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The first post world war two adm in is t ra t ion  t h a t  Greece was to have 
was installed in Athens,  by a British expedi t ionary  force which had a r 
rived on Greek soil a t  the  heels of the  re t rea t ing  German army. Of course, 
it is worth emphasizing here, t h a t  the  co u n t ry  had a l ready  been libera
ted by the  resistance armies, and an indigenous adm in is t ra t ion  was ope
ra t ing in the land by the  part isan  armies of EAM, th e  ELAS.

'  The  Papandreou government,  which was carried over from th e  Mid
dle Eas t  by the  British was a most  subserv ient1 and to ta l ly  depended on 
the  later  for its very  existence. Not surprisingly then ,  t h a t  lacking mass 
popular support  and a t  variance with the  political ins t i tu t ions  of the  la
nd, as had evolved during the  occupation of the  c o u n try  by  the  Germans,  
it resorted to  a campaign of an unpresedented ,  even for a Balkan s ta te ,  
jingoism, t h a t  was wiping to  a frenzy the revanchis t  passions of th e  m os t  
politically re ta r ted ,  elements of the  populat ion.  Indeed, th e  m arke t  alie
nation of the  t radi t ional  political part ies2, not  excluding the  liberal and

1. On the proverbial servility of Papandreou to the British, see a study by the 
OSS, British Policy toward Greece, 1941-1944, R & A No. 2818, W ashington 9 Feb
ruary 1945, pp. 22-26. In the annex pa. vi of the same study the following are con
tained on Papandreou: «Papandreou’s habit of dealing directly with the British and 
of disregarding the existence of his cabinet has been exemplified on two occasions 
since the liberation of Greece (1) The order that the resistance groups must disband 
by December 10 1944 was announced after Papandreou had been in conference with 
General Scobie, but w ithout the acquiesence of his cabinet. (2) At the end of N ovem 
ber 1944 Papandreou had agreed with his cabinet that the Mountain Brigade should 
be disbanded; but on 29 November, after consultation with the British, he presented 
a statement that the Brigade should be retained. Siantos, present at the meeting, sa
id on this ocassion: «So, between ourselves we agree; it is only the British who keep 
us from corning together and solving our problems». Ibid, p. 51.

2. Both the Liberal and the Populist parties, the two main bourgeoisie parties 
were not to be differentiated by their programs but rather they differed on account 
of the personalities in charge. In a study by the State Department on the Greek po
litical parties on December 1944, the above is quite evident: «It is again pointed out
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th e  populis t  ones, wi th  the  body politic of Greece, was the  very cause of 
the  preposterous campaign for terri torial  agrandizement  against the ne- 
igboring s ta tes  t h a t  was sweeping Greece.

So much so th a t  th e  American observers on the  spot  could not but  
underl ine this phenomenal rise of expansionism t h a t  had mushroomed 
by  leaps and bounds in Athens, as one of the  most striking developments 
in post  war  Greece. In a report  to  th e  well known diplomatic  historian 
Dr. Wil l iam Langer  then  serving with the  OSS, the  following analysis 
was offered:

In  order to embarass E A M  and the left, and apparently  in an 
effort to outdo one another, the r ightis t parties, including the 
Liberal and Popular parties, are m aking  extrem e demands for  
post-w ar territorial aggrandizement o f  Greece.
The righ tis ts  realize that they have no popular backing and  
tha t they  have been caught w ithou t a program for the reconst
ruc tion  o f  Greece. E A M , conversely, is the most powerful poli
tical group w ith  the largest following ( in  the A thens  area, at  
least)  and  has a well-defined recovery program. H ow ever, E A M  
has been quite  conservative  in i ts  international program. In  or
der to appeal to the popular im agination and a t ta ck  E A M  in  a 
m ost negative  manner the old line parties are trying to revive, 
among other things, a Megal-Ellas.
S ta r t in g  w ith  the Rila D agh-Avlona-N isi demands as a basis, 
and supporting  their claims w ith  specious and unrealistic ar
g u m e n ts  they  have dem anded the following:

1. A ll o f  southern A lbania  (northern  Epirus to them ) sou th  
o f  a line which runs roughly between Valona to Pogradec

that the distinction between some sections of the Liberal and the Popular Party is 
not well defined. In internal affairs the Party has no programme except opposition 
to EAM, and would possibly favour a dictatorial regime, with or without the King, 
in order to break the power of the Left.» National Archives of the United States, De
partment of State, P IC /G /61, A Short Guide to Greek Political Parties and Perso
nalities, pp. 4. On the same issue see a quite revealing interview of the Greek politi
cian K. Karamanlis with the third secretary of the American embassy in Athens Mr. 
Oliver Crosby. There, among other thing, Karamanlis said the following: «In this 
respect, Karamanlis observed that the populist party is similar to most other Greek 
political parties... When I pressed him for his opinion as to the position of the popu
list party Karamanlis said that there is little that differentiates one from another but 
the leaders». Ibid, Department of State, despach no. 629 by the American embassy 
in Athens to the State Department of August 30,1949.
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and Lake  Ochrida. This  «  claimed on historic and  e thn ic  
grounds.

2. S ince  Papandreon's speech claims to Yugoslav terri
tory, including the M onastir area, have been hushed u p 1.

in this  context,  therefore,  and  in o rder  to  d iver t  th e  a t ten t io n  of the  
country,  then  at the  verge of a m ost  dest ruct ive  civil war. th e  Greek coa
lition government  of Sophoulis2, decided t-ο officially press for the  incor
porat ion into Greece of the area designated by  th e  r igh t is t3 p ropaganda

1. Ibid, RG 226, Records of the Office of Strategic Services, 103578, of Novem 
ber 15, 1944.

2. The Greek government was pressing also for the «rectification» of theG reco- 
Bulgarian frontier at the same conference. The position of W ashington on this was 
also negative. The Joint Chiefs of Staff in a memorandum to the Secretary of State, 
who had sought their recommendations on the matter, since the Greek government 
was citing military considerations for the «rectification», rejected it on the following 
reasons: «Greece desires to advance her Bulgarian frontier an average of about thir
ty-six miles northward... approximately doubling the present width of her territory 
between Bulgaria and the Aegean sea. This would require the transfer of a strip of 
more that 6.000 square miles of Bulgarian territory along the full length of the Greco- 
Bulgarian frontier with a population of about 400.000, the majority of whom are Mo
slem Pomaks or Turks.
d. Advancing the Greek boundary at the expence of Bulgaria, as proposed, would 
not strengthen the Greek position sufficiently for her to participate effectively with  
Turkey in the defence of the Dardanelles....
c. Transfer of this territory from Bulgaria to Greece would likely be followed by vio
lent resentment and partisan activities. The peace of the Balkans would thereby be 
endangered without decisive strategic gain.» Ibid, RG 218, Records of the United  
States Joint Chiefs of Staff, CCS 323.33 (4-30-46), pp. 1-2.

3. The American naval attache in Athens in May 1945, subm itted a report to the 
Navy Department in W ashington, Intelligence Division, on the issue of the Greek 
claims to southern Albania. His source was an important, according to him, Greek 
communist who was «generally respected in KKE-EAM as an intellectual». The na
val attache seems to share the validity of his source’s conclusions considering 
them «factual not argumentative». «Subsource’s views were elicited by source’s re
ferences to recent articles in Athenian rightist newspapers demanding that all of nor
thern Epirus be cut off from Albania and given to Greece as its rightful, historical 
heritage. One rightist opinion, extreme and not shared by all rightists, is that the ter
ritory should include all that is now Albania south of the River Shkumbin(near El-
basan)...... The rightist argument (that everybody in Koritsa and Argyrokastron is
Greek) is misleading. The fact is that in Koritsa approximately one-third of the po
pulation is truly Greek, and in Argyrocastron about 1.500 of the 11.000 inhabitants 
are real Greeks. The rest of the residents in these two towns are Albanian, although 
a large number of them speak Greek and are members of the Orthodox church». Ibid, 
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, intelligence division, N avy Department, 
C-10-d, 6087-B. FA-6 (633), pp. 1-2.
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as Northern Epirus or Southern Albania, in the  forthcoming meeting of 
the  Council of foreign ministers in Pari» on April 20, 1040. The support  
of the  United Staten, naturally ,  was judged to he of critical importance 
by the arlrnistration in Athena. In the absence of any high level consul
tat ions ori the  m at te r ,  Sofianopoulos, presenter] the S ta te  Department  
through the  Greek embassy in Washington with the following note:

«The Greek G overnm ent considers further postponem ent of  
this question as highly detrim ental to the interests o f Greece 
and, hopes that the assurances g iven  by both the United S ta 
tes and, Hritish Governments a t  the tim e o f  recognition o f  Uox-  
ha*s regime by their respective countries, to the effect that such  
recognition would no t prejudice Greece's territorial demands  
against A lbania, will p ro m p t them  to see to i t  that the Albanian  
question will come up for consideration at an early dale and  
tha t a se t t le m e n t  thereof invo lving  the cession o f Northern  
Epirus to Greece will be reached soon» '.

The S ta te  D epar tm en t  was lukewarm if not ou t r igh t  rejective of 
this challenge to the territorial s ta tu s  quo in tin· Balkans. The request 
of the  Greek adminis t ra t ion  was not  given any consideration by the S ta 
ir* D epar tm en t  for the  ethnic reasons advanced in the Greek memoran
d u m 2. Instead, the m a t t e r  was reffcrcd to the  Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff  for 
their  es t imate  of the strategic  value to Greece and /or Albania of the dis
puted region.

The ease I hen being str ipped of its emotional nationalis t overlook 
was to be evaluated on the basis of the overall American s t ra tegy  and in
terests in the  area and to the possible ramificat ions in the balance of po
wer in the  Balkans. In this context,  the  Joint  Chiefs of Staff  in a highly 
analytical  s tudy  declared categorically against  any American position 
a t  the  Paris conference support ive  of the Greek claims: Citing reasons, 
am ong others,  a possible confrontation in the Balkans, thus not  pre
cluding the possibility of an American mili tary involvement, which the

\ .  Ibid, ltd  218, Records of the United ,States Joint Chiefs of Staff, 002 Greece 
). Memorandum by the Slate Department member of the State-W ar-Navy 

Coordinating Committee. Creek claims to Northern lOpirus (Southern Albania)., p. 2
2. «The Creek Government is attem pting to secure all of Northern Kpirus (Sou

thern Albania)on a basis of ethnic and strategic considerations. The Department of 
State is obviously not qualified to asses the validity of any claims which tho Greeks 
have made which relate to the latter. Tho Albanians on the other hand, wish the fro
ntier to remain as it was in 1 Οίίίΐ». Ibid.
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American mil i tary  es tabl ishment  was nei ther  prepared nor in a  position
lo undertake.

a .  The Northern E p irus  area is m ounta inous. In  th is area are
the m ost im po rtan t passes and terrain barriers between the 
nortnern plains o f  A lbania  and the Greek frontier. The zone(?)  
includes no ports  or airfields o f  im portance. I t  has so m e  m in e 
ral wealth and the meager surplus food  production  o f  the area 
is o f  considerable im portance  to A lbania , which as a whole is 
deficient in food production.

c. The loss o f  N orthern  E pirus by A lbania  would deprive  tha t
nation o f  her only natural defensive p o s i t io m  against a t tack  
from  the south . The converse is not true w ith  respect to Greece, 
since her present boundary gives her control o f  terrainf along the  
Albanian frontier) well su ited  to defence.

, e.  Albania is now  depended u p o n im p o r t  o f  som e food  fro m  Yugo
slavia. Loss o f  Northern  E p irus , considered by A lbania  to be 
part o f  her territory, coupled w ith  loss o f  the food  pro duc tio n  
o f tha t area, would inev itab ly  force even  closer economic and  
m ilitary  cooperation w ith  Yugoslavia and  possib ly  m ig h t  result  
in A lbania jo in in g  as a part o f  the Yugoslav confederation.

f .  Cession o f  this territory to Greece is l ike ly  to be followed by  
guerrilla warfare, which could endanger peace in  the Balkansx.

The recommendations of th e  Jo in t  Chiefs of S ta ff  not  only were he
eded to  by  th e  S ta te  D ep ar tm en t  b u t  for years to corns t h e y  spear
headed the  main a rgum ents  on which th e  successive American adm in i
stra tions s trenuously barred the  a t t e m p ts  of th e  client regimes of Athens 
to raise the  issue. Not, of course, t h a t  the  Greek governments ,  especial
ly of the  civil war  years and  the  first post  civil w a r  did not , continue2 to  
ag ita te  for purely domestic  considerations.

1. Memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff of April 20, 1946, to the Secretary 
of State. Ibid.

2. As it can be seen from a report by the National Security Council on the «U . S. 
Objectives with Respect to Greece and Turkey», the Greek administration in 1948 
continued to obstruct a peaceful settlem ent with Tirana on account of the ever pre
sent Greek claims on the southern part of that country: «...claim s by both Greece and 
Yugoslavia to portions of Albanian territory, maintenance by Greece of a legal state  
of war with Albania...». At another point the same report notices: «Conciliation effo
rts by the President of the General Assembly during November and De9ember, 1948, 
between Greece on one hand and Albania... broke down on the insistence of Albania 
that a clause be included in the Aibano-Greek agreement stipulating, first, that Gre-
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This jingoism advanced by th e  administrat ion in Athens, as it mig
h t  be expected,  incited various national is t  ul tras to press with the  most 
ludicrus and adventurous  schemes to «liberate» «Nortnern Epirus» 
and incorporate  th e  region to Greece. One such a preposterous plot was 
ha tched by a former Greek bishop of the  area, then an emigre in At
hens, working in cahoots with one, Thales Retorides .1

Lacking  any  known financial means and of course, deprived of po
pular  suppor t  in e i ther  Albania or Greece2, the  said bishop Eulogios Kou- 
rilas, sought  th e  aid of the  American secret services, in fact the exe
cution of the  conspita torial  designs depended exclusively on the  willin
gness of the  Americans to endorce and take  it  under  their auspices. It  
is no t  accidental t h a t  the  chief a rchi tects  of this  coup d ’theatre , accor
ding to the  learned Lincoln MacVeagh, then  ambassador  of the  United 
S ta tes  in Athens, had a most in teresting and in words of the  ambassador 
«malodorous» past.  T hom as  Karamessines3, then in charge of security 
m a t te r s  a t  the  embassy, act ing on the  explicit  orders of Mr. MacVeagh, 
to procure  «some background information» on the  bishop and Retorides 
reported  as follows:

Our files contain a brief note on bishop Kourilla, dated
1944, and describing h im  as a quisling who contributed to the 
arrest o f  Archbishop D am askinos by the Germans by accusing  
h im  o f  aiding the resistence m ovem ent. A  late note, N ovem ber
1945, s ta tes  that Kourila has resisted com m unist pressure on 
the O rthodox Church, and that he is no t in good favor with  the 
H o x h a  Government.

ece recognize not only that a state of war with Albania no longer exists but had never 
existed in the past, and second, that the present border between the two countries is 
irrevocable». Ibid. Record Group 319 (Army Staff) P +  0-092 Europe. T. S. (Section 
II-A ) (Case 22 only) (Book I) (Sub-NOS-), pp 10-14.

1. A Greek pamphlet published in Yiannena by a local man of letters, quite re
cently, attributes many a virtue to Mr. Retorides, for instance he is presented as a 
personal friend of Nixon, a protege of the late Robert Kennedy and a receiver of fa- 
voirs from Jimmy Carter. Also as a poet, publisher, and a musician. Georgios Yrelles, 
Genike Theorese sten Poiese ton Thale Reforide ,  Rome 1982, p. 8.

2. Karamessines in his report to the ambassador on the strength of the organiza
tion of the would be «revolutionists» wrote the following: «There is no information to 
lead to belief that the Bishop’s organization includes, at this time, members other than 
the bishop and Mr. Retorides». National Archives of the United States, Department 
of State, Report by ambassador MacVeagh to the State Department of September 
26, 1946, 355020, p. 1.

3. A Greek American then an attache in charge of security matters at the em
bassy and later the first head of the CIA in Greece.
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W e are advised, on good reliability , that Evlogios Kourilla, 
M etropolitan o f  Koritsa, was on very close and fr iend ly  relatio-  
tions with the Germans and the Ita lians during the war, and  
that he acted o ften  against A llied interests. In  add ition  to his 
clandestine cooperation w ith  German and Ita lian  figures, no ta 
bly General Tzelozo w ith  whom he was in frequen t contact, he 
published several articles in  Greek newspapers agaitist A llied  
interests. I t  is believed tha t these pro German publica tions we
re made in an effort to win German approval for designation  
as Archbishop o f  A th e n s1.

Originally, the  bishop wanted to see Mr. MacVeagh personally to 
make him a privy to the  conspiracy and to seek his aid to bring a b o u t  
a revolution in Albania to overth row the  regime. Failing to grasp the  
t rue  nature of the  bishop’s visit the  am bassador  suggested t h a t  he meet  
with Dr. Blegen2, then  cultural  a t t a c h e  of the American embassy:  «This 
I did in my innocence, supposing t h a t  his business could only be religious 
or educational . The  t rue  n a tu re  of the  Bishop’s mission th en  popped ou t  
of th e  bag».

Kourila’s emissary to the  American embassy,  however, was set 
to  meet with an officer of the  political section. T he  s ta r t l ing  revelat ion 
to a dumb-str iken  th ird  secre tary  of the  embassy  of th e  ex t rao rd ina ry  
designs of the  two co-conspirators , to ove r th row  single handed  the  regi
me in Albania p rompted  Mr. MacVeagh to wri te  to  the  S t a te  D e p ar tm en t  
t h a t  instead of seeking an audience  with the  embassy  staff  t h ey  ough t  
to have met with a « lunacy commission»3.

In unfolding th e  web of the  intrigue, bizarre as it was, Retorides, 
stressed the  importance  of th e  infil trat ion of agents  into Albania 
tinder the  disguise of U N R R A  and o ther  relief agencies a m ethod  well 
tes ted,  according to the  Albanians at t h a t  presice t ime4. I t  is worth  
noticing also t h a t  the  new government to be established in Alba

1. Ibid. Enclosure No. 2 to Despatch No. 3150.
2. A noted American archaelogist who worked for a number of years in Greece 

and is known for the excavations of Troy. He was also a distinguished member of the 
OSS. In the fifties he became chairman of the classics department at the University 
of Cincinnati, where I had the opportunity to meet with while a graduate student 
at the history department there.

3. National Archives of the United States, Department of State, Report by am
bassador MacVeagh to the State Department of September 26 ,1946, p. 1.

4. On that see the comments of Enver Iloxha on the activities of the U N R R A  
personnel in Albania and how the Albanians had requested that they be expelled from 
their country on account of these activities. Enver H oxha, The Anglo-American Th
reat to Albania, Tirana, 1982, pp. 353-433.
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nia a t  th e  wake  of th e  uprising would be of followers of th e  former king 
Zog and t h a t  th ey  would placade Greece by  ceding «Northern Epirus» 
to Greece. Fur therm ore ,  the  t r ium ph  or the  collapse of th e  conspiracy 
depended «upon hope of substant ia l  foreign support ,  no t  only in prepa
r ing th e  coup, bu t  in maintaining it by  immediate  recognition...»1. And 
as to  lure t h a t  «foreign suppor t»  t h e  plotters  were prepared to  satisfy 
th e  I tal ian and above all the  American interests  in t h a t  region, foremost 
of which was the  ousting of the  Soviets and the  establishment of an Ame
rican sphere  of influence there2.

However, because of the  onerous past  of th e  would be beneficiaries 
of the  over th row  of th e  regime in Albania, th e  followers of Zog and for
m er  big landowners along with war  t im e collaborators  with Germans and 
th e  Ital ians,  special care was taken  by  Retorides. to  assure the  Americans 
of the  moral ch a rac te r  of «organization». «Mr. Retorides sta ted. . .  t h a t  
the  Organizat ion had decided to  inform th e  United S ta tes  Government 
of i ts  exis tence so th a t  it would have th e  ' t r u e  picture '  of th e  Organiza
t ion and  would not  believe false rum ors  which undoubted ly  would reach 
i t»3.

Three  years la ter  in 1949, a Caucasian resident of Turkey  since the  
end of the  first world war, one Gasi Khan  Bessolt4, proposed to the  Am- 
r icans a similar  to  Kourila’s plan for the  overthrow of th e  communist

1. National Archives of the United States, Department of State, Enclosure No. 
1 to Despatch No. 3150, September 26, 1946, from the American embassy in Athens, 
p. 2.

2. «The establishment of government oriented toward the W est..... The entire
scheme as explained by Mr. Retorides appears to be based upon hope of substantial 
foreign support not only in preparing the coup, but in maintaining it by immediate 
recognition, in order to ward off retaliation from other Soviet-supported Balkan sta
tes». Ibid, p. 3.

3. Insinuating, quite evidently, that the «organization», that is the bishop had 
been compromised during the war, as the Karamessines report to MacVeagh was to 
document.

4. National Archives of the United States, Record Group 319, Records of the 
U. S. Army Staff, «Albania». Despatch by the American military attache in Ankara 
to the Director of Intelligence, General Staff, U.S. Army, of July 13, 1949. Bessolt, 
who according to the American military attache was supplying them «over the past 
several years...information....both accurate and useful», was an agent of the former 
king Zog. Zog, in Bessolt’s report was presented as quite an unprincipled individual, 
one whose sole aim was to reconsolidate his position in Albania regardless the means 
or the type of authority that was to be established: «My opinion is that if the Alba
nian people vote for the Monarchy, the king will be Zog I; and if the vote takes the 
side of the Republic, the party elected as President will, just the sam e, be Ahmet 
Zogu». Ibid.
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regime in Tirana.  The essence of Bossolt’s scheme was again based on 
foreign suppor t  which alone could assure the  success of th e  enterprise, 
b u t  essentially he was ac t ing  on behalf  of Zog, who in case of v ic to ry  wo
uld be e ither a king or pres ident  of a republic. Bessolt,  who for years had  
been a sourse of information to the  American embassy  in T urkey ,  and 
as the  la t te r  adm it ted ,  was also an agent of Hie Turk ish  National  Secu
r i ty  Service, in order to induce the  Americans to espouse his cause, gave 
them able proofs tha t  Albania would sway, under  Zog to the ir  sphere  of 
influene. Furthermore ,  bases would be offered, th e  naval  base of Saseno 
was m en t ioned .and  Albania would be used as the  spr ingboard for lau n 
ching operations against  the  o ther  socialist s ta tes  in the  area.

But  the  prerequisite , ir sharp  variance with  the  aims of Kourila, for 
the  operation to have even a modicum of success was a definitive s t a te 
ment  on the inviolabil i ty  of th e  Albanian sta te .  The guaran tee ,  on the  
par t  of Greece with an allied endorsement,  for good measure,  of the  Al
banian national frontiers as th e y  exis ted prior to 1939. t h a t  is the  a b a n 
donm ent  of the  Greek claims on no r thern  Ep irus1. T h a t  an emphasis  
was placed on Greece’s public and unequivocal  acceptance  of the  s ta tu s  
quo as it  existed in the  area, since it was s ta ted  no «revolt» could be la
unched and no invasion could be a t t e m p te d  w i th o u t  such a declaration 
by Athens.

The fut ili ty of th is  chimeric scheme of Zog, needless to  say,  was de 
monstra ted  by th e  fact  t h a t  i t  never left  the  drawing  board.  T he  S ta te  
Depar tm ent  and the D ep ar tm en t  of Defence in W ashing ton  a t  about  the  
same t ime were formulating a policy on Albania which in essence was 
reaffirming the  principle of a sovereign independent  Albanian s ta te ,  free 
of the  encroachments of bo th  Yugoclavia and Greece. In a S ta te  D ep ar 
tm e n t  position paper on the  U. S. objectives on Albania, one incorpo
rat ing the  views of th e  Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff  the  th en  undersecre ta ry  of 
Sta te  Dean Rusk was more th a n  categorical  on the  American de te rm in a 
tion to safeguard and preserve the  national  boundaries  of t h a t  Balkan  
s ta te  from the encroachment  of its neigbors:

1. «Greece, if possible with the Allies, must officially and solem ny declare that 
she recognizes the Albanian frontiers of 1913... She must renounce her unfounded 
claims upon southern Albania (the fertile provinces Korga and Argirokastro, also 
called Northern Epirus) and inaguarate a new policy of friendship and good neigh
borliness with a truly free and independent Albania. Such a declaration will have eno
rmous consequences. The Albanian people prefers to suffer voluntarily  
under the communist yoke. It will not attack the communists for fear that Gre
ece may profit by the ocassion to invade southern Albania». Ibid, p. 5.
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( a )  Prevention  o f  p artition  o f Albania by Greece and Y u 
goslavia.

(b )  U tilization o f US, U K  and French influence in A thens  
to preven t the Greek A r m y  from  entering Albania  
(excep t in case o f  a direct m ilitary  aggression from  
Albania).

( c )  U tiliza tion  o f US, U K  and French influence at the 
proper time, in Belgrade to p reven t Yugoslav m ilitary  
in terven tion  in A lbania1.

To such an extent  the  United S ta te s  was committed  to  maintain and 
respect  the  «exist ing frontiers in th e  Balkans»2, t h a t  appropria te  warni
ngs were to  be delivered to  Belgrade, judged to  be the  most visible agres- 
sor, to  refrain from any th ing  t h a t  could threa tened peace in the  Balkans:

Yugoslav authorities, however, should be given clearly to 
understand tha t the US would be forced to re-examine its pre
sen t po licy  toward the Belgrade G overnment should that Go
vernm ent provoke, or be m ainly  instrum ental in partic i

p a t in g  in, a s itua tion  A lbania  which m igh t involve grave risks 
o f  a general conflict in Sou theas t Europe*.

T he  S ta te  D epar tm en t  and to  lesser ex ten t  London were alse «co
ntroll ing any  action on the  p a r t  of Albanian groups, part icularly  the  Al
ban ian  National  Committee»4, aiming a t  the  overthrow of the  Hoxha re
gime, least such an a t t e m p t  provoke a general conflagration in the  area.

1. Ibid, RG 218, Records of the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff, CCS 092, 
Albania (10-20-49) Sec I.

2. Ibid, p. 3. «On a recent occasion Tito informed Ambassador Cannon that it 
was vital to Yugoslavia that Albanian independence be respected, and that Yugo
slavia’s chief concern was the danger of action on the part of Greece. Cannon replied 
that we had given the Greeks strong advice to stay out and that the US had always 
stood for the independence of Albania.

The US Embassy in Belgrade need not at the present time take any further ini
tiative in discussing the Albaniam situation with the Yugoslav authorities, If the 
latter should again approach the US officials on the subject the reply should be that 
US naturally shares Yugoslavia’s distaste for the present Hoxha regime, but believes 
that whatever regime replaces it should be Treely determined by the Albanian people 
themselves and not under the domination of any foreign power.» Ibid, p.2.

3. Ibid, p.3.
4. A committee, according to the same report, founded with the aid and appro

val of the western powers who were attempting to make it as «representative as pos
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Extending  th is  new dogma of th e  foreign relations of the  United S ta te s  
in the  Balkans th e  S ta te  D ep a r tm en t  made conscientious efforts by  the  
governments  of Belgrade and A thens  to  bring a bou t  a d iplomatic  rapp-  
rocement with the  regime in T irana  w ith  a view th a t  such a development  
would preclude t h a t  «foreign influence in the coun try  (Albania) should 
not  be allowed to tak e  the  form of domination,  t h a t  it  should be d irec
ted towards helping the  Albanians to govern and to suppor t  themselves 
and th a t  it should not  be unfriendly to the  US»1.

To t h a t  end, th e  Greek claim on southern  Albania,  according to  the  
same dogma, was to be held in abeyance, to be decided at  a la ter  t im e  by  
«an approppria te  in ternat ional  body»2, which in view of the  above was 
ra ther  an academie issue a t  best.

A few months earlier prior to this reaffirmation of the  American com 
m it tm en t  to th e  terri torial  in tegr i ty  of Albania, the  Greek gevernm ent  
of Sophoulis, th rough  th e  then undersecre ta ry  for foreign affairs Pipi-  
nelis3, in a r a th e r  detailed m em o rand u m  subm it ted  to  t h e  S ta te  D epar
tm e n t  b y  means of the  American embassy in Athens,  raised, in a m ost  
provocative manner,  the  whole issue of the  vexing Greco-Albanian rela
tions. Challenging, officially, for th e  first t ime the  very  essense of Alba
nian independence, Greece advanced th ree  proposals, which if were to  be 
adopted,  would have m ean t  v i r tua l  extinct ion of Albania  as a  national  
s ta te .

Basing their  a rgum ents  mainly on the  premise t h a t  «Albanian in

sible», so as to be less onerous to the public opinion which was aware of the 
discredited personalities sourounding Zog and his entourage of former chieftains. 
Ibid, p. 2.

1. «We would expect that such developments would make possible good rela
tions between Albania and Greece, Yugoslavia and Italy respectively, and would 
orient Albania toward the W est». Ibid, p. 1.

2. «With respect to the Greek claim to Northern Epirus, we would of course, be 
willing, as we have indicated in the past to have this claim considered by an appro
priate international body at some later time. We should not permit this issue to in
terfere with the more important immediate objective of ending the guerrilla menace 
an d  es tab lish in g  more normal re la tions between the two countries».  Ibid, p. 3. Italics 
mine.

3. «As the Department is aware, wrote the charge d’ affaires ad interim of the 
American embassy in Athens Harold B. Minor, Mr. Pipinelis is a thorough student 
of Balkan affairs, an experienced diplomat, and by virtue of his position as well as 
his abilities, plays a leading role in the formulation of Greek foreign policy». Ibid, D e
partment of State, 350 Albania, Despatch by the American charge d ’ affaires Harold 
Minor to the Secretary of State of May 12 1949.
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dependence has never been more t h a t  a theory»1, and furthermore th a t  
in th e  form it existed const i tu ted  a grave th re a t  to the  national security 
of th e  neighbouring s ta te s2, Athens  envisioned the  part i tioning with or 
incorpora tion by  ei ther  Yugoslavia or Greece, of the  Albanian state.This 
to ta l  eradication from the  political map of Europe of a sovereign state, 
was rationalized also on the  assumptions  t h a t  such an event would serve 
best  the  in teres ts  of the  westerns powers, essentially the United States, 
with fhe elimination of the  Soviet  influence in the  area.

Of the  three  proposals, the  one which according to the  au tho r  me
rited the  most a t ten t ion ,  was the  scheme providing for incorporation of 
Albania into Greece and the formation of two self- governing communi
ties. Under  th is  indeed pungent  plan Pipinelis not  only was «solving» the  
north  Epirus claim b u t ,  also the  demographic  dillemas of Greece. For  Al
bania was dest ined to absorve all the  surpplus population of the  Greek 
cities which would be colonizing, on th e  precedent of the  Italians in 1939, 
th e  fertile plains and th e  costal regions of t h a t  country.

T he  American charge d ’ affaires, while recognized t h a t  the  Pipine
lis views «represent  a step forward in Greek th ink ing  on the  Albanian 
question», because of Pipinelis’ admission t h a t  there was also an Alba
nian side on the  question of northern  Epirus3, was r a th e r  absolute in his 
conclusions t h a t  no Albanian adminis tra t ion even a non-communis t  one 
would have accepted a merger of the  coun try  with Greece. Such a merger 
he continued would have been taken as a veiled a t t e m p t  «to bring Al
bania  under  Greek control», and  as such would be rejected by  th e  Al
banians irrespect ive of their  political affiliations.

\ .  «In this connection reference is made to the pre-war Italian control of the 
country and the post-war subordination of Albania first to Tito and later directly to 
the USSR». Of course, both the author of the memorandum and the writer of the 
commentary on it, failed, in fact dismaly, to understand the policies of Enver Hoxha 
who was steering, amidst those very real threats to a truly independence course, ma
king Albania for the first time in her history an independent national sovereign state, 
and in the process instilling a new pride in the inhabitants of the country as members 
of a homegeneeus national entity. Ibid, p. 1.

2. «The dangers arising from the present subjucation to Russian tutelage are 
considered to extent...and to include the menace to Italy and Mediterranean com
munications of a potential Russian naval bridge-head on Adriatic». And here again 
a parenthesis is necessary to underline the vigilance of Enver Hoxha who successful
ly countermanded all the various plots to reestablish a counterrevolutionary regime 
in his country. Ibid. Enver Hoxha, The Titoites, Tirana, 1982.

3. «Parenthetically, it may be remarked that it is a remarkable admission for 
any Greek to recognize that there is an Albanian side to this question». National 
Archives of the United States, Department of State, 350 Albania, Despatch by the A- 
merican charge d’ affaires Harold Minor to the Secretary of State of May 12, 1949.
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W h at  to him, however, seemed fisible. and advisable  to  th e  Greek 
goverment was t h a t  th e  la ter  should inaguara te  a policy a friendliness 
among the two countries, «altering its p ropaganda  regarding Albanian. 
That  is Greece ought to modify, in a radical manner,  the  scope of its cla
ims to Albania and instead press for the  «regulation of th e  Epirus  ques
tion on t he basis of local- self government and to seek the  es tabl ishment  
of a customs un ion1.

While, the  latest Greek proposals, did indeed reveal a r a th e r  u n p a 
ralleled Greek expansionism, which in eonjuction with T i to ’s s tand ing thes is  
to dismantle2 Albania, was th rea ten ing  the very essense of Albanian in
dependence, th e  S ta te  D epar tm ent  and tho D epar tm en t  of Defence in 
Washington, were t ak ing  s teps to  e i ther  harness this  menace to peace in 
the  Balkans or to channel it in a way not inimical to  American interests . 
Working in accord with London in this m a t te r  W ashington  was urging 
both the  governments of Athens and Belgrade to scrupluslv  avoid any  
mili tary intervention in Albania in the  «event  of, or in th e  face of th e  
imminence of , a Gominform a t t a c k  on Yugoslavia.. .»3. A t  worst  if bo th  
states were bound to invade Albania, act ing unila ter ly  of the  wishes of 
the  western powers, W ashington  w an ted  to stress  the  desirabili ty  t h a t  
such an intervention not to t ak e  place «w ithout  pr ior consul ta t ion  with  
the  United States and United Kingdom concerning the  advisabi l i ty  of 
such intervention»4.

The other  fisible possibility t h a t  such an upset in the  m ap  of th e  Bal
kans could take place, in the  reasoning of the  S ta te  D epa r tm en t  and the  
Joint Chiefs of Staff  existed in the  case t h a t  the counterrevolu t ionary  fo
rces, aided and abeted of course, or a t  the  least endorced by  W ashington  
itself, could have effected an ever th row of the  regime in T irana .  Since 
such an occurence would have been a welcomed change  in the  balance 
of power in the  st ra tegic  flanks of the  Adriatic, and would have been the

1. Pipinelis’ thoughts on that seem to run on parallel lines with the aims pur
sued by Tito in his efforts to absorve Albania. Iloxha, Titoites, pp. 299-352.

2. Ibid, pp. 353-39.
3. National Archives of the United States, RG 330, Records of the Office of the 

Secretary of Defence, CD 092 (Yugoslavia) (1952) IS. Memorandum to the Secreta
ry of Defence by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Omar X. Bradley

4. «In arriving at this opinion the Joint Chiefs of Staff were influenced by the 
belief that, from a military point of view, it is unlikely that. Yugoslavia would be wil
ling to permitt Albania, a hostile nation of Kremlin orientation, to remain unatten
ded on its flank in the event or imminence of a Cominform attack on Yugoslavia». 
Ibid. p. 2.

3



42 John T. Malakasses

beginning of the  es tabl ishment  of American bases there,  denying it at  
the  same t im e to the  Soviets1 the  S ta te  D epar tm ent  was repugnant  at  
any  idea of d ismant l ing  Albania among her two traditional  encroaching 
neighbors:

Further, i t  also appears plausible, in view o f the vulnera
b ility  o f  the com m unist  A lbanian  regime and the possibility  of  
its  fall, that both the Yugoslav and Greek Governments m ay  
be under strong inclination to effect the m ilitary  occupation of  
Albania  i f  tha t G overnm ent should fall even though a Comin- 
fo rm  a t ta c k  on Yugoslavia is no t im m inen t. S u ch  in tervention  
would be undersirable since i t  would deny the new regime an 
op p o rtu n ity  to prove  i tse l f  fr iend ly  to the W es t2.

Nevertheless, since it  was a known fact to the  policy makers in Was
h ington  th e  de te rm ina t ion  of bo th  Yugoslavia and Greece3, to annex the 
Albanian te r r i to ry  and divide the  spoils, the  S ta te  Department  judged 
proper  to seek an unders tand ing  with  the  Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff  on the  li
ne of part i t ion  preferable to the  United S ta tes  and Britain. In arriving 
a t  such a decision th e  Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff recommended, and it  was ac
cepted by the  S ta te  D epar tm ent ,  t h a t  the  line of demarcation should be 
withheld  from the  two Balkan governments , since «any suggestion of a 
line of par t i t ion  preffered by the  United S ta tes  and the  United Kingdom 
...would serve only to de t rac t  from the  force of the  United States  and 
United Kingdom effort to  prevent  this  intervention».

A nother  power which according to the  same sources should not  be a 
p r ivy  to th e  Anglo-American plans on Albania in reference to the  Yu

1. Enver Hoxha in his work The Khrushchevites,  writes these on the significance 
of the Albanian bases to the Soviet Union: «What a secure bay, said Khrushchev lo
oking at the Vlora bay, at the foot of these mountains. With a powerful fleet, from 
here we can have the whole of Mediterranean, from Bosporous to Gibraltar, in our 
hands. We can control everyone». Hoxha, The Khrushchevites, Memoirs, Tirana, 
1980, p. 377.

2. See also the following from a memorandum by the assistant Secretary of 
Defence Frank C. Nash to the Secretary of Defence: «Α combined U S/UK  diplomatic 
approach should be made to Yugoslavia and Greece, urging them not to intervene in 
Albania in the event of a Cominform attack upon Yugoslavia, since this mighpreclu- 

de the establishment of an Albanian regime favorable to the West.» National Archi
ves of the United States RG 330 Records of the office of Secretary of Defence.

3. «In the face of the known attitudes of both Yugoslavia and Greece concerning 
an occupation of Albania territory....» Ibid. Memorandum by the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of Defence of August 7, 1952. See also a memo
randum by the Secretary of Defence Robert A. Lovett to the Deputy undersecreta
ry of State Matthews on the same. Ibid.
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goslav designs on the  later,  was France. That  coun try  along with the  Uni
ted S la tes  and Britain was engaged a t  precise the  same t ime in mil i tary 
talks  with Yugoslavia, in Belgrade aiming at s t reng then ing  the  mil i tary  
ties of Yugoslavia with the  western powers af ter  th e  r if t  of the  la ter  with  
the  Soviet Union. The  French patronizing the  great  Serbian expansio
nism had sounded the  Americans on the  eve of the  impending t r ipa r t i te  
negotiations in Belgrade, on the  advisabili ty  of having the  issue of Alba
nia discussed if t h a t  was to be raised by the Yugoslavs1.

Both the  Department  of S ta te  and the Defence D epar tm en t ,  espe
cially the  later were unwilling to compromise their  plans on Albania by  
provoking a reccurence of the  Yugoslav dem ands  for pa r t i t ion  of t h a t  
country. But most importan t ly ,  the  S ta te  D epar tm en t  wanted  to keep the  
French in the dark  about  the  various plots it was hatch ing  for the  over
throw the regime in T irana and the establ ishment  of a pro-American a d m i 
nistrat ion in Albania. In a m em orandum  to the  British embassy in W ash i 
ngton, labeled top secret, the  S ta te  D epar tm en t  precluded any  such anno
uncement to the  French on the  ground « . . . tha t  a r rangem ents  in the  field 
of covert  act ivities not to be d is t ru rbed  or expanded a t  the  present  time. 
It  therefore, contempla tes  ommit ing  any  reference to such activi t ies from 
communications as it m ay  make to th e  French G overnm en t  in reference 
to Albania»2. Revert ing once again to  its original doctr ine  on Albania, 
the  S ta te  D epar tm en t  was placing its main t h r u s t  of its policies on t h a t  
country,  not  on its d ism em berm ent  b u t  r a th e r  on the  replacement  of its 
regime with one willing to a d o p t  a pro-American s tand .

The line of demarcation between the  respect ive zones of occupation  
by the  Yugoslavs and the  Greeks according to the  Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff,  
should be one best  «conforming to United S ta tes  interests» and the  cri
teria for were bo th  political and  mil i tary3. Both th e  S t a te  D e p a r tm en t

1. «Α more troublesome proposal by the French is that the question of Albania 
should be discussed if that point is raised by the Yugoslavs. We believe this would 
provoke an undesirable extention into the political sphere of conversations which are 
substantially military in character: moreover, Albania until now has been the su
bject of only US/UK diplomatic exchanges, not tripartite». Ibid. Memorandum by 
the undersecretary of Defence to the secretary of August 8, 1952.

2. Ibid. Memorandum by the Secretary, Department of State to the British em
bassy of August 8, 1952.

3. There were also significant political reasons for selecting that line as the border 
between the Yugoslav and the Greek zones in Albania. The State Department was 
of the opinion that by extenting that far north the zone of Greek occupation, the line 
of the Shkurnbi river, «would not have lend color of permanent title to any tempora
ry (Greek) military occupation». Ibid, Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of 
Defence to the Secretary of Defence of August 8, 1952.
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and the  American embassy in Athens had recommended « tha t  a line 
running  approxim ate ly  east  and west and  a bou t  ten  miles north  of the  
Shkum bi  River  would represent th e  best  compromise line of demarcati
on between Greek and Yugoslav occupational forces on the  basis of seve
ral political and mil i tary  criteria»1.

To t h a t  the  American mil i tary was opposed as being ra ther  a rb i t ra 
ry. On the  con tra ry  t ak ing  into account  t h a t  historically rivers have pro
ved to be good international  borders, the  Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff were of 
th e  opinion t h a t  the  center  line of the  Shkumbi  River «appropriate ly  ex
tended  eastward  to  the  present  Albania-Yugoslavia  border  would offer 
d is t inc t  advandages»2. Nevertheless, e i ther  line it was admit ted  by the 
American mil i ta ry  since it  would have represented an approximate  ex- 
ten t ion  to  the  west  of the  exist ing frontier would be a compromise acce
pted by  bo th  th e  Greek and the  Yugoslav governments. And tak ing  into 
account  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  th e  mili tary occupation of Albania by the 
two countr ies  in question could have assumed a perm anent  charac ter  and 
even in th e  long run  change into a perm anent  par t i t ion of the  country,  
th e  las t  solution of the  American mil i tary would be more advantageous. 
The line then  accepted with  the  concurrence of th e  Depar tm en t  of S ta 
te  was the  one representing the center line of Shkumbi river, from its m o
u th  to  its ju nc tu re  with  the  Bishtrice river, thence the  center line of the 
Bishtrice to the  point  where it tu rns  ab ru p t ly  to the  north ,  thence an 
east  west  line to the  present  Albania-Yugoslavia  border3.

The evolution of America’s foreign policy on Albania, if someone 
can do just ice to  th e  term, th ro u gh ou t  the  years following the  abrogati
on of the  diplomatic  relations of th e  two countries, showed little, if any 
a t  all diverseness. The  guiding principle which was scruplusly upheld by 
the  W ashington  policy makers evolved around the  thesis t h a t  Albania’s 
sovereignity  and terri torial  integri ty  should be preserved from the  expa
nsionist drives of its neighbous. T h a t  a change in the  terr itorial sta tus  
quo  in the  area could only usher in a period of upheavals  to the  de
t r im en t  of America’s interests. W h a t  th e  S ta te  D epar tm ent ,  neverthe
less pursued and in the  process clashed with its proteges and allies in the 
Balkans, Greece and Yugoslavia, was the  smashing up of the  socialist re
gime in T irana  and its replacement with a concervative sta te. And in 
order to  achieve as broad as possible an international  acceptance and

1. Ibid. p. 2.
2. Ibid, Memorandum for the Secretary of Defence by the chairman of the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff general Bradley.
3. Ibid.
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have even th e  meagrest  change of being to le ra ted  by the  Albanians  t h e 
mselves the  Americans were a t t e m p t in g  to build  up  «representa t ive»  b o 
urgeoisie opposition of the  emigres and of the  Albanians of t h e  diaspora.

The Greek claims on Albania, officially projec ted or with  governm e
ntal connivance propagandized1, and spanning  th e  period from 1945 to 
the  1950’s were never positively en ter ta ined  or even remotely  sanct ioned 
by the United States, the  then everlords over the  client s ta te  of Greece. 
Greece herself had not ever seriously th rea ten ed  the  terr i tor ia l  in te 
grity of neighbouring Albania. N o tw i th s tan d ing  the  governm enta l  p ro 
clamations on the  Greek rights  in sou thern  Albania  or «nor thern  Epirus» 
the  various Greek adminis t ra t ions  of the  period were ne i ther  capable  nor 
really willing to e i ther  take  a unila tera l  act ion  or dem and  of the  Uni ted  
States the  satisfaction of those claims. On the  con tra ry ,  it should  be e m 
phasized th a t  the  steering up of th is  com m otion  was a w an ton  ac t ,  one 
cult ivating th e  basest national ist  impulsions of the  populace, so as to  di
vert  its a t ten t ion  from the  pressing issues at home.

Moreover, the raison d 'etre, of the  Greek adm in is t ra t io ns ’ dem an d s  
for the  incorporation of th a t  a large slice of Albanian te r r i to ry  was based 
on feeble grounds and on u top ian  assum ptions .  T h e  use of the  s ta t i s t ics  
of the  o r thodox  church in the  area did prove if a n y th in g  th e  religious affi
liations of th e  inhab i tan ts  r a th e r  th a n  the i r  na t ional  consiousness. T h e  
identification of religious preferance with na t iona l i ty ,  t h a t  an o r th o do x  
Albanian was necessarily an individual of Greek proclivities could no t  
effectively persuate  of th e  r ighteousness of the  Greek case. T he  not  so 
veiled a t t e m p s  to  incorporate  Albania  into  Greece un de r  th e  p re te x t  of 
a federation of the  two s ta te s  as it was expounded  in th e  Pipinel is  m em o
randum , were alse doomed to  fail since no Albanian  of w ha teve r  poli t i 
cal persuat ion was willing to abandon  th e  ind ep e n d en t  s t a tu s  of his c o u 

1. The report that follows is quite illustrative of the manner that the Greek ad
ministrations employed in order to incite a public outcry against Albania and fana· 
ticize the Greek people: «On July, 11, 1945, ATHENS radio broascasting in Greek 
stated: The people of Agrinion and of the suburbs gathered at a huge* m eeting at whi
ch 2U.000 persons took part in order to protest to the Government and the Govern
ments of Allied countries as well as to the whole civilized world for the persecutions 
and slaughter undergone by Greeks (sic) in Northern Epirus...

(i) It expresses great sym pathy and fraternal love for unfortunate com patriots 
in Northern Epirus and protests with great indignation against the ordeals which 
they are undergoing and which one day will be recorded by history...

(ii) It demands the immediate liberation of Northern Epirus and its occupation  
by Greek and Allied forces». Ibid, RG 38, Records of the Office of the Chief of Naval 
Operations. Intelligence report by the U .S. Naval Liaison Officer in Alexandria to 
the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations in W ashington of July 20, 1945.
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n t r y  for a vassalage to  a foreign s ta te .  Needless to say th e  Greek expan
sionist policy besides being handicapped  for the  reasons outlined above, 
was also vict imized by  th e  h aphazardous  and conflicting m anner  of its 
aims. The  inclusion in the  Greek claims of terri tories far north  of the  areas 
inhab i ted  by  th e  Greek m inor i ty  and purely  Albanian in charac ter  and 
t rad i t ion ,  besides the i r  immense  value  as th e  b readbaske t  of t h a t  coun
t ry ,  underl ined th e  im prev i ty  of the  Greek policy.

However, immesurable  ill effect had th is  inconsis tent  Greek policy 
on th e  s ta te  of relations of the  two countries , since besides the  sponsoring 
by  th e  various Greek adm in is t ra t ions  of these novel claims against  Al
ban ian  terri tories, Greece pe rm i t ted  at t imes the  use of her national so
il to  be used b y  Albanian  emigres and  th e  secret servises of the  United 
S ta te s  as base for opera t ions a iming to  overthow the  socialist regime in 
T i r a n a 1.

1. «Radio Free Albania, an anti-Communist transmitter directed to Albania, 
was first heard on 10 September 1951.... Information sypplied... the Free Albanian
radio transm itter’s location is belied to be within ten miles of a line joining....... (Ag-
renion-Patras Area). Radio Free Albania announced that it was sponsored by the 
«Free Albanian Committee». In a memorandum for record the author of the above 
writes:» The information on which to base a reply to this letter was received from 
CIA through Liaison Section, Requirements Branch. The information classified SE
CRET and thereby necessitating that it be transmitted through official channels. 
No reference is made to CIA in the reply». The transmitter as well as the «committee» 
no doubt were sponsored by the same people the American secret services. Ibid, RG 
319. Records of the U.S. Army Staff, «Albania».
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The P i p i n e l i s  Memorandum1.

1. National Archives of the United States, Department of State, 850 Albania.
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CONFIDENTIAL
AMERICAN EMBASSY 
A t h e n s  G r e e c e ,  
May 12, 1949.

SUBJECT: Transmitting a Memorandum on the Albanian Question 
Prepared by Greek Foreign Ministry.

THE HONORABLE

THE SECRETARY OF STATE,

WASHINGTON.
Sir:

I have the honor to transmit, in English translation prepared by the 
Greek Foreign Ministry, a study of the Albanian question, which was 
drafted under the personal direction of Mr. Pipinelis. Under Secretary 
for Foreign Affairs of Greece, and representing his considered views 
on the subject. As the Department is aware, Mr. Pipinelis is a thorough 
student of Balkan affairs, an experienced diplomat, and by virtue of 
his position as well as his abilities, plays a leading role in the formulation 
of Greek foreign policy. His views, therefore, on the vexing problem of 
Albania merit consideration.

The enclosed analysis of the Albanian situation is based on the pre
mise that Albanian independence has never been more than a theory. In 
this connection reference is made to the pre-war Italian control of the 
country and the post-war subordination of Albania first to Tito and la
ter directly to the USSR. This dependence of Albania is attributed not 
merely to the greediness of its neighbors or to the absence of .Albanian 
nationalism but rather to the economic backwardness, the racial diffe
rences and the absence of a «sufficiently enlightened ruling class» in Al
bania. The dangers arising from the present subjugation to Russian tu
telage are considered to extend beyond the threat to Greece and Yugo-
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slavia and to include the  menace to I ta ly  and Mediterranean communi
cat ions of a potent ia l  Russian naval bridgehead on the  Adriatic.

T h e  presence of 600.000 Albanians within  Yugoslavia and the  Gre
ek claims on Northern  Epirus are mentioned as complicating further  the  
posi tion of the  Albanian s ta te  in the  Balkans. Unlike the  usual comment 
on th is  su b jec t  in the  Creek press, th e  enclosed s tu d y  shows some awa
reness of th e  real problem in s ta t ing :

« T h e  question o f  N orthern  E p irus  has deeprooted sen tim en ta l  
fo u n d a tio n s  which render its  so lu tion  for the Greek people m o
re d iff icu lt  than f  that for] any  other question.

On the other h a n d , to the A lbanians Northern Epirus con
s t i tu te s  the sou thern  part o f  their country  and its  union to
Creece would be looked upon by them  as conquest».

P aren the t ica l ly ,  i t  m ay  be rem arked  t h a t  i t  is a remarkable  admission 
for a n y  Greek to recognize t h a t  there  is an Albanian side to this question.

T hree  solutions of th e  Albanian problem are examined:  (1) pa r t i 
t ion of A lbania  e i the r  between Greece and Yugoslavia or among Greece, 
Yugoslavia  and I ta ly ;  (2) adm in is t ra t ion  of the  coun try  under a t rus te-  
ship of an in te rna t iona l  organization or a dis in teres ted  power; (3) fe
dera t ion  of Albania  with  Yugoslavia or wi th  Greece. Par t i t ion  is conside
red as l ikely to be unaccep tab le  to in te rnat ional  public opinion which
would regard  th is  as an ac t  of aggression by  Greece and o ther  part ic ipa
t ing  countries .  F u r th e rm o re ,  in w h a t  appea rs  a m ost  sensible fashion, 
th e  s t u d y  poin ts  out :

«P articu larly  as far as Creece is concerned annexation  of the 
whole territory  so u th  o f  the river S k o u m b i  inhabited  by large 
heterogeneous popu la tion  well know n  for its  sp ir i t  o f  insubo
rd in a tio n  would fu r ther  complicate her [Greece's] own proble
m s and would certainly not lead to stabiliza tion  o f  the situa tion .

In te rna t iona l  t rus teeship ,  a l though  theoretically  possible, is discar
ded on th e  grounds  t h a t  it  would entail the  difficulty of evolving and 
im p lem en t ing  a common policy by  various nations,  would leave unans
wered th o  basic issues of Albania’s relations with Creece and Yugosla
via and  would perpe tuate :

«...one more sm all s ta te  in Europe 's  in tricate economic and p o 
litica l organization...and additional economic adm inistra tive  
an d  cultural fron tiers  in  an E uropean area where ’Balkaniza
tion' has already gone too far».
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The merging of Albania  w ith  a neighboring s ta te  is considered the  
most rational solution. Yugoslav-Albanian federat ion is declared to be d i 
fficult as it would add to  the  a l ready  complex m inor i ty  problems of Y u 
goslavia and would encounter  w h a t  is s t a te d  to be age-old racial an im o
sity between Slavs and Albanians.  On th e  o th e r  hand ,  cer tain  sca t te red  
incidents from the  past are adduced  as evidence that  th e  merger  of Al
bania with Greece has a respectable historical t rad i t ion  and would be 
mutual ly  advan tageous  strategically, economically and politically. Lo
cal self government  and self de te rm ina t ion  for the  two pa r t ic ipa t ing  
peoples are s ta ted  to be indispensablle prerequisi tes but there  would be 
joint management  of economic, mil i ta ry  and dip lomatic  affairs of the  
two countries. The exact  form of th is  merger, it is s ta ted ,  would require  
detailed s tu d y  b u t  precedents  could be found in the  A us tro -H u n g a r ian  
Empire, the  Bri tish Empire  or  th e  Swiss Federa t ion .

In conclusion, it is pointed out th a t  th is  solution of th e  Albanian p ro 
blem would au tom at ica l ly  resolve t h e  question of Nor thern  Epirus  ina
smuch as citizens of Albania  and  Greece would be allowed free m ovem e
nt  within boundaries of the i r  common political co m m u n i ty  and sa
tis factory  local self governm ent  procedures could be easily devised.

These views represent  a s tep  forward in Greek th ink ing  on th e  Al
banian quest ion. The  proposed solution would, of course, encounter  gre
a t  difficulties even if a non-Com m unis t  governm ent  were to 1)3 es tabl is 
hed in Albania. By re i tera t ing  its c laims to N or thern  Epirus,  failing to  
make any  dis t inct ion between t h e  present  Alban ian  G overnm en t  and  the  
Albanian people and by  t rea t in g  Albanian refugees in Greece as enem y 
aliens, Greece has aroused the  suspicion and hos t i l i ty  of all p rom inen t  
non-C om m unis t  Albanians.  On t h e  o th e r  hand ,  of course, the  b la tan d  
and continued aid to  the  guerrillas by  the present  Albanian regime as 
well as th e  utilization of Albanian te r r i to ry  as a base  for th e  I ta l ian  a t 
tack  on Greece in L940 have engendered a deep b i t te rness  am ong  the  Gre
ek people which can be counterac ted  only with the  ass istance of co n s t 
ruct ive acts  and deeds by  the  political and intel lectual  leaders of Greece.

It is likely t h a t  non-Communist  Albanians would see in the  propo
sed merger of their  coun try  with  Greece only a device to br ing  Albania  
under Greek control.  However, certain  in te rm edia te  proposals, such as 
establishment of a customs union and regulation of the  Epirus quest ion 
on the  basis of local self government,  would, it is believed, be highly ac 
ceptable to non-Com m unis t  Albanians and might assist in facili tat ing 
the  overthow of the  prosent Hoxza regime in t h a t  country .  I t  appears  
advisable, therefore, t h a t  Mr. Pipinelis should be encouraged to consi-
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der the above possibilities and concurrently assist in alleviating hostili
ty between Greece and Albania by altering its propaganda regarding Al
bania and affording better treatment to Albanian refugees in Creece, so
me of whom might prove to be leaders in any future non-Communist 
government.

Respectfully yours,

Harold B. Minor 
Charge d* Affaires ad interim

Enclosure:

Memorandum on Albanian Question, 
prepared by Greek Foreign Ministry.

Original to Department.
Copy to CTI.
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Enclosure no 1. 
to despa tch  no. 344, da ted  
May 12, 1949, 
from A m E m basy ,  Athens.

C O N F ID E N T IA L

C O P Y

Recent development concerning Albania are  bound  to  br ing  to  
the  foreground th e  wider issue of t h a t  c o u n t r y ’s future.  W hen  th e  prese
nt tension in the  Balkans subsides and  is succeeded by  a more  normal  
si tuat ion, th e  quest ion will arise wha t  is to  besome of t h a t  c o u n t ry  and  
how it m ay  be  given an internal  regime ensur ing  t h a t  the  painful experi
ments  of the  past  are  not repeated.

Politically and nationally, Albania is a t  present  in a vacuum. There  
has been no expression of th e  people’s spon taneous  will since Albania  fi
rst  became an Ital ian p ro tec to ra te  in 1926, if no t  before th a t .  Article 27 
of the  T rea ty  with Italy, recognizes the  independence  of Albania  b u t  th is  
recognition must be viewed only in conjunc t ion  w ith  th e  reservat ions  
formulated when Albanian independence was first  ment ioned (see Mr. 
Eden’s le t te r  of December 30 th  and Mr. Hall’s s t a t e m e n t  of December  
17th 1942). There  is no binding obligation of an in te rnat ional  c h a rac te r  
regarding th is  c o u n t ry ’s political s ta tus .  F rom  a s t ra tegical  and pol it i
cal view point,  Albania is actual ly  noth ing  b u t  an advanced  post  for R u s 
sian pene t ra t ion  into th e  Mediterranean.

The  tenseness of th e  s i tuat ion as i t  has developed in Albania  to d ay ,  
however, makes these questions par t icu la r ly  t imely .  It  is no t  unlikely 
th a t  a sudden eruption of th e  Albanian quest ion  m a y  place the  pr inci
pal world-powers before an imm edia te  problem requir ing  speedy solu
tions.

To such solutions, it  only the  experience of th e  p a s t  t h a t  m ig h t  ser
ve as a guide. This  experience shows t h a t  from th e  ve ry  s t a r t ,  when  it  
was founded in 1913 as an au tonom ous  hegemony, and until  its comple
te submission to Ital ian rule in 1939, the  Albanian S ta te  came und e r  su- 
cessive foreign tu te lages  which rendered Albanian independence a mere 
theoretioal notion. As a result  of the  t reaties  of 1926 and  1927, I ta ly  
managed gradually  and unobtrusively  to assume control over all Alba
nian adminis tra t ive  services th rough  th e  m ethod  of advisers and  tec h 
nical missions and to obtain  far reaching political and  economic concessi
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ons from Albania in re turn  for successive loans made necessary by  incre
asing b udge t  deficits, until  a t  last  th e  I ta l ian  Government  had  in actual 
fact gained a firm hold on th e  enti re  political and economic organization 
of Albania.  So, it  was r a th e r  easy, a t  th e  app rop r ia te  time, for I ta ly  to 
flood Albania with  her armies and to use its te r r i to ry  as a springboard 
for th e  invasion of Greece a n d  the  Balkans.

After  W orld  W a r  II, Albanian independence came under  the cont
rol of T i to ’s Yugoslavia. Common ideological ties, th e  iron solidarity exi
st ing  am ong  Balkan com m unis t  part ies and a series of economic and po
litical ag rem ents  had  enabled Tito, even before th e  formal restoration 
of A lbanian  and Yugoslav independence and cer tain ly  much more so 
since, to  exer t  until  the  middle  of 1948, an absolute  and  oppressive 
guard iansh ip  over Albania.

After  th e  Tito-Cominform clash, Albania appears  to have become 
complete ly  sub juga ted  to Moscow, and it  is obvious t h a t  any  relaxat ion 
in th e  exercise of th is  tu te lag e  would m ake  it necessary for Albania to 
seek, und e r  new leaders and under  a different political regime, a new 
guard iansh ip  in the  neighbourhood.

T he  disease from which Albanian independence suffers is not  due 
merely  to  th e  greediness of the  aforesaid countr ies or to  the  absence of 
na t ional  conscience on th e  p a r t  of th e  Albanians.  I t  is due to more pro
found reasons per ta in ing  to the  economic s t a tu s  of this  country, to racial 
differences am ong  its peoples and,  part icularly ,  to  the  absence of a suf
ficiently enlightened ruling class capable  of inspiring the  Albanian peo
ple t o  follow th e  hard  policy of preserving the i r  national  independence. 
Lack ing  communicat ions ,  poor in raw materials,  deprived of economic 
explo i ta t ion  m ethods  and technical  personnel, Albania  is in dire need of 
generous economic aid which, however,  if given by  a neighbouring Po
wer,  would enta il  t e rm s  and condit ions t h a t  would lead to political and 
economic dependence.  Large-scale  inves tment  of capital,  in its classical 
form, is not  possible in Albania, on account  of the  meagreness of its re
tu rn s  due  to the  limited scope of production and consumption, to poli
tical u nce r ta in ty  and to lack of suitable labor and of specialized business. 
Aid of a g ra tu i tous  and disinterested charec ter  is possible only in the 
form of tem p ora ry  assistance;  na tura l ly ,  such aid could not be envisaged 
as an assum pt ion  of p e rm anen t  financial obligations lor the coun try ’s 
economic management .  I t  was accordingly natural  th a t  Albanian’s eco
nomic reconstruct ion should be undertaken  exclusively by such neigh
bour ing  countr ies  as sought  to sBCura political and  strategic  advantages  
there, and were willing, in re turn ,  te assume the  burden  of a precarious
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economy which would involve covering the  p e rm a n e n t  deficits of A lba
nian budgets .

But t h e  submission of Albania  to a foreign influence affects n o t  o n 
ly the  Albanian people but the ir  neighbours  as well and par t icu la r ly  Gre
ece. The subjugat ion  of Albania to I ta ly  would expose Greece to the  im 
mediate danger  of a mil i tary invasion a t  a d is tance  of only a few dozen 
kilometres from Metsovo and Thessaly in such a wav as to split th e  terr i
to ry  of Greece in two and place the  plain of Thessaly ,  a vital centre  of 
production,  under  I ho invader’s control.  For Yugoslavia  as well, the  b r i 
dgehead provided by  I ho te r r i to ry  of Albania c o n s t i tu te s  a morta l  t h r e a t  
against Macedonia and more general ly against  So u th e rn  Yugoslavia ,  
where only a corridor, abou t  150 ki lometres long, separa tes  converging 
political and possibly mil i ta ry  incursions from Sofia and T irana .  Fo r  Y u 
goslavia, th is  th rea t  is all th e  more ominous in view of the  fact t h a t  a 
good-sized minori ty  of Albanian descent  lives on Yugoslav te r r i to ry ,  in 
the  distr ic ts  of Kossovo, Jekova and Tetovo  ad jo in ing  Albania, while la
rge masses of Slav populat ion,  m ost ly  of Bulgar ian  ancestry ,  have  pe
ne tra ted  fur ther  south, in the  direction of V a rd a r  Macedonia.

More specifically, the  reduct ion of the  Albanian S ta te  to Russian 
tute lage in the  form t h a t  it appears  today ,  in add i t ion  to th e  dangers  
it involves against  Albania’s im m edia te  neighbours , also enta ils  th e  d a n 
ger of a Russian naval bridgehead leading to th e  Adria t ic  and th e  Medi
ter ranean.  No daring forecast as to  the  eventual i t ies  of a fufture war  is 
really necessary for the  significance of this  br idgehead to become a p p a 
rent. I t  is a th r e a t  against  I ta ly  and  consequen t ly  against  France  and 
Western Europe;  it endangers  com m unica t ions  in th e  Adria t ic  leading 
to Yugoslavia  and Gentra l  Europe;  and  it  th rea te n s  Greece as well as 
communications in the  E as te rn  Medi te rranean.

The unset t led  charac te r  of Albanian rela t ions with  Yugoslavia and 
Greece complicates still fur ther  the  position of the  Albanian s ta te  in th e  
Balkans. As regards Yugoslavia,  th e  Albanians  foster national  claims on 
the  Kossovo d is tr ic t  where over 600.000 Albanians  live unde r  Yugoslav 
rule. Furthermore ,  having repeatedly  experienced political incursions 
from Yugoslavia, as in the  years 1921-1924 and,  more recently,  under  
the  Tito regime, the  Albanians are na tura l ly  ext remely suspicious of Y u 
goslavia. Similarly, the  Yugoslavs assuming t h a t  Albania would sooner 
or la ter  be subjuga ted  by a foreign Power, m ost  p robably  by  I ta ly ,  a re  
naturally  anxious to neutralize the  dangers  engendered from such a si
tua t ion  and to  forestall events b y  es tabl ishing the i r  influence in Albania  
fully.
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As regards Greece, the  quest ion  of Northern  Epirus has formed an 
unbridgeable  gap between the  two peoples. For the  Greeks, Northern E- 
pirus is an old Greek d is t r ic t  which for long generations prospered under 
Greek leadership and culture  but. which since the days  of Ali Pasha has be 
en ge t t ing  gradual ly  dehellenized th rough  persecution, depatria t ion and 
oppression of all sorts .  Like all m ajo r  political issues in the  Balkans, the 
quest ion of N or thern  Kpirus has deep-rooted sentimental foundations 
which render  its solution for the  Greek people more difficult than  any  
o th e r  quest ion. On the o ther  hand,  to the  Albanians,  Northern  Epirus 
cons t i tu tes  the  sou thern  p a r t  of the i r  coun try  and its union to Greece 
would be looked upon by th em  as a conquest .

In view of these  general considerations it is ra the r  easy to foresee 
w h a t  would happen in the  event  tha t ,  when the present diplomatic  ten 
sion is over, Albania  re turned  to her old polit ical and national form. L a
ten t ly  or otherwise,  her relat ions with  Greece and Yugoslavia would re
main inimical. Deprived of the  indispensable economic and political fo
unda tions  for the  stabil ization of an independent  political life, Albania 
is bound  to tu rn  again to a foreign Power willing to assume, the  costs 
of Albanian independence, in re tu rn  for gains to be obtained. The pre
sent  tension in th e  Balkans would th us  not  be relieved, and a source of 
friction and danger  would continue  to exist.

W h a t  is then  left  to be done so t h a t  the  Albanian problem may be 
solved in a way t h a t  would serve in ternat ional  peace and appeasement 
in t h e  Balkans?

T he  first solution,  one which was in the  past  repeatedly discussed 
and which formed th e  sub jec t  of in ternat ional  acts between Greece and 
Serbia in 1913 and am ong  G rea t  Bri ta in,  France and Italy in 1919, con
sisted in the  d i sm em b erm en t  of t h a t  coun try  and its part i t ion either be
tween Greece and Serbia or among Greece, Yugoslavia and Italy. This 
solution appered  a t  the  t ime to be the  most na tura l  and radical way of 
l iquida t ing  a source of trouble. The  Albanian S ta te  had a t  th a t  time not 
ye t  been accepted by  public opinion as a viable en ti ty ,  and everybody 
took if for g ranted  th a t  t h a t  coun try  would break apart  on account of 
in ternal  conflicts and its economic insufficiency. Today,  after  a genera
t ion’s independent  ( though  only nominally  so) political life, such a solu
tion of the  Albanian quest ion would run decidedly counter  to in te rnat i 
onal public feeling and would be regarded as an act of aggression on be
half of Greece and Yugoslavia.  Par t icular ly  as far as Greece is concerned
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an annexat ion  of th e  whole terr i tory  sou th  of th e  r iver  Skoum bi  inhabi
ted by a large heterogeneous populat ion well known for its spir it  of in
subordination,  would fur ther  complicate  her  own problems and  would 
certainly no t  lead to  stabilization of th e  s i tuat ion.

The  second solution th a t  comes to mind is the  adm in is t ra t ion  of this 
country  under  the t rusteeship  of an in ternat ional  organizat ion or a d is in te 
rested Power. This solution, though theoretically  possible under  the  cond i
tion th a t  a num ber  of great  powers would be willing for a long period of 
years to provide for the  covering of the  deficits of an typical ly  insolvent 
economy and  to assume the  political responsibili ty  for th e  m an ag em en t  
of Albanian independence, would meet  w ith  th e  difficulty of following 
a common policy by  a collective body. Nei ther  would th is  solution con
st i tu te  an answer to the  basic issue of th e  relations between Albania  on 
the  one hand and Greece and Yugoslavia  on th e  o ther ,  a problem which, 
in its final analysis, is vi tal  ju s t  as much for these  countr ies  as it  is for 
/ \ lbania  itself. Finally, this  solution would definite ly sanction more or 
less the  existence of a new political en t i ty  in th e  Balkans by  add ing  one 
more small s ta te  to Europe’s intr icate  economic a n d  polit ical organiza
tion and by  establishing addit ional  economic, adm in is t ra t ive  and  cul
tural  frontiers in a European area  where «balkanizat ion» has  a l ready  
gone too far.

There necessarily remains as th e  m ost  ra t ional  solution t h a t  of a d 
mit t ing  Albania  into th e  political framework of a neighbouring c o un try ,  
and part icularly  t h a t  of Greece. U n d e r  prevailing condit ions  in Europe,  
which are leading European  countr ies  in spite  of the i r  numberless  diffe
rences gradual ly  to a r t icu la te  the i r  economic potent ial i t ies ,  such a solu
tion of political merging would a p p ea r  to be th e  m ost  ra t ional  solution 
of all.

A fusion in the  form of a federative s t a te  be tween  Yugoslavia and 
Albania would be difficult,  because the  Yugosla\' 'ia is a lready heavily  
burdened with considerable num ber  of minori t ies and because the i r  inc
reasing centrifugal power has, ever since 1919, been leading toward  a s t a 
te of internal decomposition no t  to  speak of the  old Slav-Albanian  racial 
opposition. Conversely, political union of Albania  with  Greece appears  
to  be na tura l  and called for. As far as Greece is concerned,  the  merging 
of the  Albanian area with t h a t  of Greece would provide a radical solution 
to the  problem of its strategic  security  in respect  to its nor thwestern  fron
tier  and in respect to Italy.  The  las t  war  has dem ons t ra ted  the  vi ta l  si
gnificance of this th rea t  to Greece. This  solution would also add  to Greek 
resistance potential ities  and to the  political ba lance  of power in respect
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to  th e  Slavic countr ies  in th e  Balkans  a no tew orthy  mil i tary and geo
graphic  element, which  would render th e  Greek bridgehead infinitely m o
re powerful.  Assum ning  t h a t  the  policy of the  western democracies is inde
ed served b y  the  s t reng then ing  of the  Greek bridgehead in the  southern 
end of the  Balkans  and in th e  entrance  to the  Adriat ic and the  Aegean 
Seas, there  could be no b e t t e r  w ay  of achieving this  s trengthening th a n  
b y  including the  ent i re  te r r i to ry  of Albania  into framework of the  defe
nce of Greece. Economically  also, the  Greek Peninsula, whose cities po
p u la t ion  has reached a sa tu ra t io n  point,  would find an interesting out le t  
into  Albania  which is p redom inent ly  a cattle  raising and agricultural 
co u n t ry  and  who is lacking precisely a developed urban  population.

On th e  o th e r  h an d ,  so far as Albania  is concerned, its inclusion wi
th in  Greece would provide an  answer to  the  problem of its security from 
a B alkan  po in t  of view, as its rear  would be covered and its position s t re 
n g thened  in respec t  to  b o th  I ta ly  and Yugoslavia.  I ts  livestock and ag
r icul tura l  economy, p roper ly  developed,  would find on Greek terri tory,  
deficient in l ivestock and  farm products ,  relatively good markets .  Its 
sou the rn  dist r ic  of Korce (Kory tsa )  and Gjinokas ter  (Argyrokastron),  
which was once adm in is t ra t ive ly  and  economically connected w ith  Sa
lonika  and  Y a n n in a  and which has fallen into decay  since it  was severed 
from th e  l a t t e r  two cities, would regain its old economic prosperi ty  as a 
centre  of local p roduc t ion  and  consumption.

Obviously, t h e  insuring of local self governm ent  and  self de te rm ina
t ion  for th e  two p a r t i c ip a t in g  peoples would be an  indispensable prere
quisi te  if th is  merging  of Greek and  Albanian  terr i tories into a wider po
litical un i t  were to  form a viable  reality . The  exac t  form of this  political 
u n i t  would n a tu ra l ly  have  to  be s tud ied  in detail w i th  the  unders tanding  
t h a t  abso lu te  freedom in th e  m anagem en t  of th e  domestic  affairs of th e  
tw o  p a r t i c ip a t in g  countr ies  b y  the i r  own democrat ic  agencies will be ful
ly  assured w i th  provision for a jo in t  m anagem ent  of th e  economic, mi
l i ta ry ,  and  d ip lom atic  affairs of th e  two countries. I t  would be easy to 
find the  sui table  legal formula for such a political uni t  b y  referring to 
t h e  pas t ,  e i ther  in the  h is to ry  of dual  A us tro -H ungar ian  Monarchy, or 
of th e  Bri t ish  Empire ,  or in the  const i tu t iona l  development of the  Swiss 
Federa t ion .  The  idea of th is  cooperat ion between the  Greek and the  Al
ban ian  peoples in a political u n i ty  of some sort  is too well grounded in 
fac t  to  m er i t  the  dis t inc t ion  of originali ty. On th e  contrary ,  the  h is tory  
of th e  A lban ian  a n d  th e  Greek peoples and  in m an y  respects their  racial 
a ff ini ty  have  themselves  paved  the  way for such a solution of th e  Al
b a n ian  question.
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The first agreement to this effcct da tes  back  to the  W a r  of Greek 
independence,  when Greek and Albanian chiefta ins met a t  Souli on 15 
Ja nu ary  1821 to form an alliance and to pledge themselves «to be b ro 
thers,  one in body and soul». Later ,  on 2 Ju n e  1829, Albanian m ade  p ro 
posals to  the  then  Greek Government asking for the  incorporation of th e  
entire district of Valona (Avion) into the  Greek S t a te  un d e r  condit ion 
th a t  they  would be granted freedom of religious worship a n d  of having  
tho honour of the ir  harems preserved!!. L a te r  again, on 15 A ugus t  1847, 
a large nu m b er  of Albanian notables under  Culeka sent a m em orandum  
to King O t to  of Greece request ing  the  union of Albania  and Greece. In 
the  m em orandum  subm it ted  to Lord Boaconsfield by  th e  Albanian  Com 
mit tee during  the  Congress of Berlin, the  idea of a Creek-AIbanian U n i
on was again suggested.  Said the  m em orandum :  «Our  defensive power 
could well be doubled in a federat ion and th rough  a na tura l  alliance with  
Greece». Nor were similar expressions of willingness lacking on th e  Greek 
side. The Greek—Albanian Society of Athens proposed in 1899 «the  union 
of the  two races on th e  model of Austr ia  and Hungary».  T he  proposal 
was signed by  Botzari,  Tzavella,  etc. Still later, Ismail Kemal Bey, re
presentative from Valona to the  Turk ish  Pa r l iam ent  and  would-be  head 
of the  Albanian S ta te ,  repeatedly  visited A thens  during  th e  years  1904, 
1906 and 1908 and reached an  agreement  with th e  then  Greek Prime 

, Minister George Theotoki  for the  liberation of Albania  and its union w ith  
Greece. The  last proposal on the  Albanian side for a union of Albania  
with Greece was m ade  in Salonika in F ebruary  1944 by  former Albanian 
Prime Minister Kosto K o t ta  th rough  the  then  Greek Military Governor 
of Salonika. T he  proposal provided for a union of Greeks and Albanians  
on the condit ion t h a t  due  regard be accorded to  Albanian dignity  and 
th a t  the  boundaries  of 1940 be m ain ta ined .  T he  two s ta tes  were to  form 
a dual kingdom; th ey  were to have a common adm in is t ra t ion  of foreign 
affairs, a common mil i tary staff,  cus tom s and postal unions and all mi
nistries in common with the  exception of t hose of education,  finance and 
justice.

The reference to  the  boundaries  of 1940 in th is  proposal touches al
so upon the question of Northern  Epirus, which is tin* most k n o t ty  issue 
in Greek-Albanian relations. It  is therefore  obvious t h a t  the  indicated 
settlement  of the  quest ion of the  future  fate of Albania  by having th is  
country united with Greece would automatica l ly  provide the  best  possible 
answer to this k n o t ty  issue. T he  North -Epiro te  quest ion would offer new 
possibilities of sat is factory solution as soon as a common frontier as well 
as a common economy and a common mil i ta ry  and  foreign policy for th e
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two states were astablished and their respective citizens were allowedto 
take residence where they please and to move within the boundaries of 
their common political community, while a satisfactory arrangement ba
sed on the principle of local self-government could easily be devised. 
This would probably not be the least benefit to be derived from the indi
cated new political settlement as it would wipe off one of the most dan
gerous sources of friction in the relations among the Balkan countries.


