London School of Economics and Political Science

THE BRITISH PRESS AND GREEK POLITICS, 1943-1949

PANAGIOULA KOUTSOPANAGOU

Thesis presented to the University of London
for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in
International History

Lent Term
1996



UMI Number: U615800

All rights reserved

INFORMATION TO ALL USERS
The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the copy submitted.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if material had to be removed,
a note will indicate the deletion.

Dissertation Publishing

UMI U615800
Published by ProQuest LLC 2014. Copyright in the Dissertation held by the Author.
Microform Edition © ProQuest LLC.
All rights reserved. This work is protected against
unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code.

ProQuest LLC
789 East Eisenhower Parkway
P.O. Box 1346
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346



OF
POLITICAL
AND

'sPVIC

58hU2.1



THE BRITISH PRESS AND GREEK POLITICS, 1943-1949

This thesis is a study of British attitudes towards Greece, during the period 1943-1949
through the eyes and voices of the British daily and weekly press.

This study seeks to examine these attitudes within a period which started, in Europe and in
Greece, with the best of hopes and expectations for world peace, democracy and social justice
and ended finding Greece exhausted by a four-year civil war and the world separated into two
opposed ideological and political blocks. It, therefore, observes the fluctuation of attitudes and
opinions as they correspond to the changing world situation. It is also a study of Labour and
Liberal opinion in Britain. The decisive four years (1944-1947) for the fate of the Greek crisis
found Britain deeply involved in Greece. The conduct of British policy towards that country,
since July 1945, as pursued by a Labour government, represented a real challenge for Labour
and Liberal opinion concerning its ideological principles and morals.

The nature of the Greek crisis and the strategic location of the country made it an important
episode during the height of the Cold War, further complicating the country's already acute
internal differences. Thus, this thesis is also a study of the press reactions to the hardening Cold
War attitudes. The aim has been to discover whether the Greek developments themselves were
faced on their merits or whether they were related to the Cold War climate; whether the
attitudes towards Greece were kept with the general political and philosophical outlooks.
Misconceptions, misinterpretations, deceptions and illusions will be also considered and, in
particular how, if at all, these features are related to Cold War propaganda.

A significant part of this study will be given on the issue of the relationship between
government and press. Freedom of information and governmental pressure on the press, either
direct or indirect, are issues under consideration.

Papers will also examined as much for their attitudes and opinions they espoused as for how
they went about their business, e.g. ownership, staff, finance, circulation figures, readership.

Finally this thesis, it is hoped, will contribute some valuable first-hand evidence to the overall
study of the Greek civil war as it will attempt to portray the prevailing psychological and
political atmosphere at the time.
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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This thesis is a study of British attitudes towards Greece, during the period 1943-1949
through the eyes and voices of the British daily and weekly press.

This study seeks to examine these attitudes within a period which started, in Europe
and in Greece, with the best of hopes and expectations for world peace, democracy and social
justice and ended with Greece exhausted by a four-year civil war and the world separated into
two opposed ideological and political blocks. It, therefore, observes the fluctuation of attitudes
and opinions as they correspond to the changing world situation. It is also a study of Labour
and Liberal opinion in Britain. The decisive four years (1944-1947) for the fate of the Greek
crisis found Britain deeply involved. The conduct of British policy towards that country, since
July 1945, as pursued by a Labour Government, represented a real challenge for Labour and
liberal opinion in terms of its ideological principles and morals.

The nature of the Greek crisis and the strategic location of the country made it an
important episode at the height of the Cold War, further complicating the country's already
acute internal conflicts. Thus, this thesis is also a study of press reactions to the hardening Cold
War attitudes. The aim has been to discover whether the Greek developments themselves were
dealt with their merits or whether they were related to the Cold War climate; whether the
attitudes towards Greece were consistent with the general British political and philosophical
outlooks. Misconceptions, misinterpretations, deceptions and illusions will also be considered

and, in particular how, if at all, these features are related to Cold War propaganda.



A significant part of this study will be devoted to the issue of the relationship between
Government and press. Freedom of information and governmental pressure on the press, either
direct or indirect, are issues under consideration.

Newspapers will also be examined as much for the attitudes and opinions they espoused
as for how they went about their business e.g. ownership, staff, finance, circulation figures,
readership.

Finally this thesis, it is hoped, will contribute some valuable first-hand evidence to the
overall study of the Greek civil war, as it will attempt to portray the prevailing psychological
and political atmosphere at the time.

The thesis is divided into seven chapters, arranged in chronological order. After
introducing the British papers and their editors, the study will examine their attitudes to the
Greek politics of 1943-1949.

Chapter II covers the period from January 1943 to November 1944 and examines the
policies of the British Government towards the Greek King and EAM/ELAS as well as the
various other resistance organisations. The British policy of support for the King was
incompatible with any form of cooperation with EAM/ELAS which by virtue of its rapidly
expanding popularity, was posing a serious challenge for the King and his Government.
Therefore EAM's image had to be weakened, through the press and the BBC. Thus, this
chapter also examines the efforts made by the British Ambassador, Reginald Leeper, and the
Foreign Office to win over the press, which, in its majority, had been increasingly critical of
Churchill's policy towards liberated countries in Europe and especially towards Greece and was

particularly distrustful of the Greek King.
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Chapter III presents the storm of united press reaction against the British military
intervention in Greece in December 1944 and it shows the greater efforts made by the Foreign
Office and British Embassy in Athens to retrieve the situation. A special reference will be made
to the long battle between The Times and the Foreign Office over Greece (examined more
closely in the following chapters) which was just beginning,

Chapter IV covers the period until the signing at Varkiza of a political settlement which
ended the December crisis. It observes the press's drift back towards support for official British
policy and it examines the several factors which contributed to it. It also examines the earnest
official efforts to deal with the press corps by keeping the British correspondents "on the rails"
and by winning over the more approachable American correspondents.

Instead of forming the basis for the peaceful reconciliation of the opposing factions in
Greece, the Varkiza Agreement became, in the hands of the Government, an instrument of
revenge: the prelude to the subsequent civil war. Chapters V and VI observe the increasing
press uneasiness at the growing political violence, mainly exercised by extreme right-wing
bands, and the monarchists' strenuous efforts to win the parliamentary elections of March 1946
and to force a decision for a speedy plebiscite. To counteract the growing press criticism on the
decline in public order, the Foreign Office and the British Embassy decided to present the
Communists as the main danger to law and order in Greece. All papers were contacted and the
great majority of them submitted to Foreign Office's advice. At the same time systematic efforts
were made to replace "irresponsible” correspondents. Meanwhile, a new element was added to
the Greek scene, that of the growing criticism and hostility of the Soviet Press, which first

became apparent in February 1945. Chapter V examines in detail how that came about and how
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the British reacted to it. An attempt also is made to indicate the significance of this new element
to British-Soviet relations.

Chapter VII covers the crucial years from April 1947 until the end of the Civil War in
October 1949. 1t is, deliberately, the longest chapter. It attempts to show how intensification of
the Cold War was reflected in the attitudes of the press. The Marshall Plan was a milestone in
this. Those who, until 1947 had considered that cooperation with the Soviet Union was both
necessary and desirable, came full circle and they increasingly mistrusted Soviet post-war
objectives. This breach can be clearly seen in the Labour Left press. The Greek crisis was
henceforth seen, not as a mainly internal problem, but an international one; an East-West
conflict. In this chapter, there is a detailed discussion of the end of the long battle between The

Times and the Foreign Office over Greece and over the paper's general foreign policy.

This thesis attempts to show that press attitudes towards Greece corresponded to the
changing world situation. The Second World War had radicalised a large part of British public
opinion. The British Press, by and large, was feeling sympathetic to the European resistance
movement and they believed that these new forces had an important role to play in Europe.
There was also optimism about cooperation between all three major powers. In particular,
cooperation with the Soviet Union was seen as a prerequisite to a peaceful and prosperous new
world. The Press, especially the liberal and Labour, maintained a critical line towards the official
policy of failing to support the newly emerged forces in Europe and to some extent it was
reluctant to conform to the official policy; favourable press comment on EAM would continue

for quite a long time.
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However, the Cold War tensions proved catalytic. The Press gradually became
distrustful of the Soviet Union’s post-war objectives. When the British and the Americans
decided to view the Greek civil war as an East-West conflict, rather than an indigenous political
problem, the Press was more receptive to Foreign Office' advice and guidance. The defeat of
the Communists in Greece was presented as representing the containment of the Soviets and
international communism.

The study of press attitudes towards Greece from 1943 to 1949 thus demonstrates that
the press moved from wartime and early post-war optimism to the ideological and political

fixities of the Cold War.
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INTRODUCTION

British Wartime and Post-War Mass Psychology

The Second World War, "the people's war" as George Orwell and others had viewed it,
generated in Britain a popular radicalism. Social enthusiasms and idealism kindled between
1939 and 1945 found expression in an almost unique support for the Left.(1)

As soon as the war started there was a swift proliferation of ad hoc institutes and
bureaux dedicating themselves to the problems of war aims, peace terms, general European
Construction and World Order which attracted a young generation of thinkers and writers. The
most important of such bodies was probably the Post-War Bureau', initiated by Edward
Hulton(2), the young and wealthy proprietor of Picture Post magazine, founded in 1938 and
already by 1940 successful with its blend of photo-journalism and progressive politics.

Amongst the members of this group were Gerald Barry, editor of the News Chronicle, Tom

Hopkinson, editor of Picture Post, Francis Williams, editor of the Daily Herald until January
1941, and E H Carr, assistant editor and leader-writer on The Times. Soon the Post-War
Bureau' died out, but it was important as a precursor of what was to come.

Before long the '1941 Committee' emerged largely through the combined efforts of
Edward Hulton and J B Priestley. The latter, a novelist playwright and broadcaster, was among
the many varied apostles of wartime radicalism. Out of this Committee grew the Common
Wealth Party, founded by a member, Sir Richard Acland. This Party preached a kind of
Christian socialism and appealed, above all, to middle-class ‘progressives' who looked forward

to a new beginning in Britain.(3) The Common Wealth Party faded away as soon as the



two-party system re-asserted itself in 1945. Richard Acland became a Labour MP in 1947; its
general secretary and chairman, R W G Mackay, also became a Labour MP in 1945.

The '1941 Committee' attracted not only those concerned with the 'Post-War Bureau', but
also journalists such as Michael Foot, editor of the Evening Standard (1942-1944) and Philip
Jordan of the News Chronicle, and politicians such as Ellen Wilkinson, who became minister
for education in the 1945 Labour Government.

Hulton was also involved, along with G Barry, in setting-up the 'Shanghai Club', an informal
meeting-place to discuss politics. Named after a Soho restaurant, the '‘Shanghai Club' was
composed of most of the younger left-wing journalists in London

Regulars at the 'Shanghai' included E H Carr, Geoffrey Crowther and Barbara Ward of
The Economist, Norman Luher of the BBC Talks Department, Ronald Fredenburgh, later
diplomatic correspondent of The Observer, Tom Hopkinson, David Astor the proprietor and
later editor of The Observer, Ted Castle, news editor of the Daily Mirror and Donald Tyerman,
deputy editor of The Economist. Sebastian Haffner, writer and a main figure of The Observer

until early 1950s, George Orwell, Jon Kimche, Isaac Deutscher, all contributors in Tribune and

some other papers, such as The Economist and The Observer, and John Strachey(4), the

wealthy editor in the 1920s of the Socialist Review, the New Leader and Miner, the weekly of

the National Union of Minersq(NUM) and later contributor to Tribune, also belonged to the

club.(5)

This emerged generation of writers and journalists was a thoughtful and serious one. They
had fought through the Second World War, and had also seen -and in some cases experienced-
the miseries of Depression, the failure to combat Fascism in the 1930s. They had still fresh the
memories of the pre-war battle to establish a popular front against Fascism.(6) Enthusiasm

generated by the successes of the Soviet Army, especially after the battle of Stalingrad, also



helped in radicalising their approach to world affairs, as happened with the greater part of
British public opinion.(7)

In home affairs this generation believed in the progressive political thinking of wartime
Britain. They advocated a 'peaceful revolution' in domestic politics after the war, producing a
Welfare State and increased central Government planning. They thus supported the Beveridge
Report and nationalisation of certain industries. In world affairs alliance and cooperation with
the Soviet Union was seen as a prerequisite for a peaceful and prosperous new world. To this
generation, ideas about politics, disarmament and world peace were serious issues. Such ideas
were also in a considerable state of flux, which gave this generation the opportunity for
constructive thinking about the world and its difficulties that had been denied to an earlier
generation, and was to be denied to a later one brought up on the fixities of the Cold War.

This generation, who called themselves 'Socialists' or ‘progressive Tories', reflected and
championed the gradual leftward shift of British wartime society as a whole. The defection of
The Times, The Observer and other traditional voices of the Conservative fold foreshadowed,
and reflected, the collapse of the Conservative vote at the 1945 election. Labour was identified
with this sweeping change of mood during the war years, and with the new social agenda that
emerged. It alone seemed to understand and project the new mood.(8)

Throughout the post-1945 period, the Liberal tradition remained a vital element of British
political and social culture. There were the Liberal daily newspapers, the Manchester Guardian,
the News Chronicle, to give heart to the faithful and to make sense of Liberal pretensions after
1945. Liberal commentators such as A J Cummings of the News Chronicle, were respected
figures with a wide public.

In general, the mood of 1945 was perpetuated for some time to come, at least until the

end of 1946. An intellectual and cultural climate continued that was sympathetic to the outlook
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of the Labour Party. But the optimism and advance soon yielded to a more cautious, perhaps
pessimistic mood.

The changes in the international political climate led to growing doubts about Soviet
post-war intentions. Yet, until June 1947, it seemed to many that whatever their dislike for the
politics of Russia it was more than counterbalanced by their equal dislike of the policies of
America.

The Marshall Plan placed the world in the melting-pot. Apart from its economic and
political ramifications, it seriously affected attitudes towards the Soviets. For many it
represented a test as to whether Russia was willing to cooperate with the West. The division
became apparent even within the Labour Left. The ensuing series of events greatly accelerated
the process of alignment on the British Labour Left which ended in the isolation of a tiny
minority of pro-Soviets and a drastic weakening of those who, while reluctantly anti-Soviet,
remained suspicious of the Americans.(9) Personalities, like Professor Harold Laski, could see
little place for themselves in the bifurcated world of the cold war. "I have the feeling”, Laski
wrote on September 27 1947, to his close friend, Felix Frankfurter, "that I am already a ghost
in a play that is over."(10)

In retrospect, one must say that it was impossible for the Soviet Union and the Eastern
European countries within her sphere of influence to participate in the Marshall Plan without
ceding the political initiative to the United States.

Grimly, inexorably, the world divided into massive, hostile blocs. Many of the leftist
pioneers of pre-war years become less enthusiastic, and in some cases critical, of any
cooperation with the Soviet Union. The case of George Orwell is indicative. His work may
rightly be included with the anti-Communist drift of the cold-war years.(11) Newspapers and

the weeklies showed something of the same movement. The fate of Tom Hopkinson's Picture




Post is symptomatic. During the post-war period, it continued its wartime tradition of crusading
left-wing journalism. By 1950, however, the proprietor, Edward Hulton, had himself moved to
the right, and even joined the Conservative Party early that year. Hulton forced Hopkinson's
dismissal as editor in October 1950.(12) Thereafter, Picture Post went into a speedy decline
and later 'folded' .

Yet, as the high and rising circulation of Kingsley Martin's New Statesman after 1945,
with easily the largest readership of all the weeklies, shows that the intellectual energy of the

political-literary left, surviving from the thirties, was still alive.

Government and the Press

The impact of the press in forming public opinion and its propaganda potential came to be
recognised over the years by the policy-makers.

It was the First World War which decisively changed the relationship between
Government and press. In 1914 two Government agencies were established, the Press Bureau
and, linked to it, the Foreign Office News Department with the purpose of harnessing and
exploiting the propaganda potential of the press. In 1918, a Ministry of Information(MOI) was
created. After the war the Ministry was wound up, but, as its wartime services proved to be of
potential value in peacetime, its activities were carried out by the Foreign Office. In early 1919
the News Department was reconstituted and was amalgamated with another wartime creation,
the Political Intelligence Department (PID) -originally the Intelligence Branch of the
Department of Information. Thus the Foreign Office News Department was the pioneer of

what may be termed official public relations. The extension of broadcasting would further



stimulate this process and the BBC in these years would play a complementary role to Fleet
Street.

In July 1939, the News Department lost a part of its foreign publicity apparatus to a
Foreign Publicity Department, which was formed within the Foreign Office, but it retained its
responsibility for giving information to British and foreign correspondents in London. On the
outbreak of war in 1939 the Ministry of Information, reintroduced and staffed with a substantial
number of recruits from Fleet Street, contrasted with the Foreign Office which recruited staft
predominately within its own ranks. The new MOI absorbed the Foreign Publicity Department
and a great deal of the work of the News Department, which during the war was in the same
building as the Ministry. The residual News Department was responsible for liaison between the
Political Departments of the Foreign Office and the MOL

The Labour Government gave great importance to publicity issues. In April 1946 it
gave a permanent status to the Ministry of Information, which was renamed the Central Office
of Information(COI). A number of information departments were set up to deal with foreign
publicity, such as the American, East European etc. Information Departments. In 1949 they
were all absorbed into the Information Policy Department. Information Research and
Information Services Departments were also established at about this time, the latter
disappearing in 1954. With the Cold War, a clandestine information body would be created
against Soviet influence. This was the Information Research Department of the Foreign Office
established in 1948.(13)

The Second World War had a profound effect on British journalism, more far-reaching
even than the war of 1914-18. Once again, newspapers were put under pressure to keep

boosting public morale and to promote national unity.



The wartime censorship not only confined to the banning of publications -the Daily
Worker and The Week were banned (January 1941), while Churchill's attacks on the Daily
Mirror (March 1942) were unsuccessful- it also prevented newspapers from printing unwanted
material, and Defence Notices were sent to all editors concerned with subjects that could not be
reported without the permission of the Ministry of Information's Censorship Division.

Moreover, the scarcity and the rising cost of newsprint also acted as a form of
censorship.(14) In consequence, the number of newspaper pages was substantially reduced.
The limitation of the papers' space meant that news had to be compressed or suppressed. Some
papers, including The Times and the Manchester Guardian, reduced circulation in order to
remain at eight or ten pages, but were still unable to cover events comprehensively.

Another serious issue was the concentration of the main daily and weekly newspapers
into fewer hands in both London and the provincial press. In 1921 there had been 169 daily and
Sunday newspapers and 1,485 weeklies in Britain, but by 1948 this number had fallen to 128
and 1,162 respectively.(15) This phenomenon was, partly at least, a consequence of the ways in
which the newspaper industry had developed over the previous century and the first third of the
twentieth century. Press chains had existed in the past(16) but the trend towards the
concentration of ownership accelerated to such an extent after the end of the First World War
that by 1943, the British press was dominated by five groups: Lord Beaverbrook, the Berry
brothers (Lord Camrose and Lord Kemsley), Lord Rothermere, the Cadbury Trust, Odhams.
Rothermere, the Berrys and Beaverbrook were strong supporters of Conservatism, and were
not averse to intervening in national politics in the same autocratic way that they interfered in
the management and editorial policies of their papers.

The political power of the barons was one of the matters of a serious and far-reaching

public debate about the press, particularly in view of Beaverbrook's later admission that he ran



the Express "merely for the purpose of making propaganda". Other matters were: the cost of
launching a national newspaper had become virtually prohibitive; national advertising
encouraged the enlargement of popular national newspapers(17) and placed more emphasis on
the entertainment side in relation to news and comment; the State/Press relationship.(18) The
debate was conducted throughout the 1920s, and especially so in the 1930s. It was intensified
during and immediately following the Second World War and led to the setting-up of a Royal
Commission to investigate all aspects of the British press.(19) The Royal Commission on the
Press began its work in 1947 and reported in 1949.(20)

Despite the limitation on space, and other restrictions it has to be said that some
newspapers continued to perform a high quality service to their readers. Independent-minded

voices did get heard, thus saving the good name of the British Press.

Greece in the 1940s: Myths and Realities

The events of the 1940s had an extremely important impact on post-war Greece leaving
an indelible mark upon its internal development and external orientation.

For more than two decades the study of the 1940s in Greek historiography lacked
scholarly investigation, for a number of reasons: the political climate of nationalist
fundamentalism and anti-communist ideological campaign, the inaccessibility of primary
sources, the sensitive nature of the issues were some of them. Thus, the monolithic and highly
emotionally-charged interpretation of the period that was offered left the official version
virtually unchallenged. It was, therefore, not symptomatic that initial approaches of

understanding the nature and mechanics of the conflict were initiated abroad.(21)



In the early 1970s the publication of documents from foreign state archives (British and
American) and political reforms in Greece (restoration of democracy in 1974) led a new
generation of historians to re-examine and to question many of the traditional

interpretations.(22)

Most accounts of the Greek Civil War concluded with a series of value judgements that
either tried to justify or to condemn the policy of the British or the Soviets towards Greece or
the policy of one of the Greek political parties. Furthermore, as regards the second point, in
order to find an 'alibi’ for the actions of the Greek political leaders or parties, such accounts had
come to consider foreign intervention as the most important factor of the post-war Greek
developments.

The most recent approach to studying the Greek Civil War, liberated from the old
passionate partisanship and fanatic commitment to one side of the conflict, leads to the
conclusion that the civil war was produced by the conflicting objectives of two Greek camps,
each determined to impose its will upon the nation, each believing in its own legitimacy and
each realising that the sources of its efforts ultimately depended upon external factors and upon

the foreign assistance it could secure.

For Greece, as for the rest of Europe, the Second World War released new forces that
became manifest in the 1940s. Their anti-fascist and democratic spirit, which was at the basis of
the popular national unity achieved during the war in Albania (1940-1941), continued and
acquired a stronger consciousness during the occupation (1941-1944), because of the efforts of

the national resistance movement.



By the time of liberation EAM/ELAS, the most powerful of all resistance movements,
had become the dominant power in Greece by virtue of its popular following. On the other
hand, the traditional parties, deeply demoralised and discredited in the eyes of the Greek people
and totally devoid of the popular support necessary to organise a mass resistance against the
foreign invader, seemed to be in a state of permanent eclipse. They refused to cooperate with
EAM, as the events up to December 1944 (the clash between EAM/ELAS and British in
Athens) showed.

It is well documented that the policy of Churchill, who often took personal charge of
Greek policy, was to safeguard British strategic interests in the eastern Mediterranean by
restoring Britain's political influence in Greece with the Greek King as the basic factor in this
policy, and his decision to neutralise by any means, political or military, the entire Left camp.
The Greek power elites, threatened by EAM's challenge, offered their services to the British in
the hope of regaining their lost influence. And it is in this light that the problem of foreign
intervention in Greece should be viewed.

As the Lebanon and Caserta Agreements and the official documents of the Greek
Communist Party(KKE) demonstrate, the EAM/ELAS and the KKE -which, owning to the
dynamics of the struggle, constituted EAM's leading element- were willing to cooperate with
the British-sponsored Government of National Unity for the establishment in Greece of a
multi-party parliamentary system.(23) At the moment of liberation, though deeply suspicious of
the British and the Right, but confident of EAM's popular support, they decided to act with
moderation and to try to pursue their objectives by political and not military means.(24) The
myth that the EAM or the KKE had planned to seize power by military action must be rejected.

The December events ended with the defeat of EAM and the signing of the Varkiza

Agreement in February 1945. Although vague and subject to conflicting interpretations, the
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Varkiza Agreement politically offered a practical basis for compromise and eventual
reconciliation. Instead, it was followed by a wave of rightist terror against the Left and led to
yet another and more bloody conflict, that of 1946-1949.

With the new Labour Government in Britain from July 1945, the British imperial
concern remained unchanged. Britain's intention to establish in Greece a Government of the
centre was negated by her policy of non-intervention, leaving the Right and the extreme
right-wing organisations, such as the notorious X', in control of the state machinery.

Meanwhile, the KKE continued in 1945-6 to advocate a policy of reconciliation, as the
resolution of the Twelfth Plenum (July 25-27, 1945) demonstrated(25) and the various public
statements of KKE leader, Nikos Zachariadis, showed As the right-wing terror was in full
swing, it was decided in February 1946 at the second Central Committee Plenum to form a
limited armed self-defence against the White Terror and not, as some writers have argued(26),
an immediate armed revolt. The myth, therefore, that in the immediate post-Varkiza period the
communists were regrouping and preparing for the so-called 'third round’, must be cast aside.
Indeed, until the Third Plenum of September 11-12, 1947 there was no reinforcement of
partisan activity.(27)

In their decision to intervene in Greek affairs, Britain and the United States were
strongly influenced by fears of Soviet expansion in the eastern Mediterranean and the Middle
East. Yet there is no tangible proof of Moscow's interest in Greece. The myth of Soviet
instigation of the Greek civil war cannot be sustained. Stalin's first consideration was to serve
his country’s interest. He kept his part in the 'percentage agreement' of 1944, never gave more
than minimal help, economic or military, to the Greek communists and did not recognise KKE's

Provisional Democratic Government.(28)
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The deeper causes of the civil war surely lie in the interwar period and the General
Metaxas dictatorship; the immediate origins are to be found in the years of enemy occupation
and the resistance movement. It is, therefore, safe to argue that, in its fundamentals, the Greek
crisis was of domestic origins. Yet, its course and outcome were influenced, directly or
indirectly, by clashing regional and international interests. Strategic considerations of the Cold
War between the Soviets and the western alliance, as well as the antagonism between the
United States and Britain in the Eastern Mediterranean and the Middle East were entangled
with Greece's internal differences, disorienting them and giving them a Cold War ideological
dimension.

The forces of renewal in Greece during the 1940s seem to have lost their cause which
they believed in as the absolute truth. Whether they were wrong or not it has been proved in the

long run. And there may perhaps lie the catharsis of this Greek tragedy.
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CHAPTER ONE

THE BRITISH PRESS: 1943-1949

1. The Times

From 1922 the paper was in the hands of John Jacob Astor, the co-chief proprietor
with John Walter. It was administered by a Trust, established in 1924. John Astor's best service
to The Times was that he maintained the independence of the editor from any interference,
beginning with himself. He never meddled with the policy of the paper and he made sure that
other directors of the company stood back in exactly the same way.(1)

From 1941 to early 1948 editor of The Times was Robert M Barrington-Ward. He first
joined the paper in 1913 and after service in the First World War went to The Observer where
he became J L Garvin's assistant editor in 1919. Rejoining The Times in 1927, he was
appointed deputy editor in 1934, and finally succeeded Geoffrey Dawson as editor from
October 1, 1941.(2)

During his editorship The Times was subjected to violent criticism, never before
experienced in its history. The paper’s conciliatory line towards the Soviet Union in the 1940's
led its critics to charge The Times with continuing policies of appeasement through the two
decades, first towards Nazi Germany and now towards the Soviet Union. The paper was also
charged with preaching ‘power politics', as recognising 'spheres of influence’, reminiscent of that
doctrine of realpolitik which supposedly Britain was at war to oppose.

Already in the war years, Times leaders had started to discuss postwar international
relations and proclaimed that the war was not being fought to restore the status quo ante in

Europe. The Versailles settlement had failed and a stable new European system could no longer
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be fabricated without the participation of all Great Powers, including Russia. The paper
envisaged that a new peace settlement should be based upon the mutual trust, understanding
and cooperation of the Great Powers: a new Concert was what was now required, not so much
"a Concert of Europe but a Concert of the World."(3)

Upon this model was based the idea of division of the world into spheres of influence.
As The Times in a leader had put it, "zones of influence exist, were bound to exist, and will
continue to exist."(4) The paper argued that this model would succeed if all the Great Powers
were treated as equals. The Times recognised that as Britain claimed a preponderant influence
in the Middle East or America in the Pacific and the Western hemisphere as a whole, so too the
Soviet Union claimed predominance in Eastern Europe, an area of utmost sensitivity for her
security.

As relations between the wartime allies began to deteriorate once the war had been
won, the paper blamed both sides as equally guilty. There was no monopoly either of guilt or of
innocence.

A projection of The Times' ideas on organising Europe after the war, was the line it
adopted on Greece after the British intervention in 1944. It was seen as the most important test
case up to that time as to whether the British Government was willing to work with the new
forces that were emerging in European countries. An imaginative handling of these new forces
in Greece, rather than repression of them, would prove to Russia that Britain was not a
reactionary, imperialist power and that proof would provide the basis for a better east-west
understanding in Europe.(5)

A fierce dispute broke out between Churchill and The Times which will be discussed at

length below. The polemic against its editor continued for quite a long time. In his diary entry
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on February 10, 1945, Barrington-Ward would write, "This Greek business has taken a great
deal out of me."(6)

The tone of any great newspaper, however, is something which cannot be entirely
established by any one man.

E H Carr was a well-known intellectual, who had served for twenty years in the
Foreign Office when in 1936 he was appointed professor of international politics at the
University College of Wales, in Aberystwyth. He had contributed to The Times since 1937 and
in 1941 he become assistant editor until 1946.(7) He played a strong part in the paper under
Barrington-Ward. He laid down the bases of the policy vis-a-vis Russia which The Times was
to follow throughout the war and for some years afterwards. Barrington-Ward's confidence in
him is demonstrated from the fact that he confined his own interventions in the leaders to
matters of presentation rather than of comment. In 1946 Carr left the paper to pursue his
academic career and occasionally contributed leading articles.

Donald Tyerman, assistant and deputy editor of The Economist from 1937 to 1944,
and in 1943-44 deputy editor of The Observer, was one of the most effective men of the paper.
He joined The Times as assistant editor in May 1944 and stayed until 1955. After the death of
Barrington-Ward in 1948 he was considered as his natural successor. Instead he was put in
charge of home affairs on the paper, lending an important voice in the shaping of The Times'
domestic policies.(8)

Other main leader-writers on Greece were Basil Davidson, who worked for The Times
from 1947 to 1949 and then joined The New Statesman and the Daily Herald as special
correspondent(9) and J D Pringle who came in early 1948. Both would leave their distinctive
stamp on the paper, as we will see below. An equally important figure of the paper was its

diplomatic correspondent until 1948 and then its assistant editor in charge of foreign affairs,
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Iverach McDonald. He was widely trusted in the Foreign Office who always preferred to
channel any intercourse with the newspaper through him.

The contrast between the argumentative and advocate, Barrington-Ward and the
relaxed and quiet new editor, William Casey(1948-1952), clearly demonstrated that Casey
-despite his advanced age and poor health- was selected not simply to weather the storm, but
"to ensure that within Printing House Square at all events there would be no storm to be
weathered."(10) The paper gradually shifted to the right and all those who gave it colour in the
past decade drifted away to new fields which suited them better.

The radical line The Times had adopted did not damage its circulation. On the contrary,
the paper was prospering and made record profits in 1945.(11) It made a profit each year until
1948. From 1948 to 1952 there was a decreasing profit which in 1952, the last full year of
Casey's term, reached its lowest.(12)

The Times was very critical of British intervention in Greece in 1944 and it believed that
the main cause of the Greek civil war lay in Greece's internal problems and refused to accept
the international dimension which the official policy had advocated. The special correspondents
in Greece were: Geoffrey Hoare, Alkeos Angelopoulos, a 'stringer', and from 1947, Frank

Macaskie.

2. Manchester Guardian

From a provincial Lancashire Whig newspaper, the Manchester Guardian had been
transformed into an internationally known and respected Liberal journal under C P Scott's
editorship(1872-1929). In 1936, following the precedent of The Times, the proprietorship of

the paper was reconstituted as a trust.(13)
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In the interwar years the paper became increasingly independent. A P Wadsworth
(April 1944-56) was the first editor who was not a member of the Liberal Party. The 1945
election ended the official link between the paper and the Party, without, of course, formally
dissociating itself from it.(14)

A P Wadsworth joined the newspaper in 1917. In 1940 he was appointed assistant

editor and in April 1944 succeeded W P Crozier as editor. As a long-term Guardian Labour

correspondent he had many dealings with Ernest Bevin, the then trade union leader. He had
admiration for him and as editor he supported Bevin's policies. His experience as Labour
correspondent had kept his ear to the ground and he sensed that new social forces were coming
out of the war. He was among the first in the left wing press to attack Churchill openly and
criticised pretty severely Churchills Fulton speech.(15) His attitude to the Soviet Union
developed slowly and he ended, as we will see, fully supporting Bevin's policy of breaking with
Russia.

The Manchester Guardian's circulation had a steady wartime and post-war increase, at
a rate by which in 1950 The Times had 270,000 readers and the Daily Telegraph 940,000,
while the Guardian sold in the same specialised market 140,000 issues.(16) Its main
competitors were other 'quality’ papers and not the 'populars’' except perhaps, to some extent,
the News Chronicle.

This liberal intellectual newspaper was very much interested in international affairs.
Under Wadsworth there was a growing attention to world affairs. He spent much more money
on foreign news than his predecessor, Crozier, a career foreign editor. Thus foreign news got
nearly two-thirds (65 per cent) of its pre-war amount, and home politics only half.(17)

After the war, the most pressing problem the new editor had to face was the paper's

foreign staff service. It was decided that it would not be wise to call back F A Voigt, an
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outstanding figure of the Manchester Guardian in the interwar years. His violent
anti-Communism(18) and his views were unacceptable to the European left and he was
considered rather eccentric.(19) Voigt showed great interest in the Greek events and visited the
country numerous times. His views on the Greek crisis were recorded in his book, The Greek
Sedition(1949).

The paper kept its own men in the Soviet Union and the United States. One of
Wadsworth's most important foreign developments was the establishment for the first time of
an American service, under Alistair Cooke, who had several years' experience with America
first in The Times and then in the Daily Herald.(20) In Moscow it had Alexander Werth, who
had perfect knowledge of the language and was considered the most successful foreign
correspondent in wartime Russia. In early 1949 A P Wadsworth did not offer him a new staff
job on the view that he had become too much influenced by the communists. Werth started to
write regularly for The New Statesman.(21)

Apart from its staff correspondents, due to its limited resources, most of the paper's
reporting had to be done through others: it shared The Times service under an agreement
which ended in 1948; it bought news from the agencies, of which the two principal were
Reuters and the United Press; it had its 'stringers' and outside contributors. The latter helped the
paper so that it could, by modest payments, keep its readers well-informed about sensitive areas
of the world, something that it could never have afforded to do by sending a staff man on such
journeys. Philips Price, later a Labour MP, was among such contributors from 1913 onwards.
He visited Greece several times during his extensive journeys in the Balkans and the Middle
East.(22)

One of the best leader-writers the Manchester Guardian ever had and the one

responsible for most of the paper's reports on Greece was J P Pringle, the assistant editor of the
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paper from 1944 to 1948. He condemned the British intervention in Greece in 1944, although
later he would reverse his views. In 1973 he noted in his memoirs, "I think I was wrong though
I never wrote better leaders in my life."(23) In 1948 he joined The Times as a special writer and

stayed with this paper until 1952.(24)

3. Daily Telegraph

The Daily Telegraph came under the sole proprietorship of Sir William Berry (Lord
Camrose) in 1937, who in the same year bought the Morning Post, thus adding the majority of
its 117,000 readers to those of the Daily Telegraph.

Cammrose revitalised the newspaper. In 1940 the circulation peaked, then fell sharply
until 1942, when the decline was arrested. In 1947 the "magic target of one million" was
reached.

The Daily Telegraph was unmistakably a pro-Conservative and Imperialist paper. It
gave its complete support to the Chamberlain Government, though it was more sympathetic to
the Eden-Churchill line on Germany. After the war one of Camrose's main concerns was to
ensure that the Conservatives would return to power in the 1945 general elections, so that
Churchill would continue as prime minister.(25)

Churchill wrote occasional editorial articles. Of all major politicians, Churchill made use
of the press "both for income and propaganda”. His principal outlet used to be in late 1930s the

Evening Standard, and when his contract was terminated he shifted to the Daily Telegraph.(26)

In April 1947 Churchill contributed to the newspaper three articles on the changing world
situation.(27) In that of April 14, he wrote that the Soviets at the Potsdam Conference had

claimed a base either at the port of Salonika or at Alexandroupolis. That caused great sensation
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in Greece, and the London correspondents of Greek newspapers asked the Foreign Office if
they had any official knowledge of this matter. After a long research, the Foreign Office found
no document supporting Churchill's statement. On May 30 the Foreign Office wrote to
Churchill's private secretary, Miss Gilliatt, asking Churchill to throw light on the matter.(28)

With Camrose as editor-in-chief, "not merely the general policy and character of the
paper, but the details of every issue" were determined by him. The Daily Telegraph held to a
tradition of 'faceless editors', uniformly designated as managers or heads of staff.(29) The
proprietor kept a tight rein on his editors, who were relegated to the shadows. Arthur E
Watson served the paper for 48 years of which 26 as its editor(1924-1950). He acted largely as
an organiser, overseeing operations generally. The news was left to the News Editor, under
Camrose's supervision, and the leaders were all written under his supervision, keeping news and
opinion separated. Other, more independent-minded men might not have been able to accept
such a limitation of their authority and control, but Watson was willing to work within such an
editorial structure.(30)

The Daily Telegraph had a number of correspondents dealing with Greek affairs.

Richard Capell was succeeded by Christopher Buckley, Martin Moore, David Woodford.

4. News Chronicle

The News Chronicle, "the most liberal of all Fleet Street titles", was launched in 1930

as the result of the amalgamation of the Daily News and the Daily Chronicle, two venerable

Liberal papers.
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Owners of the paper were the Cadbury family trust, and Lawrence Cadbury
represented the family’s interests. The first major appointment for the new paper was that of Sir
Walter Layton, who was appointed editorial director.

The News Chronicle in June 1947 had a figure of 1,623,475. It competed for the third
place with the Daily Mail after the Daily Express and the Daily Herald. The paper devoted
more space and consideration to political matters than most popular papers.

The general policy of the paper may be called Liberal or radical and not Labour,
although it qualified as a sympathetic source of Labour news. In the 1930s it provided a
platform for G D H Cole's advocacy of the socialist state and featured a column by Ellen
Wilkinson. As a report by Mass-Observation, prepared for the Advertising Service Guild in
1949, estimated, half the paper's readers were Labour supporters, one fifth conservative and
only one eighth Liberals.(31)

Conflicts inside the newspaper were inevitable because of its structure. The
determination of the Cadburys, old Liberals but gradually moving to the Tories, to keep the
paper from taking a really radical stand led to frictions with the editor, Gerald Barry, and the
staff. One striking example was the suppression by Layton of a leading article on the eve of
Chamberlain's departure to Munich in 1938. On December 14, 1944 Barry would remind
Layton, "during the critical days of that humiliating period we were obliged to hold in our
horses, and -if I may mix my metaphors- back-pedal."(32)

During Layton's service in 1940 in the Ministry of Supply and the Ministry of
Production, until his return to the paper after the war, Barry had a new Chairman in Laurence
Cadbury, who was another person intent on editorial interference. The divergence of opinion
between radical staff and restrained directors was especially apparent in the City and business

departments of the paper. Such was the disparity that it threatened to "destroy the
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homogeneous nature of the paper". Cadbury agreed that while different views made the paper
interesting, "there cannot be too great a divergence of opinion and outlook if the paper is to
carry conviction." Cadbury regretted the News Chronicle's progressive stand as a drain on
circulation, always his primary concem. He held partly responsible himself for not holding
regular policy conferences and regretted the absence of Walter Layton.(33)

Gerald Barry was the editor of the News Chronicle from 1936.(34) His duties as the
Managing Editor of the News Chronicle were constantly encroached upon to the effect that
Layton would warn him that "policy must be one which commands the concurrence of the
proprietors, and though the Daily News Trust has never sought to put its Editor into leading
strings, it almost inevitably involves some adjustments on his part, particularly if he is a man of
strong conviction."(35) Though Barry's days were obviously numbered, he remained editor of
the News Chronicle until November 1947, when disagreements with the returned Layton
caused him to resign. Barry was to tell Tom Hopkinson, editor of Picture Post, that Layton
wanted to decide everything that appeared in the paper -"and I'm left as a kind of dignified
office boy." One night when Barry returned to the paper and found that once again Layton had
been amending his leader, it proved too much: "I'm the bloody editor. He's only the
Chairman."(36) Moreover the News Chronicle had become more and more critical of the
Labour Government and of Russia, and in both these directions Barry was not in
agreement.(37) He was succeeded by R Cruikshank and this change signaled a shift to the right
in the editorial views of the paper, especially over foreign affairs.(38)

Vernon Bartlett was the diplomatic correspondent. He had been elected to Parliament
in 1938, as an Independent Progressive, in opposition to the Government's German policy and
he was an Independent MP in the 1945 Parliament. Another prominent writer on the paper

was A J Cummings, the political editor. Cummings, one of the most influential and
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well-informed radical journalist of the 1930s, was not only a distinguished contributor to the
press but also a commentator on it.(39) In 1920 he became assistant editor of the Daily News
and he was to serve the News Chronicle for 35 years.(40) His ‘Spotlight on Politics' column
was "a very valuable feature in the paper" -as Cadbury himself had pointed out- and one of the
best read in the British press. Cadbury defended Cummings' "great latitude” of the views he
expressed, and when he was taken to task from an "important quarter”" about him he replied
that "it was our policy to give him this freedom of expression."(41) When, in October 1948, the
Daily Express offered him a place on the paper, he refused, "because he felt he would be
compromising his loyalties to the Liberal Party and policies."(42)

The newspaper took an specially keen interest in Greek affairs and vigorously opposed
the British intervention of 1944 in Greece. Correspondents who served the paper in Greece
were Philip Jordan, Southern-Keele of Christian Science Monitor, and Chronis Protopappas, a
Greek 'stringer’. In 1945 Stephen Barber joined the paper, after leaving the Associated Press
because of its "anti-British" attitude(43), and served the paper as its Athens correspondent until

the end of the civil war.

5. Daily Herald

The paper was first launched as a strike sheet during a printers' lock-out in January
1911.(44) In 1929 Odhams Press Ltd, under J S Elias (later Viscount Southwood), purchased a
51 per cent interest, and the remaining 49 per cent was held in the names of thirty-two Trades
Union Officials as trustees of the Labour Party. Odhams had four directors on the Board

including the chairman, Elias, the Trades Union Congress (TUC) four with Ernest Bevin as
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vice-president. The Daily Herald had no associate paper, although Odhams printed the Sunday
paper The People.

The Daily Herald's circulation in 1947 was over two million. Odhams deeds ensured
that the political policy of the paper should be that of the Labour Party and its industrial policy
that of the TUC. The constitution of the paper did not provide any safeguards for the editor or
even discuss his position. That resulted in the dismissal of two editors in five years and in the
resignation of a third, Francis Williams (1937-1940). To the TUC an editor was no more than
another paid official at the receiving end of a Congress resolution, and to Elias, a technician
hired to do a production job.(45) Despite the complications of pleasing all co-owners of the

paper, Percival Cudlipp, the new editor, remained in the chair until November 1953.(46)

As the official newspaper of the Labour Party, the Daily Herald followed the divisions
of the Party on important issues in the 1930s like the Popular Front, the League of Nations,
armaments, pacifism, and policy towards Germany.(47) One can attribute this to the
domination of the Board of Directors by representatives of Trades Unions like Walter Citrine
and Emest Bevin, both of right-wing attitudes. The paper gave its fullest support to the Labour
Government and its Foreign Secretary, Bevin. Labour Britain never gave the slightest hint of
lining up with the Soviets, and Bevin had advocated a pro-American policy. The paper's loyalty
to the Labour Government was one factor in the evolution of its anti-Soviet outlook.

W N Ewer was the diplomatic correspondent, with a wide range of contacts and

sources. Michael Foot(48) had a weekly political column, in addition to editing Tribune.

The paper kept for all seven years (1943-49) the same Athens correspondent F G
Salusbury, and sent Dudley Barker to cover the election of 1946. The Daily Herald's reaction to

the Greek crisis reveals, indeed, a general identity problem. As it will be shown below, there
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was considerable divergence of opinion between the often critical attitude of the editorial staff
and W N Ewer, and the paper's Athens correspondents, who were more aligned with the

official policy.

6. Daily Express

The Daily Express under the financial control of Lord Beaverbrook (Max Aitken),
since 1917 was invigorated and resulted in an outstanding rise of circulation from 1,69 million
in 1930 to a sale of 3,856,963 in 1947.

There were two other papers in the Express group: The Sunday Express, which
Beaverbrook founded in 1919, and the evening paper, the Evening Standard, which he acquired
in 1923.(49)

Beaverbrook took active control in the conduct of his papers, especially the Daily
Express in which his interest and command were greatest and most direct. Editor of the Daily
Express was Arthur Christiansen. He first joined the Express group in 1925 as a casual
sub-editor on the Sunday Express to become in 1932 the editor of the Daily Express, a post
that he retained for almost 24 years.(50) His job and his outlook were entirely non-political. In
his autobiography he was to write: "I was a journalist, not a political animal. My proprietor was
a journalist and a political animal. The policies were Lord Beaverbrook's job, the presentation
mine."(51)

Throughout the inter-war period the Express group would preach the twin doctrines of
Imperial Preference and Isolation. The same principles would prevail in the post-war era:

We stand where we have always stood. We are Isolationist not in the American sense

but in the British sense. The term connotes a political interest in Britain and the British

Empire. The policy involved a determination to arm to the teeth, to seek and to sustain
companionships with the U.S., and to refuse to take any part in the pre-war quarrels of
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Europe...When the job is done and the war is over, the Daily Express will be found, on
the same banner, espousing the same course, believing in the same wisdom...Splendid
Isolation and Companionship with the U.S.(52)

Friendship with America should be between equals. Beaverbrook's line always was to
defend British independence against American encroachments. It is characteristic that while the
British press widely and extensively reported Marshall's speech on November 18, 1947 the
Daily Express reported it in two column inches at the foot of its front page.(53) On April 25,
1948 Beaverbrook wrote to Roy Howard "I am opposed to the Marshall Plan...I deplore the
disintegration of the British Empire. I condemn the Socialists. And I detest the Tories who
helped the Socialists to perpetrate these follies."(54)

Similarly Beaverbrook would mobilise his newspapers against British participation in
Western Union. On October 28 he wrote to Christiansen:

You should make it very clear that we are not opposed to Western Union. That may be

very good for Europeans. Our opposition is to Britain joining Western Union. And that

opposition is based on two lines of criticism: (1) It separates us from the Empire sooner
or later; (2) It separates us from the United States and makes us a subsidiary instead of
an equal partner.(55)

The paper noisily opposed Britain's acceptance of entanglements on the European
continent, most particularly if these involved military intervention. In 1947, as we will see later,
the Daily Express was strongly expressed in favour of the British troops' withdrawal from
Greece.

Beaverbrook regarded the Soviet Union as a lesser danger to Britain's interests than the
United States. From October 1917 onwards the Express group would consistently advocate
non-intervention in the affairs of the Soviet Union by all other powers.(56) Friendly relations

between Britain and the Soviet Union were in the national interests of both countries.

Pragmatic considerations of national interest should be the sole guide in determining British
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foreign policy, and not ideological ones. Thus, among the conservative press the Express group
would be the more sceptical of hardline policies towards the Soviet Union.

The Express newspapers proclaimed themselves as being the voice of “"independent
conservatism." "Party considerations have played, and will play, no part in the propounding of
this policy. The Express newspapers will give their support to any politician, Tory, Socialist or
Liberal, who advocates it."(57) This claim was apparently true in the field of economic policy,
e.g. the American loan of 1946. However, whatever his differences with the official Tory
policy, at election times his newspapers would always advise their readers to vote Conservative.
Beaverbrook championed the Conservative party more out of loyalty to Churchill than any
other reason.(58) In the 1945 election he became "in effect the party manager"(59) and the
Daily Express "the most politically-prejudiced paper in the country."(60) After 1945
Beaverbrook pulled out of public events. He retained, however, his active control over his
newspapers and he watched every detail of them until the last day of his life.(61)

The Daily Express devoted little space to Greek events. Eric Grey served as the paper's

Athens special correspondent.

7. Daily Mail

With Lord Northcliffe gone in August 1922, the running of the paper passed to his
younger brother, the first Lord Rothermere. He exercised an active and personal control over
the newspaper which was included, with many other titles, in the Associated Newspapers
Group. In 1937 he was succeeded by his son, Viscount Rothermere, a loyal Churchillian, who

also controlled the general policy and character of the paper.
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The Daily Mail became notorious for its admiration towards the Nazi regime and its
celebration of Hitler as the saviour of western civilisation.(62)

The circulation of the Daily Mail in 1939 reached a record low compared with its figure
at the start of the decade. It continued to tumble until 1940, bottomed out from then until 1942,
and thereafter began to creep upwards. In 1947 it sold 2,007,542 copies.(63)

Rothermere changed editors, roughly every two years, in his effort to dent the Daily
Express' circulation lead, as the paper had been locked in rivali'y with the Beaverbrook
newspapers for almost two decades In the period 1944-49, editors of the newspaper were S F
Horniblow (1944-47) and Frank Owen (1947-50). Horniblow was forced to resign, allegedly
owing to Lady Rothermere's contempt for him as an editor.(64) Owen, who in 1938 was
editor of the Evening Standard, was a man of liberal ideas. It is indicative that, while he himself
did not agree with Appeasement, he accepted, however, to serialise Mein Kampf as he knew
well that Hitler's name sold newspapers.(65)

The Daily Mail was almost indifferent to the Greek drama. News from Greece came
fromits chief European correspondent, Alexander Clifford and from correspondents who were

sent only occasionally, such as Tetlow, John Fischer.

8. The Observer

Founded in 1791 The Observer was the oldest Sunday paper. In 1911, it was sold to
Viscount Astor. In 1919, David Astor succeeded his father, Waldorf, as proprietor. In 1944,
The Observer was run by a Trust on non-profit-making, non-party lines.

David Astor very early had shown a keen interest in journalism and he started writing

for the paper in 1941, introducing a new column, 'Forum.' J L Garvin, the editor, interpreted the
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'Forum' topics as anti-Churchill in an almost paranoid manner and coupled with other political
differences with Lord Astor, he left the paper in February 1942, when his contract had run out.

Following Garvin's departure, The Observer's politics underwent a radical
transformation.

Ivor Brown, the dramatic critic, was appointed in August 1942 the "acting" editor, but
the real force in the office was David Astor, who moulded the paper in his image. Most of his
carefully chosen recruits came from groups of young and progressive thinkers and
journalists-writers who had met during the war and formed such groups as the 'Post-War
Bureau', '1941 Committee', the 'Shanghai Club', the Socialist Bookcentre bookshop. To
mention some of them: Sebastian Haffner, Michael Foot, George Orwell, Stephen King-Hall,
Ronald Fredenburgh, Alastair Forbes, Jon Kimche, Isaac Deutscher, and Donald Tyerman.

This influx of new talent had an almost revolutionary, effect on The Observer. There
were many new features that marked the difference in the paper. In 1943 Kimche started the
famous 'Liberator' column under which pseudonym Haffner also wrote. In April 1945
Deutscher started a column called Peregrine's European Notebook', whose powerful views
became widely quoted. Another important feature which was to become the most famous
hallmark of The Observer, was the Profile'. The Profiles' were, perhaps, the first sustained
attempt at a deeper understanding of public figures in the British press. Haffner, who was
writing leaders for 'Liberator’, as well as several of the 'Profile’ features and some leaders, would
later create his column under the pseudonym 'Student of Europe’, another famous feature of the
paper.(66)

All these innovations by young, talented writers were making the paper intellectually
exciting. The Times under the guidance of Barrington-Ward and E H Carr was the only paper

to rival its sense of intellectual excitement. They were both papers that had traditionally been
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loyal to the Conservative Party, but that now advocated new social, economic and international
solutions to post-war problems.

In the years 1943-46 it was the competition between Haffner and Deutscher that
dominated The Observer. Both were men of strong conviction, with irreconcilable "world
views". Deutscher, a Polish-Jew, was a Marxist intellectual, the most famous Marxist
anti-Stalinist writer of his generation. Haffner, German-born, anti-Nazi was principally
conservative. One of the hallmarks of The Observer under David Astor was the
accommodation of conflicting views at the same time, thus giving readers a choice. A
characteristic example of this was the article of December 12 1944 on the British intervention in
Greece. In the same leader Deutscher presented the "case against” and Haffner the “case for"
the British intervention in Greece.

The Observer never advocated Socialism and David Astor was never a Socialist. It
believed in a federated Europe led by Britain and as such became the first advocate of the
Marshall Plan for European recovery. Following on from this the paper became a firm advocate
of NATO and the Anglo-American alliance. The left-wingers on the paper, Deutscher, Orwell,
Kimche were anti-Stalinist and the paper adopted a distrustful attitude towards the Soviet
Union, expressed as early as in 1943.(67)

The paper gradually shifted towards the right. The wartime recruits who were at the
core of the paper, such as Kimche and Deutscher left, the former in 1945 and the latter in 1946.
Deutscher, found the paper "too bourgeois...and has a very militant anti-communist slant."(68)
Haffner, though the main architect of the paper's advocacy of the Marshall Plan and NATO,
after a visit to America in 1950, was disillusioned by American militarism and extreme

anti-Communism. As a result he started arguing for a strong, neutral Europe to stand between
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the USA and USSR. That brought him in disagreement with Astor and the paper's adopted
pro-American policy. He finally left the paper in 1955.

David Astor became the foreign editor from 1945 to 1948, and in that year he took
control as editor. He replaced Kimche, Deutscher and others with a new generation of writers.
Among them were Hugh Massingham, the political correspondent from 1945 to 1961 and the
founder of the modern political column, Patrick O'Donovan and Robert Stephens, the Middle
East correspondent.

The Observer's influence and rise in circulation continued steadily under David Astor.
Its average yearly sale in 1942 had been 241,613, whereas in late 1947 it was 359,912.

The Observer, in 1945, had in Athens a 'stringer’, Philip Deane, the pen-name for
Gerassimos Gigantes.(69) Massingham and O'Donovan went to Greece in 1947 and 1948

respectively and contributed several articles on the Greek crisis.

9. Sunday Times

The Berry brothers bought the paper in 1915. In 1937 they divided their newspaper
empire, and the Sunday Times came under the control of Gomer Berry (Viscount Kemsley).
The paper was included in Allied Newspapers, the vast network of provincial papers and the
London Daily Sketch and the Sunday Graphic.

Kemsley ran his newspapers to climb the ladder of the peerage as much as anything
else, and thus required them to be as inoffensive and unexciting as possible. Under his
uninspired direction the paper was stuffy, archaic and establishment-minded. The official
historians of the Sunday Times acknowledge the problem. There was "too much nagging

attention to detail and no full-time reporting staff to gather or analyse news."(70)

34



W W Hadley, aged 64, became editor of the paper in 1932 until his retirement in 1950
at the age of 82. Though he had been bred a Liberal "he accepted Kemsley's unintelligent brand
of Conservatism with a certain complacency."(71) His successor, H V Hodson(1950-61),
wrote about him "he believed strongly in the close partnership of editor and proprietor in the
conduct of a newspaper...and admired and accepted Lord Kemsley's strong control of...general
policy."(72)

An equally important outlet of editorial opinion were the full-strength, leader-page
articles contributed by Robert Ensor under the pseudonym of ‘Scrutator'. He held this post from
1941 until 1953. He had achieved experience as leader writer on the Daily News(1909-1911)
and on the Daily Chronicle, with which he stayed until 1931.(73)

The Sunday Times never made a pretense of basing its foreign policy on anything save
what it regarded as British self-interest. It carried little Greek news.

The Kemsley Press was served in Athens by Claire Hollingworth and Archibald Gibson.

10. The Economist

Founded in 1843, The Economist was owned half by Financial Newspaper proprietors,
and half by leading financiers. In the period 1943-49 the journal had five Trustees, among them
was Sir W Beveridge. Brendan Bracken was on the Board of Directors until he went into
Government in 1941 and returned in 1947 for another eight years.(74)

The war had greatly extended The Economist's readership. From 10,000, in 1947 the
circulation rose to 35,000 copies and at the end of Crowther's editorship it would reach more

than 55,000.
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A moderately liberal weekly, it acquired its international prestige under the editorship of
Sir Walter Layton(1922-1938) and enhanced it under his successor Geoffrey
Crowther(1938-1956).(75)

The journal had a tradition of editorial independence. In the Articles of Association of
the company, the second paragraph of Article 105 gave the editor the sole control of editorial
policy "to the exclusion of the Board of Directors". In 1938 it was modified involving more the
trustees and the directors.(76) Crowther's tenure as editor was marked by his total control over
policy and he was "always fearless in the columns of his paper.” In wartime, Donald Tyerman,
deputy editor from 1939 to September 1944, acted as editor on many occasions, as Crowther
had been engaged in various governmental posts.

Crowther and Tyerman concerned themselves with the paper's foreign policy. Isaac
Deutscher served as a part-time writer on Central Europe and on Soviet affairs. Barbara Ward
was another foreign editor who served the paper from 1939 until 1950. From the beginning of
1947 she shared the foreign editorship with Donald McLachlan.

Barbara Ward served the paper first as an editorial assistant and she was swiftly to
establish herself as Crowther's equal. She, like him, was part of the vigorous journalistic culture
that believed in the progressive political thinking of wartime Britain. The Crowther-Ward
partnership worked well, as "the head and the heart" of the paper.(77)

Donald McLachlan joined The Economist in 1947 as assistant foreign editor. In early
1954 he went to the Daily Telegraph as deputy editor and became the first editor of the Sunday
Times. McLachlan was never particularly an Economist man. Compared to Ward, McLachlan
was "certainly a hardliner". His analysis of the state of East-West relations led to the conclusion

that there was no room for compromise.
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The Economist believed that the problem for Britain had always been how to contain
the potential master of the Continent, and the fact that he now spoke Russian, instead of
German or French, was not a fundamental change. The real important change was the
emergence of the United States as a full-time power and her willingness to form and lead a
Grand Alliance.

It was Crowther's own idea the creation of a new feature, 'American Survey, as a
distinct entity in the paper, which first appeared on January 17 1942. Margaret Cruikshank, an

American, ran the London end. Her husband was Robin Cruikshank the editor of the News

Chronicle from 1947, who during the war was director of the American division of the Ministry
of Information. The journal gave its full support to the Marshall Plan as "an act without peer in
history."(78)

The Economist was not driven by anti-communism but by the desire for some kind of
world order that would give maximum stability and liberty to the world. In the 1930s, when
most of the other newspapers avoided any contact with Soviet embassy officials, The
Economist as well as the News Chronicle maintained a friendly attitude to Russia. As Barbara
Ward put it in the late 1940s, "Every responsible statesman in the Western world can have only
one objective -to achieve lasting peace by agreement with Russia." But she came down against
premature negotiations which might weaken the West's position.(79)

In the Greek crisis The Economist raised an independent voice, by being often critical
of the Greek Government and of British policy and by arguing that the cause of the civil war

was mostly internal.
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11. The Spectator

The Spectator, founded in 1828, came to be regarded as perhaps the most influential of
conservative weeklies. The two provincial proprietors, who owed 61 per cent of The Spectator
Ltd., were Sir John Evelyn Wrench, its editor(1925-1932), and Sir J Angus Watson. From
1932 to 1953 the editor was Wilson Harris.(80) Under his long editorship, The Spectator had
considerably enhanced its reputation and more than doubled its circulation.

The Spectator's policies during the 1940s were generally determined by Wilson Harris.
Yet, his editorship was not free of proprietorial supervision and interference. But such
interference was rarely necessary, for, as Harris himself had put it "there were not many
questions of policy which caused serious perplexity and none, I think, which involved
differences of opinion between Proprietors and Editor."(81) After the war both Wrench and
Watson were so occupied elsewhere that they were kept away from the paper. "I was
therefore" wrote Harris in his autobiography, "left completely to myself so far as the conduct of
The Spectator on the editorial side was concerned."(82)

It was Harris' view that "The Spectator has never identified itself with that or any other
organised party."(83) Harris in the 1945 election stood for "a continuance of National
Government under Winston"(84) and he was elected as Independent MP for Cambridge. In its
politics and personnel, The Spectator was a moderate Conservative.

The Spectator had from its early days been an advocate of close Anglo-American
cooperation, particularly under the editorship of its proprietor since 1897 John St Loe Strachey.
The journal concentrated its themes on Imperial, Commonwealth and American issues. On the
other hand the journal throughout the thirties expressed a loathing for Communism while it

openly supported appeasement.(85) In the forties it retained its pro-American attitude and
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supported the Atlantic Pact, without ruling out completely any chance for "hard bargaining"
with the Soviet Union. Harris in his capacity as M.P. had opposed the complete cut-off of
relations with the Soviet Union in the House. As he later put it "I hoped, perhaps
impracticably, for more active efforts to get some sort of negotiations with that all but
impossible country started."(86)

Harris wrote most of the leaders and editorial notes, as well as the weekly 'A
Spectator's Notebook', signed Tanus'. This was what he wrote about Janus": "under cover of
pseudonymity, even pseudonymity worn thin, he (the author) can permit himself an
irresponsibility and freedom of comment not appropriate to articles with full editorial weight
behind them."(87)

Comment on international affairs in the journal was also proffered in Harold Nicolson's
weekly ‘Marginal Comment', a Spectator's feature with a wide following.(88)

Harold Nicolson, educated at Balliol College, Oxford, entered the diplomatic service as
a career diplomat in 1909 and he was posted to Madrid, Constantinople, Teheran and Berlin. In
1929 he resigned from the Foreign Office, something that he later "bitterly regretted."(89) In
1930 he joined the Evening Standard. In 1935 he was elected as National Labour MP and
during the Second World War was to serve briefly at the Ministry of Information. In 1948 he
stood unsuccessfully in a by-election as a Labour candidate. Thereafter, he abandoned politics
and devoted the rest of his life to writing.(90)

The Spectator defended British policy towards Greece. Nicolson, who had visited

Greece several times, failed to understand the real causes of the Greek conflict.
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12. Tribune

Tribune was launched in January 1937 by a group of Labour MPs, Aneurin Bevan,

Ellen Wikinson, Sir Stafford Cripps and George Strauss, the latter two providing the bulk of
the necessary capital. When Sir Stafford and Strauss joined the National Government they
officially severed their connection with the paper but maintained some influence on its
production.(91)

Tribune was the product of the controversy in the Labour Party over policy on Spain.
The journal had specifically and primarily come into being in order to mobilise public support
for the Republic and for a 'united front' against fascism.

The policy of the journal was determined by an editorial board which met at regular
weekly meetings. The first editor was William Mellor(1937-1938), who was succeeded by R J
Hartshorn. At the beginning of the war Jon Kimche served for a while as editor, before he left
for The Observer in mid-1942. Aneurin Bevan became a Director and the editor until he took
office in the Labour Government in 1945. He was succeeded on the Board by Jennie Lee, MP,
his wife. In 1947 editor was Jon Kimche who had left The Observer. Michael Foot took over

from 1948 until 1952. Issac Deutscher was writing for Tribune until 1943 under the pseudonym

Major Rabski and George Orwell, literary editor (1943-1945), had the regular column ‘As I
please.’

The journal was one of the few papers which were openly in opposition to the wartime
Government. When Labour came to power in 1945 Tribune had close ties with the
Government. Bevan, Cripps, Strauss and Wilkinson were, or would be Cabinet ministers.

Michael Foot who from 1945 until 1974 was managing director of the journal was Bevan's
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close friend and he was close enough to the Government to write a weekly column for Labour's
official organ, the Daily Herald.

Initially, Tribune had been critical of Bevin's close cooperation with the Americans and

of his hostile approach to the Russians and it had criticised the British policy in Greece. Yet,
when in January 1946 Soviet delegates at the United Nations criticised British policies in

Greece, Tribune leaped to Bevin's defence. It was the first of the Labour Left weeklies to sound

an anti-Soviet warning. If British Labour succeeded in bringing about the socialist
transformation peacefully, then "the Soviet Union might have to face competition from the
international attraction of a country which is neither capitalist and reactionary, nor Bolshevik,
but the champion and pathfinder of democratic socialism." This tone would characterise

Tribune articles during the cold-war period.(92)

13. The New Statesman and Nation

The New Statesman was the most important of the serious weeklies in the forties and
the most widely read and the most widely quoted. Martin offered an explanation when he wrote
that The New Statesman "was successful because it understood the perplexities of the pacifists,
the Liberals, of Labour, the Communists and even of the Conservatives... We are a reflection of
everyone's perplexities."(93)

The New Statesman was founded in 1913 by Sidney and Beatrice Webb, leading
figures of the Fabian Society, G Bernard Shaw and Clifford Sharp, its first editor, with the
primary purpose of promoting social and economic reform according to the lights of Fabian

socialism.
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Among his editorial campaigns over the next four years were: for the opening of a ‘Second

Front' in Europe and for the support of resistance movements in the Nazi-occupied countries.

The New Statesman gave expression to the evolution of Left feeling and thinking
during this era and its influence was on intellectual leaders, on teachers, professionals, the
activators of local movements whose influence was important. It had, therefore, played an
important part in canalising this feeling into the current which won the 1945 election.

The coming in 1945 of a strong Labour Government, with all their promise of
application in practical Government of the theories that the nineteenth-century Fabians or even
the Popular Frontists of the thirties had been thinking and talking about, was relished as victory
in the present and promise for the future. The New Statesman tone for this epoch was set in the
editorial of May 12, 1945. A measure of optimism seemed justifiable; an era of peace, with all
three major powers cooperating, seemed possible.

Yet, Martin's socialism was not a party Socialism. The New Statesman was not

organically linked to the Party as Tribune was, though Martin's chief lieutenant at this time was
R H S Crossman, a Labour MP, and others connected with the weekly included Labour MPs
then associated with the left wing of the party such as Stephen Swingler, Woodrow Wyatt and
Maurice Edelman. Whereas Tribune was required reading for left-of-centre Labour Party
activists, The New Statesman appealed equally to independent leftists associated with Common
Wealth, the Independent Labour Party(ILP) or even in 1945, the Communist Party. It was a
journal more rarefied and intellectual in tone than Tribune. It supported the Government
consistently in home policy, like the creation of the Welfare State. But in world affairs it would
have been inconsistent, with the poli;::ies the journal was preaching, to support Ernest Bevin's

foreign policy.
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The battle against Bevin's "Toryism' abroad was started by R H S Crossman, a
prominent member of the Parliamentary 'Keep Left' Group, in the summer of 1945 when Bevin
gave his first speech on foreign policy.(98) The journal's criticism was not confined to the
Crossman-Bevin row. It was critical of the American loan negotiations, of the Bretton Woods
agreement, of the Greek as well as the Palestine policy. Through Crossman, the paper became
deeply involved in and for a time committed to faction-fighting within the Labour Party. "It
became the darling, once again, of the non-Communist Left; but it became anathema, as it had
never quite been before, to the orthodox Labour men."(99)

At the end of the war the journal had seen the possibility of a United Europe under
British leadership and with Russian friendship; its principal preoccupation became that of trying
to make sure that the opportunity presented by this promise was not lost.

The Cold War tensions proved catalytic. The New Statesman remained distrustful of
America's counter-strategy of the Marshal Plan and espoused a more conciliatory approach. It
continued to argue that Britain and Europe should constitute a third bloc ('Third Force' idea),
politically democratic like the United States, economically socialist like the Soviet Union, to
balance and eventually to reconcile the other two. Yet, The New Statesman's mistrust of
America's aims never amounted to general anti-Americanism.

The New Statesman believed that it was very necessary indeed to make a special and
deliberate effort to understand and be friends with the Russians. The paper regarded the Soviet
Union's 'peace offensive' seriously. It was alone in watching, uneasily, the development of the
‘anti-Communism disease’, and unique in forecasting McCarthysm, in an article by E Penning
Powell.

The New Statesman had a number of influential contributors, such as Professor Harold

Laski and H N Brailsford. The first was Martin's political mentor, who became the link between

44



worked with her, and she had contacts with the Resistance groups all over Europe. The paper
was the first to give real hard news concerning the activities of the European resistance
movements.

A late recruit was Basil Davidson who became in 1949 a special correspondent. But it
quite soon became apparent that their opinions were not, in important respects, the same.
Martin gradually became distrustful of Communism, however willing to work with it for world
peace; Davidson had not undergone quite such a crisis of confidence and it was from this that
the differences between him and the editor arose.

Major foreign policy leaders in the 1940s were usually written by Martin. Brailsford,
Crossman and Cole were frequent editorial contributors. The "London Diary' column, which
contained much political comment, was mostly written by Martin. The weekly news review
notes (‘Comments’) were written by the various staff members.

The New Statesman was alone in advocating a compromise solution in Greece in 1949.
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The New Statesman and the Left Book Club(100); for Brailsford the editor had the greatest

admiration and respect both as a man and as a journalist.(101)

Another prominent figure was R H S Crossman, the chief leader writer on foreign
affairs. He started to write for The New Statesman as a reviewer, and in 1938 he became
assistant editor. In 1945, he was elected Labour MP for Coventry East and was to retain that
seat until 1974.(102) In the thirties he opposed the Popular Front as a gimmick and he was
distrustful of the Communists. He was among those who developed the idea of the "Third
Force' on the axiom that "we have two enemies: Communism and anti-Communism."(103) He
was a founder-member of the 'Keep Left' group. The New Statesman, and notably R H S
Crossman, urged the Labour Government to provide a positive lead and policy, and later he
dealt harshly with Bevin when he failed to do so. Crossman reversed himself later and adopted
a more sympathetic approach towards the Marshall Plan. His new line was opposed to the view
held by Ian Mikardo and others in the 'Keep Left' group, who accepted Marshall Aid, but at the
same time they argued for "achieving a greater independence of American economics."(104)

G D H Cole was a veteran New Statesman journalist who had influenced the journal's

character. He was a Guild Socialist and all his writings, both as a writer and a journalist
constituted, almost on their own, an encyclopaedia and dictionary of the Labour movement as
well as a socialist philosophy.(105) He wrote for the Manchester Guardian and The Nation,
until, in 1918, he joined The New Statesman. On the non-communist Left, he continued almost
alone to question the wisdom of accepting Marshall Aid.(106)

The journal's chief exponent of the European case became Dorothy Woodman, who
was Secretary of the Union of Democratic Control(107), of which Martin was the Chairman.
Woodman devoted the Union's principal energies to creating a 'climate’ propitious to post-war

Socialism. The anti-Fascists in the European Governments-in-exile- became her friends and
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CHAPTER TWO

PRESS ATTITUDES FROM JANUARY 1943 TO NOVEMBER 1944

Greece became involved in the Second World War when she refused to submit to an
Italian ultimatum on October 28 1940. The Greeks inflicted a severe defeat on the Italians, but
the German advance into Greece in April 1941 led to defeat of the Greek army and the division
of the country into three occupation zones: German, Italian and Bulgarian. The King and his
Government under E Tsouderos left for Cairo and then for London. In Athens a
collaborationist Government was installed headed by Tsolakoglou, the general who had
concluded the surrender to the Germans.

Resistance began as a spontaneous movement. The first such movement to appear, and
by far the strongest and most important was the National Liberation Front(EAM) and its
military wing, the National Popular Liberation Army(ELAS). It was formed in September
1941, on communist initiative, and offered both a way to resist the enemy and a promise for
freedom and social justice in postwar Greece. Gradually it secured the active support of a large
proportion of the population and by liberation it had some two million members and it became
virtually a de facto Government and consequently a rival of the regime in exile.(1)

The other two main resistance groups were the National Republican Hellenic League
(EDES) led by Colonel Zervas and the National and Social Liberation (EKKA) led by Colonel
Dimitrios Psarros. They were regional in their activities and military in character. Despite their
republicanism, they had no consistent ideology and they failed to develop into a cohesive unit.
Their appeal was based more on the personal qualities of their leaders than on their political
programmes. They had much less popular response and became dependent on British political

and economic support for their survival.(2)

51



Greece from January to December 1943

As the war progressed Greek developments were decisively affected by British political
and military decisions. The British basic objective was to restore, after liberation, Britain's
political influence in Greece in order to safeguard British interests in the Eastern Mediterranean.
As in the pre-war period, the King still remained the basic factor in this policy, despite his
unpopularity due to his association with the Metaxas dictatorship.(3)

British short-term military objectives were soon to conflict with long-term political
interests. Given the predominantly republican and left-wing character of the resistance
movement, by supporting the expansion of guerrilla activity, it might in the end run counter to
the British Government's policy of safeguarding the position of the Greek King. Thus, by late
1943, political considerations began to receive primary attention.(4)

In August 1943, representatives of the three main resistance organisations,
EAM/ELAS, EDES and EKKA, arrived in Cairo in an effort to obtain recognition of their
status as a part of the Greek armed forces. They also demanded an unequivocal statement from
the King that he would not return to Greece prior to the conduct of a plebiscite. After
consulting with both Churchill and Roosevelt, the King refused. Thus, an attempt to bridge the
gap between the guerrilla groups, the Government-in-exile, the King and the British authorities
failed. The Cairo délegation returned to Greece in September with nothing accomplished and
deeply frustrated.(5)

As a direct result of the Cairo events civil war erupted in October 1943 between ELAS
and EDES. Colonel Zervas secretly arranged a cease-fire with the German occupation forces

and he then turned the whole of his army against ELAS. The British cut off all supplies to
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ELAS and their policy towards EAM/ELAS was modified, which meant a complete break with
it and an effort to win over the moderates of its rank and file.
On March 15 1943, in the midst of a serious crisis within the Greek armed forces in the

Middle East, King and cabinet left London for Cairo.

Records from the Foreign Office indicated the efforts the British Ambassador to
Greece, Reginald Leeper, and the Foreign Office made to "sell" the King to the Greek people.

When the King arrived to Cairo, an intensified propaganda campaign in his favour
followed. Wide press and broadcasting coverage was given to his attendance at parades by
Greek troops, in Tripolis, in Baalbek, his visit to the battlefield of El Alamein and to the Greek
refugee hospital at Moses Wells.(6)

Leeper, an expert in propaganda matters(7), after studying the Greek King “at close
quarters", sent to the Foreign Office his analysis of the King's personality "as a study in
propaganda". His personality and past record made normal types of propaganda difficult. The
only successful line of propaganda that Leeper could see was to present the King as standing
above political strife and to portray him as possessing qualities different from those of the
average Greek.

The Foreign Office concurred with Leeper's estimate and asked him to submit his ideas
for detailed propaganda tactics regarding the King.(8)

As part of this 'building-up-the-King' operation, Leeper suggested to Sir Orme Sargent,
Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, that a booklet should be published giving an
account of the part played by the King in the war. It should be written by a well-known
historian and introduced by a preface either by M Palairet, former British Ambassador to

Greece, or by General Wilson, C-in-C Middle East, and also might have a strategic annex by
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Sir A Cunningham, Admiral C-in-C Eastern Mediterranean Fleet. The Foreign Office was
rather sceptical of this idea. It was felt that a book published under British auspices praising the
former regime and the King's association with this regime might be interpreted to mean that the
King was wedded to dictatorial rule and that the British supported him in his attitude. Sargent
informed Leeper that as the whole trend of the British propaganda hitherto had been to
dissociate the King from the Metaxas regime, therefore "the less we say about the King's past
record the better."(9)

The Foreign Office policy of support for the King and his Government was
incompatible with any form of support and cooperation for EAM/ELAS. The British
authorities soon had to acknowledge that EAM/ELAS was a rapidly expanding political mass
resistance movement, which, in contrast to EDES and the Tsouderos Government, was
absolutely not to be directly manipulated by the British. By autumn 1943, the British EAM
policy was to try to reorganise the resistance movement and bring it under the control of the
British authorities in Cairo.

A first step in this direction was to break the connection between the resistance
movement and EAM. In early February 1943, the idea of forming what were to be called
'National Bands' was developed. These bands would be non-political, militarily unified and
under the orders of the C-in-C Middle East. This project aimed at minimising the political
activities of the guerrilla bands, and as such concerned the political activities of ELAS. The
negotiations with EAM on this issue lasted from April to July 5 1943, when the Military
Agreement, as the accord was renamed, was signed.(10)

The Political Warfare Executive(PWE), with Leeper's agreement and Tsouderos'
encouragement, suggested the opening of a radio station, the Free Voice of Greece),

complementary to the BBC Greek Service. Its chief aim was to promote the idea of the
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'National Bands' and in the process to win over the Left wing to an attitude of tolerance, "if not
enthusiasm”, for the King. The Foreign Office, however, felt that its effect might be the
opposite of that intended, since encouraging the Greeks to join the National Bands would be to
increase recruits for the EAM as the most powerful and best organised of the bands. Besides, it
was felt, that the BBC services were sufficient. The idea was finally dropped.(11)

Instructions were given to the BBC that there should be no reference by name to
individual resistance organisations and the term National Guerrilla Bands of Greece' should be
used in referring to all guerrilla activity.(12). After a mention of EAM/ELAS in a BBC
broadcast on July 4, fresh instructions were issued and a better coordination was established
between the PWE, the BBC and the Greek Government Information Bureau -which had a
bulletin of 10 minutes a day of the BBC's time- in order to avoid differences in presentation of
news. To ensure that the material put forward did not conflict with official policy, it had to be
subjected to PWE censorship.(13) Meanwhile, staff in the BBC Greek Section and the Greek
Government Information Bureau, suspected of left-wing views, were dismissed.(14)

On April 25, the Minister of State, Cairo, Lord Moyne, gave The Times correspondent
a message "with suitable embellishments" concerning the National Bands and asked from the
Foreign Office when The Times correspondent's message arrived in London to give it widest
publicity.(15)

The Press welcomed the plan for the formation of the National Bands'.(16) Tribune
was the only paper which clearly pointed out the expediency of this plan. The journal wrote:

The change of the name might be incomprehensible to people unfamiliar with Greek

politics, but it is not without significance. Indeed, it is symptomatic of the present policy

of the Greek Government towards the active anti-Fascist forces inside Greece, and

even gives an idea of the plans, harboured by this Government for the post-war
period.(17)
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In March, reporting of the serious crisis which had erupted within the Greek armed
forces was kept from publication by a censor Stop which had been put on all news of
disturbances.(18)

While news of military developments were easier to control by strict military censorship,
political news was always more difficult to handle.

In September, the press commented extensively on the EAM mission to Cairo and its
implications for Greek politics.

The Times Cairo correspondent reported that it was the "vexed question” of the future
position and movements of the King in which most of the dissatisfaction and trouble in Greek
political circles had centreed.(19) The Manchester Guardian in an editorial stated that it was a
"great mistake" the Greek Government's refusal of the EAM request to be represented in the
Government.(20)

The News Chronicle, Tribune and The New Statesman stressed that the failure of the

deputation to Cairo would have grave repercussions in Greece.(21)

It was, however, The Observer's comment which infuriated the Foreign Office. On
September 26, it suggested that a "complete unity" in military matters existed among all the
organised guerrilla forces under the "single command" of Colonel Sarafis, the guerrilla C-in-C.
"If the Greeks are anything like as united in secking these political aims as they are in the
organisation of their resistance to the invader the consequences may be serious." As it was
thought in the Foreign Office that the origin of The Observer's article was in Cairo, they asked
Leeper to impose stricter censorship control.(22) After exhaustive enquiries Leeper concluded
that the article was written in London. He assured the Foreign Office that he was doing his best
to influence correspondents and to persuade them to cut out "undesirable passages" in their

political messages. He asked whether the Foreign Office could exercise similar influence on
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editors and diplomatic correspondents in London.(23) Author of The Observer article was
Ronald Friedenberg (or Fredenburgh), its diplomatic correspondent since 1943, a Canadian
assistant editor of the anti-Nazi Stephen King-Hall Newsletter.(24) John CMron, News
Department, had spent nearly an hour with him before he wrote it. "I used every argument I
could think of to dissuade him...He is in short an unreasonable person but we shall continue to

reason with him to the best of our ability."(25)

On October 9, fighting between ELAS and EDES raged throughout Greece. At that
time the German mopping-up operations against the resistance movement concentrated on
ELAS, since Zervas secretly arranged a cease-fire with the German occupation forces.(26)

News of the clashes were kept secret, until, on October 18, a report in the Daily Herald
and the following day in the Manchester Guardian, made it public. On October 19, Dilys Powell
of the Political Intelligence Department(PID) wrote to E M Rose, Southern Department, "I feel
very strongly that we shall not be able for long to ignore the facts in our broadcasts to Greece
without undermining the prestige of the BBC as a reliable source of impartial news." She
suggested that an authoritative English spokesman should be invited to deal with the subject in
a broadcast in which the central theme should be: "Is this what thousands of Greeks have died
for?" On October 20, the Foreign Office asked Leeper his view on that suggestion.(27)

The British Embassy carefully prepared a background story of the conflict which was
released to the press on October 26. The line adopted was approved by SOE, and PWE
telegraphed it to London for use by the BBC. The propaganda line was to strengthen morale of
the EDES and not yet to openly attack ELLAS. The main points were: (1) a denial that EDES
were collaborating with the Germans, (2) a statement that EDES were not(sic) aggressors, (3)

Zervas' appeal to ELAS leaders to stop attacks on him (4) a statement that Germans wished
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ELAS and EDES to fight each other, as being in German interests. The Embassy informed the
Foreign Office that point (4) was "not one which we intend to lay first emphasis and to keep in
forefront."(28)

Apart from the conservative press, which argued that the main reason of ELAS-EDES
clashes was the German propaganda which intended to sow seeds of dissension among
resistance organisations(29), the liberal and Labour press mostly related it to the question of the
King's return to Greece.

The Times Cairo correspondent attributed the fighting "to political reasons aggravated
and to some measure, it is thought, inspired by clever German propaganda.”(30)

The Manchester Guardian pointed out that the monarchist issue had become "acuter
than ever in Greek politics."(31) The News Chronicle commented that "the underlying causes
of conflict in Greece are deeper and more complex than mere German propaganda...Greek
political differences revolve mainly around the problem of the monarchy."(32)

The Observer assessed that the rebuff which the six guerrilla leaders received in Cairo
had been "followed by an intensification of the feeling against the present Monarch and doubts
regarding British policy in this matter."(33)

The Economist accused the Greek Government. "To steer the authoritarian course

means to incur the danger of civil strife."(34)

The New Statesman and Tribune stressed the British share of responsibility for the failure
of the EAM mission and blamed Churchill for encouraging the King's intransigence.(35)
Tribune in particular was a fierce critic of the King whom it regarded as the main cause of the
Greek crisis.(36)

On October 28, Leeper, irritated by what he called "a stream of EAM propaganda in

the British Press", asked whether the Foreign Office could make an effort to stop this. Indeed
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on November 2, Cameron prepared guidance notes to assist the News Department. They were
that: the troubles had been brought about by German political warfare, the baseless accusation
against the EDES of treating with the enemy and the issue of monarchy which did not arise. On
November 5, Leeper was informed that the News Department had been fully briefed and they
would continue to do their utmost to guide journalists. It was also explained that until a
decision was reached to attack ELAS leaders, News Department had to rely "on the incorrect
and ineffectual line that present disorders are due solely to German propaganda.”(37)

Leeper felt that in the meantime something should be done "to undo the harm which was
being done by the British press". The Foreign Office doubted that his suggestion of building up
Tsouderos' own personality, widely criticised by the British press, would really be effective in
changing the views of journalists. But they found sound his idea of pointing out to
correspondents that by undermining Tsouderos' Government, they were playing into the hands
of those of the EAM leaders who aimed at using it to establish their personal rule. The whole
idea, therefore, was to detach the rank and file of EAM/ELAS from their leaders by discrediting
them. Nash pointed out that for the time being Leeper's guidance combined with Cameron's
points of November 2 would be most helpful. In another cable to Leeper on November 12, the
Foreign Office stressed that in any campaign against EAM/ELAS it should be shown that their
activities were hampering the war effort. And a campaign against EAM/ELAS would be far
more effective if their case was stated explicitly in dispatches from Cairo as a result of guidance
by the Embassy to correspondents there. These would prepare the ground for comment in
London. "I trust, therefore, that as soon as we inform you that decision has been reached you
will be able to provide such guidance, which we on our side will do our best to reinforce. Left
wing journalists here are very ready to detect what they regard as signs of ‘reactionary Foreign

Office policy'."(38)
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Indeed, until the end of November the British policy towards Greece was in a process
of change.

In early October, reports from Greece showed the rapidly expanding strength of
EAM/ELAS and the certainty of active opposition if the King should return. After his return
from Cairo, Eden submitted on November 14 a memorandum to the War Cabinet proposing a
number of important changes in policy towards Greece. Leeper, too, submitted a plan of his
own to the Foreign Office. On November 22, the War Cabinet met again and approved the
proposed new course of action, based on Leeper's proposals. That was: to break with EAM
and to attempt to divide the movement by discrediting its leadership and winning over its
moderate members; and a pledge given by the King that he would not return to Greece until the
question of the regime had been settled, until which time he would appoint Archbishop
Damaskinos as Regent.(39)

On November 29, the Foreign Office sent to Leeper a note on the propaganda line to
Greece which had been discussed with Sir Orme Sargent and P W Scarlet, Head (Acting) of
Coordination of Propaganda Department. This was based on two main lines: (a) appeal for
unity based on the King's declaration and incorporation of guerrillas in Greek forces; (b) attack
on EAM/ELAS leaders. This attack "should be on military rather than political grounds and
might well be opened by a message from Commander-in-Chief". In other words, it must clearly
be based on the assumption that they were hindering the war effort and aiming at establishing a
dictatorship for personal ends, and not that they were Communists, anti-British or opposed to
the King and the Greek Government. It was also felt that the rank and file would not be won
over unless "a powerful campaign" were to be launched against their leaders. For this purpose,

leaflets would be dropped over Greece and they would be fully supported by broadcasts. It
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was, however, pointed out that this new policy was to be adopted after the King's declaration.
In the meantime the Foreign Office proposed to continue its present line of supporting Zervas
and countering EAM allegations against him. As all the details of how to prepare the way for
the new policy by shifting responsibility for the civil war from German propaganda and putting
it squarely on EAM-ELAS leaders had to be worked out in Cairo, the Foreign Office asked
Leeper for his views and comments.(40)

Tribune, in a well-informed article on December 17, exposed the Foreign Office
propaganda line to abandon ELAS in favour of Zervas, whom it was seeking "to popularise as

a national hero."

Tribune's comments were picked up by Tass, London, and were published in Pravda on
December 29, criticising the British line on Greece. So far it was the only published comment
that there had been in Soviet papers about the Greek situation. On May 5, Eden took the
matter up with the Soviet Ambassador to London, F Gousev, who promised to look into it.(41)
In the meantime, extensive enquiries were made to find out the origin of this leakage. Tribune's
usually very well-informed articles on the Balkans and the recent leakage of information
concerning Zervas(42) puzzled the Foreign Office. Following the enquiries, the PWE and
MI5(Military Intelligence) informed the Foreign Office that the leakage was a PWE directive
circulated to the BBC, including the Balkan Intelligence Section. The leakage occurred through
one of the staff of the above services, evidently in touch with somebody connected with
Tribune.(43) Since there were no grounds for official action, which could only be based on

breaches of censorship regulations(44), a rebuke to Tribune's editor had to be ruled out.

Meanwhile, Churchill and Eden, now in the Middle East for the Cairo and Teheran
Conferences, strongly advised the King to make the desired declaration. Eventually, in view of

the King's persistently negative attitude to such a declaration, a compromise was found. In a
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letter to Tsouderos, the King consented to examine again the question of the date of his return.
His consent was given to the press in mid-December and it was received well

In the conservative press the Daily Telegraph's Cairo correspondent, Douglas Williams,
stated that a clarification of his attitude might be opportune. He regarded the King as "the sole
constituted representative of the Greek people” and the maintenance of his legitimacy was of
paramount importance.(45)

The Times Cairo correspondent reported that King's move was a positive one and a
significant step in Greek politics.(46)

The Manchester Guardian in an editorial remarked that the Greek Government was
clearly coming to the view that the resistance movement was too strong to be ignored and a
letter had been published by the King to this effect.(47)

The Observer's diplomatic correspondent considered that the letter fell considerably
short of meeting the demands of the resistance movement(48), while its Cairo correspondent
wrote that it was "an extremely wise move", the most astute made by Monarchists in the last
two and half years.(49)

Tribune stated that the King's letter was the result of pressure exerted on him by the

British Premier and the Foreign Secretary.(50)

Greece from January to November 1944

In 1944 the main preoccupation of British policy towards Greece was to subdue EAM,
by secking the formation of a national Government in which EAM would be invited to

participate, neutralising it in a coalition Government with a bourgeois majority. If EAM were to

62



refuse to join the Foreign Office was ready to denounce it to the Greek people as responsible
for preventing national unity.

The King's refusal of a regency on March 10 1944, coincided with the formation of PEEA,
the “Political Committee of National Liberation' dominated by EAM. PEEA was an
administrative body aiming at the establishment of a Government of National Unity.(51) A
serious crisis arose from its formation. In early April, the Greek armed forces stationed in the
Middle East mutinied in a demand for the recognition of PEEA. Tsouderos was forced to
resign. The British intervened decisively and by the end of April the mutiny was over. The April
events presented the Greek and British authorities with the opportunity of purging the Greek
forces of their leftist and Republican elements. Out of this, the Third Brigade was formed which
was used against the ELAS forces in the Battle of Athens of December 1944.(52)

At this point what the Foreign Office needed to put its policy into action was an able
politician with a strong personality of his own who would, however, faithfully abide by British
policy requirements, and whom the British could confidently promote as the right person for
the premiership in the new National Government. On April 26, George Papandreou was
appointed the new prime minister.

In May, a conference was held in Lebanon with the aim of forming a Greek National
Government. Ostensibly called by the Greek Government, it was in fact organised by the British
Ambassador, who carefully controlled every aspect of it.(53)

EAM's decision to participate in the conference and to join in the national Government,
and consequently to sign at the end of September the Caserta Agreement -placing ELAS under
the direct command of the British General Officer Commanding Greece, Lt-Gen Ronald
Scobie- was undoubtedly influenced by the fact that the Soviet Union had not recognised

PEEA, as well as by Soviet advice to them in accordance with the secret British-Soviet
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With the Press, the situation was slightly different. The newspaper editors were not
compelled to submit items for advance censorship. However, they were restrained by strict
censorship regulations. The correspondents were accredited to the British Army and their
function was limited. Apart from the Anglo-Egyptian censorship which was applied also to
local and non-accredited correspondents, there was a whole network controlling the news. A
Stops Commiittee was set up, under the Minister of State, in order to coordinate-ordinate
censorship Stops and Guidance to censors in the Middle East. This Committee included
representatives of: the British Embassies in Egypt, Greece and Yugoslavia, PWE, Ministry of
Information, Allied Liaison Staff, GHQ Middle East, Force 133 and Army Public
Relations(PR3), GHQ Middle East. Censorship Stops were of two kinds, General and Service.
The former were initiated by various civil and diplomatic authorities, and were submitted
monthly for confirmation to a Stops Committee. Service Stops were initiated by higher Service
authorities and, when required, they were revised, amended, canceled or new Stops were
introduced. The final agreed lists of Stops and Guidance was issued by PR3, who had the
necessary machinery, to all political and military censors in the Middle East.(58) Thus, it was
almost impossible for something to slip through the net, and any kind of criticism of British

policy could come mainly from the London staff of the papers.

The April crisis was reported in the press when it was already over, on April 24.
The Times Cairo correspondent, said that the mutiny was "entirely political." EAM had
weakened its cause because of "the mistaken tactics of its extreme Communist elements."(59)
The Manchester Guardian, W N Ewer of the Daily Herald and The Observer cast
responsibility for the troubles on the King's delays and hesitation in proceeding with the

formation of a united Government. The Manchester Guardian hoped that the British
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agreement on the Balkans under which the British would play the major part in Greece and the

Soviets in Rumania.(54)

As it was not possible to ignore EAM, its image had to be weakened, through the press
and the BBC.

The BBC was subject to rigorous rules of censoring. The European Service of the BBC
was placed under the Political Warfare Executive(PWE) and served as its main instrument of
propaganda to enemy and enemy-occupied countries.(55)

Leeper was most keen to make full use of the BBC. In early January he complained to
the Foreign Office that the BBC's broadcasts were hostile to the Greek Government. Sir Ivone
Kirkpatrick, BBC Political Adviser, defended its performance:

The fact that the Ambassador to Greece has had cause to complain does not seem to

me very material...] am afraid I remain of the opinion that the Greek service here has

performed the difficult task of putting out broadcasts to which the Greek nation will
listen without repugnance, without at the same time conveying the impression that we
are attacking or are hostile to the Greek Government.(56)

On February 2, Lord Moyne together with Leeper asked the Foreign Office to take the
necessary action towards the BBC to reduce to a bare minimum the guerrilla news. He
informed them that Leeper was to speak to Tsouderos in order to bring the Greek Information
Bureau into line and asked if a parallel action could be taken in London with the Greek
Embassy. On March 20, the Foreign Office instructed Cairo that bulletins concerning Greek
guerrilla activities should be approved by the Embassy, Force 133 and MI6(Security
Intelligence Service) and telegraphed to the Foreign Office at least 24 hours in advance. These

telegrams would serve to check messages sent by Cairo correspondents. They would also be

passed to the MOI for release to the BBC and to the Greek Embassy in London.(57)
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Government would put the strongest pressure on the King to avoid anything that could further
embitter Greek politics.(60)

The conservative press held the opposite view. The Daily Telegraph praised the King as
trying to reconcile the Greeks and helping the formation of a united Government and
condemned the mutineers.(61) Similarly the Daily Mail presented the King as a King devoted to
his people who disregarding all advice and warnings of danger, returned from London to Cairo
"to exert all his influence to bring about unity."(62)

Vernon Bartlett of the News Chronicle and the Left-Labour press blamed the British
Government's policy towards Greece.

Bartlett criticised the British policy of supporting Tsouderos' procrastination in forming
a national Government. "There is unfortunately no evidence that his British advisers
disapproved of his procrastination. There is, indeed evidence in the other direction." He wrote
that the British Government in their fear of Communist influence gave financial and other
encouragement to leaders "of insignificant and artificial movements" and notably to Zervas.
This policy had had three results: (1) The task of forming a genuinely national Government had
been immensely complicated; (2) The British were looked upon more and more as the
upholders of the King against his people; (3) The popularity of Communism was growing
rapidly amongst a people who would normally be little inclined to accept it.(63)

The New Statesman stressed that if the British Government really desired an

agreement, they must stop encouraging "the reactionary and truculent King".(64) Tribune, in

particular, criticised Leeper's interference in Greek internal politics. "Greek Government crisis
cannot be understood without including in it the role of Reginald Leeper, the virtual

manipulator of Greek policy and the guiding spirit in Cairo."(65) On April 28, an article,
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entitled "King and Keeper", criticised the British policy as it was leading to a further weakening
of Britain's position and to further antagonising of popular opinion abroad.

A.Clark Kerr, British Ambassador to Moscow, complained to the Foreign Office that
such items as Bartlett's article, were liable to give Soviet authorities the impression that the
British policy towards Greece "is encountering strong opposition in Great Britain." W Ridsdale,
News Department, talked to Bartlett the day his article was printed. Two days later an occasion
arose when Ridsdale and the Greek Ambassador, an old friend of Bartlett, had a talk with him.
On another occasion, Eden when lunching with the News Chronicle's editorial staff also had a
conversation on the Greek situation with Bartlett. "I have the impression that these efforts have
not been without effect” Ridsdale minuted.(66)

Complaints were also lodged against Tribune's article of April 28, the Daily Worker's

article and Low's cartoon in the Evening Standard of May 2. D S Laskey, Southern
Department, was of the view that it was difficult for the News Department alone to correct
these "misapprehensions.” He thought that the time might have come to make the British
Government's attitude clear by statements in Parliament. D F Howard, Head of the Southern
Department, like Ridsdale, considered that they should wait and see how the conference would
develop before they committed themselves very deeply in public as to British future policy:
| If the Conference succeeds, it would be an admirable opportunity for congratulating

every one and expressing pious hopes for the future. If, as I fear, no unity is achieved, it

might also be a good opportunity for us to lay the blame where it is due almost certainly

on the shoulders of EAM, with an explanation of our policy.(67)

On April 26, Papandreou was appointed the new premier. The day before the Foreign
Office asked Leeper for a brief account on Papandreou to help their News Department to
assure him a good reception in the press.(68) Leeper sent the required details immediately.

Papandreou was the founder of the small Social Democratic party, an offshoot of the main
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Venizelist party, and with an advanced socialist programme. He had won the respect of all after
an uncompromising attitude of resistance to the invader. Although he opposed the return of the
King, he took no uncompromising stand on the issue believing that resistance to the invader
should take precedence. In order to avoid the new premier being criticised as a "turn-over
politician”, Leeper pointed out that it was important that the press should be made to realise
that Papandreou considered the situation as having changed completely.(69) On April 27,
Leeper asked the BBC to give full publicity to Papandreou's two statements, one the
programme of the Government and the other a declaration to the Greek armed forces.(70)
Churchill's message of support to Papandreou and the latter's reply to the British premier were
broadcast in Greek by BBC and Cairo.(71) On July 5, Kirkpatrick wrote to Sargent, "We will
do our best to boost Papandreou. I do not think that he has any reason so far to feel that he has
not received the necessary degree of support and when I spoke to the Greek Ambassador the
other day he told me that he has no complaint to make about the BBC."(72)

Papandreou was received favourably by the British press. He was portrayed as a man of
the Left-centre with a resistance record who had recently returned from occupied Greece.

The Times in an editorial gave him wide support. "He is an experienced politician who
enjoys a respect not always given to political leaders by his compatriots...His appeal,
courageous, sober and democratic, deserves success."(73) The Manchester Guardian's
diplomatic correspondent titled his article "A Man of the Left" and wrote that he was "a
convinced republican”, and one of the chief organisers of Greek resistance.(74)

The conservative press also expressed itself in the same tone. In the Daily Telegraph
under the title "King's Invitation to Republicans”, the diplomatic correspondent wrote that
"Papandreou is a representative of the Greek Left parties.” He escaped from Greece and

arrived in Cairo as a "crusader for national unity." According to the paper, the King's invitation
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"to the leader of the Greek Social Democrats means that he is carrying out his recent promise
to broaden the basis of the Greek Government." Papandreou was a declared Republican, but
"at the same time he has stated that he would subordinate the question of the monarchy to the
general welfare of the state, and that he would probably be willing to serve under the
King."(75)

The Economist and The Observer were reserved. For the first, it was too early to say
whether Papandreou was an acceptable leader(76) and the latter's diplomatic correspondent,
under the title "Diminishing Hopes of Unity", did not share others' optimism for new hopes of
unity under Papandreou's premiership. Papandreou "has shown every sign of being a willing
lieutenant in the carrying out of the King's policies." And the King "never really intended to
bring the guerrillas into his Government, but rather to make it impossible for them to join
in."(77)

The New Statesman was strongly opposed to the view that Papandreou was “a man of
the Left.' It stated that in order "to lend colour to King George's attempt to “broaden' his
Government, Papandreou...is alleged to be a Socialist. In fact, he belongs to the Right-wing of

the Venizelists."(78)

Carefully preparing for the conference, on April 16 Leeper asked the BBC to maintain
complete silence on guerrilla activities until after the conference. He wanted to eliminate the
importance of EAM as a fighting force, and so to prevent it from taking the initiative at the
conference or playing a leading role. Churchill intervened personally in this regard, instructing
Lord Moyne in Cairo that nothing that reflected credit of any kind upon EAM was to be
allowed out without his special approval.(79) On April 24, Lord Moyne assured the Foreign

Office that complete stoppage had now been imposed on reports of ELAS activities. He
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recommended that the BBC should be forbidden to make any reference from any sources
outside Egypt, unless specially authorised.(80)

As a result, on May 2, twenty-three accredited war correspondents vigorously
protested in a letter against censorship of Greek news and sent it to the British and American
authorities in Cairo. They pointed out that no comment, unless it reflected official policy was
permitted, and therefore, the correspondents were "in danger of being used as mouthpieces for
official views and propaganda."(81)

The Times published extracts from the letter of protest.(82) The Economist wrote that
"the only possible conclusion must be that where such strenuous efforts are made to smother
news, there must be a great deal to cover up."(83) The New Statesman wrote that "this effort
by the British censorship to stifle criticism and suppress the facts is the more scandalous in that

the virtual control of Greek politics has passed to Downing Street."(84) Tribune stated that "it

is hard to distinguish truth from propaganda under these circumstances."(85) Bartlett put a
Question in Parliament on July 5.(86)

On the other hand, the Daily Telegraph defended the Government. "Official circles
deprecate free discussion as tending only further to embitter dissensions at a moment when
round-table talks are about to be held."(87)

The Greek Stops were mostly devised by the British Embassy to Greece, which
occasionally added fresh ones and seldom reduced their list, which, as A V Coverley Price,
former Chairman of the Stops Committee noted, was one of the longest. When complaints
were received from press correspondents, he asked Lord Moyne to take up the question with
Leeper.(88)

The matter seemed to subside -as, after the conference, the censorship Stops were

reduced(89) and the correspondents did not renew their protest(90)- until it was again taken up
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by the Americans in mid-June. On instructions from the State Department, Robert D Murphy,
US Political Adviser, raised in Algiers the question of political censorship on Greek news as
contrary to the policy that censorship should be exercised on military grounds alone. Should,
therefore, political censorship be imposed and be complained of by American correspondents or
be attacked editorially in the United States, the State Department declared that they would be
obliged to make an official statement that it opposed the imposition of such censorship and that
it continued to oppose it.(91) The Foreign Office, Lord Moyne and Leeper strongly opposed a
withdrawal of political censorship, because it would affect not only Greek news but a wider
field, including news relating to Zionist matters and Russo-Polish relations.(92) Churchill
himself, in an extremely strongly-worded Minute to Eden, demanded that a firm answer should
be given to the State Department.(93) Yet, the Foreign Office's view was to try first to
convince the Americans to leave things as they were, without using, in the first instance, a
sledge-hammer to kill "what is probably only a very weakling State Department mouse." If the
State Department were determined to keep the matter up, then Churchill's line had to be
used.(94) A solution was finally found that the American Military Press Censorship was to fully
participate in the censorship of all material submitted to PR3 by correspondents for
transmission abroad. From 1942 to June 1944, the practice was only to submit matter to the
American censors which contained information that had an American angle or was written by
Americans for American consumption only. The new arrangement was to continue
indefinitely.(95) Apparently, the Americans were seeking to share responsibility in the Middle
East, where the British were exclusively in control and of which they had just began to

appreciate the importance with its rich oil reserves.
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While the conference lasted, it was arranged that Papandreou would keep Leeper
regularly informed so that he could deal with the corespondents who gathered in numbers in
Beirut. The actual seat of the conference was kept secret.(96)

Leeper suggested to the Foreign Office that the proceedings of the conference should
be published and thus, in the case that EAM refused to join in a National Government,
automatically, exposed it, without having the British make a unilateral denunciation, with which
the American Government might be reluctant and the Soviet Government would refuse to be
associated with. The Foreign Office agreed.(97)

What is known as the Lebanon Agreement was signed on May 20 1944, by all
delegates, including the Communists.

Leeper suggested that everything possible should be done to bring to the Greek people,
particularly in Athens, and in urban centres, news of the Lebanon conference. PWB had
secured from the RAF one special sortie over Athens and they were taking up at RAF
Headquarters the question of more. On June 2, Sargent wrote to General L C Hollis of the
War Cabinet Offices, that the dissemination of leaflets over Greece should be maintained at as
high a rate as possible since "leaflets were a much more powerful and effective propaganda
weapon than broadcasting." He stressed that the present moment was a critical one for
decisively influencing Greek public opinion and detaching it from EAM and the Communists.
He, therefore, asked whether the chiefs of Staff would consider asking General Wilson to do
his utmost to see that the needs of PWB for more sorties were met.(98)

The majority of the press regarded the conference as a personal success for
Papandreou. However, there were not a few voices who cast doubt on its success and the

ability of Papandreou to form a National Government.
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The Times suggested that the successful outcome of the conference reflected great
personal credit on Papandreou, who had emerged "as the man of the hour".(99) The News
Chronicle in an editorial noted that in Papandreou "the Greeks seem to have found a leader”,
and Jordan reported that "an air of optimism" now prevailed in Greek circles.(100) In the Daily
Herald Salusbury reported that "the first step towards Greek national unity has been
achieved."(101) In contrast, an editorial on May 30, entitled "Slow Motion", felt that
Papandreou would fail to form a united Government.

With reserved enthusiasm, the Manchester Guardian in an editorial hoped that if Greek

political and fighting unity was really achieved, it would be "devoutly thankful."(102) The

Qbserver, in the Profile,’ traced the political career of Papandreou. "If the partisans accept the
terms of the agreement and if Papandreou accepts their representatives in his Government, then
the Lebanon conference may become an important date...in Greek history."(103)

The two Left Labour weeklies doubted the acclaimed success of the Lebanon
conference and remarked that the resistance organisation had so far received no representation
in the Greek Government. The New Statesman wrote that it was early to judge how far the
conference was a success and how much it would contribute to Greek unity.(104) Tribune also
advised "caution." "There is yet no evidence that, this new unanimity will survive its application
to Greek practical politics." Both weeklies pointed out the role played by Leeper as a
back-stairs intriguer in Cairo and accused him of undue interference in Greek affairs.(105)

Leeper in a personal message to Eden, on May 23, complained about attacks which
Tribune and other British papers continued to make on him. Churchill himself reassured him of
his Government's confidence in him and Eden promised he would defend him in the debate in
the House. "We are grateful for all your help in bringing about the success for the Lebanon

Conference", Eden wrote to him.(106)
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Meanwhile EAM, KKE and PEEA did not approve the conciliatory attitude their
delegates had displayed at the Lebanon conference. In this situation the British and Papandreou
decided to exert pressure on EAM by means of broadcasts from London and Cairo. Sargent
asked Robert Bruce Lockhart, Political Intelligence Department(PID), to ensure that the BBC
followed any lead which Cairo would give.(107)

The Times criticised EAM for failing to honour the pledges given by its delegates at
the Lebanon conference and to take part in the National Government. On July 28, after Eden's
statement in the House of Commons the previous day, it would state in an editorial, "The
present policy of EAM is aiding no one but the Germans and Bulgarians and inflicting serious
injury on a great cause."(108) The Manchester Guardian considered that the real obstacle to the
solution of the Greek crisis was still centreed around the position of the King.(109) On July 29,
in an editorial it would state "we shall weaken our influence if we show ourselves too strongly
attached to the Greek King, too firmly committed to backing Mr. Papandreou...At this stage of
the war the presumption in an occupied country should rather be in favour of the forces of
resistance on the spot than of the exiles outside."(110) W N Ewer pointed out that the main
reason for the EAM abstention was still the question of the King's position and his failure to
pledge himself.(111)

Vernon Bartlett doubted whether Papandreou would succeed in forming a Government
of national unity and that in the meantime great harm was being done to Anglo-Greek relations.
"T had thought of putting all this in an article", he wrote to Eden on June 26, "but I dont want
to wash all this dirty linen in public if I can avoid it." He went on, "it would be most interesting
to find out what proportion of our own many agents in Greece take the favourable view of

Tsouderos and the unfavourable one of EAM that have influenced British policy during the last
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year or two." Eden asked for a fairly full reply and Laskey prepared a seven-page draft. "I think
it may be worth going into some detail in replying to Bartlett, and I have, therefore, tried to
draft a reasoned statement of the situation in Greece and of the aims of our policy." Sargent and
A Cadogan, Permanent Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, found it excellent. On
July 8 the reply was sent to Bartlett.(112) Some days later, Bartlett would write in the News
Chronicle, "behind the careful phraseology of Mr. Eden's statements there is apparent the
unspoken threat that if EAM does not come to heel, and quickly, it will forfeit any further
British sympathy and support, which will henceforth be reserved exclusively for the King's
Government under M Papandreou."(113) Laskey noted, "not a bad article."(114)

The Observer moderated its tone compared to its previous open and vigorous attacks
on Papandreou and the King. Its diplomatic correspondent expressed the opinion that the
chance of real unity depended on whether the EAM and Greek Communist Party could
eliminate "the handful of trouble-makers."(115)

The New Statesman accused Papandreou of cunning use of the conference. The EAM

delegates were subjected to strict supervision and were prevented from communication with

their supporters either in Greece or in the Middle East.(116) Tribune stated that Lebanon
Conference was a "clever work." But "cleverness in these fundamental matters is apt to have a
boomerang effect."(117)

The Foreign Office was in general satisfied with the outlook of the press. Apart from
certain outbursts, usually coming from its editor, Percy Cudlip, the Foreign Office found that
the Daily Herald's attitude was "not too bad."(118) News Department did not think that the
paper had a deliberately destructive policy towards Papandreou, though its diplomatic
correspondent, W N Ewer, had been consistent in his doubts as to whether any Government

could be able to hold the situation in Greece without the fullest of EAM support. Cameron
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noted that "when it can be shown that he [Papandreou] has succeeded in unifying the country
these misgivings will cease." Ridsdale agreed. "Yes, W Ewer is a doubting Thomas capable of
ultimate conversion."(119)

The Observer's considerable change of line, showed in the Profile’ of June 4 and in the
article of July 2, was welcomed by the Foreign Office.(120)

As regards the critical line adopted by Tribune the Foreign Office felt that it would be

"worse than useless to argue with[it]"; as for The New Statesman it was suggested that contact
with its editor, Kingsley Martin, might be worth trying.(121)

Thus, when Leeper reiterated yet again that the British press had accorded EAM too
much favourable comment, the Foreign Office did not agree. In a communication with Sargent,
on June 22, Leeper deplored the fact that the British press on Greek affairs revealed "a curious
state of mind on the part of many journalists who ought to know better.” In his view a section
of the British Press had hardly reflected the views of the British correspondents in Cairo. He
mentioned Philip Jordan of the News Chronicle and F G Salusbury of the Daily Herald who
complained that most of what they sent to their papers was blue penciled except such passages
as could be construed by careful editing to be favourable to EAM. "I mention these instances to
show that any influence I can exert on the British correspondents is of small value unless the
editorial staff in London are prepared to play fair." Laskey agreed that "some British

newspapers, such as the Daily Herald and The New Statesman, are proving extremely reluctant

to accept Papandreou and to revise their views of EAM...We are still in no position to embark
on an outright denunciation of EAM...I hope, however, that News Department will do all they

can to educate editorial staffs over here."
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The News Department estimated that on the whole the British press cooperated well in
support of the British policy in Greece while avoiding the appearance of interference in internal
politics. On the other hand, the more critical tone of Left newspapers, had played true to form.
According to the News Department, the "Left Wingers" feared that Papandreou meant the
return of the King without a plebiscite and that a dictatorship would follow in the wake of this
development. On the military side, they inclined to regard ELAS as the most significant fighting
force engaged against the Germans in Greece and therefore as holding the leadership in Greece.
While they were prepared to accept Papandreou, however, they were very far from accepting
the King, whom they regard as "slippery.” As regarded the complaint of the Daily Herald's and
the News Chronicle's correspondents, the Department was of the view that it was a justifiable
exercise of editorial authority in deciding whether or not to publish dispatches. News
Department had had long conversations both with E W Ewer of the Daily Herald and with E P
Montgomery of the News Chronicle on the general subject of the position in Greece, "and
neither of them is in the least inclined to whitewash EAM." News Department would do all
they can to educate the journalists in London, while it expected that the feeling in favour of

EAM was likely to persist. A reply was given to Leeper based on the above lines.(122)

On October 18 1944, the Greek Government and its British support force entered
Athens.

The press continued to discuss Greek internal problems such as the future form of the
Greek Government, the question of the date of the King's return to Greece. But, for the most
part, it regarded that the question of bringing relief into Greece and of restoring the financial
and economic situation in the country was now of such overwhelming importance that any

internal political affairs must take second place. Therefore, it avoided raising controversial
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matters. Besides the News Department exerted their influence and warned editors and
diplomatic correspondents of the danger "of undue interference” in Greek internal
questions.(123)

Meanwhile, Greek internal problems were heading for a crisis. On November 6, The
Times and Daily Herald published reports from their correspondents in Athens about a
deterioration in the political situation. They referred to an EAM procession on November 4, the
gravest example of tension so far. In the Home Service, the BBC referred to the collapse of the
Greek currency and to "impressive" demonstrations by EAM.

The Foreign Office did its best both with the BBC and with the press in London to
prevent publication of alarming reports. On November 6, in a communication with Leeper, the
Foreign Office asked him to do his best "to convince correspondents in Athens of the heavy
responsibility which rests upon them and to persuade them to take a moderate and helpful
line."(124)

The political situation had become so explosive that it was no longer possible for the

British to suppress the news.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE DECEMBER 1944 STORM

The most crucial problem which the Greek Government had to solve after the liberation
was the demobilisation issue. Under the terms of the Caserta agreement all guerrilla groups
were to be demobilised, and together with the Greek armed forces from the Middle East, were
to form a new national army. Although Papandreou, the Greek Premier, announced that ELAS
and EDES were to be disbanded on December 10, he had no plans for the dissolution of the
Third Brigade, which, after the purge following the April mutiny, was fanatically Royalist and
anti-communist. EAM refused to sign this unilateral decree of demobilisation and on December
2, after intricate negotiation, its ministers resigned from the Government. EAM called for a
demonstration on the next day, to be followed by a general strike on the 4th. The mass
demonstration at Syntagma Square was fired upon by the police, causing many deaths and
injuries.(1) The next day fighting broke out in various parts of Athens while ELAS units began
attacks on police stations.

For the British, the chance had come to intervene and destroy EAM/ELAS. On
December 5, Churchill sent a strong directive to General Scobie, charging him with
responsibility "for maintaining order in Athens and for neutralising or destroying all
EAM/ELAS bands approaching the city." The directive ran:

Do not however hesitate to act as if you were in a conquered city where a local

rebellion is in progress...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.(2)

On the same day, Churchill cabled Scobie: "The clear objective is to defeat EAM. The

ending of the fighting is subsidiary to this. I am ordering large reinforcements to come to
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Athens."(3) The dispatch of British reinforcements, undoubtedly, was the decisive factor that
determined the outcome of the conflict.

British and American public opinion had been shocked by Churchill's ‘conquered city
policy. In Washington, on December 5, the new Secretary of State, E R Stettinius, publicly
distanced his country from support for British policy in liberated Europe.(4) In London, a bitter
debate took place in the House of Commons on December 8 and 20. Such was the domestic
impact of the popular protest(5) and press criticism that no doubt contributed to the change of

British tactics to seek a 'political solution.’

The Press

The press storm over Greece had a direct impact on international and British domestic
opinion which much concerned the British policy-makers. Therefore, in this section each paper
will be treated with somewhat proportionately the same amount of attention and space as the
paper itself devoted to Greek news.

In December 1944, six British correspondents were in Athens. They were Geoffrey
Hoare for The Times and the Manchester Guardian, Eric Bigio(Grey) for the Daily Express, F
H Salusbury for the Daily Mail and Daily Herald, John Nixon for the BBC, Robert Bigio, Eric's
brother, for Reuters, Claire Hollingworth for the Kemsley Press. Another British
correspondent, Richard Capell of the Daily Telegraph, arrived in Athens later, on December 16.
They all gathered at the Grande Bretagne Hotel, in Syntagma Square.

They were serving as war correspondents accredited to the British forces. The terms of
their accreditation precluded them crossing over to EAM/ELAS territory while

communications from EAM headquarters rarely reached them. Strict military censorship and
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interference by the British officials imposed a severe barrier on their freedom to report fairly the
events from Athens and newspapers often complained in their columns of lack of authentic and
complete information. Their information about the developments came from briefings by British
and Greek officials as well as from a communications-network of Greek informants and
'stringers.'(6)

On December 1944, the British press presented almost complete unity against British
foreign policy towards Greece. Exception to that unity was the Daily Telegraph, which from

the start of the Greek crisis completely distanced itself from the rest of Fleet Street.

Never in its history was The Times subjected to such violent criticism as it was during the
editorship of R Barrington-Ward. During the battle for Greece, Geoffrey Hoare was the
newspaper's special correspondent in Athens and the leading articles were based upon his
dispatches. For the period from December 5 1944 to March 26 1945, the authors of most of
these articles, some of them very critical of British intervention in Greece, were D Tyerman,
assistant editor of the newspaper, who wrote twelve and E H Carr who wrote six. T E Utley, C
Falls and P P Graves each contributed one.(7) Yet, the trouble started with Hoare's dispatch on
December 4 beginning with these emotive words:

Seeds of civil war were well and truly sown by the Athens police this morning
when they fired on a demonstration of children and youths.

Hoare gave an account of the demonstration in graphic details arguing that the police
were entirely unjustified and unprovoked. He wrote: "the sooner the Greek Government shows
good faith in a purge of the public services, and the trial of collaborators and especially
members of security battalions, the sooner it will be possible for Greece to return to normal

life."
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The following day’s comments in the paper were mild. The diplomatic correspondent, I
McDonald, doubted the peaceful nature of the demonstration: "there is some reason to believe
that EAM had the intention of marching its forces against the capital and seizing it". Any such
intention, he wrote, neither the Allied authorities nor the Greek Government could ignore. Few
warnings were given in an editorial written by Utley. He simply said that, though Britain had a
direct and overriding interest in law and order, that interest "must not be allowed to imply any
participation in the politics of Greece."(8)

The campaign in the paper's columns opened two days later, on December 7, with
Carr's leader. It was "the disagreeable truth that British armed forces have become involved in a
Greek civil war" he wrote. The maintenance of Papandreou in power by the ban of a foreign
Government would result in sacrificing British lives "fighting against Greeks on behalf of a
Greek Government which exists only in virtue of military force."(9) This was the leader which
infuriated Churchill and provoked Leeper's protests to the Foreign Office, as we will see.

On December 9, another leader appeared, written by Tyerman and amended "a good
deal"(10) by Barrington-Ward. It stressed that EAM was not a gang of communists and bandits
as Churchill had maintained in the House of Commons on the previous day, but embraced "the
whole range of opinion from Centre to extreme Left." It emphasised that "Britain cannot afford,
to put it no higher, to be committed to one side of a civil war."

Tyerman, in his leader of December 14, argued that British policy "has been a failure"
as the British troops would be called upon to suppress an organised section of the Greek
population which was "in control, if not in a numerical majority" in most of the country. He
believed that the resistance movements in Europe had a significant role to play in the post-war
politics of their countries: "The National provisional Government of any liberated country, in

justice and expediency alike, must be built around the active and mostly turbulent resistance
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movement...Its head must be a man accepted by and active in resistance. Its members must
comprise a majority of resisters. Its policies and programme must be in tune with those, which
have worked out, close to realities, in the fighting underground.”

Though it was the leading articles which went further in criticism of British policy
towards Greece than Hoare's messages(11), a whole controversy was aroused around him.
Geoffrey Hoare was an experienced Middle East correspondent. His critics complained that he
did not get about enough and depended too much on the British mission. Others, however,
praised his independent attitude and much of what he sent was confirmed by reputable British
and American journalists on the spot. His dispatches were conscientiously written and well
balanced on the whole.(12) Hoare thought that one of the main contributory factors to the
Greek crisis was the weakness of moderate Left-wingers.(13) "The issue is now in fact
amplified to a fight between Right and Left."(14) For Hoare there were only two alternatives; a
war or a compromise. The prerequisites for a compromise should be (a) the political parties to
get together, preferably under British advice and supervision, and to agree to disarm the whole
country, including the Mountain Brigade; (b) to purge all the services, to try the collaborators
and (c) to apply with equal thoroughness to the Right as well to the Left all measures of

security.(15)

The Manchester Guardian had not had its own special correspondent in Greece during
December 1944. It was mainly served by Reuters and Associated Press staff and after
December 9 by a joint corespondent with The Times with the attribution "The Times and
Manchester Guardian Service". Thus, during the conflict in Athens, both newspapers relied on
the reports of Geoffrey Hoare. Most of the Manchester Guardian leaders on Greece were

written by John Pringle. Like Barrington-Ward, A P Wadsworth, the paper's editor, was very
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critical of Churchill, especially during the December events, and together with The Times, was
to earn a word of reprimand for its conduct over Greece eight years later in Churchill's war
memoirs.(16)

On December 4, the Reuters' correspondent gave a lively account of the demonstration
similar to that of Hoare in The Times: "Greek Government police opened fire...on...unarmed
demonstrators, who included women and girls." The paper’s first leader appeared on December
4 and it was condemnatory of Britain's involvement in the crisis. Giving particular importance
to the new social forces in the liberated countries, it stressed that "if Britain is to escape the
accusation of maintaining a dictatorship of the Right, an attempt must be made to form a new
Government including the resistance parties."

Another leader, on December 6, condemned Britain's decision to support the Greek
Government by force. "It is not enough to point to the passive majority which always support
"law and order" against change and revolution. Somehow we must find a way to give
expression to this feeling and to give the resistance movements a share in the temporary
Government of their countries."

Pending the Commons debate on December 8, the paper called for a full restatement of
Britain's whole attitude towards liberated Europe and an account of the machinery by which the
Grand Alliance was held together.(17)

But Churchill's speech was not encouraging. "At times the speech did not seem quite
attuned to the underlying tragedy...One infers that the Government is looking for a swift victory
over ELAS to dissipate the crisis" noted the political correspondent.(18)

The paper felt that the only solution of the crisis must be a political one. It believed that
a compromise was possible and it was not certain that everything had been done to secure

one.(19)
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As the official organ of the Labour Party, the Daily Herald's reporting of the Greek
crisis is of direct interest.

In December 1944, the Daily Herald found itself in a very uncomfortable dilemma. By
condemning Churchill's policy in Greece it would put the three prominent Labour Ministers
(Clement Attlee, deputy Prime Minister, Emest Bevin, Minister of Labour and National
Service, and Herbert Morrison, Home Secretary) into an embarrassing position. The newspaper
chose, therefore, to put the blame for the Anglo-Greek conflict not so much on the National
Government as on Churchill personally and the Papandreou Government.

The paper's views were expressed through the leading articles, its diplomatic
correspondent, W N Ewer, and the political colummnist Michael Foot. However, these opinions
do not always harmonise with the dispatches of its Athens special correspondent, F H
Salusbury, who gradually came to adopt a more sympathetic attitude towards official British
policy.

At the beginning Salusbury aligned himself with most other war correspondents. He
placed the responsibility for the bloody events of December 3 firmly on the police and blamed
the British policy of backing with British arms a reactionary regime. His dispatch of December
4 was no less impressive than that of Geoffrey Hoare. Its headline ran: "Procession Gunned.
Children Among 160 Killed and Injured by Police". He described the horror of the police attack
on a crowd which "could never have been accused of disorder."

Next day Ewer blamed British diplomacy for supporting one faction in the struggle. He
traced the troubles to the Lebanon conference. Ever since the conference, Papandreou was
aiming at the assertion of his own authority and not at a genuine coalition. After establishing

himself in Athens and with British encouragement, instead of being restrained, Papandreou
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headed for trouble. "Now as a result we seem to be well on the way to a Papandreou
dictatorship enforced by British arms." A further proof of Papandreou's real intentions, the
paper would write some days later, was his statement in the Daily Telegraph of December 22.
"It is worse than unconstructive; it is blatantly mischievous." It implied a hope that the British
forces would utterly crush his political rivals and therefore the British Government should at
once dissociate itself from his policy.

In its first editorial on Greece, on December 5, the Daily Herald urged Britain not to
re-enter Europe "as the champion of discredited monarchs and Right-wing regimes", but to
pursue "a radical and democratic policy which accords with the mood of the liberated people.”

Churchill's speech in the Commons was strongly criticised: "to the bullets and shells
which British forces are pouring into the ranks of EAM he added rockets of rhetorical abuse."
The speech did nothing to relieve public anxiety about the lack of a unified political strategy
among the Allies. "We invite disaster unless, during the final stages of Europe's liberation and
during the years of reconstruction, the policies of Britain, Russia and America are more closely
coordinated and sychronised."(20)

The paper in its leaders of December 18 and 20 also condemned the lack of
cooperation and understanding between the Big Allies. Poland, Italy, Greece were three
examples of the lack of coordination. The Allied statesmen must renew and intensify their
efforts to attain political unity.(21)

More sustained in his criticism of Government policy was Michael Foot. As a
libertarian socialist, Foot believed that the future of Europe rested upon the peaceful
coexistence and cooperation of the three Great Powers. He was convinced, however, that the
spread of political freedom in Europe could not be achieved without the implementation of the

principle of self-determination and representative democracy. He repudiated the system of
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power politics and he gave particular importance to the role which the resistance movement in
Europe could play in laying the foundations of a social renovation.(22)

Michael Foot put forward these views in his first article on Greece, on December 8. He
stated that the shots fired that Sunday morning had killed more than just the handful of
unarmed demonstrators. They had killed the notion that "small nations do not count in the
modern world and that the big Powers alone can dictate the herald of Europe"; the notion that
the war was becoming less ideological. If Britain was to retain her position "in the new age
when kings and courﬁcfs and capitalists count for little and the people count for all" she should
give an active support to the progressive forces in Europe. According to Foot, EAM/ELAS
had not been preparing to seize power by force, but they had acted out of a "real fear of a
Right-wing coup d’état."

In his second article on Greece, on December 12, Foot referred to Churchill's speech in
the House of Commons. Churchill's reference to the origin of the Greek expedition, convinced
him that the strategy of sending British forces to Greece "was a strategy directed not against
the Germans, but against EAM." On the other hand, Churchill's "lordly" address on democracy,
Foot commcnt;:d, would puzzle many when in 1944 he still "speaks kind words to Prince
Umberto, Marshal Badoglio, General Franco, King George of the Hellenes and, even in

retrospect, Signor Mussolini."

The News Chronicle, the other major liberal newspaper, had a much more uniformly
and consistently critical stand to British policy in Greece than the official organ of the Labour
Party, the Daily Herald.

At the time that the crisis broke out in Greece, the newspaper did not have its own

correspondent in Athens, but shared the services of the correspondents of other newspapers. It
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was served, only occasionally, by a Greek correspondent, Denis Devaris, who together with
Bigio, the Reuters' correspondent, sent messages on December 4. Later, on December 15, the
paper took on the services of Joseph Harrison of the Christian Science Monitor and throughout
January- February 1945 of T Southwell-Keely of the Sydney Moming Sun.(23)

The paper's critical attitude was made clear right from the start. The leader, on
December 4, warned, "we must never run the risk of using our bayonets to force an
unacceptable Government upon a liberated people." The Greek crisis "has been shamefully
misrepresented as a struggle between Law and Order' and 'the Reds'. It is, in fact, nothing of
the kind. If the British Government's idea is to uphold the monarchy in Greece, it is going the
wrong way about it."(24)

After the Commons debate, the paper stated that Churchill did nothing to allay the
anxiety that "Britain's attitude is not whole-heartedly behind the democratic forces stirring in
Europe."(25)

The paper's views were also expressed by its diplomatic correspondent, Vernon
Bartlett, and the political editor, A J Cummings. Bartlett, in his parliamentary capacity as an
Independent MP, had voted against the Government. He remained firm throughout in his main
point that the British policy had been fundamentally flawed in not understanding that EAM was
something much more than a mere communist front and that the British Government
underestimated the strength of and the popular support for EAM. For him two important points
would have to be cleared up for successful negotiation: the future of the Mountain Brigade and
the Sacred Battalion and a precise pledge by the Greek King not to return to Greece until after
a plebiscite.(26) His critique, however, was less sharp than that of A J Cummings, who took an
especially keen interest in Greek affairs and vigorously opposed British policy in Greece

throughout the crisis, through his 'Spotlights'.
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Cummings warned the British Government of the deep feeling of horror and resentment
that had been aroused in British public opinion. "The injury will not be repaired by abusing the
so-called 'rebels’...It can be repaired, in part, only by a bold, honest, immediate effort,
unprejudiced by official predilections for a discarded dynasty, to bring the fighting to an end."
The Government escaped the Commons challenge more luckily than it deserved because of the
strong and prudent disinclination in all parties to break up the Coalition. But he added, "one
more 'advance against stubborn resistance', one more bombing attack, in another friendly
country...and the die would be cast."(27)

In a four-column comment, on December 15, Cummings stated that the main cause of
the Greek crisis was Churchill's "sentimental fondness for Kings and princelings" and the policy
of Papandreou. The British soldiers were fighting not "a few picturesque Red brigands", as they
thought to meet, but the Greek people itself. Cummings saw that new dynamic forces had
arisen in almost every part of Europe. "What chiefly matters is that the British Government
should give no support, moral or material, to any attempt to strangle or subdue the new forces"
he wrote.(28)

A leader, on December 21, was written on similar lines. Greece was a test case. "The
future of the liberated peoples, and the future of inter-Allied good will both depend upon our
giving the new dynamic forces in Europe the fullest possible scope to express themselves."

On December 23, Devaris dispatched an exclusive interview with Mitsos Partsalidis, the
General Secretary of the EAM Central Committee. In this interview Partsalidis displayed
EAM's conciliatory spirit and its willingness to reach an agreement.

The conservative press stood behind Churchill and his Government throughout the
crisis. Initially, the Daily Mail and the Daily Express seemed to take some share in the criticism

of the official policy in Greece on the grounds that it had not done what it could to prevent the
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crisis. Later, however, they shifted their ground to the less serious count of criticising that
policy for inadequacies of presentation.

From the start of the Greek crisis, the Daily Telegraph gave its complete support to the
British Government. The special correspondent to Greece was Richard Capell, a journalist with
extreme conservative views.(29) A former music critic, he had become interested in Greek
affairs since September 1944 when, as a correspondent of the Daily Telegraph, he accompanied
the commander of the Aegean Raiding Force on a trip to the Aegean Islands.(30) He was not in
Athens to witness the Sunday events, having been recalled by his newspaper back to London,
but his views were defined while he was in Egypt and they are presented in his book
Simiomata, in which he describes his experiences in Greece from September 1944 until March
1945. His views, very critical of EAM, passed the military censors but his newspaper judged it
impolitic to publish it.(31) When Capell returned to Athens, on December 16, he felt that his
expectations had been somewhat confirmed: EAM/ELAS was a minority group which was
now attempting to carry out its long-prepared plan to seize power by force and impose a
communist regime. He was exasperated by the "exaggerated" reports of most of his colleagues
in Athens and especially of Geoffrey Hoare.(32) He was particularly outraged by The Times'
leaders and he regarded the strong public reaction in Britain as a "wave of lunacy."(33)

The Daily Telegraph tended to see Britain's involvement in Greek affairs as
disinterested and benevolent. "The British aim is to do everything possible to ensure law and
order, but not to take sides between political parties” and "that is the beginning and the end of
our intervention in Greece politics."(34)

The paper disapproved of the American detachment from the British intervention in
Greece, which, as the Washington correspondent wrote on December 5, enabled the State

Department "to escape the criticism being leveled against the British." But "once the United
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States becomes a member of a fully-fledged United Nations organisation she will be bound to
share an equal responsibility for any measure necessary to put any principle she advocates into
effect."(35)

The paper agreed with Churchill's statement in the Commons, on December 8, that
EAM had planned a coup d’état.(36) It was exasperated by "the avidity of some people to seize
on the first convenient stick to beat a Prime Minister to whom,.., they owe their own and the
nation's survival." It dismissed the assumption that the British eagerly took sides as "fantastic"
and repeated that the British intervention in Greece had been "inspired with an unselfish desire
for Greek freedom."(37)

On December 18, Richard Capell sent his first dispatch to the paper. He reported that
within a few days after the Sunday bloodshed EAM had revealed its ruthless and brutal
character: they wounded members of UNRRA, kidnapped middle-class women and girls, killed
foreigners, collaborated with armed Bulgarians in northern Greece and terrorised the
countryside.(38) He welcomed Scobie's tightening offensive against ELAS as it would "spell
the beginning of the end of the rebels' attempted coup d’état."(39)

Capell's interview with Papandreou was carried as the front page headlines on
December 22. This interview, so abundant in gratitude for Britain's role in the crisis, was carried
out at a time when Papandreou's role as Prime Minister to cope with the crisis was discredited.
He was presented not only as the legitimate Premier, but as the leader of a socialist party, in an
effort to re-establish his authority, and to give an answer to those critics of the British policy of
intervention in Greece.

The Papandreou interview was welcomed in London, wrote the diplomatic
correspondent, where it was studied "in responsible quarters with interest." It also evoked

sensation in America, wrote the Washington correspondent, when details of the interview were
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cabled by the Associated Press and published in the afternoon newspapers throughout the
country. "The Greek Premier's statements were most timely. In spite of protracted debates in
the House of Commons it is doubtful if many Americans appreciate the efforts made by the
British Government to establish in Greece a provisional Government representative of all
parties or realise that, as M Papandreou said that |"Greece is being defended against

terrorism."(40)

The Daily Express was served by Eric Grey, and it used, for a while, Marcel
Fodor's(41) services of the Chicago Sun.

The December 4 events were headlined, "Royalists Battle With Reds. All-Day Fights in
Athens, Rome." Grey reported that a crowd of several thousand men, women and children
marched, unarmed, carrying Greek, British, American and Russian flags. The police opened fire
without warning. The next day an Express Staff Reporter' in Athens wrote that what was
happening was a bitter struggle between the Right and the Left. A new factor in Greek political
life was a "strong Left or Labour movement" which had taken the lead in resisting the Germans
during the occupation, whereas the old established parties remained passive. There was a good
deal of mistrust among the two factions. The Right was disdainful of the Left and the cht was
fearful lest the Right attempt a coup d’état to bring King George back, "who for many his
citizens, symbolises an iron dictatorship”. The first thing General Scobie must do was the
disarming of all partisan forces, including the Mountain Brigade.

Pending the Commons' debate, Guy Eden, the political correspondent, said that a clear
statement of the Government's policy must be given by Churc-:hill or Eden that: a) British troops
would never be employed to force one form of Government on any nation; b) the war effort

against Germany would not be weakened by fighting behind the lines; ¢) the cabinet spokesmen
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would deal with many misleading stories now current about British interference in Greek and
Italian affairs. Editorially, the paper defended British policy, "Britain is fighting for no regime,
royalist, reactionary or revolutionary, in any liberated country..It is fighting to beat the
Germans, and then to allow the nations to decide for themselves."(42)

Grey in his dispatches of December 12 and 15 reported the conciliatory spirit of EAM,
and its readiness to accept Scobie's terms provided they had been given guarantees for the
future political freedom of their parties and an amnesty. However, the Greek Government had

talked of nothing but "unconditional surrender of the Left."(43)

The other conservative paper, the Daily Mail appeared less critical than the Daily
Express.

The paper was served by Salusbury of the Daily Herald, as its special correspondent
and temporarily used the services of a Greek correspondent, Chronis Protopappas. On
December 5, Protoppapas praised British troops that they "have so far kept at bay the terror of
civil war" while the leading article defended Churchill's Greek policy. "What other course could
he pursue? The Papandreou Government is the only properly constituted authority in Greece."

The following day, the special correspondent in his dispatch alleged that the
"Communists were evidently out to seize power by force, and the time for action had come."”
Vincent Church, in a two-column article headlined "Greece: What it's all about", alleged that
the demonstrators' aim was to impose by violence a Communist dictatorship. He praised
Zervas' EDES as non-political consisting of remmnants of the Greek regular troops, and militarily
more efficient than ELAS in fighting the Italians and the Germans. As for Papandreou "he is a

more lively Socialist than our Mr. Attlee."(44)
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The paper was satisfied with the Commons debate which succeeded in clearing the air
as to Britain's real intentions. "Had our foreign policy been more openly declared, we should
not have exposed ourselves to suspicion and snubs from our own good friends."(45)

While the Daily Mail welcomed Churchill's actions in Greece it was sharply critical of
the inadequacies of its presentation. It thought that this secretive policy deprived the
Government of valuable press and popular support. In the leader of December 8, the paper
demanded more news to be released in order to be in a better position to make judgements.
"Until the Government's case has been made, and a fuller knowledge of the facts thus becomes
available, no good purpose can be served by criticism." A leader, on December 13, complained
of refusal of permits to civilian press correspondents wishing to enter Greece. It stated that
accurate reports from independent observers were vital and it suggested that restriction might
now be relaxed. Another leader, on December 14, blamed the lack of authentic information for
the troubles over Greece facing the British Government. "We cannot defend them on all points
because we feel that some of these difficulties may be of their own making. The original
mistake was to keep the public in the dark."

The cause of these bitter leaders was that, because of the embargo imposed by Scobie
on the arrival of new correspondents, the paper could not transfer its Rome correspondent,
Tetlow, to Athens.(46) William Ridsdale, Head of the News Department, on December 15,
instructed the Athens Embassy that Scobie should lift the embargo on the arrival of new
correspondents and facilitate Tetlow's early transport to Athens. Yet, Scobie's Relations Office
was reluctant to press the matter "as place should be kept vacant for a possible arrival from
London", and anyway the paper was covered already by Salisbury and Derek Patmore was on

his way to Athens from Cairo.(47)
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One of the hallmarks of The Observer under David Astor was tolerance of conflicting
views. This was greatly demonstrated in a four-column article on December 10, entitled "The
British Policy in Greece. The Case For and Against." Haffner was invited to publish the "case
for" and Deutscher the "case against" intervention side by side on the leader page.
Anonymously, Haffner stated, "this war would not advance the cause of democracy if we
allowed left tyrannies simply to take the place of right tyrannies." Deutscher, in the case against,
wrote "the events that preceded the Athens disaster speak loudly in favour of the defendant, the
Greek Left...In this civil war the aggression is not on the left but on the right."”

The paper was against any strategic or ideological sphere of influence. The alternative
policy should be that decisions on major political issues, such as the regimes to be established in
Greece, Poland, must be made jointly by the Allied Great Powers in agreement with the smaller
nations whose fate hung in the balance.(48)

In a similar vein the 'Student of Europe' in a three-column article on December 17,
titled "Partition and Unity" examined the plan of partition of Europe into zones of influence, as
it was exemplified in British policy towards Greece and Poland. He felt that there was the
danger that the United States might interpret the whole zoning agreement in a looser and more
temporary way even perhaps, as the case of Greece showed, to the extent of dissociating
herself from it. "That some implications of Teheran hurt their inborn idealism can readily be
understood. But idealism is not enough. Have they another equally workable basis to offer for
Allied unity and peace?"

The paper believed that EAM was an organised mass political movement and not "an
incursion of brigands from the hills" as the British Government was wrongly informed. "There
is no doubt", stated the leader on December 17, "that the ELAS forces could be compelled in

time to surrender unconditionally if sufficient British troops and weapons were diverted from
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fighting the Germans...But the price of such victory would be high..It might break the
Coalition. It might injure gravely our relations with the United States. For these practical
reasons it is essential to consider alternatives." These were: to bring the fighting to an end with
an armistice on the terms acceptable by ELAS; the EAM leaders to join a new coalition

Government, not necessarily under Papandreou; and disarmament on agreed lines.

The Sunday Times correspondent in Greece was Claire Hollingworth. It was also
served by Reuters, AP, Exchange, BUP.

The paper's views were expressed in the leader of December 10. ELAS attempted to
seize power. Papandreou had been unfairly treated in the press. He was Socialist and his
Government Republican, rather markedly to the Left. The issue in Greece was not between
Monarchists and Republicans, but between "the upholders of genuine and constitutional
freedom and those who behind the facade of a false vocabulary are seeking to impose their
ideology and their rule by force of arms." Hollingworth expressed the fear of the fighting being
spread to other parts of Greece.(49)

The paper defended British policy against its critics in the House of Commons. Their

arguments were "wholly against reason as well as against facts."(50)

More analytical and abundant in comments and judgements was the periodical press.

The Spectator, in its first comment on the Greek crisis on December 8, though it
disapproved the practice of foreign intervention in the internal disputes of a liberated country, it
did, however, justify its purpose. "Intervention...is undesirable, but the situation that might
develop in the absence of intervention would often be more undesirable still."(51) The journal's

view on the Greek events was further explained on its editorial on December 15. It believed
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that EAM/ELAS attempted by a coup d’état to seize power." It justified and idealised the
British intervention for, if Britain had walked out at such moment, it would have been

"desertion and cowardice" and a "betrayal of Greece":

Is it suggested that when the Government which called us in was attacked by this
strongly organised faction...we ought to have withdrawn our troops and done nothing?
Should we have washed our hands of all responsibility and left the usurpers to stamp
out the Government and to demonstrate successfully that the arms they were so
anxious to retain were wanted only to impose the supremacy of their faction? That was
unthinkable. We were there to bring food to the starving, to maintain order, and to serve
an agreed regime who were pledged as soon as possible to submit to the verdict of a
free election.(52)

Similarly, Harold Nicolson in his '"Marginal Comment' of December 12 defended the British
policy in Greece. Its principle, he wrote, was that it was "directed constantly to the defence and
support of liberal as against despotic constitutions." Britain had not taken sides in the Greek
dispute but she was merely preventing a single element from profiting by the circumstances of
Iiberation. Nicolson expressed similar views in his speech of December 8 1944 in the House of
Commons and in his diaries.(53)

The Economist believed in the new forces emerging in Europe after the war, promising
a social renovation. Most of these forces would be found in the resistance movements of
occupied Europe. Just a day before the events of December 3 in Athens, the journal, in an
editorial, argued that it was necessary for the Allies to understand the nature of the political and
social tensions among the liberated peoples. The Governments, which in the present
circumstances had no electoral basis and would have even less claim to legitimacy until
elections were called, ought "to keep in the closest possible touch with the active minority of
resisters who have kept alive the spirit of the nation."(54)

On December 9, in a leading article entitled, "The Greek Disaster”, the journal saw that

the British Government still had "a marked tenderness” for the Right wing forces of Europe,

101



while Churchill himself seemed "to be possessed of an especial weakness for kings and
princelings." A Britain "radical in mood and liberal in foreign policy has a great role to play in
Europe. Britain, friend of royalists and reactionaries, has none."(55) The Greek crisis would not
be solved by unconditional surrender, but British influence must be used to restore a
representative Government including EAM.(56)

In a long analysis of the Greek political situation, the journal described EAM as a large,
popular movement. The Communists no doubt played an influential part, disproportional
though to their small numerical strength. EAM/ELAS stood for a "progressive Leftist
Parliamentary Republic" and they "certainly did not plan a Communist coup d’état.” The real
issue was not Communism at all. It was the Monarchy and the controversy over Republic and
Monarchy. The Right was haunted by the spectre of a "Red Republic”, the Left feared that the
Monarchy would soon become a tyranny. Only the disarming of all partisan forces, the
appointment of an impartial Regency could prepare the ground for a Greek democracy.(57)

Amongst the papers more sustained in their criticism of Government policy were
Tribune and The New Statesman.

Tribune viewed that responsibility for the British intervention in Greece was laid with
the British Prime Minister whose support for the Royalists was almost obsessive.(58)

The journal also criticised the Labour leadership for lack of effective criticism of the
intervention. After the 1944 Labour Conference (December 11-15), it would editorially write
that "the choice before the Labour Movement will always be the same -either to sacrifice its
principles to save its leaders or to sacrifice its leaders to save its principles.” And the conference
resolution on Greece mirrored the sacrifice of the principles to save the leadership which "is

lethargic, incompetent and out of touch with the membership."(59)
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The New Statesman condemmned Churchill's policy on liberated Europe, aimed at
building British influence on "discredited forces of the past."(60) In conducting this course,
Churchill was waging war not against a political faction, but against the Greek people and he
was pursuing a division of Europe into spheres of influence.(61) The journal opposed the
"spheres of influence" and the "power politics" as "dangerous anachronisms". The alternative
was a system of collaboration between the Powers.(62)

Like Tribune, The New Statesman rested no less responsibility with the Labour
Ministers. If the Party was given a chance to speak its mind, it would certainly call for a new
departure in policy.(63) Thus, the Conference's acceptance of the resolution on Greece "reflects
not the: feeling of the Party or of the country, but simply the success of the executive in

obscuring the real issue."(64)

The Official Documentary Record

The Foreign Office files on the Greek crisis demonstrate a tendency of the centre and
periphery each to urge the other to greater efforts to retrieve the situation.

So far, the needs for publicity were served by Allied Information Services(AIS). The
first AIS personnel arrived in Athens two days before the arrival of the Greek Government, on
October 16, 1944. Their functions covered all functions of a press attaché. Their work divided
into: a) giving news of the outside world to Greece; b) organising Greek Information services
c) reporting the state of Greek public opinion in all parts of the country.(65) On November 27,
the Foreign Office asked Leeper, the British Ambassador, whether the need for a press attaché

meant that the AIS had to close down or whether an arrangement can be found to enable AIS
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Churchill's displeasure with the paper was expressed in more than one way. He believed
that the leading article of December 7 represented "the opinion of Professor Carr" and he
wondered "whether this might not be the occasion for some straight talking to Mr.
Barrington-Ward". His secretary was told to consult Brendan Bracken, the Minister of
Information.(73) That the rebuke was passed on is suggested by the editor's diary note. "This
morning's leader is said to have enraged Winston. But it is he who had made it possible for the
Greek troubles to be laid at our door."(74) Leeper had also protested about The Times article
of 7 December.

Harold Macmillan, Minister-Resident at AFHQ Caserta, who arrived in Athens from
Caserta on December 11, also complained to Sir Orme Sargent, head of the Southern
Department. "Next to extremists of ELAS", he wrote, "the intellectual perverts of Printing
House Square are amongst our most dangerous enemies...Apart from The Times we have to
struggle with the BBC especially its European service which is run by one Newsome...If you
could deal with these two snakes in the grass we could fight our open foes."(75) On December
15, Sargent responded that since Lancaster left London Eden had seen Barrington-Ward and
there was hope that as a result the attitude of The Times might become less perverse. "Where is
some indication that having got themselves well out on a limb they are now trying to crawl
back along the bough."(76)

Two days after Lancaster left for Athens, his first report, which reached Churchill
himself, was to stress most of the themes his later reports would repeat and amplify.(77) The
first of these was to pass a negative judgen)pnt on the professional competence of the press
representatives as a whole. The British correspondents "are of third-rate quality politically naive
and journalistically irresponsible.” Hoare, sincere but emotional, needed "guidance", for which

he was "pathetically eager"; Bigio of Reuters "quick witted and irresponsible”, was incapable of
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to work with a press attaché attached to the Embassy.(66) Leeper responded that he did not
want a press attaché as long as AIS were functioning in Greece.(67)

Leeper, former head of Foreign Office News Department himself, had a low opinion of
the press. His relations with the press corps had deteriorated much earlier, in Cairo, particularly
with the Americans. Even Capell, an admirer, admitted that the Ambassador’s character was
somewhat deficient in winning the press corps over to his side. As the true dimensions of the
crisis became apparent, Leeper had a hard time in keeping the correspondents "on the rails." He
raged at their "very poor quality" and inability to appreciate the overall situation in Greece and
to understand it in its wider diplomatic context. Moreover, General Scobie's Public Relations
Section was quite unequal to the task. Thus in an urgent telegram, on December 5, he said that
the situation demanded "not press attaché but a man trained in dealing with our own press."(68)
That man was found in the person of Osbert Lancaster of News Department as "the best man"
for the job.(69) Lancaster arrived in Athens on December 13. The Foreign Office was in such a
hurry to send Lancaster to Athens that the Ministry of Information was informed after his
departure, on 16 December.(70)

Among the correspondents who were mostly criticised for incompetence was Geoffrey
Hoare of The Times. According to Lancaster, he had been "a big disappointment...handicapped
by total inability to select from a mass of facts these few which were significant."(71) The
Times' articles provoked the irritation both of the Foreign Office and of the Ambassador. The
Foreign Office in a telegram on December 4 particularly pin-pointed Hoare's article of that
morning which suggested that the police action had sown the seeds of civil war. But the real
cause of all the indignation were the paper's leaders' criticism that Hoare's messages justified.
Early in the crisis Churchill, himself had drafted a letter to The Times, which was never sent,

complete with offensive references to Munich.(72)
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handling a difficult political story and he would be relieved to see him go. As for the Americans,
they were biased and anti-British and "worst of the lot is News [grp. undec.] who are
represented by American-born Greeks in close contact with ELAS." On the other hand, the
friendly correspondents, like Sedgwick of the New York Times and Salusbury of the Daily
Herald, were singled out. A series of harsh satirical personal vignettes of the offending
journalists followed, with the most withering fire reserved for the Americans.(78) Leeper
agreed with Lancaster's critique about Bigio, whose report of the shooting in Athens was
"emotional and inaccurate."(79) To improve press coverage of developments in Greece,
Lancaster suggested the sending of "a really good diplomatic correspondent.” He proposed
Sylvain Mangeot, the Reuters Paris correspondent, well-known both to Leeper and himself,
should come to Greece as Reuters correspondent.(80) That implied the general idea of
replacement of the war correspondents by diplomatic correspondents. The reason was that as
war correspondents they had not the political background and experience to understand the
political developments in Greece.(81)

Yet, Mangeot's accreditation required permission from the War Office. There was a
ruling for single representation of agencies and newspapers and Reuters had already had one.
After lengthy consultations between the News and Southern Department, the War Office,
Reuters, and the Athens Embassy, it was decided to treat Reuters exceptionally, and send
Mangeot to "reinforce and guide" Bigio, on the grounds that Reuters was the only British
agency and the main channel of British news from Greece, which was primarily a British
concern, so they had a defensible case if the two American agencies UP and AP
complained.(82)

Complaints were raised not only about the performance of Reuters' Athens

correspondent, Robert Bigio, but about the agency itself. Reuters had carried A J Cammings,
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one of the Government's hardest critics over Greece, in full on their overseas service as 'Reuters
political commentator', in a message dated December 13, which was distributed to the troops.
"This is doing untold harm" Lancaster complained to Ridsdale on December 15. Reuters had
bought the copyright of Cummings' notes -"a most unfortunate action on their part." Ridsdale
felt that this was a matter rather tricky to handle. "It is risky procedure to chide them for doing
so since there is a chance that any action on our part of this nature would get back to Mr.
Cummings. The result would be a powerful article from Mr. Cummings' pen castigating the
Foreign Office for "interfering with the freedom of the press" and "exerting undue influence
upon Reuters!"(83) On December 20, Ridsdale cabled Lancaster that "investigation of
Cummings incident shows that Reuters quoted him as "News Chronicle political commentator"
but by accident the reference to News Chronicle was omitted thus leading to a natural
conclusion that he was a Reuters’ correspondent. Reuters may, however, use his comments on
home affairs."(84) After Churchill and Eden returned from Athens, a cabinet meeting was held
to examine the case. The question of its Government subsidy was raised and a cabinet
committee under the Minister of Labour was appointed to investigate the whole affair. In the
meantime, C J H Chancellor, the head of Reuters, volunteered not to quote anything from

Cummings' column dealing with foreign affairs.(85)
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE STORM WEATHERED, JANUARY-FEBRUARY 1945

In the first two months of 1945 the British press continued to concern itself with the
current developments in Greece, but after the signing of the truce, on January 11, much
newspaper space was devoted to general analyses of the character of the conflict in Athens and
to recommendations for a lasting peace. Papers which had previously questioned the motives of
the Government's actions in Greece were now adopting a more restrained stance on official
policy. It appeared to them that Churchill's policy was not mistaken and that military
intervention was probably unavoidable. Yet, this movement back towards support for official
British policy was in no sense universal or uniform. Sometimes, newspapers could differ as
much within themselves as between themselves. Even so the same newspaper, foreign
correspondents, leader-writers and diplomatic correspondents did not always march in perfect
step.

Several factors can clearly be discerned as contributing towards this reversal of
attitudes. The Christmas flight of Churchill and Eden to Athens and Churchill's speech in
defence of British policy towards liberated Europe in the Commons on 18 January, both much
praised in the British press, helped in improving the tone of Fleet Street's coverage of British
policy in Greece. Reports of civilian hostages held by ELAS, publication of letters from soldiers
serving in Greece very critical of ELAS and the publication of the Trades Union
Congress(TUC) delegation report, on February 9, changed unfavourably the atmosphere for
EAM/ELAS. It must, however, be pointed out that the one-sided nature of available
information was a serious handicap for the critics of Churchill's Greek policy. As a result,

official allegations could be questioned but they were difficult to disprove and, consequently,
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the Government's actions remained unchallenged. In addition, the anti-EAM propaganda in
Britain -stories of terrorism, hostage taking, mass reprisals, and serious repression by

EAM/ELAS during the fighting- exerted a significant influence on the public against EAM.

Factors in the Changing Press Attitude

The continuing fierce fighting in Athens and the mounting hostility of public opinion in
Britain and the United States played a significant role in the change of British Government's
tactics. It was realised that the return of the King, under the existing circumstances in Greece,
might prove disastrous, since the King's unpopularity would strengthen EAM's unity, foment
more fighting and arouse domestic and international public reaction to British policy. Churchill's
key advisers, including Eden, Leeper, Macmillan and General Alexander, all advised him to
modify his original course of policy and to agree to Archbishop Damaskinos being appointed
Regent.

On Christmas Eve, Churchill flew to Athens with Eden. He convened an all-party
conference, including EAM/ELAS. Although a political solution to the crisis was not found,
Churchill succeeded in satisfying two important demands of EAM: that the King should not
return to Greece prior to a plebiscite favourable to him and that the Papandreou Government
should be replaced by a more representative one, demands which had also been espoused by the

British press.

Great efforts were made to ensure full publicity for the speeches made by Churchill at
the Athens conference. Leeper in a telegram to the Foreign Office, on December 27, stressed

the importance that Churchill attached to being correctly q