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Abstract

This thesis examines Anglo-Greek relations during 1947-1952; the era of the

Greek civil war from the British announcement to withdraw aid from Greece until the

end of the civil war and Greece’s entry into NATO. A comprehensive treatment of the

crisis of the civil war focuses on British imperial defence, the politics and society of
Greece and bilateral relations as formulated by Cold War needs. During the rift between

the Right and the Left in Greece, the main issue addressed by this work 1s the

continuation of British influence in Greek affairs and the extension of British interest in
bolstering the anti-Communist fight of the Greek government. In 1947 Britain, being
itself on the verge of economic collapse, opted to discontinue financial support to the
Greek right-wing government, which boosted the enunciation of the Truman Doctrine in
March 1947. In the wake o f A merican interference in Greece, A nglo-Greek relations
remained close and intense, as the Greek governments maintained their trust in the
British. For the British, Greece remained a destitute country, in need of assistance to
defeat the communists.

This study emphasises the diplomatic and military co-operation between the
British, the American and the Greek governments in trying to defeat the communist
forces, while attention is given to the policy and aims of the Greek Communist Party.

The communist attempts to take over power along with the policies of the Greek

governments and their allies are examined, with particular emphasis on the

counterinsurgency operations of the Greek government developed from 1947 until the

final defeat of the communist forces in 1949. The British role in these operations 1s

considered to be important and influential in training and equipping the Greek armed

forces.



i
In the first post-civil war period of 1950-1952, the main issues examined are the

attempts made by the Greek governments and the allies to establish a strong democratic

cabinet and to strengthen the security of Greece within the context of international Cold

War policies. Due to anti-Communist perceptions, precipitated by the Korean War,

Greece became a quasi NATO member in 1950 and full member in 1952, which

brought the withdrawal of the British Military Mission from Greece.
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Note on Transliteration

The transliteration of Greek characters is based on an attempt to balance the
literal and spelling elements as well as please the eye. Greek names have been rendered
in the simplest or most familiar manner, often following the modern and commonly seen
orthography in contemporary English texts. It is assumed, however, that this modem

version of names and regional place names would serve the articulation and aesthetics of

the Greek language as well. Conventions such as ph or kh have been simplified to f and

h tfor reasons of convenience to the non-Greek reader. So Sophoules and Zakhariades

have been given as Sofoulis and Zahariadis.
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Chronological Table

1940

Italy declares war on Greece (28 October).

1941

Prime Minister 1. Metaxas dies (26 January). Germans invade Greece (6 April). British
troops land in Greece but too weak to oppose German invasion (21 April). Armistice
between the Greek forces and the Germans signed by Gen.George Tsolakoglou (23
April). Athens falls to the Germans (27 Apnl). King George and cabinet headed by
Premier Tsouderos went from Crete to Cairo (May). German airborne invasion of Crete
(20 May). Allied evacuation of Crete (1 June). KKE forms EAM (27 September).

1942

KKE forms ELAS (10 Apnl). Col Eddie Myers and British SOE team arrives in Greece.
BMM established (September). Zervas forms EDES (September). Konstantine

Logothetopoulos replaces Gen. George Tsolakoglou as PM of Greek collaborationist
government (December).

1943

Joannis Rallis becomes PM of Greek collaborationist government (April). Operation
Animals-support of Allied invasion of Sicily (July). Cairo Conference (9 August). Italy
surrenders to Allies. Italian army in Greece begins surrender to Germans and strengthen

ELAS and EDES (September). Clashes between the resistant movements start (12
October) “first round’.

1944

ELAS, EDES, BMM meet at Plaka Bridge in Epirus to settle peace between themselves
(12 February). ‘Plaka Agreement’ ends ‘first round’ (29 February). EAM forms PEEA
(10 March). Mutiny in the Greek forces in the Middle East begins (31 March). Army

insurgent in M. East suppressed (23 April). Lebanon Conference (17-20 May). George
Papandreou becomes PM of the Government of National Unity. Soviet mission to

guerrillas under Col. Popov (28 July). EAM agrees to join government in exile
(August). Greek government moved to Italy (September). ‘Caserta Agreement’ (26
September). Churchill-Stalin ‘Percentage Agreement’ (9 October). Germans evacuate
Athens (12 October). Greek Government and British return to Greece (17 October). The
'second round’ b egins (November). EAM ministers resign from the government over
the issue of demobilisation of ELAS (2 December). Bloody KKE-EAM demonstration
in Athens, ‘December Events’ (3 December). Outbreak of civil war, British army

support Papandreou (December). Churchill flies to Athens (25 December). Archbishop
Damaskinos appointed Regent (31 December).
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1945

Plastiras becomes Prime Minister (11 January). Yalta Conference (4-11 February).
‘Varkiza Agreement’, end of ‘second round’, ‘third round’ begins (12 February).
Plastiras resignes (April). Voulgaris takes over to resign in October. Zahariadis returns
from Dachaou and reassumes leadership of the KKE (May). Velouhiotis murdered (16

June). Regent Premier for a few days, succeeded by Kanellopoulos (November) and
Sofoulis (November 1945- March 1946). Preparation for elections.

1946

Second Plenum of Central Committee of the KKE, second phase of the ‘third round’
begins (12 February). General Election-KKE, EAM and Left abstained (31 March).
Tsaldaris becomes PM. ‘White Terror’ intensifies. Marcos Vafeiadis organises the

Communist military forces in the mountains (July). Plebiscite results in return of King
George II to Greece from London (1 September). KKE forms the ‘Democratic Army of

Greece’ under Marcos (28 October). Allied Mission for the Observation of the Greek
Elections (AMFOGE) arrived in Athens (27 November).

1947

Fall of Tsaldaris government, Maximos forms cabinet (2 January). KKE decides to form

a conventional military force (February). British government notifies the Truman
administration that its aid to Greece would cease on 31 March 1947 (24 February).

Greek government formally requests United States support (3 March). ‘Truman
Doctrine’ (12 March). King George II dies (1 April), succeeded by his brother Paul (22
Aprl). Operation Terminus to clear Roumeli south and north (9 April). USAAG
established (14 April). UN Commission of Investigation Concerning Greek Frontier
Incidents renders its report to the UN Security Council (27 June). Third Plenum of the
KKE (12-15 September). Sofoulis forms new cabinet (7 September). Creation of
Cominform (5 October). UNSCOB establishes its headquarters at Salonika (1
December). KKE forms Provisional Democratic Government (24 December). Battle of

Komtsa begins (25 December). KKE outlawed (28 December). JUSMAPG established
(31 December).

1948

Battle of Konitsa ends (1 January). Stalin expresses desire to Yugoslavs to end rebellion
in Greece (9-10 February). Re-organisation of the NA and the DA (February). Lt. Gen.
James Van Fleet arrives in Greece as Commander of the Joint US Military Advisory and
Planning Group (24 February). Operation Dawn (15 April -3 May). Tito-Stalin break
and expulsion of Yugoslavia from Cominform (28 June). Strasbourg Congress of
French Communist Party (June). Increase of American assistance to the national forces.
Enlargement of the NA. BMM operations. Operation Crown to clear Grammos (20 June
- 21 August). Operation Vitsi (August - October). DA reorganisation along conventional
lines intensifies (15 November). Papagos becomes Field Marshal (October).
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1949

General Papagos reassumes command of the national forces (21 January). Fifth Plenum
of KKE Central Committee (30 January). DA mop-up in Peloponnese (April-June).
Further enlargement of the NA. Allied equipment against the DA. Operation Rocket 1n

south-central Greece (25 April -31 July). PM Sofoulis dies (24 June), succeeded by
Diomidis. KKE sides with Moscow against Tito. Yugoslavia closes its border with
Greece (11 September). Operation Torch A in Grammos (5-10 August). Torch B 1n
Vitsi (10-16 August). Torch C in Grammos (24-31 August). Hoxha announces
disarmament and detention of DA defenders in Albania (26 August). End of civil war
(16 October).

1950

Alexandros Diomidis caretaker government dissolves. John Theotokis caretaker
government (6 January). Nicolaos Plastiras and Emmanuel Tsouderos create EPEK (14
January). Elections (5 March). Coalition government of the Centre (12 March). Sofocles
Venizelos government (22 M arch). P lastiras government (15 A pril). Korean W ar (26
June). Plastiras government resigns (19 September). Venizelos-Papandreou government

(21- 23 September). Venizelos-Tsaldaris-Papandreou takes the oath (13 September).
New cabinet Venizelos-Papandreou (3 November).

1951

Creation of Populist Unity Party -LEK (6 January). Papagos resigns from the position of
the C-in-C (29 May). Papagos sets up Greek Rally (6 July). General election (9
September). EPEK-Liberals form government (18 September). NATO admits Greece
and Turkey (20 September). Anglo-Iranian Oil conflict (October). New Plastiras-

Venizelos government (27 O ctober). Churchill government (27 O ctober). New Greek
constitution (21 December).

1952

Accession of Greece and Turkey into NATO as full members (18.2). American
Intervention towards simple majority electoral system (14 March). The Parliament votes
for simple majority (12 September). The Parliament dissolves, new elections (10
October). Caretaker government Dimitris Kiousopoulos (11 October). Eisenhower wins
the elections (2 November). General elections-Greek Rally wins (16 November).



Introduction

This work is a study of Anglo-Greek relations during the period 1947-1952. The

thesis surveys British policy during the resistance years and the immediate post-war

period. Its main focus, however, is the climax of the civil war and the post-civil war

years. The post-civil war period ended when Greece joined NATO in 1952; the thesis

too terminates at that pivotal moment.

The aims of this study are threefold. Firstly, to examine British policy towards
Greece during the crucial years of 1947-1952. Secondly, to understand the Greek
domestic developments which influenced policy-making. Thirdly, to analyse Greek
foreign policy and the demands Greece made on Britain. The purpose of this thesis 1s to
contribute to a better understanding of both British and Greek foreign policies. The
study also aims at providing a framework for the understanding of diplomatic and
military developments in civil war and post-civil war Greece.

Most works on Anglo-Greek relations have suggested that the relationship

disintegrated after 1947.' This thesis demonstrates that bilateral relations remained close

throughout the whole period under examination. A combination of Greek and British

sources are deployed to support this argument. One of the most important aspects of this

thesis is the variety of sources upon which it is built. On the Greek side, the records of
the Service of Historical Archive of the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Ynnpeoia

lotopicod Apyxeiov, YIA) and the General Staff/ Directorate of History of the Army

' According to the traditionalist historians of Greece, after 1947 the United States took over the fight
against the Soviet Union’s plan for global domination. See: St. Xydis, Greece and the Great Powers
1944-1947 (Thessalokini, 1963). Revisionist historians of Greece emphasise the financial limitations of
Britain, which led to British withdrawal and American involvement in Greece. D. Eudes, The Kapetanios
(London, 1972). Other historians of Greece stress that 1947 signified ‘the changing of the guard from
Britam to the United States’ in Greece. Th. Veremis, The Military in Greek Politics (London, 1997), p.

151. Vlavianos argues that Britain decided ‘to end its own military and financial support to Greece’ in
February 1947. H. Vlavianos, Greece, 1941-1949 (Oxford, 1992), p. 236.
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(Teviké Emredeio Zrpatov/Awcvbuvon Iotopiag Zrpatov, 'EX/AIY) are used for the J

first time. These records were released under Greece’s fifty-year rule just as research for

this thesis began. When combined with the more familiar British primary sources these

records furnish insights into both diplomatic and military relations. Thus, the thesis

contains the first detailed analytical coverage of the battles of 1947-1949 and the

operations of the British Military Mission in Greece. In particular, new light is shed on

Greek counter-insurgency operations carried out with British and American support.
The interrelation of diplomatic and military components is an important element in
determining relations, which is underplayed by the existing literature.

In addition to the newly available Greek government archives, memoirs,
monographs and Greek newspapers from various political backgrounds have also been

consulted. The analysis of British policy is based upon official British papers and

documents regarding Greece. Research has been conducted on documents from the
Foreign Office, the War Office, the Ministry of Air, the Admiralty, the Ministry of

Defence, the Treasury and the Cabinet. The papers of Anthony Eden, Winston
Churchill, Brigadier Godfrey Pennington Hobbs, General Harold English Pyman,
Admiral Robert Kirk Dickson and Admiral William Halford Selby regarding Greece
have also been consulted, the last four for the first time in this context. British
parliamentary debates and press records have also been used. One of the most difficult
challenges in studying both the public and official documents of the period is the critical
evaluation of their unspoken assumptions. An attempt has been made to examine and
evaluate sources from all sides of the polarised political debate in and on Greece in

order to cut through the prejudices and propaganda which bedevils the proper study of

this subject.

The chronological definition of the subject is straightforward: February 1947

marked the British note to the Americans announcing British intention to withdraw aid
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from Greece. In March 1947 the American government announced that it intended to

keep Greece within the western sphere. In February 1952 Greece joined NATO and
began its integration into the system of western collective security. In the same year the
acute political instability that had haunted Greece since 1944 was brought to an end by

the election of a strong conservative government. It was in 1952 that the British Military

Mission concluded its activities in Greece.

The evolution of the Greek civil war and the impact it had in both Britain and

Greece is examined. Special attention is paid to conflicting interests and attitudes. At
various times, on the British side, the Prime Minister, the Foreign Office, the Treasury

and the War Office had differing policies towards Greece. The issue of the timing of the
withdrawal of British troops from Greece constituted a typical example of friction.
Within American circles, there was often a considerable variance between the views of
the President and the State Department; as the case was over the dispatch of American
army to Greece. The Greek Communist Party (KKE) followed a series of conflicting
policies. Whilst members of the KKE were serving in governments of national unity, the
KKE Politburo was planning military operations to topple those governments. On the
Greek government side, personal ambitions, party friction, power politics and
international Cold War developments each played a rolein a process o f making and

dissolving governments. An understanding of these internal differences is essential to an

explanation of how policy was developed and of the difficulties in its implementation.

In these years intervention was the central issue in Greek history. Both the Greek

government and the Greek communists called for foreign intervention. The former was

privileged in that its allies were ready to fight communism. The latter was less fortunate.

Albania, Yugoslavia and Bulgaria provided limited source of assistance. The Kremlin
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was not interested in the fight of the Greek Communist Party (KKE).? Intervention was

also the constant theme of Anglo-Greek relations.” What the Greek Communist Party

4

denounced as ‘monarcho-fascist intervention’ was also the central pillar of both

Churchill and Labour’s Cold War policy. Intervention was instrumental in furthering

Britain’s two main objectives in Greece: the security of routes to and from the Middle

East and the containment of Communism.” Yet intervention has all too often been
interpreted as the sole determinant in developments in Greece.® The form and degree of

British intervention oscillated in the post-war.’ It was constant neither in form nor in

intensity. Intervention was a complex phenomenon.

Not only do many accounts of Anglo-Greek relations fail to take the complexity

of intervention into account but also they fail to note that foreign intervention was far

from being the sole determinant of developments in Greece. The very fact that

intervention occurred unevenly in time, location and form gave Greek participants in the

* Chiclet claims that Stalin used the KKE as his Cold War strategy. Ch. Chiclet, Les Communistes Grecs
dans la Guerre-Histoire du Parti Communiste de GrOce de 1941 9 1949 (Paris, 1987). Iatrides, on the
contrary although a left-wing sympathiser, puts the blame on the KKE itself for the way it has interpreted
Soviet policy. Iatrides, ‘Perceptions of Soviet Involvement in the Greek Civil War 1945-1949°, in L.
Baerentzen, J. O. Iatrides, O. L. Smith (eds.), Studies in the History of the Greek Civil War (Copenhagen,
1987), pp. 225-248; Similarly, in O, Smith, ‘The Greek Communist Party, 1945-1949°, in D. Close (ed),
The Greek Civil War, pp. 129-155. A detailed account of the KKE's policy is of P. J. Stavrakis, Moscow
and Communists, 1944-1949 (London, 1989).

> For a left-wing account on foreign intervention in Greece see: H. Richter, British Intervention in Greece:
From Varkiza to Civil War, February 1945 to August 1946 (London, 1985); B. Kontis, Anglo-American
Policy and the Greek problem 1945-1949-H Ayylo-Auepikaviks IToAtixt ke 1o EAAnvixd ITpépAnuo-
(Thessaloniki, 1984); J. O. Iatrides, ‘Britain, the United States, and Greece, 1945-1949°, in D. H. Close,
(ed.), The Greek Civil War, 1943-1950 (London, 1993); J. O. Iatrides, ‘Civil War, 1945-1949; National
and International Aspects’, in J. O. Iatrides (ed), Greece in 1940s, pp. 195-219; J. latrides, ‘Britain, the
United States and Greece’, in D. Close (ed), The Greek Civil War, pp. 190-213. For non pro-KKE
accounts: L. Stavrianos, Greece: American Dilemma and Opportunity (Chicago, 1952); L. S. Wittner,

American Intervention in Greece 1943-1949 (New York, 1982). Hereafter cited as American Intervention.

A. Nachmani, ‘Civil War and Foreign Intervention in Greece: 1946-1949°, Journal of Contemporary

History 25 (1990), pp. 489-522; R. Ovendale, ‘Britain, the United States and the European Cold War,
1945-1948°, History 67 (1987), pp. 217-236.

: KKE Official Documents -Ernionua Keiugva,vol. 6 (Athens, 1987).
F. Northedge, British Foreign Policy (London, 1962); E. Bullock, The Life and Times of Ernest Bevin,

vol. I (London, 1967); T. Howarth, Prospects and Reality. Great Britain 1945-1955 (London, 1985).

° For a right-wing view see Xydis, Greece and the Great Powers. For the left-wing orthodoxy, History of
the KKE 1918-1949-doxiuo lotopiag tov KKE- (Athens, 1996).

On the contrary, historian Eudes interprets the civil war as a monolithic political and social conflict with

no change of character throughout. Eudes, Les Kapetanios. La guerre civile grecque de 1943-1949
(Paris, 1970).
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post-war events a wide degree of latitude. This study is based on the perception that

Greek political forces were responsible for developments in Greece. Quite often,

however, accounts of Greek relations with a foreign power are based on a series of a
priori, over-simplified value judgements, whose purpose is to condemn or exonerate the

policy of a great power or one of the Greek political parties. Although the literature on

the period of the occupation and the civil war is extensive, the great majority of these
studies are violently prejudiced and disappointingly unwilling to comprehend the
interests or rationale of the ‘other’ side.® These conspiracy or one-sided accounts ascribe

primary responsibility for developments in Greece to the foreign factor — thus turning

Greek internal forces into powerless puppets. Developments in Greece, to a large extent,

should be explained on the basis of power relations within Greece itself, In other words,

at various points, such as the outbreak of the civil war or the prolonged political

instability of 1950-1952, the conflicting Greek forces are to be blamed. Consequently,

internal politics must also be taken into account whenever foreign intervention is
judged.

The 1nterpretation o f the Greek civil war and foreign involvement has been a
matter of dispute between the schools of thought from 1950s onwards. The excesses of
the Cold War led both right-wing and leﬂ-wing'traditionalist historians o f Greece to
argue that Stalin instigated the KKE insurgency as part of his plan for global
domination. The role of the foreign powers has been emphasised, as well as American
predominance after March 1947, Traditionalist historians of the Right of Greece tended

to focus on the KKE and the ‘bandit’ war and sought to blame the civil war on the threat

® Fora right-wing view see Averoff, By Fire and Axe; Xydis, Greece and the Great Powers. In these

accounts 1t 1s claimed that the KKE was preparing a revolution by the occupation years. From the opposite
perspective is Psyroukis who puts the blame of the Greek civil war on Britain and the United States. N.
Psyroukis, History of Contemporary Greece, 1940-1967- lotopia ¢ Zvyypovyg EAladag, 1940-1967
(Athens, 1970); Richter writes that “the civil war did not come as a result of the decision or the acts of the
KKE, it was rather the outcome of a process set in motion by the terrorist acts of the extreme right’. H.
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of ‘EAM-Bulgarians’. The Left denounced the ‘white terror’ measures applied by the

Greek government to defeat the Communists or British and American ‘monarch-fascist’
policy—makers,...9 A serious drawback of this school of thought is the lack of academic
proof in their accounts. British back to the ‘white terror’ was also the main argument of
the revisionist historians of Greece developed during the 1970s."°

By the 1980s, however, some historians of Greece had reached a more critical

analysis of the Greek government, the role of the allies and the Left. John JIatrides
underlined both the KKE’s commitment to revolution as well as the provocative etfect
of the ‘white terror’. David Close stressed the responsibility of the Right, which gave
rise to an apparatus of terror and repression, whilst praising the decisive role of British
and American intervention.!' According to these historians, the civil war resulted from a

domestic struggle for power aggravated by Cold War conflict.

These accounts were based upon American and Brtish primary sources.

Unavoidably, however, they suffered from a lack o f primary sources drawn from the

archives of either the Greek government or the Greek Communist Party. For instance,

the British determination to maintain Greece within its sphere of influence is very well

examined by Procopis Papastratis. The author provides a scholarly account of British

policy in Greece and British strategies to contain the Communist threat. However, the

Richter, ‘Varkiza Agreement and the Origins of the Greek Civil War’, in J. O. Iatrides (ed.), Greece in the
1940s (London, 1981), p. 179.

? Among the right-wing historians see: E. Averoff, By Fire and Axe-Pwtid xai Taexotpi (Athens, 1974);
D. Kousoulas, Revolution and Defeat (London, 1956). For an account of left-wing historians see: the
publications of the Greek Communist Party; J. Meynaud, Les Forces Politiques En GrOce (Etudes De
Science Politique, 1965). White terror is the term used by the Left to define the government measures to
defeat the communists.

to Eudes, The Kapetanios (London, 1972); O. L. Smith, ‘Self Defence and Communist Policy 1945-1947",
in L. Baerentzen, J. O. Iatrides, O. L. Smith (eds.), Studies in the History of the Greek Civil War

(Copenhagen, 1987), pp. 159-179; N. Alivizatos, ‘The “Emergency Regime” and Civil Liberties, 1946-
1949°, in latrides (ed.), Greece in the 1940s, pp. 220-228; latrides, ‘Civil War 1945-1949°, in H. O. L.
Smith, ‘Self Defence and Communist Policy 1945-1947°, in L. Baerentzen, J. O. Iatrides, O. L. Smuth
(eds.), Studies in the History of the Greek Civil War (Copenhagen, 1987), pp. 159-179. H. Fleischer,

Crown and Swastika: Greece under Occupation and Resistance-Zréuua xai Zpaotixa: H EAAéda kato
v Katoyn xou Avtiotaon, vols, 1- 2, (Athens, 1988, 1995).
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author relies mainly on Foreign Office documents to analyse British and Greek policy."

The ‘December Events’ and the ‘Varkiza Agreement’ are analysed in greatdetall by

Heinz Richter. The author’s interpretation is based on Foreign Office files, Greek
newspapers and KKE official publications. The author condemns British policy makers
‘Tories as well as Labourites’ for the prolongation of the civil war because they did not
prevent the Greek government from ‘white terror’ practises.”> George Alexander’s study

of British policy in Greece takes the opposite view. Alexander provides a thorough
analysis of British policy and its struggle to contain communists’ attempts to take over
power. Like Richter, however, Alexander’s primary sources on decision-making are
almost exclusively Foreign Office documents. As a result, his analysis is limited mainly
to the British point of view.'* Lawrence Wittner’s important study, American
Intervention in Greece, 1943-1949 (New York, 1982), is based mainly on American

governmental sources and British Foreign Office documents. Wittner thoroughly
examined American policy regarding Greece on the eve of the Cold. He himself
acknowledges, however, the limitations imposed on him by lack of work in Greek
archives. Robert Frazier casts his net wide to write his seminal study Anglo-American
Relations with Greece. Frazier’s book was based on sources from the Foreign Office,
the Ministry of Defence, the Treasury, the office of the Prime Minister and private
papers of Hugh Dalton, Myers and Woodhouse. The author also reads widely in the US
National Archives and a variety of American private papers. Perhaps as a result of this

wide coverage Frazier became convinced of the pivotal importance of the British role 1n

! Tatrides, ‘Perceptions of Soviet Involvement in the Greek Civil War 1945-1949°, in Baerentzen,

latrides, Smith (eds.), Studies in the History of the Greek Civil War 1945-1949, pp. 225-249; D. Close
(ed.), The Greek Civil War, pp. 156-185.

' P, Papastratis, British Foreign Policy towards Greece during the Second World War 1941-1944
g..ondon, 1984).

H. Richter, British Intervention in Greece: From Varkiza to Civil War, February 1945 to August 1946
(London, 1986); H. Richter, ‘The Varkiza Agreement and the Origins of the Civil War’, in Iatrides (ed.),
Greece in the 1940s, pp. 176-177.

‘149%)1\4. Alexander, The Prelude to the Truman Doctrine: British Policy in Greece 1944-1947 (Oxford,
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the Cold War and developments in Greece. He argues that ‘the only motivation for the

British withdrawal from Greece was Bevin’s fervent desire to bring the United States to
the defence of Europe in the face of a Soviet threat’. Frazier stresses that mutual Anglo-

American perception of a Soviet threat to world peace ‘gave a new basis for joint

Anglo-American policies’.'” The book was once again based solely on British and

American documents.

In drawing attention to the shortcomings of previous studies, one acknowledges
how much historians have been impeded by the lack of Greek sources. Even though this
thestis marks a step forward in integrating Greek and British sources, archival
impediments are still extant. A Ithough the 1ong lasting problem o f the fifty-year rule
restriction regarding documents on the Greek civil war was solved in 1999 it is, even
now, still applied to the post-civil war era and documents referring to NATO. An

additional obstacle is the underdeveloped state of the Service of Historical Archive of

the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Yanpeoioa Iotopikod Apyeiov, YIA) that renders

research extremely slow. As a result of cataloguing and filing there are still many

restrictions on viewing e ven those d ocuments that should be made available. Similar
difficulties hamper research in the Greek General Staff/ Directorate of History of the
Army (I'eviké Emutedeio Ztpatov/Acvbuvvon Iotoploag Xtpatov, 'EX/AIY) archive. The
lack of an organised archival service results in serious restrictions on documents
available to research. The problem is slightly eased in the case of the military archive
due to the availability the official publications of the Greek General Staff, cited as
GES/DIS to underline the distinction between the military primary documents cited as
EX/AIX. Access to the archive of the Greek Communist Party (KKE) is still forbidden

to researchers rendering the assessment of the policy of the KKE during the civil war

years both dangerous and difficult. Although there are published official collections of

%

R, Frazier, Anglo-American Relations with Greece (London, 1991), p. 180.
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documents of the Party that present the official party line, as well as memoirs written by
Party members, these should be treated with great caution.'®

The literature on the Cold War and power relations between the actors 1s a
matter of debate for years. An interpretation that dominated for the last twenty years- the
height of the Cold War animosities-broadly accepted the positions taken by western
literature. An orthodox or traditional point of view developed the basic argument of the

influential Soviet expansionism. The orthodox western interpretation puts the blame for
the Cold War on the USSR whereas the Cold War remained only between the United
States and the Soviet Union. The revisionist critique of this interpretation led into a
reassessment of the United States involvement in the making of the Cold War.
American economic imperialism is brought the centre stage. A post-revisionist
interpretation was developed in the 1970s to avoid polarities of the above debate. Both

previous views were criticised for being too simplistic in their adherence to one

particular side of the argument.!” Thus a typical post-revisionist conclusion states that

The Cold War grew out of a complicated interaction of external and

internal developments inside both the United States and the Soviet
Union. The external situation-circumstances beyond the control of

either power- left the Americans and Russians facing one another

across a prostrate Europe.'

However, this post-revisionist conclusion from Gaddis shares bi-polar assumptions

along with both the orthodox and revisionist writers. Thus, the Cold War literature

either o rthodox, revisionist or p ost-revisionist b lames or e xonerates either the United
States or the USSR for any contest. Both the origins and the first Cold War years seem

to be a matter of interaction between only the two superpowers where there is no

16 . : : :
Qne example of secondary literature based on research in the KKE’s primary sources is the work
written by Gr. Farakos. Farakos had been archivist of the KKE for more than thirty years and an active

KKE member for more than forty. Gr. Farakos, December 1944-dexcéufpnc 1944 (Athens, 1996); Gr.
Farakos, ELAS and Power -EAAX xou Efovoia (Athens, 2000).
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mention of smaller powers involved and especially Britain. The imitial stimulus to re-

evaluate Britain’s role came from Deighton who argues that all such writing 1is
profoundly ‘unhistorical’ and that ‘Britain carried out the responsibility for the Cold
War as much as Russia and America’.!” Deighton’s argument is based on the premise
that three main victors emerged from the Second World War and that the ‘Big Three’

constituted of three superpowers: The United States, Soviet Union and Britain. Hence,

in this period Britain was as active and war victor as the other two partners in tying to

reconstruct world order and geopolitical balance of power.

This latest deconstruction requires a critical re-evaluation of the whole bipolar
nature of the Cold War. If follows that all bi-polar accounts of the origins of the Cold
War are ‘fundamentally deficient’® and from this perspective this is indeed true. Such a
complex reality as the Cold War is not a matter of interaction between only two powers

but a multi-dimensional issue with more actors involved. In an even more ‘Anglocentric

view of the early Cold War’® Frazier suggests that Britain played an important role in

dragging the United States to the international affairs.”? Ryan also asserts that the
preoccupation of the Foreign Office was to ‘maintaining Great Britain in the first rank

of power’ and this made the Cold War its ‘secondary objective’.* Smith has

summarised this new tendency in historiography as a significant response, which ‘has

overturned the bi-polarity of the Cold War’ and sees the Cold War as the result of post-

'"W. Loth, The Division of the World (London, 1988), p. 9.

l: J. L. Gaddis, The United States and the Origins of the Cold War, 1941-1947 (New York, 1972), p. 361.
* A. Deighton, “The “frozen front™: The Labour government, the division of Germany and the origins of
the cold war, 1945-17°, International Affairs 63 (1987),449-465. On the role of smaller powers in the

formation of the Cold War consider also: S. Ball, The Cold War: An International History, 1947-1991
(London, 1998).

“ R. H. Hathaway, Ambiguous Partnership: Britain and America, 1944-1947 (New York, 1981),p. 13 T.
E' Anderson, The United States, Great Britain and the Cold War 1944-1947 (Columbia, 1981), p. viii.
’s D. R_GYUOIdS, ‘Rethinking Anglo-American relations’, International Affairs 65 (1989), 89-111.

Frazier, Anglo-American Policy towards Greece. The coming of the Cold War, 1942-1947(London,

1991); R. Frazier, ‘Did Britain Start the Cold War? Bevin and the Truman Doctrine’, The Historical
Journal 27, 3 (1984), 715-727.

“H. B. Ryan, The Vision of Anglo-America (Cambridge, 1982), p. 9.
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war interaction between all three power-actors of the wartime Grand Alliance.

Although Britain did not remain a great power throughout the Cold War era it played a
significant role in the making and formation of the early period and this makes the
British argument valid.

This new assumption of British significance in the first Cold War period
enriches British Cold War policy. The argument is that British first priority was to

secure British sphere of influence with American backing. Both Anderson and

Hathaway focus on a 1944 Foreign Office Memorandum, which reads that ‘it must be

our purpose not to balance our power against that of America, but to make use of
American power for the purpose which we regard as good.’” As the argument goes, 1f
Britain wanted to maintain its role as a world power, it should secure political, financial
and military American assistance. For British historian Ryan British power crisis could
be overcome by a close association with the United States.? Hence Churchill’s Anglo-
American ‘special relationship’ was followed by a co-ordinated foreign policy. On the
same principle the Labour foreign policy continued after Churchill’s defeat in the 1945

election. Bevin’s role in the origins of the Cold War is that of another ‘Cold Warrior'.

Bevin followed the policy of having the US as the means to shore up the British
Empire.*” Deighton also writes that the overriding aim of the British government was to
‘secure a continuing American commitment to harmony and a balance of power In

Europe that would not favour Communism.’*

* R. Smith, ‘A climate of opinion: British officials and the development of British Soviet policy, 1943-
1947°, International Affairs 65 (1989), 631-47.

» Anderson, The United States, Great Britain and the Cold War 1944-1947, pp. 12-13; Hathaway,
Ambiguous Partnership: Britain and America, 1944-1947, p. 52. This is also the main theme in A.

Bullock, Ernest Bevin: Foreign Secretary (London, 1983). Although the argument goes back to the First

World War years, it acquires special importance during the early Cold War years within the context of
British decline.

% Ryan, The Vision of Anglo-America, p. 2.

*' Bullock, Ernest Bevin: Foreign Secretary (London, 1983); Frazier, Anglo-American Relations with
Greece, The Coming of the Cold War, 1942-1947.

* Deighton, ‘The “frozen front”: The Labour government, the division of Germany and the origins of the
Cold War, 1945-17°, International Affairs 63 (1987), 449-465.
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Regarding British role in the Cold War origins, Frazier assumes that British

policy of manoeuvring the Americans eventually produced the Cold War and Ryan that
the confrontation of the Cold War was the result of hard work by the British and
especially Churchill.”” Rothwell also notes the importance of British post-war policy and
argues that the Foreign Office did not point towards an east-west confrontationﬁ"} This

work does not consider that British policy of manoeuvring the US eventually produced

the Cold War, but that Britain was powerful enough to influence policy-making and
subsequently Cold War developments. Hence, British role as ‘Cold Warrior’, the role of

smaller powers and a multi polar assumption to understand the Cold War 1s a more

balanced interpretation to the traditional Cold War perceptions.

Although both the Truman Doctrine and NATO creation committed the US to
the defence of Western Europe against Soviet aggression, Britain did not succeed to
remain a great power for long. However, in the process of the power struggle of the
early Cold War years it had contributed to the making of the Cold War geopolitical
order. As Reynolds put it, the British argument ‘offers a healthy antidote to an

excessively American dominated account of western policy in the Cold War’.”! This

thesis 1s built on the promise that Britain played a formative role in the early Cold War

years.

The detailed analyses of British and American policy written since the 1980s

form the starting point for the present thesis. By using new Greek sources and delving in
archives of British agencies other than the Foreign Office, it is able to go beyond them
and suggest that relations between Britain and Greece were close throughout the whole

period under examination, despite the promulgation of the Truman Doctrine and the

* Frazier, Anglo-American policy towards Greece. The coming of the Cold War, 1942-1947; Ryan, The
Vision of Anglo-America, p. 2.

2‘: V. Rothwell, Britain and the Cold War 1941-1947 (London, 1982).
Reynolds, ‘Rethinking Anglo-American relations’, International Affairs 65 (1989), 108.



13

more interventionist stance taken by the United States government.’? In particular, it

argues that the post-1947 situation was dynamic and fluid. It was marked by constant

military and political manoeuvre as the British, the Greek government and the KKE

constantly reassessed their interests and their tactics. British military influence remained

a vital element in Greek politics not only in the final years of the civil war but also until

Greece’s entry into NATO in 1952,

The structure of this study is both chronological and thematic. The work 1s
divided into six chapters presented in chronological order. Chapter one gives a general
picture of the driving forces that influenced the course of events and the key
participants. It considers the reasons for the dramatic rise in communist strength during
the occupation and the aims of EAM/ELAS; the communist political and military
resistance organisation. The significance of British involvement in Greece and its
policies to secure a broadly based post-war government are also assessed. The chapter
refutes the traditionalist argument of historians of Greece that the civil war broke out as
a result of a monolithic communist plan to seize power.” Similarly, it dismisses the

view that the British provoked the Left into hostilities and caused the civil war.”* It also

softens the leftist argument that the ‘Varkiza Agreement’ became, in the hands of the

government, an instrument of rc:ws:nge.3 ’

2 In the present work there is no discussion about economic relations between Greece, Britain and the
United States, which is an issue explored by the unpublished thesis of J. Stefanidis, The United States,
Great Britain and Greece, 1949-1952 (University of London, 1992). Stefanidis focuses on American-
backed recovery programmes in Greece between the end of the civil war and the inauguration of Papagos’
premiership. From this perspective he argues that after 1947 America was undoubtedly the dominant
foreign power in Greece. Stefanidis, The United States, Great Britain and Greece, 1949-1952, p. 58. This
work however is still based on American and British documents. On the American policy consult: L.
Wittner, ‘American Policy toward Greece, 1946-1949°, in J. latrides (ed), Greece in the 1940s, pp. 229-
238.

* This is the main theme in A. Averoff, By Fire and Axe-Pwtia xai1 Toexovpr (Athens, 1974); K.
Tsoukalas, The Greek Tragedy (London, 1969).

* See: Th. Mosxatos, The Kapetanios Meeting in Lamia-H Zboxeyn twv Karnetavaiwv oty Aauia
(Athens, 1985).

» H. Richter, ‘The Varkiza Agreement and the Origins of the Civil War’, in J. O. Iatrides (ed.), Greece in
the 1940s, pp. 167-181.
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Chapter two examines British policy towards Greece in 1947 and assesses the

British role in the American policy that turmed into the Truman Doctrine. The

significance of the British note of February 1947 on Greece is analysed and its effects

within the Cold War context are evaluated. The chapter traces the evolution of Greek

expectations of Britain during the period of the escalation of the civil war and outlines
the importance the Greek government attributed to British aid and assistance. The

chapter examines in detail Greek counter-insurgency operations (COIN) in 1947 and
outlines the gradual change in the practises of the National Army (NA). The role of the
British Military Mission (BMM) in the re-organisation of the national forces is analysed.
American missions also had a share in the re-organisation o fthe national forces and
therefore an evaluation of British and American co-operation is attempted. Thirdly, the
policies of the KKE and EAM are examined and the responsibility of the party for the
civil war is assessed. Zahariadis and the KKE Politburo’s policy in the spring 1947 is
analysed. The aims of the Democratic Army (DA) and the subsequent transformation of
the civil war from guerrilla fighting to conventional warfare are also outlined. The

chapter refutes the view of the right-wing traditionalist historians of Greece that the
British supported right-wing governments appointed by the Palace.”® It is demonstrated
that British policy supported moderate governments of the Centre in an attempt to soften
the political extremes. It also refutes the orthodox left-wing view that Bntish
imperialism had turned Greek politicians into puppets.’” The Greek government, it is
suggested, was mainly responsible for its own weaknesses and disabilities. Moreover,
the orthodox view that the Soviet Union and its communist satellites fomented the civil

war 1n Greece and that the KKE was acting as their agent is also refuted.”® The

g, Markezinis, Contemporary Political History of Greece-Xtyypovn Iolitky) Iotopia e EAddag,
vol.2, (Athens, 1994). Hereafter cited as Markezinis, Political History- Iloditkn Iotopia

*" This is the argument put forward in the official history of the KKE. History of the KKE-doxiuio
Igtopiag tov KKE (Athens, 1996).

* G. Kousoulas, Revolution and Defeat: The Story of the Greek Communist Party (Oxford, 1965).
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revisionist view that the communists were fighting only in response to the aggression of

the Greek government is also dismissed.” Like the government, the KKE was pursuing

1ts own aims with considerable success.

The chapter dissents from the view that British involvement in Greek affair came
to a deliberate end in February 1947 as a result of British financial problems.*’ Instead,
it offers an account of how Greece remained within the strategic sphere of Britain after

February 1947. The American presence is explained in terms of supporting British
policy. Regardless of the Truman Doctrine, the Greek government continued to expect

support and assistance from Britain, especially in the form of British Military Mission

training the Greek National Army. British assistance in the organisation of Greek
counterinsurgency operation after spring 1947 further demonstrates the British intention
to continue support for the governmental fight against the Democratic Army.

Chapter three exaﬁines in depth the development of Greek counter-insurgency
operations and the evolution of the Gfeek national forces into an effective and self-
sufficient machine. Although the Democratic Army evolved into a sophisticated and
complex force, capable of challenging the National Army the governmental military
machine gradually managed to defeat the Communist forces. The chapter refutes the
contention of the orthodox view that the KKE lost the war because of lack of sul;port

from the Soviet Union and the closure of the Yugoslav borders.*! The left-wing claim of
the historians of Greece that the western allies defeated the communist army is also

dismissed.** Instead, the chapter demonstrates that a combination of factors brought

about the victory of the National Army over the Democratic Army. The fighting

* Alivizatos, ‘The “Emergency Regime” and Civil Liberties, 1946-1949°, in Iatrides (ed.), Greece in the
1940s, pp. 221-228,

* Vlavianos, Greece, 19411949, p. 236; Eudes, The Kapetanios, p. 279.

Y See: Averoff, By Fire and Axe; S. Vukmanovic, How and Why the People’s Liberation Struggle of
Greece Met With Defeat (London, 1985).
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efficiency of the National Army, the western allies’ assistance, the KKE’s inability to

cope with conventional warfare and the lack of communist foreign support all finally

brought the defeat of the Democratic Army. The British role in this process is examined,

with the aim of defining the true extent of British involvement in the civil war and the
British share of responsibility for the defeat of the KKE. In particular, the evolution of

air power is analysed in detail, because it was a decisive factor in the defeat of the

communist forces. The Royal Hellenic Air Force (RHAF) supported, trained and
equipped by the Royal Air Force (RAF) added a new dimension to governmental
supremacy. The co-operation between the British Military Mission and the Joint United
States Military Aid Planning Greece (JUSMAPG) is analysed, with the aim of offering a
realistic account of the allies’ relationship. The chapter deconstructs the view that

British and American policies were identical and their co-operation straightforward and
undisrupted.” The revisionist view that complete American domination prevailed on the
Greek scene of operation, following the British withdrawal, 1s also dismissed.** Instead,
the chapter offers a more complex and balanced interpretation of the situation in Greece.

Chapter four revolves around the issues of the post-civil war search for domestic
reconciliation and stability. The character of the Greek politicians within the process of
cabinet m aking and dissolution is examined. T he failure of the Greek government to
form a long-lasting administration is analysed. The failure of the Greek political world

to embrace national reconciliation measures due to the pressure of the Cold War

exaggeration is described. The chapter suggests that instability and extremism occurred
not because of but despite British intervention. Although British support for King Paul

and moderate cabinets played a role in Greece’s political development, Britain exercised

* See: N. Psyroukis, History of Contemporary Greece, 1940-1967-Ictopia ¢ Ztyxpovne EAAddag, 1940-

1967 (Athens, 1975). S. Grigoriadis, History of Contemporary Greece, 1941-1974- Iotopia ¢ Zoyypovng
Eldédag 1941-1974 (Athens, 1978).

z Averoft, By Fire and Axe-®wrid xou Toexodpi, p. 267.
O’Ballance, The Greek Civil War, pp. 173-175.
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a light touch with regard to Greek domestic affairs. Partly as a result of this relation,

Anglo-Greek amity in the foreign policy field was maintained. The relative importance
of the Cyprus issue in the early 1950s bears testament to these good relations.

Chapter five analyses the failure of the Centre experiment in Greek politics. The
role of the Palace and the royal solution to the parliamentary deadlock is examined as

well as the nature of royal politics. Foreign intervention in Greek affairs 1s also

examined. The response of the Greek political world to the Papagos solution put into
question the kind of government the Greeks wanted for themselves. Both the palace and
the government looked to Britain for support and the British thus became an integral
part of Greek political machinations. The chapter discusses also the American share of
responsibility and the United States’ objectives in the new system. This discussion
reveals the essential unity of aims maintained by Britain and America. Both chapters
four and five examine in detail the domestic aspect of Greek politics. These chapters
refute the traditional claim of historians of Greece that the Palace enjoyed the Foreign
Office’s full support and that Britain was obsessed with imposing a right-wing

monarchical government.” Instead, British aims are analysed in the light of British

pursuit o fa strong and d emocratically e lected government o f the Centre to moderate
polarisation. The failure of the Greek government to form a strong and self-sufficient
cabinet is explained, therefore, in terms of Greek internal developments.

Chapter six examines the evolution of Greece’s entry into NATO as a full
member. The chapter attempts to moderate over-exaggerated claims regarding Greece’s
importance to NATO. *® Instead, the chapter suggests that there were variety of reasons
that convinced NATO’s members to accept Greece into the North Atlantic Alliance.

None was decisive in itself, rather it was the accumulation of perceived advantages that

:: Marl_(ezinis, Political History-IToAixn Iatopia, pp. 295-300.
A. Siapkaras, ‘“The Importance of Greece to NATO’, Military Review (August 1961), 90-97.
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led to the decision. The chapter also challenges the view that Greece’s entry into NATO

was solely an American objective. Instead, it gives a more rounded interpretation by

analysing the British role in this d ecision-making. Contrary to the c ontention o f left-
wing historians, who portray Greece as capitulating to ‘imperial interests’, Anglo-Greek

relations are explained in the light of mutual interests.
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I Setting the Stage: 1941-1946

From Resistance to Civil War

In May 1941 the Germans defeated Greek forces and their British allies. King
George II accompanied by Prime Minister Emmanuel Tsouderos, the cabinet, and the
great bulk of the British and Greek forces were obliged to withdraw to Egypt.1 The

government-in-exile established itself in Cairo, while the King removed himself to
London. In occupied Greece a series of collaborationist cabinets -quisling- functioned
under the Axis authorities, however the de jure Greek government recognised by the
Allies was King George’s 11 government—in-exile.2

Within a short time resistance began in occupied Greece. The Greek Communist
Party — the KKE — was the first group to organise resistance. The Sixth Plenum of the

Central Committee of the KKE in July 1941 endorsed a national front policy and called

upon ‘the Greeks, the parties and their organisations to form a national liberation front
to fight against any imperialistic power’.> As a result of its resistance activities the KKE
gained considerable political influence among the Greeks. The National Liberation
Front (EAM) was founded by the KKE on 27 September 1941. The declared aims of
EAM included the liberation of the nation from foreign elements; the formation of a

provisional government by EAM after the liberation; and the safeguarding of ‘the

fundamental right’ of the Greek people to decide upon the form of their future

government themselves.* Resistance to the Germans, however, was the priority that

' For an account of Greek-British relations during the pre-war period see, J. Koliopoulos, Greece and the
British Connection 1935-1941 (Oxford, 1977).

2 Tl}e Greek government, together with an army of 58,000 British, who had assisted the Greek Army
against the Axis, were transferred to Cairo. Prime Minister was E. Tsouderos, a former Governor of the

Bank of Greece and liberal by conviction, who also enjoyed the confidence of the conservative party.

> KKE Official Documents 1940-1945-KKE Enionua Keiueva, vol. 5 (Athens, 1981), p. 39. For a map of
Greece see: D.1 p. 187.

* KKE Official Documents 1940-1945-KKE Erionua Keiueva, vol. 5 (Athens, 1981), p. 39.
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swelled the numbers of EAM, appealing to members from diverse political

backgrounds.’

Other resistance movements followed. Yet none managed to mobilise large
segments of the urban and rural population as effectively as had EAM. General
Napoleon Zervas created the National Republican Greek League (EDES) on 9

September 1941.° Although the republican General Nicolaos Plastiras nominally headed

EDES the right-winger Zervas was its true leader. EDES was second only to EAM i1n
members, although far less popular. Colonel Psarros founded the National and Social

Liberation (EKKA).” This was a third and even weaker organisation. To some extent a
resistance movement represented each major political party. Yet despite the number of

resistance groups, EAM was the most popular and powerful. Although exact numbers

are lacking, it has been claimed that EAM had up to some two million members —

almost thirty per cent of the population.®

EAM’s mass appeal was the result of its nation-wide operations. The other
groups were purely regional in their activities. EDES operated in Epirus and EKKA 1n

Roumeli. EAM developed a full political programme and established numerous

subsidiary organisations, designed to enlist the support of all sections of the population,

> L. S. Stavrianos, ‘The Greek National Liberation Front (EAM): A study in Resistance Organisation and

Administration’, Journal of Modern History 24 (1952), 42-54; History of the KKE-doxiuio latopiag tov
KKE, pp. 387- 89

® General Nicolaos Plastiras had distinguished himself in the 1909 and 1922 military coups for his
republicanism. He was in self-exile in Paris following a failed putsch in 1933, After the end of the civil

war he created National Progressive Centre Union Party (EPEK). In the period 1950-52 he headed
coalition governments of the Centre and advocated measures of leniency towards the communists. Zervas

was a soldier and politician as well. In 1941 he founded EDES and in 1945 he resigned from the army to
become a politician. He served as Minister of Public Order in 1947, in which he was noted for his harsh

anti-Communist measures. In 1950 he joined the Liberal Party and served as Minister of Public Works in
1950-51.

K. Pyromaglou, National Resistance. EAM-ELAS-EDES-EKKA-Eb@vixri Avtiotaon. EAM-ELAS-EDES-
EKKA (Athens, 1975); For an account of EKKA, K. Pyromaglou, George Kartalis and his Period 1934-
] 957-0OT. Kapradng ka1 H Emoyn tov, vol. 1 (Athens, 1965).

" Stavrianos, “The Greek National Liberation Front (EAM): A Study in Resistance Organisation and
Admunistration’, Journal of Modern History 24 (1952), 44.
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whilst the other groups were primarily military 1n character.” EAM’s appeal was
strengthened by the formation of the National Popular Liberation Army (ELAS), in
March 1942.'° The KKE, therefore, through EAM/ELAS established itself as a
dominant resistance power. A military Commander, or Kapetanios, was in charge.
Thanassis Klaras, under the name of Aris Velouhiotis, became the political and military

adviser to the first guerrilla band to go to the mountains to fight.!" Thus the KKE by

1942 had taken the lead as the most sophisticated force operating in Greece.

Greece remained within the British zone of interest during the war years. British
policy in Greece focused upon maintaining its influence in the country so asto help
secure the ‘traditionally British area’ of the Mediterranean and the Middle East in the
long-term. In the short-term the presence of King George in London and the Greek

government in exile under British protection also served to keep interest alive. One of

the principle supply lines from Germany to Field Marshal Rommel in North Africa ran
through Greece. As a result the British were keen to become involved in the direction of
resistance activities in Greece. The Special Operation Executive (SOE) war organisation

devoted its attention to the possibilities post-occupation resistance and sabotage. '’

British contacts with the resistance organisations became more intense 1n

October 1942, when SOE-Cairo decided to launch Operation Harling. Its objective was

? G. M. Alexander, The Prelude to the Truman Doctrine (Oxford, 1982), p. 13. For a scholar account of

Greek occupation years: J. Hondros, Occupation and Resistance. The Greek Agony 1941-1944 (New
York, 1983). |

' EAM claimed that its members up until October 1944 rose to 1,500,000 members; the number is over
exaggerated, however, there is no doubt that EAM was the most widespread organisation in terms of
members and sympathisers. N. Svoronos, ‘The Main Problems of the Period 1940-1950 in Greek

History’, in latrides (ed.), Greece in the 1940s, pp. 1-16. The dramatic rise of communist strength is dual
to 1ts double political and military nature.

"' From March 1943, Stefanos Sarafis was an ELAS commander, together with Velouhiotis and an EAM’s
political commissar. S. Sarafis, ELAS (London, 1980), pp. 50, 100, 272. EAM representatives were taking
part in ELAS’s command dealing exclusively with political affairs. The position of the EAM
representative was abolished in March 1944 when EAM and the KKE founded PEEA-its provincial
%overnment in the mountains.

For an account of SOE activities in Greece see: R. Clogg, ‘The Special Operation Executive in Greece’,
in latrides (ed.), Greece in the 1940s, pp. 109-111; B. Sweet-Escott, ‘SOE in the Balkans’, in Ph. Auty
and R. Clogg (eds.), British Policy towards Wartime Resistance in Yugoslavia and Greece (London,
1975) p.7. Thereafter cited as British Policy; R. Clogg, ‘Pearls from Swine’, in British Policy, p. 192.
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to blow up the Athens-Salonika railway and thus prevent the dispatch of Axis re-

inforcements to North Africa. Three British commando teams — nine officers and three

non-commissioned officers — led by Colonel Edward C. W. ‘Eddie’ Myers, with Major

Christopher M. Woodhouse, as second-in-command, parachuted into central Greece.

The operation was to be accomplished by Colonel Myers, ELAS guerrillas under
Velouhiotis, EDES guerrillas under Zervas and other minor resistance groups.'” On the

night of 25-26 November 1942, they blew up the Gorgopotamos viaduct. This operation
was SOE’s greatest success in 1942, Initially, the intention had been for Myers’ team to
evacuate Greece thereafter. However, Myers received orders to remain in Greece to co-

ordinate the activities of the various resistance movements. Keeping a general eye on

political forces in Greece was also one of Myers’ assigned tasks. Subsequently the
British resistance and intelligence group became the British Military Mission In

Greece.'* The mission controlled the distribution of money, arms, and other supplies.

Management o f t he B ritish Military M ission w as entrusted to the British SOE-Cairo.

Although resistance activities continued, however, there was to be no other spectacular
act of resistance organised by British and Greek forces. The amount o f supplies and

assistance that was provided by the British to ELAS to fight the Germans was actually

very limited. The reason for this was that the British did not intend to boost the

communist forces.'

1 For early resistance activities between the British and EAM see, E. W. Myers, Greek Entanglement
(London, 1955); C. M. Woodhouse, ‘Early British Contacts with the Greek Resistance in 1942°, Balkan
Studies 12, no. 2, (1971), 347-354; R. Clogg, ‘Pearls from Swine’: the Foreign Office Papers, SOE and
the Greek Resistance’, in Ph. Auty and R. Clogg (eds), British Policy, pp. 167-208. C. Woodhouse, ‘The
National Liberation Front and the British Connection’, in J. Iatrides (ed), Greece in the 1940s, pp. 81-101.
' E. W. C. Myers, Greek Entanglement (London, 1955), pp. 13-96; C. M. Woodhouse, *Early British
Contacts with the Greek Resistance in 1942°, Balkan Studies 12, no.2 (1971), 347-354.

" O’Ballance, The Greek Civil War, pp. 56-57. E. Barker argues that British policy towards the various
resistance movements in Greece ‘seemed a matter of conflict’ provoking civil war, in Barker, British
Policy, p. 148; Sfikas also emphasises the negative effect of British assistance towards ELAS, for
simultaneously challenging the Greek established order. Th. Sfikas, The British Labour Government and
the Greek Civil War -O1 AyyAoi1 Epyatixof xai O EMAnvixée Eupbddiog, (Athens, 1996), p. 47. On this line,
Vlavianos notes that the British assistance to ELAS has its share in the civil war that followed in that it
cabled ‘contradictory’ orders after 1943. Vlavianos, Greece 1941-1949, p. 30. Sarafis refutes enormous
British assistance to the KKE. Sarafis, ELAS, p. 278. KKE’s future political strategy would prove that,
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Despite British efforts to limit EAM’s powers by mid-1943 the communists had

managed to fill the power vacuum left by the absence of the government-in-exile and
the distrust felt by most Greeks of the quisling cabinets. EAM dominated the resistance
scene by combining both political and military power. Myers wanted the guerrillas and
the government in Cairo to co-operate with each other. On 10 August 1943, Myers, now

promoted to Brigadier, and his political adviser Major D. Wallace flew to Cairo with a

guerrilla delegation to meet with the government-in-exile. The delegation consisted of
six Greeks, representing the main resistance organisations. EAM secured four out of the
six places. The aim of the delegation was to obtain recognition of their status as part of
the armed forces of Greece from the Greek government-in-exile. The delegates had two
main demands. Firstly, that King George II should declare that he would not return to

Greece before the conduct of a plebiscite.'® Secondly, that the Greek government should

be broadened to include EAM’s members, who should hold three portfolios within the

new government: Interior, War, and Justice. These members should be able to exercise

their powers from within Greece.

The Foreign Office was appalled.'’ Rex Leeper, the British Ambassador to the

Greek government based in Cairo, accused Myers of encouraging and empowering the

communists. As a result, Myers was replaced by Chris Woodhouse as Commander of

the British Military Mission in Greece. Republican claims also alarmed the Greek King.

On 18 August 1943, King George cabled Roosevelt and Churchill, appealing for their

support against the demand of the delegation to postpone his return to Greece until after

regardless the British, the Party was inclined to claim for power. Of the same opinion are: O’Ballance,
The Greek Civil War, pp. 75-76, 85-86; C. Shrader, The Withered Vine (London, 1999), p. 52; C.

Woodhouse, The Struggle for Greece (London, 1976), pp. 27, 36, 64. In this sense both Sarafis and
Woodhouse proved right

'® The position of the King was always in debate in Greece. Royalists and republicans had been competing

since 1920s. E. C. Myers, ‘The Andarte Delegation to Cairo: August 1943°, in Auty, Clogg (eds.), British

Policy, p. 166; C. Woodhouse, ‘Summer 1943: The Critical Months’, in Auty, Clogg (eds.), British
Policy, p. 137.

"' Churchill supported the Greek King and monarchy in Greece, as a sign of political stability and
proximity to the West,
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a plebiscite. Four days later, the American President and the British Prime Minister

replied to the King’s telegram after their meeting in Quebec. Both supported ‘his
contention that he was prepared to return to Greece as soon as possible’.18 Churchill and

Eden believed that Britain’s post-war supremacy in Greece could bestbe secured by

working through monarchy, an institution to which they also felt a strong attachment.

Roosevelt did not object Churchill’s sympathy for the old order of Greece, although he

remained determined to avoid involvement in Greek affairs.'” Greece and the Balkans in
general, were considered by the Americans to be outside their area of interest in late

1943.

The Cairo meeting was a failure. Churchill, Eden, and British Ambassador
Leeper, together with the Greek cabinet, refused the demands of the KKE. The
delegation departed from Cairo within days of its arrival. Richard Clogg has written that
‘the total failure of the mission [...] coupled with the evidence that the Greek
government-in-exile had received of the strong commitment of the British government
to the support of the King, was certainly a factor contributing to the outbreak of civil
war between the rival groups’.”’ The agenda of the Cairo delegation, therefore, was
crucial in establishing the course of future events. Churchill in particular was
determined to re-establish the pre-war order in Greece.*'

In October 1943, armed clashes broke out between ELAS and EDES. What 1s

known as the ‘first round’ of the civil war had begun. Throughout the autumn of 1943

'* FRUS (1943): 4, 142-43, 932-34: The Conferences at Washington and Quebec.

* PUBLIC RECORD OFFICE, KEW (PRO), FO 371/37203 R6555, A. Eden to Leeper, 16 July 1943;
FRUS (1943): 4, 131-32: Aide Memoir, British Embassy to the State Department, 24 April 1943; R.
Leeper, When Greek Meets Greek (London, 1950), pp. 10, 27-28; Wittner writes that Roosevelt shared
Churchill’s attachment to the old order in Greece and this is illustrated in that the American President did
not object the return of the King in Greece. Wittner, American Intervention, pp. 10-11, The clash between
royalism and republicanism was an old issue in Greek affairs including coups and plebiscites to demolish
and restore kingship since the inter-war period.

* R. Clogg, ““Pearls from Swine™: the Foreign Office Papers, SOE and the Greek Resistance’, in Auty,
Clogg (eds.), British Policy, pp. 192-194,

*! The Times, 1 September 1943, PUBLIC RECORD OFFICE, KEW (PRO), PREM 3, 211/4, Churchill
to the King of the Hellenes George II, 20 August 1943.
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and the winter of 1944 the two main resistance organisations began a series of attacks

against each other. Neither managed to score a victory — although EDES managed to
repel ELAS units that had penetrated EDES territory 1n Epirus.?* In an attempt to reach
a political compromise Premier Tsouderos and Ambassador Leeper proposed, in January
1944, that Damaskinos, Archbishop of Athens, should act as Regent on the liberation of
Athens from the Germans. Damaskinos would try to bring about a political

understanding among all parties in Athens, before elections and a plebiscite on the
return of the King were held. Tsouderos’ aim was to pre-empt EAM’s attempt to form
its own government.”> On 6 March 1944, the formal agreement of the political parties,
excluding the KKE, over Damaskinos’ Regency was achieved. Sofoulis, leader of the

Liberal Party, was nominated as prime minister in the first post-war government.24

By that time the military hostilities between EAM and EDES had also come to

an end. A conference started on 15 February 1944, at the Plaka Bridge, over Arachthos
River in E pirus. EAM/ELAS, EDES and EKKA members all took part. Woodhouse,

who as senior BMM officer, had a major role in arranging the Plaka conference. He had

telegraphed to Cairo and emphasised that ‘a solution must be found now, or Greece will

g0 the way of Yugoslavia’.>> On 29 February 1944, all parties concurred in the ‘Plaka

Agreement’, which put an end to the first round of the civil war. The agreement defined

22 Frazier notes that EAM began the ‘first round’ of the Greek civil war. Frazier, Anglo-American

Relations with Greece, p. 31. On the contrary, Vlavianos states that EDES turned its army against ELAS,
after arranging a cease-fire with the Germans. Vlavianos, Greece 1941-1949, p. 34.

BE, Tsouderos, Greek Irregularities in Middle East-Avauolies atn Méan Avaroln (Athens, 1945), pp.
78, 85; PUBLIC RECORD OFFICE, KEW (PRO), FO 371/43676 R1440, Leeper’s telegram, 27 January
1944, King George had promised to accept the Regent to soften tension until the plebiscite. Archbishop
Damaskinos held republican views, and had avoided the internecine struggles during the occupation by
focusing his interests on his flock. He therefore was a candidate acceptable to all sides.

** Themistocles Sofoulis was republican politician and leader of the Liberal Party, Premier 1945-46,
1947-49. George Papandreou also consented. He was a republican, anti-Communist centrist politician,
protégé of the liberal E. Venizelos during the 1920s. PM in 1944, Leader of the National Political Union
in 1946. In 1950 he founded the small Social Democratic Party, an offshoot of the old Venizelist party; he
served in short lived Centre coalition cabinets in 1950-1951.

* PUBLIC RECORD OFFICE, KEW (PRO), FO 371/43681 R3430, Woodhouse to Cairo, 27 February
1944,
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the area of operations of EAM and EDES organisations, with EDES being confined to

its heartland of Epirus.*®

Nonetheless, on 10 March 1944, EAM announced the formation of the Political

Committee of National Liberation (PEEA). The formation of PEEA came as a shock to
most politicians in Cairo.’’” The Chairman of the PEEA was Professor Svolos, an

authority on constitutional law. On 9 April 1944, PEEA organised free elections by

secret ballot throughout ‘free Greece’ (areas under EAM-ELAS control) to create a

‘National Council’ of 202 delegates. The KKE, through the election of its National

Council, took another step in undermining the legality and authority of the non-elected

government-in-exile.®

The British government was alarmed by the creation of PEEA. In order to disarm

EAM and weaken the communist plans for taking over power, the Foreign Office asked

Tsouderos to invite EAM and other parties to Cairo for discussions over a post-war

government. Leeper’s diplomacy, aimed at rendering EAM impotent by enmeshing
them in a non-communist government, which they would have no opportunity to

dominate, was too subtle for some. It was derailed by King George’s sudden refusal to

appoint Damaskinos as Regent. The King feared that the regency would be the first step

towards his loss of the throne.?’

* Woodhouse, Apple of Discord, pp. 303-304; Sarafis, ELAS, pp. 244-60. Subsequently it was an
indefinite and short-term agreement, foreshadowing future escalation.

‘T EAM during the Plaka negotiations demanded the formation of a Provisional Committee to form a post-
war representative cabinet, which at that point had been rejected by both the representatives of the
government and the representatives of the BMM on the grounds that the government-in-exile was the legal
authority they all recognised. On PEEA see: Archive of Political Committee of National Liberation
(PEEA)- Apyeio ¢ Holitikns Emitponns EOvikng AncAevBépwong (PEEA), (Athens, 1990). The KKE

seemed to follow the steps of Tito, who in November 1943 turned his Antifascist Council of National
Liberation into a ‘provisional government’.

** Papastratis notes that the creation of PEEA reinforced Tsouderos’ plan to force all political parties
except EAM to join him openly in Cairo, and then blame EAM for not accepting a solution to which all
%le other parties had agreed. Papastratis, British Foreign Policy, p. 164.

PUBLIC RECORD OFFICE, KEW (PRO), FO 371/43682 R3988, Leeper telegram, 14 March; PREM
3/211/11, Churchill to Eden, 10 March 1944; FO 371/43683 R4476, Leeper telegram, 13 March 1944,
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The charged political situation in Cairo was worsened when a crisis broke out

amongst the 20,000 Greek armed forces stationed in the Middle East. On 31 March

1944, thirteen officers of the Committee of National Union of the Greek armed forces

demanded that Prime Minister Tsouderos forms a government based on PEEA.>° On 7
April 1944 the Greek army mutinied. A soldiers committee assumed control of the First
Brigade, just before it joined the allies in the Italian theatre of operations. Greek naval
units, stationed in the port of Alexandria, supported the mutinies. The Second Brigade
also declared its loyalty to PEEA. Many other units of the Greek army and navy
declared themselves in favour of PEEA. The only notable exception was the Sacred
Battalion, which remained loyal to the King and his government throughout the

upheaval. The air force backed neither side.”’ As a result of the crisis, Tsouderos

tendered his resignation. On 13 April 1944, the King appointed the liberal Themistocles

Venizelos prime minister.*

The British wanted to restore order. Churchill declared that ‘rebellious

manifestations in forces will not be tolerated’ and that the British government would

support ‘the lawfully constituted Greek Government headed by the King’ > Leeper,

reinforced by Churchill’s solid backing, telegraphed the Commanders-in-Chief that the
Greek government should ‘win a complete and bloodless victory and teach the Greek

armed forces a lesson’.”* The units with which the British dealt first were the First

Greek Brigade, stationed in Egypt, and the Greek ships in Alexandria. On 16 Apnl,

0], Tatrides, Ambassador MacVeagh Reports (Princeton, 1980), p. 482; PUBLIC RECORD OFFICE,
KEW (PRO), FO 371/43728 R5316, Leeper telegram-198, 3 April 1944; PREM 3/211/11, Leeper

telegrams-208, 209, 5 April 1944. The King had appointed Emmanouel Tsouderos Premier in 1941 and
left with him for Cairo after the German occupation. George was in charge of the Greek armed forces.
Venizelos’ leftist background was hoped to be a factor in reconciling the republicans.

*! Woodhouse, The Struggle for Greece, pp. 78-79. Themistocles Venizelos is one of the main republican
politicians to influence the developments of the period.

** Themistocles Venizelos is one of the main republican politicians to influence the developments of the
period. Prominent in the National Political Union alliance together with Papandreou and Kanellopoulos,
leader of the Liberal Party, Prime Minister for a while in 1950 and acting premier in 1951.

> W. Churchill, The Second World War, vol.5 (London, 1952), p. 481.

** PUBLIC RECORD OFFICE, KEW (PRO), FO 371/43701 R6035, Leeper’s telegram, 15 April 1944,
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Admiral Sir Andrew Cunningham threatened that the Royal Navy would sink all the

ships of the Greek fleet ‘within five minutes’, unless they abandoned the mutiny. Six
days later Admiral Voulgaris, Venizelos’ new Commander-in-Chief, took over the
ships. On 25 April, the fleet surrendered and following the British intervention, all the
mutinous Greek troops laid down their arms.> As a result of the mutiny, the Greek army
was thoroughly reorganised. Approximately half of it was put into internment camps. It
is probable that had the British not intervened or supported the old established order, the

Greek politicians, under the pressure of the mutineers, would have formed a new pro-

Communist cabinet.”® The mutiny underlined the inefficiency of the Greek government

and the weakness of 1ts mainstay: the army.

While the army was purged, the political task of controlling EAM remained

unsolved. Papandreou, a prominent ex-member of the Liberal Party, provided the
solution. The KKE regarded him as a sympathiser. On the other hand Papandreou
convinced British officials that he could wrest the political initiative from EAM. With

their support he was appointed the new prime minister of the government-in—exile.3 !
A new attempt to rebuff EAM was organised. Papandreou summoned a

conference in Lebanon on 17-20 May 1944, to which twenty-five representatives of all

seventeen p olitical p arties and groups were invited in order to seek a way out of the

* K. Alexandris, Our Navy During the War Period 1941-1945- To Navtixé Mag Tnv ITepiodo tov
IToléuov (Athens, 1952), pp. 148-150. Admiral Alexandris was the Commander-in-Chief to be replaced
by Voulgaris.

** Col. Thrasyvoulos Tsakalotos commanded the Third Brigade. Tsakalotos fought in the mutiny as well
as under the British Eighth Army in Italy, earning the title of ‘Rimini Brigade’. Later on he played a
prominent role in the civil war of 1945-49 as a senior officer of the Greek national army, In 1952, he
became Chief of Staff of the Greek Army. The right-wing stream claims that the mutiny in April was
‘planned by the Communists’ in order to monopolise power. Kousoulas, Revolution and Defeat, p.187.
However, as Woodhouse noted PEEA was the occasion not the cause. Woodhouse, Struggle for Greece,
p.78. Vlavianos states that the mutiny was only the result of rise of republicanism. Vlavianos, Greece
1941-1949, p. 38.

* Venizelos was forced to resign on the grounds that he was a KKE sympathiser, P. Kanellopoulos, Diary
31 March 1942- 4 Januaryl945-Huepoléyio 31 Maptiov 1942-4 Iavovapiov 1945 (Athens, 1977), pp.

553-554; latrides (ed.), Ambassador MacVeagh Reports: Greece 1933-1947, pp. 505-508; Papastratis,
British Foreign Policy, pp. 175-76.
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political impasse that had arisen.”® Papandreou’s plan was to disarm ELAS and

incorporate EAM into the government. As one result of this, the National Army coupled
with ELAS’s forces would be much stronger and more co-operative.39 Papandreou
announced that, in the case of civil war breaking out, the Greek government would

appeal for allied support and call on the Allies to intervene openly. Within this context

he proposed the formation of both a Government of National Unity and a National

Army.*°

All representatives finally signed the resolution of what is called the ‘Lebanon
Agreement’ or ‘Lebanon Charter’ on 20 May. The most important provision of the
argument called for all guerrilla formations to be placed under the command of a

government of national unity, in which five out of twenty relatively unimportant posts

were reserved for EAM representatives.*' Papandreou did not make a clear statement on
the Communist demand that the King’s return should be prevented. He noted that ‘the

Government of National Unity is to clarify the issue’.*? Britain’s support for Papandreou
proved a successful gambit. Meanwhile the KKE disapproved of PEEA’s ‘cheap’
capitulation and repudiated the agreement.* Churchill announced in the House of

Commons, ‘a hopeful turn in Greek affairs’.** The course of events served British

interests. On 28 May, the Foreign Office instructed Leeper that Papandreou was to be

** G. Papandreou, The Liberation of Greece-H Anelevbépwon tng EAAédog (Athens, 1948), pp. 54-56.
* PUBLIC RECORD OFFICE, KEW (PRO), FO 371/43731 R7608, Spears Telegram-278, 13 May 1944,

** Papandreou, The Liberation of Greece- H Anelev@épwan s EXddog, pp. 67-70; P. Papastratis, ‘The

Papandreou Government and the Lebanon Conference’, in J. Iatrides (ed), Greece in the 1940s, pp. 119-
130.

*' L. Woodward, British Foreign Policy, vol. 3 (London, 1971), pp. 408-409; Sarafis, ELAS, pp. 308-33;
Papandreou, The Liberation of Greece- H AnelevOépwaon te EALddog, pp. 73-80.

:2 Papandreou, The Liberation of Greece- H AneAevOépwan tn¢ EAAddog, p. 76.

> Sarafis, ELAS, p. 334. KKE’s power claim demands were almost equal to those made in Cairo in
August 1943, also repeated on 4 July 1944 and rejected by Papandreou. KKE Official Documents-
Ernionua Keiueva- 1940-1945, pp. 406-407. The KKE demanded inter alia the retention of four ELAS
divisions under the command of ELAS. This divergence between the KKE’s agenda, PEEA and the actual
agreement underlined the stability of the Government of National Unity. This is one of the incidents that
prove the complexities of the KKE’s policy and smoothens the argument of right-wing orthodox historians

of Greece that the Greek Communist Party had planned its attempt to take over power right after EAM’s
creation. For this argument see: Averoff, By Fire and Axe.
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given ‘the fullest support, and at all costs prevented from yielding to the insidious

atmosphere prevalent in Cairo’. Leeper was also directed to keep in touch with his

American and Soviet colleagues and ask them to back British actions.*
The Lebanon Charter and EAM’s agreement‘to join the government of national
unity facilitated t he principal British objective regarding Greece: to prevent the KKE

from seizing power after the German withdrawal and then to create a Greek government

broadly acceptable to the Greeks to take over after the liberation. British policy
regarding Greece in 1944 was based upon the principle of eliminating the communist
threat and establishing a pro-British governmental scheme so as to secure ‘our strategic

position in the Eastern Mediterranean’. Eden’s report on 8 August to the Foreign Office

reads:

If we are to maintain any political influence in SE Europe and,
above all, our strategic position in the Eastern Mediterranean
after the war, 1t is essential that Greece should be ruled by a

Government friendly to us. [... ] I regard it as essential that
British influence in Greece and the traditional connection
between the two countries should be preserved, but unless
British forcescanbesentinthereis a serious danger that the
Greek people, who still look to us for assistance, will lose faith
in Great Britain and that a Government will come into power
which would bring the country under Soviet domination.*

The next day the War Cabinet decided to despatch a 6,000 strong British force to Greece
to secure peace after the German withdrawal from the country. Roosevelt and Stalin

were informed of the British decision on 17 and 21 August respectively and raised no

objection.”’

In order to prevent a communist attempt to seize power, the new Greek

government organised a Conference at Caserta, near Naples, on 26 September 1944,

“ House of Commons Debates, 1943-1944, vol. 400, col. 772, Churchill, 24 May 1944, Thereafter cited
as HCDeb.

* PUBLIC RECORD OFFICE, KEW (PRO), FO 371/43731 R8331, Churchill minute, 28 May 1944,

:: PUBLIC RECORD OFFICE, KEW (PRO), 371/43715,R12457, Eden memorandum, 8 August 1944,
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