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PREFACE

The report that follows is an analysis of the first torturers’ trial in Greece,
which took place in August and September 1975. Foremost in our minds
during the preparation of this report was the need to present the essence
of this historic trial to the non-Greek world as a welcome example of
submitting accused torturers to due process of law.

In presenting this rcport, Amnesty International draws particular atten-
tion to two relevant *“Niirnberg Principles” as guidelines for the bringing
to justice of those responsible for the custody of prisoners who violate
those prisoners’ basic human rights:

Article 3. The fact that a person acted as Head of State or as

responsible government official does not relieve him of responsibility

for committing any of the offences defined in this code.

Article 4. The fact that a person charged with an offence defined in

this code acted pursuant to an order of his government or of a superior

does not relieve him of responsibility in international law if, in the
circumstances at the time, it was possible for him not to comply with
that order.?

The second of these principles is relcvant to this particular trial: the
first principle would be of relevance to a trial of the Junta lcaders, if it
were to take place, on charges specifically related to torture.

Amnesty Intcrnational began work on this report in late 1975 after the
end of the first military police torture trial. Painstaking translations were
made from unofficial court transcripts printed in Greek newspapers. This
was the only way to proceed because official Greek court minutes exist
only in note form. Because of the historic nature of this first of the
torturers’ trials, the Greek press covered the proceedings in detail and
printed verbatim testimonies and courtroom dialogues. It was thus possible
to corroborate the accounts between two, and sometimes three, sources.,

The extracts from the trial that are presented and analysed in this report

1The “Niirnberg Principles” were drafted and adopted by the International Law
Commission, pursuant to a request by the United Nations General Assembly,
which in Resclution 95 (I) of 11 December 1946 affirmed “the principles of
international law recognised by the Charter of the Niirnberg Tribunal and the
judgement of the tribunal®.
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serve three purposes. First, the trial testimony offers a detailed picture of
the workings of the Greek torture system, its degrading effects on victims
and torturers, and the function it served in perpetuating the Junta’s
control. Second, the trial itself shows that it is possible to convict torturers
of their crimes by due process, which is no small achievement in a world
where torture has become a tool of state policy in an increasing number of
nations. Third, and as a corollary of the first two points, the trial provided
conclusive evidence that torture was practised on a systematic basis under
the Junta’s direction—as indeed had been alleged by individuals and
organizations both within and outside Greece during that period.

It 1s rare for as secretive a practice as torture to be so thoroughly opened
up to scrutiny as is now possible (albeit after the fact) in Greece. The entire
Greek experience serves to underline the seriousness with which Amnesty
International regards the persistent and substantial allegations of torture
that today emerge from other countries in virtually all parts of the globe.
It should also serve to awaken a broader spectrum of international concern
to ensure that such allegations are impartially investigated and the torture
halted.

Amnesty International hopes that this conclusive evidence about torture
in Greece will prod intergovernmental organisations to re-examine their
policies toward governments that condone or encourage torture. For
example, the human rights machinery of the Council of Europe (which has
evolved more substantial procedures for the investigation of allegations of
human rights violations brought by governments or individuals than any
other intergovernmental organisation) is excruciatingly slow. More than
two years passed before the Council’s Commission of Human Rights
compiled and published its report on Greece, and more recently, its report
on the 1971 allegations of torture in Northern Ireland took five years to
reach publication.

Likewise, Amnesty International hopes that the Greek case will prompt
individual governments to re-examine their policies toward governments
that use torture. In the case of Greece, the Junta’s friends and allies abroad
who might have influenced it to stop the torture, on the whole chose not to
do so. Because Greek democrats frequently appealed for support abroad,
particularly to the Americans and to their fellow Europeans, Greece
provides an important case study in the influence of human rights consider-
ations on foreign policy.

The only governments to respond officially and positively to the Greek
democrats’ appeals were the Scandinavians and the Dutch, who filed com-
plaints with the Council of Europe as early as 1967. By the end of 1969
they had succeeded in forcing the withdrawal of Greece from the Council
of Europe. Other Western European governments were indecisive or
unhelpful throughout the seven years; the French, for example, even
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opposed the censure motions against Greece at the Consultative Asser;nbly
of the Council of Europe on the ominous grt?unds that state soverel.gnt}y;i
supersedes international concern for I‘1uman rights, alt_hough Greece itse
was a party to the European Conventlop of Human ng_hts.

Most serious, of course, was the attitude ‘of the Ur}}tgd States govern-
ment, which, because of its role as “protecting power” in Greece, had a
singular responsibility among foreigp govemmentst._As one Gremakl d?no-
cratic diplomat put it (the late Rodis Roufos), writing anonymously irom
Athens in 1971, *“. . . the solution of the Greek problem depends on tpe
USA more than on any other single country.”* However, the U.S. adminis-
trations not only failed to exert significant pressure on the Junta to I:ESpeCci
basic human rights and to stop the torture; t_hey m_stead offered tacit, r?‘1}11
sometimes explicit, approval of the Junta, its actions and policies. EE
U.S. State Department, including AmbassaQor Talbot and Secretary 0.
State William Rogers, defended the Greek regime before t_he U.S. Congress;
and the Congress, lacking at that timﬁe adequate parhamentary human
rights machinery, was not able to restrain the executive branch of govern-
mff?l&ere was also the failure of European governments to mﬂuqnce
Washington; again to quote Rodis Roufos: _“One of the fB:W things
Western Europeans can do about Greece . . . 1s to press Washington to
reconsider the misguided policy it has been following in Greece over the
last four years.” Roufos then delineated the central fa{lure of bgth' the
American and Western European governments to put direct and indirect
pressure on the Greek Colonels. In so far as either had the power an::l
influence to exert such pressure and failed to do so, they were the Junta’s

] ners in violating human rights,

Sllil;tgrailtne fall of the J uita, it seemed certain that the new Grqek govern-
ment, which so eloquently and forcefully Sllpp?rtf.’:d actions against torturel,
at such international fora as the United Nations, wou}d show an equa
resolve at home by enacting sufﬁcient' dqmestlc. leglslatlon to ensure
exemplary justice for torturers and by bringing to justice all the torturers
from all the Junta’s various security forc?s. It is sad to recprd..however.
that in the year since work started on !:hls report the situation 1n 'Greece
with regard to seeking exemplary justice for torturers has deterlorffted.
Some torturers, especially in the civilian securlty‘pollce, '_who corp.mltted
acts just as vicious as those committed by the military gohce CO{I\TlCted at
the first trial, either have not been tried at all or after being convicted have
been set free with a modest fine or a su:spended sentence. |
Since July 1974, Amnesty International has on various occasions

1Anonymous [R. Roufos], Inside the Colonels’ Greece, London 1972, nages
15 and 191-196.
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addressed the Greek government on three issues: the enactment of
domestic legislation against torture, the trying of all torturers and the
compensation of torture victims. (A selection of this correspondence is
included in Appendix E.) Prior to December 1976 the only substantive
reply to these inquiries was an informative letter in June 1976 from Mr
George Papoulias, Greece’s Ambassador at the United Nations, concerning
his country’s commendable work against torture within the framework of
intergovernmental organisations and related agencies.

Because of the importance of the Greek experience as an international
model, and also because we are concerned that the full needs of domestic
legislation, the trying of all the torturers and adequate compensation for
torture victims have to date not been fulfilled at the national level,
Amnesty International decided to include an Epilogue to this report. The
Epilogue, while acknowledging the merits of Greek action, focuses on the
shortcomings of the procedures by which the torture trials have been
initiated and conducted as well as on the inconsistency in the treatment of
alleged torturers from the various security agencies that used torture. A draft
of the Epilogue was sent to the Greek government in November 1976,
and in December 1976 the government submitted a Memorandum in reply,
commenting in particular on matters of Greek law and the constitutional
separation of powers. Amnesty International also sought the comments of
independent Greek lawyers. The Epilogue as now published takes into
account the government’s response as well as the information received
from the Greek lawyers.

Since our first approaches to the Greek government on the three issues
mentioned above, the United Nations General Assembly, with strong Greek
support, adopted the Declaration on the Protection of All Persons from
Being Subjected to Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treat-
ment or Punishment. This Declaration, adopted in December 1975, calls
for national legislation against torture (Article 7), the investigation and
prosecution of torturers wherever there is reason to believe that torture has
occurred even though no formal complaints are forthcoming (Articles 9
and 10), and redress and compensation for victims of torture (Article 11).
Amnesty International respectfully urges the Greek government to lead
the way in implementing fully this UN Declaration. (See Appendix F.)

Any report on aspects of suppression during the Junta years must also
record the courage of those prisoners and torture victims, and of their
friends and relatives, who made it possible for Amnesty International and
other organisations outside Greece to work with accuracy during the
dictatorship. Besides its traditional programme of campaigns for the release
of adopted prisoners of conscience and relief payments for adopted
prisoners’ families, Amnesty International sought every opportunity
— whether by sending missions, making humanitarian appeals to the
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government or issuing news releases —to draw v.mrld attention to the
plight of torture victims in Greece. Much of our information was based
on data collected with great care inside the country by Greek citizens a:nd
sent at great personal risk outside the country to those who were willing
to draw attention to the Junta’s excesses. Without the courage and per-
sistence of these individuals, Amnesty Internat'ional’s_work would have
been far more difficult and inevitably less effective. It is, however, regret-
table that those governments which were in possession of the facts and the
capacity to influence events in Greece were noticeably slow to respond as

torture continued and Greece suffered.

Janvary 1977
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INTRODUCTION: THE FIRST ESA TRIAL

At the time of the April 1967 military coup in Greece, the number of
political prisoners in Greek prisons was relatively small. Several of these
people were long-term prisoners from the days of the Civil War (1946-49),
and early in 1967 there was reason to believe that these and other prisoners
sentenced under long-standing emergency legislation would be released
before the expiry of their sentences. The coup changed this situation
drastically, and within a few months there were about 6,000 people held in
deportation camps on the Greek islands. During the next half-year this
figure dropped considerably, but in late January 1968 there were still
2,777 deportees held without trial in the island detention centres on Yaros
and Leros as well as an unknown number of detainees in police stations
and prisons throughout the country.

Among these deportees and prisoners were some who were old and
infirm, having been arrested on the basis of security files prepared during
the Civil War 20 years earlier. Many deportees remained in the island deten-
tion camps solely because they refused to sign a “Declaration of Loyalty”
to the government. This declaration required the renunciation of any con-
nection with the Communist Party of Greece (KKE) or “its variously
named organisations” and the acknowledgement that, among other things,
such activities sought ‘“‘the mutilation and enslavement of the country to
the Slavo-Communist camp and the removal of the Greek people from
Helleno-Christian ideals™.?

From the first day of the Junta’s rule, torture was an integral part of
the state machinery for suppressing opposition. It should be stressed, how-
ever, that during the seven years of dictatorship it was used for different
purposes at different periods. During the period 1967-71 the purposes of
torture were to extract information about resistance activities and to deter

The text of this declaration was analogous to the forced recantations under
torture that were extorted 30 years before, during the near-fascist dictatorship
of Ioannis Metaxas, 1936-41, It is important to note that although torture was
used in Greece before the Junta (specifically, during the Metaxas dictatorship,
in the island concentration camps during the 1946-49 Civil War, and within the
air force in a particular incident in the early 1950%), it was never an endemic
part of Greek political life, as some apologists for the Junta have argued.

. P
. - 'S -
i . . ) . .. MRy T oyl S gy Y mle 1 Wl e 2 .m,.—--lwd
byl ot T R e o Bl el — S k| 1 - e P e - = -

11

the population from political activity. Torture was E:qn‘ducted b:y tram_ed
officers of middle rank from the gendarmerie, the civillan security police
(Asfaleia), the navy, and the military police (ESA). The policy “[a}s;
to avoid leaving marks, or at least not to allow detgmees any contact wit
the outside until such marks had disappeared. During the_ p_crl_od _1971-74.
however, the purpose of torture increasingly became intimidation and
terrorisation, with the specific aim of destroying the student movement. To
a large extent torture was conducted by military police conscripts \_w.rho were
encouraged by their officers to leave marks on the victims. During these
years the military police would arrest and detain people almost at random,
subject them to ill-trcatment and torture and ?Eten release them after a
relatively short period of time, without ever having brought formal charges
against them, o | o
Although torture was used from the beginning qf the Junta’s rule In
April 1967, it was not until November 1967 that reliable reports_began to
reach the world outside Greece. In response Amnesty International dis-
patched American lawyer James Becket and Bfmsh lawyer Anthony
Marreco to Greece in late December 1967 to investigate thq torture allega-
tions as well as to determine the extent and implementation of a much
publicised Christmas amnesty for political prisoners. T‘he l::eneﬁcence_of
the amnesty proved almost entirely illusory, and the situation rcgard}ng
torture confirmed Amnesty International’s worst fears._ Necessarily restrict-
ing themselves to Athens alone, the Amnesty Intcrna:uona] delegates inter-
viewed 16 released victims of torture and obtained ewdence_ abou_t 32 other
cases. Twenty-two methods of torture were documented, including sexual
abuse, psychological pressure, electric st;ock and, most commonly, failap_ga
(beating on the soles of the feet), which in almost every case was the initial
form of torture. Major Theodoros Theofiloyannakos, a deff::ndant at the
first ESA trial in 1975, which is the specific subject of thls‘ report, was
named as a torturer in the January 1968 Amnesty Intema}uona]_ report.
The report of a second Amnesty International mission, published in April
1968, confirmed the findings of the first. | .
The two Amnesty International mission reports affected the deliberations
concerning the status of Greece within the Council of Europe. The govern-
ments of Sweden, Denmark and the Netherlands had already filed apgllca-
tions in September 1967 to the European Cpmmissi*_on of Human Rights,
charging the Greek regime with violating elgt_lt artlc:,les of the _European
Human Rights Convention, This application did not include ziﬁl‘thlﬁ 3, the
one prohibiting torture, but after the 1968 Amnesty Ingern_atlonal reports
and other evidence, the sponsors amended their apphcatlor} to include
Article 3. A sub-commission then heard the evidence pf_wunesses, and
unlike the Amnesty International mission, the sub-corpmmsmn was able to
gather evidence concerning the police stations outside the capital. This
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process and the writing of their well-documented, four-volume report lasted
until the middle of 1969. In December of that year, after intense diplomatic
negotiations and in the face of certain expulsion from the Council of
Europe, the Greck government withdrew in order to avoid diplomatic
defeat. Subsequent publication of the Commission’s report left no doubt
that torture and ill-treatment were regular and “officially tolerated’ activi-
ties inside the Junta’s police stations in Athens and throughout the country,!
but torture continued as usual despite these limited diplomatic efforts. (See
Appendix D on Greece and the Council of Europe.)

The severity of Greek torture is further borne out in the specific court-
martial that is the subject of this report. As the first of the so-called
“torture trials” in Greece, it deserves attention. In addition, this trial con-
formed to high legal standards, and after both the prosecution and the
defence had been given ample time to argue their cases, the tribunal was
able to sort out individual responsibility and to apportion blame for certain
of the acts of torture during the Junta yecars. Although the trial did not
pursuec some of the broader questions concerning responsibility for torture,
Amnesty International welcomes the precedent of this trial and commends
the military court prosecutor for ordering an investigation and prosecution
of the accused torturers.

Unfortunately, the standards of this first trial were not sustained in later
trials. As a consequence, this first trial of some of the military police
torturers stands as a better precedent in itself than the whole of the pro-
cedure by which some and not other torturers have been brought to trial.
Therefore, we have decided to trace the background, development and find-
ings of the first torture trial and to assess its significance and value as a
judicial precedent for bringing to justice the violent excesses of oppressive
regimes.

The trial began on 7 August 1975, when 14 officers and 18 soldiers of
non-commissioned rank were brought before the Athens Permanent Court
Martial on charges arising from torture during interrogation. Although all
Greek Constitutions since the first in 1822 (including those of 1968 and
1973 promulgated by the Junta) contain general prohibitions against torture,
there is no specific prohibition in the Greek Penal Code, which would have
to provide the precise implementing law. Therefore, only indirect charges
could be preferred against the 32 ESA defendants. These charges were
repeated abuse of authority, violence against a superior officer, unconstitu-
tional detention, ordinary and serious physical injury, repeated insults to a
superior, and recurrent moral responsibility for ordinary or serious physical
injury. The defendants faced various permutations of these charges, but

*Council of Europe, European Commission of Human Rights, The Greek Case:
Report of the Commission, 1969.
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defendant to plead guilty to all charges against him was Sergeant
gldeicgzg Petrou, a forrﬁer jatlor at lihe l?thens headquarters of ESA who
rned from abroad to face the charges. 5

ha’cIl‘l:.:t:ourt-martial was conducted according to Mllltary_Penal Procedure,
which is a combination of the Penal Code and the_ Military I_’el:lal Code.
Evidence called on behalf of the prosecution fell into five distinct cate-
gories: first, the evidence of retired officers as to their arrest and treatmelrllt
from 1969 onwards; second, the evidence of §tudents ar.rested after t ci
Law School demonstrations in early 1973; thqu. th.e evidence ?f nav?l

officers arrested after the unsuccessful naval mutiny in May 1973; fenuhrjt1 i,
the evidence of students and others arrested after the Athens Pol_ytec hlc
events in November 1973; finally, the eviglencc of fqrmer ESA soldiers w bo
described the processes of dehumanisation to which they had been sub-
]eclteiﬂ.e subsequent torture trials, the p_rosecution of these'32 ESz_ﬂs.defe.n-
dants was prompted by the cumulatw; pressure of private cwﬂb suits
brought by scveral former prisoners against their torturers in the 3 secrllce
of public prosecutions. The prosecutor of _the military court or er? a
preliminary investigation which was facilitated l?yf a deposition ifrom
Sergeant Petrou. Statcments were taken before a mlllltary examining mg_gl-
strate. and several of the accused were remanded in custogly. Briga 1;,:'
Digenopoulos was appointed chairman of the court-martial, wnhlt ei
remainder of the tribunal consisting of three colonels from the_ army egaﬂ
branch and two active service officers. The prosecutor, Major Micha

7ouvelos. was a member of the army legal service. The defe_ndants were
represented by counsel; many of the defendants, however, carried out some
- ination themselves. -
Cr?[s'lli:}ézrfgndants (see Appendix A) were all m_embers of the Junta’s mlllli-
tary police (ESA, Elliniki Stratiotiki Astynomia) who‘ l}ad servedk in kt e
Special Interrogation Section in Athens (EAT, Erfﬁkon Anakrit: ;m
Tmima),* at its training centre (KESA, Kentron E.kpazdev.geos .?trarzott is
Astynomias), at its Piraeus section or at the _mﬂltary prison in Boyatl.
Toward the end of 1968 ESA was endowed _wuh ne'arly absg]ute powers
of arrest, detention and interrogation. The ob]ef:t of its attention was any-
one suspected of being an opponent or potent}al opponent of the regime
— whether civilian or military personnel—‘— in short, anyone, whether
communist or conservative democrat, who _dld not completelg support Ehe
dictatorship. “‘Some of the defendants,” said the prosecutor in his closmgf
speech at the end of trial, “wanted to present EAT/ESA not as a place o

' ' ‘ ! ion Section”. However, in
1IEAT literally translated is the *‘Special Interrogathn _
colloquial usayge EAT meant the place where the special unit operated, namely,

ESA's Athens headquarters.
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torture but as a national reformatory. Modestly reserving to themselves
infallibility of judgement, they have tried to follow in the footsteps of the
Holy Inquisition.’’

Many of the more senior intelligence officers were described in the trial
as being guided by a fanatical anti-communism which they worked hard to
instill in their command. Indeed, it was to be the defence of almost all

I. THE ESA PATTERN OF TORTURE

the soldier defendants that they were merely obeying orders and were act-
Ing in a situation of compulsion and duress.

The first commanding officer of EAT/ESA, not under charge, was
Major Petros Koutras. He was succeeded on 25 August 1970 by Major
Theodoros Theofiloyannakos who had, in fact, exercised control even during
Koutras’ period of command. It was Theofiloyannakos who built up an
efficient system of shadowing, arrests, and interrogation techniques, and
who did so with the complete confidence of his patron, Brigadier Ioannidis,
the chief inspirer of the system.

Theofiloyannakos was portrayed by the prosecutor as totally indifferent
to the physical condition of his prisoners and firmly convinced of the infal-
libility of his own judgement. He was also a fanatical anti-communist.
“I am convinced,” said the prosecutor, “that if there had been a catas-
trophic earthquake, the only person in the whole of Greece to attribute it

to the communists would have been Major Theofiloyannakos,”
On 28 August 1972, Theofiloyannakos was succeeded by his second-in-

command and protégé, Major Nikolaos Hajizisis, who was described at
the court-martial as “a violent and most dangerous man”. Finally, on
29 August 1973, Major Anastasios Spanos succeeded as the fourth and last
commanding officer of the Junta’s military police.

In the report that follows, chapters I, II and III describe the ESA pattern
of torture and analyse the role of the military officers and soldiers who
participated in it. Chapters IV and V present extracts, with a modicum of
commentary, from the trial testimonies of the prosecution witnesses and
the defendants (the accused torturers). Chapter VI seeks to assess the
first ESA trial as a judicial proceeding and as a model of exemplary
justice for torturers. The Epilogue is an account of the Greek govern-
ment’s failure to fulfil the expectations of those who hoped that the state

would take greater responsibility for the investigation and prosecution
of torturers.

The evidence presented at the court-martial inevitably concerned, to a large

xperience of individual torture victims and the role of indi-
3?5?1?11 é%?ﬁeo?ﬁccers and soldiers. Extracts of this testimony, drawn ffr?:'n
the testimonies of nearly 130 persons, are presented in later chapters of this
report. From this mosaic of individual evidence, however, a larger plctul;'e
emerges of a consistent pattern of arrest, torture and interrogation );
ESA. Although the credibility of the individual witnesses theqlselves iS no
easy to evaluate, the cumulative evidence ‘of a systematic routine ofh torturet
is striking and, indeed, it was this consistency thaft consgltutefi the 11:1:)?
persuasive part of the prosecution case. On the basis of this evidence, 1 1.s£
possible to construct a general pictur? of the ESA torture process as 1f
existed at that time. It seems appropriate to.record th§ basic e}err}epés 01:
this system before proceeding to the more detailed analysis of the indivi l:tai si
and groups who played key roles in it. However, because t]:ie court-mz; a
was only of military policemen and was co_ncerned only with evcr:its r9];n
1969, the following description is limited: it does not attempt to escrll_ e
the overall repressive system of genc]ﬁlt'lnerle and civilian security police

' Junta was also responsible. ‘

foin‘gglr;?attil; with regard to potential suspects was apparently derived by
ESA from many sources, and the interrogators c_io'not appear to h:wet
required any reliable basis in order to act upon this information. Sergfifln
Petrou, one of the defendants, claimed that there was a clqse coopera 1?111
between EAT/ESA and the Government Informatlon Service (KYP), the
latter providing daily supplies of tapc-regordmgs of ta_pped ‘telephm]lle con-
versations. According to Spyridon Rqsms, a prosecution witness who vlljas
a former soldier at EAT/ESA, Major Hajizisis constantly ‘ pressed 115
guards to bring him information themselyes. even about their own rela-
tives and friends. Soldiers in the Prosecution Sgctlon of ESA would w;lgr
their hair long and would frequent theatres, mghtc}ul?s and other public
places to keep a general suwemgnc.e.I Among ESA’s mfoqners tlflere wa;
even a priest, Polykarpos Psomiadis, who was a close friend of one o

' ] ' is “Persecution Section”.
1] jterally, the translation of Tmima Katadioxeos is _ ' ‘
'II'-I:is waz the section of EAT/ESA in charge of collecting a dossier against
suspected persons and liaising with the court-martial prosecutor.




16

the defendants, Major Spanos, and who reputedly carried a club under his
cassock; Psomiadis informed particularly on student gatherings.

Arrests appear to have been carried out usually at night, without a
warrant, by a car-load of ESA men under the command of an officer from
the Prosecution Section and were often accompanied by a beating. On
arrival at headquarters, the detainee would usually be taken to the com-
manding officer and verbally threatened with imminent and severe violence.
In order to intimidate him, he might be shut into a guardroom where there
were clubs, whips and canes hanging on the wall. He would soon be locked
in a cell and told to write a statement of confession which would then be
taken by the jailor to the interrogator who was responsible and then finally
passed on to the commanding officer. The precisc interrogation technique
would be decided upon usually in conference between the commanding
officer and the interrogator. The appropriate instructions were then issued
to the duty officer, the jailor and the guards.

Threats of violence would be repeated to the new prisoner. He would be
told in detail how powerless was his position and what was about to
happen to both himself and his family. “You’re in our hands. This is ESA.
You will vomit blood . . .,” Theofiloyannakos told the taxi driver Dimitrios
Kotsakis. “You know,” Ioannidis told Wing-Commander Minis, “it is
possible that some parts of your body might be destroyed.” . . . either
you won’t come out or you will leave a cripple,” Michail Sabatakakis, a
dentistry student, was informed. “Theofiloyannakos said he would arrest
my wife and the whole lot. He said he would draw my teeth one by
one..." said General Pantelis Kalamakis, the former head of the National
Security Service. “I remained worried for a fortnight,” he continued, “‘that
they had arrested my brother-in-law who had no connection with the case.
Then Hajizisis promised to release him and play-acted in front of me,
pretending to telephone. . . . It was a sad spectacle for a Greek officer. . . .

According to the testimony, shortly after the initial threats, guards
— normally in a group — would enter the cell and beat the prisoners with
either clubs or their fists: this type of beating was known as a “tea-party”’.
There were four large cells which were used for beatings. At EAT/ESA
there were two types of blows, Sergeant Petrou explained in evidence

" ‘General’ blows were those administered when prisoners were being

taken to the punishment block. ‘Special’ blows were administered

during the ordeal. At this time there would always be two guards in
the cell. The blows were administered on the buttocks and the shanks

so that blood should start to collect in the lower extremities and cause

pain. The blows on the buttocks were with clubs, alternately vertical

and horizontal. These caused a particular type of swelling, . . .”

At the outset of the ESA torture routine, prisoners would be deprived
of both food and drink. They would be told to remain standing in the
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corner of their cell, sometimes on one foot but usually at attention. Tl;us
ordeal would last several days. It would often be mterspo:fscd with
more beatings — standings and beatings together known as a ‘“‘tea party
with toast”. If thc prisoner fell down, he would be made to resume 'hlS
standing position. Sometimes prisoners would be taken to the training
centre, KESA, where the escorting guards would pass on to a non-commis-
sioned officer, Nikolaos Kainich, the orders from headquarters as to who
was to receive further beatings. . i

“They wanted to give us the sensation that we were forgc_)tten, sal
Mrs Virginia Tsouderou, a member of the present Greek Parliament who
had been arrested in March 1973, ‘“and that there was no-one to care
for us. . . . Antonopoulos hinted to me that . . . _all my friends had been
arrested . . . the Security had taken my children’s identity cards [thejame
day} and in this way I would not know what had happened to them. .

After standing upright for a few days and being -deprwed of _refl:es -
ment, the victim would normally begin to experience hallucinations.
Ioannis Koronaios, a United States citizen who was arresl.:ed on 3 October
1970, said: “‘I began to sce that I had two faces, one in front and one
behind. I was delirious. I began to insult the government and everyone
there. . . . Then I tried to separate my soul from my body so that 1 could

body to be tortured.”
lealz?ictllllgil Va{'danis, a lawyer who was arrested in June 1973, had the
wing experience:
fo}‘]‘c())nul%e wPalls I saw sad family faces. I saw the wall open and a gap for
possible escape. I began to feel for the.gap, to find the right point. Tpen
my fingers touched the wall and I was disappointed. . X The same evening,
I saw a refrigerator on the wall. I said to the guard, ‘Why c}?nt you open
it and give me a Coca Cola?’ My mouth was parched: e '

Eventually, the standing ordeal would end, and the prisoner w?uld receive
some food and drink. Sometimes, it was reported, the water might contain
soap, or, to increase the thirst, the food might be heany laced with salt.
Some former prisoners suspect that they were fﬁegl hallucinatory drugs.

At intervals, a prisoner might receive a visit from the former army
doctor at ESA, Dr Dimitrios Kofas, also a defendant at the trial. He w_ou]d
advise when their condition made it dangerous for the ordeal to continue.
He was said to have acted as the “traffic controller’ for torture, although
he disputed the degree of control that he was alleged E? have had. B’}lt
Michail Vardanis gave an example in evidence of such “traffic control”:
“, .. aman arrived who was introduced to me as Dr Kofas. He took my
pulse and asked Petrou how many days I had l?een there. When Petrou
told him it was the fourth day, he said: ‘All right’. He then left and 1
continued having to stand upright.” . y .

Many witnesses claimed that Dr Kofas promised to return “in a minute
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or “tomorrow” with medication, but in fact did not re-appear for several
days or even weecks. To one prisoner who was experiencing symptoms of

heart failure, he sent aspirin after four days. When Squadron-leader Stapas
!::e_gan to suffer from blood in his urine, Dr Kofas recommended orange
juice and rest. Because he prescribed orange juice as though it were the

panacea for many serious ailments and injuries, he became known among

prisoners as ‘‘the orange juice doctor”.

For about the first 20 days of the routine, prisoners would not be per-
mitted to wash, change clothes or smoke. Some even had to relieve them-

selves in their cells during the standing ordeal. In such an atmosphere, the
smallest kindness was remembered by the prisoners with disproportionate
gratitude. Foivos Koutsikas, for example, a lawyer who was arrested in
November 1970, recalled the following experience during his evidence:
“At 11 pm they took me back to the cell. . . . a soldier came to
the window, very disturbed, almost in tears, and asked me anxiously:
‘Are you still holding out, Sir?’ I was overwrought. I told him I could
hold out for once more but that the third time I would succumb.
I will always remember the behaviour of this soldier. I told him to

come and see me when we were both free. . . . The previous evening
a soldier came, very scared, and gave me a picce of cake. . . . Another

time, . . . a soldier brought me a packet of cigarettes and a box of
matches.”

“V‘fhat havf‘: we come to?” the prosecutor subsequently asked the court-
martial. “A light for a cigarette is regarded as a benefaction.” If a guard

attempted to help a prisoner, he too would be punished. One guard,
Dionysios Charalambopoulos, who was a prosecution witness, was locked
in a cell and beaten by Major Spanos with a club for helping several
arrested students; he was subsequently transferred as a punitive measure to
the 513th Infantry Battalion at Komotini. Another guard, one Papan-
dreopoulos, disappeared after allegedly helping a prisoner.

One effect of the torture routine on the victims, according to a number
of prosecution witnesses, was their desire to commit suicide. Admiral
Konstantinos Engolfopoulos, a former commander-in-chief of the Navy
who was in compulsory retirement at the time of his arrest in May 1973,
said: “I decided to commit suicide. I tried to find a way. I was desperate.
I had seen an electric razor in a dirty lavatory we used. I asked to go to
the lavatory. I took the razor but there was no blade. In that way they
were well organised. Then I looked for a pin to tear my veins but I failed.”
Commander Iliopoulos, who was arrested in May 1973 and who was
handed over to ESA by Naval HQ, confessed that he was “under great
psychological strain. I was an object and not a person. I thought of suicide
but could find nothing in my cell to do it with.” Lieutenant-General
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Nikolaos Papanikolaou, arrested in June 1969, had been even more
desperate:
“I had hallucinations from thirst and standing upright. At one
moment my cell was left open. I tried to escape. I ran in the direction

of the U.S. Embassy, but they caught up with me. Then they beat me

for two hours. . . . I woke up in a cell and my feet were swolien.

Blood and liquid were running from my wounds and I had a terrible

pain in my chest. I wanted to kill myself. . . . Sometimes I drank my

own urine. . . . On 3 September I suffered a crisis and tried to kill
myself.”’

Ioannis Sergopoulos, a law student who had been arrested in May 1973
and taken to KESA, made a similar decision about suicide but changed
his mind : “Kainich beat me daily. Before beating me, he would sadistically
show me the size of his fist and a monogrammed ring which he wore and
which made his blows much more painful. I began to cough up blood. . ..
Kainich also used me for training the ESA men, to show them how to beat.
I was the sandbag and he was the boxer. . . . One morning he threw me
onto a pile of bricks and began to hit me with them and kick me, prefer-
ably in the genitals. That day I decided to kill myself. I could stand no more
and I didn’t know how much further things might go. . .. The worst torture
at KESA was waiting to be tortured. . . . The beating began at 9 am and
I knew they would reach my cell at midday. . . . As my turn approached,
I wished I could have been in the first cell to have got it over. This was a
daily routine. . . . I was obsessed with the idea of suicide. But I suddenly
came to my senses and rejected the idea. I thought my death would only
help the dictatorship. 1 swore an oath: ‘I am coming out of here alive.
I shall live. It is my duty to live.” ”

When the victims of torture sustained particularly serious injuries, they
would be transferred to Military Hospital 401, normally to the neurological
clinic, and admitted under a pseudonym. They would be escorted by ESA
guards in civilian clothes who would sometimes remain at the hospital,
Normally they came under the attention of Dr Andreas Davaroukas and
his ward staff, although Dr Kofas, ESA’s doctor, would often be present.
Major Spyros Moustaklis was admitted with a cerebral stroke, probably
caused by trauma, under the name of Michailidis. Professor Maronitis was
admitted with stomach perforation under the name of Margaritis. Periklis
Pangalos was admitted with severe pain in his ears under the name of
Kalafatis.

It is also important to note that initial inquiries at ESA by relatives of
prisoners were often met with unhelpful replies and occasionally with
violence. “One day,” said Vasilios Tzortzatos, a prosecution witness and
former ESA soldier, “about 15 relatives had collected and were calling:
‘Where are our children?’ . .. Soon an Immediate Action car arrived and
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the policeman asked me: ‘Where is the demonstration?’ I took him to
Captain Petalas, who was in charge. He came out of the gate, furious, and
began to push the relatives. He even cuffed . . . a prisoner’s mother."
Evidence of the systematic character of the torture process at ESA
(embracing as it did institutions and activities not limited to assaults on

the'victims) is further strengthened by the frequently heated exchanges
duru_lg_ the _trial itself concerning responsibility for the establishment and
administration of the torture system and by the descriptions of the con-

ditioning and training of ESA soldiers. It is to these aspects that the two
following chapters are devoted.

I1. THE OFFICERS

Of the 14 officers charged at the first ESA trial, 11 were found guilty and
three were acquitted. On the whole, the officer defendants were the inter-
rogators who had ordered the torture rather than the men who had actually
used the clubs and whips. However, one cxception to this general rule

relates to the severe bodily injury to (then) Major Moustaklis: according
to the soldier defendant Petrou, the torture marks on Moustaklis’ face

indicated that he was beaten by an officer, because no soldier would have
beaten a major in the face.

“How could Greek officers sink to this moral degradation? Whe are
those responsible?’’ asked Major Zouvelos the prosecutor, broaching the
issues of responsibility for torture and, by implication, of the officer defen-

dants’ motives and indoctrination: ‘“Were they born with criminal instincts,
or did external factors deform their characters? It is certain, members of

the tribunal, that those morally responsible are not in this court. They are
those who used the defendants, . . . who inspired in them wrong ideas
about our national interest. They are those who, for many years, have given
thousands of hours instruction on the fighting of communism without
sparing even one hour to the defence of democracy.”

In this speech the prosecutor raised questions that the trial did not fully
answer. Although the tribunal examined the issue of responsibility with
regard to the spectfic charges against the 32 ESA defendants, it did not
pursue the broader- questions concerning the political implications of a
public authority committing such offences, nor did it expose the facts con-
cerning the whole network of suppression and torture of which ESA was
only a part and for which the Junta leaders were ultimately responsible.
For example, some prosecution witnesses were reprimanded for mentioning
names of those responsible in the leadership who were not tried for estab-
lishing the torture system. When interrupted by the chairman on one such
occasion, prosecution witness Alexandros Panagoulis objected, saying that
at his own trial in 1968, “I was allowed to say the things I want to say
now.”

Nevertheless, the tribunal was able to apportion blame for individual
acts of brutality, and it is important to examine the issue of responsibility
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with_in these limits before attempting to analyse the broader issue of the
motivations for establishing this particular torture system. Theofiloyan-
nakos accepted responsibility “‘as officer in command” for the enforced
standing and the deprivation of food suffered by some victims, but without
acknowledging that this ill-trecatment amounted to torture. Nor did he

accept responsibility for actually giving the orders that led to his soldiers’
actions. In fact, it was a tactic of the officers’ defence at the trial to appeal
for the acquittal of the soldiers, thus appearing as their protectors, while at
the same time to disclaim any direct knowledge of brutalities allegedly

committed by the soldiers and to deny any responsibility beyond general
moral responsibility.

If the officers’ strategy was to win their subordinates’ silence in court,
they were not highly successful. The soldier Alexandros Lavranos said,
“'We served under them, and now they haven’t the courage to take respon-
sﬂ?ili‘ty. for what they ordered.” “Now I'm in the dock,” said soldier
Dimitrios Stambolidis bitterly, “and that’s because none of those in the
front Tows [i.e., the officer defendants] will take responsibility and say,
‘Yes, §1rs, they were carrying out our instructions.’ . . . Qur reward was to
be ruined and get a bad name which will stick throughout our lives;

to help them carry out their crazy ideas. They ought to have killed them.-
selves. Instead, they try to throw the blame on us.”

It was of course in the soldiers’ interest to accuse their superiors and to
shield themselves behind the position of having to obey orders. By placing
officers and soldiers together in the dock at the same trial — a procedure
to which some officers took exception — the prosecution prevented each
group from shifting blame to the other and thus trying to escape their own
individual culpability. One of the most provocative exchanges between an
officer defendant and a non-commissioned officer defendant followed an
apparent verbal slip by Hajizisis as he was defending himself: “I am
accused in regard to things that happened at KESA, and I found out that
there is no deposition from the KESA commanding officer. Why should 1
be accused of things done by [the KESA corporals] Kainich and Demert-
zidis?” A voice from among the soldier defendants called out, “What are
you saying?” and Kainich, crimson with wrath, left the courtroom, saying
as he went, “I thought I was dealing with men, but it seems they’re
pampered harem women. I covered them, and now they’re putting it all
on me. That scum Hajizisis has forgotten when he sent me prisoners to
KESA with instructions to beat them to a pulp. Now the coward says he
didn’t know what went on there.” Though Theofiloyannakos tried to calm
him and though Hajizisis attempted to make amends the next day by
claiming moral responsibility for the soldiers, the result of the exchange
was Kainich’s supplementary statement to the court in which he named
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Hajizisis for the first time as the officer who had given orders for severe
beatings that he himself had administered.

Toward the end of the trial the prosecutor rightly noted that the officers
had accepted responsibility for only ‘‘a few generalities’’ and had done so
in a way that had not reduced the personal criminal responsibility of any
of the soldiers. Shortly thereafter the two most senior officers, Theofiloyan-
nakos and Hajizisis, jointly assumed criminal responsibility for their
subordinates, but again saying ‘““if these things happened” (Theofiloyan-
nakos) and “whether these things happened or not” (Hajizisis), thus trying
to slip the noose as if it were a cat’s-cradle.

Unpersuaded by these tactics, the court was able to allot blame for
individual acts of abuse of authority and of causing bodily injury (see
Appendix A). What the court did not adequately pursue were the questions
of (1) the indoctrination ‘““for many years’ of the officers directly respon-
sible for torture and (2) the political motivations of (to use the prosecutor’s
words) “those who used the defendants”, that is, the Junta leaders.

The system of indoctrination for ESA soldiers at the KESA training
centre, which will be described in the next chapter, was explained in court
testimony. Little mention was made, however, of the indoctrination of
officers. Theofiloyannakos likened the KESA programme of brutality
towards its selected conscripts to the rigours of his own training at the Cadet
School. The particular training of ESA conscripts contained the same
elements as their officers’ previous training, but whereas the soldiers
received some indoctrination and much physical abuse, the officers had
received some physical abuse and much indoctrination.

To understand the political implications for the military coup of this
indoctrination and its effect on the officers who set up and supervised the
military part of the torture system once the coup had put them in power,
one must look briefly at the reasons for the conservative, anti-left align-
ment within the military officer corps that the indoctrination was intended
to re-enforce. The two predominant groups within the military officer
corps in 1967 were rightwing extremists, from whom the Colonels sprang,
and conservatives (in their majority royalists), who filled the highest
echelons.

The historical events that created this alignment can be only sketched
here. In 1935, responding to alleged attemps by royalists to undermine the
republican constitution, liberal and republican sympathisers in the officer
corps organised a coup. The attempt failed, leading indirectly to the return
of the monarchy and to purges from the officer corps of all but royalist
sympathisers. Retired General Ioannis Metaxas, as quasi-fascist dictator
(1936-41), then re-organised the armed forces by instituting a screening
of cadets at the Military Academy and by introducing a training pro-
gramme that would ensure the homogeneity of the officer corps along

Ly
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exclusively royalist and conservative lines.?

The alignment of officers in the Second World War was likewise a for-
mative influence in the creation of the modern officer corps. Faced by
AXxis occupation after 1941, Greek officers had to choose among
acquiescence, collaboration, withdrawal with the King and the legitimate
government to Egypt, or guerilla resistance in the mountains. By the end
of the war, political polarisation had become increasingly acute. Centrist
officers came under pressure from royalists and other conservatives on
the one hand, who were the majority of the officers in the regular forces
fighting with the Allies outside Greece, and on the other hand, from the

communists, who were the largest of the wartime resistance forces inside
Greece.

The middle position for officers became even more difficult to sustain
when those with liberal views felt compelied to identify themselves with
either the communist-led left or with the British-supported royalists. This
polarisation was particularly re-enforced by a mutiny in April 1944 among
the regular Greek armed forces in Egypt. Led by discontented republican
officers and perhaps aided by a handful of communists acting without their
party’s authority, the rcbellion was suppressed by the British on land and
by Greek royalists supported by the British at sea. Approximately 10,000
officers and men were purged and sent to detention camps in Egypt,

Ethiopia and the Sudan, again assuring firm conservative control of the
re-organised officer corps.?

Shortly after the war, the courts ruled that membership in the Security
Battalions, who had collaborated with the Axis, did not constitute a crime

‘The Junta’s reverence for General Metaxas was explicit. Deputy Prime
Minister Pattakos said in April 1968, “We are inspired by his example.” An
overtly fascist periodical, 4th August, named after the date on which Metaxas
prorogued parliament in 1936, was circulating freely in Athens in 1970, and
one issue contained an article entitled “Rise up, O youth of Greece!™ by
Colonel Ladas, at one time Minister of Public Order. Speaking on 29 October
1969, the Junta-appointed mayor of Athens, Ritsos, also confirmed allegiance
to the spirit of Metaxas, and in the process, linked the Junta officers to the
Metaxas officer corps: “Rest assured, Ioannis Metaxas, that . . . the valiant
second lieutenants of 1940, colonels of 1967, continuing your work, have
saved Greece. . . .” (from Roufos, Inside the Colonels* Greece, pages 117 and
202). Ritsos' reference to 1940 was probably meant to recall Metaxas’

refusal to capitulate to Mussolini and the repelling of the Italian invasion
in October 1940.

2C. M. Woodhouse, The Struggle for Greece, 1941-1949 (London, 1976),
pages 79-81. Colonel (later, British MP) Woodhouse was the Commander

of the Allied Military Mission to the Greek Guerillas in 1943. In 1945 he

served in the British Embassy in Athens, and in 1946 he was Secretary-
General to the Allied Mission for Observing Greek Elections.
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heir purpose had been to maintain order (that is.. to quell the

l::siztlzfgcet on IEehElf of the Axis). Many of these collaborationist OfﬁCEI:S
were thus taken into the regular Greeck army. Con'}plementaxy to this
absorption of Security Battalion officers was ‘the attitude that came to
prevail toward the leftist and other wartime resistance fighters. _All o_fﬁ_nl:f:;s
previously involved in the leftwing resistance were‘p_laccd en disponibi ité.
Their wartime activities bccame a source of suspicion ra_thelz than, as in
other countries of occupied Europe, a cause of respect. This dlscn{mna:tl];)n
often led to ycars of bureaucratic and police harassment c(:n'lc:ermng1 jobs,
permits, passports, university and even secondary school places, etc. %

The lines of ideological struggle were clearly drawn for the 1946-
Civil War that followed. Military officers had to choose betwcqn two
distinct conceptions of society, one traditional and the gther revolutionary,
but both of them historically rooted in the Greek natlo_ngzl ch‘aracter. By
1949, Greece had suffered as much dcvastation from civil stnﬂ; as f{om
the occupation. Over a hundred thousand.Greeks on both sides died.
Thousands of the defeated left went into exile, and thousands more filled
concentration camps. The summary executions‘ and brgtal_reprlsals perpe-
trated by both sides left a legacy of hatred which persists in places to this
dazfztl the following cold war years, which were years of great Amerlgan
influence in Greek affairs, the army remained a powcer unto itself during
the two consecutive elected administrations of Ffeld-Marshal Papagos
(1952-55) and Constantine Karamanlis (1955-63). I‘ht? US government
was crucial in keeping the army as an independent entity within the state
through which it could more easily sway Gr:aek p_»ollcy than throug:h' the
less predictable politicians. The formal relationship of .tl}e U.S.-qlllta&y
to the Greek army was a direct one through the U.S. Military Mission. It
did not go via the American Embassy or the Greek government. )

In the early 1950s the extremist ofﬁc_ers (who f_ormed th? nucl_eus of the
later Junta) emerged as a group within the anti-communist al_llance_ :tl}at
was the result of the cold war and the Qreek Civil War. ThB.II' activities
were largely conspiratorial. They orgams_ed th_em:selves, espec:al}y within
the army, at first as a reaction against liberalisation and ]at‘e}' in protest
against the royalist establishment. In 1956 three now familiar men —
Papadopoulos, Makarczos and Ladas, all of whom were to be_come
leaders in the Junta a decade later -— were name.d as co-conspirators in the
army. They were transferred but not otherwise cllsmplmed.‘ A second
allegation followed against them in 1958, when _Genera:l N1k019poulos.
head of the Supreme Military Council, revealed thqlr plotting to hfs fello:w
senior officers. No action was taken; General Nikolopoulos resigned In

1See Woodhouse, ibid., page 227.
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protest; his successor soon promoted them, making Makarezos chief of

his personal staff.

’l:he conspirators played a role in the 1961 election, when the conser-
vative E.R.E. party was returned to power with an increased majorit
The{e were serious charges of electoral fraud although in terms of nationgi
parliamentary representation, the alleged fraud would almost certainl
not have been significant enough to have changed the results. In thosﬁ
days, however, army soldiers regularly voted “on parade”, beiné marched

to and from the polling station. And whereas the E.R.E. received 50.8%

of the votes in the national poll, the army gave the party 70% of their

votes. At least so far as new army conscripts from thr
were concerned, one would expect their fotes to reﬂ:cl:g:lll?)li tilﬁ):;unttg
national poll unl_ess they were subjected to pressure. Much later ity was
legmed that_ sentor army officers had in fact established a secret com-
mittee to bring pressure against servicemen at the ballot-box and that the
committee’s secretary had been Major George Papadopoulos

The Centre Union under veteran liberal politician George' Papandreou
won the November 1963 election, and to confirm its victory, forced a
return to the electorate in 1964, winning an unprecedented Sé% of the
vote and an absolute parliamentary majority. Yet the army remained a
covert source of political power parallel to the government and quasi-
mcle,:pendent of the constitution. By carly 1965, Papandreou suspected a
factloq of th? army of being behind an anti-government propaganda
campaign, _whtcl} included a ‘“‘communist plot” to sabotage the tangks in
one strategic unit. An inquiry discovered no evidence of the alleged plot
E::l ;lllleg i:lncldfinih was ;aﬁecti;e propaganda in the hands of the man Evh(;

eered the *“plot”, the it’ ' '

Colone e Papalzi O e ztank unit’s commanding officer, Lieutenant-

The Prime Minister recognised the danger from withi
sought to remove the Chief of the Defeﬁce Staff :1{1[31 I:hteheMai;?;feraT)%
Defence, _both of whom were sympathetic to the palace. Papandreou’s
clashes mgh_ young King Constantine IT over these intended changes in th
accountability of.the armed forces led him to resign in July 196§ For 1$
mo_nths: Constaqtme appointed a series of prime ministers, who fai]ed to
maintain precarious parliamentary majorities against a vigorous campaign
by Papandreou_ for new elections. Having reached an impasse in Dece?nbg
1966, Constantine dissolved parliament, appointed a caretaker governmez:

'The incidents in 1956 and 1958 are taken from C. L. Sulzberger, “Greece

under the Colonels" ' '
308, onels”, Foreign Affairs, volume 48, number 2 (January 1970),

2The incidents | _
i 49_53.9,11 $In 1961 and 1965 are taken from Roufos, op. cit,, pages 35-43
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and set elections for 28 May 1967.

George Papandreou prepared to inaugurate his campaign with a massive
rally in traditionally liberal Salonica on 27 April, and most commentators
forecast a Centre Union victory at the election. The coup on 21 April
prevented a show of popular support for a democratic candidate and was
undoubtedly timed with that in mind. A second pressing consideration
for the colonels was their desire to outflank the royalist generals, either by
acting where the generals had for the moment declined to act, or by fore-
stalling what the colonels perhaps suspected was an intended generals’ or
palace coup. This consideration was merely tactical, however, compared
with their overriding concern to prevent another democratically elected
government, almost certainly a Papandreou government that would this
time move against the extreme rightwing faction within the army and
would attempt to contain their political power.

Threatened with political curtailment, they overthrew democracy and
seized power. The left wing of the opposition were the bulk of the early
victims of arrest, torture and deportation. The severity of this human
suffering from the first day of the Junta’s power, usually in the hands of
the civilian security police, has been amply proved in trials other than the
ESA trial presented here. One must add with regret that in some trials,
especially the security police trials, testimony by members of the leftist
opposition was given less weight than it deserved because of their acknow-
ledged political beliefs. (See Appendix B.)

The left were the obvious targets for suppression, and initially they
sustained the heaviest blows. However, for the Junta and their adherents
in the officer corps to stabilise their hold on power, they nceded to do
more than arrest or neutralise the opposition: they needed to win over
significant numbers of royalist officers as well as conservative and centrist
politicians. Significantly, among the early deportees were a few of these
political leaders, and by December 1967, when a number of senior royalist
army officers joined the King in an unsuccessful counter-coup, it was clear
that the Junta had failed to form a ruling alliance with the senior members
of the royalist establishment. The Junta’s attempt to shape Greece into

what they called an “Helleno-Christian society” would have to be made
with very little support outside the civilian security forces and the military
officer corps, the latter being steadily purged of senior royalists by either

arrest or compulsory retirement.?

1American sources estimated at the time that by 1970 the Greek officer corps
had lost the following percentages at its four top ranks since April 1967: the
army 47%, the navy 52%, and the air force 95%. These figures include both
purges and the abnormally high rate of voluntary retirement by officers who
did not wish to remain in the Junta’s officer corps. The arrest of royalists was
the subject of a joke that enjoyed considerable currency in Athens at the time.
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It was ]argclyi army officers of royalist backgrounds, arrested from 1969
onwards_ while in compulsory or voluntary retirement, and navy officers
of‘ {'oyahst Sympathies from the failed May 1973 rebellion, who were the
military witnesses for the prosecution at the ESA trial. The abuse of
fellow ofﬁcers: was of particular interest to the court-martial. Because the
legal codes did not permit heavy penalties for charges based on brutality
per se, the prosecution laid emphasis on violence and insults toward
superior -":;fﬁf:ersr.ﬂl Admiral Konstantinos Engolfopoulos, formerly the
Commander-in-Chief of the Greek Navy who was in compulsory retire-
ment when arrested in May 1973, was stripped almost naked. locked in a
small cell, subjec'tcd for two days to a blinding light and roaring mega-
phones ar:d ?hen interrogated by Major Kouloumvakis, The Admiral asked
the court’s indulgence when he broke down while trying to explain his
humlllgtlon, saying that “‘the Chief of Staff had been reduced to garbage”’
Ox}e night he had contemplated suicide: *“I looked for a pin to tear m);
veins. But I failed. Then I sat on the cement floor and waited for what
thi ‘Séviours of Greece’ would decide.”

t-General Nikolaos Papanikolaou testified that following his St i
June 1969 he had been kept standing and without water fo% two Bé)r:ethlirég
days. He attempted to escape, was caught and beaten. “I woke up in a cell
and my feet were swollen. Blood and liquid were running from my wounds
and I had a terrible pain in my chest. I wanted to kill myself. Theofiloyan-

nakos was standing over me and laughin '

. _ . g sardonically. That day the
started beatfng i‘ﬂe again and did not give me water. Sometimes Iydrani
my own urine.” When ESA officers Petalas, Tsalas and Antonopoulos

rushed into Navy Vice-Captain Karamitsos’ cell one midnight, Antono-

poulos said, “Do you know who I am? I am Antonopoulos before
all Greece trembles. . . . You will die in here.” poulos beforc whom

In light of such testimony, the prosecutor’s question “How
officers sink to this moral degradation?”’ bef:lomes particu]ai*{])_\;l Ic;o?nrtf:ilk
Some of the ESA officers on trial. particularly the commanding ofﬁcers'
clearly a:ccepted and propagated the ideology and worldview of the J unta,
leade.rshlp._(.)thers among the officer defendants shared with their superiors
certatn political and social prejudices that were exploited. In all cases their

Awakened by violent banging on the door after midnight, a frightened citizen
opens the door to find policemen pushing their way in. “There must be some
m{stake, ge'r'ltlemen," he says. “I'm only a communist. The royalists are on the
;‘.I;tlrd i;li?f%r. 1 t(from RGUf(l;S' op cit, pages 20! and 206).

1S ditficult to escape the conclusion that one reason for the j '
sentences between the ESA trials and the other torture trials ieslt?lr;cl}:nflflsete:}?{in?:
of the ESA torturers included high-ranking military and naval officers. This was

not the case at other trials, not even at the vy *
' na CO - r
torturers. urt-martial of the Ell
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unchecked power over the lives of the prisoners accentuated their prejudices
and intensified their brutality,

As shown earlier in this chapter, the history of the Greek military pre-
determined that most cadets selected for training as officers would come
from conservative, nationalist families, or at least from families without
immediate attachments to the left. Morcover, the training of cadets in
modern times was designed specifically to instill a conservative ideology
in future officers. But the officers on trial had reduced this ideology to a
simplistic manicheism. “It is we who will crcate the Greater Greece. We
will take Constantinople,” Major Kouloumvakis told Admiral Engolfo-
poulos. Implied in this boast to his captive senior officer is more than
mere territorial expansionism, Kouloumvakis also meant to distinguish
between two kinds of military officers, indeed, between two kinds of
Greeks — the “‘greater’” Greeks who would purify the nation and (10 the
mind of the purifiers) the “lesser’ Greeks, who were regarded as
unpatriotic and “‘anti-Greek”.

Throughout the trial the officer defendants identified themselves with
the “greater’” Greeks and more specifically with the ideals of the Greek
officer corps, often treating accusations or insults against themselves as
slurs on the whole of the officer corps and its cadet training programme,
The most metaphysical statement of this notion came from Petros Goros,
Commandant of Boyati Military Prison, during a dialogue with the
prosecutor:

Goros: “]I am amazed that all my requests are turned down. In
this way I cannot defend myself; while our accusers and
their witnesses throw mud at the Greek officer corps.

The mud is not being thrown at the Greek officer corps
but at certain individuals. For example, at Goros or at
A or B. Don’t identify yourself with the Greek officer
corps, which is stainless.

Goros is the whole Greek officer corps. In the person of
Goros all Greek officers should feel pride because Goros
fought in Korea, on Grammos, on Vitsi and at
Vardousia.”?

General Pantelis Kalamakis, the former head of the National Security
Service who was arrested for the second time in 1971, put forward a very
different view of the officer defendants and their relation to the Greek
officer corps, with special reference to Theofiloyannakos and Hajizisis:
“They have cut themselves off from the Greek officer corps. When I met
them, they were no longer Greek officers. . . . There have been other coups

Prosecutor:

1The last three were decisive mountain battles during the final stages of the
Civil War,
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In the past, but no one behaved like this.” General Kalamakis had been
the instructor of both Hajizisis and Theofiloyannakos at the Cadet School.
and loannidis had been his subordinate for two years at the General Staff.
When in 1969 (then) Colonel Kalamakis confronted Yoannidis at EAT/
ESA, he asked what had become of the 70 officers from the rank of
captain up to general who were under arrest at that time. Joannidis’ reply
to this question shows that the Junta leaders feared to put on trial respected
officers who would denounce their 21 April “Revolution” in court: “You
must be joking, Colonel, to think we would bring you to trial, for you
to say that the 21st April was a fraud. You won't be tried, Colonel. At
the worst, you'll be deported.”

The failure of the Junta to find support within the military leadership
of the old royalist establishment was symptomatic of its overall failure to
build broad support for its programme among cven one social class. This in
turn had a profound effect on the severity of oppression and torture as
the years progressed. They were able to control the institutions of civil
society — the church, schools, universities, local governments, professional
and social organisations, etc, — by means of informers and appointees,
but they were not able to persuade and convince members of these social
institutions of the legitimacy of their rule. At most the Junta could con-
vince the populace only of the reality of U.S. support for their rule, which
in turn helped create a sense that organised resistance on any substantial
scale would be futile.

What the soldier defendant Stambolidis called the ESA officers’ ‘‘crazy
ideas” did not win significant support among the general populace or
within civil institutions. The attempt to organise older boys into the neo-
fascist Alkimoi, for which the government bought uniforms and jackboots,
was not highly successful. Nor was the Junta able, as other military
dictatorships have been, to create their own political party based on a
coalition with even a minority class. As a consequence, they turned more
and more to the coercive agencies of the gendarmerie, the civilian security
police and, in late 1968, to the newly strengthened ESA for the force and
fear by which to maintain control.

Not surprisingly, their willing agents among the ESA officers steadily
broadened the category of those they considered to be “lesser” Greeks.
Within a short time the category included not only leftists, but centrists of
various affiliations and, especially toward the end of the Junta years,
democratic rightists. By 1970 former Prime Minister Karamanlis, who was
then in self-exile in Paris, had become a rallying point for democratic
rightist and some centrist opposttion. It was difficult for rightwing officers
to dismiss Karamanlis as “‘anti-Greek”, so they usually spoke disparagingly
of him by such epithets as “the mini-shipowner of Paris”. Indeed, such
remarks toward those prisoners who were perceived as privileged in some
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way (for example, university students and civilians from_ white collar
professions), betray a social jealousy. The officer who admitted the pub-
lisher Viktor Papazisis to EAT/ESA badgered him about owning a car
and a yacht, Papacharalambous explained to prisoner Perllills Pangalos,
a civil engineer, why they treated students so viciously: “‘We are not
interested in the young. Our regime will lz}:st‘ 50 years. We don’t want
clever people. We want mediocrities!” Hayjizisis calle.:d Pangalos to his
office one evening: ‘“‘He showed me his shoe-soles, wh}ch were worm, ‘and
said, ‘You, the upper middle classes, are wreckm.g society. You_ earn in a
month what we earn in a year. But it is we who will re-make society. |

This social resentment was extended to senior military officers. In. EhlS
case it was the complement at the personal level of the J unta’s pOllt}C&l
policy of detaining the military leadership of the old royalist establish-
ment. Certainly the Colonels of the Junta proper on more than one
occasion in their careers before 1967 had chafed at the frustratlon?: of the
middle ranks. They did not discourage their commissioned agents in ESA,
who found themselves with the powers of life and death over former
superiors, from gratuitously humiliating these senior officers.

The desire for upward social mobility by means of the (?reek officer
corps and ESA is part of the background to the ESA ofﬁ_cq.rs resentment.
Several of the officer defendants recalled their humble origins at one time
or another during the trial. Major Spanos spoke of his peasant fan:_uly.
which had been uprooted from Turkey in the exchange of. populations
following the 1922 rout of the Greek invasionary. forces. Like many of
these displaced Greeks and their descendants, Majo_r Span0§ grew up in
a small village in Macedonia.! “I took my leaving ce:rtlﬁcate | [:from
secondary school] with distinction,” he said. “For Qrofessmnal training I
chose the Cadet School. This was for two reasons. First, out of patriotism.
But I will be sincere: there was another, very weighty reason, the financial
one. I was poor. I could have gone to university, 'but this would have
entailed privations for my family, and to avoid this I chose the Cadet
School.” . | |

There were additional and very attractive privileges in becoming an
officer in ESA, which had its main offices in the Athens area. “Most
Greek officers on the active service lists,”” the prosecutor explamed. to ‘the
court-martial, “live for whole decades either on the frontiers or in little
villages where they and their families suffer hardship. So a posting to a

1Government policy in the 1920s, following the expu!sion_ of a n}illion Greel::s
from Turkey, was to settle a high percentage of the 1mm1grant§ in Macedonia
in the place of the Turks who had been transferred to T_urkey in the exchange
of populations. The choice of Macedonia was ‘[:urther dictated by the need to
protect Greek gains in Macedonia made during the 1912-13 Balkan Wars
against rival claims by other Balkan states.
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large urban centre is a privilege not casily appreciated by those who live
there anyway.”” These explanations do not in any way justify the actions
of the officer defendants, for there were very many officers of similar
background who did not participate in torture. What is important is that
once they were in positions of power, the officer defendants’ attitudes of
social jealousy, as conditioned by their backgrounds and their aspirations,
surfaced in a most demeaning and vicious manner.

From the torture victims’ testimony at the trial there also cmerged
considerable evidence of disturbing sexual obsessions among scveral of the
officer (and some soldier) defendants. Numerous witnesses commented on
Spanos’ and Goros’ obscene language and sexual threats to prisoners.
Tsalas used another crude method. He showed Commander Apostolos
Vasiliadis a photograph of a naked man and woman and covered their
heads, saying that ESA was able to take telescopic photographs at night
and hinting that the woman was the Commander’s wife with another man.
To others he showed photographs that were allegedly of their naked girl-
friends. Alexandros Panagoulis was probably the most sexually abused
prisoner. Theofiloyannakos seized him by the genitals when he was
brought in, and he later supervised the insertion of an iron needle up
Panagoulis’ urinary tract. There were many sexual threats against male
prisoners; Georgiou reportedly even showed his own sexual organ to a
prisoner and threatened to violate him. The most remarkable of these
obsessions belonged to Kainich, the non-commissioned officer at KESA.
The following testimony by (then) law student Ioannis Sergopoulos was
corroborated by others:

“I don’t think Kainich is normal. I will give the following example.
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