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Introduction 

Greece, in the years 1967–74, represents the unique case of an EEC-associate and 

prospective member of the Community falling under military rule. On 21 April 1967, a 

colonels’ coup under the collective leadership of Georgios Papadopoulos, Stylianos Pattakos 

and Nikolaos Makarezos, established a military dictatorship in Greece. At the time of the coup, 
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Greece was a NATO member and a member state of the Council of Europe (CoE); it had also 

signed an association agreement with the EEC in 1961. Although it is a commonplace that the 

Greek regime did not face significant challenges within NATO,1 partially overlapping 

membership and divergent policies towards the colonels call for a more complex approach to 

the cases of the CoE and the EEC. After a cautious initial reaction, the EEC defined its stance 

by ‘freezing’ the Greek association, while the CoE forced the military regime to withdraw 

from the organisation in December 1969.2 This article addresses the domestic impact of the 

freezing of the Greek association with the EEC on business–government relations during the 

military dictatorship in Greece (1967–74). 

Adopting a business-centred perspective, this article demonstrates that Greek business 

played a key role in the dynamics of Greek–EEC relations and their domestic impact under 

the colonels. My main argument is that in the face of the restructuring of Greek foreign trade 

and its orientation towards the Common Market, Greek business embarked upon a strategy 

prioritising transition to democracy as a means towards rapprochement with the EEC. For 

Greek business, however, this process should ideally take the form of an authoritarian 

transition to electoral politics as a precondition for both a viable political regime and future 

accession to the EEC. Yet, the failure of a military-controlled attempt at liberalisation in late 

1973 resulted in an authoritarian backlash, further strengthening pro-EEC attitudes in Greek 

business as a shield against arbitrary government. 

This article makes a twofold contribution. First, it contributes to the debate over the 

role of societal actors in European integration,3 as it considers Greek business’s own 

Europeanisation and its impact on Greek–EEC relations. My approach takes into account Alan 

S. Milward’s emphasis on both industrialisation and foreign trade as key factors in the decision 

to seek EEC/EU membership and his call for further research on the role of national 

federations of businessmen.4 In doing so, this paper draws upon growing scholarship that 
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highlights the role of transnational business networks and peak-level national and European 

business organisations in European integration. Within European integration history, scholars 

such as Wolfram Kaiser have deployed network analysis as a heuristic tool with which to 

understand the emergence of a new transnational and supranational polity in the process of 

regional integration.5 Although political scientists have been sceptic about the influence of 

business networks on policy-making at the European level before the Single Market 

Programme,6 Lucia Coppolaro, Sigfrido Ramírez Pérez, and Werner Bührer and Laurent 

Warlouzet have shown that the critical role of European business in this process had emerged 

well before the 1980s.7 Business historians, such as Neil Rollings and Matthias Kipping, have 

come up with similar findings pushing the timeframe further back to the early postwar period.8 

Moreover, Rollings has argued that studying European integration from a business perspective 

offers a ‘bridge between wider economic and social forces and the more specific political 

pressures relating to European integration’.9 Following this line of argument, this paper 

examines the case of Greece under the colonels.  

Therefore, and second, this article also contributes to the study of the Greek 

dictatorship and transition from a business perspective. In their seminal conclusions on 

transitions, Guillermo O’Donnell and Philippe Schmitter place emphasis on the role of 

divisions within the authoritarian regimes, ‘principally along the fluctuating cleavages 

between hard-liners and soft-liners’.10 Such divisions often result in a regime-initiated 

liberalisation as part of the transition process.11 Although comparative social science research 

has conceptualised the Greek case as the crisis of a non-hierarchical authoritarian regime,12 

these early transition dynamics remain an under-researched topic. Scholars, thus far, have 

tended to examine the Greek transition in isolation from late authoritarian developments.13 By 

addressing the domestic impact of the progressive Europeanisation of Greek foreign trade and 
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the role that Europeanised industrialists played in triggering liberalisation, this paper traces 

the hidden dynamics of transition long before the collapse of the regime. 

The colonels’ coup was the climax of a two-year political crisis that broke out in July 

1965 after King Constantine ousted the centrist liberal prime minister Georgios Papandreou. 

Although Constantine was disconcerted by the coup, he initially came into terms with the 

colonels only to stage an abortive counter-coup in December 1967. After Constantine’s forced 

self-exile, the colonels remained unchallenged at home, despite sporadic resistance and the 

refusal of prominent political leaders to compromise. Yet, the dictatorship was soon to face a 

major challenge in the international arena as the CoE forced the Greek regime to withdraw in 

December 1969. From that point on, in the face of international pressure, transition to a viable 

political regime remained a central issue. In 1973, amid increasing public discontent, student 

rallies and a failed royalist mutiny in the navy, the colonels initiated a military-controlled 

transition to electoral politics that was subsequently met with a student uprising and a hard-

liners’ counter-coup in late November 1973. The new regime grew increasingly isolated only 

to collapse in July 1974 after instigating a coup against the Cypriot leader Archbishop 

Makarios and the subsequent Turkish invasion of Cyprus.14 

 The impact of Greece’s forced withdrawal from the CoE and the freezing of the Greek 

association was the subject of early scholarly attempts to investigate the possibility of action 

on the international level to influence domestic developments against an authoritarian 

regime.15 More recently, historians of European integration have focused on the European side 

to investigate Greek–EEC relations under the colonels and the imprint of the Greek case on 

human-rights politics and the democratic self-image in European organisations in the long-

run. Antonio Varsori, basing his work on the papers of Edoardo Martino, Commissioner for 

external relations 1967–70, pioneered a Community-centred approach, largely focusing on 

how the European Investment Bank ended its financial support to Greece on the demand of 
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the Commission. Victor Fernández Soriano, using a broader spectrum of sources, has 

addressed the diffusion of human-rights ideas from the CoE to the Community, while Emma 

de Angelis and Eirini Karamouzi have examined the development of the Community’s 

democratic identity up to the late 1970s through a discourse analysis. Despite the diverse 

chronological frameworks of the three studies, the analysis of CoE and EEC policy towards 

the colonels (and the use of relevant documents) makes a striking stop in 1970, with the 

Community’s perception of the firm stance taken by the CoE.16  

This paper will shift the chronological boundaries to show that the ‘European question’ 

was intertwined with the political prospects of the colonels’ regime and therefore, its 

ramifications were not limited to highlights such as the CoE case. In fact, it was in the 

aftermath of this episode that critical domestic alliances of the regime were tested and there 

was a rise in internal tensions, leading to conflicting transition strategies within its leadership. 

The pressure, however, was not only on the Greek side. After the colonels reached a fragile 

compromise in 1973, appointing Spyros Markezinis, an old radical liberal politician, as prime 

minister to lead the country back to electoral politics, the Commission found itself in an 

awkward position. Having prioritised the restoration of constitutional government, while 

precluding a complete break in order to prevent hard-liners and neutralists within the military 

to prevail, the Community had to make a tough decision in case Markezinis was successful. 

 

Sources 

This article is based on a broad range of sources, including public and private archives 

in different countries and semi-structured in-depth oral history interviews to employ a 

multilevel analysis of its topic. It is the first article to use the material of leading figures in the 

dictatorship, such as the papers of Nikolaos Makarezos (member of the triumvirate, minister 
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of economic coordination 1967–71 and vice-premier in charge of the economy 1971–73). 

Makarezos was the chief economic policymaker of the regime and in charge of relations with 

the Community in the context of the association agreement. Hence, this collection, recently 

acquired by the Institute for Mediterranean Studies–Foundation for Research and Technology 

Hellas (IMS/FORTH) in Rethymno, Greece, is a unique, hitherto unresearched source both on 

business–government and Greek–EEC relations. Research in the Political Archive of the 

German Foreign Office is supplemented by published US and British documents to shed light 

on certain issues of interest to Greece’s NATO and EEC partners. The respective embassies 

to Athens were keen to produce reports on both Greece’s domestic developments and  

international relations. West Germany, in particular, represents a core Community state with 

a strong economic presence in Greece and relevant interest in Greek business–government 

relations. Moreover, this paper makes use of Community records held at the Historical 

Archives of the European Union in Florence, Italy, focusing on the EEC reactions to the short-

lived liberalisation experiment. In the absence of accessible archives of business organisations 

in Greece, I have consulted official business publications, Bank of Greece reports and the 

Greek financial press for the public stance of organised Greek business. Furthermore, to bring 

this story to life, I have conducted a series of oral history interviews with high-ranking 

officials, leading businessmen and regime opponents. 

 

Structure  

The paper has six main sections. In the first two sections, I present the context of the 

Europeanisation of Greek industry and the emergence of Greek business as a pro-EEC actor, 

considering the role of the Federation of Greek Industries (SEV) as the peak-level business 

organisation in Greece. Then, I briefly examine the scholarly debate on the preconditions of 
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bureaucratic-authoritarianism, illustrating the contribution of a business-centred approach to 

the understanding of democratic breakdown in the absence of severe economic crisis. In doing 

so, I underscore the concerns of Greek business over prospective EEC competition in the face 

of political turmoil and social upheaval. In the fourth section, by exploring the reaction of 

Greek business to the looming breach with the EEC in the aftermath of Greece’s withdrawal 

from the CoE, I argue that, under the colonels, the ‘European question’ epitomised Greece’s 

political problem. In the remainder, where I provide the context of Greek–EEC relations in 

view of the military-controlled liberalisation and address the economic and organisational 

contacts of Greek business on the European level, I ponder on the role the Europeanised 

industrialists played in Greece’s transition prospects. 

 

Postwar industrialisation and the Europeanisation of Greek industry 

1953 is widely considered the starting point of a ‘golden era’ for the Greek economy, 

characterised by high growth and monetary stability. This was made possible thanks to a 

package of reforms launched by Spyros Markezinis, then minister of economic coordination, 

which included currency devaluation and relative trade liberalisation as part of a 

developmental strategy that prioritised industrialisation.17 In the long-run, this policy resulted 

in an impressive per capita GDP growth rate. In the period 1950–73 per capita income in 

Greece grew at an average annual rate of 6,2%, compared to a regional average of 4% in 

Western Europe and 5,1% in five peripheral countries (Greece, Ireland, Portugal, Spain and 

Turkey).18 Yet, the Greek economy faced a serious balance of payments crisis in 1958–60,19 

while these years witnessed a sharp increase in Greece’s trade with the Eastern Bloc.20 Along 

with the electoral rise of the communist-led Left in 1958 and in the face of spiralling Cold 
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War tensions, these developments gave a sense of urgency to Greece’s ongoing negotiations 

over the association agreement with the newly born EEC.21 

The association agreement provided for the eventual establishment of a full customs 

union between Greece and the Six on the understanding that this process would serve as a 

preparatory stage towards Greece’s future entry into the Community. EEC tariffs on nearly all 

industrial imports from Greece were to be removed by 1969. Gradually diminishing Greek 

tariffs on industrial imports from the Six remained in force for a 22-year period for goods 

produced by sectors active in Greece and a 12-year period for those not produced in Greece at 

the time of the agreement. The two parties were expected to harmonise their agricultural 

policies, while the agreement aimed to enhance Greek agricultural exports to the Common 

Market. Lastly, a five-year financial protocol provided for development loans of up to $125m. 

from the European Investment Bank for infrastructure projects in Greece.22  

The signing of the association agreement, concluding a period of prolonged negotiation 

and resulting uncertainty, signaled the beginning of rapid industrialisation. From 1961 to 1973, 

Greek industrial production rose by an annual 13,5%, while private investment in 

manufacturing jumped from $5,7m. in 1961, to over $666m. in 1973. The value of Greek 

industrial exports rose from $11m. in 1961 to $982m. in 1975, while the same year almost half 

was oriented to the Common Market (46% to the EEC-9 and 43,7% to the EEC-6 compared 

to 15,6% to the EEC-6 in 1962). In 1973, capital goods imports came to exceed consumer 

goods imports for the first time, while in 1975, the share of the EEC-9 in Greek imports of 

manufactured goods was over 60%.23 

The freezing of the association after the coup did not affect the reciprocal process of 

tariff reductions on manufactured goods. Instead, the tariff removal on the EEC side was 

completed in mid-1968, earlier than originally planned. However, the Commission broke off 
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negotiations over agricultural policy, while Greek agricultural exports faced growing 

difficulties in the Common Market. Furthermore, the European Investment Bank blocked 

loans amounting to $55m., while in mid-1967, the Commission decided not to renew the 

financial protocol. The selective suspension of certain provisions of the agreement was based 

on the presumption that the Greek association had a political aspect, as it could lead to full 

membership. This presumption implied that the association could not be implemented in its 

various facets unless parliamentary institutions were restored. Since the colonels had 

dismissed parliament, the Council of Association and the Mixed Parliamentary Committee 

could not operate. Hence, talks on open issues were precluded; likewise contacts at the 

ministerial level.24 

Yet the imposition of the dictatorship did not hinder the development the Greek 

economy had been experiencing since the early 1960s. Instead, this period saw Greece’s per 

capita income exceed 70% of the Community average (EU–15) instead of 57% in 1967.25 

Despite the freezing of the Greek association, the selective EEC sanctions, indirectly, 

contributed to the modernisation of Greek foreign trade; as from 16% in 1967, industrial 

exports reached 46% of total Greek exports in 1973.26 Interestingly, those developments have 

eluded even Milward’s acute analysis of the accession impact on Greek–EEC bilateral trade 

in comparison with the Portuguese and Spanish cases.27 This neglect is not without 

implications for the understanding of the dynamics of enlargement, as the Greek accession 

continues to represent either a paradox or, at best, the combined result of domestic political 

and international security factors despite poor economic performance.28 By contrast, my 

analysis shows that the Europeanisation of Greek industry, long before Greece’s accession, 

played a key role in the emergence of Greek business as an influential pro-EEC actor, largely 

defining the post-dictatorial quest for a swift entry. 
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Greek business, SEV and the European Challenge 

The debate over the participation of Greece in the European integration is futile and harmful … 

Instead, the challenge ahead is … the ‘Europeanisation’ of our production. 

SEV circular on the Free Trade Area, August 195729 

Scholars early on recognised the bearing of industrialists’ preferences as a crucial factor in the 

domestic debates over West Germany’s European policy,30 while more recently Rollings has 

produced an authoritative account of the British case.31 Instead, students of Greece’s path to 

Europe have often depicted the Greek European policy as a state strategy above, or even 

against, special socioeconomic interests. According to this line of argument, the overarching 

priority of stabilising Greek capitalism in the context of the Cold War resulted in policymakers 

sacrificing short-term private interests.32 Yet, a handful of studies on Greek business have 

shown the critical role Greek industrialists played in favour of Greece’s association with the 

EEC, despite their initial reluctance towards full membership.33  

Back in 1957, SEV had stood for a loose association with a Free Trade Area (FTA) 

under discussion at the time, or the newly born EEC instead of full membership, warning of 

the repercussions tariff reductions could have on the highly protected Greek manufacturing. 

An expert committee under Christoforos Katsabas, a former SEV chairman and co-owner of 

Greece’s biggest textile firm, argued that, even in case of long transitional arrangements, it 

was not clear whether Greek manufacturing would be able to deal with West European 

competition.34 Therefore, the committee half-heartedly advocated the solution of the 

association, which was subsequently adopted by the government as it was also favoured by 

core Community member states, such as the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG).35   

 In fact, SEV, as the peak-level organisation of Greek business, was too influential an 

actor to be ignored.36 Originally founded as the Federation of Greek Industrialists and 
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Craftsmen in 1907, SEV established itself as an organisation of big business after its split with 

small businessmen and their creation of a separate Association of Craftsmen in 1946.37 In 

1962–63, SEV accepted sectoral and regional associations as members, shifting to a mixed 

membership model consisting of both associations and individual firms, much like the 

Confederation of British Industry (CBI).38 As a result of these initiatives, launched by 

chairman Georgios Drakos, owner of IZOLA, the biggest Greek appliances company, the 

number of SEV members nearly quadrupled to 400 SA firms (out of about 650). Moreover, 

most sectoral and the most important regional associations decided to become members.39 

SEV became a full UNICE member in 1962.40 According to the classic study of Greek 

industrialists by Alec P. Alexander in the early 1960s, big industrialists had the potential to 

benefit from Greece’s orientation towards the Common Market.41 Although in Alexander’s 

taxonomy, this ‘progressive’ part of Greek business was characterised by a certain degree of 

separation between ownership and management;42 unlike US or British companies, Greek 

firms were of a typically strong family character under a highly centralised management.43 

This hierarchical and personalised structure was typical of SEV’s organisation as well. 

Although SEV developed a complex administrative structure early on, including strong 

statistical and industrial relations sections, its administrative staff never took over critical roles 

similar to that of the director-general of the CBI.44 Aside from a large board of directors and 

the powerful administrative committee, the board of former SEV chairmen, an informal body, 

played a crucial role in key decisions. Moreover, when important issues were discussed, the 

administrative committee invited not only the former chairmen to participate in special 

meetings, but also other influential businessmen.45 

Informal politics has always formed an important part of Greek business’s incestuous 

relationships with the country’s political elites. Greek shipowners such as Aristotle Onassis, 

who ran the Greek airline, Stavros Niarchos, another shipping magnate based outside Greece 
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who came to dominate the country’s oil and shipbuilding industries, and Stratis Andreades, 

chairman of the Greek Shipowners Union (EEE) and head of the Commercial Bank Group, 

owning industrial and insurance companies, were notorious for their personal strategies, 

regardless of their participation in business organisations.46 To be sure, this also goes for SEV 

members such as Bodossakis Athanassiades, the towering personality of Greek industry who 

owned a complex of chemical, mining and weapons companies.47 Yet, in contrast to EEE, 

where Andeades’s imprint was clear, official SEV policy and personal strategies were more 

or less distinct.48 

This feature, along with a greater emphasis on economic issues of general interest 

rather than strictly industrial policy as was the case with EEE and maritime policy, and 

manufacturing’s deeper dependence on the domestic economic environment, made SEV the 

main voice of Greek business.49 SEV members participated in numerous policymaking 

committees, while prominent SEV figures came to head state-run institutions, as was the case 

of former SEV chairman Alexandros Tsatsos, chief executive officer of AGET, a leading 

cement producer, who came to head the Organisation for Industrial Development (OVA) in 

the late 1950s.50 Moreover, in contrast to the German model, in Greece there was no separate 

association of employers. Instead, SEV was in charge of industrial relations for its member 

firms, which were among the largest employers in the private sector.51  

These features remained in force during the military dictatorship, while rapid 

industrialisation strengthened SEV’s position.52 Moreover, the transformations experienced 

by Greek industry from the early 1960s on, strengthening pro-EEC attitudes in Greek business, 

gave rise to a strategic shift regarding Greece’s relations with the EEC. By 1970, SEV had 

made clear that too much was at stake to let political friction jeopardise Greece’s European 

orientation.53 On the one hand, SEV firms had been the main beneficiaries of the increased 

Greek–EEC bilateral trade. They dominated all relevant categories from exports of 
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manufactured goods to total sales,54 while leading SEV firms, such as IZOLA and 

Bodossakis’s chemical industries, had forged strategic partnerships with European firms.55 On 

the other hand, as Greek industries were heavily depended on imports of machinery and 

equipment from the EEC, technological dependence not only resulted in increased business 

contacts, but also prevented alternatives.56  

Furthermore, between 1968 and 1973 the foreign multinationals’ share of Greek 

industrial exports plummeted from 55,6% to 29,8%. In contrast, investments in manufacturing 

of Greek shipowning firms based abroad represented 50% of foreign direct investments, 

controlling about 25% of the biggest 100 industrial firms in 1973 and dominating oil refineries 

(85%) and shipyards (74%).57 Those changes further increased SEV’s leverage as the main 

business interest association in Greece, since the Niarchos Group, holding the biggest share in 

Greek manufacturing among the shipowners,58 maintained a close relationship with SEV. In 

fact, from the early 1960s on, Constantinos Drakopoulos, head of the Hellenic Shipyards and 

Niarchos’s nephew, acted as SEV vice-chairman.59 Likewise, most of the ship-owned 

industrial firms were SEV members, enabling SEV to act as the main voice of business in 

Greece. 

 

Prospective EEC-membership and democratic breakdown: The business perspective 

Some 20 years ago, Nancy Bermeo, in a rare attempt to place Greece within the international 

debate over bureaucratic-authoritarianism, highlighted both prospective EEC-membership 

and the absence of economic crisis as counteracting factors to business support of the 

colonels.60 Yet, despite her assertion that ‘attention to history precedes attention to theory, or 

we are bound to make a whole series of errors,’61 Bermeo’s account, reflecting the state of a 

literature that remained thin at the time, lacked empirical documentation.62 In this section, I 
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venture that the prospect of EEC-membership was a key element of the a posteriori 

acquiescence of Greek business in the colonels’ coup. But before proceeding to this task, we 

must bear in mind that the Greek colonels’ dictatorship represents a typical example of non-

hierarchical military regimes;63 an observation with far-reaching implications.  

O’Donnell’s concept of bureaucratic-authoritarianism relies upon the assumption that 

the tough transition from extensive/horizontal industrialisation (based on the substitution for 

imports of consumer goods) to the vertical integration of domestic industry is often 

accompanied by major political shifts. In countries, like his Latin American archetypes, that 

had experienced the end of horizontal industrialisation amid foreign exchange shortage and 

declining productivity, economic crisis contributed to the formation of ‘coup coalitions’, 

seeking to create the political conditions needed for further modernisation.64 In the Greek case, 

however, the ringleaders of the April coup were not part of any ‘coup coalition’ or, more 

accurately, they had abandoned the emerging ‘coup coalition’ under King Constantine and his 

loyal generals.65 The reasons for this split deserve further investigation, but the main dispute 

centred on what middle-ranking officers perceived as the generals’ ‘lack of determination’ in 

view of massive mobilisation.66 From mid-1965 on, after King Constantine’s decision to oust 

a centrist government with large electoral support, inaugurating a period of constitutional 

crisis, weak government and social upheaval,67 Greek politics resembled a situation of ‘mass 

praetorianism’, i.e., a modern society with low levels of institutionalisation and high levels of 

mobilisation.68 In early 1967, despite its hesitation to put forth contingency plans without US 

consent, the royalist ‘coup coalition’ was ready to act in the case of undesirable results in the 

upcoming May elections that never materialised because of the colonels’ coup.69 

 But what about economic conditions prior to the coup? In the mid-1960s, Greece was 

in the middle of a rapid industrialisation process. The signing of the association agreement had 

given a new dynamism to Greek manufacturing: unilateral EEC tariff reductions on imports 
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from Greece that boosted industrial exports; major foreign investments, such as the 

establishment of an aluminium plant by the French multinational Pechiney and an oil refinery 

by the Esso–Pappas Group; increase in the investment activity of Greek business, such as the 

establishment of a Phosphoric Fertilisers plant and the modernisation of Halyvourgiki that 

made it the only vertically integrated steel maker in Greece; all led to an annual rise of 12% 

in Greek manufacturing output between 1961 and 1966, while industrial exports doubled their 

percentage to total exports.70 Yet, the outbreak of the political crisis in 1965 impacted heavily 

on the economy. Although the GDP rose that year by 10,8%, massive mobilisation against 

King Constantine and the accompanying strikes –which questioned low labour cost as a pillar 

of the Greek development paradigm– caused uncertainty. In 1966, private investments in 

manufacturing as well as foreign investments plummeted, an inflation rate with 4,9% hit a ten-

year record high, wages in manufacturing rose by an average 12,6%, while growth slowed 

down to 6,5%.71 As early as October 1965, the US ambassador to Athens, Phillips Talbot, 

warned of the severe current account deficit, and called for financial aid and food supply to 

Greece to alleviate the balance of payments.72 Furthermore, in mid-1966, a secret report 

drafted by the Governor of the Bank of Greece, Xenophon Zolotas, for Prime Minister 

Stefanos Stefanopoulos (1965–66) was leaked to the press. Zolotas’s report illustrated the 

current account deficit, along with the fall in foreign investment, and the expansionary budget, 

as a key factor that threatened economic stability.73 

 Despite downward economic trends, neither the length nor the peak of the recession 

(reached in 1967 as the growth rate fell to 5,7%, marking a five-year low74) was comparable 

to the severe economic crises prior to the Latin American coups O’Donnell had in mind. The 

problems posed by the type of industrialisation Greece was experiencing, however, were much 

closer to O’Donnell’s paradigm. Although Greece had, by and large, abolished import 

restrictions and initiated a large-scale currency devaluation as early as 1953, setting a ‘virtuous 
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circle’ in motion, protectionist measures such as tariffs and subsidised government loans were 

still prevalent.75 In fact, the original choice for an association agreement –instead of accession– 

underscored Greece’s need for a smooth transition towards trade liberalisation. During this 

transition period, Greece would seek convergence with the Six; unilateral EEC tariff removal 

by 1969 and strong direct incentives would, it was hoped, allow Greek industrial firms to 

strengthen their position and compete successfully in the Common Market.76 

 In this context, SEV tended to perceive a relatively mild recession through the lens of 

a structural, rather than a cyclical, crisis. In the mid-1960s, the political turmoil and social 

upheaval spread disaffection in Greek business, exacerbating the economic climate. On several 

occasions, SEV leaders argued that, considering the unilateral EEC tariff reductions, this was 

the time for growth and convergence with the EEC-average, not stagnation.77 Katsabas 

repeatedly noted that Greece had done little to prepare for future Western European 

competition.78 In January 1967, Drakos framed the argument in existential terms: 

I will use a term [for the Common Market]: Catalyst … We have the deadlines of the 

[Association] Agreement. Tariff reductions on imports from the EEC lie ahead … Unfortunately, 

these five years since the signing of the Agreement, we have not shown that we are aware of its 

importance. Greek industry … will survive or will die. There is no alternative.79 

Against this background, Bodossakis lobbied political leaders for a way out of the 

crisis,80 while Christoforos Stratos, Katsabas’s son-in-law, participated in the King’s coup 

plans.81 In the aftermath of the April coup and the King’s forced compromise with the colonels, 

the SEV leadership was deeply divided. Dimitrios Marinopoulos, the newly elected SEV 

chairman, along with royalists such as Stratos, stood for a guarded reaction. While Bodossakis 

and Drakos advocated a friendly approach to the new government. In an effort to make a 

compromise, SEV followed the middle course, keeping a low public profile at the official 

level, but allowing its members to establish contacts with the regime at their discretion.82   
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Despite initial uncertainty caused by the colonels’ allegations against the ‘economic 

oligarchy’, and some arrests of prominent businessmen like Andreades,83 the dictatorship did 

not challenge the Greek postwar development paradigm. The colonels’ policy statement placed 

emphasis on economic development through foreign and domestic private investments and the 

fulfillment of the obligations derived from the association with the EEC.84 Renowned 

technocrats like Dimitrios Galanis and Ioannis Labroukos, and devout supporters of the free-

market economy like Costas Thanos and Ioulios Evlabios, all with well-established SEV 

links,85 masterminded a business-friendly policy, abolishing taxes on corporate profits in 

return for investments and promoting cheap money (laws 147/67 and 148/67). Moreover, the 

law 89/67 –later extended under law 378/68 to cover all shipping firms– provided full tax 

exemption for the non-productive activities of foreign companies.86  

This policy resulted in a swift rapprochement between the colonels and the economic 

elites; a shift that became evident as early as December 1967 after the failed counter-coup led 

by King Constantine who was finally forced to leave Greece. In early 1968, Talbot reported 

that big business continued to be a major pillar of the military regime.87 In the aftermath of 

Constantine’s fiasco, Andreades and Drakos announced ambitious investment plans, 

Bodossakis donated his house as a residence for the incumbent prime minister, while shipping 

tycoons like Onassis bid for a huge oil refinery project. Even Marinopoulos, despite his initial 

concerns, continued to participate in an expert committee under Thanos for the five-year 

development plan that outlined the medium-term economic policy goals and crystallised the 

economic philosophy of the dictatorship.88  

In this context, strong government and the resulting business-friendly environment 

allowed the accumulation of capital needed for convergence with the EEC. From 1968 to 1973 

the GDP grew at an annual average of 9%. Between 1969 and 1973, tax exemptions for 

industrial firms were six times higher as the taxes paid instead of a 1:0,89 basis in the years 
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preceding the coup. In 1973, manufacturing output rose by 23,2%, hitting a record high, while 

by 1970 about 300 foreign and Greek-owned companies had opened offices in Greece. 

Furthermore, the laws 465/68, 509/70 and 800/70 made the Greek flag extremely cheap, thus 

doubling its ratio over the Greek-owned fleet under foreign flags from 0,5, in 1967, to 1, in 

1973.89 As Marinopoulos put it, at an official ceremony that took place at the Bank of Greece 

on the second anniversary of the April coup: ‘We [Greek business] assure the government that 

they never had and they cannot have a better friend … It is impossible for us not to support 

and not to celebrate any successful outcome to which we have actively contributed…’90  

 

Greek business and the looming breach with the EEC 

As I have already mentioned, the freezing of the Greek association did nothing to hinder Greek 

industrial exports to the Common Market; yet, it was a major source of political friction. 

Greek–EEC relations reached their lowest ebb in December 1969, after Greece’s forced 

withdrawal from the CοΕ. Although the Council had given much time to the dictatorship to 

fulfill promises of democratisation, the failure of the colonels to launch a transition process 

led finally to Greece’s expulsion. Moreover, partially overlapping membership with the 

Community also implied stronger pressures for additional EEC sanctions. On 16 April 1970, 

the Commission announced its intention to fully reexamine the Greek association, following 

an initiative of the CoE to launch further investigations for human rights violations in Greece. 

Hitting back, the dictatorship released the ‘Pipinelis timetable’, namely the promises of 

political reform made by Panayiotis Pipinelis, the Greek foreign minister, during the talks on 

the Greek case in the CoE, a move that triggered a chain reaction. On the one hand, the 

revelation that the Greek foreign minister had promised elections to prevent expulsion from 

the CoE infuriated the so-called hard-liners, who accused Papadopoulos of betraying the 
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‘revolution’. On the other hand, the announcements of the Commission scared moderate and 

pro-European groups and personalities that started to worry about further isolation from 

Western Europe.91 

At the intersection of politics and economics, the ‘European question’ exacerbated 

problems interwoven with the power structure of the dictatorship. After the King’s 

unsuccessful counter-coup, the so-called ‘revolutionary council’ had confirmed the political 

leadership of Papadopoulos as well as the authority of Makarezos as chief economic 

policymaker.92 However, this initial allocation of duties soon proved dysfunctional: Greece’s 

association with the EEC was in Makarezos’s responsibility because of its economic nature, 

but the European Commission had frozen the Greek association on political grounds, pointing 

the finger at Papadopoulos. This contradiction took on new importance as rising tensions 

within the regime’s leadership encountered growing EEC pressures. During 1970–71, a period 

of introversion and stagnation, including an unsuccessful attempt by hard-liners to overthrow 

Papadopoulos,93 Greece’s relations with the Community were at a halt. In August and 

September 1971, Papadopoulos repeatedly disappointed those pro-European ministers –

mainly Makarezos’s associates in the economic ministries– who stood for an active 

rapprochement with the EEC. Firstly, Papadopoulos, by unilaterally launching a sweeping 

government reshuffle, signaled the era of his personal regime and sent the message of yet a 

further departure from constitutional government. Secondly, he shelved rapprochement with 

the EEC: at a ministerial meeting Papadopoulos recognised that political change stood as a 

precondition for future rapprochement; he made it clear that Greece had a long way to go 

before being able to demand full operation of the association.94 

At the dawn of 1970, as a result of the looming breach with the EEC, SEV and the 

colonels were on a collision course. In February, two months after Greece’s expulsion from 

the CoE, Marinopoulos, at a press conference on the Greek association held by SEV, stated: 
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‘There is no alternative to EEC-membership … We are among those not only wishing the 

accession, but also considering attainable the acceleration of the process described in the 

association agreement for Greece’s eventual entry into the Community’.95 In March, SEV was 

the only major business organisation not officially represented at the funeral of a high-ranking 

government official.96 On 16 April –the very same day the European Commission announced 

its intention to fully reexamine the Greek association– at the inauguration ceremony of the 

new premises of Marinopoulos’s pharmaceutical company, the SEV chairman infuriated 

Makarezos, openly criticising the government. This episode triggered an open crisis between 

the colonels and SEV, since Makarezos demanded Marinopoulos’s immediate resignation.97 It 

is interesting, though, that both Makarezos and Marinopoulos had adopted a pro-European 

stance. Makarezos, as chief economic policymaker, headed the so-called technocrats of the 

military regime, who sought for economic convergence with the EEC. While, Marinopoulos, 

as SEV chairman, represented the export-oriented part of Greek business that had bound its 

future with the Common Market. Yet, Makarezos, as part of the colonels’ leadership and 

responsible for the association with the EEC, became the target of Marinopoulos’s criticism 

over the looming breach with the Community.98  

After this episode, however, as further EEC sanctions never materialised, SEV 

gradually felt free to restore a working relationship with the government. In late 1970, the 

ministry of economic coordination set up the Council of Economically Active Population 

(SOEP), a corporatist body consisting of various interest groups, in order to examine the 

impact of a hypothetical swift accession to the EEC. By this move, Makarezos and his 

associates sent a dual message: the determination to proceed with the Greek association, 

contrasting economic development with political stalemate, and the willingness to cooperate 

with Greek business, calling for organised debate rather than public confrontation. In response, 

SEV welcomed the initiative, appointed Marinopoulos as head of its delegation and 
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proclaimed that Greek business was ready to enter the Common Market and face West 

European competition.99 In view of the progressive Europeanisation of Greek foreign trade 

and the resulting pro-European shift of Greek business, the rapprochement with the EEC 

proved to be of utmost urgency. Apart from SEV’s official stance, key figures, including both 

Bodossakis and Marinopoulos, started to put pressure on the colonels to move towards 

constitutional government.100 Despite Papadopoulos’s promises, no progress had been made 

by late 1972, except for the founding of the Greek Cultural Movement (EPOK), a pro-regime 

political group with a view to participating in future elections. Though backed by influential 

businessmen, such as Angelos Kanellopoulos, co-owner of Titan, one of the two biggest 

cement companies in Greece, EPOK was soon to be dissolved as a result of opposition from 

within the regime.101  

 

Authoritarian transition and the EEC: A blueprint for rapprochement 

By 1973, it was clear that the Greek association could not make any progress, unless the 

dictatorship launched major political initiatives. In early 1973, amid expectations of political 

developments and in view of the EEC enlargement, the ‘European question’ became the focal 

point of public debates over Greece’s political future.102 In this context, Makarezos, increasing 

the pressure on Papadopoulos, released the findings of SOEP that advocated a full EEC-

membership, with SEV calling for a swift accession.103 In May, the unsuccessful royalist naval 

mutiny convinced Papadopoulos that any further delay could be fatal. On 1 June, 

Papadopoulos deposed the exiled King and proclaimed himself President of the Hellenic 

Republic, inaugurating a process of tightly-controlled liberalisation of the dictatorship. A 

constitutional referendum took place in July, while Markezinis, the former minister of 
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coordination, who had masterminded Greece’s postwar economic policy, was appointed prime 

minister in early October.104  

Although participation in, or abstention from, the promised elections divided the old 

political elites, Greek business offered unconditional support to Papadopoulos’s initiative. In 

July, SEV urged citizens to vote ‘yes’ in the constitutional referendum, stressing that: ‘Voting 

“yes” prevents instability and guarantees the country's social and economic takeoff that took 

place thanks to an inspiring policy adopted by the new regime, aiming at institutional and 

economic convergence with the West.’105 Moreover, SEV praised Markezinis for satisfying 

key business demands, including the removal of price controls, despite economic overheating 

and high inflation rates.106 In this context, direct influence was all in the game: Bodossakis 

had maintained a close relationship with Markezinis since the early 1950s, while other leading 

businessmen also had their say on the selection of cabinet members too. A non-exhaustive list 

includes former SEV consultants, like Thanos (deputy minister of economic coordination) and 

Georgios Coutsoumaris (agriculture minister) as well as chief executive officers of leading 

firms, like Nikolaos Grigoriades, of the Latsis Group (commerce minister) and Athanasios 

Kapsalis, of Papastratos tobacco company (minister of economic coordination).107 But the 

celebrations did not last long. In late 1973, Brigadier Dimitrios Ioannides, head of the 

notorious military police and leader of ultra-nationalist officers who opposed what they 

perceived as a compromising policy towards the old political and economic elites, overthrew 

Papadopoulos and Markezinis and put on ice the promised elections.108 

Though a short-lived experiment, the liberalisation process under Markezinis had put 

the European Commission in an awkward position. As the British Ambassador to Athens, Sir 

Robin Hooper, observed, the EEC would be obliged to clarify its policy in case of a return to 

electoral politics.109 Moreover, the West German Ambassador Dirk Oncken advocated that the 

FRG support Markezinis both on the bilateral and the Community level,110 while US, British 
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and French diplomacy were also favourable.111 In this context, David Hannay, Chef de Cabinet 

to Sir Christopher Soames, Commissioner for external relations, writing to Edmund 

Wellenstein, director-general for external relations, to ask for his views on the line the 

Commission should take, noted: ‘The appointment by President Papadopoulos of Mr 

Markezinis … brings closer the moment at which the Commission will have to say something 

in public’.112 

On 19 October 1973, Soames gave the Greek ambassador to Brussels, Vyron 

Theodoropoulos, the cold shoulder, by refusing to commit to any step towards normalisation 

of Greek–EEC relations.113 Yet, Soames’s guarded attitude was part of a more complex 

approach. Shortly before, Wellenstein advising Soames of the issues at stake, concluded his 

note as follows:  

Dependent on the interpretation which the Greek government would give to a step by step 

normalization process, it might be found desirable, and would seem possible in practice, to start 

normalizing Community relations with Greece before democracy can be said to have been fully 

restored (for instance before free elections have been held) through a cautious and gradual 

approach, keeping in step with a gradual democratization process in Greece… 

… For the time being, public statements should be on the line that the Commission follow 

developments in Greece with great attention hoping that developments over the last few months 

are an indication that Greece will soon reinstore all fundamental human rights and a democratic 

system of government. The Commission will welcome such a development which will permit 

the Association Agreement between the Community and Greece to be fully applied.114 

Wellenstein’s implicit distinction between the actual policy indicated in his note and the 

Community’s proposed public stance partly explains Soames’s guarded attitude towards 

Theodoropoulos. This approach was dependent on the Greek government’s perception of the 

Community’s initiatives towards rapprochement, thus Wellenstein highlighted the need to 

keep a low public profile. To that end, he advised asking for assurances on the Greek side 
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before relevant action was taken. Otherwise, he argued, the Community would find it more 

difficult, or impossible, to cope with public misunderstanding of its policy towards the 

dictatorship.115
 

 

Europeanised business with a pro-democracy agenda? 

Had the colonels handed over to politicians by 1970, the dictatorship would be considered a 

golden age now.116 

Nikolaos Svoronos, SEV vice-chairman 1970–78 

In his classic Crisis of the Dictatorships, Nicos Poulantzas argued that democratic transition 

in southern Europe had been the outcome of a rift between the ‘interior’ (mainly industrialists) 

and the ‘comprador’ (mainly shipowners) bourgeoisie with the former being pro-democracy 

and the latter pro-dictatorship. According to Poulantzas, this rift within what he termed the 

‘power bloc’ reflected the ‘internalisation’ of foreign (economic) policy preferences for an 

EEC-oriented or a US-oriented industrialisation respectively.117 To be sure, there is not much 

evidence for Poulatzas’s interpretation as both factions proved to be pillars of the military 

regime. Influential industrialists such as Bodossakis and the Angelopoulos brothers, the 

owners of Halyvourgiki, soon entered Papadopoulos’s environment along with shipping 

tycoons such as Andreades.118 Besides, Greek business unanimously supported the prospective 

authoritarian transition to electoral politics. Moreover, a clear-cut dichotomy between an 

‘interior’ and a ‘comprador’ bourgeoisie, or even between pro-EEC industrialists and pro-USA 

shipowners, is hard to prove. Marinopoulos had chosen the Abbot laboratories, a leading US 

pharmaceutical company, as a strategic partner for his Famar manufacturing activities and the 

French brand Prisunic for his trade activities,119 while Bodossakis had both French and US 

strategic partners in his chemical firms.120 Accordingly, Niarchos ran his refineries in 

partnership with Mobil, entered a strategic agreement with FIAT for the production of diesel 
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engines, and imported equipment for his Hellenic Shipyards from West German shipyards, 

where he had built a good part of his tanker fleet back in the early 1950s.121 Similarly, Onassis 

had moved to Europe and built his tanker fleet in West Germany after a serious dispute with 

the US authorities.122  

Nevertheless, Poulantzas’s approach, highlighting the openly pro-EEC and pro-

elections SEV stance in the latter stages of the Greek dictatorship, pointed to an interesting 

direction for further research: that of a possible correlation between Europeanisation and 

transition dynamics in southern Europe. In the previous sections, I have argued that 

prospective EEC-membership had been a key factor to the a posteriori acquiescence of Greek 

business in the coup, in the sense that strong government and business-friendly policies were 

crucial to economic convergence with the EEC. Highlighting the shift from the goal of the 

‘exclusion of the popular sector’123 to seeking EEC-membership, however, does not imply a 

larger democratic shift in Greek business. There is no doubt that Greek business became 

involved in the alternative scenarios for transition to electoral politics, but it would be too 

much to claim that SEV was part of a pro-democracy alliance. By contrast, Greek business’s 

preference for an authoritarian transition rather than democratisation is clearly outlined in 

SEV’s support to the colonels’ political initiatives between June and November 1973. 

 In September 1973, SEV issued an invitation to the chairs of UNICE for their annual 

meeting to take place in Athens, illustrating the political connotations of such a gesture: 

SEV’s proposal, aiming at convening the meeting of the leaders of the industries […] of the 

Common Market who influence the overall EEC policy through UNICE, takes place in view of 

the prospective change in Greece–EEC relations after the recent political developments that will 

have a positive impact upon further activation of the association agreement.124 

This was not the first time that the peak-level organisation of Greek business issued such an 

invitation. Back in 1968, the UNICE annual meeting did not take place in Athens thanks to the 
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opposition of Jean Rey, President of the European Commission, only to be postponed for the 

following year. The 1969 meeting took place in Greece under Fritz Berg, chairman of the 

Bundesverband der Deutschen Industrie (BDI) –despite official West German scepticism– and 

UNICE called for a reactivation of the Greek association, promising to do everything possible 

to help.125 In both cases, SEV made use of its European contacts to put pressure not on the 

colonels, but on the European Commission. Yet, in 1968–69, Greek business showed no 

consideration for the domestic political situation in Greece, whereas in 1973 SEV’s support to 

the colonels was the outcome of a move towards a tutelary democracy (business-friendly 

policies being the common denominator).  

   O’Donnell and Schmitter’s emphasis on the role of hard-line–soft-line divisions within 

the authoritarian regimes in the beginning of transitions applies to the Greek case too, if not 

for the 1974 transition, at least for the abortive authoritarian transition. But SEV had not sought 

to form any alliance with regime soft-liners. Far from being a Europeanist, Makarezos 

involved SEV in his dispute with Papadopoulos, making use of the pro-European attitudes 

among Greek business to push his agenda to move in on electoral politics under military 

control. Yet, Makarezos resigned in late September 1973 after Markezinis, satisfying SEV’s 

demands, announced he would abandon price controls126 –not to mention his rift with 

Marinopoulos back in 1970.  

Interestingly, Marinopoulos resumed chairmanship in early 1974 at the height of the 

Ioannides regime, which signalled a further departure from constitutional rule and 

international isolation in Europe and beyond. This detail does not imply that SEV 

accommodated the Ioannides regime –although nearly all leading businessmen (but not 

Marinopoulos) were quick to congratulate the new prime minister, Adamantios 

Androutsopoulos.127 On the contrary, business–government relations deteriorated in the 

following months –a period of high inflation rates, severe current account problems and deep 
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recession128– not least due to the political isolation from the EEC. Moreover, in the face of 

hostile policies, like cancellation of projects already underway,129 Greek business came to 

realise the need for a new institutional framework that would guarantee political and economic 

sustainability; a trend that became evident right after the fall of the dictatorship, as SEV would 

repeatedly adduce the acquis communautaire to pursue its free-market economy agenda on the 

home front.130  

 

Conclusion 

This article has studied the domestic impact of the looming breach with the EEC on business–

government relations in the colonels’ Greece, in the face of the Europeanisation of Greek 

industry. I have shown that although big business supported the military regime, the 

progressive restructuring of Greek foreign trade and its orientation to the Common Market 

made SEV highly sensitive to political isolation from the EEC. Thus, Greek business came to 

prioritise the transition to electoral politics as a means towards rapprochement with the EEC. 

But this strategy was not part of a pro-democracy agenda. On the contrary, SEV, seeking a 

viable political regime and future accession to the EEC, supported the military-controlled 

transition to a tutelary democracy. 

 This article intervenes in scholarly debates about the role of business actors in 

European integration. Discussing business associations’ response to Europeanisation, 

Wolfgang Streeck and Jelle Visser have observed that ‘rather than going away, national 

business associations … have expanded their –inevitably national– strategies into the 

European arena. Here they act not according to a European ideology, but in pursuit of 

nationally based interests interpreted in a European context’.131 The story of SEV’s responses 

to Europeanisation under authoritarian rule seems to fit their conceptualisation: either through 
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its Brussels office or through bilateral channels with its UNICE counterparts, Greek business 

internationalised its existential dilemma, seeking to avoid a tough choice between strong 

government and access to the Common Market. 

 Kiran Klaus Patel and Wolfram Kaiser have stressed the need for scholars of European 

integration to examine the possible spillover effects between the EEC and other international 

organisations.132 My findings are in line with those of other scholars that have adopted such a 

perspective to the EEC policy towards the Greek dictatorship, in face of the action taken by 

the CoE against the colonels in 1969.133 This article, however, shifting its chronological 

framework, has investigated the domestic impact of Greece’s withdrawal from the CoE on 

business–government relations well beyond the immediate aftermath of this episode. In doing 

so, I have focused on the transition dynamics released at home and subsequent Greek business 

and Community responses to the 1973 liberalisation experiment under Markezinis. 

 According to Geoffrey Pridham, possible European linkages with formative political 

effects can well be traced ‘back to the late authoritarian period in countries that “opened up” 

to Europe or indeed sought to liberalise’.134 Agency-based accounts of transitions from 

authoritarian rule have conventionally focused on the role of political elites or key individuals 

within the military regimes.135 Instead, my account has highlighted the political response of 

Greek business to the structural impact of Europeanisation in the face of isolation from the 

EEC. To be sure, the cleavage between the regime hard-liners and soft-liners was critical to 

the beginning of the 1973 abortive transition, but the role Greek business played in this rift 

was pivotal, though not on ideological grounds. Terence Lee has observed that ‘the emphasis 

on the liberalizing tendencies of authoritarian regime soft liners overstates their 

magnanimity’136 and the Greek case seems to confirm his view. Makarezos took advantage of 

the pro-EEC stance of SEV to put pressure on Papadopoulos for a swift transition to electoral 

politics, but their rift was not about Europe. SEV, in turn, utilised the power struggle within 
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the regime to push its pro-EEC agenda, but without forging dissenting alliances with regime 

soft-liners. 

The failure of the 1973 liberalisation attempt, the authoritarian backlash and the 

subsequent collapse of the dictatorship in the aftermath of the Turkish invasion of Cyprus in 

July 1974, has condemned this story to oblivion. Nevertheless, the recent euro crisis has 

brought Greece’s development path to the forefront of debates over the dynamics and limits 

of the Europeanisation of southern Europe. The recent resurgence of public and scholarly 

interest in the colonels’ regime on the occasion of the 50th anniversary of the coup provides a 

chance to ponder on the ‘European question’ the dictatorship bequeathed to the Third Hellenic 

Republic. Studying this legacy from the perspective of business can broaden our understanding 

of Europeanisation and its political and socioeconomic implications under authoritarian rule.
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