Venizelos, 140; foreign policy,
149 ff; Constitution, 150, 157; de-
pendence on Liberal Party, 151,
placed in keeping of anti-Venizel-
ists, 157 [; anti-Venizelist campaign
in defense of, 160; abolition of, 16e;
resutt of plebiscite, 16z £.; radical
reorientation of foreign policy um-
der, 171

Republicans wvs. toyalists, 150 ., 157

Revenue, raising of, under Ottoman
rule, 29

185

Revelution, obstructed by Greek pre-
occupation with politics, 33; con-
stitutional experiments, 14-57
course pursued on question of the
menarchy, g7 shipowners the finan-
cial buolwark of, 42; nadir of,
marked hy disastrous phase of civil
war, o, conservatism, administra-
tive system, 55 fi; election of as-
semblies, 78; political principies of,
adapted to monarchical government,
B8; first crisis a revelt against Otho's
autocratic government, g6; longest
cycle in history of Modern Greece,
140; see also Insurrection; War of
Indcpendence

Revolutionary
19 ff.

Revolutionary movements, European
awarcness of implications of, 35; op-
position of Capodisirias to, 59, 84
Rhigas of Velestinos, 10, execution,
tfr; opinions and career, 15-—z%;
writings, 191k, zzn; chief aim, 22;
sceret society inheriting tradition of,
41

“Rotaic Nation,” 27, 28, 29, 31

Roman Catholics, civil and religious
liberty, Bo, 134

Romanofisky, Prince, 122

Rouphos, A, U3

Rouphos, M., 104

Rousseau, Jean Jacques, 13, 21

Royalists, vs. Republicans, 150 ., 1857
obtain possession of Republic, 157
influence, 158; plebiscite, 162 F.

Royalist Union, 159

Ruling class, merchants, 10, 11, 4%
46; landowning oligarchy, 14, 2(G,
82, 41, 42, 54; hostility to hereditary
arislocracy 14. 59, 54, 67, 77 domi-
nance by aristocracy, 23, 24, 26; pri-
mates, g2; attitude toward Philike,
41, 42: toward the Insurrection, 42 E;
shipowners, 42, 46, 49; compromise
with, and offer presidency to, Ypsi-
lanlis, 44

Russell, John, 115 position on Insur-
rection of 1862, n6 it

Russia, treaty "guarantees” the legal
basis for intervention of, 6, Koraes’s
attitude toward, 17; occupation of
Ionian Islands, 2y, 59, menace of

agitation of Rhigas,
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Russia (Continued)
dismemberment in plan of, 39: un-
warranted reliance on, 41, 42; Capo-
distrias in service of, 59, 6o-64; posi-
tion re¢ Othonian regime, 103, 114;
recalis Minister in Athens, 107: de-
velopment of policy during Insur-
rection of 186z, 118 fi;  policy
daring World War, 144; see also
Protecting powers

Russo-Turkish war, influence of, 84

Sacred Law, g, 28

8t. Petersburg Protocsl of April 4,
1828, 81, 1:8

Saripnlos, N. N., cited, 135

Schools, secular influence, to; see also
Education

Sectional government in unitary state,
48, 56

Self-government, conditional, under
Ottoman rule, 27-33; Capodistrias's
system of provincial administration,
#8; surrender of, in exchange for in-
dependenge from Ottoman rule, So-
95

Scnate, Peloponnesian, 44, 45: Ameri-
can, 46; abholition of Greek, 154,
157, 158

Separation of pawers, 47, 49, 52, 73

Sévres, Treaty of, 5, 148

Shipowning class, 42, 45, 49

Simopoulos, M., 162

Skoulondis, Stephen, 142

Skylakakis, Colenel, 16q

Sophoulis, Themistocles, 166

Sovereignty, forfeiture of, in exchange
for independence  from  Ottaman
rie, Bo-gr: exercise af the constitu-
ent power the primary manifestation
of, 85 translerred from nation to
monarch, ge, g2; of Grown aflitmed
by Bavariz, g3; primacy of national,
affiemed under monarchy, 130, 132;
self-limitation ¢hrough Constitution
of 1864, 135

Sperzia, 4R, 49. h4

Siratos, M. A., 1bon

Stratos, Nicholas, 1Hon

Submission, Act of, 39. 81

Snceession 1o throne, 107

Suffrage, sre Franchise

INDEX

“Supreme Authority” preached by
Philike, 43
Switzeriand, Gapodistrias’s mission to,

59. Bo Gz

Tax payment, 29, §1

Theotokis, George, z4

Theotokis, John, 166

Thessaly, Eastern, 30

Tilsit agreements, 27, bo

Treaties: immutability of, upheld, 132
{s¢¢ also Conventions)

— Nov. 5, 1815, 27

July 6, 1827, 40, 55. 81, 82, B4

May 7, 1832, g1. gz, rog, 107, 108,

109, 113, t17, 125, 186, 128, 151, 152

— Naov. zo, 1B52, 108, 117, 122, 126

— July, 1863, 131

— March ag, 1864, 131

Treaty-making power, g9

‘Freaty of Amiens, 26

Treaty of Sévres, 5, 148

Tricoupis, Charilaes, t41

Tricoupis, 5. 77. 93. g7, 112 quoted,
66

Troezene, Constitution of, 8, 68, 71,
w2, 73, provisions, 51 .

Troppau, Congress of, G2

‘Tsaldaris, Premier, 151, 152, 153, 157,
158, 150, 161, 162, 165, 106G, 168;
resignation, 152; death, 168, 169

Turkey, property transferred by, 47m;
frustration of its last atiempt lo
limit Greek sovereignty, g4, 10g; de-
portation of Greek subjects of, 1713
see also Ottoman Empire

Unitary state, recommended by Jef-
ferson, 17; cflorts o cstablish, 43.
g1, G7; postulated by Frst constitu-
tion, 46; sectionalism in, 48; justi-
fication for, g6

“United States of the Tonian Islands,”
z7; see also Jonian Islands

Vauvlgaris, Count, quoted, fgn, 68n
Venctian Empire, Tonian control, 23,
24, 26
Venizelos, Tleutherios, struggle  be-
tween  Constantine and, 5, 140 £,
148, 149; as adviser to Military
League, 138; first government, 139:
interventionist  policy, 145 %, 148,
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tg56; reasons for opposing neutrality
and supporting Franco-British co-
alition, r47; belief in constitutional
monarchy, 149; identification with
Republic, 149 f.; motion to im-
peach, and attempt on life of, 158;
supposed  knowledge of mutiny,
155 £; King George's codperation
with, 163; death, 168, 169

Veto, legislative, within power of
King, 101

Victoria, Queen, 112

Voting, see” Franchise

Voulgaris, Demetrios, 111, 113 min-
istry headed by, 141

War of Independence, internecine
strife  attending, 13 intellectual
preparation, 18, go; neutrality of
Ionian Islands, 27; conditions result-
ing from effect of self-government
under Ottoman rule, 33; see also
Insurrection; Revolution

William of Denmark, Prince, cailed to
throne, 128; elected, 130; see also
George I, King

World War, issues enpendered by, 3,
5. legal basis for intervention of
powers during, t32; divergence of
opinion of entry into, 140; political
and constitutional crisis precipitated
by, 140-47. 148

Young Turks, 5, 187

Ypsilantis, Alexander, 41, 43, G4n

Ypsilantis, Demetrios, §6, §71, 46, ob-
jectives and work of, 4345 made
president, 44; as a military leader,
14, 45 reasons for political eclipse,
45; legislature under, 53

Zaimis, Alexander, 142, 150, 154, 155,
162, 169

Zaimis, Andrew, Ko

Zavitsanos, Constantine, 169

Zosimadai brothers, 11
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