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By mid-1942 the BBC was fully aware of its attraction and influ-
ence within occupied Greece, where death was often risked in exchange
for the evening news. BBC archives, E9/20, April 25, 1940: the BBC
broadcast “is listened to at present in a spirit approaching religious devo-
tion.” See also T. Lean, Voices in the Darkness (London: 1943), 56: “ev-
erybody listens to the BBC.”

8 Note Lockhart B., Comes the Reckoning (London: 1944) 333,
Lockhart, once the director of the PWE, mentions that during the events
of December 1944 in Athens (i.e. a highly charged, almost explosive,
situation where the utmost discipline would be called for) the BBC an-
nouncers, although some were known “sympathizers with the insurgents”
acted in a way “akin to mutiny.” Following the positive vote of confi-
dence in the House of Commons on the governments’ Greek policy, the
Greek section of the BBC had added the statement: “The vote of confi-
dence is not the end for Greece. The people of England will express their
real will at the next election.” See also Clogg, Greek Government, 392.

8 Woodhouse, EAM, 167.

¥ Proving or disproving the thesis under examination is still possible.
Radio transmissions at this time were being monitored and the main items
of news (as well as the slant placed upon them) recorded by the inte!li-
gence services of the various belligerents. The Greek intelli gence service
(A.E.Y.IL) followed such transmission during the relevant period. Were
such documents to be made available it is possible that a solution to this
mystery could be found despite the missing transcripts of the BBC itself.
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December 3 1944, marked the beginning of the quelling by Brit-
ish and government troops of an uprising in Athens led by the Com-
munist-dominated resistance organization, the National Liberation
Front (EAM). Fighting had broken out among the various resis-
tance factions in 1943, and on that fateful December day, EAM
had been protesting the Papandreou Government’s order to dis-
band all resistance and guerrilla groups which had been mobilized
against the Germans during World War II.! Following the initial
confusion and tragedy of the late morning which had claimed fif-
teen casualties, further violence broke out between EAM’s mili-
tary wing, the National Popular Liberation Army (ELAS), and Brit-
ish troops. This wave of fighting lasted until January 1945, when
the British finally restored the authority of the Papandreou govern-
ment. On February 12, 1945, the Varkiza Agreement was signed in
order to make, inter alia, provisions for the disarming and dis-
bandment of the Greek resistance. Furthermore, it was hoped that
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the foundations for a more liberal Greek government would be
achieved at Varkiza. The “Second Round” of the Greek Civil War
had ended.?
Although it was only the “Second Round” of what became a bru-
tal, three-round Civil War, the Dekemvriana was an international
issue as much as it was a domestic one. Among the Allies, peace and
security remained a question of significance throughout 1943-1945
beginning with the Teheran Conference and the final culmination of
important decisions made there being confirmed at Yalta in Febru-
ary 1945. The United States, Britain and the Soviet Union were the
emerging Great Powers of the post-war period, and the Big Three
were determined that the peace would be established by them. Se-
curity for Stalin, in part, meant a solution to the Polish Question?
For Roosevelt, it meant the affirmation of the American position in
France.*France and the United States formed a uneasy relationship
of mutual need— the Americans needed French communication and
transportation facilities to get to Germany, and the French needed
American aid. FDR took it upon himself to oversee French sover-
eignty in the hopes of bringing France into line with Washington’s
interests. The American president, due to France’s collapse in 1940,
was not convinced that responsibility for the country’s sovereignty
could be placed entirely in French hands. Once again, according to
Frank Costigliola, “Roosevelt saw himself as a lord of France’s des-
tiny, as a seigneurial matchmaker.” As the main party who would
decide France’s fate, he “coded de Gaulle as the difficult bride who
did not understand France’s true interests and Giraud as the trac-
table and hence suitable surrogate who would take care of the lord’s
concerns.” Therefore, the United States not only oversaw the recog-
nition of the French Provisional Government under de Gaulle, but
also the stabilization of a French currency, neither of which could
be done without the approval of the Allies, but in particular the
Americans. After all, argued Cordell Hull, “the power to issue cur-
rency was the litmus test of sovereignty.”

For Churchill, the question of British security in the post-war
world was closely linked with the preservation of the Empire.” Two
months before the December Uprising, Churchill had concluded a
percentages agreement® with Stalin during October 1944, hoping
to keep Greece friendly to British aims in the post-war world. Brit-
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aip, he felt, must be allowed to “take the lead in Greece.” The sj
ation there became one of great importance, a fact wh-ich hacsimi‘
reafiy been reinforced by the First Round of the Greek Civil Wara' -
which EAM/ELAS had sought to eliminate its rivals. In June 194::1
pot long after the success of OVERLORD, Eden had stressed the:
importance of “building up a regime [in Greece] which after the
war would definitely look to Britain for support against Russian
%nf_luence.”7 He had been fearful that the British position there was
in jeopardy, particularly given the growing strength of EAM/ELAS
If so,. what would the situation in Greece mean for Britain and the;
Emplr.e, Particularly in the post-war world? What would it mean
for Britain’s present and future relationship regarding her allies?

Keeping Greece within the British sphere

Earlier in the war, after the evacuation of British troops from
the .Greek islands in April and May of 1941, Churchill felt morally
obliged to Greece which had until then stood alone with Britain in
t_he face of German aggression. Due to the Germans’ superior equip-
ment and air power, the British Expeditionary Force had been un-
able to offer effective resistance. Each defensive position they took
h?lc.l deteriorated rapidly.? Throughout April, the Greek army also
fhsmtegrated due to poor strategy and fighting against overwhelm-
ing odds. Subsequent plans were made on April 17 for the eventual
evacuation of British troops by the Royal Navy.’ And so the “Greek
burflen”, Churchill would later remark, “rests almost entirely upon
[Bptish shoulders] and has done so since we lost 40,000 men in a
vain endeavour to help them in 1941.”%° He felt that Britain not
only had special responsibilities to Greece, but also special rights.
However, the Prime Minister’s interest in Greece was hardly one

based merely on moral obligation. Strategically, British dominance
of Greece meant effective control of the Mediterranean and thus
protection of the route to India, the jewel in the British Imperial
crown." Indeed, the Mediterranean had been seen by successive
Bri'tish governments as a means of security for the Empire.'2 Mili-
tar_lly: it meant that air bases and naval bases would be available to
Britain, meaning that the British would be able to create a bottle
neck for the Russian fleet in the Black Sea. Furthermore, the pos-
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sibility of German air bases being established on Greek soil meant
that the Nazis could conceivably close off and hence deny the East-
ern Mediterranean to the British throughout 1941-1944. Such strain
on British influence there meant that troops and supplies within
the Empire were forced to undertake the long route— around the
Cape of Good Hope — meaning that the lifeline to the Far East was
thus as unstable and fragile as a string of light bulbs connected in
series rather than being connected in parallel. Britain’s objective,
therefore, was to “‘save what she could of South-East Europe to
protect the Eastern end of the Mediterranean.”"* As Greece became
overrun by Axis occupation forces during the war, the Special
Operations Executive (SOE) was created in July, 1940, to conduct
sabotage and liaise with resistance groups in occupied territory.
By endorsing SOE activity in Greece, the British leader hoped to
re-establish some semblance of the pre-occupation political and
social status quo.'

The British position and spheres of influence

However, the political and economic stability of the Empire was
seriously challenged and undermined by the events of the Second
World War as well as the highly volatile situation in the Balkans. It
was already clear that Britain could no longer exist as “perfidious
Albion.” As early as 1920s, the British position had already be-
come “one of trying to defend a two-hemisphere Empire with a
one-hemisphere navy.”"> Having previously been devastated by the
Great War and plagued with instability and economic strife during
the 1930s, the Empire was much in need of aid. Throughout World
War II, Churchill endeavoured to foster a close working relation-
ship between Britain the United States. This “special relationship,”
he hoped, would help guarantee the Empire’s survival.

Despite Churchill’s efforts, the relationship he envisioned was
not to be. Given the increase of American diplomatic and economic
might, the United States was hardly content to allow the Britain a
leading role in Allied affairs— a position that Roosevelt had already
made clear to the British leader at Teheran in 1943 and reiterated
many times throughout the war.'® Thus, as the war began to draw
to a close, Churchill found Roosevelt and the American Chiefs of
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Staff far less obliging when it came to British interests. Further-
more, the Americans viewed the way in which the British delega-
tion handled matters as little more than an unfortunate habit of
involving the United States in their affairs by implication.!” Thus,
they cast a wary eye upon British endeavours in Greece. In this
light, Churchill hoped that Britain’s much-weakened military and
diplomatic position could be eased through an understanding with
the Soviet Union.

Although the British leader’s regard for Stalin can hardly be
described as cordial, he was not about to repeat the mistakes of the
Chamberlain government. The fact that the Soviet Union had proven
itself resilient enough to survive the war meant that it could not be
excluded from the post-war diplomatic arena. Stalingrad, and sub-
sequent Soviet victories, “had erased forever the idea that the peace
could [strictly] be an Anglo-American affair,”*® and Britain would
have to work with the Soviet Union as well as with the United
States. Furthermore, Churchill was fully aware of Stalin’s interest
in the Balkans and the Mediterranean, and he hoped that the Soviet
leader would prove to be both reasonable and opportunistic.

The year 1944 was a rather desperate year for Churchill. With
hostilities in Europe nearing their end, Roosevelt believed there
was urgent need of another Big Three meeting, perhaps by the year’s
end. As early as July, the month after OVERLORD, he had notified
Stalin that “things are moving so fast and so successfully that I feel
there should be a meeting between you and Mr. Churchill and me in
the reasonably near future. The Prime Minister is in hearty accord
with this thought.””’ Germany’s collapse was only a matter of time.
In the Pacific and South East Asian theatres, the war with Japan
continued bitterly and steadily. There would be much to discuss, as
had been revealed in the last rounds of Big Three talks at Teheran.
The outcome of the war in the Far East was yet to be determined, as
was the future of Poland; if not the future of post-war security. By
the time Churchill met with Stalin in 1944, the Warsaw uprising
had been crushed, and the American position had already been es-
tablished in Northern France with the success of the Normandy land-
ing. Comparatively, the British course of action was yet to be settled.

It seemed that Britain and the Soviet Union might reach a com-
mon understanding, for at the TOLSTOY meeting in Moscow on
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October 9 1944, Stalin confided to Churchill that Roosevelt’s aims
did not augur well for either of them. A message he had received
from the President “seemed to demand too many rights for the
United States leaving too little for the Soviet Union and Great Brit-
ain, who, after all, had a treaty of common assistance.”*® Greece,
the Prime Minister then stated, was of particular interest to Britain.
He would not concern himself with Romania because “that was
very much a Russian affair.”? It was essential, he argued, that Brit-
ain be the leading Mediterranean Power and he “hoped that Mar-
shal Stalin would let him have the first say about Greece in the
same way as Marshal Stalin had about Romania.”* It was a crude
division of power, and both decided not to use the phrase “dividing
into spheres” lest the Americans “be shocked.”” Nonetheless, Stalin
gave the “naughty document” his seal of approval- a bold tick
with his blue pencil. The Soviet leader’s acceptance of this per-
centages agreement freed Churchill’s hands with respect to the
Greek situation.

“No peace without victory”: The dekemvriana

Therefore, when later confronted with what he believed was
mounting evidence that pro-Communist guerrillas intended to seize
power in recently-liberated Athens, Churchill “decided on 3 De-
cember to use British troops to crush them.””?* Deliberately ignor-
ing the United States and even members of his own War Cabinet
save for Eden, he sent the following dramatic telegram to General
Ronald Scobie: “We have to hold and dominate Athens. It would
be a great thing for you to succeed in this without bloodshed if
possible, but also with bloodshed if necessary.”” Moreover,
Churchill had argued, Greece could not find constitutional expres-
sion “in particular sets of guerrillas, in many cases indistinguish-
able from banditti, who are masquerading as saviours of their coun-
try while living on the local villagers...” In addition, he warned
that he might “denounce these elements and tendencies publicly in
order to emphasize the love Great Britain has for Greece...” The
“salvation” of Greece would be primarily a British matter. Later
justifying his actions to Roosevelt’s personal advisor Harry
Hopkins, he stated that his guiding principle for action in Greece
had been “no peace without victory.”
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The situation in Greece had deteriorated sufficiently such that
on December 3, 1944, demonstrators led by EAM marched towards
Constitution Square in Athens to protest the disbanding of the re-
sistance and its replacement by a new army by the Government of
National Unity. The area leading to this part of Athens was blocked
off by police cordons, but one group, approximately some 600 dem-
onstrators strong, managed to break through the cordon and ad-
vance towards police headquarters at the edge of Constitution
Square.? When the crowd was about 100 yards away, an unidenti-
fied man in military uniform ran out of the station shouting “shoot
the bastards!”*° He then dropped to his knees and fired. The fright-
ened policemen did likewise, scattering the surprised, panic-stricken
crowd in all directions leaving several wounded and dead. A sec-
ond crowd later broke through the police cordon which was later
joined by thousands more as 60,000 people crowded Constitution
Square. British paratroopers pushed the demonstrators from the
area several hours later. Over the next two days, police stations
were attacked by Leftist and guerrilla forces, and British troops
under General Scobie committed themselves to the struggle. Eden
had warned that “there was bound to be a tussle over the surrender
of arms by ELAS.! Elisabeth Barker confirms this, for she writes
that “the cause of the civil war was not the question of the king— or
only indirectly. It was the attempt of the British and the Papandreou
government to get EAM/ELAS to lay down their arms.”? With the
quelling of the Dekemvriana, the British had established themselves
firmly and satisfactorily in Greece in preparation for the Big Three
meeting in the new year. When, in January 1945, it was agreed that
the Americans and British would first meet at Malta before pro-
ceeding to meet with the Russians at Yalta, Churchill enthusiasti-
cally replied: “No more let us falter! From Malta to Yalta! Let no-
body alter.”

The Yalta conference

At the Yalta conference, codenamed ARGONAUT, the three
powers discussed a good many matters, some of which included
the fate of Germany, the prosecution of war criminals and the fu-
ture role of France in the new post-war order. The peace that the
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three leaders sought for Germany would be a punitive one, and
they discussed her dismemberment and division into zones of oc-
cupation. Anglo-American efforts regarding strategic bombing in
East Germany were to be liaised with Soviet High Command. Ad-
ditionally, the three allies hoped to round off the discussions for an
international organization dedicated to the preservation of world

peace that had begun at Dumbarton Oaks in 1944.3* However, the .

issues on the agenda of overlying and foremost importance were
the continuing war in the Far East and Poland. The Polish question
had been discussed by the Big Three at Teheran and also by
Churchill and Stalin at the TOLSTOY meeting in Moscow. Given
that the United States remained preoccupied with the Far Eastern
theatre, Roosevelt hoped to secure from Stalin a guarantee that the
Soviet Union would enter the conflict and aid its closure after the
end of the war in Europe. The Soviet leader agreed, however it was
also clear that a decision on Poland would have to be reached.
Poland, as far as Stalin was concerned, was the main bulwark of
Soviet security. 7

However, Poland was not the only litmus test for the Big Three
alliance and the subsequent Yalta accords. Greece, ever an issue
which constantly promised to generate suspicion and distrust re-
garding British aims in particular, remained a question of impor-
tance as well. Churchill had expressed Britain’s “earnest hope”
that “the people and authorities of Greece and our British Allies
will work together in rebuilding that ravished country.”’ In re-
sponse, Roosevelt made certain to remind the Prime Minister that
he could expect no American aid for British ventures, particularly
those concerning the Balkans. Popular reactions everywhere, par-
ticularly in Britain and in the United States, regarding the current
situation in Poland and Greece were in danger of causing irrepa-
rable damage to the Allied cause.®® But, although Roosevelt offi-
cially disliked the notion of spheres of influence, he was willing to
acknowledge a substantial British presence there, just as he had
with regard to British rule in India.

As regards the Soviet Union, Churchill felt that he and Stalin
were bound by mutual agreement since October 1944. After all,
the “naughty document” procured for Britain 90% influence in
Greece as opposed to the Soviet 10%. Britain’s right to “take the
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lead” in Greece was exchanged for the Soviets having “a largely
preponderant voice™’ (90% Soviet influence) in Romania no less,
at least superficially. Despite earlier suspicions on the part of
Churchill and Eden that Stalin hoped to overstep his 10% and in-
tervene on behalf of what they saw to be groups of “miserable
banditti,” the fact that this was most likely not the case was an
indication that the Soviet leader had kept his word.

However, the Soviet leader strongly felt that such a relationship
should be reciprocal. If he was to keep his word on Greece, then he
expected that Churchill would do likewise regarding Poland. Al-
though the Prime Minister had kept relatively quiet and was mostly
careful not to overstep the boundaries of the TOLSTOY agree-
ment, Churchill often gave vent to his fears regarding Soviet inten-
tions for Poland after Stalin’s January 1 endorsement of Lublin.*®
While Churchill expressed his hope throughout the conference that
Poland would have free elections and a government which was far
more inclusive than simply the Lublin Poles, Stalin indulged in a
quid pro quo concerning the British in Greece and in Yugoslavia.
“T have two small questions to raise,” he began. “First the fact that
the formation of the new united government in Yugoslavia has been
delayed. I should like to know why. Also there are all sorts rumors
with regard to Greece. I have no criticism to make but I should like
to know what is going on.””** Churchill then related that Britain had
had ““a rather rough time in Greece,”* but that he “merely desired
that everybody should have a fair chance and do his duty.”*! None-
theless, Stalin assured the Prime Minister that he had no great in-
terest in Greek affairs and that “he had complete confidence in
British policy in Greece;”*? a statement to which Churchill ex-
pressed much gratification.

By February 9, 1945, The Big Three had agreed with the con-
clusion of the conference that the overall objective was that the
United States and Great Britain “in conjunction with Russia and
other Allies”* were to concentrate their efforts for the purpose of
bringing the war in the Pacific and in Europe to an end. Russia
would enter the war ninety days afterward. To the benefit of Ameri-
can policy in the Far East, the three powers would “direct the full
resources of the United States and Great Britain to bring about at
the earliest possible date the unconditional surrender of Japan.”*
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Furthermore, the foundations for a world organization for the
purpose of guaranteeing the peace agreed upon at Yalta would meet
in the United States on April 25, 1945.%° But until then, German
terms of surrender which would be enforced at the end of hostili-
ties in Europe would also be subject to administration by the three
powers. Germany was to be “dismembered” with further recom-
mendations to be made by a tripartite committee consisting of
Ambassador Winant (United States), Eden (Great Britain) and
Ambassador Gousev (Soviet Union).* The Big Three parted on
the last day of the Yalta conference satisfied that world security,
and indeed their own, had been assured.

Yalta was thus an issue of security for all of the three Great
Powers. In the shift in American foreign policy to a more conser-
vative stance during the duration of the Cold War, the Yalta ac-
cords have been much reviled. Indeed, many Republicans contend
that Yalta was the beginning of the Cold War and that Roosevelt’s
Democrats were responsible for handing over Poland and Eastern
Europe to the Soviet Union. However, it would be worthwhile to
note that the manner in which The Big Three dealt with the Polish
question was hardly one of betrayal. After all, a much larger matter
was at stake. The American and British leaders were long aware of
the realities the situation presented and acted accordingly. As
Churchill had related in no less strong terms to Mikolajczyk in
October 1944, “If you think you can conquer Russia, well, you are
crazy, you ought to be in a lunatic asylum. You would involve us in
a war in which twenty-five million lives might be lost.”’ Britain
had Russia’s friendship. Additionally, she hoped to remain in good
stead with the United States. For the sake of Britain’s own security
in the post-war world, Churchill made it clear to the Polish leader
that he meant to keep it that way. “I tell you, we’ll become sick and
tired if you continue arguing,” he continued in utter frustration at
the sheer stubbornness of Mikolajczyk and the London Poles. “We
shall tell the world how unreasonable you are. We shall not part
friends.”®

With the brutal quelling of the Warsaw Uprising by the Germans
and the subsequent entrance of Soviet troops into Polish territory in
1944, Roosevelt had since been well aware that even if the United
States or Britain wished to “declare war on Joe Stalin if they cross

Wong: British Foreign Policy and Yalta 201

[Poland’s] previous frontier,” it was certainly true that the Soviet
Union was capable of fielding “an army twice our combined strength,
and we would just have no say in the matter at all.”* David Reynolds
emphasizes that “it is worth noting that between June 1941 and D-
Day — 93 per cent of the German Army’s battle casualties were
inflicted by the Red Army. As late as January 1944 the Soviets were
actively engaging over two hundred German divisions, the figure
for the Americans was about twenty.” Clearly, the Soviet Union
could suffer more casualties than either Britain and the United
States— certainly more than they both were willing to suffer. As
Elisabeth Barker writes, “both Churchill and Eden had fought hard
and long, with very weak weapons, to fulfill an obligation. It was
not their fault that they failed.”! Due to the political, military and
geographical realities the situation presented, Poland was hardly
Churchill’s, or Roosevelt’s for that matter, to betray.

Although the Yalta Conference involved an extensive discus-
sion of the Polish question, the conference was hardly about Po-
land per se, nor was it about the settlement of the Polish question
in and of itself. However, it can perhaps be said that the Polish
issue served to set the tone and mood of the conference itself given
its importance in the question of overall security. Stalin was wont
to remind the other two members of the Big Three, and Churchill
in particular, that although he understood the Prime Minister’s po-
sition that for Great Britain the question of Poland was “a question
of honour, ™ it was quite different for the Soviet Union. After all,
he reiterated forcefully, “for Russia it is not only a question of
honour but also of security.”>* As Roosevelt had said, in agreement
with Stalin, since the beginning of the conference on February 4,
1945, “the great powers bore the greater responsibility [for the war];
the peace should be written by them.”>*

Despite the President’s often vocal repudiation of “Spheres of
Influence,” these had long been decided at Teheran. These areas
where each of the Big Three could exert the most influence were
the guarantee of security for each power and were thus the basis of
the Yalta accords. Therefore, because military needs reinforced
political ones, the geographical locations where each of the Big
Three could “take the lead” and the fate of Poland had already
been decided. When Admiral William D. Leahy warned of the “elas-
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ticity” of the final protocol on Poland, Roosevelt replied: “I know,
Bill- I know it. But it’s the best I can do for Poland at this time.”
In reality, it was the best that any of the Big Three could do for
Poland at Yalta.

Indeed, the situation not only represented a question of security
for the Soviet Union but consequently, for Britain and the United
States as well. When Roosevelt expressed his hopes for the cre-
ation of a Polish ad interim government “which will have the sup-
port of the majority of the Polish people,” he was also insistent that
“we want a Poland that will be thoroughly friendly to the Soviet
for years to come. This is essential.”¢ Interrupting Roosevelt but
for a moment, Stalin added: “friendly not only to the Soviet Union
but all three allies.” As if to seal the bargain, Churchill gave the
Soviet leader some assurance of his own— “I have always consid-
ered that after all Russia has suffered in fighting Germany and af-
ter all her efforts in liberating Poland her claim is one founded not
on force but on right.”*® Given that it was generally recognized
among the Big Three that Britain, having lost 40,000 men in the
process, had a right to Greece,” the Soviet Union for similar rea-
sons, had a right to Poland. The general consensus among the three
leaders was that Poland was a small price to pay for world security.

Yalta laid the foundations for the post-war world and provided
one of the cornerstones of the United Nations. Churchill and
Roosevelt, after all, were determined to ensure that the Soviet Union
became a part of the new organization. Furthermore, both were in-
debted to Stalin for his consideration regarding the war against Ja-
pan and the British presence in Greece, respectively. The Soviet
Union agreed to join the United Nations, thus implying that the Big
Three were the keepers and guardians of the peace; a decision which
was subsequently translated into international law after its procla-
mation at Yalta. Through the United Nations Charter, the three pow-
ers had created what they felt was a theoretical basis for the mainte-
nance of stability. The time for what had previously been diplo-
matic subterfuge was over. The relationship between the United
States, Britain and the Soviet Union which had been determined as
early as Teheran in 1943 was thus reaffirmed in the Crimea in 1945.

During dinner on February 9, 1945— an event that Lloyd Gardner
refers to as “a chummy affair”®® — Roosevelt referred to the Big

‘Y
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Three as a “family.” Churchill, in turn, waxed lyrical about Stalin
as a “great man, whose fame has gone out not only over all Russia
but the world.” The Prime Minister related that he walked with
greater courage because of their relationship of “friendship and
intimacy.” “My hope,” Churchill added *is in the illustrious Presi-
dent of the United States and in Marshal Stalin, in whom we shall
find the champions of peace, who after smiting the foe will lead us
to carry on the task against poverty, confusion, chaos, and oppres-
sion.”® Indeed, the general understanding between the Big Three
achieved through the Yalta accords held its stead until 1989 when
the security of Poland and thus the Soviet Union could no longer
be guaranteed. Unlike the Treaty of Versailles before it, Yalta was
a peace based not on idealism, but on the strict and often less-than-
compromising rigors of Realpolitik.

Varkiza

Significantly, with regards to Greek affairs, the Varkiza Agree-
ment which called for the installment of a more liberal Greek state
was signed on the day after the end of the Yalta conference on
February 12, 1945. The agreement discussed the need for the secu-
rity of “free expression of the political and social opinions of the
citizens, repealing any existing liberal law.”%? Furthermore, Varkiza,
it was hoped, would “secure the unhindered functioning of indi-
vidual liberties such as those of assembly, association and expres-
sion of views in the Press.”®® The agreement also gave provisions
for the raising of martial law, an “amnesty for political crimes com-
mitted between the 3" December, 1944, and the publication of the
law establishing the amnesty” and the release of all civilians previ-
ously arrested by ELAS or the National Civil Guard (EP). A more
liberal Greek state would be further achieved through the creation
of a national army, demobilization of the resistance, and a purge of
the civil and security services. Also important was the holding of
free elections which would follow a plebiscite on the Constitu-
tional question. Moreover, ELAS agreed to surrender its weapons.
Ioannis Sophianopoulos, P. Rallis and 1. Makropoulos signed for
the Hellenic Government. George Siantos, D. Partsalidis and E.
Tsirimokos signed on behalf of EAM.
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By early March, 1945, Churchill informed President Roosevelt
that the Greek situation was “well in hand,”* seeing as how “peace
has now been restored in Greece.” Though he felt that there were
many difficulties ahead, he added that “T hope that we shall be able
to bring about in the next few months free, unfettered elections,
preferably under British, American and Russian supervision, and
that thereafter a constitution and government will be erected on
the indisputable will of the Greek people, which remains our su-
preme ultimate objective in all cases, and with which I know you
are in sympathy.”® For all intents and purposes, this was a reaffir-
mation, through the partnership formed by the Big Three, that
Greece would continue to lie in the British camp.

Conclusions

As mentioned above, Greece, for Churchill, was the key to the
security of the British Empire. Furthermore, Yalta confirmed that
Britain would stand on an equal footing with her allies in the com-
ing post-war period. Britain’s economic and diplomatic woes dur-
ing the Interwar Period made it clear that the Empire had exerted
far too much pressure on its limited resources and that it would
likely not survive another war. With the coming of the Second World
War, Britain found herself to be more dependent on her allies than
she had been in the past. Throughout 1944, her security, unlike that
of her allies, was hardly as assured. In contrast, the Soviet Union’s
security had been affirmed by the occupation of Poland by Soviet
troops. After the success of OVERLORD, the United States, too,
had secured for itself a position in France from which it could act
independently. Given Roosevelt’s enthusiasm for a Big Three meet-
ing as early as July 1944, it is not surprising that Churchill felt the
urgent need to secure Britain’s lot in Greece before this impending
meeting. The British leader “got tough over Greece,” states War-
ren F. Kimball, because the situation “was important more as an
expression of Britain’s place in the world than as a place where
freedom had to be defended.”®®

At TOLSTOY Churchill and Stalin met to settle their mutual
question regarding spheres of influence in Eastern Europe and the
Balkans. By way of “the naughty document,” the two leaders al-
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lotted themselves influence in Hungary, Bulgaria, Romania, Yugo-
slavia and Greece based on percentages. Churchill had been well
aware of the volatile nature of Greek politics as the war drew to a
close. He was also cognizant of the the violent “First Round” which
had erupted during the Summer of 1943. If Britain was to claim
her right to take the lead in Greece, Churchill had to make it clear
to Roosevelt, and certainly to Stalin, that the traditional ties Brit-
ain had with that country were to remain intact. Stalin willingly
obliged and accorded Britain 90% influence in Greece.

The significance of Churchill’s decision to crush the December
Uprising in the larger context of British Foreign Policy during the
Second World War is that it was intimately connected with Britain’s
security as well as her position among the Great Powers. “In order
to have the freedom to save Greece,” said Churchill to Roosevelt
in March 1945, “Eden and I at Moscow in October recognized that
Russia should have a largely preponderant voice in Roumania and
Bulgaria while we took the lead in Greece.”” However, “‘saving
Greece” meant far more than subduing Communist elements there.
In the larger scheme of things, it hardly mattered that EAM/ELAS
was largely controlled by the Greek Communist Party. Due to the
fact that EAM/ELAS was the largest group opposing a settlement
of the constitutional question in a manner more favourable to Brit-
ain, it mattered far more that they stood as an obstacle to the objec-
tives of British policy. For Churchill, the Dekemvriana had been a
political expression of the spheres of influence which had already
been claimed de facto at Teheran by the three Allies. As British
troops pushed ELAS back into the mountains, he reasserted Britain’s
“Jargely preponderant voice” in Greece.

With the Soviet Union entrenched in Poland, the United States
in France and finally the British in Greece, all three powers guar-
anteed themselves their own security. Arguably, Greece, on that
fateful December day, became a test of the agreement which had
been reached at TOLSTOY and the future relationship between
the three allies at Yalta. The recognition of Britain’s right to “take
the lead” in Greece was therefore a part of the larger context of
collective security. In his recent work on Churchill, Ian S. Wood
writes that “Poland did not figure in the ‘percentages agreement’
on post-war spheres of influence agreed by Churchill and Stalin in
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October 1944, but it is arguable that its fate was sealed then any-
how.”® In light of the proceedings at Yalta, it would not be an
overexaggeration to say that although Churchill had offered Stalin
90% influence in Romania in exchange for 90% British influence
in Greece, the two leaders had really traded Poland for Greece.
After all, as Stalin remarked, “the question of Poland is for the
security of the Soviet Union what the question of Belgium and
Greece is for the security of Great Britain.”®®

After the signing of the Varkiza agreement, Britain’s previously
precarious hold on Greece was further strengthened. True to his
word, it seemed that Stalin refused to have anything to do with the
Greek Communist Party and EAM/ELAS. Despite what has ear-
lier been conjectured about the link between any continuity of the
three “rounds” of the Civil War and their larger context, there re-
mains much reasonable doubt of a Soviet-supported Communist
bid for power. The connectibility of the three rounds seem to stem
more from the larger problems of Greek politics rather than any
solitary initiative of the KKE. Furthermore, the KKE’s control and
organization of EAM/ELAS was hardly sufficient to guarantee a
suitable base for the seizure of power. Although many leaders of
the Greek Communist Party tended to be dogmatic in their ap-
proach to Communism, the overall thrust of EAM/ELAS, as Mark
Mazower argues was far more nationalist than communist. The
initials “E-L-A-S,” for example, were read as one word- elas, which
was similar to the Greek katharevousa word— Ellas— for Greece.™
Notably, in the years before the break between Yugoslavia and the
Soviet Union, Stalin pointedly warned Tito to refrain from aiding
and abetting the Greek Communists during the Third Round of
Greece’s tragic and bloody civil war. The Soviet leader was far
more interested in maintaining the security of the Soviet Union
than spreading Communism abroad. Britain’s hold on Greece would
endure another couple of years until she was forced to withdraw,
due to a lack of resources and a general change in policy, in favour
of the Americans in 1947.

For Churchill, British influence in Greece, a matter vital to over-
all British security, was first assured at TOLSTOY and then reaf-
firmed at Yalta. Stalin had kept his word to him, and he consequently
kept his word to Stalin. Given the political realities the situation
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presented, the Soviet leader had kept the Soviet Union out of Greece.
When the United States publicly criticized what they saw as unwar-
ranted interference in Greek internal affairs, Churchill openly disre-
garded these criticisms. After all, his policy there was reas'f}urcd by
and given the tacit support of the Soviet Union, no less. ms agree-
ment with Stalin was not one he had easily forgotten. While in re-
tirement in 1956, he told an American journalist, C.L. Sulzberger:

“Stalin never broke his word to me. We agreed on the
Balkans. I said he could have Rumania and Bulgaria;
and he said we could have Greece (of course, only in
our sphere, you know). He signed a slip of paper. And
he never broke his word. We saved Greece that way.
When we went in 1944 Stalin didn’t interfere. You
Americans didn’t help, you know.””!

For his part, Churchill had voiced much support for the Spviet
Union and the security of Poland. Although he paid lip service to
those wanting a stronger stance towards the Soviets largely for
domestic political reasons, he obligingly kept Britain largely (I)ut
of Polish matters. Churchill’s stronger position on the Soviet Union
probably arose more out of a need he felt for keeping Stalin in
check over Greece. Therefore, the diplomatic dialogue between
the two over Greece and Poland served to reaffirm their positions
regarding the agreements reached by the Big Three at Yalta. For
the time being, it also reinforced Britain’s status as a Great Power.
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