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Prologue
This study constitutes the first step towards writing a monograph that will detail the development of the maritime relations between Greece and the U.S.A. during the Cold War. It provides a bird's eye view of the maritime dimension of Greek American relations during that period and its international context. This is largely achieved through the discussion of the naval importance of Greece, her navy and merchant marine in the context of American national policy and naval strategy. The impact of the Greek-Turkish antagonism upon the naval relations between Greece and the USA is also treated.
I. The Maritime Dimension of Greek American relations during the Truman Administration 1947-1952
The rise of America and Russia had been predicted back in the 1830s, and was vastly accelerated by the Second World War.
 At its end, the USA possessed two thirds of the world's gold reserves, three fourths of its invested capital and half of its manufacturing capacity. Yet the American administration feared that the country would again sink into depression considering the postwar appeal of national planning and statist controls, which was not favorable to American export trade. In addition, President Truman and his staff were determined to secure the control of four of the world's five main industrial core areas and not allow potential adversaries to gain control of the resourses of Eurasia, augment their fighting capabilities and become able to fight a protracted battle against the USA.
 Extending American economic and diplomatic support to Europe, akin to the role Roosevelt had tried to play there in the late 1930s, and devolving once more on Britain the primary responsibility for the security of the Continent, was initially seen as the best means of averting such an eventuality. Consequently, U.S troop presence in Europe tumbled from 3.5 million in June 1945 to 200.000 two years later and no permanent American military installations were envisaged there at the time.
 
Concurrently, Stalinist Russia aspired to reach an amicable division of war spoils with her wartime allies and forge economic co-operation with them. To this end, the Red Army was reduced to one-quarter of its 1945 strength by 1948, while a major naval buildup was rejected by Stalin as too expensive and unnecessary for coastal defense.
 However, the Kremlin's tentative agenda for a Soviet enclave in northern Iran, a controlling influence over the Turkish Straits, its aspired trusteeship over former Italian colonies and the unsuccessful attempt of the Soviet Ambassador to Athens, Admiral Rodionov, to secure for the USSR a naval base in the Greek Dodecanese islands, led to the formation of an anti-Soviet front by the USA and Great Britain in the latter half of 1946.
 
Meanwhile, Britain had been trying, amongst other things, to sustain a succession of moderate governments who were expected to keep Greece, independent, non-communist and pro-British. The absence of a "moderate centre" in Greece though, and renewed rightist repression revived the Greek Civil War between 1946 and 1949, thus imposing an intolerable burden upon the British economy. By the beginning of 1947 wartime property damage in Britain, caused by air bombardments, totaled almost six billion dollars at current replacement costs, and industrial losses of one and a half billion dollars had resulted from the government's wartime policy of the depletion of capital goods by deferring all but the most vital maintenance and repairs. Reduced exports were especially damaging as well as the war decision to cut the British merchant fleet by 25 percent. Britain also failed to keep pace with changes in mechanization and was struck by a diminishing supply of coal and manpower. Furthermore, more than five billion dollars of British foreign investments had been liguidated, and income from foreign investment dropped to half its prewar level. Britain's short-term liabilities to other nations—through accumu​lated sterling balances—were more than fourteen billion dollars and the early postwar rationing of gas and electricity forced many British industries to shut down and push unemployment to over 15 percent. As the British underwent winter blizzards and record cold in 1946-47 followed by summer floods and droughts, they realized that the time had come to reassess their role in foreign affairs.
 It was then that the Labor government decided to suspend aid to Greece and Turkey, invite American help in the Eastern Mediterranean, refer the Palestine problem to the United Nations and hand over power in the Indian subcontinent by June 1948. 
The consequent Truman Doctrine reflected the sharp decline of Britain. The alarm that the capitulation of Greece might result in the loss of the whole Near and Middle East and North Africa to Soviet domination, convinced a Republican, cost-cutting, neo-isolationist Congress to help Greece and Turkey at a most tiny fraction of the cost of the Second World War.
 Most of it concerned aid to Greece, since the ratio between American aid to Greece and Turkey was two or three to one during the Civil War years and immediately afterwards.
 
The aim of the Truman Doctrine to maintain Greece and Turkey as an 'obstacle to Soviet domination of the Eastern Mediterranean', a domination that could offer the USSR most advantageous bases for developing attacks against the West and interdict Western shipping there, constituted also the beginning of the world contest between maritime America and the land power of the Soviet Union. During the first post-war decade, the US Navy assumed Royal Navy's role as the front line guarantor of American power against a Soviet rival whose force structure harked strongly to the Jeune Ecole.
 It was, perhaps, the first time in modern history, when the continental center of Eurasia was without serious challengers, and did not need the seas, since the main capabilities of the Soviet Union were land based, and her most important trade partners were continental (Eastern Europe, Mongolia and China). Besides, the experience of the Second World War suggested that the reduction of the seaborne imports of one's enemy could not by itself bring about his surrender; all the more so considering that Russia had vast natural resources and a tradition of economic self sufficiency. 
Concurrently, Western Europe and East Asia appeared on the brink of falling under the control of the Soviet Union, unless America shored them up.
 The United States and their allies, had one important geographic advantage: no major Soviet ports or naval bases fronted on the open ocean. This was one of the reasons that the U.S. govern​ment gave strong support to the straits nations of Greece, Turkey, Spain, Portugal, Norway, Denmark, Iceland, South Korea, Japan, Indonesia and the Philippines. The most effective way to neutralize the Soviet naval threat in a war situation was to seal off the straits through which Russian warships would have joined in battle and returned for replenishments.

Sealing off the Northern Aegean from the Soviet Union was served by the ever more frequent port visits and American naval demonstrations in Greek waters during the Greek Civil War. Indeed, Greece saw American naval tours, especially to Salonika and Thrace, as a "concrete evidence of US surveillance of that area," and a retarding influence upon any adventures from her northern, communist neighbors against her land borders which were comparatively the longest in NATO.
 
A right-wing, Americanophile victory over the communists in the Greek Civil War depended on the command of the sea by the Hellenic Navy. It was succinctly noted at the time that "As long as the Greek Navy can control the seas around the country, denying free movement to guerilla or other forces, the civil strife can be kept localized. If, however, the navy cannot control Hellenic waters, the bandits will undoubtedly find ways and means of subjugating one island after another and one coastal area after another. The navy, therefore, is one of the most important stabilizing factors."

At the time, the Hellenic Navy ranked tenth in the world with a total displacement of approximately 76,000 tons. It was a small, well balanced force, but most of its units were on loan under the terms of the Anglo-Hellenic Armed Forces Agreement of 1942 and were subject to re-capture at any time by Great Britain. This factor and the direction of  Greek naval effort by the staff of the British Mediterranean Fleet during most of the Second World War hindered its long term planning. The ratio of the officers of the Hellenic Navy to its enlisted men, about one to eleven, was neither excessive nor over the contemporary ratio of the United States Navy. One-third of the officers and men of the Hellenic Navy served in the Forces Afloat while two-thirds of them served in the supporting Shore Establishment, including those in training. This was a proper proportion because of the number of ships under repair, and because a small navy like the Greek one required a proportionately larger shore establishment and administrative overhead. The Hellenic Navy was also a democratic institution since nearly forty percent of its officers had risen from the ranks. Its Shore Establishnent was centralized. Practically all repair facilities and logistics support were provided by the Salamis Dockyard, the bulk of training schools including the Naval Academy were also in the Athens area. The only outlying activities were small administrative establishments at Salonika, Corfu, Crete, Patras, Syros and Moudros.
 
Its generally sound structure notwithstanding, the Greek Navy needed organizational, educational and, above all, material help by the U.S. Navy. American naval help had already been extended to Greece during the Greek War of Independence,
 and in the Second World War, when the Greek Navy was granted a dozen American LST's and mine sweeper auxiliaries, and a gunboat.
 Following the Truman declaration, naval supplies to Greece and the extension of valuable technical assistance regarding Greek naval operations against the Communist rebels were entrusted to the American Naval Group to Greece. The training and supervision of the Greek Navy was undertaken by the British naval mission to Greece until 1950 and jointly with the American Naval Group until the departure of the British naval mission from Greece in 1956. 
The American Naval Group undertook the reconstruction of the Salamis Arsenal, of the ports of Salonika, Piraeus, Volos, Lavrion, and Patras and of all Greek shore bases. It also undertook the development of training facilities at the naval base of Scaramanga and of stowage facilities at Salamis, Piraeus, and Scaramanga. The hospitals of the Greek Navy were also improved and their materiel replenished, a large modern garage was completed to service the transport of the Hellenic Navy, and a very complete workshop was installed at the Radio Station in Botanikos. The re-establishment of the Hydrographic and Lighthouse Services was also effected, sufficient equipment such as chronometers, navigational instruments, sounding machines, theodolites, etc. were given to them, and a complete new beginning was made for the severely damaged schools of the Hellenic Navy. Training aids, technical films, instruction texts and technical books, chemistry laboratory equipment and Radio and Electronic testing equipment were procured for Greek naval school with American money. Movie pro​jectors were also purchased and a film pool established at the Training Center of the Greek Navy. The gunnery school was outfitted with the basic training devices applicable to the ordinance material in use in Greek warships making possible advanced operational gunnery training (shore bombardment, and surface, and air shoots of entire destroyer fire control teams). The torpedo school of the Greek navy was adequately outfitted to produce torpedo technicians for the fleet and basic instructional items were provided for.
American help also made good the ammunition position in the Hellenic Navy and the reserves in practically all categories. 
 11,998 tons of fuel, materials, technical equipment, clothing and general stores chief of which was mine sweeping spasm were given, amongst other things, to the Greek Navy.
 The American Naval Group noticed the Greek tendency of stockpiling material beyond a 6-month period, even with the acute lack of adequate stowage facilities, and the tendency of using new materials rather than repairing serviceable equipment. These tendencies stemmed from the critical lack of trained personnel. Consequently, careful screening of requisitions, development of usage factors, and in​ventories of stock on hand were instituted in an effort to prevent extensive stockpiling and a training program was inaugurated whereby officers and men of the Greek Navy were sent to the United States for the purpose of familiarizing them with United States equipment. In addition, cutting down on the use of new material where serviceable equipment could be repaired, was solved by bringing the Greek Navy up-to-date on the maintenance practices developed by the United States Navy during the war.

In contrast to the beginning of the American Aid program, when only 72 out of 111 Greek warships were capable of operating, soon all of them became operational. Under American guidance improved methods of repair and overhaul (e.g. use of plastic, anticorrosive and antifouling painting) were adopted resulting in the improvement of the appearance and operating efficiency of Greek naval vessels for longer than was the case until then. Practically every Greek warship was dry docked and overhauled and three months supplies and oil fuel was made available for each one of them. Electrical installations, both ashore and afloat, also developed satisfactorily. 
 
Contrary to earlier British calls for a reduction in the size of the Greek Navy, the American Naval Group thought necessary to provide the Greeks with four second hand LST's, two tankers, a lighthouse ship, and six patrol boats in 1947-1949
 initiating a trend that would become the norm for the Greek and the Turkish navies, since both of them have been major recipients of second-hand US vessels.
 The patrol boats were furnished at a tenth of their original cost of acquisition, plus actual costs of reconditioning and outfitting for active operations. They provided the Greek navy with a small, high speed, relatively heavily armed gunboats which were well adapted to its needs in the guerilla warfare.
 
Byrnes, the American Secretary of State, further promised to support the Greek claim for an Italian cruiser to replace the Greek minelayer Helle, which had been torpedoed on August 15 1940 by the Italians. This ran against British reservations regarding the expenses involved in the upkeep of such a ship, unless it was used merely for training purposes and remained at anchor near the Salamis Arsenal.
 The acting Head of the American Naval Group to Greece, Admiral Snackenberg, also advised the Greek naval staff against the takeover of an Italian cruiser, since her upkeep would consume half of the Greek naval budget, on top of the considerable amount of money that would be required for her refit. With the same money, he argued, twenty motor patrol boats, could be fruitfully operated by the Greek Navy.
 His advise went unheeded because the Greeks wanted Helle to counterbalance the ancient Turkish battlecruiser Yavouz (ex-Goeben),
 and as a reassurance against the postwar naval development of their neighbors who were navally inferior to Greece before the war.
 The construction of 140 submarines which was approved by the Federal Yugoslav Parliament in December 1946 gave credence to these fears.
 It did not take long though, before the Greeks realized the soundness of the American advise and sought to substitute the ex Italian cruiser for a light cruiser or a large destroyer leader. This was not met with success, to some extent, because Admiral Carney, the Commander-in-Chief of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization forces in Southern Europe, held that this was not an "urgent NATO requirement".
 
Despite the development of the Forces Afloat and the Shore Establishment of the Hellenic Navy because of the American naval aid, their training did not advance correspondingly. The tendency for the Greek navy to accede to all support demands of the army during the Greek Civil War with no thought of the navy point of view made it to man a number of ships too great for its personnel strength, and left no margin for train​ing. Furthermore, its officer corps came from a very small Naval College that trained not more than 100 cadets at a time. The enlisted men were procured through conscription thus leaving a shortage of qualified officers and petty officers throughout the fleet and particularly in the Training Service. The training of the Greek Army by the American army Group and of the Greek Navy mostly by the British Naval Mission during the early postwar period also hindered the undertaking of effective training program for amphibious operations or for the employment of naval gunfire in close support of ground troops ashore. Be that as it may, the Greeks duly developed an adequate cadre of instructors and routine training required no more than general super​vision by the American naval group.

Greek naval operations between 1946 and 1949 not only made good the contemporary deficiency in fleet training; they also facilitated the suppression of the communist insurgency. The Greek Navy focused on patrolling domestic coastal waters so as to deny the transportation of rebels and arms. It also safeguarded ports, harbors, islands and coastal zones and upheld the morale of the local population by "showing the flag". Certain of its units were stationed in sensitive areas in order to stabilize local situations while other provided gun fire support in landing operations.
 Every second day, on average, Greek naval units were called to bombard rebel concentrations that either raided the Greek coastline or fought against the Greek army.
 
Greek naval units also prevented rebel forces from gaining a foothold on the islands which would have made unavailable a sizeable part of Greek Government troops in the decisive theatre of operations. They further prevented the seaborne movement of agents, spies, saboteurs and raiding parties, and hindered the escape by sea of rebel personnel and interned communist leaders. Close liason with the General Staff of the Greek army and information received through patrol ship visits to coastal villages enabled the Hellenic navy to maintain a fairly accurate knowledge of rebel concentrations, their future objectives, and the landing sites for guerrilla resupply attempts. With vessels cons​tantly on patrol, and the bases of SALONIKA, VOLOS, PIRAEUS, PATRAS and CORFU alert to requests for support, the navy managed to provide supporting vessels wherever they were needed. As a result, the men of the Republican army usually reached the battleground late after long and tiresome marches while the Government forces were ferried there by sea, comfortably and on time. Submarine chasers, corvettes, mine sweepers, and numerous harbor craft and small boat were further utilised in ampibious and combined operations as well as in special operations in co-operation with the Greek army.
 The creditable performance of the Greek Navy during the Greek Civil War, impressed upon Admiral Snackenberg, the Head of the American Naval Group in Athens a high opinion of the Greek sailor: "Born to it most of them" he said "and the officers are good for they are a seagoing people, have been for generations, and that's something you don't find everywhere".
 
The Truman Doctrine and the defeat of the Communists in Greece constituted the onset of the Cold War in which the American approach of a "warfare-welfare state" on a world scale competed with and opposed to the soviet system of states.
 This American approach was first effected in the Antipodes with the establishment of the ANZUS Alliance with Australia and New Zealand, and in Europe, through the Marshal Plan and the establishment of NATO
 which tied "the western "flank" Powers—the United States, Canada, and Brit​ain—to permanent military obligations on the continent of Europe to a degree which would have amazed their strategic planners in the 1930s."
 The US commitment to the defense of Western Europe and the Mediterranean helped its garrison states to supplement American expeditionary capabilities against the local conventional military superiority of the Soviet Bloc.
 NATO developed into a much more balanced alliance than the Soviet one, since its European allies possessed an industrial capacity superior to that of the USSR and its satellites. Although the portion of this potential available for military purposes in time of peace was much less than the industrial capaci​ty which the USSR could allocate for such purposes, its full realization could sup​port a combined military establishment which, with US backing, became a deterrent to Soviet aggression. 
 
Indeed, the European members of NATO spent six times more on defense than Russia's European allies.
 The NATO trend was to increase land forces and decrease sea forces possibly because conventional wars have been decided mainly on the ground since 1945. This was compounded by the American reluctance to transfer new naval technology to their European allies.
 As a result, small free world navies could perform less complicated but strategically important missions such as antisubmarine and mining missions in their own waters. This was also due to budgetary constraints that small European navies were facing, or their inability to function in certain environments, such as rough seas. Consequently, their efforts were designed to supplement US navy missions in their respective waters, enabling the offense-oriented leaders of the US Navy not to pay much more attention to low-value warships and defensive sea control.
 
Within this context, the American position regarding the Greek Navy fluctuated between the extension of naval help to Greece whose purpose was the maintenance of domestic stability, and the extension of naval assistance that would transform the Greek Navy to a potential adjunct of British-American Seapower in the Mediterranean.
 The American position regarding the Greek Navy also reflected the Second World War distinction between fleet and escort type destroyers, the appreciable increase in the fighting capability of the fleet destroyer and the corresponding augmentation of the defense capabilities of the escort destroyer. It further reflected the modern requirements of large scale transportation of resources and power projection by amphibious operations, and the increase in the fighting capability of the submarine.
 
"To justify a Greek navy before the world and at home, and provide the necessary morale in​centive", it was argued, the Greek Navy "should have an offensive arm to hit the enemy", submarines. Submarines "can readily be obscured during surprise raids. They have instant readiness for war. They can mine enemy waters unseen and harrass enemy shipping and burden offensive operations of the enemy immediately after hostilities begin. Lastly, they can always escape if the political complexion of the country turns a bright red." 
 Therefore, the revival of the Greek Submarine Force was proposed after the end of the Greek Civil War.

It was also pointed out that contemporary Greek destroyers were particularly weak in radar equipment. Only four of them had 7P presentation in their surface search radars, their air search radars had less than five minutes of early warning and their fire-control radars were all obsolete. A ship improvement program rather than the provision of new destroyers or replacements to the Greek navy was advocated, on reasons of economy. 
 
The Greek Navy could then become capable of effectively performing, on a modest scale and with small ships, anti-submarine and submarine warfare, offensive and defensive mine warfare, combat and logistic support of the Greek Army and the Greek Air Force, sea transport, -a vital task considering the inadequate road and rail network of the mountainous, archipelagic Greece- support of minor amphibious operations, net laying and tending, reconnaissance and patrol, and air defense. This reasonated to the force structure and coastal missions of most NATO navies. 
The accomplishment of the aforementioned missions required that the Greek Navy should discard ships kept in reserve and be given comparable U.S. assistance and support to that given to the "less effective naval power of Turkey". The gradual recall of British ships on loan to the Greek Navy, which amounted to seventy five per cent of the Greek fleet in 1947, necessitated the accession to the Greek Navy of American replacements. These replacements diverted to the United States the funds which would have been expended in England for spare parts, ammunition, equipment and overhaul. They also increased the morale and confidence of Greek naval personnel, kept active an increased number of United States ships and promoted the adoption of US training, operational, maintenance and administrative methods and procedures, thus strengthening the interoperability between the American, Greek and Turkish navies.
 
In 1946, the Truman Administration also decided to dispose of part of its commercial vessels to allied governments on state guarantee. The Greek Government immediately guaranteed the purchase of 100 liberty ships on behalf of Greek ship-owners. A further 300 liberties were bought by Greek ship-owners, who had formed special “American” companies to make the purchase, since it was illegal for foreign subjects to buy American vessels without special permission from the US government.
 This constituted the beginning of the postwar, exponential growth of Greek owned merchant marine which rose to the top of world shipping during the latter half of the Cold War, adding value to the maritime dimension of Greek American relations.
 
At the outset of the Cold War, the US Navy mission in Europe was to address the disquieting imbalance in troop totals between NATO and the Soviet bloc thereby helping the withdrawal of troops from the European continent, supporting the logistics of the Middle Eastern beachhead, and sealing the Soviet Union from the Eastern Mediterranean. The US Navy's counterattack would have concentrated on the southern Soviet frontier because it was closer to the industrial center of the enemy (the oil-rich regions in the Caucasus and Romania, and the industrial areas in the Urals, Ukraine, and Moscow, as well as in Western Poland and Czechoslovakia) and her naval facilities on the Black Sea. The successful strategic bombing of these areas could knock the USSR out of a potential war. Moreover, by exercising pressure in the South, Soviet forces could have been diverted from their main thrust against Western Europe, the Navy would have offered close air support to ground combat operations, and the logistics of a counterattack from the Middle East and the Persian Gulf would have been made easier by their proximity to the sea.
 
The Prague Coup, the Berlin Blockade in 1948 and the division of Germany the following year turned strategic attention from Europe's southeastern flank to the danger of Soviet expansion in Central Europe. The corresponding position of the US Army also contributed to this shift, since the latter had always been reluctant to commit itself to the Mediterranean and the Near East due to the difficulty of assuring communication there, and the scarcity of room for maneuver that the navy had underplayed. Consequently, the Eastern Mediterranean was demoted to a minor theater and Greece and Turkey were to be abandoned in a war for Northwestern Europe.
 As a result, the primary objective of the Greek military establishment, in American eyes, was limited, temporarily, to the maintenance of internal security.

The importance of the Mediterranean was not limited, however, to her likely role as an American springboard against Soviet aggressiveness. It gradually became the sea in which the United States had a higher density of vital interests than anywhere else in the world except the Americas. These interests ranged from protecting American-owned oil companies in the Middle East and North Africa and the contribution that they made to the US balance of payments to keeping that oil steadily flowing to Western Europe and Japan, which could not survive without it.
 Moreover, the northern littoral of the Mediterranean mostly consisted of US allies, which were flanked, to some extent, from the north, and later from the south too, by friends and allies of the Soviet Union. In particular, the Eastern Mediterranean, the largest of its two basins, contained potential land areas of operations which were widely separated by either neutral states or seas, forcing the division of the theatre into three or more operationally separate land campaign areas. Given the great distances that separated those campaign areas and their poor communication systems, land commanders could not plan for mutual support.
 A great alpine wall also separated the southeastern from the central sector of NATO which hindered mutual support in wartime.

Interestingly, no US ground combat troops and very little land based US tactical air were stationed in Southeastern Europe, obliging Greece and Turkey to rely on their respective forces. Allied supply of stocks were also minimal there, compared with fairly adequate stocks in Central Europe.
 This unhappy situation stemmed largely from the fact that most European allies were unwilling to commit themselves to the defense of the Eastern Mediterranean, while military and State Department officials pointed out throughout the 1950s, that they looked at Yugoslavia, Greece and Turkey not as an area into which they should put forces, but as one in which they could find forces, so as to pin down as many Soviet troops as possible.

Economic and military assistance in the Aegean area between 1946 and 1975, however, approached $ 11 billion -roughly 6% of the total disbursed to 136 countries with Turkey being the sixth most assisted country and Greece the eleventh. Notwithstanding the successful utilization of this aid by both countries
 their economic base was so feeble that they had to devote a quarter of their budgets on defense during the three decades after the end of the Second World War. In fact, despite the substantial American aid to Greece over the first two postwar decades, Greek defense spending in the early 1950s was triple that of 1939. Interestingly, the US Senate foreign relations committee concluded in 1961 that Greece maintained for its size, population and resources the greatest military establishment in the world.
 
Given the reluctance of the USA and its European allies to station a sizeable land and air deterrent in Greece and Turkey, the Mediterranean Sea, itself considered a major campaign area of operations and an indestructible highway in comparison to road and rail communications, was utilized as the unifying feature of the area.
 Therefore, the US Navy "promptly established a Mediterranean task force that in 1950 was designated the Sixth Fleet. This was a complete departure from the prewar practice of concentrating the Navy in the western hemisphere and a return to nineteenth-century practices of stationing ships in friendly ports. And, if necessary, the Sixth Fleet could stand alone from these ports, which meant that it was an entirely independent instrument. The creation of the Sixth Fleet ended the priority of the Pacific, which had governed the Navy's thinking for a quarter of a century."
 The capabilities of the Sixth Fleet were augmented after the outbreak of the Korean War and its visits of Eastern Mediterranean ports became ever longer.
 Crete and other Greek islands were frequently used by the Sixth Fleet for shore bombardment, amphibious landing and other kinds of naval training, after Greece had extended the right to the Americans to do so in early 1949, a right that remained valid until 1981.
 The powerful Mediterranean presence of the Sixth Fleet contributed to the bold decision of Greece and Turkey to join NATO in 1952.
 
The onset of the Korean War, the likelihood of aggressive movements of the Soviet bloc against other "sensitive areas" like the Balkans, the frequent border incidents between Greece and her communist neighbors, the threatening statements that were routinely made against Greece and Turkey by the Soviet bloc and the dispatch to Korea of sizeable Greek and Turkish contingents redirected American interest to the Eastern Mediterranean. They also facilitated the accession of both countries to NATO, a move which was energetically prepared.
 A noteworthy part of this preparation concerned the further development of the Greek navy. US naval aid to Greece between 1950 and 1952 included four destroyer escorts, two fleet destroyers and two minelayers with enough stocks for six months, while Greece also bought an LSD from the States. This reinforcement of the Greek Navy made Greece again an effective naval power and reflected the contemporary transformation of NATO into a viable defensive organization that was supported by gigantic new defense expenditures towards the end of the Truman Administration. 
For the proper and efficient use of those additions to the Greek fleet approximately 1150 Greek naval personnel were transferred to the United States for training and 125 of them were assigned to various American naval schools for specialised training.
 The training which these men received included the fundamentals of U.S. navy training policies and procedures, centralized inventory control, periodic surveys of stock on hand, stock in numbering and preservation of serviceable stock, and a conscious effort to anticipate storage space requirements for the future. Ιn order to co-ordinate training and supervise the operation of the United States supplied equipment, U. S. navy personnel boarded Royal Hellenic navy ships during training cruises. The U.S. technicians observed then the condition of equipment, manner of operation, state of preservation and cleanliness, and other items concerning the general operation of the ship and efficiency of the crews, and rendered a report to the Chief Technical Officer of the American Naval Group. Discrepances were reported to the cognizant officer of the Greek Ministry of Marine and necessary conferences were held between the Greek Technical Department, the American Naval Group and the Greek Naval officers concerned for the purpose of putting into effect proper operating procedures.
 
The reduction of naval gunfire requirements and concentrated patrols at the end of the Greek Civil War, in September 1949, made available personnel and vessels for a somewhat neglected training program. Anti-torpedo and subnarine exercises, surface AA shoots, and routine drills were conducted then.
 Torpedo firing was also conducted regularly as a part of all fleet training exercises.
 The first US-Greek combined exercise took place in July 1950 and consisted primarily of a sortie and a antisubmarine warfare problem conducted as units of the Sixth Fleet left Suda bay. Greek aircraft, surface and submarine units participated in this. Further exercises of similar nature took place up in the following years.

II. The Maritime Dimension of Greek American relations during the Eisenhower Administration, 1953-1960

Shortly after the accession of Greece and Turkey to NATO Eisenhower rose to power. The new American President was convinced of the need to balance between the cost of an adequate defense and the necessity to maintain a healthy, solvent economy. Therefore he made the rapidly expanding American nuclear arsenal the central element in American defense posture, due to its presumed cost-efficiency and military effectiveness. This all-or-nothing nuclear war policy,
 was married with the greater value that Eisenhower attached to the role of allies than had Truman. A simultaneous strengthening and expansion of US bilateral and multilateral alliances was thought that it would compensate for contemporary American reductions in conventional force, which were necessitated by ever-present fiscal constraints. The consequent “pactomania” established the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO), the Baghdad Pact (later the Central Treaty Organization or CENTO), and new security alliances with Pakistan and Taiwan, among others. "A network of global alliances enabled the United States to encircle the Soviet Union and China, thereby discouraging Soviet or Chinese aggression. Alliance systems also held out the prospect of local manpower being deployed for wartime and peacetime needs, which would thereby lessen the pressure on US forces. Eisenhower wanted to substitute gradually allied for US manpower in such key areas as Western Europe. He envisioned an evolving division of responsibility between the United States and its partners in which the United States provided the nuclear umbrella considered imperative for deterring Soviet aggression, while allies bore the principal burden of supplying ground forces for regional defense."

Turkey became the linchpin of US-backed regional military alliances during the Eisenhower years. A treaty of military co-operation with Pakistan was concluded in August 1954. A similar treaty with Iraq, signed in February 1955, was a precursor to the Baghdad Pact, a regional alliance also joined by Iran and the United Kingdom, with the United States as an ‘observer’. After a radical coup in Baghdad in 1958 led to Iraq’s withdrawal from the Baghdad Pact, a new Central Treaty Organisation (CENTO) was formed, with the United States as a full member. In August 1954, Turkey, encouraged by Washington, created a military alliance with Greece and Yugoslavia – the Balkan Pact – the only formal Cold War military alliance with ideologically antagonistic members. 
Ankara was rewarded for all this by receiving, amongst other things, more than $2 billion of Western, mostly US, military assistance in the 1950s, that transformed her into a major regional military power.
 Indeed, "between 1952 and 1964, Turkey received much more aid than Greece, except for 1953, where the ratio only slightly favored Turkey (8:10) and for 1960, where the ratio was tilted in favor of Greece (11:10). In Stearns' view, these exceptions did not occur due to any obvious military reason."
 It is worth also noticing that the US military aid did not shift again towards Greece and Turkey until the 1980s.
 Greece received just $673.9 million of US military assistance during the 1950s and most of it towards the end of the decade,
 partly in an attempt to contain Greek frustration regarding the American position on the Question of Cyprus.
 In this, as in other colonial issues, the Eisenhower administration sided with its British and French allies in their disputes with their colonies, wedding American interests to the status quo in areas undergoing fundamental social, political, and economic upheaval.
 
The growing gap between the defense capabilities of Greece and Turkey was reinforced by the geographical features of the region which favored the latter country. In contrast to the solid Turkish land mass, Greek territory is made up of numerous islands whose population centers are situated next to the Turkish coast, well within artillery firing range, all possible targets for amphibious assault and vulnerable to surprise air attacks. The Greek mainland is half a day's sail away from the Eastern Aegean islands and 500 miles away from Cyprus that is only 60 miles to the south of Turkey. The absence of any strategic depth for defense posture and the sheer length of the border with Turkey, present Greek defense planners with a difficult task. 
Soviet naval inactivity also benefited Turkey during the Eisenhower years. Khrushchev saw no purpose in building large, expensive warships in an age of nuclear missiles, sharing this view with many politicians and air marshals in the West. Therefore, he halted the modest naval program that had been initiated by Stalin.
 In addition, the defense of the Northern and the Baltic maritime borders of the USSR appeared to be more vital than dispatching Soviet warships from the Baltic to the Mediterranean, since these were prohibited by the Montreaux Convention from entering the Mediterranean for combat patrols from the Black Sea.
 
Capitalizing on the aforementioned factors, Turkey reactivated her interwar and Second World War territorial aspirations against the Eastern Aegean Islands of Greece and the island of Cyprus, in an attempt to secure a favorable geostrategic position in control of sea and air communications in the Eastern Mediterranean. By autumn 1955 Turkey began chasing Greek fishermen and Greece responded by sending naval units in the Eastern Aegean to patrol and confront such actions. Turkey also threatened Greece twice with war (in 1956 and in 1957) claiming also certain of the Eastern Aegean Islands of Greece, and Greece appeared ready to take up the challenge in 1956. Moreover, Greece started to station troops on certain of her Eastern Aegean islands and carried out oil exploration activities in the Northern Aegean and outside the territorial waters of Lemnos in 1960, which did not cause any adverse Turkish reaction at the time.
Rising tensions between Greece and Turkey naturally troubled Greek-American relations. The Greek island of Leros in South-eastern Aegean had been selected by the staff of the Commander in Chief Mediterranean for the establishment of a base for fast patrol vessels and the North Atlantic Council authorized on 18 December 1953 the construction of underground storage for POL and ammunition there. Failing to convince NATO authorities to build this base on her own coast, Turkey opposed the establishment of a base in Leros on the grounds that it would violate the 1947 Italian Peace Treaty – of which Turkey was not a signatory member – which afforded the Dodecanese islands to Greece, but provided for their demilitarization. The Turks argued that the fortification of Leros might initiate a Greek policy of fortifying the rest of the Dodecanese islands, thus constituting a security concern for Ankara. Therefore, Turkey vetoed the project at the North Atlantic Council session of December 1954. Also, in the aftermath of the Turkish riots against the rich and sizeable Greek community of Istanbul in September 1955 the Karamanlis administration, affirmed a previous decision that the Greek forces would not participate in the NATO manoeuvre Red Trident 110 and any other NATO manoeuvres planned for October of that year. In addition, the Greek expeditionary force was recalled from Korea, and Greece temporarily withdrew from NATO's regional command structure. Greece withdrew again from NATO's regional command between June 1958 and February 1959, refused to participate in any NATO activity where the Turkish element was also present, and threatened to leave NATO in the autumn of 1958. Turkey eventually adopted a more conciliatory attitude towards Greece, since her economic and financial situation had deteriorated seriously, and she lost the alliance of Iraq who seemed to lean towards the USSR since 1958. These developments paved the way to the London and Zurich Agreements of 1959 between Greece, Turkey and the United Kingdom that led to the establishment of independent Cyprus, and relaxed temporarily Greek-Turkish relations.

The difficulties that Greek-American relations faced due to the differences between Greece and Turkey were, to some extent, offset by the positive development of the maritime dimension of Greek American relations. The United States concluded with Greece in October 1953 a military facilities agreement that ‘authorised the construction, development, use and operation of military and supporting facilities in Greece necessary for the implementation of, or in furtherance of, approved NATO plans’.
 This agreement ‘strengthened the NATO forces in the area, provided important communication links, a staging area and supply depots for US and NATO air and naval forces and permitted surveillance and monitoring of the activities of Soviet forces in the Eastern Mediterranean’.
 An important US naval asset that resulted from this agreement was the Suda base complex in Crete, which opened in 1959 and can accommodate nicely all the Sixth Fleet. It functions under the terms of a secret Greek-American agreement of 1955, counts amongst the most important U.S. naval bases in Europe, and comprises from: a. A re-supply station for the warships sailing into the port of Akrotiri in Hania, Crete; b. An ammunition depot site, which includes nuclear arms for the American Navy and Air Force, known as Nuclear and Conventional War Reserve Material; c. An air force base which is used as a forward station for military reconnaissance operations. 
 Concurrently, U.S. Navy warships provided humanitarian relief to Greek citizens following the earthquakes of 1953 in Cephalonia and 1955 in Volos.

The Greek navy also constituted an asset which was worthy of American support. In 1953 its effectiveness was rated good and was thought able to make an effective contribution to NATO. By contrast, the effectiveness of the Turkish Navy was rated fair to good, since its progress in some fields of training was slow due to the level of education of its personnel whose general lack of mechanical ability was noticeable.
 Four years later the Greek Navy was thought to bear "the spirit of a first class, aggressive, confident naval power... (whose) quality and effectiveness of naval training is high, ranking far ahead of other Balkan and Eastern Mediterranean fleets". 
 It was also admitted that the Greek Navy had recently acquired considerable experience in joint maneuvres with American, British and NATO naval forces.
 
Its greatest weakness was its dependence on foreign sources for naval equipment, spare parts and repair facilities, and the lack of funds to operate and maintain the fleet in a state of readiness. Indeed, many of its units were either approaching obsolescence or were about to be returned to the Royal Navy and the Greeks felt that they were wasting money and time to maintain obsolete weapons. As a result the combat effectiveness of the Greek Navy was below acceptable standards, since its most important capability, that of supporting forty percent of the Greek mobilization in Northern Greece, did not exceed fifty per cent. In wartime the Greek Navy would also engage in and support offensive operations in concert with other NATO navies, and its major defensive task would be minesweeping and convoy protection.

Following persistent official Greek complaints that Greece was the victim of "favoritism shown towards Turkey in the military preparedness of NATO, in the supply of equipment -above all, naval equipment."
American support for the Greek navy was finally shown again towards the end of the 1950s, when the American military aid to Greece increased and the US Navy had a new Chief of Naval Operations -Arleigh Burke- a leader deeply sympathetic to the desires of America's allies for US warships. He informed the Greek leadership during his summer 1957 visit in Athens that a number of American naval units would be granted to Greece, causing much optimism there. The Greeks were judged deficient in escorts, minesweepers and small amphibious craft
 and Admiral Burke saw that six tank carriers, two landing support craft, six patrol boats, two oilers, eight landing craft, four fairly modernized but not particularly fast fleet destroyers of the Fletcher class, three landing ship tanks, a net layer and a fleet tender were given to Greece by the US Navy. Two US submarines were also loaned to the Greek Navy who originally wanted more of them, since its submarine arm constituted its main offensive capability against Turkey.
 Considerable progress was also made in modernizing obsolescent vessels, and the situation in Greek naval personnel improved, despite the persisting low proportion of regulars, particularly in engineers and electronic specialists.
 Indeed, an improvement of the combat readiness of the Greek Navy had been noticeable by 1961.
 Arleigh Burke also developed a relation of mutual respect with the persuasive Queen Frederica of Greece who was a staunch supporter of American naval presence in the Mediterranean.
 An embassy counselor reported that the Greek Royal couple had tried to promote better social ties with American representatives by hosting parties and meeting with them more often than did their predecessor. The new York Times' overseas correspondent, Cyrus L. Sulzberger, also noted that Queen Frederica had "a way with the men."
 Interestingly, when there was a talk in Washington of withdrawing the Sixth Fleet from the Mediterranean as part of a goodwill gesture to the Russians in 1959, Admiral Burke asked Queen Frederica to explain to President Eisenhower, who was due to visit Athens, how important it was to keep the Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean from Greece's point of view. So she did and successfully so.
 
III. The Maritime Dimension of Greek American relations during the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations, 1961-1968

Eisenhower was succeed by Kennedy and, after the latter's assassination in 1963, Kennedy's Vice President Lyndon Johnson became President of the USA until 1968. Given the contemporary Soviet capability of striking the American heartland with nuclear weapons, Kennedy and Johnson strove for expanding the full range of American non-nuclear capabilities in order to eliminate the all-or-nothing straightjacket imposed by the Eisenhower policy of massive retaliation and reduce the likelihood of a strategic nuclear exchange.
 The Kennedy-Johnson administrations also feared that continued overseas deployment of US troops and equipment would lead to a balance of payments deficit.
 Therefore, they tried to induce their European partners to make a greater contribution to NATO. Most NATO allies, however, proved unwilling to bear additional defense expenses, since the Soviet threat was seen as a diminishing one. Europeans also displayed apprehension about the future implications of lessening NATO’s dependence on nuclear deterrence. The Kennedy initiatives could have set in motion the long-dreaded decoupling of the United States and Western Europe.

Concurrently, the use of US surface sea power in Lebanon in 1958 and especially the cordon sanitaire which American warships placed around Cuba in 1962 taught the Kremlin that until Russia also possessed a powerful Navy, her world position would continue to be at serious disadvantage. This was reinforced by the increasing range of the American carrier aircraft, the successful testing of the Polaris A-2 missile in 1962, and the use of the Atlantic port of Rota, near Cadiz, as a base for American nuclear missile submarines in the Mediterranean. Two years later, Khrushchev fell from power and the Soviet military-industrial complex was quick to support Brezhnev. The fear of a sudden attack brought on by "inferiority" in armaments and the Soviet military-industrial complex's sense of having to catch up with the West, urged the new Soviet leader to undertake a rapid military buildup. As a result, a massive expansion took place in virtually all classes in the Red Navy, and its deployment challenged western maritime predominance. Trying to emulate the United States, the Soviet Union was becoming a global power, with a growing naval presence in all parts of the world, selling arms, sending military advisers, and seeking bases in the Third World.

In June 1964 the Soviet Union established a continuous presence in the Mediterranean when a cruiser of the Sverdlov class, accompanied by several destroyers, traversed the Bosphorus into the Eastern Mediterranean. Thereafter, the number and variety of Soviet combatants increased gradually so that by 1966 the Mezhdunaronava Eskadra normally comprised one to two cruisers, three to four destroyers, several submarines and one or more intelligence 'trawlers'.
 The ease of interdicting trans-Mediterranean NATO shipping explain why the Soviet Union concentrated its forces in the eastern basin of that sea, where its supply lines were shorter and more secure,
 and where the antisubmarine warfare conditions are peculiarly difficult.
 Seeking allies and base rights in the Middle East and the Maghreb in order to outflank the NATO area was also a powerful motive behind her naval presence there. Imposing an added strain on American naval resources and nerves, providing admirable training for Soviet sailors and preventing the United States from locating in the Mediterranean a still greater nuclear menace might have also been good reasons behind Russian naval presence in the Eastern Mediterranean.
If the main purpose of the Soviet Mediterranean squadron was strategic defense, it had been pursuing a shrinking prize with ever larger forces, since ninety per cent of the Polaris submarines operated outside of that sea.
 The Soviet Mediterranean posture was also counterproductive, in the sense that it precluded the American administration to reduce the Sixth Fleet to one attack carrier and substantially fewer escorts in order to adopt a more reasonable deployment rotation for the carriers in both the Atlantic and the Pacific fleets, after the beginning of the air offensive in Vietnam in August 1965. Rumors of an impending cut in the size of the Sixth Fleet were of particular concern to the Greek and Italian governments who feared this would be the prelude to the fleet's eventual withdrawal from the Mediterranean. The adverse allied reactions to proposed reductions in the Sixth Fleet deemed irrelevant any projected gains.
 
The increased American expectations from their European allies, the expansion of Soviet naval power in the Eastern Mediterranean, the Arab-Israeli conflict, and the tense Greek-Turkish relationship bore heavily upon the maritime dimension of Greek American relations. In the aftermath of Kennedy's rise to power, the goals of the foreign military sales program changed. Secretary of Defense McNamara tried to persuade America's European allies to purchase US weapons in substantial numbers. By 1966 most of them had completed their economic recovery and US military aid programs to Europe were drastically reduced. Outright grants since then had been confined mostly to nations like Taiwan, South Korea, Greece and Turkey.
 
Greece saw a sizeable reduction in her Mutual Assistance Program levels for fiscal year 1962
 a trend that persisted throughout the decade, largely reflecting the contemporary American view that a war between Greece and Turkey over Cyprus was far more likely than an attack on Greece from the North. "As a result, United States objectives in assisting the Greek armed forces accorded the highest priority to the prevention of such an eventuality",
 which could provide the Kremlin with the pretext to intervene in Cyprus. The American approach shaped into the Bonesteel Report and the McNaughton proposals. 
In the mid 1960's, a team of US experts under General Bonesteel was sent to Greece to make a detailed study of Greek defense needs, the Bonesteel Report, which projected Greek military equipment needs at about $355 million for the subsequent five years. According to this report, no improvements were to be made in the Greek navy because Greece's contribution to the defense effort of the allies in the naval field would be effected through the availability of port facilities and shipyards for common use. Following this, Assistant Secretary of Defense, McNaughton, visited Athens in 1966 to refine the Bonesteel recommendations. Prior to his departure, it was decided that Secretary McNaughton would propose a five-year rolling force plan of U.S. military assistance to Greece for the fiscal years 1967-71. A planning figure of $325 million (or roughly $65 million a year) was proposed, although there was a general consensus among defense officials that in negotiations with the Greeks the figure might have to be increased. The McNaughton proposals placed primary emphasis upon the Greek ground forces (the Greek army was allocated sixty nine per cent of the Mutual Assistance Program for Greece), on the rationale that the US and other NATO air and naval forces could rapidly reinforce the southeastern flank of NATO in the event of hostilities. However, the Greeks insisted that the McNaughton program unbalanced the Greek armed forces, and fell short of their requirements. Their view was shared by the Joint Chiefs of Staff who declared that annual funding levels of $131 million for five years would be "essential if progress towards an adequate military capability is to be attained," adding that the development of Greek force structures should not be based on predetermined funding levels but in response to enemy capabilities.

The McNaughton proposals also provided for a twelve per cent allocation to the Greek Navy of the Mutual Assistance Program for Greece. This was to be directed to the construction of patrol craft but ran against the Greek call for an allocation of twenty five per cent of this program to the Greek Navy which would have enabled the cost-shared construction of four anti-submarine warfare patrol ships. The Americans stuck to their view counting on the dominant political role of the Greek Army and the overwhelming percentage (eighty per cent) of the personnel costs in the service budgets in order to keep any increases in the Greek air and naval budgets within fairly narrow bounds. In addition, it was felt politically possible to initiate a shift from MAP grants to MAP sales to Greece within a year after the McNaughton proposals were made.
 
Τhe Greek Colonel's coup of 21 April 1967 facilitated the imposition of an American ban on heavy weapons exports to Greece, which was not relaxed permanently until 1970.
 This happened at a time when "Kennedy's lip service to democracy was replaced by a blatant support for supposedly stable, military run governments",
 for, in President Nixon's words, "in the 91 countries we are providing aid only 30 of them . . . have leaders as a result of contested, democratic elections.”
A total cut off of MAP grant support to Greece did not take place because almost 95 per cent of Greece's military equipment was of U. S. origin. The shutting off of spare parts alone could have severely limited the operational effectiveness of the Greek armed forces.
 President Johnson kept the ban in place until he left office, since he did not want to antagonize the Congress over Greece, when he had so much trouble with Vietnam. However, he extended recognition to the Greek dictatorship in January 1968.

Thus, the only units of offensive value that the Greek Navy received from the US Navy during the 1960s were two fleet destroyers and Triaina, the best submarine of the Greek fleet for a decade. These units, four minesweepers and a landing ship tank joined the Greek fleet before the outbreak of the Cyprus Crisis of 1964. Notwithstanding their utility in substituting obsolete vessels of that type, only ten American minesweepers were transferred to the Greek Navy later in the 1960s.
 The contemporary American naval aid to Greece could not suffice to arrest the growing obsolescence in antisubmarine warfare and patrol units of the Greek Navy.
 Therefore the procurement of six, brand new Norwegian built, torpedo boats was effected whose cost, manpower requirements, armament and operating radius were best suited for the Greek Navy. The Greek fleet was also strengthened by the West German grant of six torpedo boats.
 
Contrary to the reduced number of American naval units that were transferred to the Greek Navy at the time, common training between the two navies was concurrently developed by the institution in 1963 of a series of unsceduled, small scale bilateral exercises between destroyers and submarines of the Sixth fleet and corresponding Greek types. These exercises followed standard NATO procedures and were characterized by short load times and little pre-planning.
 The Cyprus crises of 1964 and 1967 disturbed Greek participation in NATO naval manouvres.
 
The American connection was also of some benefit to Greece during the Cyprus Crisis of 1964. After Turkey had informed the United States of her intention to intervene in the intercommunal warfare ravaging Cyprus, Lyndon Johnson reminded Inonu that the Turkish use of US-supplied equipment in Cyprus would violate their 1947 military assistance agreement. He also threatened to deprive Turkey of NATO protection, exposing it to a possible overwhelming Soviet attack.
 "The Sixth Fleet was again deployed in its proven role of Mediterranean peace keeper",
 and a US warship deterred opposing forces from engaging in combat during the 1964 Cyprus crisis by sailing between Greek and Turkish vessels approaching each other in the Aegean Sea.
 
Inonu, who was reluctant to take risks, eventually backed down, knowing also that Turkey lacked the necessary landing craft that would have guaranteed a successful intervention in Cyprus at the time.
 Also, the Americans did not accept the Turkish proposal, which was presented in NATO in the summer of 1964, regarding the extension of the Turkish operational area of responsibility in the Aegean at the expense of Greece.
 Consequently, Ankara embarked upon a policy of rapprochement with Moscow which facilitated the passage of Soviet naval units from the Black Sea to the Mediterranean in return for substantial Soviet economic help. Turkey gradually became the largest recipient of Soviet economic aid outside the Soviet Block.

The Colonel's Coup in Greece temporarily ended the political turmoil that troubled her since the phasing out of the American grant economic aid to that country in 1962
 and the deaths of the moderate Greek leaders, King Paul of Greece and Sophocles Venizelos in 1964.
 In the aftermath of this coup, expelling Greece from NATO was only briefly considered; a good number of reasons advocated against this. "Without Greece in NATO, Turkey would be seriously exposed and undoubtedly would expect additional military aid if it were to have sole responsibility for maintaining the NATO flank. However, no amount of additional aid to Turkey could restore the strategic value of having the Greek mainland and islands as a well-defended part of NATO's flank." Greece's expulsion from NATO could also "strengthen the position of those in Turkey advocating... an accommodation with the Soviet Union", and cause the United States to lose its various privileges and installations in Greece. Most importantly, coming in the wake of French withdrawal from NATO, it could conceivably deal a death blow to that organization. Greece could have also sought an accommodation with the Soviet Union of the type achieved by Egypt and other Middle-eastern countries.
 Finally, the possibility of the turn to other flags of Greek shipping fleet, which constituted an important NATO asset in terms of carrying capacity, was also a factor to reckon with.

The Greek coup coincided with international developments that gradually appreciated the strategic value of Greece in American eyes. To mention but a few, anti-NATO sentiments were growing in Northern allies such as Denmark and Norway and France’s withdrawal from NATO’s military wing in 1966 had put considerable strains on the alliance, as it resulted in the liquidation of all NATO installations there and the dislocation of the military structure of NATO. NATO had also to deal with the effects of the loss of the Arab ports and the inadequacy of the Turkish ones. At the same time, Italy was limiting landing rights and Spain prohibiting any landing in Gibraltar. Therefore maintaining Sixth Fleet access to Greek ports became essential. It was also feared that Russia might take over Yugoslavia, once the ageing Tito was off the scene. If Greece was expelled from NATO, because of her dictatorial regime, then Yugoslavia would collapse.
 
The ever closer US-Israeli relations reinforced the maritime value of Greece. Ever since the Eisenhower Administration, America hoped that a strong Israel could serve as a pro-Western bulwark against the Soviet Union in the Arab world. This belief was vindicated by the 1967 Six Day War, in the course of which "the Greek dictators, despite their official declaration for neutrality... allowed Israeli helicopters to land on the island of Rhodes for refuelling."
 They also permitted the United States ‘overflights, base rights and blanket [ . . . ] use of Crete’s landing facilities for the sixth fleet’. Furthermore, thousands of Americans were evacuated from the affected areas and landed in Athens, where they were taken good care of by the Greek regime....After that, the Americans found it increasingly difficult to cut the bridges of cooperation with the Greek dictatorship. In a memorandum composed for President Johnson shortly afterwards, it was pointed out that ‘we have in Greece facilities [declassified text, one line] they have increased in value since the Arab–Israeli war’, ‘that war underlined the importance of Greece to US interests’"
 
IV. The Maritime Dimension of Greek American relations during the Nixon Administration, 1969-1974

In 1969 Lyndon Johnson was succeeded by Nixon as President of the United States. He and Henry Kissinger, his national security adviser, later Secretary of State, forged a more formal USA-Israel link. The Greek dictatorship followed the American lead by exchanging diplomatic representatives and establishing commercial and cultural contacts with Israel and allowing the Greek Red Cross to ship relief to that country.
 The Greeks further agreed to stage operation ‘Fig Hill’ for Jordanian relief through the Athenian airport during the civil war in Jordan in 1970. In November of that year alone, more than 250 calls were made to Greek ports by units of the Sixth Fleet.
 
Nixon, did not like the Greek dictators much, but he believed he would “like [their] successors less.” He even claimed once, “I am the best friend they got” and knew from his visit in Greece in 1947 that only weapons could keep Greece safe. Therefore, he reciprocated the Greek contribution to the "Fig Hill" operation by lifting the embargo on heavy arms to Greece on 22 September 1970. Nixon's countenance of the Greek dictators was also due to his Greek-American Vice-President, Spiro Agnew, and the financial support of Thomas Pappas, a Greek-American businessman with financial connections to the Greek dictatorship and the American Republican party.

President Nixon inherited an economy in bad shape because of the vast spending on the Vietnam war, and upon Johnson's "Great Society". This and the turn of the American electorate against military expenditures
 led him and Kissinger to initiate the détente recognizing the relative decline of US power and the growth of multipolarity.
 Carrying forward the policy of reducing the onerous commitment of American ground troops to US allies in wartime, Nixon put emphasis on supplying them with air and naval support. Paradoxically, Nixon's consequent increasing reliance on the Navy as an instrument of foreign policy was followed by its most rapid shrinkage in history. In constant dollars, funding for shipbuilding stayed below their fiscal 1964 levels until 1974, and the Navy had less ships then than in 1939.
 This reflected the fact that the foundation of NATO strategy, a conventional war in Europe in need of long term resupply by the US Navy, had been superseded by scenarios of a short nuclear exchange in which the naval contribution would be marginal. "That was common knowledge among the cognoscenti in the business."

The hiatus in the U.S. Navy's shipbuilding program contrasted sharply to the impressive growth and moderniza​tion of the Soviet Navy. Nearly sixty per cent of the American combat units were twenty years old or over, whereas less than one per cent of the Soviet warships were that old. In addition, the Soviet missile fleet appeared to have neutralized U.S. carriers, while Soviet attack submarines and surface missile-shooters were thought able to interfere with U.S. naval missions. The Soviets also developed bases from which massive, long-range land-based aircraft— equipped with cruise missiles as well as more orthodox armament—could reach ships almost any​where. Given also that the US Navy was not practiced in close-quarters combat in the nuclear and missile age, it was not, probably, able to force a fight at sea that would remain conventional. As a result, Admiral Elmo R. Zumwalt, Jr., who served as the Chief of Naval Operations between 1970 and 1974, warned Nixon against exerting strong diplomatic pressure where the U.S. Navy could not, without nuclear support, stand up to the local Soviet force. Zumwalt also stated that the Navy would not be able to stay in the Eastern Mediterranean and, possibly, could not cover Italy and Japan. This loss of strategic initiative constrained U.S. foreign policy.
Given Nixon's determination to reduce military budgets, the only way to free funds, on Zumwalt's watch, for developing up-to-date ships and weapon systems that could cope with the new Russian armaments was to retire immediately large numbers of old ships and aircraft.
 Homeporting as many ships as possible overseas was an important element in the plan for mod​ernizing the Navy, and getting it more involved in Europe and the Far East, despite the steep fall in the number of its ships. Zumwalt was, in fact, " trying to do with mirrors" what he could not do with actual power. A Navy was envisioned of twelve carriers in the near future, that could not reduce its commitment to maintain five carriers overseas at all times, a minimum of three in the Western Pacific and two in the Mediterranean. The Western Pacific commitment was irreducible for at least as long as the war continued in southeast Asia, and probably longer in view of the shaky situation in Korea and the need to keep Japan covered. The commitment to the Eastern Mediterranean was also made irreducible by the unstable situation in the Middle East and the need to emphasize to Israel, Greece, Turkey and the Arab regimes, both friendly and unfriendly, the American determination to hold substantial forces in readiness to meet the Soviets in the area. 
A Navy with only twelve carriers could deploy five overseas continuously either by extend​ing the length of deployments beyond six months, which would damage morale and discourage reenlistments, or basing two or three aircraft carriers on overseas ports. Overseas homeporting would reduce the number of back-up ships needed in peacetime and increase family and homeport time by 25-30 per cent for the crews of the homeported ships, since there would be no more six-month separations but several days of port visits every two or three weeks. Long family separations were the biggest single deterrent to enlistment and reenlistment in the Navy; reenlistment rates were at a disastrously low level and quality and number of enlistments threatened to go the same way. Keeping up the quantity and the quality of naval personnel was a prerequisite for any modernization plan, all the more so in light of Nixon's policy to create an all-volunteer military. Homeporting would also increase the time the men of the ships based in the U.S. spend at home by about 15 percent, since each ship deployed permanently overseas meant that a relief ship would not have to make a round trip across the ocean twice a year, a saving of some eight weeks a year per ship in the Mediterranean. It would also help ships stationed in the continental USA to maintain a higher state of alert, while homeported ships would also become more operationally flexible, since an experienced force, well versed in the operational requirements of their particular theater, will be continuously available to respond to contingencies.
The problem was that Western Mediterranean countries did not want a carrier there, and where there were airfields there was no room because of the NATO and USAF aircraft presence. By the middle of 1971, it was concluded that Athens offered the best combination of a situation that made access to the eastern Mediterranean easy; a harbor large enough for the eight or ten ships that usually make up a task group; adequate facilities for ship upkeep and repair; nearby air fields for plane maintenance and pilot training exercises; available local housing that met American standards, and shopping and educational facilities for the families of the task group's men. There was a NATO air base just outside Athens and some 8000 Air Force personnel and their dependents had been living in and around the city for a number of years. However, the State Department people, not wanting to associate further American policy with the Greek dictators, urged the US Navy to undertake new, elaborate, on-site surveys of various Italian ports. These concluded that only Naples was better than Athens but it had been saturated by the families of the Americans that served at the southern headquarters of NATO, and that it could not absorb more of them.

The ground was then set for homeporting a task group in Athens through the visit of the Vice President of the United States Agnew in the Greek capital in October 1971. In the course of his visit there, Agnew stated that certain American bases in Greece were indispensable for the security of the United States.
 Indeed, more than half of the Sixth Fleet calls in the Eastern Mediterranean were made in Greek ports.
 Greece approved the US homeporting proposal in December 1971
 and on 11 February 1972 negotiations begun with the Greek Navy on the specifics of the homeporting issue, closely monitored by the State Department and the office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, both of which were anxious to keep the inevitable Congressional rumblings to a minimum.
 Kissinger thought that homeporting in Athens would mean an "150 per cent increase in [United States] naval presence"
 in the Eastern Mediterranean but the Congress had decided that it would tackle the Greek issue with vigor, reckoning that it had been too supine during the early stages of the Vietnam War.
 In fact, it passed the Hays amendment in 1971 which provided for an annual ceiling of $71 million on military assistance to Greece.

Nixon announced on 3 March 1972 that selling $70 million worth of military equipment to Greece, was necessary to the national security of the United States and Representative Rosenthal promptly charged that this action was connected with the homeporting negotiations —which it was not — and that he would hold hearings on homeporting the following week. The hearings were tame and the US Navy proceeded with homeporting a tender and six destroyers, the DESRON 12, in Elefsis near Athens in September 1972.
 To assuage Greek sensitivities a temporary pier was quickly constructed which had water and power connections. At the head of it there was a tiny little complex provided for security. In order to get the best cross-section of military capabilities six different kinds of destroyers were sent: a straight stick Forrest Sherman destroyer, the USS Manley; one of the ASW-converted Forrest Sherman destroyers, the Barry; a Charles Adams destroyer, the Sampson; the Vreeland, which was an FF 1052; the Page, which was an FFG first class; and the William M. Wood, which was the oldest Gearing-class destroyer still on active duty in the US Navy.
 The official homeporting agreement was signed on 8 January 1973.

During its first year in Greece the DESRON 12 did not do well. Elefsis was a terrible environment for the American naval personnel, as it belonged to a really messy part of Greece, industrial Greece. Across the pier, there was a cement factory, whose dust went on the ships, making the place unpopular.
 In addition, "there was a drug problem everywhere in the 70s",
 and pot smoking, unauthorized absences, desertions and beating up the cab drivers by sailors of the DESRON 12 were not unusual.
 Indeed, "It was occasionally kind of a hooligan navy going on down there."
 The main responsibility for the failings of the DESRON 12 rested on its commander and, to a lesser extent, to its unhomogeneous units. As soon as Commodore Mustins assumed the command of the squadron it really turned around and its reenlistment rate rose to forty six per cent which was the highest in the destroyer force at the time.
 The Commanders of the Sixth Fleet and of the Task Force 60 correspondingly concluded "that this was the best destroyer squadron that they had ever had in the Mediterranean in the last ten years, and that the tactical performance and material condition was a high standard for the rest of the destroyer force to shoot for."

In the meantime, the unpopularity of Athens with many of the families of the complement of the DESRON 12, the fact that the nearest available developed airport for the carrier pilots was that of Suda Bay and certain other problems inherent to most homeportings led to an unfavorable GAO assessment of the whole project and hearings at the Congress in July 1973 which were called by Representative Rosenthal. The project survived Rosenthal's offensive,
 partly because Zumwalt "had no doubt that the better of the two disagreeable alternatives America faced in Greece was to stomach the junta in order to keep the bases".
 In fact, a consensus emerged about the critical importance of Greek bases to any US effort in the Mediterranean, particularly since they were the ones most likely to be available.
 This was a valid point, all the more so, considering the importance of the NAMPHI missile range, which had opened near Suda base in 1969, and an air weapons range at Timbaki also on the island of Crete after the corresponding American facilities at Wheelus Field and the British ones at El Adem Libya, closed on 11 June 1970. Indeed, air-to-air and surface-to-surface missiles were fired at an unprecedented rate at those places, leading to the conclusion that "firing ranges on Crete might prove irreplaceable".

The aviators were appalled by the fact that there was not a good airfield nearby Elefsis where they could keep up their qualifications. That was settled upon at a half-constructed Greek airstrip at Megara near Athens, where the water depth was adequate for berthing a carrier and where a carrier pier could be constructed. This would make possible a cold-iron situation (a complete shut-down of all power on the carrier and dependence on shore-based energy sources), thus enabling its deployment in the Mediterranean for up to three and a half years at considerable savings. All kinds of considerations about military airlift flights, how to get the spare parts into Greece and interfaces with Greek commercial aviation were subsequently considered.
 
Yet, the Yom Kipur War of October 1973, initiated a chain of events that probably influenced negatively the homeporting of a Sixth Fleet task group in Athens. At the beginning of this war, Greece declared its neutrality but allowed the USA to use local communication facilities, and the Athens and Suda Bay airports. No restrictions were placed on the movements or the supply of the Sixth Fleet,
 since the Chief of the Greek Navy, who was in Washington at the time, told Zumwalt "do not listen to what is said in Greece publicly. Use your bases in Greece as you want".
 Zumwalt confirmed this by stating at Washington University in 1976: "Democratic Israel was saved in 1973 only due to the existence of ....fascist Greece, from whose ports the Sixth Fleet and convoys set out. In the course of the Middle East war, Turkey permitted Soviet aircraft to use its airspace and created obstacles for us. To the contrary, Greece permitted the Sixth Fleet to continue to launch from its bases and this is the major difference between Greece and Turkey at critical moments".
 
In the course of this war, the Sixth Fleet confronted the Eskadra alone. It was also positioned and disposed in such a way that it surrendered several important advantages, such as the long-range capabilities of its attack aircraft. Having concentrated in the Eastern Mediterranean, within a relatively short steaming distance to the scene of crises, much of the Soviet naval forces shadowed it, since it tended to steam in well-defined geographical sectors, thus getting boxed in and becoming vulnerable. The cumulative risk of a major war arising out of a stalking exercise in the Mediterranean resulted in Sixth Fleet movements and operations being directed by the highest levels with a view to signaling diplomatic objectives and in response to tightly held information concerning Soviet intentions, sometimes without inform​ing the on-scene commander.
 
At the peak of the crisis, President Nixon, fearing Soviet intervention, declared a worldwide nuclear alert by US forces. This was an alarming prospect for the Greek dictators, since DESRON 12 was known to carry nuclear weapons. Fortunately, the fighting between Egypt and Israel halted almost immediately afterwards (on 23 October). A month later, the Greek dictators refused to accede to the American request for the extension of US facilities in Greece, emulating Archibishop Makarios, the President of independent Cyprus, who, with the tacit support of Britain, tried to stop the Americans from using the facilities of the British sovereign bases in Cyprus in the course of that war. The Greek refusal for the extension of US facilities in Greece stemmed out of fear that in the case of new hostilities the US Sixth Fleet could be exposed to attacks by Soviet aircraft flying from Arab countries along the North African littoral, which could also hit the southern parts of NATO countries in 15-20 minutes. On 25 November 1973, dictator Papadopoulos and his civilian government were removed by military officers with more authoritarian views.
 
Despite the fact that Henry Kissinger communicated to Brigadier General Ioannides, the new -behind the scenes- ruler of the country, his appreciation of the military facilities Greece had offered to USA, and his readiness to be as helpful as possible in return, the new regime was not that co-operative.
 Instead, it tried to forestall possible complaints from Arab and communist countries, France and domestic critics, that the U.S. intended to establish a real naval base in Greece.
 Zumwalt decided to delay Phase II of the program, sending the carrier Independence and its air wing to Athens, and it was eventually abandoned after the fall of the Greek dictatorship in July 1974.
 This according to Admiral Bagley, Zumwalt's closest aide, "was an embarassing moment, but it wasn't invalidated on strategic grounds. And I can say without any qualification that the fact that we don't have that facility now [1989], even with the navy in its current size, it's a little bit bigger now than it was in the early seventies - we are not able to meet our strategic requirements in that region without undue overstretching of our resources elsewhere."

A lesser, but not insignificant, element of American naval planning in the Eastern Mediterranean was the development of a Greek Navy that could effectively assist the Sixth Fleet. Zumwalt informed the Greek naval attache in Washington that any US warship on loan to Greece might be returned to the US Navy in case of a Greek-Turkish war over Cyprus.
 He realized, also, that a Soviet land attack would tie the Greek Navy to a sea-lift operation in support of Greek ground forces in the north leaving few units to counter the Eskadra.
 Therefore, he suggested to Nixon immediate low-cost actions that might increase the potential of the Sixth Fleet in crisis. One was to improve US base facilities at Souda Bay and Signorella, Sicily, and the other to beef up Greek and Turkish forces. The President directed that both steps should be taken,
 since Greek and Turkish submarine and surface craft, coupled with ships from Italy, could give NATO overall parity in the Eastern Mediterranean and quantitative superiority in capital ships vis-a-vis the Eskadra.

In May 1970, a "Joint State-Defense Policy Memorandum on Military Assistance and Other Arms Transfers" stated that whereas previous Greek naval force goals had been developed on the availability of U.S. air and naval support, the Nixon Doctrine changed this by providing for "balanced armed forces" in Greece which could 1) withstand attacking forces expected to face them as part of a general Warsaw Pact attack on NATO until reinforcements could be committed; 2) cope with more limited attacks without assistance; and 3) be economically supportable at reasonable estimates of domestic and foreign resource availabilities. Changing the assumption about the promptness of air and naval reinforcement created the necessity of planning for a sizable augmentation in Greek air and naval forces.

The Greek fleet was subsequently offensively strengthened by the transfer of three fleet destroyers and a submarine from the US Navy between 1971 and 1974. The US Navy also granted to Greece a landing shipping dock, two landing shipping tanks, four minesweepers and a tug before Greece decided to exit the Military Assistance Program in January 1973. The Greek Navy was further strengthened by the procurement of an American fleet destroyer, and a few Greek-built minor units.
 In addition, the Greek Navy procured four brand new submarines from West Germany, which were particularly designed for use in coastal areas, and four new exocet missile-armed patrol boats from France because this valuable type of craft was not available in the US, and had been also procured by the Israeli Navy. Greek naval procurements from West Germany and France were related to the declining American Military Assistance Program for Greece as a result of Greece's improving economic situation. 
The ever improving Greek economy, the prospect of great earnings from the contemporary discovery of sizeable oil deposits in the Aegean, and the fact that the ratio of American military aid to Greece and Turkey was approximately 4:10 between 1967 and 1974, were decisive factors behind Greek naval procurements from Europe. European manufacturers offered equipment comparable to the American naval equipment, under more attractive terms and conditions,
 resulting in the considerable erosion of the American share in world arms sales.
 In particular, the Exocet family of missiles added significantly to the value of French naval exports worldwide, while the Greek Navy became one of the most important German clients, particularly in submarines, which played an increasingly important role in German naval exports. The German naval shipyards met the exacting demands of the European military environment but of a size which reduced both unit production cost and subsequent running costs—in particular manning levels, because the Western European Union (WEU) regulations originally disallowed the building of ships in excess of 3000 tones for the West German Navy. This was done in order to handicap the development of a major naval shipbuilding capacity in the Federal Republic in deference to European concerns about German rearmament.
 
The Americans tried to forestall Greek window-shopping elsewhere by discussing with Britain, Germany, and other potential suppliers the desirability of pursuing a common policy on arms supply to Greece.
 However, the Germans wished to have a free hand in dealing with Greece and Turkey, since they saw in these countries a potentially large market for military materiel.
 The Greek Navy finally explored the utility of procuring frigates and both the British and the Americans followed the corresponding developments closely. However, nothing came out of it before the fall of the dictatorship.

Common training between the two navies and Greek participation in NATO was essential, if Greek naval aid to the Sixth Fleet would be effective in wartime. This was restored after the two crises of the Cyprus Question in 1964 and 1967 by Admiral Rivero, the commander in chief of the Allied Forces in Southern Europe between 1968 and 1972. Rivero got together the Greek and Turkish navies again. This was probably facilitated by the friendship between Admiral Richardson, the commander of the United States Sixth Fleet (from August 1968 – August 1970) and two of the contemporary Chiefs of Naval Operations of the Greek Navy, Admirals Pervenas and Margaritis, who had worked for him in Strike Force South and had socialized with him a great deal. He was also helped by the fact that the two navies had many things in common due to their former association with the Royal Navy, and that naval exercises could largely pass unnoticed by the politicians and the press of both countries. 
Many of these exercises involved amphibious assault landings of Six Fleet marine units and air support by Sixth Fleet aircraft in co-operation with local aero-naval forces in Greek and Turkish Thrace.
 Thus, the Sixth Fleet nuclear strike plans, which were part of the strategic concept in effect there since 1956, were succeeded by plans for direct battlefield support by the Sixth Fleet against a limited attack upon Thrace. This significant change was predicated on the small likelihood that the Soviet Block will resort to atomic strikes for the achievement of a limited objective such as the narrow neck of Thrace and access to the Mediterranean. Also, for a brief period after 1964, Sixth Fleet defenses against conventional attack were considered adequate to permit the projection of its tactical air power ashore.
 
Admiral Rivero may be credited with the restoration of common training between Greek, American and Turkish naval forces in the Eastern Mediterranean, but this was not as efficient as desired in the 1970s. Admiral Miller characteristically related that "a Russian destroyer would come out of the Bosporus; a Greek destroyer would join up and follow it. A Turkish destroyer would show up, and the Greeks would pull off the Russian and trail the Turk....to the Greeks, the Turks are more enemy than the Russians".
Admiral Train II, also related that "we were preparing for a NATO exercise...[which] would require Greeks and Turks to work together, under one or the other of them as a commander. Neither the Greeks nor the Turks would stand still for working under the other side as a commander."
 Admiral Mustins was even more critical of the state of the common training, noting that " I learned then that when you do exercises with these NATO navies you start off in kindergarten, and you never get much beyond that. So that if you had a notion at the time that we were going to be this magnificent integrated force, that was a pretty naive notion. It was the U.S., and then all others way, way behind. None of them had NTDS of any kind. The amphibious exercises that we supported were always interesting, because the Greeks would always back out at the last minute if the Turks were scheduled, and vice versa. But what I learned, and what I found in spades when I was the Striking Fleet commander in the Atlantic, is that the rest of the NATO navies, with some pretty obvious exceptions, weren't up to our standards."
 The collision of the USS Little Rock with the Greek destroyer Lonchi in the Gulf of Lakonia, off the southern coast of Greece, in June 1970 seemed to corroborate these views.
 
Admiral Stansfield Turner succinctly summarized the suboptimal situation of NATO sea power in the Mediterranean at the time: 
I would have very little confidence that there would be meaningful co-operation in the Mediterranean. The British and the Americans, could work together and would work together. The Italians have fine ships and people, but they just aren't trained. The Greeks and the Turks could only do their own thing anyway. So, unfortunately, the impression left with me of NATO is not as a terribly effective military alliance. I think if war came, you would find of course each nationality -again particularly on the southern flank- fighting just like it would have, if there wasn't any alliance. I doubt they would pay much attention to the NATO commander....I think if war came there would be considerable confusion and disarray on the NATO side.

The ever simmering question of Cyprus and the discovery of sizeable oil deposits in the Aegean Sea also casted a dark shadow upon the naval relations between Greece and the USA. Ever since his rise to power in April 1967, "Papadopoulos had always made clear he would do nothing to compromise his relations with Turkey",
 therefore he withdrew most of the Greek forces from the island in the wake of the 1967 Cyprus Crisis. His regime also revived an offer to Turkey of a base on Cyprus, as well as the strategically important island of Castelorizo. It further played on Makarios’s nerves throughout its tenure of power by fiddling around with Acheson’s plan of 1964 which provided for the division of the island between Greece and Turkey.

The Greek discovery of oil off the coast of the northern Aegean island of Thassos in 1973, coincided with a steep rise in oil prices caused by the 1973 Arab oil embargo. On 1 November 1973 Turkey awarded mineral exploration licenses in the eastern Aegean to the Turkish State Petroleum Company and published a map in the Turkish Official Gazette which showed a delimitation of respective continental shelves in the Aegean that did not take into account the presence of the Greek islands. In some cases the Turkish awards were in areas where Greece had already granted licenses to foreign companies. Greece protested, and the Turkish response (on 28 February 1974) was to propose negotiations, accepted by Greece on 25 May "in accordance with international law as codified in the Geneva Convention" -a step described by the Turkish Prime Minister Ecevit as a "positive development."
 "In the meanwhile, the Turkish military for months had been building up a large military force for invasion. Kissinger and Sisco were fully aware of these preparations. The U.S. Ambassador to Ankara was informed. But the embassy in Athens never received any report or intimation of a U.S. or SACEUR warning to the Turkish military - the real masters of Turkey".
 
On 28 May 1974 Turkey announced that a survey ship, the Candarli, was to make magneto-metric studies in the Aegean in preparation for oil drilling. The Candarli entered the Aegean on 29 May, accompanied by thirty-two warships, and spent six days there. Minor shooting incidents and seizures of fishing vessels by each side took place, and Greece sent a new protest, which Turkey rejected. On 27 June 1974 Ecevit, the Turkish Prime Minister, declared that he would consider as casus belli the extension of Greek territorial waters to twelve nautical miles, since all shipping to and from Turkey's Aegean ports and, indeed, that transiting the Turkish straits to and from the Black Sea would be obliged to pass through Greek territorial waters.
 
This declaration served well Turkish interests as well as US and Soviet ones. It is argued that the "area is of significant importance to NATO, which not only regularly conducts exercises in the Aegean, but also relies upon unimpeded passage through the area for operational reasons. In the case of extension, such activities would be at the mercy of Greek acquiescence, and Greece is far from the most cooperative member of the alliance, in the past having even demonstrated a willingness to withdraw from it....a Greek extension is not in the United States' best interests. The United States has legitimate interests in maintaining navigational and operational leeway in the Aegean, sustaining a cohesive NATO, and not having to choose sides in a dispute between two close allies."
 On the other hand, Moscow’s position was "that the extension of the Greek territorial waters should be avoided, for it was not deemed in the Soviet interest for the status quo to change."
 Russia maintained six floating war anchorages in the Greek seas, which would have been untenable had Greece extended its territorial waters to twelve nautical miles.

In early July 1974 the Ecevit administration granted more exploration licenses, extending further west and south and including the waters around all the Dodecanese Islands. Between 1 and 7 July 1974, the large US-Turkish exercise "Double Effect" took place in the southeastern coast of Turkey, including landing practice. Moreover, Turkey committed large parts of the Aegean for undertaking large naval exercises there between 8 and 19 July 1974. The Turkish Navy possessed then the landing craft which were not available during the earlier crises of the Cyprus Question, while Greek requests for renewed American grant assistance remained unanswered. Turkish preparations for the invasion of Cyprus were also facilitated by the information that was forwarded to the Greek dictatorship by US and NATO sources regarding the flight of 300 Soviet military transport aircraft towards the Greeks borders during the first week of July 1974. This did not correspond to reality but diverted the attention of the Greek authorities from the Aegean and Cyprus to the Greek-Bulgarian frontier.

Concurrently, EOKA B, the extremist right wing opponents of Archbishop Makarios, who were tolerated -if not actively supported by the Greek dictatorship- became ever more aggressive and there was a sharp upturn of violence in Cyprus. The Cypriot President decided at the end of June to come to direct and public confrontation with Ioannidis intending to expel all Greek military personnel from Cyprus. This would have meant the loss of military control of Cyprus on the part of Greece and the humiliation and probable downfall of Ioannidis. The latter, who also disliked the Turks a lot, decided to intervene in Cyprus by engineering a coup there on 15 July 1974 which would unite the island with Greece.

The essence of what followed is given by the account of Henry Tasca, the US Ambassador to Greece at the time. Tasca wrote: "The U.S. had no treaty obligations of any kind to intervene. In a disconcerting fashion, Sisco [Undersecretary of State] was sent over to consult with British, Greeks and Turks. A Kissinger visit might have yet saved the day! But with Sisco lacking firm instructions, it appeared to reinforce a clear signal to the Turks that the U.S. was at least lukewarm in its resistance to the Turkish invasion. In fact, the Turks had already made a decision to invade the island, an invasion that took place after only one day's consultation under London-Zurich agreements. There had been no violence against the Turkish Cypriots. The strongest instructions had been apparently issued by the Greek government to this.... On the Saturday the invasion occurred, President Ghizikis summoned me [Tasca] to his office at 11 a.m. to announce Greek withdrawal from NATO. He said the purpose of this move was to provide freedom of action against Turkey and to deal with the Cypriot question, clear implication Ioannides had decided to go for Enosis or union with Cyprus as a reply to the Turkish invasion. This meant war with Turkey! I made the strongest representation against these moves and requested a meeting with Greek military chiefs which took place the following Sunday morning. At this meeting I took the firmest position against a withdrawal from NATO and a declaration of Enosis implying the threat to go to war. Later in the morning my position was supported by the arrival of Sisco from his failed mission to Turkey. Reliably rated intelligence reports picked up by the CIA stated a few days later that the Greek military chiefs considered my intervention as the decisive factor preventing the Greeks from going to war with Turkey."

The first two days of the Turkish invasion were marked by blunders such as the bombing of a Turkish warship by its air force and the forced landing of a large section of the invading forces on the same beach (Pentemili) that the first section had landed. This caused panic among the soldiers and Turkish staff officers, but Greek firepower had been non-existent during the first crucial hours of Turkish landings. Apart from the poor execution of their plans, the Greek forces were mostly engaged around the Nicosia-Kionelli-Agyrta Turkish-Cypriot enclave and split into rival factions, mainly pro-junta groups and pro-Makarios forces.
 
Concurrently, Defense Secretary Schlesinger, urged a conspicuous dissociation from the Greek Government, a withdrawal of American nuclear weapons from Greece, and an end to home-porting arrangements for the US Sixth Fleet. Admiral Holloway eventually prevailed, saying that it would be a very messy operation, since this would be breaking faith with Greece, and the Greeks could interfere with pulling nuclear weapons out, turning a bad situation into a much worse one.
 The Greek Prime Minister Androutsopoulos was asked by Tasca to recall the Greek warships which were heading to Cyprus. It was also argued that "U.S. Navy and aircraft blocked the Greek Navy and Air Force from proceeding to Cyprus, allowing the Turkish Air force to continously bomb the island."
Indeed, the corresponding pages of the logbook of the Greek submarine Glafkos had been torn off raising further questions regarding what really happened at the time.

After three days of hostilities a ceasefire was arranged by Kissinger which was broken by the Turks on 14 August 1974. London considered placing part of its own fleet between Cyprus and Turkey to deter the Turks. However, according to a leading British policy maker at the time, "the Americans vetoed the action". It would even appear that Britain proposed "joint military action" with Washington: Again, the United States refused to do anything.
 Consequently, the Turks "appeared convinced they had free hand. As their military forces moved forward, their apetites increased. They had occupied 40% of the island and 70-80% of the island's resources with only 18% of the Cypriot population....At no time up to this point or later did I [Tasca] receive any instructions from Kissinger or anyone else as to what our policy was. In fact, it turned to be willing and quiescent acceptance of the de facto partition of Cyprus. Assistant Secretary Hartman came to Athens in August and expressed the hope that the Turks would stop when they had gained sufficient Cypriot territory!....Subsequently, Secretary Kissinger's formal messages to Karamanlis, which I was instructed to deliver, several at four or five o'clock in the morning getting Karamanlis out of bed, were considered highly offensive by Karamanlis and worsened matters notably. Kissinger, amongst other things, even accused Karamanlis of seeking to blackmail the U.S. by encouraging anti-American demonstration....During the crisis, I and my country team colleagues were completely in the dark as to Kissinger's intentions and objectives. One of the great mysteries was in his failure to undertake to secure the peace himself instead of Sisco who proved in fact quite ineffective and in the circumstances inevitably so. After all, Kissinger had travelled over the world to deal with major crisis areas. Another reflection of peculiar crisis management surrounding this crisis were his numerous telephone conversations with British Foreign Secretary Callaghan regarding tactics to deal with the crisis. None of these were reported to the Embassy and I learned of them through my colleague and friend the British Ambassador who kept me fully informed."

Tasca's testimony of the US role in the Cyprus Crisis of 1974 confirms the thesis that Nixon and Kissinger "manipulated others and worked in secrecy".
 Nixon had stated in the late 1950s that the Turks "had a positively pathological attitude on the Cyprus problem"
 and Kissinger had written as long ago as 1957 of Cyprus as a US staging post for the Middle East, and had emphasised Cyprus' importance regarding a resolution of the Arab-Israel conflict.
 In addition, Cyprus hosted a NATO communications station that carried air defense and command material, a shared radar with Britain, and a NATO relay station. In fact, NATO’s communication station in Cyprus was considered as a ‘[v]ital and probably irreplaceable part of the NATO air defense and command network’.
 O'Malley and Craig, in fact, argued that 1974 was the realization of a long-standing US plan to save its strategic assets on the island (top-secret defense and spying facilities) from what U.S. officials feared might be a left-wing takeover if the crisis in Cyprus were not resolved. Cyprus, the authors believe, had become priceless to Washington for monitoring both Soviet nuclear missile activity in Central Asia and potential military threats in the Middle East. Ongoing instability threatened these assets, thus, by mounting an invasion, Turkey saved them.
 Makarios attempt to stop the Americans for using the facilities of the British sovereign bases in Cyprus during the Yom Kipur war, his long flirtation with the Soviets and the less than forthcoming manner with which the Ioannidis dictatorship approached the homeporting issue may also explain the pro-Turkish stance that Kissinger adopted throughout this crisis and beyond. In fact, Ecevit praised the American role during the crisis in the course of his press conference on 16 August 1974.

V The Maritime Dimension of Greek American Relations during the Ford and Carter Admirations 1974-1980
Ford succeeded Nixon in the Presidency of the USA in August 1974 and three months later replaced Schlesinger as Secretary of Defense and Kissinger as National Security Adviser. Kissinger remained Secretary of State, but his authority was clearly diminished.
 Presidents Ford and Carter followed Nixon in reducing the Navy's role in national war plans to a minor one and downsized its force accordingly. "Strategic decisions were driven by a determination to control costs, a wish to deal with the Soviets through diplomacy, a hope for arms control agreements, and a rejection of limited wars like Vietnam." Containment would be pursued by balance of power diplomacy (i.e improved relations with China) and by a strong stand on the NATO central front with the idea that a Soviet invasion there would be stopped in weeks. There was very little function for the US Navy in a short, nuclear land war, and ever less attention was paid to action in the Mediterranean, the North Atlantic and the Pacific.
 
At the beginning of 1976, the permanent loss of the Egyptian facilities greatly complicated the sustainment of a sizeable Eskadra in the Eastern Mediterranean. As a result, the Soviet naval threat declined there, and the strategic importance of the Eastern Mediterranean states lessened, in American eyes.
 Meanwhile, Greece withdrew from the military wing of NATO and Prime Minister Karamanlis ended the Sixth Fleet homeporting agreement, reduced US presence at the Athens Airport, placed the remaining US bases under Greek military command, and announced that the military agreement of 1953 between USA and Greece would be renegotiated on the lines of the contemporary model of Spain and Portugal.
 Also, the Greek-American lobby, utilized the ascendancy of "ethic politics" in Congress and succeeded in effecting the imposition of an arms sales embargo upon Turkey in February 1975, because American equipment had been misused during the Turkish invasion of Cyprus. This embargo was vigorously opposed by the Ford administration, particularly by Kissinger, who argued that it would seriously weaken Turkey’s defensive capability, and thus damage the alliance. 
On 26 July 1975, Turkey suspended US operations at all military installations there and approached the Soviet Union as well as other regional states.
 Soviet military aid to Turkey ranged from 650 million in 1975 to 800 million in 1978 making her the largest recipient of Soviet foreign aid worldwide.
 Soviet diplomatic gains, however, did not survive the test of time, which was quite typical of the costly and largely unsuccessful Soviet attempts to compensate in places like Turkey
 "for the moribund status of the Communist movement in the developed capitalist world."

Concurrently, Turkish territorial claims against Greece were forcefully and repeatedly stated by Turkish public figures. For example, Turkish Minister of Defense Sancar noted in 1975: "In the Aegean Sea the balance is obviously in Turkey's favor. This is true to such an extent that the eyes and thoughts of the Turks, former inhabitants of the islands, remain focused on islands a few miles from the Turkish coast, in hope of being able to reestablish themselves there one day."
 Turkes, the Turkish Vice-Premier, stated in 1976: "The group of islands situated near the Turkish coasts, including the Dodecanese, must belong to Turkey. Among these we cite Samothrace, Lesbos, Chios, Samos, Kos, Rhodes and all others, small or large within a distance of 50 km." General Sunalp, Commander of the Turkish Fourth Army added that: "The Army of the Aegean has a striking capability very important to us. It now disposes of a force of 123,000 men and every Aegean island is within our range."
 
In addition, the Turkish oceanographic ship Sizmik 1 spent three days surveying the continental shelf west of Lesbos in 1976. The Greek Government duly appealed to the United Nations Security Council and started proceedings against Turkey before the International Court of Justice. The Security Council called on the parties to seek a negotiated solution, while the International Court of Justice decided in January 1979 that it lacked the jurisdiction to rule in the Aegean Sea Continental Shelf case.

Taking precautions against Turkish expansionism, Greece kept more than two per cent of its citizens under arms, which was a higher proportion than in any nation of the Warsaw Pact and the rest of NATO.
 She also ranked among the countries with the highest defense burden in NATO and in Europe till the end of the Cold War.
 Furthermore, the Karamanlis Administration urgently requested American military aid reminding the USA that the Soviet Government had offered Greece unlimited equipment. The most immediate Greek claims upon the US Navy were for the transfer of two destroyers, two submarines and twelve missile patrol gunboats to the Greek Navy.
 However, only three American fleet destroyers and two American landing ship tanks were transferred to Greece up to 1982,
 in spite of Greece receiving slightly more military aid than Turkey between 1976 and 1979 and the institution of the Congressional practice of presiding military assistance to Greece and Turkey on the basis of 7 to 10 rate since 1980.
 Greece also bought a good number of naval fighting systems (22 Emerlec ΜΚ74, 4 RGM-84A Harpoon, 5 RUR-5A ASROC), and torpedoes of various types (ΜΚ36, ΜΚ37, ΜΚ44, ΜΚ46, etc.).

During the same period Greece dramatically strengthened her naval forces by developing domestic naval production and diversifying her supply sources.
 Indeed, of the 941 million in arms Greece purchased from 1964 to 1973, 792 million worth came from the States, whereas 1.1 billion of a total of 1.7 had come from America in the latter half of the 1970s.
 The Greek warfleet was augmented by the addition of six torpedo boats, four coastal patrol boats, three air rescue boats, two light house tenders, a water tanker, an oiler and a training ship that had been built in Greece.
 Many of these units were built in the Scaramanga shipyard near Athens, after its restoration to naval control, and a good number of the older units of the Greek Navy were also modernized there.
 For political as well as for naval reasons, Greece procured two coastal patrol boats and four fast guided missile boats from friendly France. She also received two fleet destroyers, one fleet escort, seven torpedo boats, two patrol boats, a destroyer escort, an ammunition carrier and a water tanker from West Germany and procured four submarines from German shipyards. Finally, two second hand Dutch frigates were added to the Greek fleet by the beginning of 1982.
 
The resulting force structure, which did not substantially change during the 1980s, constituted a mixture of light surface units and submarines in order to exercise sea control of the narrow, easily controllable passages between the Aegean islands, that constituted natural bases for small, hard hitting naval forces. It also maintained an adequate capability for amphibious operations and sufficient mine warfare forces.
 At the beginning of 1982 the military balance favored Turkey in the ground, Greece in the air, and neither side at sea.
 Greece achieved rough overall military parity with Turkey, taking advantage of the contemporary deterioration of her opponent's overall military capabilities because of the American embargo and the contemporary crisis of the Turkish economy.

Greece did not reap the expected returns from her withdrawal from the military wing of NATO, due, to some extent, to the declining naval importance of the Eastern Mediterranean at the time. Therefore she expressed an interest in returning to the military wing of the North Atlantic Alliance only a year after her withdrawal from it.
 To this end, she participated again in NATO maneuvers in March 1977,
 and sought political and military assistance from the United States. In the course of the negotiations for a new Defense and Economic Cooperation Agreement between the two countries the Americans had to close down three of their bases in Greece, but offered Greece $100 million in aid for maintaining the remaining four.
 Kissinger also stated that “the United States would actively and unequivocally oppose either side seeking a military solution and will make major efforts to prevent such a course of action.” This was the closest the Greeks ever got to an official U.S. guarantee for their borders with Turkey. 
 
The embargo of arms sales to Turkey was eventually lifted in 1978 when the prospect of the Islamic Revolution in Iran made mandatory an American rapprochement with Turkey.
 These developments increased Turkish reaction against Greece's reintegration to NATO on terms identical to those in operation before Greece's withdrawal. Therefore, Athens was obliged to come closer to the Soviet Union, dispatching two Greek destroyers on a historic cruise through the Turkish straits to visit Odessa. This was reciprocated by a Soviet fleet visit to Piraeus.
 Also Greece, unlike Italy, allowed Soviet "auxilliary" ships to be repaired at the Neorion shipyard on the island of Syros. By 1979 the Soviets provided about a third of the total repair work conducted there. In January 1981 Greece ceased to service Soviet naval auxiliaries and offered instead to continue servicing only commercial Soviet vessels. Yet the new socialist government in Athens renewed the agreement with the Soviets a year later to use Neorion shipyard and also offered them the use of another shipyard in Syros.

The United States and NATO response to the Syros shipyard agreement was neither alarmist nor indifferent. Karamanlis’s approach to Moscow was understood in the context of Greece’s growing dissatisfaction over the collapse of the negotiations on the 1977 DECA, and the slow progress of the negotiations regarding Greece’s reintegration into NATO’s military structure. NATO plans submitted by General Bernard Rogers, the US supreme allied commander in Europe, provided for a reduced role for the Greek armed forces in the Aegean Sea, an unwelcome position for Athens.
 Greece could not make concessions, if the allies wished for a Greek re-entry, Turkey had to compromise before the 1981 elections in Greece which were expected to bring about a leftist government opposing NATO membership. In Ankara, a military junta was now in charge who was interested in improving its image in Washington and Europe. In the end, Greece and Turkey agreed on a plan put forward by Rogers according to which the reintegration of the Greek forces was to take place prior to a settlement of the issue.

VI. The Maritime Dimension of Greek American Relations to the end of the Cold War, 1981-1989

Following Afghanistan's tilt toward the United States, Soviet troops crossed the Afghan border in December 1979. Fearing that the Soviet Union was executing a grand strategy to reach the warm waters of the Persian Gulf and encircle Western oil supplies President Carter halted grain and high technology exports, canceled fishery agreements, scrapped cultural exchanges, recalled the US ambassador, boycotted the Moscow Olympics, created a Rapid Deployment Force, increased aid to Pakistan and the mujahedin, appealed to the United Nations, NATO, and the international community, and stopped SALT II.

Carter was succeeded by Reagan to the presidency of the USA. The latter argued that the Soviet Union had been engaged in “the greatest military buildup in the history of man” which was offensive in scope. As a result, Reagan initiated the grandest peacetime military buildup in US history, with defense expenditures consuming more than 30 percent of the federal budget between 1981 and 1985.
 
The Soviet Union was, however, ill-suited to follow this final escalation of the Cold War armaments race. She had been experiencing a long-term decline in the rate of economic growth since the 1950s,
 because her labor and natural resources became more fully utilized, and Soviet central planning proved unable to foster productivity growth.
 In addition, total defense-related expenses, including indirect costs, were around 40 percent of the Soviet budget, that is higher than in 1940, when the Soviet Union was preparing for World War II. Any additional rise in defense expenditures would have led to an impossible cut in living standards.

The flood of capital available to the Soviet Union and most other countries in the 1970s, turned into the drought of the 1980s, and produced a collapse in the price of gold, oil, and other raw materials, which had become the main source of foreign exchange for the USSR, that helped her repay her substantial foreign debt. The deteriorating financial position of the Soviet Union was aggravated by the capacity of the United States to borrow massively from abroad, mostly from Japan, so as to escalate the armaments race well beyond what the USSR could afford. To the extent that the Soviet collapse was caused by US power, it was due not to US military might but to a superior command over the world’s financial resources.
 
The American command of superior financial resources facilitated the sustainment of a long war in the course of which the US Navy would play a significant role in the initial conventional defense of Europe. The resulting "Maritime Strategy" aimed to deter the Soviets from nuclear escalation by showing the capability of the US Navy to apply pressure on the Soviet homeland, bases, conven​tional and nuclear forces. It did not want to let the Soviets sit on their ini​tial territorial gains in wartime, with no American territorial or other advantages to trade for.
 This aggressive forward-focused American naval strategy was also hoped that it would divert the Soviets from using air power directly on the "Central Front".

The "Maritime Strategy" was facilitated by the defensive posture of the Soviet Navy, whose capability of inflicting massive enemy losses, would have been of benefit mostly in the event of a brief war, involving the use of nuclear weapons in its opening phase.
 To achieve a maximum force generation capability, the Soviet Navy emphasized maintenance and in-port/in-area training rather than extended at-sea operations. Consequently, it sacrificed operational experience and some proficiency of its mostly conscript crews, unlike what was the case in Western navies. Consequently, the Soviet navy's primary wartime operational goal revolved around preserving Soviet ballistic missile submarines at home waters and protecting the homeland against Western analogues. Interdicting Western sea lines of communication came a distant second. The territorial focus of Soviet doctrine derived from the fact that contemporary Western ballistic missile submarines were essentially immune to Soviet attack, obliging the Soviets to undertake sea denial operations out to a distance of perhaps 2,000 kilometers, in order to protect the Soviet Union against Western carrier-based nuclear strikes.

The Reagan administration built the 600-ship navy, whose innovative features were the Aegis ships and the Tomahawk land attack and antiship cruise missile. The Tomahawk gave the surface Navy, for the first time since the late 1940s, the ability to influence events ashore by substantially increasing the firepower of the fleet and possibly reducing aircraft attrition. In addition, the Aegis system would protect the carriers from the novel Backfire air raids. These innovations, the qualitative and quantitative increase in capability, combined with new tactical concepts and dispositions gave fleet commanders the confidence that they could go into harm's way, survive, and prevail.
 The US Navy could also count on the comparatively limited capacity of Warsaw Pact submarines to detect enemies and on the growing obsolescence of the naval units of the Soviet Bloc. It would also count on the NATO possession of twice as many major surface combatants, three times as much naval air power, and practically as many submarines as the Warsaw Pact.

The US navy could draw campaign scenarios from the Maritime Strategy for a direct naval impact on the flanks of a Soviet offensive in Europe, the upper reaches of the Norwegian Sea and the Balkan industrial base. These scenarios would include US marine amphibious landings, and the employment of Tomahawk cruise missiles and carrier air, to protect and reassure maritime allies in the North Sea, the Mediterranean, and the Far East. They would also include diversionary actions in support of US and allied forces fighting on the Central European front.
 
Examining the Mediterranean theater, it was suggested that a full forward posture was prefer​able, since the United States routinely operated in the eastern Mediterranean in support of local allies. Discounting as pessimistic earlier studies that determined that even a two-carrier battle group could not long survive there, a tactical concept of carrier havens was developed. These could be used to allow carriers to survive in forward areas and to let them strike at the Soviets from the outset of the war, involving an anti-surface warfare cam​paign that rapidly destroyed the Soviet Mediterranean squadron as an anti-carrier threat. Then, deception and target denial, as the basis for a campaign against Soviet long-range bombers would be used, paralleled with early carrier and land-based forces in the southern flank. That would slow the Soviets' growing force ad​vance, focus Soviet attention away from the Mediterranean, and tie down Soviet air forces. In achieving these objectives, the defense of both Greece and Turkey would be essential. 
 
Greece and Turkey come together in Thrace, with only 25 miles to the Aegean Sea. The battle for Thrace was liable to be over in the first weeks of the war, because of the lack of battle space. It was decided that the Sixth Fleet would “be there” when the war started. If a carrier got put out of action, so be it. At least they could contribute significantly to the war effort during its most critical phase. Even if Soviet submarines had hit a target with each of their torpedoes it would not have made a great difference in the outcome at sea. There were perhaps a hundred submarines in the Mediterranean, only five of them were Soviet. NATO could field about 300 warships in that sea, more than ten times the Soviet number. If the Soviet submarines fired, it would be a way to locate them quickly. Carriers can take some torpedoes and could be protected in the Aegean Sea as well as in the Balearic Basin or Tyrrhenian Sea, perhaps better. Ships in close proximity to land, and particularly to islets, such as dot the Aegean, are very hard to target with long range weapons, such as cruise missiles, and the Soviets had real land-drag problems with their sensors.
 
It was also intended to organize a "gauntlet defense" of the Aegean Sea which would deny entrance to the Mediterranean to all Soviet ships in the Black Sea. This would have involved both U.S. and allied air, surface, subsurface, and mining forces.
 To this end, a program of bilateral navy-to-navy strategy discussions were conducted to encourage the development of a shared concept of maritime strategy and joint operational exercises. Discussions were subsequently held with officers and officials from Italy, Germany, Turkey and other countries.

Greece was not represented in these discussions because the Papandreou Administration, that governed the country throughout the 1980s, was hardly co-operative. Before his rise to power, Papandreou argued that Greece’s ties with NATO were tantamount to “loss of national independence” and Greek subservience “to an outside power center.” He further advocated closer ties with the Third World, the development of an indigenous arms industry along Yugoslav lines, and the acquisition of nuclear weapons.

After becoming Prime Minister of Greece in 1981, he refused to condemn the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and praised the Polish dictator, General Jaruzelski, for his "patriotism". He characterized the United States as an imperialist power and condemned the NATO deployment of intermediate-range nuclear forces in Europe. Papandreou denied overflight rights to allies involved in peacekeeping activities in Lebanon, granted such rights to Czech aircraft heading for Syria, and called the regime of Muammar Qaddafi a "direct democracy."
 
The NATOification of bilateral conflicts with Turkey constituted the centerpiece of Andreas Papandreou's strategy towards the USA. During a meeting of NATO defense ministers in 1981, Papandreou asked NATO to grant security guarantees to Greece against the Turkish threat. When his proposal was rejected, Papandreou refused to sign the final communique. Thus, the Alliance was unable to present a communique at the end of a meeting for the first time in its history. Papandreou continued to insist unsuccessfully on border guarantees vis-a-vis Turkey.
 On January 1985 Papandreou went one step further by issuing a new defense dogma based on the supposition that the "only visible military threat to Greece comes from the East".
 The only positive development in this unsatisfactory picture, was the conclusion of a five year base agreement with the United States on 15 July 1983.

The Papandreou Administration hoped that the base agreement could facilitate, amongst other things, the transfer of defense technology to the Greek industry, and help it win defense contracts. This would have increased domestic employment and addressed the balance of payments problem associated with large foreign defense purchases. The Greek Government also intended to built four new frigates and hoped that the American Foreign Military Sales program would pay for their fire control, missile and command and control equipment which amounted, approximately, to 60% of their cost.

This did not materialize and the Reagan administration rejected the assertion of the Greek Government that it had a contractual obligation to provide aid to Greece and Turkey according to the 7:10 ratio, if the Greek base agreement was not to be abrogated. In his testimony before Congress, Assistant Secretary of Defense Perle asserted that Greece was the fifth largest recipient of U.S. assistance at the time, and only Israel received more per capita. He also stated that Turkey carried more than its share of the NATO defense burden and that, were it up to him, he would readily transfer funds from the U.S. defense budget to the Security Assistance Program for Turkey because it would make a greater contribution to U.S. security.
 Indeed, the Reagan, Bush, and Clinton administrations often requested more aid for Turkey than Congress was willing to approve.
 
Despite repeated administration attempts to break the 7:10 ratio in military assistance between Greece and Turkey, Congress held on to this position. However, Turkey remained the largest European aid recipient, and got aid on more favorable terms than Greece. Almost 1.3 billion of Turkey's aid was in the form of Military Assistance Program grants during the Reagan years, whereas all but 60 million of Greece's aid was in concessional loans. Unlike Greece, Turkey received Economic Support Funds,
 off-budget foreign military sales credits, and a variety of non-appropriated form of assistance such as leases, waivers of non security costs, prepayment of NATO infrastructure funds, generous co-production agreements, military industrial cooperation, use of Turkish shipping, transfer of excess US-Turkish defense equipment,
 US military construction funds, navy ship transfers, and the US share of a number of international programs and loans such as NATO AWACS, World Bank project loans, United Nations Development Program funds, and Dependable Undertaking Funds. Altogether, US assistance to Turkey, in its various forms, amounted to well over $1 billion a year since 1980, much more than what Greece had been receiving at the time.
 As a result Greece, apparently, discriminated against US naval tenders and spent in the US the lowest postwar percentage of her defense expenditure (fifty four per cent).
 
The Papandreou administration did not only complain about the gap separating the American military aid to Turkey and Greece. It was also frustrated by the fact that Turkey objected to Greece's militarization of the island of Lemnos, which is located near to the strategic choke point of the Dardanelles. The Turks successfully excluded this island from NATO exercises, though US troops are apparently planned to land in Lemnos, and assist the defense of the Straits in case of hostilities.
 Consequently, Greece regularly boycotted NATO naval maneuvers in the Aegean (where Turkish forces were involved) but took part in exercises outside that sea. The Greek Navy also participated occasionally in purely technical exercises and bilateral national exercises of IN-VITEX and PASSEX type. In addition, Greek ships were intensively exercised on a national basis, in order to maintain a high level of operational capability and readiness.
 
In 1985 Greece disrupted NATO's Eastern Mediterranean exercise Display Determination by denying her allies access to Greek territorial waters at the last moment, and while the recently revised manouvers were in progress. The Sixth Fleet was placed in a sensitive position. Greek aircraft intercepted US and other aircraft operating over the Aegean numerous times and registered many complaints via diplomatic channels. Greek forces did not participate in any NATO maneuvers the following year.
 As a result, the Greek Navy did not benefit much from the high level, multinational operational integration demonstrated in NATO naval exercises of the late 1980s.
 
In 1987 Greece announced that it planned to begin drilling for oil in the waters off the island of Thassos. Turkey argued that the Greek action would be a violation of the 1976 Bern Agreement, which had called for a moratorium on unilateral exploration and exploitation in the contested area until an agreement could be reached. Greece responded that the agreement had become inoperative and Ankara ordered drilling ships—escorted by a destroyer—to set sail to assert Turkish rights in the Aegean. Before long, the two countries found themselves poised for a military confrontation.
 The situation took on international dimensions when Prime Minister Papandreou dispatched his foreign minister, Karolos Papoulias, to Sofia to brief the Bulgarian leader, Theodor Zivkof. Also, Papandreou intentionally snubbed his NATO allies by briefing ambassadors from the Warsaw Pact countries on the crisis before doing so with those from NATO nations. While simultaneously casting blame for the situation on NATO, Papandreou ordered operations suspended at the United States communications base at Nea Makri. Reacting to pressure from the United States and NATO, Turkish Prime Minister Ozal finally ordered the Sizmik to stay clear of the contested area, a move which only narrowly averted hostilities. In return for this concession, Greece agreed not to conduct the planned drilling.

Notwithstanding the downturn in Greek American relations during the 1980s, the strategic importance of the Greek merchant marine, which is still the largest in NATO, appreciated steadily. The Greek Government encouraged Greek ship-owners to modernize their ships. By the end of the decade 1150 Greek ships out of a total 4400 ships were assigned to NATO, while 117 Greek ships out of a total of 450 were entrusted with the transatlantic sealift external reinforcement. Most of them were of modern construction and had a high sailing speed.
 The construction and repair capacity of the Greek yards had also grown.
 Considering that the US and NATO merchant fleet together had been, at times, marginally adequate to meet the deployment and resupply objectives of a NATO Warsaw Pact war, the Greek contribution appeared noteworthy.
 Therefore, the US Navy have routinely assisted the crews of Greek-owned merchant ships during disasters at sea.

Conclusions

In the course of a long and volatile period such as the Cold War, the maritime importance of Greece naturally fluctuated, in American eyes. The Greek seas attracted considerable attention in Washington during the latter half of the 1940s, for they represented the locum where the spread of communism would be contained and Soviet expansionism could be thrown back. However, the establishment of NATO as a viable defensive organization in the 1950s and the American reliance upon massive retaliation lessened their importance. This importance was temporarily restored during the Vietnam war. The ramifications of the partnership between the USA and Israel, the overextension of the American diplomacy globally, the increasing strains on the American economy, the exponential growth of the Soviet Navy, and the operational necessities of the US Navy -that largely stemmed from its severe shrinkage- made advisable homeporting a task group in Athens and strengthening the armed forces of Greece. However, Greek reluctance to be exposed to nuclear strikes by the Soviet bloc, the desirability of an American rapprochement with Turkey, and the intrinsic value of Cyprus to American interests, led to the Cypriot drama that marked indelibly Greek-American relations. 
The latter half of the 1970s saw Greece playing the card of her NATO membership with little success, since the decline of the Soviet factor in the Eastern Mediterranean and domestic problems in the States downgraded the maritime importance of Greece. Economic, political, technological and strategic developments in the 1980s retrieved American interest in that sea; yet, the activism against America of the Papandreou Administration, and the close Turkish-American relations precluded a mutually fruitful maritime partnership at the time. 
The importance of the Greek Navy also fluctuated, in American eyes. Despite the material and organizational deficiencies of the Greek Navy, the Greek sailor was genuinely respected by the American naval personnel. Nevertheless, political considerations dictated that a disproportionate amount of the American naval aid was channeled to the less efficient Turkish Navy. Also, the corresponding aid to Greece was occasionally withheld in order to preclude her from developing power projection capabilities that could facilitate the defense of her interests against Turkey. As a result, Greece redirected her naval procurements to European manufacturers and her fleet largely abstained from common training with the US Navy during the last dozen years or so of the Cold War. The operational, financial and political loss for both parties is difficult to quantify, and was probably not a minor one.
The only constant trend of the maritime relations between Greece and the USA during the Cold War had been that of the increasing importance of the Greek-owned merchant marine. Indeed, the decimated Greek merchant fleet of the early postwar years could cover over a quarter of the wartime shipping needs of NATO by the late 1980s. This constitutes a tribute to the seafaring qualities of the Greeks and points to the opportunities that had been lost over the years for a mutually beneficial maritime partnership between Greece and the USA.
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