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FOREWORD

Because of recent developments in Southeast Asia and other areas where
Communists have exploited guerrilla movements to the detriment of the
non-Communist world, interest in the United States is focused on guerrilla
warfare as seldom before. Several facts about guerrilla movements—a field
of activity too long regarded as “adventure”—have emerged from these
experiences of the 20th century. One is that world communism has system-
atically utilized guerrilla warfare to extend its power and that the West has
not always been able to counter these thrusts. China and Indochina are
classic examples. Another point is that the Communists frequently attempt
to subvert resistance and guerrilla movements not originally Communist,
so that they will become the tools of communism.

The Special Operations Research Office is convinced that this case
study of guerrilla warfare, utilizing the example of Greece during World
War II, holds many lessons for the 1960’s, from both a military and political
standpoint. While many of the lessons may be known to a few United States
experts, itis also true that not all persons who will be intimately concerned
with guerrilla warfare in the near future have this expert knowledge at
their fingertips. In this sense, this study should prove most useful to a vari-
ety of military and non-military audiences.

For the policy maker, this study represents a detailed and comprehen-
sive review of the major aspects of a guerrilla campaign, including its polit-
ical implications and long-range effects. For the military planner, the study
indicates not only many of the problems inherent in such a campaign—of
selection and training of men, of logistics and communication, for exam-
ple, but also some possible solutions. For persons who may someday be in
the same position as that handful of Allied men in Greece during World
War II, the study considers many aspects of tactical operations and affords
a glimpse of the complexities in working relationships between individuals
and groups with diverse backgrounds and aspirations. For those respon-
sible for countering guerrilla operations in the future, the record of the
German performance against the Greek guerrillas gives insight into the
reasons for their tactical success in antiguerrilla combat and their simulta-
neous failure to eradicate the guerrilla movement.

In presenting this study, I feel confident that it will aid in the under-
standing of a subject of telling importance.

Kai E. Rasmussen
Director
Special Operations Research Office

October 1961
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PREFACE

Greece was selected as a logical subject for a pilot study on a guer-
rilla campaign by this Office for a number of reasons. Many similarities
and cogent analogies exist between the guerrilla war in Greece in the
early 1940’s and those conflicts which have since broken out in other
areas. On the other hand, certain aspects of the Greek situation are
unique and of specific value. A study of the guerrilla warfare in Greece
provides extremely useful insights into various perplexing problems
concerning the exploitation and countering of guerrilla groups.

A specific example may clarify how certain similarities in guerrilla
warfare, even in diverse situations, appear and reappear, thus mak-
ing even “old” experience pertinent. Although guerrilla warfare in
Greece during World War II differed from that in Cuba during the
latter 1950’s—if for no other reasons than that the one campaign was
directed against a foreign occupier and the other against a repressive
indigenous government—there were a number of likenesses. In both
instances, the main base of operations was in the mountains. Despite
the time interval between the two campaigns, the tactics were remark-
ably similar—night fighting, sabotage, and attack on lines of commu-
nication, utilizing mobility, flexibility, and surprise. In Greece, the
Germans found encirclement the best counterguerrilla tactic; in Cuba,
according to “Che” Guevara, guerrillas feared encirclement as the one
way they might be “forced into a decisive battle that can be very unfa-
vorable. . . .” Not only military but political tactics in the two situa-
tions appeared similar in concept. In both cases, Communist groups
adopted as their avowed objectives the social aspirations of the peo-
ple and were careful at first not to betray any other intent. In Greece,
indoctrination of the people was a standard procedure of the Commu-
nist-dominated guerrilla group; in Cuba, the revolutionary movement,
according to Guevara, found it “necessary to undertake intensive work
among the people . ...

Despite these similarities, the example of Greece during World War
IT is probably most important because of its specific lessons. One aspect
thatis examined in this study with particular care is the technique used
by the British to manage, support, and control the guerrilla movement.
Once they became aware of the Communist element in the strongest
guerrilla force, they worked to keep it from establishing complete mili-
tary and political control over the country during a period of extreme
political weakness. Their success in this undertaking was certainly an
outstanding accomplishment. Another interesting point is that the
British took special care to legitimize sending their own troops into
the country as the Germans left. Having parried the Communist thrust
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until then, at that crucial moment they determinedly and effectively
countered an expected Communist bid for power.

This study is also particularly concerned with certain continuing
problems in both the exploitation and the countering of guerrilla war-
fare. For example, some of the data on interpersonal relations between
staff and field members of the British Special Operations Executive and
between the British liaison men and local guerrillas provide very useful
and pertinent information. The German counterguerrilla operations
are at once a model of what to do and what not to do. The Germans,
with a minimum of resources, exhibited defensive and offensive tactics
which went far toward destroying the guerrillas. At the same time, their
brutality toward the civilian population earned them its hatred and
generally strengthened its support of the guerrillas. Hence, the Ger-
mans were never able to eradicate resistance; when they left, guerrilla
groups harassed their departure.

Some brief explanation needs to be made as to the general focus of
this study. Since the work was undertaken with the possible future role
of an Allied army in mind, the experience in Greece has been viewed
from the perspective of a sponsoring power—in this case the British.
This viewpoint has two corollaries. One is that, since British control
involved many political factors, these quickly became the dominating
feature of a study of the Greek guerrilla war. The other corollary is that
this dominance of the political made it advisable and logical to limit
the study’s attention to those elements of the resistance movement that
played a major political role.

Although political events are covered in this study only insofar as
they concerned the guerrilla war, it is difficult to say what political hap-
penings were not pertinent, or indeed what guerrilla operations did
not have political repercussions. The first British officers who worked
with the Greek guerrillas quickly learned that the prime factor in con-
trolling them was the political one. In time, politics came to permeate
every aspect of the guerrilla war, even its technical details. It follows
therefore that political understanding is essential to comprehension
even of the operational war. The study treats the political side of the
guerrilla war first and develops it chronologically. This sequential treat-
ment of events allows the user to follow the play and counterplay of
Greek politics and provides a time frame for the later analysis of opera-
tional elements in the guerrilla war.

Since the major political and operational aspects of the Greek
guerrilla war involved only a few of the very many resistance groups
that operated in Greece during World War II, this study has had to be
delimited to consider only the most important groups. Those that were
outside the mainstream of events, as for example the gallant resistance
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on Crete or the Andon Tsaous band in Macedonia, have been given
only the briefest mention. Where pertinent, however, data based on
British experience with these bands have been utilized in the later,
nonpolitical chapters.

The study has utilized historical methods and techniques as the
most appropriate and feasible. On the other hand, this report is not a
simple attempt to recreate past events. The focus has been placed on
the significant features of guerrilla warfare as it occurred in Greece
during World War II. In short, the study has treated those aspects of
guerrilla warfare that would have been treated had any method other
than the historical—e.g., a social science technique of interrogation or
experimentation—been possible.

The report is mainly based on the remarkably frank memoirs and
accounts published by a number of the principal military participants,
including Brigadier Myers, commander of the British mission to the
Greek guerrillas; Colonel Woodhouse, his successor; and a number of
the other British liaison officers. The memoirs of major political partic-
ipants, for example, Prime Minister Churchill and Ambassador Leeper
on the British side and Prime Minister Papandhreou on the Greek
side, have been utilized. Of the Greek guerrillas, Colonel Saraphis has
given us his account of the Communist group, and lesser figures such
as George Psychoundakis and Chris Jecchinis have added the flavor of
guerrilla warfare as seen by the non-Communist tactical practitioner. A
manuscript written by Maj. Matthew J. Vlissides, formerly of the Greek
Army, detailing his firsthand experience with guerrilla warfare in the
Greek islands, has been useful to this study. Comments by another
Greek observer have also been helpful. Accounts of antiguerrilla war-
fare in Greece by German commanders have been used, as have some
captured German war records. It should be noted that this study has
not exploited any official classified records. A complete, annotated list
of the literature from which data were obtained is given in the Bibliog-
raphy at the end of the report.

Only a final mention needs now to be made of the organization
of this report. The first chapter deals with the opening British moves
in Greece and gives the economic, political, and military background
necessary to understand what later occurred. Chapter II develops the
political and strategic aspects of the guerrilla campaign. Chapter III
concerns some of the functional problems inherent in supporting a
guerrilla war from outside the area. The focus in Chapter IV is on
the non-tactical aspects of life behind the lines in Greece—guerrilla
structure, command, organization, working relationships with liaison
officers, etc.; Chapter V, on the other hand, treats tactical military
operations, giving a number of specific examples. Chapter VI, making
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an aboutface, views the guerrilla effort from the German side—not
as a movement to support or control but as a thing to destroy. Finally,
for the benefit of the reader who must restrict his reading, a Summary
of the entire study, giving its Conclusions and Implications, has been
placed at the beginning of the report.
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Summary

SUMMARY

Problem

To prepare a case study of guerrilla warfare, using the experience
of Greece during World War II in order to—(1) increase knowledge of
resistance and guerrilla warfare; (2) describe and evaluate German anti-
guerrilla measures and tactics; (3) derive conclusions relevant to opera-
tional concepts of waging guerrilla warfare; and (4) provide a basis for
eliciting or suggesting general principles for guerrilla warfare doctrine.

Background of Events

In September 1942 German victories were at their height. The Ger-
man war machine was in high gear and the summer campaigns still
going strong. In Europe, only Great Britain and Russia were actively
fighting,* the latter in a desperate struggle on her own soil. In Africa,
German forces under General Rommel had recaptured Tobruk and
advanced into Egypt to the El Alamein line, only 70 miles west of Alex-
andria. The British breakout attempt from El Alamein was still a month
away. Allied fortunes of war were at low ebb.

One of the major supply routes for General Rommel’s forces in
Africa was from Germany through Greece. There was only one north-
south railway line through Greece, but the British, lacking sufficient
naval or air forces, were unable to interdict it. To prevent Rommel from
being supplied via Greece, the British therefore turned to a desperate
expedient: they planned to send a behind-the-lines party to cut this
important rail line.

Discussion

In late September 1942 the British airdropped a small, uniformed
party under Col. (Brig.) E. C. W. Myers into the mountains of Greece
with orders to enlist the help of guerrilla groups believed to be operat-
ing and, with their aid, to cut the north-south rail line by blowing up
one of three major railway bridges. The demolition was successfully
accomplished with guerrilla help; the rail line was cut for 6 weeks. The

2 Austria and Czechoslovakia had been bloodlessly incorporated into the Reich; Alba-
nia had been annexed by Italy. Vichy France, Switzerland, Spain, Portugal, Sweden, and
Turkey were officially neutral. Northern France, the Benelux countries, Norway, Denmark,
Poland, the Baltic countries, much of Russia to Stalingrad, Yugoslavia, and Greece had
been overrun and occupied. Italy, Finland, Rumania, Hungary, and Bulgaria were actively
supporting Germany.
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Case Study in Guerrilla War: Greece During World War I1

success of this operation led the British Special Operations Execu-
tive (SOE) in Cairo not to exfiltrate the sabotage party, as had been
planned, but to leave it in Greece to build up and work with the guer-
rilla forces.

Myers, now Brigadier and leader of the British Military Mission to
the Greek guerrillas, soon found that he faced problems more complex
than any he had previously encountered as a professional soldier. The
resistance movement was split into a number of factions of varying polit-
ical views. Though the two largest guerrilla groups had collaborated in
the bridge demolition, they were bitter rivals. EAM/ELAS, ostensibly
a coalition of republican elements dedicated to fighting the occupying
forces and working for a freely elected postwar government, was actu-
ally controlled by Communists. EDES, largely the personal instrument
of a former regular Greek army officer, Col. (Gen.) Napoleon Zervas,
was originally republican in politics but moved to the far right as the
war progressed.

The British faced all the usual technical problems encountered in
supporting guerrilla warfare. The major question confronting Briga-
dier Myers, however, was how to reconcile conflicting military and
political needs. In order to get military results from the Greek guer-
rillas, he felt that Britain had to use—and therefore support—EAM/
ELAS, since it controlled the largest amount of territory and the areas
containing the main targets, and was the strongest guerrilla group. On
the other hand, if the British were to prevent Greece from falling into
the Communist orbit at the end of the war, they would also have to keep
EAM/ELAS from growing powerful enough to absorb the entire guer-
rilla movement, which was clearly its aim.

Meanwhile, at its highest level, His Majesty’s Government was appar-
ently unaware of Myers’ dilemma or the dangers on the Greek scene,
and British policy in Greece remained unclear until Myers and some
of the resistance leaders were exfiltrated to Cairo in midsummer 1943.
A constitutional crisis involving the Greek monarch and government-
in-exile then occurred, alerting Prime Minister Churchill to the Greek
problem. He soon clarified British policy: from this time forward, the
military value of the Greek guerrillas was subordinate to the fact that
they posed a postwar political danger.

At this point, the mission of the British liaison officers (supported
by the Americans, who now entered the scene) was clear but still com-
plex: to support and work with the guerrilla forces, to get them to
fight the enemy rather than each other, and to keep EAM/ELAS from
becoming strong enough to seize political control in Greece when the
Germans left. This was easier said than done.



Summary

The means that the British used to sustain the guerrillas, while at
the same time trying to prevent EAM/ELAS from obtaining hegemony
of power, involved off-stage political maneuvering combined with mili-
tary measures in Greece itself. As much was accomplished at the con-
ference table—in Egypt, Lebanon, Italy, Greece—as in the field. The
role of the liaison officers in maintaining some degree of control over
the guerrillas in Greece, particularly in sustaining EDES against the
military attack of EAM/ELAS, was essential to final British success.
The complicated story of these political-military maneuvers—their
effect upon guerrilla warfare and its effect on them—is examined in
Chapter II of this study,

The problems of supporting guerrilla warfare in a foreign country
are considered and analyzed in Chapter III. The British agency respon-
sible for supporting the Greek guerrillas was SOE Cairo. It reported to
its London office, which was under the Ministry of Economic Warfare;
in the Middle East Command, SOE Cairo was eventually brought under
Army control. It underwent its own growing pains at the very same time
its workload was at its peak. Frequent reorganizations, staffing prob-
lems, and friction between staff and field members also contributed to
the agency’s difficulties. However, SOE Cairo managed to select and
train future liaison officers, maintain communication with them once
they were in the field, and get supplies and money to them. The trans-
portation of men and supplies provided few difficulties. Airdrops were
remarkably successful; sea deliveries were maintained with fair regular-
ity. In early summer 1943, the first airstrip was built in guerrilla Greece,
making it possible to land Allied aircraft behind enemy lines.

The internal organization and administrative problems of EAM/
ELAS and EDES, and the working relationships of the liaison offi-
cers with these two groups and the Greek people are examined in
Chapter IV.

The military role of the guerrillas, though weakened by their involve-
ment in politics, was still substantial. Twice they were called upon to
undertake large-scale coordinated sabotage, and twice they responded:
in Operation ANIMALS, intended to convince the Germans in the early
summer of 1943 that the Allies meant to invade Greece rather than Sic-
ily; and in Operation NOAH’S ARK, designed to harass and retard the
German withdrawal in 1944. Guerrilla operations were directed mainly
at the enemy’s lines of communications. In addition to an overall view
of operations, Chapter V contains descriptions of a number of specific
operations. Military value and the cost of the guerrilla operations are
also assessed. Although no specific values can be assigned, the param-
eters are indicated.



Case Study in Guerrilla War: Greece During World War I1

Finally, the antiguerrilla warfare waged by the occupying forces is
described and appraised in Chapter VI. After the fall of 1943, when the
Italians withdrew from the war, the main forces of occupation left in
Greece were German. With thoroughness and ruthlessness, the Ger-
mans set out to destroy the guerrillas. Although their tactical defensive
operations and their large-scale offensive encirclement tactics particu-
larly, were well planned and executed, they never succeeded in stamp-
ing out the guerrilla forces. The principal reason for this failure was
that German terror tactics used against the population were not effec-
tive in suppressing popular support of the guerrillas.

Conclusions

Conclusions are grouped according to the following topics: Stra-
tegic Significance, Political Aspects, Tactical Aspects, Command and
Control, External Support, Role of the Underground, and Antiguer-
rilla Warfare.

Strategic Significance

1. Guerrilla operations in Greece did not defeat the Axis troops in that
country in terms of “closing with the enemy and destroying his military
power.” The guerrillas, however, did perform valuable military services
for the Allied cause.

2. Accomplishments:

a. Greek guerrilla forces were responsible for a partial tiedown of
German troops within Greece.

(I) The ratio of Greek guerrillas to Axis forces in Greece in mid-
1944 was, roughly, 1 to 3. At the most, therefore, the Greek
guerrillas could have possessed only a 1:3 tiedown value.

(2) Even this 1:3 ratio, however, did not reflect a Greek guerrilla
tiedown of Axis troops. Since the Germans also had to
protect the Greek coast against any Allied landing attempt,
some Axis troops would have been in Greece even if there
had been no guerrillas.

(3) The British credited the Greek guerrillas with the tiedown of
at least one and possibly two German divisions in Greece for
the short but crucial period of the Allied invasion of Sicily
in the summer of 1943. They felt that this was the major
military contribution of the Greek guerrillas.
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b. Since the only significant fighting in Greece between June
1941 and September 1944 was between Axis troops and Greek
guerrillas and Allied auxiliaries, Axis casualties in Greece for
this period may be attributed mainly to guerrilla activity.

(I) EAM/ELAS claimed to have produced a German casualty
rate of 1 of every 4 troops. This claim is dismissed as
unjustifiably high.

(2) For the Balkan theater as a whole, the German casualty ratio
has been estimated as 1 of every 7 troops. Using this ratio as
the maximum possibility, it is estimated that Greek guerrillas
produced German casualties ranging from 1 of 20 to 1 of
7 troops, or between 5,000 and 15,000 dead, wounded, or
missing.

¢. Greek guerrillas aided both directly and indirectly in the
interdiction of German supply routes.

(1) The Gorgopotamos Bridge demolition, in which the
guerrillas participated directly, stopped through rail traffic
for a period of 6 weeks.

(2) The demolition of the Asopos bridge was performed by
an all-British party, but its success was indirectly owing to
guerrilla control of the area. Its demolition stopped German
rail traffic for approximately 16 weeks.

(3) “Trainbusting” attacks by combined parties of guerrillas and
small units of Allied troops impeded German usage of the
few railroads in Greece.

(4) Great precautions—expensive in manpower and materiel—
were required of the Germans to protect their roads in
Greece.

() Nonetheless, despite an all-out guerrilla effort to interdict
lines of communication during the German withdrawal in
the fall of 1944, the Germans were able to fight their way
north and to protect their orderly withdrawal from Greece.

d. Alongwith the interdiction effect, the guerrillas cost the Germans
supply and equipment losses.

(1) Much of the materiel thus lost, however, was Greek in
origin—e.g., the railroad rolling stock.

(2) The mounting of counterguerrilla operations did, however,
put a drain on German materiel resources, particularly
trucks and gasoline, both of which were in short supply.

e. The guerrillas provided a number of miscellaneous services to
the Allies.
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(1) They provided safe places and escape routes for downed
airmen and escaped Allied prisoners of war.

(2) They just about stopped production in the Greek chrome
mines.

(3) They helped in the collection of intelligence.

(4) Losses inflicted by the guerrillas on senior German
commanders affected German troop morale and aggravated
the shortage of German leaders.

J- Guerrilla warfare in Greece represented a psychological
operation against German power.

3. Costs:

a. Allied costs in men and materiel—although the evidence
examined for this study does not set these definitively—were
apparently low as compared with other military operations.

(1) In the summer of 1944 there were fewer than 400 Allied
troops in Greece.

(2) A total of 2,514 tons of supplies were airdropped to Greek
guerrillas by Allied planes, at a transportation cost estimated
to be in the vicinity of $2,550,000. This includes operating
cost, operational attrition, and nonoperational attrition (see
Appendix G). Since transportation was generally the greatest
cost in supplying guerrillas, it is probable that the cost of
the supplies themselves was somewhat less than this figure.
In addition, some supplies came into Greece by sea, both in
British and Greek craft.

(3) Even in comparison with Allied support of other resistance
movements, the cost for support of the Greek guerrillas was
low. Compared with the 2,514 tons of supplies airdropped to
Greece, 6,000 tons went to Italian guerrillas, 16,500 to the
Yugoslav guerrillas.

(4) The British supplied gold sovereigns to the Greek guerrillas,
partly to aid in supporting the guerrillas, partly to help
sustain homeless and destitute Greeks. Extremely rough
estimates indicate that this effort cost in the range of £22,000
to £44,000 per month for a period up to 18 months—or a
total in the range of $1,600,000 to $3,200,000.

b. Guerrilla casualties were considerable.

(I) EAM/ELAS set its own casualty figure at 4,500 dead and
6,000 wounded, or one out of four ELAS guerrillas. There is
little reason to doubt this figure.
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(2) It has not been possible to estimate the casualties in EDES.
It would be surprising, however, if EDES casualties were
proportionately as high as those of EAM/ELAS.

¢. The effect of the occupation and the guerrilla war on the
Greek community was disastrous—in executions, destruction of
villages, galloping inflation, and economic devastation.

(1) During the occupation alone, 70,000 Greeks were killed as
reprisal victims by the Axis occupiers; in comparison, there
were a total of only 72,000 Greek casualties for the period of
active war operations in 1940-1941.

(2) At war’s end, only 415 miles of the original 1,700 miles of
Greek railway track was usable; over 1,300 bridges had been
destroyed.

(3) Whereas the aggregate corporate value of about 1,300 Greek
corporations was estimated to be about 12 billion drachmae in
1941, it took approximately 170 trillion drachmae to purchase
one gold sovereign in November 1944. Gold sovereigns used
to help finance the guerrillas also helped to increase the
inflationary spiral.

Political Aspects

4. Although political aspects became the most important factor in the
guerrilla war in Greece, they were not initially recognized as such by
the British.

a. The initial decision to support the Greek guerrillas was made on
a purely military basis without thought of any possible political
repercussions. The single consideration was opposition to the
common enemy.

b. The head of the original British mission had no background in
Greek affairs, nor was he given any political briefing.

¢. The original orders to centralize control of the guerrillas worked
to the advantage of the Communist-dominated group.

d. Political-military coordination on Greek affairs was not initially
provided for although trouble should have been expected; Great
Britain was giving political support to the Greek monarch but
there were only predominantly antimonarchist guerrilla groups,
whether Communist or non-Communist, to which to give
military support.

5. The British paid a price for not immediately recognizing the political
aspects of the Greek situation. When upper echelons of the British gov-
ernment did become aware of these, policy was quickly changed—but
only at a cost.
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The firsthead of the Mission became a casualtyin the bureaucratic
struggle that accompanied the policy change. This in turn
resulted in disruption of personal relationships in the field.

SOE Cairo,whichviewed EAM/ELAS as amilitaryarm to support,
was brought under policy control of the Foreign Office, which
saw EAM/ELAS as a political force to oppose. Thus the situation
existed in which the organization supporting the guerrillas and
selecting men to go into Greece was not completely in harmony
with its own country’s political objectives.

6. British personnel failures had political repercussions in Greece.

a.

Both British commanders in Greece recognized quite clearly
that the Greek people viewed every liaison officer—no matter
how low in rank—as the embodiment of his country. A single
indiscreet or foolish remark was taken quite seriously; for
example, if a liaison officer made a statement supporting EAM/
ELAS objectives, it was taken as an expression of British policy
rather than of individual opinion.

The personal failure of a British liaison officer to hew to the
proper line of conduct similarly reflected discredit upon his
country in Greek eyes, clouding acceptance of British political
intentions.

Personal failures of British liaison officers were used by the
Communists of EAM/ELAS to discredit Great Britain politically.

7. Through a combination of political-military action, the British kept
the situation in Greece fluid until they found the time and opportunity
to use purely conventional military measures to curb EAM/ELAS.

a.

b.

The British were quite astute, once they recognized the political
dangers in the Greek situation, in maneuvering the Greek
government-in-exile to make it more representative in nature
and more acceptable to Greek moderate opinion.

Action (e.g., curtailment of supplies to EAM/ELAS and increased
support of EDES) by the liaison officers helped to keep EAM/
ELAS off balance until the German withdrawal occurred.

8. If the British had been unable to use conventional military forces to
suppress EAM/ELAS in December 1944, there seems little doubt that
EAM/ELAS would have achieved political control of Greece at that

time.
a.

b.

It already controlled most of the countryside.

It would have been able, by political pressure, to bring about the
downfall of the first government in liberated Greece. In fact,
only intensive British support kept this from occurring anyway.

10
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C.

It was at the height of its popularity in Greece and many observers
felt that it could easily have won a free election at that moment.

Tactical Aspects

9. Indigenous leadership was a crucial element in Greek guerrilla oper-
ations; however, it was insufficient to meet the military needs of the
guerrilla war.

a.

EDES guerrillas were more capable than those of EAM/ELAS,
mainly because the first organization had attracted a larger
number of officers from the former regular Greek Army. For a

number of reasons, however, EDES was engaged with enemy forces
less often than EAM/ELAS and thus had less overall impact.

EAM/ELAS realized its own lack of trained military leadership
and took strenuous steps to fill the gap by attracting trained
leaders and training new leaders. These steps helped considerably
but never did quite fill its needs.

Liaison officers often had to assume the responsibility of
commanding specific guerrilla operations.

Lack of trained leadership resulted in lack of training and battle
discipline on the part of the guerrilla rank and file. Liaison
officers were sometimes called upon to help with training,
although this was nominally outside their area of responsibility.
It is noteworthy that EAM/ELAS was less inclined than EDES to
solicit or accept British tactical training.

To support guerrilla operations, the Allies sent in small
detachments of specially trained, well-armed British and
American troops. These units helped considerably in making the
guerrillas more effective, particularly those groups whose military
competence was initially low. The guerrillas’ political affiliation
had little bearing on this particular aspect of operations.

10. The technical proficiency of the Greek guerrillas was low.

a.

Liaison officers usually handled and laid the demolitions during
guerrilla operations.

The British acknowledged the technical deficiency and supplied
simple destructive devices for use by the guerrillas. Rock mines,
which resembled local stones and were laid by merely placing them
on the road, were used very successfully in Greece. According to
German accounts, these mines caused much trouble and were
difficult to clear off the roads, since they looked like any other
stones and contained so little metal that mine detection devices
were ineffective.

11
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11. Greek guerrillas proved vulnerable to German large-scale encircle-
ment tactics.

a. Such tactics forced the guerrillas into large-scale defensive and
offensive tactics, about which they knew little and which they
were not particularly successful in executing.

b. Nonetheless, despite large casualties, the guerrillas were usually
able to extricate the majority of their encircled forces.

12. No evidence has been found to indicate that the guerrillas were
able to use psychological warfare tactics as such against Axis troops
with any appreciable degree of success. (The fact that guerrilla war-
fare existed in Greece was, of course, in itself a psychological operation
against the occupying forces.)

Command and Control

13. Although the British had no way to impose direct field control over
the Greek guerrillas, they utilized at least five major means to obtain
indirect control: manipulation of supply delivery, simultaneous support
of rival guerrillas, imposition of new operations with deadlines, use of
information reported by liaison officers to manipulate political events,
and the personal effectiveness of liaison officers.

a. Over EDES, entirely dependent on British support for survival
against attack by EAM/ELAS, the British maintained almost
complete control through these means.

b. Over EAM/ELAS, Communist-dominated and unwilling to
accept any measure of British control, the British managed to
obtain only a minimal degree of control. This was sufficient,
however, to keep the situation unsettled so that EAM/ELAS
could not obtain hegemony of power and take over political
control in Greece as the Germans withdrew.

14. Greece provides an interesting example of the limits within which
an external power can manipulate supply deliveries to enforce control
over guerrilla behavior. Certain dangers in applying the supply “stick”
become apparent.

a. During the period of internecine guerrilla fighting in Greece,
the British stopped supplies to EAM/ELAS—an action which
had some effect in bringing about an armistice. Poor relations
still prevailed between the British and EAM/ELAS, however,
even after deliveries were resumed. Curtailment or stoppage of
supplies bred a certain amount of ill will that was not automatically
replaced by good will when deliveries were resumed.

12
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b. The British, in stopping supply deliveries, took the calculated risk
that EAM/ELAS would not be able to find a new, independent
source of supply from another external power.

15. The British did not originally support rival groups of guerrillas with
the idea that they would be useful pawns to parlay against each other;
events conspired, however, to make this come about.

a. Had there been no EAM/ELAS to threaten the life of EDES, it is
uncertain whether the commander of EDES would have been so
responsive to British desires.

b. The fact that there was an EDES completely responsive to British
control was a major factor to worry EAM/ELAS.

16. In order to give EAM/ELAS something else to think about besides
its political objectives in Greece, the British in early 1944 pressed for
planning on Operation NOAH’S ARK, guerrilla harassment of the
German withdrawal. To make NOAH’S ARK seem urgent, the British
set its expected operational date for the spring of 1944, even though
the German withdrawal was not expected that soon.

a. There was, however, a boomerang effect: EAM/ELAS apparently
reasoned that it must step up work to obtain its political objectives
if the German withdrawal was to take place so soon.

b. It is possible that, in stepping up its political work, EAM/ELAS
was guilty of mistiming. If so, the British imposition of early
planning for NOAH’S ARK was successful.

17. The British found that the information reported back by the liaison
officers was vitally useful as a gauge of the true state of EAM/ELAS
power in Greece, its hold over the Greek people, its weaknesses, and
its intent. Such information was extremely helpful in making off-the-
scene political adjustments to undercut EAM/ELAS in Greece.

a. Since British influence was high with the Greek people, EAM/
ELAS could not totally ignore or betray the British liaison
officers. In this sense, they could not “shake” these reporters.

b. There is no evidence to suggest that liaison officers were selected
because of their ability to observe and obtain such information,
or that scientific survey techniques were used for this purpose.

18. The personal characteristics of the liaison officers and their relations
with the Greeks had an important bearing on their control function.

a. The age and high rank of the first British Mission Commander
appear to have been distinct aids in his relations with guerrilla
commanders. There is some evidence to support the contention
that the youth and lower rank of the second commander were
factors in the bad personal feeling that marked his relationship
with EAM/ELAS.

13
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b. The Greeks showed a marked preference for British liaison
officers who looked British. Liaison officers of Greek descent,
despite their language proficiency, appear to have been resented
by the Greeks and were unable to maintain as much control over
the guerrillas as officers who were obviously Anglo-Saxon.

¢. Evidence examined in this study has not disclosed any instance
where the personal characteristics of any British or American
liaison officer had a critical effect on the decision process of a
Communist guerrilla leader. There are indications, however,
that the actions of non-Communist Greeks may have been
swayed by their personal relations with the British. For example,
it is probable that not only British supply but excellent personal
relations with the liaison officers helped to keep Zervas from
casting his lot with EAM/ELAS.

d. On the whole, the British appear to have adjusted easily to most
of the customs, values, and mores of the Greek people.

e. The Greek guerrillas’ acceptance of torture as “sport” apparently
upset many liaison officers; it was the outstanding trait to which
the British did not easily adjust.

/. Thereisnotedin thisstudysome tendencyamong Greek guerrillas
to see the liaison officer as a father-figure. For his part, the liaison
officer does not appear to have expected, sought, or wanted this
role. It speaks well for the liaison officers that they often appear
to have accepted the role as a necessary responsibility in order to
fulfill their control function.

g An extreme sense of tact on the part of the Greek guerrilla, a
reluctance to say anything that might not be what the liaison
officerwanted to hear, tended to impede communication between
the two groups. In this regard, such reluctance increased the
problem of control.

h. There were many temptations for the liaison officer to linger in
the pleasant company of upper class Greeks. When this occurred,
the control value of the liaison officer was largely destroyed,
since guerrilla warfare was taking place among the more simple
mountain people.

19. The value of the liaison officer as an instrument for control was
diminished when the British could not maintain a clearcut line of com-
mand authority among themselves.

a. Where the authority of the mission commander was not quite
clear—as was the case for a short time—the situation became
intolerably confused.

14



Summary

b. Distance,isolation,and abnormalliving conditions made ordinary
command and control in Greece extremely difficult. The British
commander utilized regional mission headquarters to keep check
on subordinate liaison officers, and the commander himself
made frequent visits to missions. Conferences of liaison officers
apparently also aided in maintaining a sense of responsibility
and discipline.

¢. Inspection trips from SOE Cairo were sometimes made to check
on the situation in Greece. There is no indication that any system
of undercover traveling inspectors was used to check up on the
liaison officers.

d. The nature of behind-the-lines duty—the close contact among
officers and men in the same mission and their isolation from
other missions—underlined the need for personal compatibility
within a mission headquarters. At the same time, there was
obviously little difficulty in keeping useful but incompatible
personnel separated.

e. When difficulties arose between liaison officers and the guerrillas
they were with, it was relatively easy to change the assignment
of the liaison officer. Most liaison officers apparently liked the
guerrillas they were with.

/. The difficulties of maintaining command control over British
liaison officers in the field emphasized the importance of the
process by which such officers were initially selected.

External Support

20. Critical organizational problems affected the stability of the agency
set up by the British to support resistance movements in the Middle
East Command, Special Operations Executive (SOE) Cairo.

a. No peacetime agency had existed which could form the nucleus
of SOE Cairo, or upon whose work that of SOE Cairo could
be patterned. There was no peacetime work which adequately
trained a man for wartime service in SOE Cairo.

b. The work of SOE Cairo was not even clearly coordinated into
the military command chain at first. This was accomplished,
however, without undue difficulty.

¢. The early lack of definition of British policy in Greece and the
initial failure to provide for political-military coordination of the
work of SOE Cairo had highly disruptive effects on the agency
when, as the result of the Greek crisis in August 1943, SOE Cairo
lost policy direction in Greece, had its senior officers recalled,
and was internally reorganized.

15
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d. There is some evidence to indicate interagency friction between

SOE Cairo and its American counterpart, the Office of Strategic
Services (OSS), at the administrative and organizational level
(not in the field).

The rapid growth in the resistance movements which SOE
Cairo was responsible for supporting resulted in the agency’s
undergoing frequent organizational changes and extremely
rapid expansion, all of which had to be affected at the peak of
its workload.

21. The organizational problems of SOE Cairo decreased its efficiency,
which in turn increased hostility between its administrative staff and
the liaison officers behind the lines in Greece.

a.

Actual mistakes by SOE Cairo—e.g., the loss of all record of
who was in Greece at one point—exacerbated the latent hostility
between men behind the lines and men at agency headquarters.

Some improvement in staff-field relations was noted when men
scheduled for field duty were given semistaff jobs in order to
familiarize them with administrative problems.

22. The selection process might best be termed a consensus of intuitive
judgments.

a.

This study yielded no evidence that a scientifically constructed
evaluation program was used in Cairo to assess and select
potential British liaison officers for Greece.

There are some indications that motivation did not have a direct
bearing on field performance. Men who were eager to go to
Greece did not always work out well, whereas men who apparently
did not particularly want to go sometimes worked out quite well.

Peer judgments appear to have generally been a fairly good index
of a man’s abilities.

Despite the informal nature of the selection process, apparently
most of the men sent into Greece worked out well.

Some liaison officers of leftwing political orientation were
selected, although British policy in Greece was to support the
Greek monarch.

23. Training of future liaison officers, limited by both time and facili-
ties, was insufficient to overcome their general ignorance of guerrilla
warfare problems and tactics, of means of handling groups of foreign
nationals, or of the Greek language, customs, and terrain.

a.

b.

Most liaison officers learned their job by doing it.

Most had to depend on interpreters, which was not always
satisfactory.

16
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C.

Many liaison officers were unprepared for the fact that any
training of the guerrilla had to start at a level much lower than
that necessary for a recruit in the British Army. For example, they
were amazed at Greek casualness with regard to time, either in
the sense of the length of time it would take for something to be
done or of setting a time for meeting. Again, the low mechanical
skill level of the average Greek also appears to have surprised the
liaison officer.

24. Liaison officers were not trained to recognize the political over-
tones of the guerrilla war.

a. A number of the liaison officers appear to have been politically

b.

naive. Some appear to have carried over from their own culture
the mistaken assumption that Greek military leaders were also
non-political.

The ragged, dirty, undisciplined guerrilla appeared to some of
the liaison officers as completely unimportant, either militarily
or politically. Some liaison officers seemed unable to realize that
the guerrillas had become a tool of the highest importance in
relation to the potential political position of Greece.

25. Few technical problems were experienced in logistically supporting
the Greek guerrillas.

a. The political decision to hold down supplies to EAM/ELAS

b.

C.

made it easy for SOE Cairo to meet the logistical requirements
without difficulty.

Air delivery of supplies was the major means of getting support to
the mainland Greek guerrillas. Of 1,333 sorties flown to Greece,
1,040—78 percent—were listed as successful from the air side;
that is, a drop was made. Only three planes were lost.

Although the percentage of sorties successful from the ground
side—that is, sorties from which supplies were collected—was
lower than 78, it is apparently true that the guerrillas were
supplied to the extent that the British wished them to be.

d. Although many liaison men parachuted into Greece under

conditions that would today seem somewhat primitive—
improvised static release mechanisms, ejection through
emergency hatch, containers attached to a man’s rigging—
the casualty rate was low. In over 200 jumps into Greece, only
2 deaths are known to be directly attributable to the jump—a
safety record of 99 percent.

17
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26. The major technical problem was in the field of communications.

a.

Message traffic between SOE Cairo and Greece increased
tremendously at the same time that message traffic between
Cairo and other resistance movements expanded. Furthermore,
stations within Greece did not communicate directly but through
SOE Cairo, again increasing the headquarters’ message load.

This inability to handle communications expeditiously had
important ramifications in the August 1943 crisis: SOE Cairo
had not decoded and delivered the messages from Greece of the
political observer of the Foreign Office to the British Ambassador
to the Greek government-in-exile. This lapse aroused the British
Ambassador’s hostility towards SOE Cairo and was a factor in the
bureaucratic struggle that followed the crisis.

Army facilities eventually had to be provided to assist SOE Cairo
with communications.

Role of the Underground

27. The resistance group in Greece that had the best underground
organization—by all odds, Communist-dominated EAM/ELAS—was
the best equipped to field guerrillas.

a.

Prior experience in clandestine activity under a repressive Greek
regime gave Greek Communists important practical experience
in organizing a viable underground apparatus. Those Greeks
without such experience were apparently never able to catch up
and successfully compete with the Communists.

The underground behind EAM/ELAS made it possible for that
organization to postpone fielding guerrillas but still assured its
ability to put guerrillas into the field at the time it chose.

The underground organization of EAM/ELAS was the major
factor in that group’s dominance of the whole resistance
movement.

The underground strength of EAM/ELAS was largely responsible
for that group’s ability to remain almost independent of British
control measures.

The underground strength of EAM/ELAS was a major reason

behind its ability to survive both the internecine fighting and the
German encirclement operations.

28. The Greek experience does not suggest any formula regarding the
degree of underground organization and popular support needed to
maintain effective guerrilla forces.

18
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a.

b.

It does indicate that 100 percent support is not necessary. The
Greek guerrillas never had this degree of support, even in those
areas where they were most active and militarily most successful.

The study gives some indication that the lower limit for support
may vary considerably, depending on local conditions.

Mass opinion could not be disregarded with impunity. EAM/
ELAS was successful in its underground organizational
moves when it identified itself with the national Greek aim of
resistance to the occupier. When it destroyed this identification
(e.g., by attacks on other guerrilla groups) it faced unpleasant
repercussions. When it proved itself unfeeling and cruel to fellow
Greeks in December, 1944, it was discredited.

29. The appeals used by EAM/ELAS to attract persons into its under-
ground apparatus were based on its desire to create the broadest pos-
sible underground support structure.

a.

EAM/ELAS utilized the symbol of universal hatred: the occupiers
of Greece.

It suggested positive action against the symbol of hatred:
resistance to the occupiers.

It completely identified itself with national aims and accused all
other groups of being unpatriotic, if not treasonable.

It took in and gave prestige to repressed elements in the Greek
population: in a patriarchal society, women and young people
were low on the social totem pole. In the underground of EAM/
ELAS, both groups were welcomed.

At the same time, the role of men and elders was also upheld,
so that the offense to these groups from d above, was held to a
minimum.

Where persuasion alone did not work, EAM/ELAS did not
hesitate to use force. Surprisingly enough, persons upon whom

force was used appear to have often become faithful supporters
of EAM/ELAS.

Antiguerrilla Warfare

30. The Germans in Greece were not able to destroy the guerrillas
entirely; but they were able, with forces approximating only three times
the strength of the guerrillas, to contain them and prevent their becom-
ing a crucial military factor.

a.

The Germans did not attempt to dominate the entire area of
Greece but limited their effort to control of the major towns and
villages and the transportation network.
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b.

This acceptance of a limited control function was possible since
the German strategy in Greece was limited—the Germans did
not need to maintain an orderly government throughout Greece
or to protect the Greek people themselves from the guerrillas.

German military policy within Greece was therefore dominated
by the following major elements: (1) defense of lines of
communications; (2) immediate reaction to and punishment of
any guerrilla activity; (3) destruction of known guerrilla bands
by large-scale encirclement operations; and (4) subjugation of
the population, by terror if necessary.

31. The Germans used psychological measures in the antiguerrilla
fight, with differing results.

a. Using the theme of fighting against Communist-dominated

EAM/ELAS, they were extremely successful in recruiting Greeks
into antiguerrilla security battalions. The battalions helped to
alleviate the German troop shortage, as well as being, per se, a
psychological triumph in the antiguerrilla fight.

The Germans successfully exploited the theme of Communism in
EAM/ELAS to make the schism between EDES and EAM/ELAS
extremely severe. They chose a time of internecine guerrilla
fighting to begin their own counterguerrilla operations.

The Germans were unsuccessful, however, in the larger effort
of converting the majority of the Greek people to the German
rather than the Allied view of the war.

32. Although German commanders viewed the separation of the Greek
people from the guerrillas as a tactical necessity (in order to identify
the guerrillas, to prevent guerrilla recruitment to make up battle losses;
etc.), they did not take effective steps to obtain such separation—either
by physical or psychological means.

a. The Germans apparently felt that they lacked the necessary

b.

resources to effect a physical separation of the guerrillas and
the population. This left only the possibility of a psychological
separation.

Needless German brutality toward the Greek population was a
major factor in preventing a psychological separation of Greek
guerrillas and inhabitants.

(I) For example, the indiscriminate selection of retaliation
victims meant that pro-German Greek families suffered as
much as anti-German Greeks and increased resentment
against the occupier.
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(2) Also, the indiscriminate destruction of villages and shooting
of villagers for events over which the latter had absolutely
no control tended to induce hatred for the Germans greater
than any fear of Communist domination of EAM/ELAS.

German actions toward the Greek inhabitants seemed to prove
to the villagers that their own actions had no effect on their fate
at German hands. It was actually safer to be a guerrilla than to be
a villager living near the place where a guerrilla attack occurred.
This helped rather than hindered the recruitment of guerrillas.

33. The Germans found the use of special guerrilla-hunting units
extremely helpful in counterguerrilla operations.

a. These units were able to get quite close to guerrilla groups, since

their troops were not in uniform but dressed as guerrillas. They
accepted their illegal status as immaterial since they expected
death if captured, whether or not they were in uniform.

The units were better trained in guerrilla tactics than the
guerrillas. They were extremely proficient in “dirty” fighting
and in exploiting the mountainous terrain. They also used local
guides when possible, to help overcome any guerrilla advantage
in terrain knowledge.

The units were useful either used alone or in conjunction
with regularly uniformed troops, and in both minor and
major operations.

34. The Germans found large-scale encirclements to be their most suc-
cessful means of destroying the guerrilla groups.

a. Themajorlesson theylearned was to make the initial encirclement

C.

area so large that the guerrillas, despite their maneuvers, would
still be within the circle.

The Germans found—even during active operations—a daily
review of the past day’s fighting and tactics to be a useful training
and operations technique.
A number of the specific tactical lessons that the Germans felt
they had learned during large-scale encirclement operations
are individually listed beginning on page 259. These lessons
concern:

Operating Information Combat Force

Planning Combat Communication

Secrecy Combat Intelligence

Tactics Unit Boundaries

Area Combing Passed-Over Terrain

Troops Flank Attacks
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Flexibility Alarm Devices

Time versus Accuracy Artillery

Gaps in Line Psychological Warfare
Reserves Civilians

Breakout Routes

Implications

Whereas the conclusions given above were derived strictly from the
facts of the Greek case, the implications stated below, while stemming
from this study, also reflect previous study in the field of resistance war-
fare, general knowledge of world affairs, and applied commonsense.
Two things need to be noted concerning these implications. First,
although these seemed to be the most compelling ones, no attempt
has been made to be exhaustive in treatment. The careful reader will
find others implicit in the conclusions or derivable from the text of
this study. Second, the reader should understand that the implications
form principles of a tentative nature rather than proven laws. Analytic
studies of guerrilla warfare similar to this one are much needed to fur-
ther test and refine these implications. Until such work has been done,
the military user will find them most helpful only after careful consid-
eration of the unique factors in the situation to which he is applying
the findings.

The Strategic Aspect

1. The “single criterion” problem. It has been common practice, in uncon-
ventional as in conventional warfare, to accept as an ally any group will-
ing to fight the common enemy. Sometimes circumstances make this
practice necessary, but such acceptance, indiscriminately accorded,
may also have dangerous repercussions, as was the case in Greece.

a. Fighting the common enemy may be the only shared goal—with
the possibility that once this goal is met, there will be serious
difficulties and political embarrassment for the supporting
power.

b. While acceptance of a politically incompatible group as an
unconventional warfare ally may postpone interallied difficulties
for later settlement, it may also make these problems more serious
and even create new ones.

c¢. Careful consideration of nonmilitary (e.g., political) criteria is
critical to making a wise decision on the matter of giving support
to a resistance group.
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2. The escalation problem. The employment of conventional forces by a
supporting power in a follow-on operation to unconventional warfare
may not be feasible in view of the danger of escalating a limited conflict
to general war.

a. It seems highly unwise to make the use of conventional forces a
fixed planning assumption in unconventional warfare strategy.

b. To prepare for the contingency that conventional forces may
eventually have to be involved, it is wise to create a legal basis
that sanctions such use. This legal framework is a necessity if
such use is to be defended before world opinion and condoned
by the international community of nations.

3. The integrated command problem. One of the most pressing problems
for a power supporting unconventional warfare is to create a truly
integrated and functioning military-political command for the uncon-
ventional warfare area. This implication refers only to the command
structure of the supporting power and not to any combined command
created of elements of the supporting power and the indigenous guer-
rilla forces; the latter is an entirely separate question.

a. Creation of such a command will permit due consideration of
both military and political problems in the decision-making
process.

b. The supporting power will be able to speak with a single voice to
indigenous groups. Conversely, it will be less likely that resistance
leaders will be able to play one element of the support group
against another.

¢. The effective functioning of an integrated command for
unconventional warfare needs to be assured before it goes into
the field.

d. Consideration might be given to attaching political advisers to
lower level military commanders with unconventional forces.

4. The control problem. Supply manipulation and the personal effective-
ness of officers in the field have been widely accepted as instruments
of indirect control of an indigenous resistance by a supporting power.
There are strong indications that popular opinion within the area of
unconventional warfare operations also acts as an indirect control.

a. If, within the area of operations the population perceives the
supporting power in a favorable manner and believes in its
eventual victory, it will be easier for representatives of that power
to exertindirect control and more difficult for indigenous groups
to oppose that power.
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b. A psychological operations effort to help the forces of a
supporting power in an unconventional conflict might well use
these themes: the strong, benign, and compatible nature of the
supporting power and the inevitability of final victory for the side
it represents.

¢. These themes must, of course, be reinforced by the actions and
attitudes of representatives within the area.

5. The underground problem. Doctrine that states, quite correctly, that
guerrilla forces cannot survive as an effective organization in an area
of unconventional conflict without some degree of underground sup-
port from the population needs to be more specifically delineated.
Studies of Communist methods of creating and using undergrounds
have been or are currently being done. However, the minimal degree
of support required for the successful operation of guerrilla warfare
and the means of obtaining and maintaining that degree of support
are still not known with any certainty.

The Tactical Aspect

6. The officer qualifications problem. There is a special need for the sup-
porting power to choose for unconventional warfare duty, officers pos-
sessing not only the necessary physical and technical qualifications for
leadership, but also the equally essential qualifications of psychological
fortitude, general social and cultural insight, political skills, and spe-
cific area knowledge.

a. The emphasis placed on physical stamina in selection of
unconventional force members has led to what may be an
overemphasis on youth—at the expense of other equally or more
important qualifications.

b. Selection instruments and training techniques are needed to
identify men possessing the necessary qualifications and to train
them to use these attributes effectively.

¢. It is suggested that proficiency testing of unconventional
forces might include scientifically developed and standardized
intermediate field criteria for nonphysical and nontechnical
skills (e.g., role playing with foreign personnel).
7. The indigenous forces qualifications problem. Guerrillas have often
proved to be unskilled in military tactics and technology. Further-
more, local leadership, even with supporting power help, may not be
adequate to bring guerrilla operations up to the minimum military
standards required.
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a. Itis suggested that indigenous skill levels be determined before
unconventional warfare plans are made for an area, that realistic
training plans be made for raising the skill level, and that the
unconventional warfare plan for the area take into account the
probable indigenous skill level that may eventually be attained
after training.

b. In addition to supplying cadres for training guerrillas, the
supporting power might create small detachments of specially
trained, highly armed men, dependable in battle situations, to
stiffen the guerrilla operational effort.

¢. A study throwing light on the ratio of untrained guerrillas
that can be gradually absorbed into a trained guerrilla group
without loss of its military efficiency would be of considerable
value for planning purposes. This study should take into account
the degree and kind of relationship obtaining between the
indigenous guerrilla group and the supporting power.

8. The weapons problem. The weapons problem is traditionally associated
with a number of conflicting philosophies, viz., (1) guerrillas should
use the weapons they can find and capture—but this leads to a prob-
lem in supplying the proper ammunition; (2) guerrillas should use the
regular arms of the supporting power—but these are often too com-
plex for use by the technically backward guerrilla and he is burdened
by being over-armed; (3) guerrillas should use extremely simple, dura-
ble weapons and the variety of ammunition supplied should be kept
to a minimum—pbut this requires that such weapons be designed and
produced in quantity by the supporting power and it probably further
means that the guerrillas will be dependent upon the supporting power
for all their ammunition. Measures that may help resolve the problem
are suggested below.

a. A supporting power planning to utilize unconventional warfare
toa considerable degree might develop, standardize, and be ready
to produce in quantity a simple, tough, durable, nonrusting, light
weapon suitable for use by nontechnical personnel.

b. Where highly specialized equipment and weapons would be of
value in unconventional warfare, they might be supplied with
trained crews, to assure maximum utilization.

¢. Since in an area of unconventional warfare the civilian
population is committed, whether or not it wants to be, some
thought might be given to a weapon (e.g., the rock mine used
in Greece) that could be supplied to all friendly persons. This
weapon should appear innocuous, so that its possession would
not arouse suspicion.
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The Antiguerrilla Aspect

9. The population problem. This problem, of primary importance in a
guerrilla area because of the close conjunction of guerrilla success and
popular support, may be solved by physical or psychological separation
of the two elements—guerrillas and population.

a. The policy of resettling the population in safe areas is one way
of handling the problem and has been used successfully in a
number of cases. Such a policy requires careful planning and
continued work in the resettled area if any initial unfavorable
reactions of the population are to be overcome and their
successful adjustment to the new situation achieved. Otherwise,
the policy is in danger of producing a boomerang effect at
some later date. Along with other measures, a concerted and
continuing psychological operations effort will be needed.

b. Psychological separation of the guerrilla from the population
must be depended upon when it is not feasible to move the
population. It is, however, extremely difficult to achieve. It
means that the antiguerrilla power must be clever enough to
exploit every guerrilla mistake, show care for the population,
avoid provocation or brutality, and successfully safeguard the
population from guerrilla reprisals.

10. Troop strength problem. Antiguerrilla warfare places great drains on
defending troop strength and the following measures may be taken to
optimize available strength.

a. Inadequately trained or physically unready troops can be used in
antiguerrilla operations when necessary, even in difficult terrain,
by placing them in stationary positions for blocking operations.
Firstline troops are then used for attack operations.

b. Indigenous persons may be recruited to serve as antiguerrilla
troops provided that they are reliable and that their families can
be protected against reprisals.

¢. The antiguerrilla commander may want to consider forming
guerrilla-hunting units which dress and act like guerrillas.
Such units have proved very effective, acting both alone and in
conjunction with regular troops, and have been much feared
by guerrillas.
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THE GREEK STAGE

Gorgopotamos

On the night of 30 September-1 October 1942 three British planes
winged across the mountains of Axis-occupied Greece. They were
carrying 12 uniformed British—9 officers and 3 enlisted men—who
had accepted a daring and dangerous mission behind enemy lines in
Greece. None of the planes could sight the expected signals. One group
of four men therefore jumped to fires that turned out to be merely shep-
herds’ bonfires; the second group dropped to the triangular signals of
a Greek agent expecting some supplies but not a British party; and the
third group, seeing no fires at all, returned home. This last group did
not successfully drop until almost a month later, when, frustrated three
previous times, it jumped blind. Floating down near an enemy garrison
town, it met Italian mortar and small-arms fire before landing, and had
to scatter and hide immediately to avoid capture.

Miraculously all 12 men survived unhurt and were able to join up.
The first party assembled within one day, its members having landed
fairly close together. After a few days they learned from a Greek shep-
herd that the second group was only 2 hours’ journey away; within
5 days, the first and second parties were united. The third group joined
the first two within 2 weeks of its drop into Greece. Its arrival was dis-
covered “by pure chance” by a member of the united party during a
trip across the mountains; he sent directions and orders to the third
group to join the others. By mid-November, the 12 men were together
and making plans to undertake their mission.

The original task of these 12 behind-the-lines British was to demol-
ish any 1 of 3 railway bridges that carried the only north-south railway
in Greece across the deep mountain chasms of Roumeli. In Septem-
ber 1942 this railway was transporting enemy supplies from Europe
through Greece to the port of Piraeus. From there, the supplies were
shipped to Crete and from Crete were transferred nightly by boat to
North Africa, where they reinforced General Rommel’s crack German
troops facing the British Eighth Army. According to British estimates,
80 percent of Rommel’s supplies were traveling this route. Because the
British lacked either naval or air forces sufficient to overcome the Ger-
man air cover for the sea run from Crete to Africa, they were trying a
daring expedient—to go behind enemy lines and cut the railway line
carrying the supplies through Greece. The risk seemed worthwhile,
since cutting Rommel’s supply lines might well have major significance
in helping the British to break out of the El Alamein line. The mission
of the British dropped into Greece was thus a one-shot job, but it had
strategic military value of a high order. Even though British forces in
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Africa had broken out from El Alamein by mid-November, the men in
enemy-held Greece received no orders countermanding their original
instructions and they continued with their dangerous mission.!

from right.

Fortune smiled upon these British. Not only did they find each other
after a difficult drop, but they found friendly Greeks who offered infor-
mation, sustenance, and guidance. No one betrayed them to enemy
troops. Finally, the British were able to make contact with two groups
of guerrilla bands whose leaders both agreed to help them in the attack
on the selected bridge.

The British personally reconnoitered the three bridges—the Papad-
hia, the Asopos, and the Gorgopotamos—to decide which one should
be attacked. The selection of the northernmost of the three, the Gor-
gopotamos, was made on the basis that it was the most accessible to
approach and that its defending Italian garrison appeared weak and
vulnerable to surprise.”
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By the end of November, a plan of operations had been made by
the British leader, Col. E.CW. Myers, and agreed to by the guerrilla
leaders. One of these was Col. (Gen.) Napoleon Zervas, whose republi-
can forces had just taken to the mountains; the other was the Commu-
nist, Athanasios Klaras, known as Aris, who had been operating in the
mountains for several months. Both men agreed to cooperate and to
supply about 150 andarte (guerrilla) fighters who would neutralize the
Italian garrisons at either end of the bridge before the British demoli-
tions party started its work.”

On 24 and 25 November 1942, the entire party—now consisting
of the 12 British, approximately 150 guerrillas, and 3 colonial British
troops who were left over from the British expedition of 1941 and had
been living undetected in Greece until Myers arrived—marched to the
take-off point. Here they waited in the cold, drizzling, cloudy weather
for night to come.* One of the British officers later recalled that he had
the sensation of being “in a cold gymnasium, in vest and shorts, before
going into the ring to fight someone I had never seen before.”

If the British felt miserable even in their uniforms, the guerrillas
were far worse off. Their clothes were rags, and some lacked shoes.
Their arms were a hodgepodge and ammunition was scarce. To the
British, the young, shy, suspicious men under the Communist Aris
seemed hardly trustworthy. Aris himself estimated that his men could
fight for only 30 to 45 minutes; he did not think they would make
another attempt if the attack that night should fail. The men under
Zervas, although they seemed older and friendlier, were hardly better
armed, and the British did not know how they would react to combat.
Nevertheless, the guerrillas were the key to the entire operation: unless
they neutralized the guard posts, the demolitions party would not even
start to work.°

At 1800 hours on 25 November the final approach was begun. In
place some hours later, the men waited for H-Hour at 2300, when the
two guerrilla groups were to attack the Italian garrisons. A last train
rumbled across the bridge, the mist cleared slightly, and a full moon
gave sufficient light for the operations. Myers, waiting at an improvised
headquarters, saw 2300 hours come and go; about 15 minutes later the
assault began. Within a few minutes, however, the attack at the north
end was failing. Myers, in desperate straits, had to throw in all guer-
rilla reserves. After an hour’s fighting, the south end of the bridge was
in andarte hands, and word came that the north end too was falling.
Because time was short, and the target pier was under the safe south
guard post, Myers ordered the demolition party in.”

The party went to work immediately. It completed its work at the
same time the fighting at the bridge guard posts ended. The signal to

31



Case Study in Guerrilla War: Greece During World War I1

take cover was given, all firing ceased, the explosion occurred. A first
look at the now-leaning bridge reassured both British and Greeks; none-
theless, the bridge was blown again to assure its demolition and make
it harder to repair. Then the signal was given for a general withdrawal.*

At their mountain rendezvous the parties exchanged news and
counted heads. The second explosion had twisted the already broken
spans, but had failed to bring down the pier. Nonetheless, German use
of the only railway from Europe through Greece would be halted for
6 weeks to come. Of the enemy garrison, numbering perhaps 80 Ital-
ians, 20 to 30 were reported killed by the guerrillas. Myers himself had
seen more than six Italian bodies. Within 24 hours Myers was able to
account for every man who had taken part in the attack. None of the
British party of 12 had even been hurt. No guerrilla had been killed,
but a few were wounded.?

Myers now expressed his gratitude to both Zervas and Aris for the
support they had provided: without the guerrilla attack the Gorgopota-
mos could not have been demolished. Since three of the British were
scheduled to remain in Greece with Zervas, Myers sent a runner to
Athens to ask that a supply drop of boots, clothing, arms, and whiskey
be made to Zervas. Aris requested that he also be assigned a liaison
officer and given a supply drop, but Myers had no authority to agree to
this. Instead, he gave Aris 250 gold sovereigns.’

Myers and most of his party now considered their work in Greece
finished and prepared to set out for their rendezvous with the subma-
rine scheduled to evacuate them. Little did they think, as they began
this long, cold march across occupied Greece to the western coast that
their one-shot operation was really only the first of many operations
to come.

Back in Cairo, however, the British, once they were informed of
the success of the Gorgopotamos operation, were considering what fur-
ther value the Greek guerrillas might have in support of Allied military
strategy. A quick policy decision was therefore made—to keep Myers
and his party in Greece in order to build up guerrilla strength and
direct guerrilla operations behind the enemy lines."” It was a decision
that would give rise to many complications, both strategic and tactical,
not only for the Greeks and the Germans in Greece, but for the British
themselves. But before one can understand these complications, one
must examine the setting of the Greek stage on which Myers and his
party were to play their new roles.

2 For a detailed discussion of the tactics of this operation see Chapter V.
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War and Occupation

At the Outbreak of World War 11

The generation of Greeks from among whom Myers had found civil-
ian aid and succor and drawn his guerrilla attack parties had under-
gone a succession of difficulties in the period between the two world
wars. A disastrous war with Turkey in the early 1920’s had brought an
influx of more than a million extraterritorial Greeks into the country,
creating problems of clothing, feeding, and assimilating the newcom-
ers. This influx was accompanied by an exodus of non-Greeks. The
net effect of the population exchange, however, was advantageous for
Greece. It gave her an extremely homogeneous population, of whom
96 percent spoke Greek and 97 percent were Eastern Orthodox. Ethnic
minorities—the Jews, Turks, Chams, Vlachs, and Slavophone Greeks—
constituted less than five percent of the total population.'

This homogeneous population numbered approximately 7,300,000
individuals—fewer than reside in New York City. It had a high birth rate
and a high death rate. At the time of the last prewar census, in 1928,
over 40 percent of the Greeks could neither read nor write. Even in
1936-37, educational opportunities were rare beyond the elementary
school years. The universities had fewer than 11,000 undergraduates.'?

Greece’s people had to forge a living on 50,000 square miles of ter-
ritory, more than half of which is mountainous, a quarter of which is
forest or poor pasturage, and only a fifth of which is suitable for farm-
ing—upon which 60 percent of the population depended. Lacking
adequate water and livestock, using primitive tools, and ignorant of
modern methods of agriculture, the average Greek farmer strove to eke
out his family’s living on a farm of twelve and a half acres or less, the
size of almost 90 percent of the nation’s 953,000 prewar farms."

Although most of the arable land was used for growing cereals,
Greece was unable to support her own population, but was forced to
import about 40 percent of her grain needs. Unfortunately, the crops
for which Greece possessed ideal growing conditions—tobacco, cur-
rants, wine, olives, fruits—were those for which world demand was
elastic; thus her position in the world market had been extremely vul-
nerable to the depression of the 1930’s."

The situation with regard to manufacturing and industry was
almost as bad. Although Greece had more industry than the other Bal-
kan countries, she was able to meet only two-thirds of her own modest
needs for manufactured goods. To redress the unfavorable economic
balance, she depended on income from her merchant marine. Under
these circumstances, it is not surprising that the general standard of
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living in Greece, by Western European or American standards, was very
low at the outbreak of World War II."°

Politically, Greece had gone through a period of great instability in
the interwar years. In 1935 the monarchy under George II had finally
been restored; the following year the King acceded to a dictatorship
under Gen. Ioannis Metaxas. The dictator suspended personal liberties
when they interfered with his economic and political measures. Anti-
royalists of all shades of opinion were repressed; many of them were
interned in jails or sent into semi-exile on the Greek islands. Despite
their inability to stand alone, the liberal and republican parties could
find no common ground for cooperative effort during the Metaxas
era. Only the Communists, disciplined and accustomed to operating
illegally, were able to cope with the situation. The Party went under-
ground, thus giving its members experience in clandestine activity that
was later to stand them in good stead.'

These facts were to have their effect in the later period this study will
consider. It was never possible for the Greek parties of the center to coop-
erate in forming a resistance nucleus. The Communists, on the other
hand, were able to form a coalition of resistance parties. Partially, at
least, this was the result of their clandestine experience, and the oppor-
tunity was enhanced by the inactivity of the middle-of-the-road groups."”

At the outbreak of World War II, Greece was a poor country, pre-
dominantly agricultural, with a large segment of her population uned-
ucated, poverty-stricken, and living under primitive conditions. It was
furthermore a land where political dictatorship had alienated a num-
ber of groups from the monarchy and had given practical experience
in clandestine activity to the Communists.

The Greeks at War

In October 1940 Mussolini, in a unilateral decision, ordered the
Italian armies in Albania to invade Greece, unless Metaxas would allow
Italian troops to occupy strategic points in Greek territory. The Greek
dictator was given three hours to reply. Surprisingly—because he was
known to be pro-Axis—Metaxas, backed by the King, rejected the
Italian ultimatum. Untrained and unready as they were, the Greeks”
immediately rallied to the call to arms, walking over the mountains

b The role of the Greek Communist Party during this period apparently varied. A
letter of 2 November 1940 by the imprisoned leader of the party, Nicholas Zakhariadhis,
called for Communist support of the Metaxas government. According to Papandhreou,
however, in a second letter of 15 January 1941 Zakhariadhis termed the war “fascist” and
“colonial” and called for a separate truce under the mediation of the U.S.S.R. This was
before German intervention in Greece or their attack on Russia. (George Papandhreou,
The Liberation of Greece [3d ed., Athens: Greek Publishing Co., 1948], p. 17. In Greek.)
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to the battlefields. By the end of the year the Italian Eleventh Army
had been driven out of Greece and 30 miles back inside Albania. By
February 1941, the Italian units were fighting for their very lives. For a
number of reasons, particularly because of an inadequate supply sys-
tem and the defensive point of view of the command staff, the Greek
counteroffensive stalled in Albania.'

During this period of Greek victories, several events occurred that
had a bearing on the later period of resistance. First, the popularity of
King George II soared along with that of Metaxas. While Metaxas died
in January 1941 at the height of his fame, George II was forced to flee
the country in the spring of 1941, and the absent monarch’s popularity
in Greece sharply declined during the occupation. Second, Metaxas
refused to permit several hundred republican senior officers purged in
the 1930’s to come back and fight for their country. This left a nucleus
of trained men, latently antimonarchical, who were spoiling to prove
their patriotism and accordingly were a ready-made cadre for a resis-
tance movement. Third, since the Greek Army was equipped mainly
with German-type weapons, the men of Greece had great familiarity
with German arms, another factor which was to have its effect on the
later guerrilla war."

With the Greeks and Italians stalemated in Albania, Hitler decided
in the spring of 1941 that he would have to intervene. In his plans for
the coming offensive against Russia, Hitler regarded domination of the
entire Balkan peninsula, including Greece and the Greek islands, as vital
to the future security of the southern flank of the German armies. The
Balkans also represented a supply route to the vital African theater; and
they would provide Germany with airbases for the Mediterranean area.
Those countries that did not voluntarily join the German side would
therefore be forced into cooperation. By spring of 1941, German plans
were ready. Yugoslavia and Greece were to be invaded immediately.*

As German intentions became obvious, the British decided they
must buttress Balkan resistance and fulfill their treaty commitment to
defend Greek territorial security. They increased the token force they
had sent into Greece, even though to do so meant recalling troops
from North Africa. But when, on 6 April 1941, the Germans attacked
through the Balkans with 27 divisions, the situation was hopeless. Yugo-
slavia capitulated on 17 April and Greece on 23 April. The main force
of the British troops, some Greek troops, and the Greek Government,
including the King, withdrew to the Greek island of Crete. A number of
British forces, however, and the 5th Cretan Division, which contained
most of the island’s population of military age, could not be evacuated
from the mainland.?
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Nonetheless, Crete was a formidable fortress for the Germans to
assault, buttressed not only by the remnants of British forces from
Greece but by a heavy contingent of British Dominion troops. On
20 May the Germans attacked in great strength, using airborne troops.
The fighting was fierce and lasted for 10 rather than the scheduled 4
days. In addition to the regular forces, the Cretans themselves took
up arms against the invader. Old men, boys, and even women, using
their own rusty weapons and later picking up arms on the battlefield,
engaged in direct combat with the German airborne troops. The “epic
of Albania,” which that winter had fired the imagination and national
pride of the mainland Greeks, was thus matched by the insular Cretans’
own heroic defense. Their sense of pride and personal fulfillment was
swelled by the high price they made the enemy pay for Crete, for the
striking power of the German airborne troops was definitely blunted
in the attack. By the end of May 1941, however, Axis troops controlled
both Greece and its islands.*

Start of the Occupation

To the Germans, control of defeated Greece was necessary, but,
insofar as it required a commitment of German manpower, it was a
liability. Every effort was therefore bent to minimize the cost of occupy-
ing Greece. The immediate problem of what to do with the defeated
Greek Army was solved by paroling it on the battlefield—a gesture that
appeared both psychologically and economically sound. By its gener-
osity, the parole was designed to show German admiration for Greek
valor and to establish rapport with the Greek people. At the same time,
the parole obviated any need to shelter, clothe, or feed a large body of
men who would have prisoner-of-war status.*

To minimize their troop commitment in the occupation of Greece,
the Germans retained control only in areas in northeastern Greece
either surrounding the key transportation point of Salonika or border-
ing Turkey; and in southern Greece adjacent to and including the key
port of Piraeus. They also took over the occupation of most of Crete,
which was important to them as a supply base for North Africa and for
possible future operations in the Mediterranean.*

Much of the psychological value of these moves was offset, however,
when, in the spring of 1941, the Germans divided the rest of Greece
into three zones to be occupied by hereditary or beaten enemies. The
hated Bulgarians on the northeast received two islands and a mainland
area adjacent to their Greek boundary. The largest share of the occu-
pied mainland area, various islands, eastern Crete, and the capital city
of Athens went to the despised Italian Eleventh Army, which the Greeks
had beaten the previous winter. To administer most of the Greek
mainland, the Axis established a Greek puppet government. These
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arrangements lasted until the surrender of Italy in the fall of 1943,
when the Bulgarian occupation was extended and German troops took
over the majority of the Italian posts.*
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Figure 2. Occupation Zones in Greece (1941-43).

The occupational policies followed by the victors were sufficiently
rigorous to drive many Greeks to desperation. Bulgaria annexed her
share of Greek territory, most of it farmland, and began a brutal policy
of colonization; within a year 100,000 Greeks had been driven out of
Western Thrace alone and those remaining were subject to decrees
that amounted to extreme or even total economic deprivation. Italy
looked towards annexation of the Ionian Islands. In Crete the Germans
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alienated any latent sympathy among the population by their food pol-
icy and by reprisals against the people for their participation in the
battle of Crete.*®

Figure 3. Some Victims of the Famine. Greek sources noted that the moral deterio-
ration, which could not be photographed, was greater than the physical.

Economic conditions, bad as they had been for many before the
war, rapidly deteriorated under the occupation. By May 1942 over half
of Greece’s ocean-going cargo vessels had been lost; the rest were at
the disposal of Allied powers and not producing income for occupied
Greece. Industrial production was controlled by the Axis powers for the
benefit of their own national and individual interests. They used Greek
food, already scarce, to feed their own troops and civilian populations.
Fiscal matters, complicated by occupation costs, were so handled by
Axis and puppet authorities as to ruinously increase the galloping
inflation. As more and more money went chasing after fewer and fewer
products and less and less food, only the black market could operate.
Its prices were beyond the reach of the average man. After two years of
occupation, prices had climbed to a thousand times the prewar level.
The wage level meanwhile was only a hundred times the prewar level;
in addition there was considerable unemployment.?”

This statistical expression of the difficulties faced by the Greek
population, particularly those in urban areas, does not begin to con-
vey conditions under the occupation. In the Athens-Piraeus area, as
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early as the winter of 1941-42, hunger and starvation were not unusual.
About 500,000 persons depended on soup kitchens for their daily
meals. The bread ration, normally 406 grams per day in peacetime,
averaged between 84 and 137 grams that winter; on some days there
was no bread to ration. The fuel supply gave out. Each morning the
government collected in carts the corpses of those who had died on
the streets the night before from cold and hunger. The young, the old,
and the homeless veterans of the Albanian battlefields were the first
to die. Some Greeks estimated that of every 10 children born during
this time, only 1 lived more than a month. Even the Germans reported
that infant mortality had risen from 6 to 50 percent. Those who did not
starve faced the ravages of disease. Conditions were almost as bad in
many of the smaller cities.*®

First Greek Resistance

The conditions of Greek life in 1941 and early 1942 were conducive
to a spirit of resistance. It had been hard for the Greeks, flushed with
their first victories over the Italians, to accept defeat at the hands of the
Germans. This was followed in turn by the greater humiliation of the
occupation. The famine that assailed Athens and the nationwide hun-
ger that began at the end of 1941 did nothing to foster better relations
between the Greeks and their occupiers. Although Hitler himself had
gone to pains to pay tribute to Greek heroism and to assure the Greeks
that he respected their classical heritage, Axis food policies made it
only too obvious that the victor was willing to see the Greeks starve.?’

It was in the cities that conditions were the worst, and it was in the
cities that resistance started. Its development was facilitated by the fact
that the cities had always been centers of political awareness. Reaction
to events there was traditionally swift and volatile.?’

By the end of May 1941, while the Germans were still consolidating
their victory in Crete, the people of Athens had already shown a disin-
clination to accept the occupation. The German High Command, in
fact, published a notice that those Greeks found guilty of pulling down
German flags, hoarding foodstuffs, or helping British soldiers would be
shot. In Italian-occupied areas much the same sort of activity went on.
By August the Italians were imposing severe penalties for those Greeks
passing communist propaganda, wearing badges of enemy countries,
listening to foreign broadcasts, or meeting on the streets in groups of
more than two persons. Many civil servants refused to serve under the
puppet government, and those who stayed on appear to have engaged
in slowdowns.
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Rumors and stories symbolic of resistance floated across Athens,
probably untrue but symptomatic of Greek feelings. One such story
concerned a Greek guard who, rather than replace the Greek flag with
the Swastika, wrapped his flag around himself and jumped over the
side of the Acropolis. The Greek press, of course, was Axis-controlled,
but editors and printers often managed to overstate the Axis news to
the point of ridicule or to print it carelessly while printing Allied news
neatly. Illegal or stenciled news sheets were soon circulating in Ath-
ens, although the penalty for distributing them was death. Inscriptions
appeared overnight on walls and pavements. “Zito R.A.F.” was one of the
first. “AERA,” a famous Greek battle cry, came to mean, in resistance
parlance: Anglia (England), Ellas (Greece), Rossia (Russia), Ameriki
(the United States).??

Responding to the spirit of the people and the temper of the times,
a number of resistance groups were organized beginning in the sum-
mer of 1941. These groups were originally small; they originated mostly
in Athens; they all had political orientation and aspirations; many were
influenced by the needs of a large unemployed officer corps; and only
a few of them ever fielded forces of sufficient size to be accorded any
stature as guerrilla groups.

Merely to give some idea of the number and variety of resistance
groups started in Greece, a few of the organizations formed during
the occupation are listed below: (1) the Committee of Six Colonels,
(2) PEAN (the Patriotic Union of Fighting Youth), (3) RAN (whose ini-
tials stand for northern areas that Greek irredentists wished to add to
their country), (4) “X,” (5) SAN (the League of Young Officers), (6)
LAE, (7) EDEM, (8) AAA (the Liberation Struggle Command), (9)
National Committee, (10) the Sacred Brigade, (11) Union of Enslaved
Victors, (12) EOA (National Organization of Officers), (13) ES (the
Greek Army), (14) EOK (National Organization of Cretans), (15) Athos
Roumeliotis’ band (Roumeliotis standing for the area of Roumeli), (16)
Andon Tsaous’ band, (17) YVE (Protectors of Northern Greece, later
the PAO, Panhellenic Liberation Organization), (18) PEK (Panhellenic
National Party).*

Some of these minor organizations, like the Committee of Six
Colonels, never actually fielded guerrilla forces, but restricted them-
selves to intelligence activity. Some, like PEAN, died with their first
overt act of sabotage, the destruction of the headquarters of the Greek
Nazi Party in Athens. Some, like the Athos Roumeliotis band, were
the work of an eccentric individual who took on the “functions of a
medieval chieftain.” A number of the organizations, such as the Sacred
Brigade (its name refers to the senior officers of the regular Army)
or SAN, represented the wartime efforts of the Greek officer corps to
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find a respectably non-Communist resistance activity to their liking.
The “X” organization (pronounced “Khee” in Greek) contained many
unemployed officers in Athens, but was unknown as a wartime resis-
tance group. After the Germans left Athens, it acquired “the sinister
significance of a Ku Klux Klan.” Two groups, Andon Tsaous’ band in
Northeastern Greece and the EOK in Crete, are remarkable in that
they survived the war intact, being eliminated by neither the Axis occu-
piers nor rival Communist-led bands.**

Of these minor groups that actually put guerrilla forces in the
mountains, many were eliminated, not by the enemy but by attack from
the larger, stronger Greek guerrilla bands fielded by the Communists.
This happened to EOA and ES in the Peloponnesus, to AAA and Athos
Roumeliotis’ band in Central Greece, and to PAO (originally YVE) in
Macedonia, to name a few.

Major Resistance Parties

Extermination at the hands of the Communists was the eventual
fate of the first sizable resistance group to be formed—EKKA, stand-
ing for National and Social Liberation, but it survived for nearly three
years. EKKA was organized in July 1941. Its political views were those of
the center; it opposed not only Communism but the Monarchy, which
it associated with the Metaxas dictatorship. EKKA did not field any
guerrilla forces until March 1943, when Col. Dimitrios Psaros took to
the mountains with British support. Psaros’ band was destroyed by the
Communist guerrillas under Aris in the spring of 1944. Its most last-
ing achievement was not military but political: it left a rallying point in
Athenian politics—the Eleftheria (Liberty) group—for a centrist point
of view that existed long after EKKA itself had died.?

The second most powerful resistance group, one that survived both
the war with the enemy and the war with its Communist rival, was also
formed in 1941. EDES, the National Republican Greek League, was
founded in Athens, with the dual aim of resisting the Axis occupiers
and restoring a measure of republicanism in Greece after the war. Dur-
ing 1941 it appears to have been inactive in the field, but in 1942, hav-
ing received promise of support from the British, it put guerrillas into
the field under the leadership of Col. Napoleon Zervas. Three of the
British party that demolished the Gorgopotamos Bridge were, from the
very first, scheduled to stay with Zervas’ group. Zervas, of course, was
instrumental in the British and Greek success at Gorgopotamos. He
and the men of EDES formed one of the major contenders in the story
of the Greek guerrillas.*®

The Communist Party of Greece (KKE) was not far behind in its
work of organizing a resistance group. Drawing on its experience in
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clandestine organization from the days of Metaxas, the KKE in Sep-
tember 1941 took the lead in forming a coalition of Communist and
leftist parties called the National Liberation Front, to be known by its
Greek initials as EAM. Of the parties that joined EAM, only two were
really independent—the Socialist Party of Greece (SKE) and the Popu-
lar Democratic Union (ELD); the others were the KKE and two nomi-
nally independent but actually KKE-satellite parties.”’

The aims of EAM were expressed in the broadest military and polit-
ical terms—resistance to the occupiers, and government based on the
people’s will as shown in free postwar elections. These aims, so gener-
ally stated, not only subsumed those of most other resistance groups
but indeed came to express the will of most Greek people during World
War II. The aims were universally acceptable: for such aims, all polit-
ical parties could collaborate in a Popular Front movement, and all
classes of people from workers to landowners could participate in the
national struggle.®®

It has been said that there was a Communist corollary for each of
these broadly stated aims. For the aim of resistance to the occupiers,
the Communist version was that EAM and its subsidiaries should be the
only resistance; for the aim of “government based on the people’s will
as shown in free postwar elections,” this government was to follow the
pattern of social revolution, and Greece would be a Communist state in
the postwar world.

If its aims were expressed in broad and beguiling generalities, EAM
left no vagueness in the organization that it built to realize those aims.
Taking advantage of the training and experience of its members, EAM
devoted its first year of existence—most of 1942—to setting up or tying
into EAM a series of subordinate agencies which would give EAM a
voice in the total structure of Greek society. The most important agency
of EAM was its Central Committee of 25 members, drawn from repre-
sentatives of functional groups, urban centers, and rural community
life. This was the supreme policy-making body of EAM and it was KKE-
(i.e., Communist-) controlled. Each of the political parties comprising
EAM held one seat on the EAM Central Committee; the others were to
be held by functional urban and rural organizations.*

The most important urban organization of EAM was EEAM, the
Workers’ National Liberation Front, which contained, even by the
account of an unsympathetic observer, “all that was best of organized
labor in Greece.”’ EEAM was entitled to nominate one of the 25 mem-
bers on the EAM Central Committee. In addition to representation on
the Central Committee through EEAM, the large cities of Greece were
entitled to send one representative each to the Central Committee.
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These were chosen from a base of neighborhood and functional EAM
organizations.*!

EAM organized the rural life of Greece through another series of
organizations operating on a local level—where necessary in an under-
ground fashion, where possible openly. Sometimes EAM was repre-
sented in a village by only one man, often the schoolmaster. From this
base, EAM set up in each village four groups: EA, for relief work; ETA, a
commissariat and tax-collecting body; EPON, an organization of Greek
youth; and a local EAM committee. A less attractive subsidiary, OPLA,
performed the “functions of Gestapo and SS.” Although EAM in any
village contained many non-Communist members, the local organizer
was usually a Communist; and the secretary of the local EAM commit-
tee, or Ipefthinos, was almost always one. From among a group of village
Ipefthinoi, the next highest official, a district representative, was chosen.
From the district representatives, a prefectural representative was in
turn chosen. Finally, from this last group was chosen a regional repre-
sentative who sat, along with the functional and urban representatives,
on the EAM Central Committee.*?

It is thus obvious that the KKE worked to build an underground
apparatus by which a small Communist minority, controlling the all-
important EAM Central Committee, could control EAM. In turn, EAM
was to exert a dominating influence on both rural and urban life.
According to independent estimates, from 500,000 to 700,000 Greeks
participated in some form of EAM organization during the occupa-
tion; EAM estimated that, in late 1944 at the height of its strength, its
enrollment reached 1,500,000.4

Although most of its efforts in 1941 and 1942 were devoted to orga-
nizing an apparatus for controlling Greece, EAM did foster civil distur-
bances in the cities. As a first measure it established a large number of
underground printing presses, which flooded Greece with resistance
literature. Through its affiliated labor organization, EEAM, which was
strong in Athens, Piraeus, Salonika, and other industrial and commer-
cial centers, EAM supported a number of strikes. Between October
1941 and March 1942 a number of small-scale strikes and demonstra-
tions occurred. In April 1942, the first EAM-supported strike on a large
scale took place when the civil servants went out. They demanded an
increase in pay and the organization of soup kitchens and other means
of maintaining themselves under the stressful economic situation. The
strike ended when the Greek puppet government agreed to meet the
conditions. The government later reneged, however, and in September
1942, a second large-scale strike was called. This time the puppet gov-
ernment did meet the conditions.**
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By mid-1942 resistance had spread and taken a more serious form.
In June there were frequent acts of sabotage, both on the mainland
and on Crete. In August, the first German recruitment of workers to
go to Germany netted fewer than 8,000 men, a small number under
the circumstances.*

Guerrilla bands were now operating in the mountains. The EDES
bands, under the leadership of Zervas, numbered several hundred men
and were recruiting more. Under Aris there were a number of small
bands, loosely affiliated with EAM. Aris himself was under EAM disci-
pline. Both groups assisted Colonel Myers in the Gorgopotamos demo-
lition, although Aris claimed to have done so in contravention of his
standing orders “not to attack formed bodies of the enemy.” In Decem-
ber 1942, just after the success of Gorgopotamos, EAM took the step of
forming its National Popular Liberation Army, usually designated by its
Greek initials, ELAS.*® Hereafter, these inseparable components will be
referred to as EAM/ELAS.

The Meaning of Gorgopotamos

By the time of Gorgopotamos, the spirit of resistance had taken
overt guerrilla form; it was at the point where, with only a little encour-
agement, it would grow and expand. The success at Gorgopotamos was
the catalyst for future growth. British support was to provide the neces-
sary sustenance.

British support was peculiarly welcome in Greece. The traditional
ties of friendship between the two countries had been strengthened by
their common disaster in 1941. Growing Greek hatred for the occupi-
ers nourished growing empathy for the British. One of the major signs
of the spirit of the resistance during the period between the German
defeat of the Greeks in April 1941 and Gorgopotamos in November
1942, was the sympathy and aid that the Greeks gave to the British who
had been left behind when the British Expeditionary Force pulled out.
From the very first, people cheered British prisoners of war when they
were marched through the streets. Those British who escaped capture
were able to count on the Greeks to hide and feed them even during
the worst days of the famine. Almost as soon as Myers dropped into
Greece, he was joined by three British colonial soldiers who had been
living on Greek hospitality since the spring of 1941. Recounting those
hard days, one British officer reported, “I saw the famine in the winter
of 1941, when people were dying in the streets of Athens, and ate grass
and thistles myself; but everyone would share with me what he had; I
had nothing but kindness from these people . ..

The cumulative effect of these developments—the defeat of 1941,
the occupation, the stirrings of resistance, the early guerrilla operations
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culminating in Gorgopotamos, and finally the British decision to con-
tinue support of the guerrillas—brought about a radical change in
Greece’s war role. Passive resistance and minor sabotage gave way to
full-scale guerrilla warfare in the mountains, which continued for two
years. This in turn had tremendous impact, not only on such tactical
problems as organization and logistics for guerrilla warfare but also on
the strategic situation of Greece during and after the war. This study
will consider each of these major areas; it will review first the greatest,
the most complex, the all-pervasive problem—the strategy and politics
of the guerrilla war in Greece.
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STRATEGY AND POLITICS IN
GUERRILLA WARFARE

Introduction

In November 1942, when Myers’ party destroyed the Gorgopotamos
Bridge, Greece was playing a not inconsiderable strategic role. It repre-
sented a major supply and staging area for its occupiers and a possible
target for a future landing by the Allies.

During 1943, the Mediterranean was the major Allied theater of the
war in Europe, and Greece’s importance rose and declined as the year
wore on. By the end of May, Greece was no longer so important to the
Germans as a supply route, since Rommel had by then been defeated
in North Africa. On the other hand, throughout 1943, the Germans
anticipated Allied landings in the Balkans, particularly Greece. After
the Allies captured Sicily in July, thereby obtaining an airbase to cover
a Mediterranean landing, the Germans rushed troops into Greece to
meet any invasion threat. However, an insufficiency of landing craft,
as well as other factors, precluded major Allied landings in more than
one area of the Mediterranean throughout 1943, and the choice fell on
Italy, not Greece. At the end of 1943, still plagued by lack of landing
craft, the Allies agreed that, except for the already planned landing at
Anzio, Italy, there would be no additional large scale forays into the
Mediterranean or Balkans—that all resources would go into the land-
ings planned for France.'

The Germans, however, did not know or immediately deduce these
Allied decisions. The German Commander of the Southeast Theater,
which included Greece, continued to have the dual mission of defend-
ing the coast against a possible landing and of securing the occupied
area. Control of Greece was important to the Germans not only as a still
vital link in the defense of the Balkans, but as a means of maintaining
pressure on Turkey. After D-Day in Northern France on 6 June 1944,
however, it became clear enough that the Germans in Greece were in
a backwater. Since they faced no Allied landing attempt, their major
problem was to secure their lines of withdrawal from their outposts on
Crete, the other Greek islands, and southern Greece. As for the Allies,
Greece had become unimportant in their military strategy even earlier,
by the end of 1943; in 1944 it was simply an area from which the Ger-
mans would retire in due course.

This decline in Greece’s military importance was offset by a grow-
ing British realization that the country would play an important role in
post-war political strategy. Great Britain could not afford to have Greece
fall into the Communist orbit. Yet the strongest guerrilla groups were
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those backed by the Communist party, and there appeared to be a very
real possibility that they would be able to seize control of the country at
the very moment of its liberation.

The British commitment of special forces to work with the guer-
rillas therefore took on major political significance. As it developed,
the Communists’ determination to take over postwar control became
increasingly evident. To this end they used both political infiltration
and military aggression, simultaneously or alternatively. In the process,
they involved the entire guerrilla movement, both Communist and
non-Communist, and the Allied officers and men who worked with
the guerrillas.

This section of the study reviews the strategic phases of the guer-
rilla war in Greece in both its military and its political aspects. It was
a war of wits. It was a war where the key policy decisions were made by
Prime Minister Winston Churchill, of Great Britain, and by George
Siantos,* who headed the Greek Communist party (KKE) during World
War II. It was the war of Brigadier E. C. W. Myers, head of the British
Military Mission; of Maj. (later Lt. Col. and Col.) Christopher Wood-
house, second-in-command who later replaced Myers; of Maj. G. K.
Wines, the American officer who backed up Woodhouse when the Mis-
sion became Allied; of Napoleon Zervas, military leader of the nation-
alistic guerrillas of EDES; of Stephanos Saraphis, the non-Communist
who became the military commander in chief of the Communist EAM/
ELAS guerrillas.

This story of political maneuvering, so far from the military ken,
came to be the all-engrossing work of the Allied soldiers who dropped
into Greece in the fall of 1942 for that “one-shot” operation, the Gorgo-
potamos—and for those men who followed them. Myers, for example,
in August 1942 a Major in the regular British Army ready for home
leave, an engineer by training, with no knowledge of the Greek lan-
guage and little understanding of Greece, was to be catapulted within
the year to a pre-eminent position on the Greek stage. It was Myers who
would tell King George II that he could not safely return to his own
country.? The fact was that the guerrillas’ operations had both military
and political purposes and results; and the Allied men who dealt with
the guerrillas had to deal with political as well as military strategy.

For purposes of clarity, this strategic review has been divided into
five phases.

2 Siantos was deputizing for Nicholas Zakhariadhis, Secretary General of the KKE,
who was in a German concentration camp and did not return to Greece until after World
War II, when he resumed control of the KKE. (Woodhouse, Apple of Discord, pp. 65,
114-15.)
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The first, extending from Gorgopotamos in November 1942 to
ANIMALS, the large-scale sabotage operation devised to cover the
Allied invasion of Sicily in July 1943, was a period in which the British
were beginning to assess correctly the political complications of the
guerrilla movement and the difficulties of controlling it strategically.
It was a time, however, when the military value of guerrillas remained
foremost. They were making distinct military contributions to Allied
strategy in the Mediterranean Theater. It was therefore a time when
the major problem was to secure guerrilla cooperation.

The second phase, from August through September of 1943, was
marked by the political disillusionment or disappointment of all parties
concerned with guerrilla warfare in Greece. The third phase ended all
hope of amalgamating the guerrilla effort. Internecine guerrilla war
had broken out and EAM/ELAS was earnestly seeking to eliminate all
non-communist guerrilla bands. This phase came to an end with the
Plaka Armistice of February 1944. The fourth phase, from February to
August 1944, was characterized by a restless, insistent attempt by the
communists, through political infiltration and military action, to con-
solidate their gains.

The fifth phase, the final one in which this study has a legitimate
interest, began in August 1944. It started with an era of good feeling,
the German retreat, and the orderly takeover of the Athens area by
British Expeditionary Forces. By November the last of the Germans had
departed, soon to be followed by the Allied Military Mission. They left
Greece, it must be said, not in communist but in British hands. Then a
postlude, one more communist try, their military defeat by the British,
and an armistice. The communist guerrilla army was disbanded and
war ended, for a while, in Greece.

These were the problems that Myers and his party so unknowingly
were to face after they had demolished the Gorgopotamos Bridge.

Gaining Guerrilla Cooperation

(November 1942—July 1943)

With the destruction of the Gorgopotamos Bridge, it will be
recalled, Colonel Myers felt that his party’s task in Greece had been
completed. Following orders, they set out for their coastal rendezvous
with the British submarine that was to take them out of Greece—all
except the three men detailed to remain with Zervas.

Before the party reached the coast, however, British headquarters
for special operations in Cairo, Special Operations Executive (SOE)
had rapidly reappraised the situation in the light of the success of
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Gorgopotamos. SOE Cairo cancelled the evacuation; the mission was
to stay in Greece. Myers was to head it, with the rank of brigadier. The
other officers under him would become British liaison officers (BLO’s)
to guerrilla bands. Some additional officers would be dropped into
Greece. Guerrilla forces were to be expanded and centralized, if pos-
sible, under the control of Myers and a royalist group in Athens known
as the Six Colonels, to whom Myers’ second in command, Maj. Chris-
topher Woodhouse was to be sent to make arrangements. An officer
bearing specific instructions for implementing this change of policy
would be dropped.®

These orders were delivered to Woodhouse, who had remained
behind with Zervas. He sent a runner after Myers, who when found, was
anxiously waiting at the coast for the submarine. On 3 January 1943,
the British party reassembled after an extremely difficult and exhaust-
ing month of marching. They immediately established a headquarters,
and Woodhouse set out to meet the Six Colonels in Athens.*

First, however, Myers reviewed with Woodhouse the situation as
they then knew it. While waiting for Myers’ return, Woodhouse had
discovered that relations between Aris’ and Zervas’ groups were not
the best. Aris thought that the entire mission, rather than Woodhouse
alone, had remained with Zervas and resented the situation. He also
resented the fact that Zervas had received British supplies by airdrop.
Aris, in fact, had sent Zervas threatening letters and invaded his terri-
tory. A conference of all parties, arranged by Woodhouse at the end of
December 1942, ended with an agreement between the two guerrilla
groups not to fight each other, but no arrangements were possible at
that time to coordinate their efforts against the enemy.”

Coordination of the guerrillas looked difficult not only because of
the mutual antipathy of Aris and Zervas, but also because of the politi-
cal affiliations and background of the two groups. Aris was an avowed
Communist with political backing from EAM, nominally a coalition of
left-of-center parties presenting a united front against the occupiers
of Greece. The guerrilla arm of EAM, of which the Aris-led guerril-
las were the earliest band, was ELLAS. Zervas assured both Woodhouse
and Myers that EAM was Communist-dominated. EAM, said Zervas,
had asked him to be commander in chief of ELAS, but he had refused.
The guerrillas Zervas headed were backed politically by a group in Ath-
ens known as EDES, which was non-Communist and republican. There
were no royalist guerrillas in the mountains. At the beginning of 1943,
Aris and Zervas were in agreement on one point only: neither wanted
the return of the monarch at the end of the war.*

Myers, with Woodhouse’s help, radioed his headquarters on 13 Jan-
uary 1943, acknowledging the SOE change in policy and accepting
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his new responsibilities. In this message he pointed out some of the
political difficulties in obtaining military cooperation between the two
guerrilla bands and the possibility of an EAM/ELAS coup detat under
certain conditions. In order to secure cooperation and avoid a future
civil war, he suggested that guarantees of a free plebiscite on the ques-
tion of the monarchy at the war’s end would be helpful. Finally, he
asked for specific military targets.”

Myers was already convinced that he would have to make use of
EAM/ELAS to attain military results of any value, for they controlled
the area where sabotage targets existed. Using EAM/ELAS, however,
raised problems, because, if Myers adhered to his orders to get a cen-
tralized guerrilla movement, it would mean the dominance of the
strongest element. This meant the Communist-backed EAM/ELAS.
And one could hardly expect Communists to accept control by six roy-
alist colonels.?

It was imperative, under any conditions, to find some way to coordi-
nate and control the resistance movement. Myers was bound by SOE’s
instructions to pursue its idea of using the Six Colonels as a controlling
body; should this plan fail, as it was likely to, he was on his own to find
other means.

National Bands

While Woodhouse was on his trip to Athens to meet with the Six
Colonels, Myers struck upon an alternative to the SOE plan for central-
ized control of the guerrilla movements. On 4 February 1943 he met
Col. Stephanos Saraphis, who had recently left Athens to organize a
third band of guerrillas in the mountains, and who was seeking Brit-
ish support. Saraphis represented another non-Communist, non-roy-
alist political group. In conversations with him, Myers voiced his worry
about the multiplication of bands of varying political coloration. Sara-
phis agreed and suggested that “purely national bands” could be uni-
fied under Gen. Nicholas Plastiras, a republican leader then in France.
Myers was “immediately struck” by the idea. He discussed it with both
Saraphis and Zervas, who agreed that SOE should be asked to give sup-
port to all such nonpolitical bands as their own. When the National
Bands became sufficiently strong, ELAS would be invited to join them.’

Myers was pleased that the plan would also provide a ready-made
place for Colonel Psaros, who was just getting ready to take the field
as the military representative of EKKA, yet another political group
of republican leanings, whose guerrillas the British were agreeing
to support.”

On 8 February 1943, Myers wired Cairo concerning his National
Bands plan. Three days later, Cairo gave its approval, except for the
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idea of a leader “too politically trained as a Republican.” SOE wanted
the organization to have national aims and to act “under military
orders, in conjunction with other forces in the Middle East.” With this,
Myers entirely agreed."

When Woodhouse returned from Athens on 20 February, Myers
found that their early conclusions concerning Greek politics and their
doubts about the Six Colonels as a control group were well founded.
According to Myers, Woodhouse reported that the Six Colonels—

. knew little about the resistance movements
and . . . had few practical ideas about directing them.
They appeared to have little conception of guerrilla
life in the mountains . . . they disliked what they called
the “pin-pricks” of Zervas and Aris, in spite of the fact
that they themselves had contributed nothing to the
andarte movements.'?

In Athens, Woodhouse had also met five members of EAM’s Central
Committee, two of whom were high-ranking members of the Greek
Communist party. They were very willing to cooperate with the Middle
East Command, but showed clearly their desire to control all resistance
groups in Greece."”

The lines of future controversy on at least one plane were now fairly
apparent: EAM/ELAS was seeking hegemony over the resistance; and
Myers, representing British policy, was trying to substitute for this a
federation of National Bands operating on a basis of equality under the
orders of the Middle East Command.

Before Myers could do much to implement the National Bands
idea, EAM/ELAS made its first bid for complete power. During the
spring of 1943, ELAS bands captured Saraphis by a ruse and dispersed
his band; threats were made to Zervas, and some EDES bands were
disarmed; somewhat later, an ultimatum was given Psaros, who on
the same day was taken prisoner and whose band was scattered; other
minor bands were eliminated. Although EAM/ELAS had previously
showed little interest in the Peloponnesus, it started organizing there
in earnest as soon as the British began to pay attention to that area.
The method of operation routinely included liquidation or absorption
of rival guerrilla bands. In many cases, EAM/ELAS units elsewhere
imposed a reign of terror over local inhabitants and recruited by force.
One EAM paper stated that “anyone not joining EAM [not necessarily
ELAS] would be regarded as a traitor to Greece”; but obviously, anyone
joining EAM could hardly join any guerrilla group except EAM’s own
army of ELAS.™
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Strategy and Politics

Aware by the end of March 1943 not only of the aims but of the
methods of EAM/ELAS, Myers nevertheless had to maintain relations
with it. For one thing, SOE Cairo was receiving glowing accounts of
the military prowess and nonpolitical nature of EAM/ELAS from Lt.
Col. Rufus Sheppard, the British officer who had been parachuted to
that group. Sheppard was not under Brigadier Myers’ direct command
at that time, and had the only other functioning radio contact with
Cairo.” With this conflicting testimony at hand as to the “true nature”
of EAM/ELAS, and with the complete agreement of all parties as to the
necessity for using that organization in any military operations against
the Germans, SOE Cairo instructed Myers not to break off contact.”

Had he summarily broken off relations with EAM/ELAS, Myers
would not only have disobeyed orders but would have lost touch with
the area in which major guerrilla targets existed. The only railway line
connecting Athens with the rest of Europe ran along the eastern coast
of Greece, and it was in this very part of Greece that EAM/ELAS was
effectively entrenched and would allow no other band to enter. Myers’
position was made more difficult by the fact that, on 21 February,
he had received instructions to organize, train, and equip andartes
throughout Greece and to prepare sabotage plans, using the guerril-
las in various military eventualities. Given the two almost irreconcil-
able facts—the challenge EAM/ELAS was posing to British postwar
political considerations and the need to use EAM/ELAS to accomplish
immediate military ends—Myers felt there were only two alternatives:
to stop using ELAS and reduce sabotage targets by about four-fifths,
or to “try and keep ELAS under some sort of control, with a measure
of allegiance by them to the Middle East Command.” He preferred
the latter course: “Rightly or wrongly, I considered that our maximum
contribution towards the war 