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Preface

I wish you to consider the advisability of recomdieg to the President an
announcement by him, in which he might be joinetdti Churchill and Stalin, to
the effect that the three Allied Governments wadt as trustees to insure that
Greece as well as the other nations of the Balk&osld have the opportunity to

express, as free citizens, the kind of Governnienytdesire to havk.

American Intelligence Officer, William J. Donovam lHarry Hopkins, Roosevelt's

most trusted advisor, on Decembel12944.

Thus, Germans who take part in wholesale shootiihgtatian officers or in the

execution of French, Dutch, Belgian, or Norwegiastages or of Cretan peasants,
or who have shared in slaughters on the peopleadari®l or in territories of the

Soviet Union which are now being swept clear ofeghemy, will know they will be
brought back to the scene of their crimes and jddge the spot by the peoples
whom they have outraged. Let those who have hittmert imbrued their hands with
innocent blood beware lest they join the rankshef guilty, for most assuredly the
three Allied Powers will pursue them to the uttestnends of the earth and will

deliver them to their accusers in order that jostmay be done.

Statement issued by Franklin D. Roosevelt, Winstdnrchill and Joseph Stalin,

concerning wartime atrocities, 1 November 1843.

On October 28, 1944, two presidents had a secret meeting atia@ train station. United

States President Franklin D. Roosevelt was to mvébt Charles Rozmarek, president of the
newly founded Polish-American Congress. The Corsgiesd to unite Polish Americans and
to pursue a common political goal: safeguardingaRas future when World War 1l was to

end. FDR was on national campaign to search fasviot the upcoming presidential elections
and hoped to influence the American Pole to letcbisimunity support the New Yorker and
his war time efforts. Earlier in the White House,Rozmarek recounts to Arthur Bliss Lane,

1 0SS Record©P-266, Folder 439.

2 Samuel |. Rosenmafthe Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Reek. Volume Twelve: The Tide
Turns 1943New York 1969) 499-500.



Roosevelt had warned him ‘Stalin had fooled himd&avelt] twice and might possibly fool

him again.’ In that meeting in Chicago, Roosevdkars seem to have come true.

President Roosevelt in his talk with me expressistiust of Stalin, having been
fooled by him, as he stated, on a number of ocnasidge plainly indicated that he
was fearful that Stalin might again collaboratehvtitler as he did in the initial stages
of the war and the president wanted at all cospgéwent such an alliance. He kept on
repeating to me: ‘Let us win the war with Germaimgtf The president let it be
understood that once Hitler was defeated, he wiontadv how to handle Stalih.

Roosevelt was not given the chance, however. Heehey in 1945, before Hitler was
defeated. Stalin and FDR'’s successor, Harry Trunwane to escalate the conflicts between

the United Nations and Russia and began a cold war.

The Grand Alliance of Great Britain, the United t8taand the U.S.S.R. in World War Il at
first seems to be a story of heroics. In 1940,aswery unlikely that Great Britain would ever
emerge victorious from the battlefields of World M The German armies had overrun
Poland, the Low Countries, France and many othentcies in lightning speed, taking away
many allies of the old British Empire. The invasiointhe British Islands itself was at hand.
The United States, on their part, did not want adipipate in the war, while Soviet Russia
made a non-aggression pact with Hitler. Great Brita 1940, in other words, stood alone. In
1945, however, British troops marched to Berlionglside their American allies. Eventually,
the Soviet Red Army captured the German capitalfive years time, formal relations
between Great Britain, the United States and theeS&nion had changed completely. The
world had seen the rise of a highly successfulupikely, military alliance. Many, however,
tend to argue differently from this story of succe8oth present-day historians and
eyewitnesses account for the difficulties betwden Big Three. A British interpreter at the
Tehran Conference, for example, mentions thatr8satiarbarous ideas were in contrast with
the humanity of the American President and the®riPrime Minister. ‘The establishment of
justice and human rights’ was on the top of thesemen’s agendas. None of this was to be
found with Joseph Stalin, according to the intetlgn®

3 Arthur Bliss Lane) Saw Poland Betraye®1-62.

* A.H. Birse,Memoirs of an Interpretefl_ondon 1967) 156.



When | set out researching, | was very intriguethvtinis subject. The difficulties between
Winston Churchill, Franklin Roosevelt and Josep&liSt that is what | originally wanted to
research. Their diplomatic struggle may be hardriderstand, yet they make a compelling
story. As | made my way in much archival materdiplomatic correspondence, internal
memoranda and the like, | began to realize, thotlgit, this story has been told many times
before. One can question therefore, from what newtf view this research will look at the
relationship between the Big Three. While visitifige Hague, however, | found something of
interest. On April 19, 1943, the Germans announced on the national theiomass graves
were found in the forest of Katyn, near SmolenskMestern Russia. These graves were said
to contain over 10,000 bodies of Polish officersyonhad been brutally executed with a
gunshot in the back of their heads. The Germanseth those officers had surrendered
themselves to the Red Army after the German-Samigtsion of Poland in 1939 and were
taken to Soviet labor camps as prisoners of washbrt, this was to be evident proof that the
Soviet Union had committed a most terrible war eximhwas not so much intrigued with the
crime itself or the immediate discussion afterwamtigther it was just German propaganda or
the Soviets were indeed responsiblewas the opinion of modern day historians ortishi
and American diplomacy which mainly caught my eyadeed, | found out that many years
after the discovery of Katyn, it still remains ookethe most important and sensitive topics in
Polish historiography. In 2007, for example, Poldirector Andrzej Wajda made a most
chilling and impressive movid&atyn, on this subject. Of course, early in 2010, a Teypd u-
154M containing the Polish government, headingRassia to commemorate the victims of
Katyn, crashed. The Soviet atrocity was and sidl major issue in Poland and one could read
this in the historiography.

In dealing with World War diplomacy, one inevitaliigs to build on work done by former
historians. The historiography used in this essaylme divided in two global ways. To start,
there is a vast majority of literature which argtiest Stalin’s demands were astounding and
impossible to fulfill at the time. The memoirs abidgraphies from wartime politicians such
as Winston Churchill, Anthony Eden, Alexander CaggCordell Hull, Sumner Welles and
many others are the most important source of natien this school of historians. They cite,

® Which the Soviets were, as they themselves firadiyitted in the earlies 1990s with the openingSheiet
archives. From 1943 onward, however, the Soviebbdienied every connection with the Katyn massaamnes
blamed the Germans for their false accusations.



for example, how Stalin asked 25 to 30 division8ofish troops to be sent in defense of the
Soviet Union. Not only would this mean that Greatdsn would dispatch its entire army, the
massive operation of transport would have to happerugh the Iranian railroad. This proved
impossible, notably because the railroad was neh éwished at the time. Stalin also claimed
that Great Britain could easily launch an amphibi@ssault on France since almost no

German troops could be found there, as they wéenghged in battle in the Soviet Union.

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, however, apgearether historiographical vieidlasnost
and the opening of Soviet archives proved to tlaeselemicians that Western historiography
could not be further away from the truth. Gorodgtskr example, explicitly argues that the
traditional Western view of Stalin placing ‘aggressand senseless demands’ was ‘simply an
attempt to project the political reality in Europfter the war back onto the entirely different
conditions that prevailed at its outsét&s the Cold War came to an end, and its rhetoric
ceased to influence historiography, the way wasiexadly paved for a more critical view of
Allied diplomatic relations. Not only Stalin’'s actis were now being researched. Instead,
how British and American politicians dealt with ith&oviet allies became a subject of its
own. Ostrovsky, for example, argues how relucthatAmerican government was to support
the Polish community. Roosevelt, in his opiniord éverything he could to avoid British-
Soviet problems and to put aside the ‘Polish Quasttself. Due to the terrifying power the
Polish-American community could pose to the Preagidespecially during elections,
Roosevelt was most reluctant to lend his suppoditteer the Poles or the Russidrfilitov
argues that Western historians have overlooked iitapb parts in their own diplomatic
history. He points to institutions, such as Amemic&tate Department, the English Foreign
Office or the Chiefs of Staff, and how much peoplhin these institutions can debate
diplomatic questions. Indeed, ‘by identifying specattitudes and approaches with certain
official bodies, Western studies have overlookesl uhdercurrents within each institution as

well as its changing influence over tinfe.’

® Gabriel Gorodetsky, ‘The Origins of the Cold Wtalin, Churchill and the Formation of the Grandiakice’
in: Russian Review7, 2 (1988) 148.

" Aaron Seth Ostrovskpeace Planning for Poland and the United StatesnduvWWII1(2009) 48, 55.

8 Aleksei Filitov, ‘The Soviet Union and the Grandlidnce: The Internal Dimension of Foreign Polidg
Gorodetsky, Gabrielsoviet Foreign Policy, 1917-1991. A Restrospediivmdon 1994) 97. Esbenshade argues

that Eastern European historiography has been Igeafliuenced by, what he calls, national narratiVéhen
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To these historians, Sir Stafford Cripps was ong¢hef most important examples of a long
unknown undercurrent within the British governmedtipps, the British ambassador to the
Soviet Union from 1940 to 1942, was originally seytChurchill for his renowned Marxism.
Churchill in this way hoped that Cripps could garcess to the Soviet top more easily and
ease British-Soviet relations. Cripps, however, midre than that: he sided with the Soviet
Union and its demands. The ambassador understodyl @a how important it was to
establish full military co-operation between Chultciind Stalin. To do this, Cripps knew he
had to recognize the Soviet annexations in theiBaBio, he tried to argue his case to
Churchill and Eden, saying that the Molotov-Riblbept Pact was a defensive measure
‘indispensable for the security of the Soviet Unama result of the failure to provide proper
diplomatic guarantees in the 1930°sCripps’ arguments, however, were never heard. In a
telegram to the Foreign Office on Novembel"15941, therefore, he claimed that ‘it appears
that we are treating the Soviet Government withinugt and as inferiors rather than as trusted
allies.” Churchill was furious when he read theg¢ebm. The Atlantic Charter and American
requests not to enter talks with the Soviet Unionfontiers or the post-war world made

discussion impossible and Churchill discarded traroents of his ambassadfr.

Not only were the British and American governmeinternally divided, some historians,
such as Harrison, argue that the British Foreigic®fwas ‘willing to sacrifice the territorial
rights of a junior ally’. In his opinion, already October, 1939, the British Foreign Secretary
had no problems with the Soviet invasion in Poladdd the Russians not advanced to a
boundary that was proposed by a Briton only 20 sydmafore?" Some historians of Polish
history tend to share in this view. In their opmighe Western democracies are to blame for
the atrocities and tragedy that occurred in Polawiti during and after the war. Not only did

they not prevent it, they actualgllowed it to happen. As shall be seen in the following

one looks in Polish affairs, it is recommendablédwe read his article: Richard S. Esbenshade, &rayaring
to Forget: Memory, History, National Identity in twar East-Central Europe’ iRepresentationd9, special
issue: Identifying Histories. Eastern Europe Befamd After 1989 (1995) pp. 72-96.

° Gorodetsky, ‘Origins’, 155.

19 H. Hanak, ‘Sir Stafford Cripps as Ambassador insbtaw, June 1941-January 1942’ ifihe English
Historical Reviewd7, 383 (1982) 338.

M E.D.R Harrison, ‘The British Special OperationsEntive and Poland’ infthe Historical Journa#3, 4
(2000) 1076.



chapter, a diplomatic crisis such as Katyn is nayadargued to be a ‘triumph of Allied self-
interest and realist statecraft over abstract friitln the opinion of these historians, that was
the risk of waging such a massive war. ‘If smafdres would suffer, that was to be the price

of waging a global strugglé>

This historiographical interest in the Anglo-Amenns from the late 1980s onwards, then, can
be divided in three further ways or, as | call thkare, schools. First, there issahool of
innocence These historians argue that people such as GHukten and Roosevelt had the
best of intentions, but were simply outwitted. Thegd whatever they could, yet, in the end
Stalin was much more powerful. Raack, for examplgues that the leaders of the West
could not have known of secret territorial agreetmdretween Stalin and his pseudo-Polish
government in Moscow. Britain and the United Statesld also hardly have known the full
extent of how thousands of Poles were sent to cammpsgere moved to countries such as
Kazakhstart? This first school is closely related to the vieefdre the 1970s and continues to
use its main arguments. To these historians dieigr that Stalin still played a central role. He
undermined the war time alliance and eventuallygdean important part in starting the Cold
War. Even after investigating Roosevelt and Chuitshdealings with the Soviet Union, one

could not conclude anything other than that.

Lukas and Mayers are but two examples of gbhkool of blameThis school rediscovered

critical comments of, sometimes within, the Anglaérican governments during World War
Il and used them in their arguments. Accordinghese historians, Great Britain and the
United States were not outwitted by Stalin. Insiehdy were fully aware of what the Soviet
leader wanted, namely conquering Poland, and diddacenough to prevent that. Churchill
and Roosevelt tried to keep Stalin on board at @st, while chasing their own political

agendas. In the opinion of these historians, Poleamsla victim of that. Mayers, for example,
tries to show how the Allied war effort was desigrie please the Soviets. Through Lend

Lease, convoys and a strong insistence on Germamggnditional surrender, Stalin was to

12 George Sanford, ‘The Katyn Massacre and Polishies®elations, 1941-1943’ idournal of Contemporary
History 41, 1 (2006) 157.

13 Jonathan Fenbylliance. The Inside Story of How Roosevelt, St&li€hurchill Won One War & Began
Another(London 2006) 185.

1 R.C. Raack, ‘Stalin Fixes the Oder-Neisse LineJisurnal of Contemporary Histor35, 4 (1990) 476-480.
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be kept away from any idea of making a separatytreith Hitler once again. Poland’s
future was of no concern to them. Polish grievanwese ‘not considered in Linden or
Washington to be worth jeopardizing the Anglo-US weme alliance with Russia> Lukas
argues how Admiral Standley, the U.S. Ambassaddviascow until 1943, was starting to
wonder that the Kremlin was using ‘Katyn’ as a waypress American and British agreement
on Russian territorial claims in Poland. While lgeimware of this development, Roosevelt
himself had given the Polish Ambassador in Washimdftis views on the matter. He simply
told the diplomat that when Stalin would indeedsgréor a rectification of Poland’s eastern

frontier, the United States could not go to watwvkiim over it:°

Some historians recently tried to fuse this secscitbol of blamewith the historiography
before the 1970s. They carefully argue Stalin’sntibns on the one hand. On the other hand,
however, in showing the Soviet leader’s plans thesmdemicians try to argue how badly
Roosevelt and Churchill responded to the Sovietaoenl will name three examples of this
special category of historians within teehool of blameFirstly, Cienciala argues that Stalin
was searching deliberately for a diplomatic breat#hwhe London Poles. The Soviets had
already made contact with Polish communists asyeslFebruary 1942. They also stated
officially in January, 1943, that Poles residingteaf the Molotov-Ribbentrop Line were
considered Soviet citizens. And between August @egtember, 1942, Stalin had used the
Polish army division within the Soviet Union asldipatic leverage. By refusing to supply it,
the Soviet leader hoped to put pressure on Sika@aski his government in London in an
attempt to settle the question of the Polish bard€he British managed to avert this crisis
and urged for the reposition of the Polish armyirem. With Polish officers to remain in
charge of its army divisions in Iran, Britain arme tSoviet Union were now to share its supply
and armament. Yet, the Anglo-Americans were noingethe danger that developing and

how confident Stalin was becomifigSecondly, both Sanford and Paul claim that thei Naz

!5 David Mayers, ‘Soviet War Aims and the Grand Allia: George Kennan's Views, 1944-1946'Journal of
Contemporary History 2, 1 (1986) 59.

'8 ouis Robert Coatneyhe Katyn Massacre: An Assessment of its Significeas a Public and Historical
Issue in the United States and Great Britain, 19403(1993) 10; Richard C. Luka$he Strange Allies. The
United States and Poland, 1941-19&moxville 1978)42.

¥ Anna M. Cienciala, Natalia S. Lebedeva, Wojciechtédski, ed.Katyn. A Crime Without Punishment
(London 2007) 210, 425; R.C. Raack, ‘Stalin’s PlmrsVorld War II" in: Journal of Contemporary Histor36,
2 (1991) 213-215.



announcement of Katyn, a topic discussed in thd okapter, was conveniently timed for
both Germany and Russia. The announcement of wdqgdemed there gave Goebbels the
opportunity to split the United Nations in a crdgeeriod of the war. The Red Army had
found its strength again after many defeats andneascounter-attacking German panzers in
Russia. Also, in April, 1943, the Germans were agio divert international attention away
from their planned liquidation of the Jewish Ghdtiowarsaw. The Polish government-in-
exile wanted to be sure whether Germany’s accusatigere right or wrong. As the Poles
said in a message to the Russians: ‘only irrefatdatts can outweigh the numerous and
detailed German statements concerning the discafettye bodies™® Stalin seemed all but
willing to conceal Katyn and use the German annenrent to get his way. On April, 21
1943, five days before Stalin would formally end hllegiance to the Polish government-in-

exile, he sent Churchill and Roosevelt the follogvmessage:

The fact that the anti-Soviet campaign had beemestgimultaneously in the German
and Polish press and follows identical lines isulithble evidence of contact and
collusion between Hitler — the Allies’ enemy — ahe Sikorski Government in this
hostile campaign. At a time when the peoples ofSbeiet Union are shedding their
blood in a grim struggle against Hitler's Germamg dending their energies to defeat
the common foe of the freedom-loving democraticntoes, the Sikorski government
Is striking a treacherous blow at the Soviet Unionhelp Hitler's tyranny. These
circumstances compel the Soviet government to densihat the present Polish
government, having descended to collusion with thider government has, in
practice, severed its relations of alliance witke #1.S.S.R. and adopted a hostile
attitude to the Soviet Union. For these reasonsStheet Government has decided to

interrupt relations with that Government.

In Paul’s eyes, German propaganda and cunning ikad &talin the accusation he needed to
break diplomatic relations with the Poles. He aggtleat the discovery of the Polish mass
grave was not a surprise to some high-ranking Pioldee government and the army and
because of this knowledge had been lured into bmagtic trap. The Poles knew that the
Russians had deported many of their compatriotpris®ners of war to camps within the

Soviet Union and the Russians knew the Poles kf@mmeral Anders, the leader of the Polish

18 Sanford Katyn, 108-109.

9 Allen Paul,Katyn. Stalin’s Massacre and the Triumph of Tr(lleKalb 2010) 221.
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Army in Iran, had himself been a prisoner in Luby@na camp near Moscow. Reactions from
the London Poles to the Katyn news were enoughh®iSoviets to break relations quickly.
To name an example, General Anders made a speectialyg after the Katyn announcement

to his soldiers. It contained a powerful that tloiSts were all but willing to hear:

In spite of tremendous efforts on our side we haeeived absolutely no news of any
of them. We have long held the deep conviction titate of them are alive but that
they were deliberately murdered. | consider it seaey for the government to
intervene in this affair with the object of obtaigi official explanations from the

Soviets, especially as our soldiers are convinted the rest of our people in the

U.S.S.R. will also be exterminaté&d.

Cienciala, Sanford and Paul are certain. RoosaweltChurchill were blind to what happened
and when the truth came out, they did nothing aliounh April, 1943, Stalin effectively

controlled Polish refugees in the Soviet Unionwaes responsible for the supply of the Polish
military forces in Iran as he had formed a pupgéte London Poles, in their eyes, were
powerless, while Great Britain and the United $tatere both speechless and unwilling to
act. Sanford notes how willing the British and Amans were to cast the actual truth,
Russia’s involvement in the killings, aside. The émans, in his opinion, were more
pragmatic and flexible in handling the difficultie$ Katyn than the British with Roosevelt

suppressing and excluding inconvenient eviden@oefet guilt**

Thirdly and finally, there is a small historicalew that tends to look in depth to how the
British and American governments came to their ahitic actions. In thischool of
reconstruction it is thought to be important how politicians atiglomats approached these
difficult topics as Katyn and the ‘Polish Questioli Folly’s opinion, ‘exploration must be
conducted to see what was actually assumed (...)wloat evidence and under whose
influence.* No longer should historians think in black and thand assume that the Soviets
made far too powerful demands or that the BritisH Americans saw the war effort as the
most important goal of them all. Diplomacy posedrah@uestions on the participants and

they had to choose, sometimes against their wdtwben the lesser of two evils. Folly

2 paul,Katyn, 219.
% sanford Katyn, 158.

22 Martin H. Folly, Churchill, Whitehall and the Soviet Union, 1940{&6ndon 2000) 3-4.
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himself studied the opinion of the British Forei@ifice in this matter, yet | personally
believe that such an approach could be feasibded@bate which is clearly influenced by later
moral opinion. In short, historians need to tryta&ie distance from their own opinion and
present the facts. This is however easier said thtare, given the moral issues Anglo-

Americans found themselves in.

| found it striking that mainly Polish authors aadew Britons claimed Poland was left to its
fate by those it regarded as its protectors. Thé&ednStates and Great Britain, in their
opinion, did not do anything to save the Polishamtgainst the dangers of Stalin and his
communist Red Army. Evidence for this opinion, thegim, could be found anywhere.
Diaries from important statesmen, for example,rdilty said why Poland was not to be
rescued. Everything seemed to point to the betrafy&oland. The very country for which
Great Britain went to war in 1939, in the opiniohtleese authors, was also the country that

was divided at the Yalta Conference of 1945.

In this Master-Thesis for the University of Leidenwould be far too great a challenge to
face these historians head on and rewrite overe@@syof historiography on Anglo-American

diplomatic handling of Polish affairs in World WHr However, in my opinion, it would be

wise to reconstruct the story of diplomacy in tiniportant period of time. Diplomacy, as said
recently by a Hungarian student, is more diffi¢tbhfin it seems. In his words, ‘diplomacy is to
say bad things in the nicest way.” To honor th&ght, and to give it more weight, | chose to
use the metaphor of diplomacy being a chess-ganfeBmtain and the United States on one
side of the board and Russia sitting on the otBeth sides know their goal, winning the

chess-game and diplomatically achieve what theytedarbut what really mattered where the
moves before check-mate could be reached. In thataGo meeting, Roosevelt seemed to
think he still had a chance to beat Stalin, thatvhe only checked. It would be interesting, in
my opinion, to take a look at those moves whichl¢qossibly lead to a check-mate and
remove a veil of morality, of color, in the histography that is haunting this topic for so

long.

In this Thesis | ask myself the following questiohtow do historians look at British and
American handling of the ‘Polish Question’ in WokiMar II, from the moment ‘Katyn’ led to
a break between the Soviet Union and the Polistergorent-in-exile in April 1943 tot the
end of the Warsaw Uprising in September 1944, andhat ways did the United States and

12



Great Britain want to solve this problem in acconda with the wishes of the Polish
government-in-exilé?Of course, this is a vast question and answethiegguestion in definite
would require a lot more space and argument thaanl possibly provide here. Yet, by
choosing for the ‘chess game’ metaphor, reconstgicAnglo-American diplomacy and
discussing the historiography on this topic, | htp@dd a more moderate view to the debate

of the Allied intervention in Polish affairs duriMyorld War 1.
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Chapter 1: Introducing the game board and the playss...

From the recording of these few facts one may cmigcithat the restoration of a
strong, sovereign and independent Poland will nolydbe an act of historical
justice but one of peculiar character and weigtdrresponding to the peculiar part
that Poland has had to play in the war and to hargé moral and material
contribution to the struggle — including the blooflher sons. In consequence of all
this, the nation should belong to the victoriousmgles when it is over, not to the

vanquished; and with all the consequences pertgitorvictory.

Stanislaw Mikolajczyk, the Polish Prime Ministeiofn July 1943 to September
1944, inThe Slavonic and East European Revyissue 23, 1945

We may, it seems to me, be faced with a reversBumpean history. To protect
itself from the influences of Bolshevism, Westemoge in 1918 attempted to set up
a cordon sanitaireThe Kremlin, in order to protect itself from thdluences of the

West, might now envisage the formation of a bgirefSoviet states.

William Harrison Standley, United States ambassdddhe Soviet Union from 14
April 1942 to 19 September 1943, in a cable toStete Department, 1943.

In the very year World War Il was about to end,istoPrime Minister Stanislaw Mikolajczyk
made an appeal to the readers of the internatersdemic magazinghe Slavonic and East
European Review’ In it, he emphasized, for instance, the heroispldied by the Polish
citizens during the war and how important Polanallyewas within the United Nations.
Mikolajczyk’s message was clearly written out odrfelt is one of many examples of Polish

historiography on World War 1l which, in Padraic i¢ey’s words ‘has been smacked by a

% stanislaw Mikolajczyk, ‘Poland in the New Euroje’ The Slavonic and East European RevaSy62 (1945)
41.

24 Allen Paul Katyn. Stalin’s Massacre and the Triumph of Tr(BreKalb 2010) 228.

% The article was published in 1945, yet it staty clearly that Mikolajczyk wrote his piece white was still
Prime Minister. This means it was already writtgyht before September 1944,
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sense of grievancé® In 1944, the future of the Prime Minister's natiors uncertain.
Indeed, he did not have any idea at all what Potarelzen the whole of Europe was going to
look like after the waf! Instead of being a seemingly romantic descriptibRolish heroics
this article was a desperate plea for survivalaRa@) in his opinion, does have a rightful place
in the new world order after 1945. During World Whrthe Eastern European country had

come to the brink of its destruction once again.

This first chapter will give a historical backgraumo the events concerning Poland right
before April 1943. | believe this is necessary onumber of reasons. First, the ‘Polish
Question’ has shaped Polish history in many wayktharefore such a vast subject requires a
sufficient explanation. Second, | believe it isw@nportant to give the Poles, represented
here by its own government-in-exile, a voice ofitlesvn in this story. How did they respond
to the events in World War 1I? What was their reactto the ‘Big Three’ (Churchill,
Roosevelt and Stalin) when they tried to come tauaderstanding about the future of the
disputed state? Shortly describing Polish opiniangl actions will lend, in my opinion,
historical justice to those whose future was be&lagided by powers which they could hardly
control. A brief introduction to the Poles shall ieen. Third, and most importantly in this
essay, | will introduce Britain and the United $tatHow did they respond to the Poles and
Russians, before April, 1943? Fourth, and finalwaduld like to take a look on the

historiography on these subjects and how it chaogedtime.

In short, this chapter about the ‘Polish Questiaill have a more global, perhaps even
introductory character than the ones to follow.,Xké Question itself should not be thought
lightly. For it was Lord Hastings Ismay, Churclslichief military adviser and first Secretary
General of NATO, who claimed after the war: ‘nobazhn deny that the failure to secure
freedom and independence for Poland has broughtesioa the Western DemocraciéSA
good introduction in this topic, in my opinion, iilsvaluable to understanding the difficult
guestions to which the Allies were posed after Ai943.

% padraic Kenney, ‘After the Blank Spots Are Fill&ecent Perspectives on Modern PolandTine Journal of
Modern History79, 1 (2007) 134.

2" Mikolajczyk, ‘Poland’, 41.

% Michael Alfred Peszke, ‘An Introduction to Englitlanguage Literature on the Polish Armed Forces in
World War II in: The Journal of Military History70, 4 (2006) 1030.

15



1.1. Setting up the chess board: the ‘Polish Question’al its history to 1943.

Before the outbreak of World War 11, the ‘Polish €3tion’ had already raised difficulties for
the Polish nation many times before. Indeed, wetbke Napoleon Bonaparte set out on his
guest to conquer Europe Polish national bordere wWisputed. Prussia, Austria-Hungary and
tsarist Russia all claimed parts of Polish teryitdtor hundreds of years, Poland was a major
topic in political agendas. Its borders continugustifted and, at some in points in history,
the state even ceased to exist. World War |, howevas to give the Poles the opportunity to
raise their old country from the grave once agaoland formally did not exist any more after
1886. The President of the United States, WoodralsdfY, was to change this. He was aware
of the need to redesign Europe after the war hdddriNations had to be remade and borders
were to shift in such a way that a future war cdogdprevented. More importantly, Wilson
thought it important that no war again should hegfa for disputed land. In his opinion, then,
every ethnicity should have a single undisputedest®ut simply, Germany was to be
exclusively for Germans, while Czechs were to beemgia Czech state and Poles were
supposed to live in Poland. Indeed, Poland waseeiapcase for Woodrow Wilson. When he
crafted his famous Fourteen Points, the thirtegmbimt was exclusively designed for
recreating that old Eastern European country. Tdiatpcalled for ‘an independent Polish
State, which should include the territories inhedbiby indisputably Polish populatiorfS.Of
course, this raised Polish expectations for therrestion of their state, which had lost its

independency 123 years before.

Eventually, Polish frontiers were established imeJul919, at the Peace Conference of
Versailles, and the Republic of Poland was creaktmvever, this international decision
immediately raised old issues with Poland’s easteighbor: the two year old Soviet Union.
In 1919, the Treaty of Versailles claimed that Rdlavas to receive all of the territory it had
possessed before it was partitioned for the fimetin 1773. However, due to resettlement
and colonization, the Polish nation did not maiobnsist of Poles anymore. A German

minority could now be found on the western frontespecially in the area around the former

2 Ostrovsky,Peace Planning38.
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German port of Danzig. Alongside the eastern fevniow lived Lithuanians, Ukrainians and
Belorussians. Lenin demanded that these Slav peomee of old a part of tsarist Russia and,
therefore, a part of nowadays communist Russia. ‘Pbésh Question’, then, did not just
only consist of the drawing of Poland’s bordersal#o questioned whether millions of people
belonged to one state or the other. As it turnetj Wilson’s original intent of creating a
Polish state exclusively for Polish ethnicities waesy difficult to realize after the end of
World War 1%

To solve these problems, the Allied Supreme Cowroiposed a new demarcation line on the
eastern border of the new Polish Republic. This teade the so-called Curzon Line of
December 8, 1919, named after its creator, British Foreiger&gry Lord George Curzon.
The new demarcation line was to divide the areatherPolish eastern frontier between its
Polish and non-Polish civilians. In short, the @urzine was to separate the Polish Republic
and the Soviet Union in such a way that it wouldagke both nations and affirmed which
people belonged to what state. On the one handCtineon Line handed Poland the area of
Bialystok and the cities of Lwow and Vilna, givemetfact they were housing many Poles.
According to Harrison, the cities of Lwoéw and Vilmgere not just ordinary cities, they were
very important to the Polish cause. In his opinithre Poles believed Lwéw and Vilna to be
‘symbols of Poland’s ancient tradition as the leade Eastern Europe.’ Indeed, ‘without
them, their country was just another small Europgtare.®* On the other hand, the Curzon
Line handed the Soviet Union territories in Belsiasand the Ukraine. In 1919, then, areas
with a Polish majority were acceded to Poland. $heiet Union received areas with a Slavic

majority.

The new demarcation line, however, seemed to iser¢he problems, instead of solving
them. The people from the Ukraine, according to €ezon Line now becoming Soviet
citizens, were bitterly divided on whether they vemhto become a part of the Bolshevik
nation. One part of the Ukrainians sided with tlo@i&ts, while another part opted for Poland
as their new nation. Poland’s Chief of State, Jdd&fudski, was not pleased either. He

thought Poland was weak on the eastern frontierf@aekd his new nation was eventually to

% Tony Sharp, ‘The Origins of the Teheran FormulaPatish Frontiers’ inJournal of Contemporary History
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be overrun by German armies on the west and Sawueies on the east. Opting for a more
easily defendable eastern frontier and sensindithe right for an invasion on the Soviet
Union, Pilsudski moved his Polish armies into Betaand the Ukraine. From 1920 to 1921,
Poland and the Soviet Union were to fight each rotwer the question of Polish bordéfs.
This sudden war surprised the Soviet Union at.fiYgtt, Lenin’s forces countered the Polish
invasion. They marched to the Polish capital of ¥sar and were very close to conquering it.
This failed however. Within one year after the Wwagan, Polish forces yet again invaded the
Soviet Union. On March 18 1921, the Polish-Soviet War ended with the TredtRiga and
Pilsudski’s efforts to gain Belarus and the Ukraimehis opinion forming an important part
within the old borders of the first Polish kingdammedieval times, partly had an effect. The
Traktat Ryskdivided Belarus and Ukraine in half and effectiveipved the Curzon line
hundreds of miles to the edStAccording to historian George Sanford, the Pofisiviet war
had important consequences for the relations betwee two countries. Poland was now
known to the Soviets gsaskaia Pol'skaa gentry-ruled state. It was also responsibleafor
humiliating defeat at the gates of Warsaw. The Redy had failed the motherland, leaving
its commanders embittered. One of these commandesgf Stalin, was to carry those
experiences with him for the rest of life and suggmly turned it into a hatred for Poland.
Indeed, whenever the opportunity for revenge argseSanford argues, the Soviet war
machine was to strike hard on its Polish enéhy.

The Soviet Union was not the only nation which madny claims against the new Polish
Republic after 1919. Germany, especially Hitler whee rose to power in the 1930s, also
wanted to see their old lands returned. To achmweh a purpose, the Germans made a
diplomatic move that surprised the whole world. @ngust 2%, 1939, the Foreign
Secretaries of both Germany and the Soviet Unignesl a pact of neutrality, the so-called
Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact. If a future war should dkeout, this document made sure that
Hitler and Stalin, who were known for not being weood friends, would not attack each
other and stay out of each others’ affairs. As mdigynot know at the time, the Molotov-

Ribbentrop Pact also contained several secret mgmas which were to shape the events that
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were about to happen in Poland. On SeptemBerl239, World War Il began with the
German invasion of Poland along its western bordBn® weeks later, on September"17
the Red Army surprised the world with an invasidong Poland’s eastern frontier. As it
turned out, the Neutrality Pact had divided Polandialf. Hitler's panzerswere to take the
west-side of Poland, while Stalin was given the.e@arlier Polish border disputes, together
with strategic reasons, had led Hitler and Statindivide Poland among them. Again, a
demarcation line was drawn. According to Cienciditéas new Molotov-Ribbentrop line of
1939 had a close resemblance to the 1919 Curzen linpractice, Stalin was to receive
everything the Soviet Union had lost in the Traatyhe Riga, bringing Poland’s border back
to the Curzon Liné®

As can be seen above, Poland’'s borders both hadfieult history as they have been
disputed many times. However, this ‘Polish Questi@ad great consequences for the Polish
citizenry. George Sanford, for example, argues that Soviet Union was clear in its
intentions. The Red Army was not to draw new bader the Motherland, they were intent
‘to destroy Polish political, social and culturafluence entirely, and to disperse the Polish
population throughout the U.S.S.R., where it cdagdcontrolled effectively®® This was also
recognized during World War I itself. On May 181940, for example, the British
Ambassador to Poland from 1934 to 1941, Sir Howéednard, sent the following note to

Lord Halifax, an important member of the Britishréign Office:

The policy of deportations is once more being edrout on a large scale. The persons
arrested largely belong to the intelligentsia andude the wives and families of
Polish officers who are now abroad. It is furtheslgable that many schoolboys have
also been arrested. A similar fate hangs over éngaming Poles of the landowning
class in the northern parts of the Soviet occupatémd it is all the more terrible as
these survivors are mostly women and childrenntbafolk of the family being in the

main either abroad or in Russian prisons and inter campé’

In 1944, in a small article from the United Stagd®ut Governments in Exile, Daniel Bell

describes how the Soviets organized plebiscitéts ioonquered Polish territories on October
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22" 1939. Barely a month after the Red Army invadeefrt, the Poles were asked whether
they were to join the Soviet Union. Bell arguedtttieese so-called elections were ‘preceded
by a reign of terror’ and ‘more than one millionl&o— Gentiles and Jews — were deported to
Siberia and Central Asid®

The Soviet-German invasion of 1939 did not sohe ‘Polish Question’. Germany’s attack
on the Soviet Union made former border agreemeetiwden the two nations something of
the past. Indeed, the matter was several timesmeigh alive during the rest of World War
Il. Even while Hitler'sWehrmachtearly reached the gates of Moscow, Soviet demahds
Poland’s eastern lands still remained strong. lddedter the victories of Stalingrad and
Kursk in early 1943, these demands seemed to gvew stronger every day. TiNew York
Timesof November 2%, 1943, stated the following:

There have been increasing signs lately that whessiBn publicists talk about Russia
they mean all the territory east of the Molotovghtrop line bisecting Poland.
Soviet Ambassador Constantine Oumansky [the So&iebassador to Mexico]
indicated quite clearly in his speech at MexicoyQ#cently that Russia considered
her legitimate boundary with Poland to be restedtlis line, which takes in a
considerable portion of what was the eastern Haffotand before the outbreak of the

war and included Brest Litovsk, Vilna, Grobno anedw.*

By 1943, the Soviets had indeed regained much @ende in their claims on Poland. On
January 16, 1943, the Polish Embassy at KuibydRassia, received a note which stated that
the Soviet Union no longer regarded the entire faifmn of eastern Poland as Polish citizens
and that Poland’s 1920 claims of Ukraine and WRitissia never were valid.Indeed, in the

middle of World War Il the ‘Polish Question’ wad bBut answered.

1.2  The White player: the United States of Americand Great Britain.

% Daniel Bell & Leon Dennen, ‘The System of Govermtsein Exile’ in: Annals of the American Academy of
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During World War 1l, Wladyslaw Sikorski was both |IBod’'s Prime Minister as he was its
Commander in Chief. He was responsible for the sholinderground movements during
World War | and played an important part in theysief Warsaw in 1921, when Soviet forces
tried to capture the capital. In 1940, after bepuiitically inactive for several years, the
Polish president had appointed him to lead botftipall and military Poland through the dark
days of the new war. Sikorski tried whatever heldolde devised a government from
different political parties to ensure Polish uratyd tirelessly tried to pursue Polish interests in
world diplomacy. In the first moments of World W&rhowever, the ‘Polish Question’ was
not directly the first concern of the populationisGreat Britain and the United States of
America. The British, on the one hand, effectivetgod alone in their fight against Nazi
Germany. Western Europe had fallen and Great Brvtas about to be attacked. Not only did
the Polish government take refuge in London, mattmerogovernments from the European
mainland also travelled there. Each governmentaooirse, carried its own request for the
British. With so much happening at the same tin@isR demands and questions concerning
their borders could easily end up low on Britails of priorities. The United States, on the
other hand, did not yet participate in the war.ekedl, its population, with Roosevelt as one of
the few exceptions, did everything it could to ava.S. troops interfering in European

affairs.

This, however, does not imply that the British aderican were neutral spectators of what
was happening in Poland. On Septembe‘P, 1839, an editorial inThe Timesclearly

portrayed British views.

Only these can be disappointed who clung to thenimys belief that Russia was to
be distinguished from her Nazi neighbor, despiteitentity of their institutions and
political idioms, by the principles and purposekibd her foreign policy*

The editorial, published one day after the Sowgasion of Poland, argued that Stalin and his
Red Army had finally showed their true colors. Atlior power and the destruction of Poland
and, eventually, the free world was what drove Hg#zis and communists. This clear cut
opinion should not come as a surprise. Only jusbriee on August, 25th, 1939, the Anglo-
Polish Treaty was signed in which the British Primmister, Neville Chamberlain, gave his
unquestionable support to the Poles. Should anythef two nations be economically

*1 The TimesSeptember 18 1939.
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penetrated or to be harmed in any other way, ongldvcome to the rescue of the otfer.
Britain, then, was allied to Poland. According toorGdetsky, these British unilateral
guarantees to Poland were diplomatically even nmoportant than the Ribbentrop-Molotov
Pact or the Munich Agreement between ChamberlathHitier. Chamberlain was unaware,
as Gorodetsky argues, how difficult it was to caméoland’s rescue. This made the Soviet
Union a powerful player in European diplomacy. tit&in was able to secure Soviet help for
Poland, Germany could be deterred from easternnsxpa Should the Germans secure
Soviet neutrality in this Polish matter, the Gernzmang nach Osterad nothing to fedf’
Despite all this, Britain held his promise to theld®d when Germany launched his invasion
and declared war on the Nazis. Indeed, it stiledithe Poles after the fall of France. In June
1940, when Sikorski asked Churchill whether his egament was allowed to come to
Londen, Churchill said to the Polish Prime Ministieat ‘England would keep faith with the
Poles.** The government was allowed to come and the Brigdss stationed and supplied a
Polish Division in Scotland. Many years after tharwChurchill remained ever grateful for

the Polish pilots who defended British airspacthBattle of Britairi.

The United States did not supply a Polish army aregrefuge to a Polish government, yet
Poles proved to be a powerful presence across tlaatis. A significant Polish-American

community looked critically to what happened to toeintry of their forefathers. 4 per cent of
the whole United States population was of Polisbcdat during World War 1. Poles also
comprised 8.4 per cent of the 34.5 million Amerganho were foreign born or native born
of foreign or mixed parentage.” Not only were tharany Polish-Americans, they were also
to be found in the most important of industriaiest Chicago, Buffalo and New York gave
home to three million Poles, while Cleveland andrBiewere other important urban centers

where Poles had a powerful position. Poles and tekow Slavs composed a majority of the
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working force in industries such as coal miningestelectrical equipment, cars and rubber.
In short, the United States government was to berewf its Polish-American citizens when

it was to deal with the ‘Polish Question.” Indedte Polish-Americans enthusiastically

believed that Franklin D. Roosevelt was the ideahnto solve the Question. As said by
Stephen P. Mizwa, director of the Polish-Americaos&iuszko Foundation, ‘the Polish-

Americans have a sort of religious faith in Rooseveo far as Roosevelt is concerned, the
Atlantic Charter is the Bible to which they arelimig to swear?®

This Atlantic Charter, issued by Churchill and Reasdt on August, 1941, in Placentia Bay,
Newfoundland, was to define British and Americamlgaf war and became the hallmark of
the United Nations alliance against the Axis. Tlidh-Americans deemed the Charter so
important for the inclusion of three, out of sevamportant principles. First, the United
Nations desired ‘to see no territorial changes ttatot accord with the freely expressed
wishes of the peoples concerned’. Second, ‘thgyeashe right of all peoples to choose the
form of government under which they will live. Thaye only concerned to defend the rights
of freedom of speech and thought, without whichhscitoice must be illusory.” Third, ‘they
seek a peace which will not only cast down for ethexr Nazi tyranny, but by effective
international organizations will afford to all Statand peoples the means of dwelling in
security within their own bounds and of traversihg seas and oceans without fear of lawless
assault or the need of maintaining burdensome aememn?’ In short, to many it seemed as if
Britain and the United States declared that thesevgeing to solve the questions of frontiers
and ethnicities, those very reasons why World Waegan. Only when the Axis was finally
defeated and the war was over, every ethnic graupurope, so many believed, was to
receive its own country. Anthony Eden learns o thew of postponing frontier questions on

July, 2F', 1941, when an American delegation from Roosexsilts him:

They told me that Roosevelt was most eager thashwelld not commit ourselves to
any definite frontiers for any country before theape treaty. H. [Harry Hopkins,

Roosevelt's most trusted advisor] said that U.Suld/@ome into the war and did not
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want to find after the event that we had all kimdsngagements of which they had

never been tol&f

According to Eden, Churchill was not even interéstepost-war problems at all. While this
was understandable, Eden thought this view was nmensgerous and hard to hold given the
fact that the Americans wanted to do just fiaordell Hull, on the other hand, was clear in
his opinion how to handle war time questions. Is dpinion, Woodrow Wilson had to deal
with various secret accords between the Allied goavents during World War 1. When the
Peace Conference of Versailles began, Wilson hatk#b with each and every one of them,
while facing the interests of each Allied powetha same time. Indeed, so Hull claims in his
memoirs, a written, common agreement on Allied aiars never even existed. Such terrible
mistakes were not to be made in 1941. ‘This timme’Hull says, ‘I felt that the Allies should
all be committed in advance to certain principleaying details of boundary adjustments and
the like to be settled later. If the principles wetrongly enough proclaimed and adhered to,
the details would find readier solution when timegicame to solve ther’

Four months after the publication of the Atlantibafter the Japanese were to attack Pearl
Harbor and Germany declared war on the United Stshertly after that. Yet, one month
before the Charter, something had happened tha¢ @adrchill very jubilant. On June 23
1941, both he and Eden were staying at ChequezsPtime Ministers’ estate in Oxford,
when Eden was awoken by a servant. The Prime Mmlsid sent his Foreign Secretary a
cigar on a silver plate to celebrate the fact ta@ti Germany had invaded the Soviet Union.
The British government warned Stalin several timkea possible German attack and now it
had finally happened. In June, 1941, Britain wagegithe possibility to join forces with a
potentially powerful, yet a most unlikely, ally its fight against Hitler. That same night,
Churchill addressed the English people of theseldpments. The man who was known for
anti-communism and who, back in 1920, wanted to tee Soviet Union destroyed,

emphasized that evening that ‘this is no class Wwat,a war in which in the whole British
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Empire and Commonwealth of Nations is engaged,awitidlistinction of race, creed or party
(...).” While Eden argued that the Soviet Union wasramoral as Nazi Germany and an ally
which would not be trusted by the British peoplau€hill argued differently. ‘Communism’,
in his words, ‘was irrelevant.’ Kitchen argues ti&turchill still detested communism at this
time. Yet, the British Prime Minister clearly undayod that every help to destroy Nazism
was needed. If Germany was to invade the Hell dallee Soviet Union, Churchill was
prepared to promptly sign a pact with its DeVil.

To achieve this goal, however, would prove difficdiifom the outset. Stalin almost
immediately makes his wishes known to the Britisd &American governments. The Soviet
Marshall either wants the British and Americangdmforce his Red Army in Russia or to
launch a second front. The United Nations, in 8lopinion, must lead a diversion on the
western side of Germany so Hitler’'s forces are ¢odispersed from Russian soil. Most
importantly, he also wants assurance from both €hilirand Roosevelt in the matter of
Russian post-war frontiers. Stalin wanted to bee ghiat the United Nations accepted the
agreements of the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact. Souwgharity over Eastern Europe, in short,
was to be assured. Yet, the United States and @®réatn were not in the position to give
their unconditional support for two reasons. Fiest, said above, the Atlantic Charter was
originally designed to prevent any such agreemduatsg wartime. Did not both Churchill
and Roosevelt sign a document which claimed thepeaeted the right of all peoples to
choose the form of government under which they lni#? How were the Anglo-American
politicians going to deal with territorial changesPoland when the Poles did not want them?
And even if Stalin’s demands are met, does thiscsiffely mean that the Atlantic Charter was
not so much a blueprint for a country’s self-deteation but a way of internationally
controlling individual nations? The Allied commitmteto certain principles in the Atlantic
Charter can be found logical at first when one Wa4/l in the back of his head. Eventually,
though, it was to become the biggest problem irdileenma of choosing sides with Poland or
Soviet Russia. Second, both Britain and the UniBtdtes originally hoped to resolve

important questions, such as frontiers, only whiea war was over. Immediate Soviet
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demands, however, forced Western politicians tonsiter those thoughts and to question
themselves whether or not they were both willind able to solve something difficult as the

‘Polish Question.’

Much has been said and written about Britain anceAea’s handling of the Katyn affair and
the following crisis regarding the ‘Polish Questiodvhat is striking is that the current
historiography seems to be colored. Hobool of blameas | call it, is dominant and needs
not so much actual revising. In my opinion, it iesod to be remembered of the great
consequences and personal tragedies that befddalles both during and after World War Il.
Yet, were American and English politicians as guds many had charged for so long? Or
was there more to their decisions? To achieve gpoomise between the three schools, to use
the research from the schoolsiohocenceand blamein a way to suit the more objective

school ofreconstructionwill be the goal of the rest of this chapter anel dne to follow.

Chapter 2: The contestants make their first movesipril - October 1943.

No one can foresee how the balance of power wilbli where the winning armies
will stand at the end of the war. It seems probdideever that the United States
and the British Empire, far from being exhaustet, lve the most powerfully armed
and economic bloc the world has even seen andttieaSoviet Union will need our

aid for reconstruction far more than we shall neleeirs>?

Winston Churchill in a note to Anthony Eden, Jaygit, 1942,

What this brief record shows is that the positioncenfidently and firmly taken by
the British and American governments in January2,9vas wholly at variance

with the course that they later actually pursuelisichange of policy on a matter of
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vital significance was apparently due to no conssi@aecision by either of them;
rather they seem to have drifted into it withouty aseal apprehension of all its

implications>®

Former U.S. Foreign Undersecretary of State, SuMfadles, in 1951.

On April, 12", 1943, German radio stations announced the disg@fea mass grave. It was
found within the Soviet Union and consisted oved08, bodies of Polish officers. Nazi
Germany immediately accused the Russians of kilthrape officers three years before, in
1940. ThePolish Daily, a newspaper for Polish refugees in London, arguating was
wrong. Instead, it immediately claimed that theiselihgs within the forest of Katyn, near
Smolensk were a ‘terrible accusation’ and it ‘mayyet another lie of German propaganda,
aimed at impairing Polish-Soviet relatiorl$. This discovery, however, was to put the
Alliance of the United Nations to the test. Fromrilpl943, to August, 1943, government
officials within the United States and Great Bntaivere beginning to ask themselves
important questions. These questions were so impbthat they might influence the rest of
the war and the upcoming decisions regarding tls¢ war world. In this chapter, we take a
look at this German discovery and how it made BaiSh Question’ important once again.

2.1  The game begins: the importance of ‘Katyn.’

When one searches the diaries and memoirs of soapbriant British politicians as Foreign
Secretary Anthony Eden and Prime Minister Winstdnui€Chill for their views on Katyn,
almost nothing can be found. Eden does not desanlything about Katyn in his post war
memoirs. Instead, he describes his journeys toaln@hurchill does name the German
discovery in the Soviet forest either, albeit HyieHe quotes a few of his own lines, for
example, to Polish Prime Minister Sikorski. In omethem, he tells his Eastern European
colleague that if the Polish officers had indeestidthere was nothing they could do to bring
them back. To the Russian Ambassador in Londem Maisky, Churchill supposedly said

that ‘this was no time for quarrels and chargaa/é‘have got to beat Hitler’, the Russian was
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told. Indeed, Churchill writes in his memoirs tliatvas unimportant for him to write about
Katyn. Eventually, he says, details of what happgeweuld become known and the truth
would be revealed. In his words, as if being atguinan, ‘everybody is entitled to form his
own opinion.®® In short, Eden and Churchill did not want to wieout Katyn after World

War Il had ended. To a certain extent, this is ustdadable. The German discovery of a
Polish mass grave in Soviet Union territory, anremeh on April, 12th, 1943, was the
beginning of a diplomatic fight between four mensbef the United Nations. Poland, the
Soviet Union, Great Britain and the United Statesemo consult, to influence, to overrule

and even to betray one another in a struggle floiesing their own goals.

German accusations were made in a period of timenwihe Soviet Union seemed to be very
popular in British and American public opinion. Rraviarch to April, 1943, Gallup-polls
were held in England in order to find out whichtbé Allied countries was considered the

most popular. The results were somewhat of a sepri

Considering what each of these countries couldwduch one do you think is

trying hardest to win the war?

> US.A.: 2%
> China: 5%
> Britain: 33%
> Russia: 60%

Which country of the United Nations do you think Ba far made the greatest single

contribution towards winning the war?

> U.S.A.: 3%
> China: 5%
> Britain: 42%

5 Winston S.ChurchillThe Second World War. Volume IV: The Hinge of Flabedon 1951) 679-681.
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> Russia: 5098

In 1941, Eden warned Churchill about British distrdo Stalin and his Soviet Union

becoming an ally against Germany. Not only was heramunist, and therefore should he be
distrusted, he had committed many crimes agairstoln people in the 1930’s. Soviet
victory in Stalingrad, the heroics displayed by fRessian people and a changing public
appearance of Stalin had evidently changed thigakiview two years later. Stalin was no
longer the evil, eastern dictator who had collatestavith Hitler. Indeed, he had become a
hallmark, a symbol of the Alliance against Germa@y January, % 1943, the influential

American magazine TIME pronounced Stalin ‘Man af ¥ear’ and gave the Russian a place
on its cover’ German propagandists were aware of Russia’s chgnmiblic appearance.

They searched deliberately for something to acdhseSoviet Union with and to create
confusion within the Alliance. On April, 17th, 1948ve days after the Germans had

launched their accusations, a diary containeddhewing words:

The Katyn incident is developing into gigantic piokl affair which may have wide

repercussion. We are exploiting it in every marpassible’®

The writer of this entry was Josef Goebbels, Geridiamster for Propaganda. Clearly, he

was a satisfied man.

The German accusations of what had happened innKaigde the ‘Polish Question’, the
settlement of Polish borders between mainly Poland the Soviet Union, even more
important. The Polish government-in-exile, from @Q%nward, suspected that the Russians
had committed a terrible crime against some obfficers. Germany’s discovery could be a
confirmation of fears long held by the London Pol@a April, 17", 1943, the Polish Minister
of National Defense, Lt. General Marian Kukiel,usd a communiqué which describes how

long the Poles have been searching for their ngssificers:

On the 17 of September 1940 the official organ of the RethrtheRed Starstated
that during the fighting which took place after th#" of September 1939, 181,000
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Polish prisoners of war were taken by the Soviis;number of regular officers and
those of the reserve among them amounted to al®g@®@ According to information
in possession of the Polish Government, three leaggps of Polish prisoners were set
up in the U.S.S.R. in November 1939:

1. in Kozielsk — East of Smolensk
2. in Starobielsk — near Kharkov, and
3. in Ostrashkow — near Kalinin, where police and taniji police

were concentrated.

(...).

When after the conclusion of the Polish-Soviet Tred the 3¢' of July 1941 and the
signing of the military agreement of the™August 1941, the Polish Government
proceeded to form the Polish Army in U.S.S.R.,dsvio be expected that the officers
from the above mentioned camps would form abovéhallcadres of higher and lower
commanders of the rising Army. A group of Polisfiaafrs from Griazoviec arrived to
join the Polish units in Buzuluk at the end of Aagd941, not one officer however
appeared from among those deported in anothertidineftom Kozielsk, Starobielsk,
and Osthashkov. In all therefore about 8,300 wedssing, not counting another 7,000
composed of N.C.O.’s, soldiers and civilians, wheravin those camps at the time of

their liquidation®®

The Polish government-in-exile knew that Polistsgniers from Kozielsk were sent to an area
near Smolensk and that they were not heard of ®mee. The Soviet Union never replied to

guestions in this matter. Now, the Poles wantekhtaw the truth:

We have become used to the lies of German propagand we understand the
purpose behind its latest revelations. Faced howewth abundant and detailed
German information concerning the discovery neaml8nsk of many thousand
bodies of Polish officers, and categorical statantieat they were murdered by the
Soviet authority in the spring of 1940, the nedgssas arisen that the mass graves
which have been discovered should be investigatddlae facts quoted, verified by a

proper international body, such as the InternatioR®&d Cross. The Polish

%9 United States Department of Stafereign relations of the United States diplomatipers, 1943. The British
Commonwealth, Eastern Europe, the Far E¥stlume IlI (Washington 1943) 376-377.
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Government has therefore approached this institutigth a view of sending a
delegation to the place where the massacre of elishPprisoners of war is said to

have taken plac®.

Russia was furious, while Great Britain and thet&bhiStates had not been consulted before
the communiqué was issued. The London Poles seintréguest to Geneva, only to find that
they were not the only ones who had done so. Indeed smart propagandist move the
Germans also formally requested the Internatiored Rross for an inquiry in the Katyn
killings. Only one hour separated the arrival of tivo requests. Stalin had seen and heard
enough. On April, 28, 1943, the Soviet Union broke all diplomatic riglaships with the
Polish government-in-exile in London, making evexgyreement between the two countries
non void. According to the Soviet leader, Poland &ermany were secret allies and both
ganged up on his nation. Going even further, Stalimediately contacted a group of Poles in
Moscow and asked them to form a Polish governmeittedrr own. From now on, then, the
Soviet Union seemed very close to breaking all wek the United Nations, while trying to
meet its Eastern Polish demands on its very owithdf‘Polish Question’ was close to be

answered, it now had to be re-asked altogethahtosake of keeping the Alliance together.

2.2 White moves to the rescue. April — October, 134

The diplomatic crisis between the Soviet Union #relLondon Poles after the announcement
of the Katyn findings was to bring difficult questis to politicians from Great Britain and the
United States of America. Throughout 1943 and 18wy had to decide which side they
were on. Were they to choose Stalin’s Soviet Untbe, ally who was maybe following a
double agenda but was militarily powerful enoughcteeck Germany’s advance? Or was
Poland to be chosen? The ally for which Great Britaiginally went to war and who had
supported the war effort as far as it could? Whatélve outcome would be, the choice would
be hard.

Well before the Katyn crisis, British and Americgditicians were already being pressed to
do something for Poland before the Germans annadutiear discovery of the mass graves

near Smolensk. The government-in-exile repeateskga Britain and the United States for

%0 1bidem, 378-379.
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help. Officers from Kozielsk, so they said, weressimg and Great Britain and the United
States should ask what had happened to them. Timelobo Poles tried to find their
whereabouts, but the Soviet government never pietheir questions in full satisfaction.
The Poles were so keen for assistance that evesrsgkils wife tried to enlist the aid of
Eleanor Roosevelt in this matter. The Western lesaiEsponded. On April, 371942, United
States Admiral and Ambassador to the Soviet Unifdiljam H. Standley, formally asked the
Soviets what had happened to those missing Pofisbriers of war. The Admiral received
word from Soviet officials that the Poles had beeleased two years earlier. The Russian
government, however, was unaware of where thesel@aeere. Perhaps they had left for the
Caucasus or Kazakhstan, but they could not be #80@gnt sure. The British as well asked
guestions about the prisoners and were rebuffedadt after the fall of communism and the
opening of Soviet archives in the 1990s which ledhte discovery that Stalin himself had
signed the order to shoot the missing Poles, otlwthiey claimed never to have had any idea
at all what had happened to th&mBritish and American officials could only guess
something was wrong. Yet, rising difficulties witalin led Anthony Eden to exclaim in
1942 that ‘it already seemed likely that the Savietended to divide and rule their western

neighbors.’

Anthony Eden, Britain’s Foreign Secretary, is ma#ical in his memoirs to Soviet dealings
with the West before Katyn. Well before the Germaanusations were to create a diplomatic
rift and made solving the ‘Polish Question’ evenrenorgent, the Briton seems to suggest that
Poland’s future was heavily discussed before alf.tWhile Eden strangely enough does not
devote any word to Katyn in his memoirs, he doesuat a visit to Franklin Roosevelt in
Washington in March, 1943:

We then discussed in some detail the Russian desnasdexplained to me by [lvan]
Maisky [Soviet Ambassador in London] before | léfbtndon. Somewhat to my
surprise, Roosevelt did not seem to foresee anwat giifficulty over the Polish
question. He thought that if Poland had East Paumsd perhaps some concessions in
Silesia, she would gain rather than lose by aggetirthe Curzon line. In any event,
Britain, the United States and Russia should desidee appropriate time what was a

just solution and Poland would have to accept (T.he big question which rightly

®1 Lukas,Strange Allies 37.
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dominated Roosevelt's mind was whether it was jpiessd work with Russia now

and after the war. He wanted to know what | thowgfhihe view that Stalin’s aim was
to overrun and communize the Continent. | repliegk it was impossible to give a
definite opinion. Even if these fears were to pramarect, we should make the
position no worse by trying to work with Russia dmndassuming that Stalin meant
what he said in the Anglo-Soviet Treaty. | mightiiave added that Soviet policy is

both Russian and communist, in varying dedfee.

As the Soviet Union grew more popular in publicrepn and its armies grew in strength, it
seems that politicians were becoming aware of haportant Russia could become in the
future. Roosevelt began to see the Soviet Uniomres of the ‘five police-men’, nations
responsible for world peace. Indeed, the moreylikdbecame that the communist state would
survive Germany’'s attacks, the more both Americad 8ritish Foreign Offices were
beginning to anticipate eventual Soviet dominatioiEastern Europe. Whether Stalin would
use his power for the sake of the United Nationfooicommunist glory steadily became an
important point of discussion within the Anglo-Aritam governments after the April, 1,7
1943%

After the breaking of Polish-Soviet diplomatic tedas, Churchill and Roosevelt tried
whatever they could to keep Stalin and Sikorskietbgr. Historians have, however, used
Churchill’'s assurances to Soviet Ambassador Ma@kyApril, 239, 1943, in different ways.
The British Prime Minister noted, ‘we shall cerfgioppose vigorously any investigation by
the International Red Cross or any other body w tarritory under German authority. Such
investigation would be a fraud and its conclusioreched by terrorisn?* Another example
of a difficult interpretable text comes from Edéte tells Sikorski on April, 24, 1943, that
the British Government did not believe the Germayet, ‘it could not estrange such a
powerful ally [as the Soviet Union]’. He recommeddke Polish Prime Minister to take back
his request to the International Red Cross and emodnce German claims ‘as it was
imperative for the sake of the common cad3db some, these remarks are ample proof of

%2 Eden,Memoirs 372-373.

8 Eduard Mark, ‘American Policy toward Eastern Ewamd the Origins of the Cold War, 1941-1946: An
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an Allied betrayal to the country for which theyméo war in 1939. This, however, is not the
case. Instead of willingly denouncing aid to théeBpit seems as if the British and Americans
were not yet fully sure whether the Germans weteadly speaking the truth. Just as the
London Poles were keen to know what had really eapg near Smolensk, Churchill and
Roosevelt wondered who was right and who was wrésgwas noted by a German spy in
American service, Roosevelt interpreted the Gerararouncement as an attempt to split the
United Nations. Of course, the American Presideas wght in this regard and the German-
American spy also noted the propagandist valuehef Katyn massacre. Yet, he knew
Goebbels and the Nazi government well and belietresl situation was much more
complicated than Roosevelt believed. The spy stsg&goebbels’ henchmen were telling the

truth this time®®

Correspondence between Roosevelt and Stalin showstle two tried to deal with the
Soviet-Polish break. Contacts between the two AiSglwon statesmen were very good, for
they wrote reports to one another on a frequerisb@then reading these dispatches, it seems
as if the two statesmen were doing everything teyd within their power, albeit carefully,

to intervene between Stalin and Sikorski. Churcholt instance, hands Roosevelt a copy of a
dispatch he sent to Stalin on April,"261943. In it, Churchill urges Stalin not to préssne

his accusations as well as trying carefully to ¢pr8talin to different thoughts:

Mr. Eden is seeing Sikorski today and will presenhas strongly as possible to
withdraw all countenance from any investigation emdNazi auspices. (...). He

[Sikorski] is in danger of being overthrown by tReles who consider that he has not
stood up sufficiently for his people against thei&ts. If he should go we should only

get someone worse. (.%).

Churchill also urged Stalin to consider his attéud Poland as a ‘final warning rather than a
break’. Also, Churchill requested that ‘no announeat should be made until every other
plan has been tried.” Kimball notes there was noictmChurchill could have done. As

historical context to Churchill’s dispatch to Stalhe describes how the London Poles were

% Steven Casey, ‘Franklin Roosevelt, Ernst “Putzénffstaengl and the “S-Project,” 1942-44’ itournal of
Contemporary History35, 3 (2000) 357.

 Warren F. Kimball, ed.Churchill & Roosevelt: The Complete Correspondentie:Alliance Forged.
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told that England had little leverage with the Raissggovernment. Soviet military successes

and a slow Allied advance in Northern Africa wesebtame for that.

Roosevelt sent Stalin a similar message. He uraatshe Soviet’s problems, but he wished
to see that relationships between the London Paesthe Russians had not yet ended.
Instead, he hoped that talks were merely susperideBoosevelt, it was out of the question
whether Sikorski had co-operated with the Nazise Phesident was also aware of the anti-
Nazism from the Polish-American community and hgedrStalin to realize that ‘knowledge
of a complete break between you and Sikorski wawt help the situatior?® Just like
Churchill, Roosevelt hoped to carefully bring thetnations back together again. Both the
British Prime Minister and the American Presidesdlized the potential dangers of a rift to
the war time alliance and hoped to intervene with@ying to take definite sides fore either
power. Indeed, Roosevelt responded to Churchiléssage in an approving way:

| like your telegram to Stalin very much and wébd it to the Cabinet today. We must

work together to heal this breach. So far it haanb®oebbels’ show.

On April, 28" 1943, Churchill sent Roosevelt a more jubilanpycaf a dispatch to the

Russians. The two leaders seem to approach thehFRlissian crisis in a similar way:

The Poles are issuing tonight the communiqué inmmediately following. You will
see that we have persuaded them to shift the arguineen the dead to the living and
from the past to the future. So far this business lteen Goebbels’ greatest triumph.
He is now busy suggesting that the U.S.S.R. will .g& a Polish government on
Russian soil and deal only with them. We should abtourse, be able to recognize
such a Government and continue our relations wikorSki who is far the most
helpful man you or we are likely to find for therpases of the common cause. |
expect that this will also be the American view. Mwn feeling is that they [the
Poles] have had a shock and that after whatevervait is thought convenient the
relationship established on July, 30, 1941, shdaldestored. No one will hate this

more than Hitler and what he hates most is wisei$ao do s&°

British and American aims in the Katyn crisis of4B9were clear. The Poles were to drop

their stone cold character, as should the Soviegations be played down and a potential
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threat of a Russian-Polish rival government in Musrevented. On April, 38 1943,
Roosevelt did not send this dispatch to Churclidl, reasons unknown. Yet, he again

approved with Churchill’'s message to Stalin:

You are quite correct in expressing the belief thatshare your view that Sikorski is
the most helpful Polish leader we or the Russiaadikely to find for the purposes of
the common cause. The setting up of a rival Pogskernment by the Soviet
government constitutes in my opinion the chief daragf the present time and should
be avoided at all costs. | believe you have chesaatly the right line with Stalin on
this point. (...). Unless the other Allied nationsxgarevail on Russia and Poland to
adopt a course of collaboration with all memberghef United Nations and to declare
a truce with regard to all controversial questitkely to impede the prosecution of
the war, our whole effort will be-jeepardizétpeded. The winning of the war is the
paramount objective for all of us. For this unigyriecessary. All individualistic and
nationalistic ambitions in the meantime must bel lielabeyance. We must close our
ranks one every front for the prosecution of ther.wkhis is the only road to

freedom’®

Recently, with Churchill saying that ‘if he [Sikéifshould go, we should only get somebody
worse’, Laurence Rees argued that the British PMirester was being ‘brutally pragmatic’
to the Poles. Rees also mentions Churchill sayingden on April, 28, 1943, that ‘there is
no use prowling morbidly round the three-year-oldvgs at Smolensk® Churchill and
Roosevelt's position in the Katyn crisis during A@943, however, looks clearly enough
according to their own war time correspondence. tWreconsidered themselves arbitraries in
a German-caused rift which could potentially destboth the United Nations alliance as a
future solution to prevent another world war. Pdlavas not to be doubted for and Sikorski
was as good as a war time leader one could gebligte however, had dealt enough damage
and it was to be repaired fast. Who had committel Katyn crimes was not the most

important question to be answered in the diploneddpril, 1943.

In the meanwhile, however, discussion had sprurtigisvgovernmental organization of Great
Britain and the United States about Polish actiongsponse to Goebbels’ propaganda. Some

Americans, for example, were angry with the Lond@oles and their formal request of

% |bidem, 203.
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inquiry to the International Red CrosgepherBiddle, a United States ambassador in London,
asked aloud why Sikorski had not consulted Londad &/ashington before sending a
message to Geneva. ‘That’, said Biddle, ‘had unfaately created the impression in my mind
to effect that when his government was making tieub preferred not to consult us. When it
got into trouble, it looked to us to get it olt.William Harriman, Roosevelt's special envoy
in Europe, was also critical of Polish actions.alrtonversation with Sikorski on May?"1
1943, the Polish Prime Minister acknowledged thatrequest had been a great mistake, yet it
was issued under great pressure from his governamemtbehind Sikorski's back due to
illness. Still, Sikorski feared a Soviet takeovdrtiee whole of Eastern Europe if Stalin
persisted in his break with the London Poles. Haani, however, told him that the Polish
settlement was to have disastrous effects in Mosebether the German accusations were
true or not’® In the British Foreign Office, a few people askeeémselves whether it was
right for Britain to arbitrate between Poland ands&a. If the mass graves were indeed
created by the Soviets, was it right to silenceagomwar crime from a powerful ally? Bell
emphasizes that this discussion was excluded frabfigpopinion. Indeed, while wondering
what was morally good, British politicians weredjl® see that the attention in the press for

Katyn had slowly died down in May, 1943.

April 1943, then, was all about keeping damagehw war time alliance and Polish-Soviet
relations to an absolute minimum. Roosevelt andr€Htill immediately responded to keep
the alliance together. However, Katyn had not ydy fturned into the moral question it was
to become. Indeed, in May, 1943, in Goebbels’ wotde Katyn affair was yet to drive a

deep wedge between the Allies. In public, nobodylatsee this. Internally, however, Katyn’s
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aftermath was to raise moral issues on the ‘P@)shstion’ to new heights. These long term

effects of the Katyn massacres will now be deathwi

On August, 13, 1943, Churchill sent Roosevelt agothessage. This time it contained an
internal memorandum from Britain’'s Ambassador t¢éaRd, Sir Owen O’Malley. Churchill
described it as ‘a grim, well-written story, butripgps a little too well-written.” 1t would
certainly be worthwhile for Roosevelt to read ihuechill suggested. Also, he wanted to have
it back when Roosevelt had finished reading itwasare not circulating it officially in any
way.'”® O’Malley argued Soviet guilt in the Katyn affajret no he was aware there was not

much to do for the British government.

But though of positive indications as to what sujsatly happened to the 10,000
officers there was none until the grave at Katyrs wpened, there is now avalable a
good deal of negative evidence, the cumulativeceftd which is to throw serious
doubt on Russian disclaimers of responsibility tfeg massacre. (...). In handling the
publicity side of the Katyn affair, we have beemstnained by the urgent need for
cordial relations with the Soviet government to egopto appraise the evidence with
more hesitation and lenience than we should dorimifig a common sense judgment
on events occurring in normal times or in the oadincourse of our private lives; we
have been obliged to appear to distort the normal kealthy operation of our
intellectual and moral judgments; we have beengedlito give undue prominence to
the tactlessness or impulsiveness of Poles, tcareghe Poles from putting their case
clearly before the public, to discourage an atteloypihe public and the press to probe
the ugly story to the bottom. In general we havenbebliged to deflect attention for
possibilities which in the ordinary affairs of lifeould cry to high heaven for
elucidation, and to withhold the full measure oflidgtude which, in other
circumstances, would be shown to acquaintancestsiias Poles now are. We have
in fact perforce used the good name of England tilee murderers used the little
conifers to cover up a massacre; and in view of ithmense importance of an
appearance and of the heroic resistance of Russs@tmany, few will think that any
other course would have been wise or right. Th)s dislocation between our public
attitude and our private feelings we may know tade#berate and inevitable; but at
the same time we may perhaps wonder whether, bnggepting to others something

less than the whole truth as far as we know it, aodhething less than the
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probabilities so far as they seem to us probabéeare not incurring a risk of what -
not to put a fine point on it - might darken ousion and take the edge off our moral
sensibility®
In Maresch’ opinion, the responses from the Briftgineign Office were clear cut. Especially,
the reaction from the Permanent Under-Secretarfzdoeign Affairs, Sir Alexander Cadogan,

said much:

(...) quite clearly for the moment, there is nothtogoe done. As to what circulation
we give to this explosive material, | find it difilt to make up my mind. Of course, it
would be only honest to circulate it. But as wewnrall admit) that the knowledge of
this evidence can not effect our cause of actiopdicy, is there any advantage in
exposing more individuals than necessary to thetsgi conflict that a reading of this

dispatch excites?

While agreeing with O’Malley and feeling much syrtipafor the Poles, the British Foreign
Office concluded it simply could not do anythingaatst Russia. Indeed, how much O’Malley
sided with the Poles, even he knew that the Britiglvernment could not bring his
information out into the open. It was immensely glenous, as it was capable of destroying
the entire wartime alliance and the ideal way d@ttdring Stalin’s positive image in Western
public opinion. Also, the Atlantic Charter would doene meaningless. How could such a
powerful nation, who had violated human rights bgssacring innocent people, ever uphold
such principles as outlined in Placenta Bay? Ifttaéh could have so many consequences,
was it not better to conceal it from public opirffoim May, 1943, Churchill, Cadogan, Eden
and Clark Kerr, the Ambassador in Moscow, were ti@gg to realize that Stalin was indeed
responsible for the mass graves near SmolenskGEhmans had not lied. However, in Bell's
opinion, it was impossible to let this truth affeéleeir policy. Instead, the British had to fight
hard to keep Polish-Soviet reconciliation a viaty¢ion and keeping the alliance very much

alive.”®
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By the time Churchill sent Roosevelt the disturbidiMalley report, little could he have
known that the White House seemed to have madesupind on its position against Russia.
On August 2 1943, Harry Hopkins, Roosevelt's most trusted isaty received the
following note from a special investigation commét This committee was determined to
find out whether the Soviet Union was a reliablg ahd Hopkins now received the results of

their research:

Russia’s position in War 1l is in marked contrasthwthat which she occupied in
[World] War I. She collapsed before the terminatasrjWorld] War | and had no effect
whatsoever in the final defeat of Germany, whichsveecomplished by the Allies
without her assistance. In [World] War 1, Russeapies a dominant position and is the
decisive factor looking toward the defeat of theisAm Europe. While in Sicily the
forces of Great Britain and the United States &iedopposed by 2 German divisions,
the Russian front is receiving attention of appmdely 200 German divisions.
Whenever the Allies open a second front on the igent, it will be decidedly
asecondanyffront to that of Russia; theirs will continue to thee main effort. Without
Russia in the war, the Axis cannot be defeateduirofge, and the position of the United

Nations becomes precarious.

Similarly, Russia’s post-war position in Europelvaié a dominant one. With Germany
crushed, there is no power in Europe to opposéréerendous military forces. It is true
that Great Britain is building up a position in thiediterranean vis-a-vis Russia that she
may find useful in balancing power in Europe. Hoemeven here she may not be able

to oppose Russia unless she is otherwise supported.

The conclusions from the foregoing are obviousc&iRussia is the decisive factor in
the war, she must be given every assistance amyg effert must be made to obtain her
friendship. Likewise, since without question shdl dominate Europe on the defeat of
the Axis, it is even more essential to develop araintain the most friendly relations

with Russia.

Finally, the most important factor in the Unitecatés has to consider in relation to
Russia is the prosecution of the war in the Padffith Russia as an ally in the war
against Japan, the war can be terminated in less énd at less expense in life and

resource than if the reverse were the case. Shbeldvar in the Pacific have to be
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carried on with an unfriendly, or negative attitumte the part of Russia, the difficulties

will be immeasurably increased and operations niigisbme abortivé.

The British seemed to be aware of what had happen&atyn, the Americans might have
been. Yet, both governments seemed to have dethdéthis new information had come too
late. Russia’s importance in the war was now tosagto put at risk. It was, however, a
choice between the lesser of two evils. Britairthv@’Malley as its most illustrative example,
was fully aware of what had happened in Katyn. Wety also knew the dangers of telling the
truth. Was His Majesty’s Government to protectlagal ally, with the effect of potentially
destroying the entire Alliance or was it to hide thuth? It appears she choose the latter. The
United States considered Russia to be the missmgih its war effort and, therefore,
considered her friendship to be of vital importane®wever, being the creators of a
document which claimed that a nations’ self-deteation was one of the hallmarks of
fighting World War II, this was to pose difficulsdor Roosevelt and his administration. How
far was the United States to go, in order to satibviet needs? These dilemmas led to
gloomy researches from many historians. In the iopiof, for example, Sanford, Poland’s
fate had already been sealed in the summer of M@&n Sikorski suddenly died in a plane
crash in June 1943, Poland’s future looked eveakiaie With his death, Sanford continues to
argue, the unity that had existed within the Poliglvernment was no more. From that
moment on, Stanislaw Mikolajczyk became the newmBriMinister of Poland, with
Kazimierz Sosnkowski as its new Commander in CHigk latter was known to be a bitter

anti-Soviet®°
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Chapter 3: The White King and Queen argue, November December 1943.

If it was right to proclaim the principle that thénited States would not agree to
and would not recognize any territorial changes mal the course of the war, it
was inappropriate to assert at the same time thatdountries which had territorial

disputes would not recover sovereignty until the efthe wa’*

Mikolajczyk in November 1943. He sums up his angethe American delegacy of

the Foreign Ministers’ Conference in Moscow.

Our armed strength, our material resources, the ahaauthority of President
Roosevelt and, even more perhaps, our allies’ rdeas, would give us infinitely
greater leverage now than we could have after tistory was won[after World
War []. (...). The principles for postwar policy laid dovy the Atlantic Charter
provided an altogether desirable pattern. Yet, tbeystituted a pattern and nothing

more®
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At the end of 1943, the Red Army continued its swiflvance on Poland’s borders. On
September, 26 1943, Russian forces recaptured Smolensk andotest of Katyn. They
immediately renounced the German accusations HetSoviet Union had committed the
crime and started their own inquiry to prove theagte. While O’Malley tried to prove
Soviet guilt to the British government, the Russiarere now starting to forge a story of their
own. The Polish government-in-exile was still demoed, seen as a collaborator of the Soviet
Union’s German enemy. Yet, while Polish-Sovietitieins seemed to decline, the relations
between Churchill, Roosevelt and Stalin seemedfwave. Indeed, it was in this period that
two important conferences were held between thet nmoportant people of the three
governments. First, there is tR@reign Secretaries Conferenae Moscow. From October,
18" to November, 1%, 1943, the Foreign Secretaries of Great Britdie, Wnited States and
the Soviet Union met in Moscow and paved the waytlie first meeting of the war time
allied leaders. In théfehran Conferencdrom November 28 to December S 1943,
Churchill, Roosevelt and Stalin met face to face tfee first time. Surely, Polish-Soviet
relations must have been raised in these impoctarferences?

3.1  The difference shows: the Foreign Ministers Cdarence in Moscow.

When preparations for the Conference in Moscow betfae British delegation was well
prepared. Anthony Eden had visited Moscow two year$er, just after Germany’s invasion
in the communist nation. According to his interpretArthur Birse, nothing was to be new
about Moscow or meeting with Russian Foreign SactyeVyacheslav Molotov. Yes, the
topics to be discussed were vast. Molotov wantetdltoabout the second front, the question
when the United States and Great Britain were gdmdaunch a proper assault on the
European continent. American Secretary of Statedé€loHull, was authorized to discuss a
Four-Power Declaration on war aims and to form rgernational organization to keep the
peace after Germany’s defeat. Eden himself wantednhance consultation between the
Allies on European questions connected with the®xiet, Eden was thought to know well
who he was going to visit. Birse noted, howevedjfeerence from Eden’s visit to Moscow.

‘He [Eden]’, as Birse says, ‘must have found certethanges in the appearance of the city,

8 Vojtech Mastwy, ‘Soviet War Aims at the Moscow afidheran Conferences of 1943’ ifihe Journal of
Modern History47, 3 (1975) 483.
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compared with what he had seen two years earlienwhe outcome of the war was still in
doubt.®® Russia’s position in the war had become incregisgonger and therefore many
within the English and American governments belkie@ermany was going to lose the war.
Hitler's downfall was no longer a question ‘if, had become a question ‘when.” The
conferences in Moscow and Tehran were to decide toospeed up that process and what
was to be done when the war was over. In this enment of making important decisions for
the future, the ‘Polish Question’ and the re-esshibhent of diplomatic relations between
Poland and Russia indeed played their part. Asbeaseen in the accounts of Anthony Eden
and Cordell Hull, two of the most important papants of the Moscow Conference, Poland
was discussed in this meeting. Whether Poles, Amesi or Britons liked it, however,

remains to be seen.

In the summer of 1943, Roosevelt held a meeting tig advisors and Hull in preparation for
the upcoming conference of the three Foreign Saest In this meeting in the White House,
Poland’s borders were an important topic to the Arae President. Roosevelt opted that the
‘Polish Question’ should be solved with a PolishA8b frontier ‘somewhat east of the
Curzon Line, with Lwow going to Poland.” Also, h@d his advisors that Stalin should accept
his solution on ‘moral grounds’. Roosevelt thougtdt the Soviet Union’s military position
in Eastern Europe was much stronger than it was leefre. Russia’s advance should be
stalled in Eastern Poland, or else they might He &bclaim Germany or even continental
Europe as their own. Poland, however, was not gemé&br which the United States of
America was going to war against the Soviet Unfohcourse, the current war against Japan
and Germany could not allow such a thing. The Aosers, however, were aware of Russia’s
important role in the post war world. A future thiworld war was to be prevented at all costs
by five countries, the ‘five policemen’, who coyp@trol and guide the world in peace. The
Soviet Union was to become one of these five natidn the summer of 1943, then,
Roosevelt was willing to appeal personally to thesgtan leader and to urge him to accept the
President’s solution on Poland. On the one hare Piblish nation was to be preserved, and
Russia’s inevitable advance was to be checked ééfdrappened. On the other hand, Stalin
was to be pleased with receiving the territoriessadonged for well before the Molotov-

Ribbentrop Act in 1939, as well as to be guaranteetlecome a part of the international

8 Birse, Interpreter, 137.
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organization to safeguard peace after World Wdrad ended® In 1943, the United States

Government seemed to be having two different agendth Poland. On the one hand, the old
faithful ally was to be preserved as it was th@odright. On the other hand, however, one
might argue that Poland was to become a buffee dtatcheck a Russian advance into

Western Europe.

A few months later, when Eden met Hull in prepamatfor Moscow, the British Foreign

Secretary notices American reluctance in puttimgpae topics on the conference table:

We agreed that if our two countries had to makecessions, we must be ready to
table our needs in return. | gave Mr. Hull a ndbewt probable Russian demands,
pointing out that neither the British, nor, as fas | know, the United States
Government had ever given the Russians any ligtenf views. My chief concern was
that if these questions were left until the Sowenies re-entered Poland, Polish-

Soviet differences would be all the harder to s8fve

Anthony Eden was not aware of Roosevelt's persopaiion a few months before and

believed the American delegation was not authorteetiscuss Poland’s future at the Foreign
Secretaries Conference. It seems, then, that tiedJ8tates government had changed their
opinion with regard to solving the ‘Polish Questiarell before the Conference had started.

Hull's entries in his own memoirs confirm such awi

Both our governments should be in a position diraks to exert their best efforts and
influence to restore relations between Russia atah@. But this influence is likely to
be impaired, as the British aide-memoire well staifeone of our Governments agrees
to represent the interests of Poland at Moscow.Rimesians, being a very suspicious
people, are not favorably disposed toward thiscgadin any respect; and it would be
easy for either the British or this Government éogardize its good standing with

Russia, which is all important to maintain in tlregent and the future as wWéll.

Eden was clearly surprised of such a view. He, ashall see later on, seems to have sided

with the Poles and wanted to at least raise thisPQuestion’ in Moscow:

8 Lukas,Strange Allies43.
8 Eden,Memoirs 403.
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But there was one ominous void in our discussibneecent months the Soviet armies
had advanced some two hundred miles on the cariththe southern sectors of the
front. Once they were into Poland, our negotiafiogver, slender as it was anyway,
would amount to very little. With this in mind | &éao talk with Mr. Hull, but | found
him most unwilling to make any move. He argued tmathad no instructions about
Poland and that he could not go beyond his authofithis seemed to me
unnecessarily reserved, because | was not suggedgtailed discussion about
frontiers. The Polish Government had told me theyeanot ready for this, only that
we should show keen concern for Poland’s future.|Beas unable to shake Mr. Hull.
Nevertheless, | decided to raise the subject oolict2d' and began with a reference
to the absence of diplomatic relations betweenriRbéand the Soviet Union. | said that
we were concerned because we had played no smilhga&inging about the Soviet-

Polish Agreement of 1941. The present positionteteambarrassment for us .

The entry on the final Protocol of the conferentatesl about Poland that merely ‘an
exchange of views took place.” The re-establishnm@nPolish-Russian relations was not
discussed in Moscow, neither was the question areviPoland’s frontiers were going to be.
Hull was relieved. In his opinion, Poland was ar@ara’s box of infinite trouble’, a delicate
matter that should not be handled in any way betfegevar had ended. If discussion arose of
Russia’s boundary issues in Moscow, Hull could hamdangered the Four-Nation
Declaration on the United States Organization taclwvkthe American government had placed
its post war hope®. When the American Secretary of State returned @shihgton, then, he

was jubilant:

| had never felt in better voice than when | sptkéhe joint session of Congress on
November 18. Attention seemed rapt. ‘From the dlitssaid, ‘the dominant thought
at the conference was that, after the attainmentotbry, cooperation among peace-
loving nations in support of certain paramount mabtunterests will be almost as
compelling in importance and necessity as it iasyooh support of the war effort’. |
pointed out that, although we reached importane@gents, there were no secret
agreements and none had been suggested. Analy@gathievements of the

conference, particularly the Four-Nation Declanmatibsaid: ‘As the provisions of the

8 Eden,Memoirs 415-416.

8 Also, as a memorandum proves, ‘the risk of a [Sihgeparate peace [with Germany Jwill me much cedu
when a second front has been opened never mincewiSere, Henry Field to Brigadier General William J
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Four-Nation Declaration are carried into effecterth will no longer be need for
spheres of influence, for alliances, for balanceaiver, or any other of the special
arrangements through which in the unhappy pastatens strove to safeguard their
security or to promote their interests. The questbboundaries, | said, had, by its
very nature, to be left in abeyance until the teation of hostilities. This was in
accordance with the position maintained for sonmeetiby our Government. ‘Of
supreme importance,’ | pointed out, ‘is the facittht the conference the whole spirit
of international cooperation, now and after the,waas revitalized and given practical

expression®

The British and American participants in Moscowerth seem to differ greatly in their
opinions from one another. Both Eden and Hull kreeland was a difficult question to
answer. After Katyn, the gap between Russia andr@olvas almost impossible to cross. It
seems, however, that the British delegation wasrpoepared to answer it, or at least name
their views on it, than their American counterpaltded to outcries after the war from both
important participants in the Roosevelt adminigtratas well as modern day historians.
William Harriman, United States Ambassador in Magcooted he was dead opposed to the
appeasement policy toward Russia. ‘I feel strongHarriman wrote in 1943, ‘that we must
be friendly and frank but firm when they behaveimanner which is incompatible with our
ideas. Otherwise, we are storing up trouble forfthere. | am also convinced that Stalin will
have greater confidence and respect for us, afiyam dhe war and post war. These views, |
have held and expressed for at least 18 mortfhis diplomatic dilemma of pleasing Russia
or anger them by fighting for Poland’s rights maaene say that things such as the Katyn
massacre were embarrassing and should be ignofad@spossibl&

3.2 The difference turns into disagreement: the Talan Conference.

The Conference of Tehran, Iran, was to be the firséting of the Big Three, the leaders of
Allied superpowers Great Britain, Russia and th@ddnStates. In Paul's opinion, Tehran was
also to seal Poland’s fate. At the end of 1943, r€ill, Roosevelt and Stalin had reached an
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‘agreement in principle’ on Polish post war bordéfiskolajczyk was supposed not to play a
role on the conference table. Indeed, the new IPélisme Minister learned the truth of this
agreement in October 1944. In Paul’s opinion, thagsevelt and Churchill had deliberately

deceived the London Poles and used them as somethbe bargained witlt.

It might be true that the London Poles were unavedirthe results of the conference. They
did, however, hope for a discussion on the ‘Pofslestion’ in the first meeting of the three
war time leaders. The Polish Ambassador in Wasbmdbr example, mentioned to Hull and
Roosevelt that the government-in-exile was prep&vagsume relations with Stalin and that
the Soviet leader should be appealed in doing be. Dondon Poles also wanted Stalin’s
approval for a save return to Poland should the Redy ‘liberate’ it. Should the Soviet
Union discard Poland’s wishes, the London Polesewerced to regard the Red Army’s
entrance into Poland as an invasion. In that sanathe Polish underground ‘Home Army’
was not to join Soviet armies. Instead, it wouldfighting against them. Giving up Poland’s
‘eastern territories to the Soviet Union even ifjd@t as compensation East Prussia, Danzig,
Oppeln and Silesia’ was not an option. This memduam was sent to the White House on
November, 18, 1943, one month before Tehran staffedccording to Eden and the British
Foreign Office, Poland had little choice. In thatBh opinion, the resurrection of the Curzon
Line of 1919 was the only real solution availabBn November, 2¥, 1943, Mikolajczyk
visits the British Foreign Secretary and hopesras® home his views. According to Eden’s
memoirs, the Polish Prime Minister knew his hand wmpty. The London Poles lacked real
authority in this difficult affair. Russia and tii®lish homeland were far away from London,
making correspondence and controlling the natifircdit. Also, after the Katyn crisis, Stalin
had installed his own Polish government. This maad¢ters even more difficult for both the
London Poles and its Western allies. On that exemn1943, Milajczyk asked his Anglo-
American allies for help. The British Foreign Searg, on his part, desired to support the
London Poles in any he could. In fact, he told Maczyk he was already planning to raise
Polish issues during the upcoming Tehran Confereitere might be some difficulty with
the Americans, who seemed disposed to put off dfsng territorial questions till the end of
the war’, Eden added in his remark. Success cdwddetfore not be guaranteed, yet Eden

sounded hopeful. American views in solving the igtolQuestion’, the postponement of any

% paul,Katyn, 247.
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discussion in this matter until the war had endhedbelieved unwis&. Mikolajczyk’s account

of this evening, however, was different:

| saw Eden shortly before he left, and for thet firme (to my surprise) he brought up
the question of Poland’s postwar eastern fronfiérere was scant possibility that
Russia would anew relations with the Polish goveaminmEden said, unless we agreed
to give the Reds that huge portion of Poland witehRed Army had invaded in 1939
as an ally of Hitler. | was familiar, of course tiwvthe guarded, semi-official demands
that had been coming out of Moscow for the previgeer concerning the territory of
post war Poland. At the same time, | was flabbeeghto hear Eden echoing those
thoughts as if they were routine, not contemptible). If we give up this territory,
which, actually, we are not empowered to yielayilt only be the beginning of Polish

demands®

While Eden said he sided with the Poles and dighort, whatever he was able to do for their
cause, Mikolajczyk was baffled. He believed Edes wa a certain extent, siding with Soviet
Russia! Great Britain was giving away Polish tergit and so met Stalin’s demands.
Mikolajczyk’s blunt language to Eden puts one te treart of the matter. The two biggest
Western nations of the United Nations and creatbrthe Atlantic Charter seemed to have
chosen for Stalin, ancealpolitik, instead of meeting Polish frontier demands. s not
what the London Poles wanted to see happeningeafinst conference between the Big
Three.

Tehran, however, was not a conference at whichtisoguestions would receive the upmost
of attention. It was mainly a military conferenciedicated to hastening the end of the war.
The date for the British-American invasion of Nomdg was to be decided here. This mainly
Soviet demand was, in Birse’s words, ‘nothing new’it was ‘monotonously repeated’ in ‘a
well-worn theme.” Operation Overlord was meant et sixty German divisions from the
Soviet front and therefore required both carefulitery planning as well as good relations
with the Russians. Not only was Tehran to set a ttat‘D-Day’, it was also to announce the
agreement of a United Nations post war organizatimreased co-operation between the Big

Three and Stalin’s informal assurance to the Ana@scof joining the war against Japan after

% Eden,Memoirs 421-422.
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Germany’s defeat. Birse, the British interpretefTghran, argued afterwards that there was
even more in this conference. It was, in his worth® Soviet Union’s application for
membership of the club. Throughout the confereiice, Soviet Union seemed to be the
stronger participant and Stalin openly desired epgagnership with Roosevelt and Churchill
in the settlement of European affalfsin Paul’s opinion, the little bargaining power @re
Britain and the United States had is easily explirDuring 1943, Stalin had won important
victories at Stalingrad and Kursk and was ‘libergtiEastern Europe at lightning speed. In
November, 1943, as we have seen, Russian forcealteadly re-conquered the Katyn forest
and were closing in on Poland’s borders. In thennwéde, the Allies were also successful in
their military campaign. The Allied forces in Noetim Africa had just defeated Rommel and
his Deutsches AfrikakorpsThe campaign was long, however, and the Rusgighsot
consider the upcoming Italian campaign as a readrsgfront. In this light of little bargaining
power, it should be understood from Paul that Cilirand Roosevelt wanted to make ‘major
concessions’ in the ‘Polish Question’. Russian iaidDperation Overlord, both in planning
and execution, were crucial in the Allied war plamhkis situation could potentially reshape
the ‘Polish Question’ from the threat it was foveel months into a way to please the
Soviets and secure their assistance in defeatimpn&ws. Churchill was aware of this. In his

words, ‘the security of the Soviet Union’s westéantier was of paramount importancé.’

As seen before, the Anglo-American politicians wayechoose between the lesser of two
evils. Were they to protect Poland or to let it &ahd support Stalin instead? In Tehran, it
seemed that both Britain and the United Statesrhade up their minds. The upcoming
invasion in Normandy, their little bargaining powtre dangers of bringing the Katyn truth in
the open, it all led to the decision to cast Pdmmdshes and self-determination aside and opt
for the war effort. One piece of the game, Polamds omitted from play to achieve the
greater good of victory. When the conference wasr @nd newspapers and radios reported

the Big Three’s decisions, Mikolajczyk was therefbaffled once again:

In London we restlessly awaited the outcome of atmg that was to mean so
much to our country. The official announcement, wheame on December 6,

1943, was astoundingly vague and brief. It tooktl military question of

7 Birse, Interpreter, 138.
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pressing the war to a conclusion, but there wasantion of what decisions

had been taken concerning Poland, if &hy.

The futures of both Germany and Poland were indbksdussed at Tehran, albeit briefly.
While Germany’s future was to be investigated bg tlewly found European Advisory
Commission later on, Stalin was deciding what towdlitn the Poles. In his opinion, Poland
was an important part of Russia’s ‘sphere of inilee2” The Soviet leader wanted to see four
things at Tehran. First, future aggression agairesSoviet Union, mainly from Germany, had
to be prevented in whatever way possible. Alliegesuision over German strategic points
was, in this regard, a viable option. Second, Britnd the United States were to recognize
Soviet incorporation of the Baltic States in th&1$.R. and the Polish-Soviet border of 1939
should be restored. Third, the Soviet leader watdese whole-season operative Baltic ports
and a corresponding part of East Prussian territorgrder to achieve that goal. Fourth, if
Britain was willing to accept Soviet demands on Badtic, Stalin would be willing to accept
Churchill’s ideas on the Polish borders. Should treppen, Polish lands east to the Curzon
would be handed to the Russians, while Poland wieldompensated to the Oder River. The
Big Three, then, would compensate Poland the ¢eyriit lost on the East with up to 400
miles of land towards the We¥P.

One can argue that Churchill tried to focus attantbon Poland when he made known his
plans to invade Europe through the center. ThesBrRrime Minister used the metaphor of a
crocodile in this respect. If Nazi occupied Europas a crocodile, so Churchill told at the
conference, the Balkan was to be its ‘soft undéybehstead of facing the monster head on,
Churchill was opting for a more indirect approalllot surprisingly, this plan was rejected in
Tehran, due to the preparations for Operation @werhnd Russian insistence on an invasion
in Normandy. According to Paul, any real hope afviag’ Poland was now gort& At the
same time, Roosevelt used the principles of themit Charter as slogans in order to
‘uphold’ Poland’s territorial integrity. Althoughhése slogans were used, Roosevelt was

careful not to obligate himself too much in suchttera. Indeed, by the time of the Tehran
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Conference, the United States had drawn back sutizgta from its earlier willingness to take
initiatives on behalf of the Polish governmenttsdealings with the Kremlit?? Washington
was reluctant to act even as an intermediary noging Britain to assume that role because
of its treaty commitments to the Polish state. Bhésh noted, however, how Roosevelt was

trying to influence Stalin at the cost of Britisipldmatic efforts:

His (Roosevelt) manner was pleasing, but | wondevbkdt there was, behind that
intellectual face. | remembered the New Deal andhalt followed, but | knew too
little of his background to form any opinion of mywn. However, as the Conference
proceeded | came to the conclusion that if he kiew to deal with American
problems and domestic politics, he knew little ovi&t mentality, or had been badly
advised. It was not enough, as he evidently thqughtlap Russians on the back and
say they were good fellows, in order to reach aualiyt advantageous agreement with
them. Something more subtle was required. He wakndewith a semi-Asian power,
and a communist one into the bargain. Nor did ¢ Iiks taking sides with Stalin,
ostensibly as a joke but nevertheless tactlesshgllusions to British colonialism.
Nothing was said about Russian colonialism, ottiat matter American. | felt he was

too ready to play into Stalin’s hantfé.

Roosevelt seemed determined to strike a deal WwehSoviet leader in regard to the ‘Polish
Question’ and to win his favor. On Decembéy 1943, the final day of the Conference, the
American and Russian delegations met each othededssed topics without the British

being present. Charles Bohlen, United States digtaand Soviet expert, minutes this secret

conversation:

THE PRESIDENT said he had asked Marshal Stalirotoecto see him as he wished
to discuss a matter briefly and frankly. He saiddferred to internal American

politics.

He said that we had an election in 1944 and thaevgersonally he did not wish to

run again, if the war was still in progress, hemigave to.
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He added that there were in the United States #ianto seven million Americans of

Polish extraction, and as a practical man, he didwish to lose their vote. He said
personally he agreed with the views of Marshal istak to the necessity of the
restoration of a Polish state but would like to 8eeEastern border moved further to
the west and the Western border moved even to itver ®der. He hoped, however,

that the Marshal would understand that for politresons outlined above, he could
not participate in any decision here in Tehranwanenext winter on this subject and

that he could not publicly take part in any sudlaagement at the present time.
MARSHAL STALIN replied that now the President exipled, he had understood.

THE PRESIDENT went on to say that there were a rarmob persons of Lithuanian,
Latvian, and Estonian origin, in that order, in theited States. He said that he fully
realized the three Baltic Republics had in histang again more recently been a part
of Russia and added jokingly that when the Sovieties re-occupied these areas, he

did not intend to go to war with the Soviet Uniamtbis point.

He went on to say that the big issue in the UnBeates, insofar as public opinion
went, would be the question of referendum anditite of self-determination. He said
he thought that world opinion would want some egpi@n of the will of the people,
perhaps not immediately after their re-occupatiprsbviet forces, but some day, and

that he personally was confident that the peopleldveote to join the Soviet Union.

MARSHAL STALIN replied that the three Baltic Reputs had no autonomy under
the last Czar who had been an ally of Great Britaid the United States, but that no
one had raised the question of public opinion, bedlid not quite see why it was

being raised now.

THE PRESIDENT replied that the truth of the mates that the public neither knew

nor understood.

MARSHAL STALIN answered that they should be infodnand some propaganda

work should be don&?*

On that secret meeting, Roosevelt told the Sogedérs he could nofficially support the re-
establishment of the Curzon Line. Presidential telas were coming and Roosevelt was
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going to need the Polish-American vote. Acceptin@dlish partition could lead to great
electoral problems for Roosevelt and the end ofptesis to establish a new international
world order. In telling Stalin, however, that hedhao problem with the general idea of
shifting Polish frontiers to the west, Rooseveltd hpaved the way for potential

misunderstanding. According to his own later intetation, FDR did not have the intention
to immediately accept the Curzon Line in the East tb the upcoming elections. Yet, Stalin
and Molotov both understood Roosevelt to be conaahiih their plans of re-establishing the
Curzon Line. One might think this was a tacticeadfihg the Soviet leaders what they wanted
to hear, yet the real motivation remains ever wrclé left Eden, after he found out of the

secret meeting, embittered:

If we could get on to the business soon we miglalile to hammer something out. A
difficulty is that Americans are terrified of thelgect which Harry [Hopkins] called
‘political dynamite’ for their elections. But, agdld him, if we can not get a solution,
Polish-Russian relations six months from now, viRtnssian armies in Poland, will be
infinitely worse and the elections much nearer. (President Roosevelt was reserved
about Poland to the point of being unhelpful. Hentimmed his political difficulties to
us, but it was not until long afterwards that Irfe=d he had also explained them to
Stalin. He told the Marshal that for electoral w@s he could not take part in any
discussion of Poland for another year, nor be plbliassociated with any
arrangement. This was hardly calculated to restta@rRussians. (...). My feelings at
the close of the Conference were less easy tharht been in Moscow. | found the
sudden shifts in Stalin’s policies disturbing anduld not fathom the apparent
American unwillingness to make ready with us fa @onference in advance. Above

all, | began to fear greatly for the Pol8%.

American officials, it seems, privately appearedhtve come to the conclusion that the
United States could do little for Poland expectakhhe Soviets not to be too hard on the
Poles. As John Gaddis pointed out, the United Statmuld not ‘fight for self-determination

in Eastern Europe. The one question still unsetileéd how to present this policy in the
United States as anything other than a violatiothef Atlantic Charter.” Washington never

did find the answer to this probleff. Indeed, Roosevelt seemed jubilant to American
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journalists when he returned from Tehran. The Beggibelieved the meeting had ‘lived up to
his highest expectations’ and he was engaged imynexcellent talks’. When a journalist
asked Roosevelt to describe Stalin, the Presigmpionded called him ‘something like me —

he is a realist:?’

The London Poles were furious after they found mathing had been decided on Poland’s
future. When Eden returned from Tehran, Mikolajcayid the British Foreign Secretary met
each other and had a fight of arguments. On Decerib® 1943, the Polish Prime Minister

plainly states his dissatisfaction to the Briti$fodts in Tehran. Eden was furious:

Molotov told me, ‘I want to see a strong, indepertdeoland, but | can not collaborate
with the Polish government, because it has no gatd Eden quoted. And then on
his own he added, ‘And since you had bound my hdndsefusing to discuss

frontiers, | could do nothing moré”®

Indeed, Churchill sent Eden to the Polish Primeider that day to make them accept their
solution to the ‘Polish Question.” Whether the Rdiked it or not, they had to give up half
their country and reorganize their government kefiiey were able to reopen diplomatic
relations to the Soviets. Eden was instructed tahmimatter to the Poles so that they were to
believe that ‘by taking over and holding firmly tpeesent German territories up to the Oder,
they will be rendering a service to Europe as alevby making the basis of a friendly policy
towards Russia and close association with Czecbeagia.*® Eden tried to convince the

Polish Prime Minister of the importance of his dgm, yet to no avail:

‘I share the Prime Minister's [Churchill’s] view d@h Stalin will not try to

annihilate Poland or incorporate it into the Soweion,” Eden said. ‘But it is
obvious that Stalin’s demands center around thabkshment of the Curzon
line as the future boundary between his country Bothnd. Naturally, we
agreed to nothing in this respect. We were not eveped to do so either by

the British government or by your own.’ | [Mikolajgk] replied that no one
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was empowered arbitrarily to seize or yield halfAdhed country. ‘Stalin is
ready to make compensation to you in East Prussia@pole Silesia and
establish the western frontier of Poland and ther@ide. The Prime Minister
believes that if you would agree to this, there Mdae a good chance of an
agreement with Russia, one that would make Poladependent and stronger

than before the war*°

Poland’s leader felt betrayed by British behavidow could they so easily give away such
vast parts of land to an unreliable dictator? Mese@md Tehran had not solved the ‘Polish
Question’ in Polish favor. Instead, the Poles veliethese two conferences had made matters

worse for them.

The London Poles were not the only one who wergcalito what happened in these
conferences. Some important British-Americans, sashUnited States Undersecretary of
State Cordell Hull, did not try to restrain them&s in their opinion on Moscow and Tehran.
In such a way they became the first of many critiestorians included, on these topics:

As | see it, the critics of the agreements reacitedehran, Yalta and Potsdam are
confusing cause and effect. The agreement so Ipitissailed would have been far
different had the President decided in 1942 tostngpon the creation of a United
Nations council charged with the duty of findindwimns for political and territorial
problems before the end of the war. His refusald®o was in accord with the advice
given him by his Secretary of State, the Joint hoé Staff, and by most of his White
House advisors, as well as with the views then bgldhe Prime Minister of Great
Britain. It was a decision dictated by the Presi@eronviction that as Commander-in-
Chief his paramount obligation was to permit noghio jeopardize the winning of the
war. Yet with the advantage that hindsight givestuseems fair to say that it was this
decision that was largely responsible for the divisof the world today into two

increasingly warring camps*

The matter is more delicate than this, however.O&srovsky correctly notes, one must be
aware of the continuous changes which occur artthpesor redefine foreign policy. Foreign

policy, in his words, is not a tangible concepttthdheres to a standardized form of conduct

10 Mikolajczyk, Rape of Poland48.

"lwelles,Seven Decisiond 45.
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but instead it is an amorphous force that has Hityato change the face of a nation or
dictate the future of anoth&l? Great Britain and the United States of Americasjing knew
what had happened in Katyn. They knew who Stalis arad what he had done in the 1930s.
In fact, Stalin remarked at the Tehran confereheg ¢very German war criminal was to be
shot. Roosevelt and Churchill knew he was not jgkivet, the Western leaders had to choose
their move and they choose to trust the Sovietdedd fact, they had no other choice. The
bargaining power of both allies was weak and Risdialp in Operation Overlord was
desperately needed. All the same, Eden and Hub wiided in how to cope with Stalin and
his demands for the Polish frontiers. While Eded @murchill hoped to solve the matter as
soon as possible, due to both their sympathiesPi@and and political considerations,
Roosevelt wanted to ensure Russia’s help in thé was world and choose to put such
delicate questions on hold. Upcoming presidentlett®ns and the role of the Polish-
Americans therein also complicated matters. To Mijcayk and his London Poles, however,
the exact argumentation did not matter anymorey e not expect these treacherous moves
from their closest allies and thought both Britaimd the United States were selling out the
Polish staté’?

Chapter 4: Black makes his move, January — Octobet944.

The President will do nothing for the Poles, anyrenitvan Mr. Hull did at Moscow
or the President himself did at Tehr&.

Anthony Eden after Mikolajczyk visited the White e in July, 1944.

It was hardly wise to postpone the effect to setvextremely delicate a question as
the Polish frontiers, for example, until the armagriumphant Russia had actually
occupied the territories involved or to put off ati@g an international agency,

which would have simplified the solution of suchesiions, until the various

112 OstrovskyPeace Planningg.
113 paul,Katyn 286-287.

114 carr,Poland to Pearl Harbar59.
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governments concerned had taken stands that magejant solution highly

doubtful!®®

Sumner Welles in his bookhe Time For Decisiarwritten in 1944,

On January 14, 1944, the inevitable had happened. The Red Ammgsed the Polish-Soviet
borders from the Treaty of Riga, settled in 192he TSoviet Union had entered Polish
territory once again. Little but a month after thstoric conference of Tehran, the Allied
leaders of the West now had to make haste with tlegiision regarding Poland’s future. This
dilemma, however, came at an unfortunate time tier Wnited Nations. The United States
were advancing swiftly on the Pacific front, Italyas near surrender and the invasion of
Normandy was at hand. As Reynolds put it, ‘onlynfrt944 did the America and Britain join
the Soviet Union as an equal partner in the wainagaditler's Fortress Europé’® The
historian chose his words deliberately. Before 1®B¥Htain, the United States and the Soviet
Union had to go to great lengths to achieve claseperation with each other. From now on,
however, the three Allied leaders were for thetfiimme really united in their military
operations and mutual communication. Due to theegents in the Moscow and Tehran
Conferences, a proper Alliance was now in effectwas only a matter of time before
Germany would be defeated by the combined stremfthhe Big Threé’ Important
guestions, however, were not yet solved. Was Staling to co-operate when the war was
over? What was he to do in Eastern Europe, withteh&ories he claimed to be righteously
Russian? Tehran and Moscow did not provide cledaranswers, whilst the Soviet war
machine raged on. This uncertainty led to increpsdiebate within the American and British
governments and much more resentment from thoseclaimaed that the Polish-Soviet affair

had not been dealt with properly.

4.1  The powerless White player, January — July 1944

15 \welles, Time For Decision328.
116 ReynoldsAllies At War 419.

17 Graham Ross, ‘Foreign Office Attitudes to the ®o\nion during the Second World War' ifihe Historical
Journal 30, 2 (1987) 526.
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As seen in the last chapter, American SecretaState Cordell Hull was reluctant to raise the
‘Polish Question’ during the Tehran and Moscow @oeices. Roosevelt tried to please
Stalin with an unofficial, albeit restrictddht to the Soviet leader’s ideas on what to do with
Poland’s frontiers. Due to the Polish-American camity and the upcoming presidential
elections, Roosevelt was unable to give Stalin lealvanted. By saying, however, he agreed
with the Russian arguments, he hoped Stalin wouldetstand the United States was not
being hostile to him. It seemed, then, that theté¢hiStates Government had made up its
mind: the Soviet Union was to remain in the Unikations Alliance at all costs. The reasons
for choosing this diplomatic strategy were obvicas;ording to Mark. Between the Moscow
Conference and the late summer of 1944, Soviet-Aaerelations looked promising. Stalin
was, for example, grateful for American Lend Leasd he met with Roosevelt, signaling a
more open Soviet foreign policy. He had also eretbrAmerican economic principles at
Moscow, and signed a pact of mutual assistance ®ihcho-Slovakia which gave the
Soviets control of Czech foreign policy and miltaaffairs, but left their internal politics
untouched:® Perhaps, some of Roosevelt's administration betle®talin was willing to co-
operate with the United States after the war ieféort to protect the world from future harm.
Not everybody, however, agreed to this. The astisihthe United States Ambassador in

Moscow, George Kennan, was very critical to Ameriogasoning:

If we insist at this moment in our history in wanidg about with our heads in the
clouds of Wilsonian idealism and universalistic ceptions of world collaboration, if
we continue to blind ourselves to the fact that motary peaceful intentions of the
mass of inhabitants of Asia and eastern Europemlsethe products of their misery
and weakness and never the products of their dtretfigwe insist on staking the
whole future of Europe on the assumption of a comtywf aims with Russia for
which there is no real evidence except in our ovishful thinking, then we run the
risk of losing even that bare minimum of securityieh would be assured to us by the
maintenance of humane, stable and co-operative sfasifhhuman society on the
immediate European shores of the Atlaftic.

After the Tehran Conference, the United States Gowent had not changed its view. It was

still reluctant to commit itself in the Polish-Seviborder disputes. This was a major contrast

18 Mark, ‘American Policy’, 323.

19 Mayers, ‘Soviet War Aims’, 69-70.
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to Roosevelt’'s efforts directly after Katyn, whea tied to bring the two governments closer
together. The risk of alienating Stalin was simpdyp great and Roosevelt was aware his
government could not do much against Soviet claniastern Polantf’

The British, on the other hand, tried whatever tbeyld to break Polish resolve in the matter.
As seen above, Mikolajczyk and his London Polessfetrayed and left alone. To them, their
allies seemed to have abandoned them and were mre®sipg them to accept Soviet demands.
The matter, however, is more delicate than thise @ght argue that British politicians were
aware of the Russian threat for Poland and they wleing everything they could to save
them. On January 301944, Churchill made a secret request to theésBrismbassador to the
London Poles. The man, who had told the British €@oment of Soviet guilt in the Katyn
atrocities more than six months before, was beiske@ by the Prime Minister to re-
investigate the matter. Churchill timed his reqwesl. In the first days of January, 1944, the
Soviet Union publicized their version of what haabpened in Katyn. This Burdenko report
was a lot different from what the Germans had obainm April, 1943. Forensic investigation,
so says the report, had showed that the Polisbeo$fiwere not murdered in 1940, when the
Soviets occupied the territory, but in 1941. Alssgovered German bullets and Polish diaries
seemed to prove the point that it was Nazi Germaay Soviet Russia, which had committed

the crime?!

Faithfully, O’Malley set out to work once againyegtioning whether or not the
Burdenko report was right. On February"11944, his second dispatch was finished and
secretly distributed among the top of the Britistv&nment. O’Malley’s conclusions had not
changed from six months before. The Soviet Unios,wa his opinion, still guilty of the

crimes in Katyn.

Coincidentally, or not, the British were in heawsg@ament with the London Poles, while

O’Malley was researching his second dispatch. TélesPwere still angry because the ‘Polish
Question’ had not been discussed at Tehran. Alsgy had learned of Soviet propaganda
claiming a Russian-supported Polish government ansév. To them, it was enough proof of
Stalin’s intentions. At those meetings in Februd§44, O’'Malley was present. On February

6", 1944, John Colville, Churchill’s secretary andterof theDowning Street Diariesnoted

120 carr,Poland to Pearl Harbar47, 49.

121 As it turned out, German bullets were indeed usethe Soviets. German pistols were seen as mbable
than Russian ones.
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that O’Malley stayed to dine with Churchill andddColville the Balkan and East European
countries still felt Germany being their only hagfeorotection against the Russian menate.
Indeed, Mikolajczyk felt he had to reject ‘dictasdrdemands.” The British Prime Minister

was furious:
Churchill: You know there will be no restoration of Polishi8bv
relations unless you consent to Russia’s terrdiodiemands!
Mikolajczyk: | am not empowered to give away half of my coufftty.

Matters got worse on February"221944. That day, Churchill explained to the Hoo$e

Commons on how Polish borders were to be changedutiated the Poles even more.

The fate of the Polish nation ranks first in thoughd politics of government and the
British Parliament. | was glad to hear from the thoof Marshal Stalin that he too is
determined to build and maintain a strong Polandependent and united, as one of
the leading powers of Europe. We have never gueedrdny specific Polish
borders. We have not given our consent to the atoup of Wilno by the Poles in
1920; the British view, against this, found sourgression in 1919 in what is called
the ‘Curzon Line.” |Ifeeladeep sympathy to the leBpbut 1 also
understand the Russian point of view. The liberatib Poland shall have to be
accomplished by Soviet armies who, after suffeldimgses amounting to millions of
men fallen in battle, have come to break the Germéitary power. | do not feel that
Russian, related with the security of its Westeontiers, exceed the limits of what is
reasonable and just. Marshal Stalin and | agre¢themeed to compensate Poland at

the expense of Germany, as well as in the Northtadvest?

Churchill’'s speech was to demonstrate yet againdiffeeulty of finding an answer in the
‘Polish Question.” On the one hand, Stalin waspleased with the unfolding developments.

The Russian sent Churchill an infuriated messadg@mmg the Prime Minister ‘had

122 30hn Colville,The Frings of Power, Downing Street Diaries. VoluFmeo, 1941-April 194%London 1987)
90.

123 Mikolajczyk, Rape of Polands3.

124 Translated to English from a originally Frenchtteédnders Memoires 236.
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committed an act of injustice and unfriendlinessanls the Soviet Uniort? Stalin believed
both Churchill and Roosevelt had both consentethdletves with Russian plans to Poland
and now Churchill seemed to back down. Churchik waw to choose once more whether or
not he was going to follow the principles of thdaktic Charter, which could be found in his
speech, or to denounce them altogether by pub&alyouncing a solution to the ‘Polish

26 On the other hand, the London Poles were angered more than they had

Question.
already been earlier that month. Not only that, €&aihAnders’ Polish divisions from Iran, at

the time engaged in the Italian campaign, issueddtowing declaration on February5

The soldiers of the Polish army in the Middle E&sthot accept the idea that an inch
of Polish territory should be ceded to the BolskeviVe are going to fight against the
Germans, without sparing any sacrifices, but we atmsider the Bolsheviks as our
enemies. If they turned out to be victorious indpd, no guarantee for their purposes
can be given to us. Poland shall cease to exist fong period of time and the Polish

nation would be destroyed.

In February 1944, then, British politicians triedhatever they could in regard to Poland’s
future. Finding an answer, however, which was &apé both the Polish government-in-exile
and the Soviet Union was most difficult. Stalin wexhto make sure the informal agreements
at Tehran were kept alive, while the Poles didwant to know of any such thing. Therefore,
Churchill and Eden tried to batter Mikolajczyk irdabmission and raising political pressure
on him. British opinion on the Soviet Union’s rdlikty was also shaken and became more
uncertain, due to O’Malley’s second dispatch irs theriod. It led Anthony Eden to exclaim
that ‘the evidence [of the Burdenko Commissiontamflicting [with O’'Malley’s findings]

and whatever we may suspect, we shall probablyrrieay.*?®

125 A.A. Gromyko, ed.Correspondence Between the Chairman of the Coofdflinisters of the U.S.S.R. and
the Presidents of the U.S.A. and the Prime MinsstdrGreat Britain during the Great Patriotic Waf ©941-
1945. Volume One: July 1941-November 1@Mbscow 1957) 216-217.

126 carr,Poland to Pearl Harbar51-52.
127 Translated to English from an originally FrenckttéAnders Memoires 237.

128 \Whether Eden condemned the Soviet Union for thigiKenassacre in this remark, is not completelyatert
On April 8", 1944, physician Sir Bernard Spillbury told O’Mallit was medically very difficult to establish
German or Soviet guilt in the shooting of Polisficefrs near Smolensk. Butler, Katyn, 13.
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Throughout 1944, Great Britain and the United Statere walking a tightrope of holding the
Soviet Union within the Alliance and keeping Polighger at bay. At times, this proved
difficult for the Anglo-American leaders. Churchitin the one hand, was sometimes furious
at Stalin as he could not cope with the Russiasmahds. At a garden party on March™26
Churchill thundered his thoughts on Stalin fore#h minutes against Harriman, claiming
Britain had done whatever it could for both Russia Poland but being scoffed at from the
very beginning in 1941. Even Colville claimed iretBowning Street Diaries at that time it
seemed ‘our efforts to promote a Russo-Polish wtaeding have failed?® Roosevelt, on
the other hand, had to face a potential crisis with Polish-American community in March
1944. Discussions engulfed the country whetherodiLange and Orlemanski, two important
leaders of the Polish Left, and staunch communigpsrters, were allowed to visit the Soviet
Union. Eventually, Roosevelt gave his permissionviith noticing American irresponsibility
for the behavior of the two Pol&¥.

4.2 Black strikes: the Warsaw Uprising.

August, ', 1944, was to be the start of the climax for Bhitand American handling with the
Polish-Soviet disputes. On that date, the Poligtetground ‘Home Army’ started an uprising
against its German aggressor. The plans for arsingrito be initiated when a ‘liberating’
army was nearing the Polish capital, were effecéitv¢he start and the insurgents speedily
controlled the city’'s communication and transpoetworks. From that moment on, the
waiting for Soviet troops to enter the capital dodgive the Germans the final blow had
begun. No Red Army was to liberate Warsaw, howelvestead, Russian tanks stopped their
advance and entered the city only months latethBi/time, over 200,000 Poles had lost their
lives and the capital was almost completely destloyrhe Red Army eventually liberated

Warsaw on January, £71945. Colville described the Uprising as ‘a gpnoblem. They are

129 Harriman,Special Envoy328; Colville,Frings of Power 100.
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fighting desperately against fearful odds.” Fromgast, 1944, Mikolajczyk, Churchill and
Roosevelt were to deal immediately with a stubb®talin and to convince him to come to
Warsaw's aid. Yet, as Colville noted on August'24

The Russians are deaf to all pleas and determmedhsh their hands of it all.
[Possible] Explanations: 1) (...) they were serigushecked at the

gates of Warsaw.

2) (...) a curious pride which makes them
determined that other powers shall not do

what they can not do.

3) (...) finding that the population of
Warsaw and the underground movement
are behind the Polish Government in
London and do not support the puppet
Moscow Polish National Liberation
Committed>!

The Warsaw Uprising brought the matter of the Lul@iommittee to the fore and was to test

the United Nations and their mutual commitmenthigirt utmost of lengths.

On July 29¢ 1944, the Red Army ‘liberated’ the Polish citylafblin. It was the first major
city in Poland brought under Soviet control, makihgn ideal place of installing the Polish
rival government Stalin was beginning to suppotérahe denounced the London Poles in
April, 1943. This Lublin Committee became Russi@ssion of Poland’'s government and
was effectively the key to a military dictatorslitpm the Red Army. Reconciliation between
Mikolajczyk’s government in London and Stalin wasanfurther away than ever. This was
proved on August'® when the Polish Prime Minister urged Stalin teapto him on the
Warsaw Uprising. The Soviet leader basically tald that the real Polish Government was to
be found in Lublin and that they should be cont@dclée Lublin Poles saw Mikolajczyk and
argued that were was no uprising in Warsaw, the@utline was to be the Polish-Soviet

demarcation line and that the London Poles wergeteive four out of nineteen positions

131 Colville, Frings of Power 132.
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within the new government. There was nothing then@Minister could do to break Russian

resolve®?

The nations who were alleged to have betrayed Hatew seemed to come to its rescue.
Allied fighter and bomber squads focusing on Gerinaustry, were now being instructed to
supply the besieged capital. Stalin, however, ddse airports, making it impossible for the
Allied airplanes to refuel and resupply. As an efffehe Warsaw Uprising and Russia’s
behavior sparked an intense discussion within theedcan and British governments and
their policy towards the Soviet Union. Cordell Hdthr example, the man who was reluctant
to deal with the ‘Polish Question’ at Tehran, naldtRoosevelt on August T6that the

Anglo-Americans could not abandon Poland at thistpand leave it to its fate, whether the
Russians liked it or ndt3 Eden was doubtful when Churchill journeyed to Mmsdo speak

with Stalin on this matter in person:

I was not hopeful for the outcome of our missioheTRussians had already grabbed
the territory they wanted, so that the Curzon Lwas no longer the real issue. It was
what happened in Poland that mattered. While weldvagree that an early union
between the Government in London and the Nationaini@ittee in Lublin was
desirable, | was unhappily conscious that the $d&@m@m/ernment had every motive to
play for time. The longer their puppets had to edttheir rule and destroy the official
underground movement, the worse for free Poland). (Qur best chance was to
protest the damage to Anglo-Soviet relations wimelst result from failure to agree a

fair settlement for the Poles, but this was an tageweaport>*

Bohlen and Kennan, furthermore, discussed the mbétisveen them and they were bitterly
divided. Bohlen, on the one hand, accepted Roaggvehsoning. He thought drastic military
intervention from the United States was not goiagchange things in Warsaw and would
have serious repercussions in diplomatic relatoitls the Soviet Union. This would perhaps
mean the loss of the eastern frontier against Geymao Russian assistance on the Pacific

front and creating a post war organization a lotendifficult. Kennan argued that all military

132 Jaime Reynolds, ‘Lublin versus London. The Partgt the Underground Movement in Poland, 1944-1945’
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assistance possible should be given to the Poldssapplies to the Russians should be
stopped-® Finally, Harriman believed that this all was arpaom Stalin to get rid from
potential enemies. ‘These [Poles in Warsaw]’, soriden notes, ‘were the Poles loyal to the
London government-in-exile, who stood in the wayhig Lublin Committee.” Indeed, he

notes to Roosevelt that Stalin based his polititguthless political consideration™®

On August 28, 1944, Great Britain and the United States accetite underground ‘Home
Army’ in Warsaw as an official fighting army forehJnited Nations. This effectively meant
it now was to be regarded as an army to be fougfht inder international rules, such as the
rules of engagement or treaties concerning prisooewar. Carr argues that this was a bold
diplomatic move from the two nations, meant to aritge Soviet Union and to escape albeit
slightly from her will. Yet, they had come too lafealks between Churchill and Stalin were
fruitless and the United States did not find a sotuto the ‘Polish Question.” While Britain
was united against the Soviet Union and the way thealt with Warsaw, Churchill was
reluctant to make the final move of stopping eveopwvoy to Russia. Eden and the Prime
Minister discussed ‘gate-crashing’ the Soviet alds, forcing the Soviets to choose sides
when British airplanes wanted to land on Russiaih $o the United States meanwhile,
Hopkins, Roosevelt's trusted advisor, was deterthitee keep the White House out of the
affair as much as he could. He withheld cablegrmoma Churchill to the president out of a
belief that the British were using the United Stads a tool for their own sake. In the end, one
can argue, the Warsaw Uprising had not fundamentdianged British and American’s
dealings with Stalin. Britain tried to do whateviecould, but it had to have the support of the
Americans. The White House looks to have been ubtavith some choosing sides for the
Poles and others clearly opting for the longer with the Soviets. Mark goes as far as
claiming that Washington saw Warsaw as part of rg{eared Anglo-Soviet struggle for
power, each claiming certain parts of Europe irelantless quest for spheres of influence?

Had Britain not imposed a government of its owiGieece?’

135 Mayers, ‘Soviet War Aims’, 67.
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Conclusion: checkmate?

In the introduction of this Master-Thesis, | argudt not everything could be covered.
British and American diplomacy during World Waiidla vast subject, even when one tries to
focus specifically on Poland. Also, Poland is treater of a very difficult history, being
disputed for so many years. We started this Thesisexplaining the ‘Polish Question” and
its difficulties, to lend historical truth to thaaspect. Afterwards, we set out on a
reconstruction of events and opinions. It seemed Bsstoriography, as described in three
different schools in the Introduction, on BritishdaAmerican handling with the Poles was
flawed and haunted with hindsight, how well resbad and cleverly constructed as it may
be. Historians of the schools ofnocenceand blame tended to argue that Churchill and
Roosevelt consciously did not respond to Sovietdts. These authors, who were mainly
Poles, carry the scars of the past. They know fnamdsight that the Soviet Union was guilty
of the crimes in Katyn. They also know that ove® 200 people died in the Warsaw Uprising
and they know Poland was to deal with a Soviet cengr well until the 1980s. They
condemned the Americans and British for their lakoroper efforts to save Poland and
consequently called them traitors.

Personally, | opt for the third school oéconstruction Although it is understandable why
historians tend to think in such an emotional vibgy should not forget what really happened
in the historical context of the 1940s. In 193% WWestern image of Stalin and the Soviet
Union was that of a barbarian from the east, whe wdling to strike deals with other
dictators to conquer Europe. From 1941 onwards,elew this image rapidly changed.
Russia was becoming the most important countrytferAllied war effort. Victories at Kursk
and Stalingrad ensured that Stalin and his Red Anmage to be seen as the Allied David
fighting off the Nazi Goliath against all odds. Wh&oebbels announced the discoveries at
Katyn in April, 1943, and Russia ended its diplognadth Poland, the immediate reaction of
Churchill and Roosevelt was to bring the two natidrack together. It was all German
propaganda, in their opinion. To the PresidenttaedPrime Minister, it seemed as if the most
powerful member of the Grand Alliance was trying abandon them. When O’Malley
revealed the truth in May, 1943, the British Goveent realized their response was morally
wrong, yet the war effort was to be put on top wérgthing elseThey had no other choice
His Majesty’s Government could risk everything, masportantly the credibility of the
Atlantic Charter, by telling what had really happdnin the forests near Smolensk. At
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approximately the same time, the United Stateszeshlthat Russia was to become a world
power after World War Il and its advancing armiesrevto become an important key to
securing peace in the post war world. This madesBeelt and some members of his

administration believe that important questionfrastiers should be settled after the war.

Not only does this school of reconstruction doigesto the difficulties of diplomacy and its
effects on the war effort, it also pays a lot aéation to the difficult communication between
the war time leader. Throughout this Thesis, andudhout the accounts of meetings between
the likes of Churchill, FDR, Stalin and Mikolajczykbne can find misunderstandings or
complete assumptions based on only a few words ksgidne statesman to the other.
Notorious examples are the talks between RoosaweltStalin on the Curzon Line and the
mix-ups between Anthony Eden and Mikolajczyk. Naotyois diplomacy very difficult, it
could change identity within a flash. Unknowingtyr knowingly?), diplomats and statesmen
said things the other side gladly wanted to hehes€& assumptions made things even more

complicated and, in my opinion, are vital in undansling this period of time.

Also, we have seen that both Great Britain and.thiged States showed affection for the fate
of the Polish nation. Instead of consciously dexjdo sacrifice their old ally for a new, albeit
dangerous, one, they came to its rescue in theaWadprising and they tried to convince the
Poles earlier on that there really was no otheioapindeed, it was better to accept Russian
demands and gain a bit of territory in the Westead of potentially losing it all. To many
historians, however, this point proved how oppadtin the Western leaders were dealing
with this problem. | do not think that this opinienfair. In Moscow and Tehran, it seemed
that Eden and Churchill were willing to solve thaegtion of Poland’s frontiers, while
Roosevelt and Hull were against that. Eden sayshieaPoles were not willing to co-operate,
so limiting the Foreign Secretary’s hand and tih&tre was virtually no bargaining power
against the Soviet Union at the time. Hull and Roe# looked at the bigger picture, claiming
that other things were far more important. Opera@verlord, Roosevelt’s re-election and the
potential threat of opening a Pandora’s Box of fiemquestions were the matters at hand,
how unlucky that may be for the Poles. Indeed, Wimted States eventually decided that
Poland would a case for the Britons to deal witheil commitments elsewhere did not allow
them to come to Poland’s rescue.
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By using the metaphor of the chess game, | hopéadte shown that the matter is a lot more
difficult than just being a willing choice from Adld leaders to abandon their Polish friends.
The context in which the Anglo-American diplomack this period takes place is very
important. | shall name three examples here. Rinsthistory of Poland was very complicated
and the question of its frontiers could not be edhin only a few days. Its leaders were
gathered in London, its armies stationed in Iram &cotland. This made the Polish
government-in-exile anxious to do something, yetytlwere not strong enough to intervene
directly against Stalin. They were simply to faragwfrom their country. Katyn’s aftermath
made matters even more difficult for the LondoneBpkince Stalin tried to establish a Polish
government of his own. Second, Roosevelt and Clilyrtdtough sometimes frustrated with
the Soviet leadership, could not always be awanghaft Stalin was planning or doing all the
time. When the Germans announced the discoverié&ain, at first both Churchill and
Roosevelt thought to witness another effort of Gerrmpropaganda and gave their support to
Stalin. Later on, indeed, the British and the Armams found out their initial response was
wrong, but it was far too late to back down at tpaint. Stalin and his Red Army was too
important for the current war effort against Naar@any and might yet play a major role in
the Pacific theatre against Japan. The Soviet Urdespite all their misgivings, also seemed
more open than ever. Stalin received Allies in Meg@nd went to Tehran in person to meet
the Allied leaders and make important agreementtherpost war organization. There were
simply far larger issues at stake than just Polamdlit was something that had to be carefully
weighted by Churchill and Roosevelt. Third, not bedy within the Anglo-American
governments seemed to agree with the outlined ipslioVe saw many arguments from
(mainly American) politicians such as Sumner Wel®@sl Ambassador Harriman, claiming
that their policy was plain wrong. While not immaidily leading to a palace revolt, this could
become something disturbing and one can imagindttt@ok a long time to deal with these

various opinions and to keep them from public agini

| hoped to have argued that historiography on tibysc should be less colored and be less
condemning to what happened behind the closed dwodgplomacy. Instead of looking at
this topic through subjective eyes, as seen instt®ols of blame and innocence, one can
only truly understand the diplomatic events of thisie when looking at it from a
‘reconstructive’ view. The politicians simply coutt know what was to happen and it could

be they were overrun by events. In short, it dagshmatter whether one was check-mated by
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the other or not. The game that led to it is whaititers and what was the argumentation
behind taking certain moves. One can carefullykluwer its move, there is always an option
it may turn out a lot different than was originalhgended.
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